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Abstract 

Sexting has been defined as sharing sexually suggestive content (i.e., sexts) via Internet 

or smartphone.  To date, only a few studies investigated the role of personality traits in 

relation to sending or receiving sexts, and most of them used the Five Factor Model of 

Personality.  No studies applied the theoretical model of HEXACO six personality traits (i.e., 

honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness 

to experience) when examining different types of sexting (i.e. sending own sexts, risky 

sexting, sharing sexts from someone else without his/her permission, sexting under pressure). 

Thus, this is the first study that, using a cross-cultural perspective, investigated HEXACO 

personality predictors of sexting behaviors considered as a multidimensional construct.  A 

total of 5542 participants from 13 to 30 years old (Mage = 20.36; SDage = 3.67; 60.4% girls and 

39.6% boys) from 10 different countries participated in the study. Participants completed the 

sexting behaviors questionnaire and the HEXACO personality inventory.  Four hierarchical 

regression analyses were conducted to investigate which HEXACO personality traits 

predicted different sexting behaviors, controlling for country, biological sex, age, sexual 

identity status, and dating relationship status.  Results showed that honesty-humility and 

conscientiousness were negatively predictive of all investigated sexting behaviors.  

Emotionality and extraversion were positively related, and agreeableness was negatively 

related to sending own sexts and risky sexting.  Finally, openness to experience was 

negatively related to sharing sexts from someone else without his/her consent and sexting 

under pressure.  Results have implications for the development and implementation of sexual 

education and prevention programs aimed towards adolescents and young adults. 

 

Keywords: Sexting; Personality traits; Adolescence; Young adulthood; Cross-cultural study.  
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Sexting Behaviors 

Sexting has been conceived as a new form of sexual expression among youth, consisting 

of sharing sexual content via the Internet or smartphone (Chalfen, 2009). The high prevalence 

of sexting among young people has been facilitated by easy access to the Internet and the 

proliferation of communication technologies in daily life (Walrave, Heirman, & Hallam, 2014).  

However, the prevalence rates of sexting have not been consistent across different studies due 

to different definitions and assessment methods, as suggested in a recent review (Barrense-

Dias, Berchtold, Surìs, & Akre, 2017).  Prevalence rates of sexting among adolescents ranged 

from 12.8% to 16.8% for sending sexts and from 23.1 to 31.7% for receiving sexts (Madigan, 

Ly, Rash, Van Ouytsel, & Temple, 2018), whilst studies with young adults reported prevalence 

rates of about 60% for sending sexts in a committed relationship and 44% with a casual sexual 

partner (Drouin, Coupe, & Temple, 2017), and 78% for receiving sexts (Morelli, Bianchi, 

Baiocco, Pezzuti, & Chirumbolo, 2016a).  A recent meta-analysis found that the prevalence of 

sexting among emerging adults ranged between 32% and 44.6% for the sending of sexts and 

between 31.9% and 51.2% for the receiving of sexts (Mori et al., 2020) 

The empirical research on sexting revealed the presence of specific trends in sexting 

that appear to be related to individual differences. Studies have consistently found an increase 

in sexting as individuals age, from adolescence to young adulthood (Bianchi, Morelli, 

Baiocco, & Chirumbolo, 2019; Madigan et al., 2018).  Conversely, inconsistent results have 

been found for gender, with some studies showing higher percentages of sexting among boys 

(Hudson & Marshall, 2016; Kopecký & Szotkowski, 2018) and others among girls (Van 

Ouytsel, Van Gool, Walrave, Ponnet, & Peeters, 2017), suggesting that gender differences 

might depend also on the specific kind of sexting behaviors investigated.  A recent meta-

analysis found no gender differences in sexting behaviors (Madigan et al., 2018). 
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Sexting has been found to be more likely reported by young adults who identify as 

sexual minorities (Bianchi, Morelli, Baiocco, & Chirumbolo, 2017; Gámez-Guadix, de 

Santisteban, & Resett, 2017; Van Ouytsel, Walrave, & Ponnet, 2019; Ybarra & Mitchell, 

2016), perhaps because the online environment can protect them against sexual stigma and 

prejudice, which they are often exposed to and perhaps because digital media may provide 

sexual minotiry youth a safer way to connect with peers (Chong, Zhang, Mak, Pang, 2015; 

Meyer, 2003).  Finally, frequency of sexting was also found to be strongly dependent on 

relationship type (Drouin, Vogel, Surbey, & Stills, 2013), with young adults reporting more 

positive expectations and attitudes towards sexting with a dating partner rather than a casual 

sex partner (Drouin et al., 2017). 

Sexting studies have also delved into both positive and negative aspects of sexting, 

dividing the discourse around sexting into two different perspectives (Döring, 2014). The first 

viewpoint conveys sexting as a new normative sexual behavior that young people engage in to 

address their developmental tasks and needs (Bianchi, Morelli, Baiocco, Cattelino et al., 

2019; Kosenko, Luurs, & Binder, 2017; Levine, 2013).  This kind of sexting is also called 

experimental (Wolak, Finkelhor, & Mitchell, 2012). According to the normalcy perspective, 

sexting is common among dating partners because it increases fun, intimacy, and passion 

(Drouin & Tobin, 2014), facilitates communication among minority groups, such as sexual 

minorities (Chong et al., 2015), and is used to obtain body appearance confirmation and 

increase self-esteem (Bianchi et al., 2017).  Aligning with this perspective, a number of 

studies have found no differences in psychological well-being between sexters and non-

sexters (Hudson & Fetro, 2015; Morelli et al., 2016a). 

Conversely, another body of studies stresses the relationships between sexting and 

several risky outcomes, such as psychological distress (Mori, Temple, Brown, & Madigan, 

2019; Temple et al., 2014), substance use (Benotsch, Snipes, Martin, & Bull, 2013; Temple et 
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al., 2014), and other sexual risky behaviors such as higher rates of sexual activity (Houck et 

al., 2014) and having unprotected sex (Rice et al., 2014).  According to this viewpoint, 

sexting could be considered a risky behavior in itself: The sender cannot control whether 

photos and videos they send online are forwarded, posted, or shared, which can expose the 

person who sent them to negative consequences, such as cyberbullying and cyber-harassment 

(Bryce & Klang, 2009; Ojeda, Del Rey, & Hunter, 2019; Van Ouytsel, Lu, Ponnet, Walrave, 

& Temple, 2019), online grooming (Machimbarrena et al., 2018), and sexual solicitation by 

adults over a one-year period (Gámez-Guadix & Mateos-Pérez, 2019).  In line with this 

framework, another type of sexting must be considered: aggravated sexting (Wolak & 

Finkelhor, 2011).  This type of sexting refers to the presence of harmful intention towards 

someone else when sharing sexts or forcing someone to share sexts (Wolak & Finkelhor, 

2011).  Specifically, researchers have found that individuals share sexts from someone else 

without their consent (i.e., the “not-allowed sexting” or “secondary sexting” or non-

consensual sexting; Morelli et al., 2016b) and are sometimes pressured by partner or friends 

to send sexts (Drouin, Ross, & Tobin, 2015; Van Ouytsel et al., 2017).  Aggravated sexting 

has also been found to be related to dating violence and intimate partner aggression (Drouin et 

al., 2015; Morelli, Bianchi, Cattelino et al., 2017). 

In sum, although sexting may meet the developmental needs of some young people, 

sexting can be also considered a risky sexual behavior based on its potential to negatively 

affect psychological well-being (Klettke, Hallford, & Mellor, 2014; Levine, 2013).  

Therefore, investigating protective and risk factors related to sexting among adolescents and 

young adults in different cultures, especially personality traits of those who engage in 

different kind of sexting behaviors, is crucial.  This could be useful for the early identification 

of those at risk for the negative effects of sexting. 

1.2 Personality Traits and Sexting 
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To date, only a few studies have investigated which personality traits are related to 

sexting behaviors. Sexting has been found to be related to impulsivity-related traits, such as 

sensation-seeking and negative urgency (Dir, Cyders & Coskunpinar, 2013; Temple et al., 

2014; Van Ouytsel, Van Gool, Ponnet, & Walrave, 2014). Meanwhile, a few studies 

investigated the role of personality traits in sexting behaviors employing the Five Factor 

Model as the personality theoretical framework (Alonso e Romero, 2019; Delevi & 

Weisskirch, 2013; Gámez-Guadix et al., 2017; Gámez-Guadix & De Santisteban, 2018; 

Olatunde & Balogun, 2017).  Delevi and Weisskirch (2013) found that extraversion was 

positively related to sending sexual text messages, whilst neuroticism was positively related 

and agreeableness negatively related to sending sexually suggestive photos among American 

undergraduates.  Olatunde and Balogun (2017) found that higher extraversion scores 

predicted both receiving and sending sexts in Nigerian students aged 14-24. Gámez-Guadix et 

al. (2017) found that Spanish adolescent sexters showed higher levels of extraversion and 

neuroticism, and lower levels of conscientiousness and agreeableness than non-sexters.  

Additionally, Gámez-Guadix and De Santisteban (2018) found that lower levels of 

conscientiousness and higher levels of extraversion were related to increased involvement in 

sexting behaviors within one year among Spanish adolescents.  Finally, Alonso and Romero 

(2019) found that high extraversion and low agreeableness and conscientiousness predicted an 

increase in sexting behaviors within one year in Spanish adolescents.  Each of these studies 

assessed general sexting behaviors in terms of sending and receiving nude or sexually 

suggestive text messages, photos, and/or video without distinguishing among experimental, 

aggravated, and at-risk sexting behaviors. 

Furthermore, there are no known published studies that have investigated personality 

traits related to sexting behaviors applying the HEXACO model of personality (Lee & 

Ashton, 2004). The HEXACO model of personality has been demonstrated to be more helpful 
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than the Big Five Factor Model in understanding many phenomena connected to clinical, 

deviant and risky behaviors (Ashton & Lee, 2007; Ashton, Lee, & de Vries, 2014). The 

HEXACO model originated from the same lexical and cross-cultural studies which served as 

bases of the Big Five Factor Model. However, the HEXACO model identifies six core 

personality traits instead of five (Ashton et al., 2006): honesty-humility, emotionality, 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Thus, the 

HEXACO model integrated the traditional Big Five Factor Model but added a sixth 

personality factor: honesty-humility. People with high levels of honesty-humility traits are 

inclined to be sincere, honest, and modest and are more likely to cooperate with others; on the 

contrary, people with low level of honesty-humility are inclined to be presumptuous, 

dominant, and manipulative, and to break the rules to gain their own advantages (Lee & 

Ashton, 2013). This factor has been found to be a strong predictor of different aggressive, 

antisocial, and risky behaviors, and low levels of honesty-humility are usually strongly 

associated with psychopathological personality traits of the Dark Triad Model (Ashton et al., 

2014). 

Another difference between the personality models is that agreeableness and 

emotionality differ slightly because in the HEXACO, they are rotational variants of their Five 

Factor counterparts (Ashton et al., 2004). Individuals high in emotionality show high 

emotional response to stressful events, are empathic, and need to be emotionally supported. In 

contrast, individuals low in emotionality are emotionally detached from others and from 

stressful events and need low emotional support (Lee & Ashton, 2004). Meanwhile, 

individuals with high levels of agreeableness show high level of tolerance and forgiveness, 

they are uncritical towards others, and prone to cooperation. Conversely, individuals with low 

levels of agreeableness are resentful and critical of others and rigid in their positions (Lee & 

Ashton, 2004). 
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The other three factors, conscientiousness, extraversion, and openness to experience, are 

more similar to the Five Factor model traits (Lee & Ashton, 2004).  Conscientiousness 

characterizes people who are disciplined, organized, perfectionist, and who obsessively plan 

any activity; on the contrary, people low in conscientiousness are not concerned with their 

commitments, are satisfied with their work even if mistakes are present, and are more likely 

to make decisions impulsively (Lee & Ashton, 2004).  Extraversion assesses the tendency to 

feel confident in group interaction and in social ability, to be optimistic and to have good self-

esteem.  Meanwhile, individuals with low levels of extraversion are not interested and feel 

uncomfortable in social activity, perceiving themselves to be unpopular (Lee & Ashton, 

2004).  Finally, openness to experience is related to fantasy, creativity, preference for novelty 

and new ideas, and risk-taking.  Conversely, individuals with low openness to experience are 

resistant to change, prefer to adhere to convention and predictable situations, are more 

traditionalist, and less interested in unconventional and creative activities (Lee & Ashton, 

2004). 

Previous studies showed how HEXACO personality traits can be related to different 

online behaviors: Publicly posting selfies was found to be negatively related to honesty-

humility and conscientiousness, and positively to emotionality and extraversion (Baiocco et al., 

2017). Moreover, conscientiousness was related to less involvement in the use of the Internet 

and in online behaviors (Swickert, Hittner, Harris, & Herring, 2002; Butt & Phillips, 2008; 

Hughes, Rowe, Batey, & Lee, 2012), possibly because the Internet is considered a potential 

distraction from tasks and is perceived as a risky context (Ross et al., 2009). 

1.3 Aim and Hypotheses of the present study 

The present study aimed to investigate the personality underpinnings of different kinds 

of sexting behaviors (i.e., experimental sexting, aggravated sexting, and high-risk sexting) 

among adolescents and young adults across cultures, controlling for biological sex, age, 
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sexual identity status, and dating relationship status.  The HEXACO model was employed 

here for the first time to study the relationships between personality and sexting. 

This cross-cultural study involved 10 different countries from Europe, USA, Africa, and 

Asia (Poland, USA, Italy, Czech Republic, Turkey, Belgium, China, Russia, Ireland, and 

Uganda). 

Previous studies which investigated the influence of personality traits in sexting 

behaviors focused only on commonly-cited behaviors, namely sending and receiving sexually 

suggestive text messages or images. There are only two cross-cultural studies on sexting.  The 

first one investigated the relationship between sending and receiving sexual images and 

interpersonal dating violence in five European countries (Bulgaria, Cyprus, England, Italy, 

and Norway; Wood, Barter, Stanley, Aghtaie, & Larkins, 2015).  However, this study did not 

focus on personality predictors of sexting and investigated sexting only within the context of 

romantic relationships (i.e., sending sexts to partners), not considering that the majority of 

people send sext outside of a romantic relationship.   

The other cross-cultural study on sexting was conducted in 20 European countries (i.e., 

Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 

Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Slovenia, Sweden, 

United Kingdom) investigated sensation seeking as personality predictor and used a single 

dichotomous item to assess sexting (Baumgartner, Sumter, Peter, Valkenburg, & Livingstone, 

2014).  However, the study by Baumgartner et al. (2014) used a somehow problematic 

definition and measurement of sexting.  Sexting was actually measured by asking participants 

whether they have sent or posted a sexual message (e.g., words, pictures, or videos) of any 

kind on the Internet in the past 12 months.  Thus, this single item measure did not distinguish 

between sending own’s sexts and sending/forwarding general commercial pornography.  This 

limitation may be related to the fact that Baumgartner et al. (2014) used a survey data not 
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specifically designed to investigate sexting behaviors.  To overcome this shortcoming, the 

present study aimed to specifically examine different kinds of sexting behaviors in different 

countries using the same multi-item measure, namely the Sexting Behaviors Questionnaire, 

which has proved to be reliable and valid (Dodaj, Sesar, & Cvitković , 2019; Dodaj, Sesar, & 

Jerinić, 2020; Morelli et al., 2016a; Morelli, Bianchi, Baiocco et al., 2017).  In this regards, a 

recent criticism by Barrense-Dias et al. (2017) highlighted a problem in comparing the 

phenomenon of sexting in different countries and contexts.  In fact, the different studies in the 

literature cannot be compared to each other because every scholar has been using a different 

definition and measure of sexting.  As such, the present study addressed this criticism being in 

fact the first study that can actually do a real cross-country comparison of sexting behaviors. 

To sum up, the present study has a number of original strengths: (1) It would be the first 

study investigating HEXACO personality predictors of sexting behaviors, employing at the 

same time a cross-cultural perspective.  (2) it would be the first study that investigates data 

from four different continents, also including countries such as Uganda, China, and Russia 

that are usually absent in sexting research; (3) unlike previous cross-cultural studies, in the 

present research sexting was considered as a multidimensional construct, operationalized via a 

uniformed and validated scale of actual sexting behaviors; (4) it would go beyond what was 

examined in prior sexting cross-cultural research, either because previous studies were limited 

in the scope (e.g., sexting with partner; Wood et al., 2015) either because they adopted a weak 

single item measure of sexting. 

Regarding the influence of HEXACO personality traits on different sexting behaviors, it 

was hypothesized that high extraversion and emotionality and low agreeableness and 

conscientiousness would be related to experimental sexting (i.e., sending own photos) and to 

high risk sexting (i.e., sexting under substance use and with strangers), in line with previous 

studies (Alonso & Romero, 2019; Delevi & Weisskirch, 2013; Gámez-Guadix et al., 2017; 
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Gámez-Guadix & De Santisteban, 2018; Olatunde & Balogun, 2017).  Moreover, it was 

hypothesized that low honesty-humility would be related to aggravated sexting (i.e., non-

consensual sexting and sexting under pressure), in line with studies that have found 

associations between honesty-humility, antisocial behaviors, and psychopathological traits of 

the Dark Triad (Ashton et al., 2014). 

2. Material and Methods 

2.1 Participants and Procedure 

Data in the present study were collected as part of a cross-cultural research project on 

protective and risk factors for sexting. Data collection involved 10 countries (i.e., Poland, 

USA, Italy, Czech Republic, Turkey, Belgium, China, Russia, Ireland, and Uganda) resulting 

in a total of 5542 participants aged 13 to 30 years old (Mage = 20.36; SDage = 3.67; 59.8% 

girls). Overall, 73.8% of participants (n = 4088) reported being exclusively heterosexual; 

whereas the remaining 26.2% (n = 1454) reported to be sexual minorities (i.e., anything but 

exclusively heterosexual).  Regarding relationship status, 83.7% (n = 4638) reported currently 

having a dating partner or having had one in the past; the remaining 16.3% (n = 904) reported 

that they had never had a dating partner.  Descriptive statistics of participants for each country 

are reported in Table A.1.  The participants of the samples of each country were independent 

to each other and no one was measured repeatedly.
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Table A.1 

Sample Characteristics by Country 

   Age  Biological Sex  Sexual Identity Status  Dating relationship 

Countries Sample size  Range M(SD)  % girls % boys  % Hetero % Sexual 

Minorities 

 % No % Yes 

Belgium 427  14-30 19.36 (3.40)  69.3 30.7  77.8 22.2  12.9 87.1 

China 356  17-30 21.28 (2.66)  60.7 39.3  77.5 22.5  29.2 70.8 

Czech Republic 716  13-30 19.54 (3.15)  64.4 35.6  68.7 31.3  10.1 89.9 

Ireland 261  13-17 15.05 (0.69)  0 100  84.7 15.3  41.8 58.2 

Italy 789  13-30 20.86 (4.25)  59.1 40.9  80.6 19.4  10.0 90.0 

Poland 1075  13-30 20.8 (4.18)  50.5 49.5  61.8 38.2  25.6 74.4 

Russia 278  15-30 19.79 (3.31)  74.8 25.2  62.2 37.8  18.3 81.7 

Turkey 591  18-30 22.65 (2.93)  70.4 29.6  81.9 18.1  10.8 89.2 

Uganda 118  15-20 17.46 (1.24)  59.3 40.7  33.9 66.1  28.0 72.0 

USA 931  18-30 20.74 (2.37)  68.4 31.6  82.7 17.3  6.7 93.3 
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In order to determine the necessary sample size for each country, two a priori power 

analyses were conducted.  At the bivariate level, alpha was fixed to the conventional level of 

.05, power was set to .80 (Cohen, 1988), and a small effect size was hypothesized (r = .20, 

Cohen, 1988).  Given these parameters, the power analysis resulted in a required minimum 

sample size of N = 194.  Therefore, each country was asked to gather at least 200 participants.  

At the multivariate level, we conducted another power analysis in a context of a multiple 

regression (Cohen, 1988).  The minimum required sample size to detect a low anticipated 

effect size f2 = .05 was N = 421, considering that the parameters of power analysis were fixed 

as follows: (1) ten predictors (i.e., the six Hexaco personality traits plus the socio-

demographic variables); (2) the power level set at .90; (3) the significant level of Alpha set at 

point .05.  Therefore, the total sample size of 4088 is more than satisfactory in terms of 

statistical power. 

The Italian research group designed and coordinated the cross-cultural research project, 

contacting research collaborators of all countries enrolled in this study. In order to join this 

cross-cultural project, the research teams of each country were requested to approve and sign 

a scientific agreement in which all details about the research project and data collection 

procedure were described. An English version of the survey was developed and shared with 

all co-authors.  The research team of each country (except for English-speaking countries) 

worked to adapt the language of the survey, following a translation and back translation 

procedure. Regarding the HEXACO-PI-R Personality Inventory (Lee & Ashton, 2004), 

validation and adaptation in each language was retrieved from the official HEXACO webpage 

(http://www.hexaco.org/hexaco-inventory).  Each country’s research team was responsible for 

its own data collection, which was conducted via online surveys (e.g., Google survey, 

Unipark) in order to guarantee more privacy during assessment, as suggested by Clark 

Newmann et al. (2002). All participants gave their informed consent in accordance with the 
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Declaration of Helsinki.  For underage participants, data collection was conducted in the 

school informatic labs, and informed consents were also obtained by school authorities and 

parents. The Ethics Committee of the University (blinded for peer review) approved this 

study. 

2.2 Measures 

2.2.1 Socio-demographic variables. Participants reported their age, biological sex (0 = 

girls; 1 = boys), and dating relationship status (having never had a partner = 0; currently have 

or have had a partner = 1). 

2.2.2 Sexual identity status. Participants reported their sexual identity status on a 7-

point Likert scale (1 = exclusively heterosexual; 2 = predominantly heterosexual; 3 = 

bisexual; 4 = predominantly lesbian/gay; 5 = exclusively lesbian/gay; 6 = not sure; 7 = other).  

Following the procedure used in previous studies (e.g., Pistella, Ioverno, & Russell, 2019), 

respondents were categorized as exclusively heterosexual (who answered 1) and sexual 

minorities (who answered from 2 to 7). 

2.2.3 HEXACO personality traits. The 60-item HEXACO Personality Inventory 

Revised (HEXACO-PI-R; Ashton & Lee, 2009) was administered to assess the six personality 

traits (i.e., honesty-humility; emotionality; extraversion; agreeableness; conscientiousness; 

openness to experience).  Each personality dimension consisted of 10 items rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale from 1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely agree and showed satisfactory 

reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from .68 to .76 (honesty-humility .72, 

emotionality .73, extraversion .76, agreeableness .68, conscientiousness .73, and openness to 

experience .71). 

2.2.4 Sexting. Sexting was defined as the exchange of sexually suggestive and 

provocative text messages/photos/videos via the Internet or smartphone.  The frequency of 

four sexting behaviors during the last year was assessed by 18 items from the Sexting 
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Behaviors Questionnaire (SBQ; Morelli et al., 2016a). Participants rated each item on a 5-

point Likert scale from 1 = Never to 5 = Always or almost daily.  Four items assessed how 

often participants had privately sent and publicly posted their own sexts (i.e., sharing own 

sexts; sample item is “How often have you privately sent provocative or sexually suggestive 

photos about yourself?”; Cronbach’s alpha of .70).  Four items were administered to measure 

risky sexting, which comprised engaging in sexting during substance and alcohol use and 

sharing sexts with strangers met online (a sample item is “Sometimes I sext when I am 

smoking marijuana”; Cronbach’s alpha of .72). Eight items assessed the non-consensual 

sexting, consisting of privately sending and publicly posting sexts of someone else (i.e., a 

partner or an acquaintance) without his/her consent (a sample item is “How often have you 

publicly posted sexually suggestive or provocative photos about your partner without his/her 

consent?”; Cronbach’s alpha was .92).  Finally, two items assessed sexting under pressure of 

a partner or friends (a sample item is “Sometimes I sext because my friends forced me”; 

Cronbach’s alpha was .70). 

2.3 Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics and frequencies of all investigated sexting behaviors were 

computed, and Pearson’s correlations among all study variables were calculated.  Then, four 

hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to investigate which HEXACO personality 

traits (i.e., honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

and openness to experience) predicted different sexting behaviors (i.e., sending own sexts, 

risky sexting, non-consensual sexting, sexting under pressure), controlling for country, 

biological sex, age, sexual identity status, and dating relationship status.  The regression 

analyses on non-consensual sexting and sexting under pressure were run only on the 

subsample of participants who reported to have or have had a dating partner (n = 4624; Mage = 

20.78; SDage = 3.63; age range = 13-30; 61.5% girls; 74.6% exclusively heterosexual), since 
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these two dimensions comprised items about sexting behaviors with a dating partner.  Thus, 

dating relationship status was not added as a covariate in these two regressions since all 

participants currently have or have had a dating relationship. 

As participants were nested in different countries, the intraclass correlation coefficient 

(ICC) related to the study variables was computed to assess the need for multilevel modelling. 

Usually, ICCs lower than .10 suggest that contextual effects are trivial so that the nested 

structure of the data can be disregarded (Hox, 2010). The ICC computed for all the study 

variables was .05, confirming that contextual effects can be considered marginal (Hox, 2010). 

Consequently, we did not take into account the nested structure of the data. On the contrary, 

to control for country effects, we followed the suggestions of Cohen, Cohen, West and Aiken 

(2013) and performed a set of hierarchical multiple regression equations including each 

country as a dummy coded variable, considering the USA as the reference point.  As such, 

nine dummy coded variables were added to the regression equation.  The USA was 

considered as a reference point because most of the studies on sexting have been conducted in 

the United States (Gassò, Klettke, Agustina, & Montiel, 2019; Klettke et al., 2014; Madigan 

et al., 2018). 

Therefore, in the first step of each regression analysis, countries (i.e., dummy coded), 

biological sex (0 = girls; 1 =boys), age, sexual identity status (exclusively heterosexuals = 0; 

sexual minorities = 1), and dating relationship status (having never had a partner = 0; 

currently have or have had a partner = 1) were entered in order to control their effects.  In the 

second step, the six HEXACO personality traits were added to the regression equation.  A 

two-tails significant testing was employed.  All analyses were performed using the software 

SPSS 25.  All data are available for inspection under request: The first author is prepared to 

provide clarification if needed. 

3. Results 
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3.1 Descriptive Statistics 

Regarding frequencies of each sexting behavior, sharing own sexts was reported at least 

once by 41.4% of participants (n = 2293), and engaging at least once in risky sexting was 

reported by 42.7% (n = 2366). In the subsample of participants who reported to have or to 

have had a dating relationship, non-consensual sexting was reported at least once by 9.6% of 

participants (n = 444), and sexting under pressure was reported at least once by 14.7% (n = 

679).  Descriptive statistics of sexting behaviors for each country are reported in Table A.2. 

Table A.2 

Descriptive Statistics of Sexting by Country 

 Sexting behaviors 

Countries Own sexts 

M(SD) 

Risky 

sexting 

M(SD) 

Non-consensual 

sextinga 

M(SD) 

Sexting under 

pressurea 

M(SD) 

Belgium 1.21 (0.31) 1.23 (0.35) 1.02 (0.09) 1.06 (0.22) 

China 1.12 (0.45) 1.09 (0.38) 1.14 (0.49) 1.15 (0.54) 

Czech 

Republic 

1.26 (0.49) 1.40 (0.71) 1.11 (0.43) 1.31 (0.73) 

Ireland 1.23 (0.64) 1.41 (0.86) 1.19 (0.64) 1.22 (0.77) 

Italy 1.24 (0.37) 1.23 (0.41) 1.07 (0.22) 1.08 (0.28) 

Poland 1.25 (0.48) 1.31 (0.54) 1.07 (0.35) 1.07 (0.38) 

Russia 1.23 (0.35) 1.18 (0.30) 1.06 (0.17) 1.12 (0.33) 

Turkey 1.15 (0.29) 1.30 (0.50) 1.02 (0.11) 1.37 (0.66) 

Uganda 1.16 (0.57) 1.17 (0.57) 1.29 (0.71) 1.20 (0.59) 

USA 1.29 (0.40) 1.30 (0.46) 1.08 (0.29) 1.07 (0.27) 

Note. a Statistics for non-consensual sexting and sexting under pressure were computed on a 

subsample of 4624 participants who reported to have or have had a dating partner.  
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Moreover, in Table A.3 are reported prevalence of sexting by countries, that is 

percentages of people from each country who reported to have been involved in each sexting 

behaviors at least once. 

Table A.3 

Prevalence of Sexting by Countries 

 Sexting behaviors 

Countries Own 

sexts 

%(n) 

Risky 

sexting 

%(n) 

Non-consensual 

sextinga 

%(n) 

Sexting under 

pressurea 

%(n) 

Belgium 47.8(204) 44.7(191) 10.3(44) 9.2(34) 

China 14.3(51) 12.4(44) 13.8(49) 11.5(29) 

Czech 

Republic 

45.9(329) 53.1(382) 21.2(152) 27.3(174) 

Ireland 28.4(74) 35.2(92) 17.2(45) 13.9(21) 

Italy 47.4(374) 41.4(327) 18.3(145) 10(71) 

Poland 40.6(436) 48.3(519) 12.3(132) 5.5(44) 

Russia 45.7(127) 40.3(112) 19.8(55) 15(34) 

Turkey 30.6(181) 42.5(251) 9(53) 35.9(189) 

Uganda 16.9(20) 18.6(22) 23.7(28) 15.3(13) 

USA 54.4(506) 45.8(426) 16.7(145) 8.1(70) 

Note. a Statistics for non-consensual sexting and sexting under pressure were computed on a 

subsample of 4624 participants who reported to have or have had a dating partner. In table are 

reported percentages of people who reported to have been involved in each sexting behaviors 

at least once. 

3.2 Correlations among all Variables 

Honesty-humility and conscientiousness were negatively and significantly related to all 

sexting behaviors. Emotionality was significantly and negatively related to risky and 
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aggravated sexting. Conversely, extraversion showed significant and positive correlations 

with sharing own sexts and risky sexting, whilst agreeableness showed significant and 

negative correlations with sharing own sext and risky sexting.  Finally, openness to 

experience was negatively and significantly related to non-consensual sexting. Correlations, 

means, and standard deviations are reported in Table A.4. 
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Table A.4 Correlations among Variables 

   1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M SD 

1.Biological Sex 1                         -- -- 

2.Age -.01 1                       20.36 3.67 

3.Sexual Identity Status -.14*** -.01 1                     -- -- 

4.Dating Relationship -.07*** .25*** -.04** 1                   -- -- 

5. Honesty/Humility -.19*** .14*** -.10*** .02 1                 3.25 0.69 

6. Emotionality -.42*** .01 .04** .05*** .15*** 1               3.23 0.67 

7. Extraversion .02 .02 -.13*** .16*** -.04** -.11*** 1             3.16 0.69 

8. Agreeableness .06*** .05** -.07*** -.04** .26*** -.03* .06*** 1           3.03 0.61 

9. Conscientiousness -.08*** .16*** -.09*** .07*** .25*** .06*** .15*** .10*** 1         3.43 0.63 

10. Openness to experience -.07*** .24*** .18*** .02 .07*** .01 .07*** .06*** .12*** 1       3.33 0.68 

11. Own sext .01 .05*** .13*** .16*** -.13*** .01 .05*** -.08*** -.05*** .01 1     1.23 0.43 

12.Risky sexting .08*** .04** .12*** .14*** -.22*** -.07*** .04** -.10*** -.12*** .01 .55*** 1   1.28 0.53 

13. Non-consensual sextinga  .11*** -.05*** .07*** -- -.10*** -.07*** -.01 -.03 -.12*** -.06*** .63*** .52*** 1  1.08 0.33 

14. Sexting under pressurea .09*** -.01 .05** -- -.09*** -.06*** -.01 -.01 -.11*** .01 .40*** .53*** .52*** 1 1.15 0.49 

Note 1: *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05. N = 5542  Biological sex was coded as 0 = girls and 1 = boys. Sexual identity status was coded as 0 = exclusively heterosexual 

and 1 = sexual minorities; Dating relationship was coded as 0 = never had a partner and 1 = have or have had a partner. Point biserial correlations were run between 

dichotomous variables such as biological sex, sexual identity, and dating relationship and continuous variables.  Correlations among dichotomous variables were the phi 

correlation coefficients. All other correlations were Pearson’s r correlations. 
a Correlations for non-consensual sexting and sexting under pressure were computed on a subsample of 4624 participants who reported to have or have had a dating partner.  
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3.3 Hierarchical Regression Analyses 

Four hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to investigate which HEXACO 

personality traits (i.e. honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, openness to experience) predict, respectively, sharing own sexts, risky 

sexting, non-consensual sexting, and sexting under pressure, controlling for country, 

biological sex, age, sexual identity status, and dating relationship status. 

With regard to sharing own sexts, in the first step of the regression analysis, country, 

biological sex, age, sexual identity status, and dating relationship status were entered as 

covariates, accounting for 5.9% of the variance, R = .24, p < .001.  The second step, in which 

the six HEXACO personality traits were added to the regression equation, added a significant 

1.8% to the explained variance.  Thus, the final model accounted for the 7.7% of the variance, 

R = .28, p < .001.  Being a respondent from Belgium, China, Czech Republic, Italy, Poland, 

Russia, Turkey, Uganda, age, sexual identity status, dating relationship status, honesty-

humility, extraversion, agreeableness, and conscientiousness emerged as significant predictors 

of sharing own sexts. 

Regarding the second regression analysis on risky sexting, in the first step the covariates 

(i.e., country, biological sex, age, sexual identity status, and dating relationship status) 

accounted for 7% of the variance, R2 = .07, R = .26, p < .001.  In the second step, the six 

HEXACO personality traits added a significant 4.9% to the explained variance.  Thus, the 

final model accounted for the 11.8% of the variance, R2 = .118; R = .34, p < .001.  Being a 

respondent from Belgium, China, Ireland, Italy, Poland, Russia, Uganda, biological sex, age, 

sexual identity status, dating relationship status, honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, 

agreeableness, and conscientiousness emerged as significant predictors of risky sexting. 

The third regression analysis was run on non-consensual sexting. In the first step the 

covariates (i.e., country, biological sex, age, and sexual identity status) accounted for 3.6% of 
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the variance, R2 = .036, R = .19, p < .001.  In the second step, the six HEXACO personality 

traits added a significant 1.4% to the explained variance.  Thus, the final model accounted for 

the 5% of the variance, R = .22, p < .001.  Being a respondent from Belgium, Poland, Turkey, 

Uganda, biological sex, sexual identity status, honesty-humility, conscientiousness, and 

openness to experience emerged as significant predictors of non-consensual sexting. 

Finally, in the fourth regression analysis on sexting under pressure, the first step 

accounted for 7.2% of the variance, R2 = .072, R = .27, p < .001.  In the second step, the six 

HEXACO personality traits added a significant 1.3% to the explained variance.  Thus, the 

final model accounted for the 8.5% of the variance, R2 = .085 R = .29, p < .001.  Being a 

respondent from Czech Republic, Poland, Turkey, biological sex, sexual identity status, 

honesty-humility, conscientiousness, and openness to experience emerged as significant 

predictors of sexting under pressure.  See Table A.5 for detailed statistics. 
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Table A.5 

Sexting Behaviors Regressed on Personality Traits (Step 3) 

 Sexting behaviors 

 Own sexts  Risky sexting  Non-consensual sexting  Sexting under pressure 

Predictors  b SE VIF   b SE VIF   b SE VIF   b SE VIF 

Belgium  -.36*** .10 1.38   -.10** .03 1.38   -.60*** .16 1.34   -.03 .03 1.34 

China  -.61*** .11 1.37   -.22*** .03 1.37   .34 .19 1.27   .04 .03 1.27 

Czech Republic  -.24** .09 1.64   .04 .03 1.64   .01 .14 1.60   .21*** .03 1.60 

Ireland  -.05 .13 1.50   .08* .04 1.50   .26 .25 1.32   .03 .04 1.32 

Italy  -.24** .08 1.65   -.09*** .02 1.65   -.17 .14 1.61   .01 .02 1.61 

Poland  -.28** .08 2.03   -.08** .02 2.03   -.44** .14 1.81   -.07** .02 1.81 

Russia  -.40** .12 1.34   -.19*** .04 1.34   -.30 .20 1.31   .02 .04 1.31 

Turkey  -.60*** .09 1.65   -.02 .03 1.65   -.35* .15 1.62   .31*** .03 1.62 

Uganda  -.67*** .17 1.17   -.22*** .05 1.17   1.22*** .30 1.13   .05 .05 1.13 

Biological sex  .06 .05 1.40   .05** .02 1.40   .50*** .09 1.39   .09*** .02 1.39 

Age  .03*** .01 1.37   .01*** .00 1.37   .01 .01 1.29   .01 .00 1.29 

Sexual identity  .53*** .05 1.16   .16*** .02 1.16   .46*** .09 1.15   .07*** .02 1.15 

Dating 

relationship 

 .68*** .07 1.17   .18*** .02 1.17   -- -- --   -- -- -- 

HH  -.25*** .04 1.28   -.13*** .01 1.28   -.19** .06 1.29   -.05*** .01 1,29 
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E  .05 .04 1.27   -.03* .01 1.27   -.08 .06 1.29   -.02 .01 1.29 

X  .11** .03 1.14   .03** .01 1.14   .02 .06 1.11   .00 .01 1.11 

A  -.11** .04 1.13   -.04*** .01 1.13   -.07 .07 1.13   .00 .01 1.13 

C  -.13** .04 1.17   -.07*** .01 1.17   -.35*** .07 1.70   -.05*** .01 1.70 

O  .01 .04 1.27   .01 .01 1.27   -.15* .06 1.29   -.02* .01 1.29 

R2 .08***     .12***     .05***     .08***    

N 5542     5542     4624     4624    

Note. *** p < .001; ** p < .01; * p < .05.. Unstandardized regression coefficients are reported. Biological sex was coded as 0 = girls and 1 = boys. Sexual identity status was 

coded as 0 = exclusively heterosexual and 1 = sexual minorities; Dating relationship was coded as 0 = never had a partner and 1 = have or have had a partner. HH = 

Honesty/Humility; E = Emotionality; X = Extraversion; A = Agreeableness; C = Conscientiousness; O = Openness to experience.
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3.4 Interaction Effects Between Personality Factors 

In a pure explorative vein, we investigated for possible interaction effects between 

personality factors1.  The procedure recommended by Aiken and West (1991) was followed. 

For the sake of brevity, here only significant effects are reported.  Regarding sharing own 

sexts, no significant interaction effects were found.  Regarding risky sexting, a significant 

interaction effects between honesty/humility and conscientiousness emerged, b = .02, p = .01.  

A simple slope analysis indicated that, when conscientiousness was low, the negative 

relationship between honesty/humility and risky sexting was stronger compared than when 

conscientiousness was high, respectively b = -.11 e b = -.07. 

Regarding non-consensual sexting, a significant interaction effect between emotionality 

and conscientiousness, b = .09, p = .04, was found.  A simple slope analysis indicated that, 

when conscientiousness was low, there was a negative relationship between emotionality and 

non-consensual sexting, b = -.15.  On the contrary, when conscientiousness was high, the 

relationship between emotionality and non-consensual sexting was nearly zero, b = .03. 

Moreover, another interaction effect was found between openness to experience and 

conscientiousness, b = .09, p = .02. A simple slope analysis indicated that, when 

conscientiousness was low, there was a negative and stronger relationship between openness 

to experience and non-consensual sexting, b = -.20.  Conversely, when conscientiousness was 

high, the relationship between openness to experience and non-consensual sexting was nearly 

zero, b = -.02. 

Finally, regarding sexting under pressure, a significant interaction effects between 

honesty/humility and conscientiousness emerged, b = .01, p = .03.  A simple slope analysis 

indicated that, when conscientiousness was low, there was a negative relationship between 

honesty/humility and sexting under pressure, b = -.05.  Instead, when conscientiousness was 
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high, the relationship between honesty/humility and sexting under pressure was nearly zero, b 

= -.01. 

Therefore, if we consider the global picture, it appears that the personality trait of 

conscientiousness may function as a protective buffering factor in the relationship between 

specific personality factors (i.e., honesty/humility, emotionality, and openness to experience) 

and different kinds of sexting behaviors. 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

The present study is one of the first cross-cultural research studies that investigated 

personality traits as predictors of a variety of different sexting behaviors (i.e., experimental, 

aggravated, and risky sexting) in adolescents and young adults from 10 different countries 

(i.e., Poland, USA, Italy, Czech Republic, Turkey, Belgium, China, Russia, Ireland, and 

Uganda).  A recent review highlighted the difficulty in comparing results from individual 

studies from different countries due to the use of different measures of sexting (Barrense-Dias 

et al., 2017). Therefore, the present study aimed to fill this gap in the literature, allowing for 

an examination of sexting behaviors worldwide using a validated sexting measure.  For 

instance, findings from the present study showed that young people from the USA are more 

likely to send and post own sexts than participants from other countries, while previous 

studies reported higher prevalence of sexting among Italian participants (Klettke et al., 2014; 

Morelli et al., 2016a). 

Meanwhile, Irish youth reported more risky sexting (i.e., sexting under substance use 

and sexting with strangers met online) than American youth, but this result could be due to 

the fact that the Irish sample was predominantly composed of boys, who are more likely to 

engage in risky sexual behaviors than girls (Bongers, Koot, Van der Ende, & Verhulst, 2003; 

Romer & Hennessy, 2007).  Young Ugandans reported more non-consensual sexting than 

American youth, a result that aligns with widespread risky sexual behavior in Africa 
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(Pinchoff, Boyer, Mutombo, Chowdhuri, & Ngo, 2017), which is leading to the 

implementation of sex education programs in schools, especially in Uganda (Kemigisha et al., 

2019). Finally, Turkish and Czech youth, as compared to American youth, reported receiving 

more pressure from peers and partners to send sexts. This suggests that coercive and 

aggressive dynamics within dating partners may be more common and/or socially acceptable 

in these countries (Toplu-Demirtaş, Hatipoğlu-Sümer, & Murray, 2018; Pikálková, 2012; 

Terzioglu et al., 2018). 

Regarding socio-demographic variables, findings aligned well with previous research.  

Specifically, boys were more likely to be involved in risky and aggravated sexting than girls, 

in line with previous studies on biological sex differences in sexting (Gregg, Somers, Pernice, 

Hillman, & Kernsmith, 2018) and risky sexual behaviors (Romer & Hennessy,2007). 

Experimental sexting and risky sexting increased with age. These findings align with 

previous studies that showed a greater prevalence of sexting among young adults than 

adolescents (Bianchi et al., 2019; Madigan et al., 2018) and support the notion that sexting 

may have a developmental trend similar to that of the development of sexual activity from 

adolescence to young adulthood (Rice et al., 2018). Regarding sexual identity status, sexual 

minority participants were more likely than those who identified as exclusively heterosexual 

to report participating in each of the measured sexting behaviors. This result confirms that 

sexual minority youth are more likely to engage in sexting than exclusively heterosexual 

youth (Currin & Hubach, 2019), perhaps because online communication is a protective factor 

for sexual stigma and prejudice (Chong et al., 2015). 

Finally, participants currently involved or who have been in a dating relationship 

reported more experimental and risky sexting than people who have never been in a dating 

relationship. This result supports findings from previous studies showing that people in a 

dating relationship, as opposed to those in casual sexual relationships, show more positive 
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expectations and attitudes toward sexting, likely because sexting is perceived as a way to 

strengthen intimacy, passion, and satisfaction within partners (Dir et al., 2013; Drouin et al., 

2013). 

With regard to the association between personality traits and sexting, this is the first 

cross-cultural study that identified patterns of personality traits for different types of sexting 

behaviors, after accounting for country and socio-demographic variables.  Both honesty-

humility and conscientiousness were found to be negative predictors of all types of sexting 

behaviors (i.e., experimental, risky, and aggravated sexting).  These findings align somewhat 

with previous studies that found a negative relationship between honesty-humility, posting 

selfies (Baiocco et al., 2017), and high level of narcissism (Lee & Ashton, 2005). An 

explanation for this pattern of results could be the tendency for those with low honesty-

humility to get confirmation and attention from others (Lee & Ashton, 2005). Thus, they 

could be more likely to become involved in experimental and risky sexting behaviors to 

receive confirmation and approval that can nurture their beliefs about being socially dominant 

(Lee & Ashton, 2005). Moreover, people low in honesty-humility are also more prone to 

deception and exploiting others for their own advantage (Lee & Ashton, 2005).  This could be 

the reason why young people low in honesty-humility tend to be more involved in aggravated 

sexting, specifically sharing sexts of others without their permission. 

The negative relationships between conscientiousness and all types of sexting behaviors 

aligns somewhat with results from previous studies showing a relationship between low 

conscientiousness, posting selfies (Baiocco et al., 2017), and greater use of social networks 

(Butt & Philipps, 2008). Moreover, this result is in line with previous studies on Big Five 

personality traits and sexting (Alonso & Romero, 2019; Gámez-Guadix et al., 2017). 

Individuals high in conscientiousness are less inclined to show private aspects of their lives, 

they care more about their privacy being respected, they engage less in risk taking behaviors, 
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and are also more aware of possible negative consequences. Additionally, those who are high 

in conscientiousness may also have more guilt and impulse control (Cohen, Wolf, Panter, & 

Insko, 2011; Dunlop, Lee, Ashton, Butcher, & Dykstra, 2015), which may make them less 

likely to share sexts. Conversely, people with low conscientiousness are less inhibited, more 

prone to hedonism, and have a greater interest in sexuality, which may lead them to be 

involved in risky and aggravated sexting. 

In addition to this, our findings showed how sending own sexts and risky sexting were 

negatively predicted by agreeableness and positively predicted by extraversion.  These 

findings were in line with previous studies on Big Five personality traits and sexting (Alonso 

& Romero, 2019; Gámez -Guadix et al., 2017; Olatunde & Balogun, 2017). People with low 

agreeableness have difficulty in relating positively to others because they appear critical, 

aggressive, and not very attentive to the needs of others advantage  (Ashton & Lee, 2008; Lee 

& Ashton, 2005). Thus, they may prefer online relationships because they feel more 

comfortable and more successful (Gámez -Guadix et al., 2017). Our results also confirmed the 

relationship between low agreeableness and high sexual risk-taking (Turchik, Garske, Probst, 

& Irvin, 2010):  Young people with low agreeableness are indeed more likely to be involved 

in risky sexting. Conversely, individuals high in extraversion are more prone to socialization, 

looking for social stimuli and fun. Thus, the results of the present study support the 

hypothesis that sexting is seen as a form of socialization among young people (Symons, 

Ponnet, Walrave, & Heirman, 2018; Vanden Abeele, Campbell, Eggermont, & Roe, 2014). 

Previous research found a relationship between extraversion and sensation-seeking that may 

explain the relationship between extraversion and risky sexting (Aluja, Garcia, & Garcia, 

2003). 

Furthermore, emotionality emerged to be a negative predictor of risky sexting.  People 

with high emotionality have high consideration and awareness of risks; on the contrary, 
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people low in emotionality are less concerned about risky situations (Lee & Ashton, 2005).  

Thus, people low in emotionality show high risk-taking, in general (Lee, Ashton, & De Vries, 

2005; Weller & Thulin, 2012) and high levels of sensation seeking (de Vries, de Vries, & 

Feij, 2009). This could be an explanation for why they are more inclined to be involved in 

risky sexting. 

Finally, openness to experience was negatively related to both dimensions of aggravated 

sexting (non-consensual sexting and sexting under pressure). People high in openness to 

experience show artistic and aesthetic sensitivity, are more connected with their emotions, and 

have greater autonomy of thought and decision-making (LePine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2000; Lee 

& Ashton, 2005). Thus, people high in openness to experience may be less willing to enact 

aggressive behaviors in couple dynamics, as they might in aggressive sexting. Moreover, 

previous studies have found low levels of openness to experience in imprisoned offenders 

(Rolison, Hanoch, & Gummerum, 2013), and adolescents low in openness to experience were 

more inclined to enact racial bullying (Farrell, Della Cioppa, Volk, & Book, 2014). Therefore, 

low levels of openness to experience may be indicative of a proclivity towards aggressive 

behavior, including aggressive sexting behavior. 

The present findings suggest that motivations and functions of sexting as a social 

phenomenon may be at least somewhat accounted for by personality self-presentations.  

Sending sexts seems to be a common feature among many individuals’ social interactions.  

Because sexting is becoming more and more popular, engaging in the act itself may provide 

important information on individual personality traits and self-representations. In short, 

examining the associations between sexting and personality traits may be key to 

understanding online sexual self-presentations in-depth. 

The present study has some limitations that should be addressed in future research.  

Data are cross-sectional, and this does not allow us to draw causal inferences. Future 
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longitudinal studies are needed to assess the stability of the influence of personality traits on 

sexting over time. Moreover, self-report instruments were used, and sensitive and private 

information could be under-reported, especially in countries in which there is a less liberal or 

more traditional culture of sexuality.  Another limitation is related to the use of a single item 

to capture sexual identity status and future studies should employ more detailed gender and 

sexual orientation measures.  Finally, personality traits only accounted for 1.3%-1.8% of 

variance, with exception of 4.9% added variance with risky sexting as dependent variable.  

Therefore, results regarding the association between personality traits and sexting should be 

interpreted with caution since there are other variables that might also explained sexting 

behaviors beyond personality traits. 

Despite these limitations, this cross-cultural study has implications for education and 

prevention programs aimed at young people. Education and prevention programs should aim 

to promote the development of reflective skills, increasing awareness of the risks and 

consequences of sexting, especially with adolescents low in conscientiousness, who are more 

likely to engage in sexting and have a slow perception of risk.  As previously suggested, 

educational and preventive programs should encourage a conscious approach to promote and 

develop an attitude of responsibility in online behaviors (Gámez-Guadix et al., 2017; 

Garaigordobil & Martínez-Valderrey, 2014).  Moreover, interventions should focus on 

promoting positive relational patterns among youth, emphasizing respect for others and their 

privacy.  Results shed light on the need for school programs promoting more conscious and 

safe use of the Internet and social networks beginning before adolescence.  Specifically, 

programs should increase knowledge and consideration of risk related to sexting. For 

example, Patchin and Hinduja (2020) proposed a safer sexting engagement in which young 

people are empowered with information and tools aimed at protecting them from the possible 

harming consequences of sharing sexts. 
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Finally, these results may have clinical implications, as they could be used to inform the 

development of a brief screening tool to help in the early identification of at-risk adolescent 

and young adult sexters.  Psychotherapists and educators could also identify and delineate 

specific personality profiles for sexting to help young people avoid risky situations and 

consequences. 
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