

[image: image1]
Children’s Internet Use, Self-Reported Life Satisfaction, and Parental Mediation in Europe: An Analysis of the EU Kids Online Dataset












	 
	ORIGINAL RESEARCH
published: 11 January 2022
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.698176





[image: image]

Children’s Internet Use, Self-Reported Life Satisfaction, and Parental Mediation in Europe: An Analysis of the EU Kids Online Dataset

Tijana Milosevic1*, Seffetullah Kuldas1,2, Aikaterini Sargioti1, Derek A. Laffan1 and James O’Higgins Norman1

1DCU Anti-Bullying Centre, Institute of Education, Dublin City University, Dublin, Ireland

2Department of Media and Communication, University of Oslo, Oslo, Norway

Edited by:
Catherine Blaya, Université Côte d’Azur, France

Reviewed by:
Krystyna Kowalczuk, Medical University of Bialystok, Poland
Conor Mc Guckin, Trinity College Dublin, Ireland

*Correspondence: Tijana Milosevic, tijana.milosevic@dcu.ie

Specialty section: This article was submitted to Educational Psychology, a section of the journal Frontiers in Psychology

Received: 20 April 2021
Accepted: 07 December 2021
Published: 11 January 2022

Citation: Milosevic T, Kuldas S, Sargioti A, Laffan DA and O’Higgins Norman J (2022) Children’s Internet Use, Self-Reported Life Satisfaction, and Parental Mediation in Europe: An Analysis of the EU Kids Online Dataset. Front. Psychol. 12:698176. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2021.698176

The present research examines how children’s time spent online is associated with their perceived life satisfaction accounting for their age, gender, socio-economic status (SES), emotional problems, country, and family environmental factors. This article is based on the data of the large scale cross-sectional EU Kids Online survey from 16 European countries with nationally representative samples of children aged 9–17 (N = 11,200, Mage = 13.3, SD = 2.36; 50.6% boys, 49.4% girls). The results indicated that the time children spent online appeared to have no considerable negative effect on their self-reported life satisfaction (SRLS). Comparatively, the positive effects of children’s SES and family environment accounted for 43% of the overall 50% of the variance in children’s SRLS scores. Considering that children’s SES alone accounted for 42% of the variance, children’s emotional problems, country of residence, and enabling parental mediation accounted for the remaining 3, 4, and 1% of the variance, respectively. In line with previous studies that urge caution when discussing the negative influence of time spent online on children’s mental health and overall wellbeing, the current findings suggest that social-ecological characteristics and how children use the Internet, need to be examined further.
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INTRODUCTION

Internet technology and digital media have become central to children’s home, school, and social lives. This is perhaps best evidenced in recent times during the COVID-19 crisis (Drouin et al., 2020). It is therefore becoming more important to understand how these technologies are affecting the mental health and life satisfaction of children and young people. The ongoing debate about the mental health impact of Internet and smartphone use on children and youth is considerably polarised. On the one hand, some studies have suggested that the use of the Internet, smartphone, and social media, constitutes an important factor in the rising levels of anxiety, depression, and suicidal ideation for those born after the year 2000, the so-called iGeneration or Post Millennials (Twenge, 2014; Twenge et al., 2020, 2018a,b). On the other hand, more recent longitudinal studies have demonstrated contrasting evidence that substantiates claims for the negative impact often lack robustness (Przybylski and Weinstein, 2017; Heffer et al., 2019; Orben and Przybylski, 2019; Orben et al., 2019).

There have also been concerns that the Internet, mobile devices, and social media are detracting from children’s sleeping patterns, physical activity, and limit abilities to socially engage in a meaningful and empathetic way due to overreliance on technology (Turkle, 2017; Bozkurt et al., 2018; Kobak et al., 2018; Xu et al., 2019). Simultaneously, “social media addiction,” “social media disorder”, as well as the “Internet addiction disorder” have become established terms in the literature as well as the media (Van Den Eijnden et al., 2016; Blackwell et al., 2017; Hawi et al., 2019), bringing Internet use closer to the pathological discourses in mental illness diagnostic criteria such as the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-5).1 In DSM 5, for instance, Internet Gaming Disorder is listed as a condition in need of further clinical research, and the possibility of its inclusion has raised concerns in the scientific community around stigmatising game play and Internet use generally; and not being able to establish the distinction between excessive but non-problematic game play, from the one that contributes to impairments in one’s daily life (Kuss et al., 2017; Parekh, 2018). Other concerns about Internet use and children’s wellbeing include online safety and a variety of risks such as cyberbullying, grooming, sexting, and exposure to harmful content, among others (Smahel et al., 2020). Children’s use of smartphone technology has been especially debated in the context of negative effects, with research findings that an increasing reliance on smartphones contributes to declining mental health among children and adolescents as well as behavioural problems (Twenge et al., 2018b).

Commonplace in several popular media outlets, debates about the problematic term of “screen time” (Hiniker et al., 2019) and children’s Internet use in general, can subject digital and Internet technologies to moral and media panic situations (Drotner, 1999; Buckingham and Jensen, 2012; Staksrud and Ólafsson, 2020). Such discourse promotes emerging technologies as inherently and morally “bad” for children, and implicitly assumes a direct causal link between the use and the negative implications. These debates often discuss children in developmental terms, failing to acknowledge that children can have agency and potentially become architects of positive own digital lives (Staksrud and Livingstone, 2009).

In the subsequent sections, we further evaluate the conceptions of self-assessed subjective wellbeing and life satisfaction, and parental mediation, in order facilitate the justification for the empirical study that follows.


Self-Reported Wellbeing and Life-Satisfaction: Definitions and Correlates

Subjective (self-reported) wellbeing (SWB) has cognitive, affective, (Diener, 2000; Ben-Zur, 2003; Bradshaw et al., 2011), and social dimensions (Zhang et al., 2019). The affective dimension refers to positive (pleasant) and negative (unpleasant) affects, whereas the cognitive dimension is the “judgement of individual’s life qualities” (Bradshaw et al., 2011, pp. 548–549). Hence, SWB is indicated by life satisfaction, positive affect, negative affect (Diener et al., 1985), and meaning in life in a social-ecological context (Zhang et al., 2019). This characterises SWB as a long-term evaluation of one’s own life (Andrews and Withey, 1976; Keyes et al., 2002; Bradshaw et al., 2011). Therefore, SWB can be measured either in a specific domain like a social network, family, or school (Zhang et al., 2019) or as a global assessment of life satisfaction (Diener et al., 1985). The EU Kids Online survey measures the cognitive component only as a self-reported global assessment of life satisfaction (in relation to no specific domain). Given that self-reported mental health also strongly contributes to self-reported life satisfaction (SRLS) (Lombardo et al., 2018), the current analysis further focused on children’s “emotional problems” as another correlate of the SRLS.

Among social factors, large differences in SWB have been reported at the national level, suggesting that one’s life circumstances and country-level factors such as socio-economic and ethno-cultural differences, play a significant role (Inglehart and Klingemann, 2000; White, 2010). Likewise, such country characteristics can also make a substantial difference in the extent to which children can capitalise on various online opportunities, and how they experience online risks and possible harms (Staksrud and Milosevic, 2017). Some studies found that country-associated characteristics are likely to account for children’s SWB substantially, while other socio-demographic characteristics like child’s age and gender, are likely to have a much smaller contribution (Dinisman and Ben-Arieh, 2016). However, these socio-demographic variables are very likely to be correlated with children’s time spent online. For instance, recent research on children’s Internet use and wellbeing has found that girls are disproportionately negatively affected, suggesting the need for further research on gender differences (Twenge et al., 2020).

A recent study, which conducted cross- and within-country comparisons, as to whether the amount of time children spend online affects their overall life satisfaction in developing countries, found no strong association and also no evidence that this association differs by gender (Kardefelt-Winther et al., 2020). In the cited study, the quality of children’s close relationships with their family and friends had much stronger explanatory power for their life satisfaction than did time spent on the Internet. Therefore, focusing on the quality of children’s relationships with their family and friends, rather than on restrictions of time children spent online, is likely to explain more of their overall SWB (Kardefelt-Winther et al., 2020). Recent studies have thereby called for more international research to examine the determinant role of family and social context in children’s SWB (Matin et al., 2017; Kardefelt-Winther et al., 2020). It is also important to highlight the problematic nature of the term “screen time” and that not all screen time is created equal; i.e., it is not just the number of hours spent online that matters; but which activities the child engages in online and how this time is spent (Kucirkova and Livingstone, 2017).



Family Environment as Restrictive and Enabling Parental Mediation

Following the call for additional research into the role of family context in understanding the effect of time spent online on children’s wellbeing, we take into account whether and how restrictive and enabling parental mediation of children’s Internet use affect children’s SRLS. There is a limited amount of research on the relationship between parental mediation of children’s digital media use and their wellbeing (Zullig et al., 2005; Brooks et al., 2016); and mediation specifically has, to our best knowledge, not been studied as a determinant of SRLS, and not when demographic, psychological and country level factors have been accounted for, which is the contribution of our research. Parental or caregiver mediation can affect children’s experience of being online, the incidence of risks and consequent harm, as well as the development of digital skills, which all contribute to children’s subjective wellbeing (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008; Paus-Hasebrink et al., 2013; Livingstone et al., 2017; Livingstone et al., 2018). Parental or caregiver mediation of children’s Internet use refers to parents’ verbal and technical strategies aimed at maximising online opportunities and minimising online risks (Livingstone et al., 2017). Parental mediation can be either parent or child-initiated communication about children’s media and technology use, including activities, content, and time spent online (Sasson and Mesch, 2014, 2019; Kuldas et al., 2021). Building on the earlier work on parental mediation of child Internet use (Sasson and Mesch, 2014, 2019; Livingstone et al., 2017), and in an effort to reconcile inconsistencies in scales used to measure parental mediation, researchers have most recently proposed a trichotomy of restrictive-enabling-observant parental mediation of children’s Internet use (Kuldas et al., 2021). According to this model, restrictive mediation refers to parental controls in forms of (a) setting rules for their children’s use of social media, apps, or games, (b) setting filters (technical restriction to online contents), and (c) setting limits (the Internet access), while also monitoring/checking their children’s online activities (Kuldas et al., 2021). Enabling mediation includes parent- and child-initiated communications (sharing, asking, talking, listening, discussing, or encouraging) and instructions (helping, explaining, showing, suggesting, or guiding) that enable children’s agency in Internet and social media use, managing online safety/risks and opportunities (Kuldas et al., 2021). Observant mediation is when a parent intermittently observes or attentive to both the child’s behaviour and the screen when the child is online (Kuldas et al., 2021).

Previous research has found that different mediation strategies are associated with differences in family characteristics when it comes to children’s exposure to online risks and opportunities (Livingstone et al., 2017). For instance, restrictive mediation was preferred when child and parent digital skills were lower; it largely contributed to the reduction of online risks but also diminished the exposure to online opportunities, such as learning or improving digital skills (Livingstone et al., 2017). Enabling mediation, on the other hand, was preferred by parents who were more digitally savvy; it increased more online opportunities but also risks (Livingstone et al., 2017). Parental mediation strategies also appeared to be associated with family climate: parents who exhibited higher confidence in their parenting skills were more likely to rely on active mediation in the form of co-use with their child, which in turn positively influenced the family climate (Festl and Gniewosz, 2019). Having in mind the role of restrictive mediation in reducing risk exposure, and the effect of enabling mediation on maximising opportunities and the possible influence over family climate, we found it important to account for the role of parental mediation of Internet use in determining children’s SRLS.



The Current Study

We seek to understand if, and to what extent, time spent online plays a role in determining SRLS when demographic, psychological, family and country-level factors have been accounted for. We investigate the following research questions:


1.Does time children spend online explain their overall SRLS levels when children’s gender, age, socio-economic status (SES), emotional problems, and country of residence have been accounted for?

2.How does children’s family environment (i.e., enabling and restrictive parental mediation of their Internet use) affect children’s SRLS when the above factors have been accounted for?






MATERIALS AND METHODS

The EU Kids Online2 study is a multinational research network that sought to enhance knowledge of children’s online opportunities, risks and safety across 19 European countries over the course of 2018 and 2019. This research network consists of the undertaking of large scale surveys and qualitative inquiry to act as a basis of evidence for the purposes of informing safer Internet policies that promote online safety for children in Europe. In the present study, the secondary data analysis, as of the EU Kids Online survey data, includes nationally representative samples of Internet using children aged 9–17 of 16 European countries (N = 11,200). The recommended sample size as directed by the network was 1,000 children per country with a few exceptions for smaller populated countries. See Table 1 for sample description and the descriptive statistics across measured variables.


TABLE 1. Descriptive statistics of demographic, independent, and dependent variables.
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The EU Kids Online survey contained core items that all countries needed to include, such as: questions about child’s Internet and digital technology use patterns, risks (e.g., cyberbullying, sexting, and grooming), psychological characteristics, family environment/parental mediation, and well-being. There were also optional questions about children’s Internet and digital media use. Accordingly, the length of the survey varied by country.

Each country followed ethics procedures directed by the EU Kids Online network and sought approval or advice from its relevant national institution or ethical committee, if available. Informed consent from both parents/caregivers and children was sought ensuring confidentiality and anonymity. For a more detailed description of the sampling methods, data and the research process including the ethics procedures please consult the EU Kids Online technical report (Zlamal et al., 2020).


Dependent Variable

The EU Kids Online study measured overall life satisfaction (M = 7.45, SD = 1.63) with the Cantril Ladder that reads as follows: “Here is a picture of a ladder. Imagine that the top of the ladder ‘10’ is the best possible life for you and the bottom ‘0’ is the worst possible life for you. In general, where on the ladder do you feel you stand at the moment? Please tick the box next to the number that best describes where you stand.” At the top of the ladder, it was written: “Best possible life” and the bottom of the ladder there was the label “Worst possible life.”



Independent Variables


Internet Use

The EU Kids Online survey measured children’s estimated Internet use (i.e., time spent online and intensity). Two questions assessed the amount of estimated time children spent online on weekdays and on weekends on a nine-point-scale ranging from 1 (little or no time), 2 (about half an hour), 3 (one hour), 4 (two hours), 5 (three hours), 6 (four hours), 7 (five hours), 8 (six hours), to 9 (seven hours or more). The question that measures estimated time spent on the Internet is intended to capture the difference in use between weekdays when children’s daily schedule is constricted by school activities, and weekends when they tend to have more free time. To measure intensity of Internet use, the EU Kids Online survey asked children to rate how often they go online or use the internet via four devices (i.e., a mobile phone/smartphone, desktop computer, laptop/notebook, and tablet) on a seven-point-scale ranging from 0 (never) to 7 (almost all the time).

A Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of a correlation matrix of these six items measuring children’s Internet use (either alone or along with nine items measuring family environment, restrictive and enabling mediation) suggested to retain only three items: two items measuring time spent online, and one item measuring the intensity of “a mobile phone/smartphone” use (see Table 2). The other three items (i.e., desktop computer, laptop/notebook, and tablet) were not factorable and had very low loading values well below 0.30. Therefore, these three items were excluded from further analysis. The Internet use/time spent online had high internal consistency with a composite reliability value of 0.85 (M = 5.4, SD = 1.64) well above the cut-off values of 0.70 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).


TABLE 2. Results from the principal Component Analysis of the EUKO questionnaire.
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Psychological Characteristics

Psychological characteristics were initially assessed through a set of 10 core items, adapted from the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Dew and Huebner, 1994; Goodman et al., 1998) that measure conduct problems (three items), emotional problems (four items), and hyperactivity (three items) on a 4-point-scale: not true (1), a bit true (2), fairly true (3), very true (4) for me. Negatively worded items were reversed and analysed accordingly. However, only the emotional problems scale had good internal consistency with a composite reliability value of 0.78 (M = 1.84, SD = 0.72). Due to their very low internal consistency with composite reliability value of 0.49 for conduct problems scale and 0.05 for the hyperactivity scale (i.e., below the cut-off values of 0.70, Fornell and Larcker, 1981), they were excluded from further analysis.



Socio-Demographic Variables

The analysis included three demographic variables: age (M = 13.3, SD = 2.36), gender (boys set as the reference category), and SES. Children reported their SES based on the question: “Think of this ladder as representing where people stand in your country. At the top of the ladder are the people who are the best off—those who have the most money, the most education and the most respected jobs. At the bottom are the people who are the worst off—who have the least money, the least education, and the least respected jobs or no job. Please tick the box where you think you and your family are” (Zlamal et al., 2020).



Family Environment as Parental Mediation Strategies

Indicators of family environment were restrictive and enabling parental mediation strategies for child’s Internet use (see Table 2 for the results of PCA). Enabling mediation (converged with Child-Initiated Mediation), was measured via six core items with a 5-point scale from “1 = never” to “5 = very often.” Restrictive mediation was measured with three core items on a 4-point scale (1 = I am allowed to do this anytime, 2 = I am allowed to do this only with permission or supervision, 3 = I am not allowed to do this, and 4 = I do not know if I am allowed to do this). Both enabling and restrictive mediation scales had high internal consistency with a composite reliability value of 0.89 (M = 2.7, SD = 1.0) and 0.84 (M = 3.29, SD = 0.89) above the cut-off values of 0.70 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981), respectively.



Country-Level Variable

Table 1 shows the list of countries included in the study. In a hierarchical multiple regression, a variable with the largest sample size is automatically considered as a reference to other variables, which in this case was Spain.



Data Analyses and Procedures

The current study carried out two main statistical analyses using IBM SPSS v.27 statistical software. First, a PCA of family environment (restrictive and enabling mediation) and child’s Internet use identified an optimal number of components indicating parental mediation of child’s Internet use. The PCA was conducted on the 14 items with an orthogonal (varimax) rotation method, because the primary purpose was to retain significantly correlated items which converge into fewer components. Results of this PCA allowed for further analysis of the second research question. Second, a Hierarchical Multiple Regression analysis of children’s SRLS was conducted to account for explanatory effects of the Internet use, while controlling for children’s gender, age, SES, emotional problems, and country. These demographic variables were first introduced, followed by emotional problems, which are the strongest predictors of SWB (Diener et al., 1999; Bradshaw et al., 2011; Kim et al., 2019), then country level (Dinisman and Ben-Arieh, 2016), time spent online, and finally parental mediation variables.

Prior to conducting the regression analysis, plots of standardised residuals to evaluate for assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, linearity, multicollinearity, independence of errors, and absence of outliers were checked (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2014). All the statistical assumptions were met for the analysis.




RESULTS


A Principal Component Analysis of Items Measuring Parental Mediation of Child’s Internet Use

Based on the results of the PCA, a total of two items with a loading less than 0.32 was removed, as they were below the cut-off value (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2014). For the remaining 12 items, the Kayser–Meyer–Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis (KMO = 0.83). The Bartlet test was significant (p < 0.001). An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Three components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 63.5% of the variance. The first component accounted for 32.9%, the second accounted for 20.6%, and the third component accounted for 10% of the variance. Table 2 displays the items and the rotated component loadings, of which less than 0.32 were omitted to improve clarity. The items that cluster on the same component suggest that Component 1 represented Family Environment—Enabling Mediation with six items (including Child Initiated Mediation with two items), Component 2 represented Family Environment—Restrictive Mediation with three items, and Component 3 represented the Internet Use (consisted of Time Spent Online with two items and Intensity of Use with one item). All the components had high values of internal consistency, estimated with composite reliability of 0.89, 0.84, and 0.85, respectively (Table 2).



A Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Children’ Self-Reported Life Satisfaction

A 5-step hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to estimate the prediction of children’s perceived life satisfaction based on their gender, age, and SES (Step 1); emotional problems, one indicator of psychological wellbeing (Step 2); country, namely Czechia, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Spain, and Switzerland (Step 3); internet use (Step 4); and family environment, enabling mediation and restrictive mediation (Step 5). As shown in Table 3, Step 1 included gender, age, and SES as controlling for variables in the model, which accounted for 42% of the variation in perceived life satisfaction, R2 = 0.42, F(3, 112) = 2745.43, p < 0.001. Step 2 added emotional problems (a variable of psychological wellbeing) to the model, which increased 3% and accounted for 45% in the variation in perceived life satisfaction, R2 = 0.45, F(4, 112) = 2300.95, p < 0.001. Step 3, the inclusion of 16 countries (i.e., Czech, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia, Spain, and Switzerland) in the model increased 4% and accounted for 49% in the variation in perceived life satisfaction, R2 = 0.49, F(19, 112) = 556.40, p < 0.001. Step 4, the addition of internet use to the model made no considerable contribution to the accounted 49% of the variance in perceived life satisfaction, R2 = 0.49, F(20, 112) = 530.59, p < 0.001. The last Step 5 included two enabling mediation and restrictive mediation as the family environment factors, which increased only 1% variation in the model. As a result, all together the 22 independent variables accounted for 50% in the variation in children’s’ perceived life satisfaction, R2 = 0.50, F(22, 112) = 508.43, p < 0.001.


TABLE 3. Hierarchical multiple regression results for predictors of children’s perceived life satisfaction.
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DISCUSSION

The aim of this study was to examine the extent to which time spent online explains children’s SRLS when demographic, psychological, family and country-level factors have been accounted for. We carried out a hierarchical multiple regression model using factorial variables obtained from the EU Kids Online large-scale dataset of Internet using children (N = 11,200) in 16 European countries.

Following previous literature, the analysis included demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, SES, and country of residence) as well as self-reported emotional problems of children, all of which were found to be related to children’s SRLS (Diener et al., 1999; Bradshaw et al., 2011; Dinisman and Ben-Arieh, 2016; Lombardo et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2019). The analysis also examined how enabling and restrictive parental mediation of children’s Internet use (Helsper et al., 2013; Paus-Hasebrink et al., 2013; Livingstone et al., 2017; Kardefelt-Winther et al., 2020) affected children’s SRLS. Providing further inferential statistical evidence for the association between children’s Internet use and their self-reported wellbeing, this analysis of the EU Kids Online data, may facilitate consistency in findings which have appeared contradictory in the growing body of research. While some studies found Internet and digital media contribute to negative psychological outcomes such as depression, anxiety, lower levels of empathy, and physical decline (Twenge, 2014; Turkle, 2017; Bozkurt et al., 2018; Kobak et al., 2018; Twenge et al., 2018a,b; Xu et al., 2019), this set of findings found limited support in other studies (Przybylski and Weinstein, 2017; Heffer et al., 2019; Orben et al., 2019; Orben and Przybylski, 2019; Kardefelt-Winther et al., 2020).

The current findings indicate that the estimated time children spent online has no considerable negative effect on their SRLS. When added to the overall model, Internet use made no observable changes in the variation. Children’s self-reported SES and family environment together explained 43% of the positive variance, while their self-reported emotional problems and country of residence accounted for the remaining three per cent and four per cent of variance, respectively. This finding is, to some extent, contrary to previous research which found that demographic variables had a limited contribution to the overall variance while a greater portion was explained by country-level variables (Dinisman and Ben-Arieh, 2016).

While children’s age and gender variables became significant in the final model, SES consistently contributed to SRLS. For higher SES, the probability of a higher level of children’s SRLS increased. However, higher levels of emotional problems decreased the probability of children’s perceived life satisfaction. Likewise, the greater the Internet use (i.e., for every additional hour spent online on smartphone during regular weekdays or weekends), the probability of children’s perceived life satisfaction decreased. Nonetheless, adding Internet use to the model did not increase the explained variance in SRLS. In contrast, both enabling and restrictive parental mediation increased the probability of children’s SRLS.

This study underscores the importance of understanding the relationship between time children spent online and the family context, especially parental/caregiver mediation. Previous research has indicated that restrictive parental mediation strategies can reduce children’s exposure to risks, but also to positive opportunities for children to capitalise on while using the Internet, such as learning, digital skills, socialisation, and leisure (Livingstone et al., 2017). According to previous literature, restrictive mediation, which involves active engagement in child’s Internet use, tended to be employed when both parents and children exhibited less developed digital skills, whereas enabling mediation was employed by parents who had higher levels of digital prowess (Livingstone et al., 2017). Importantly, parents who felt more confident in their skills also tended to rely more on active mediation and co-use behaviour, which was found to positively influence family climate (Festl and Gniewosz, 2019).

While the current finding for the positive effect of enabling and restrictive parental mediation of child Internet use on children’s SWB allows for no further conclusions, other parent-child characteristics (e.g., parent–child engagement in physical activity after or before an online activity) are worth exploring in more detail. More active family involvement in enabling mediation, which facilitates children’s ability to capitalise on online opportunities, might have a more significant bearing on children’s SRLS. This is in contrast to a simple reduction of risk experiences facilitated by restrictive mediation.



CONCLUSION

The present research documented empirical evidence for the two main questions. Evidence for the first question indicated that the time children spent online had no considerable negative effect on their SRLS, while taking into account their demographic variables. As evidence for the second question, SES, emotional problems, and country of residence accounted for their SRLS more than family environment.

The cross-sectional nature of this study limits the possibility of a causal or linear relationship of children’s Internet use with their self-reported SWB. Moreover, as SWB has been operationalised across studies in different ways, this study operationalised children’s SRLS as one dimension of their SWB. While our research can contribute to the wider body of work on children’s SWB, this contribution relates only to measures of SRLS and not the affective and domain-specific components outlined in the literature review.

Furthermore, this study measures time spent online only and it does not examine children’s activities (e.g., social media use, online gaming, or learning) nor does it examine online risks (e.g., cyberbullying, sexting etc.). While the inclusion of such variables was beyond the scope of this article, previous research has called for an examination of specific children’s online experiences, rather than merely time spent online. Future research might examine specific online activities in connection to family context and mediation variables. Although parental mediation strategies were examined in the current research, they were identified on the basis of a PCA, which is an item reduction method that can lead to an overestimation of factor loadings (Cabrera-Nguyen, 2010). Instead of PCA, a method of common factor analysis like Principal Axis Factoring or Maximum Likelihood can serve as a precursor of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of parental mediation strategies (Kuldas et al., 2021).

The findings in this study arguably provide a strong case for future researchers to pursue additional research into the role of contextual factors and family environment specifically in children’s SRLS. Mediator and moderator effects of enabling and restrictive parental mediation should be explored; especially accounting for other variables such parent–child relationships and parental support; online risks, activities, and digital skills. As the presence of children becomes more prominent with the online world, so are more efforts being made by researchers, parents, policy makers, educators, and technologists who strive to maximise the benefits that the online world brings to children, all the while minimising the potential risks attributed to it.
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FOOTNOTES

1
https://www.psychiatry.org/psychiatrists/practice/dsm/feedback-and-questions/frequently-asked-questions#::̃text=The%20Diagnostic%20and%20Statistical%20Manual,criteria%20for%20diagnosing%20mental%20disorders

2
https://www.lse.ac.uk/media-and-communications/research/research-projects/eu-kids-online


REFERENCES

Andrews, F. M., and Withey, S. B. (1976). Social Indicators of Well-being. New York: Springer. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4684-2253-5

Ben-Zur, H. (2003). Happy adolescents: the link between subjective well-being, internal resources, and parental factors. J. Youth Adolesc. 32, 67–79. doi: 10.1023/A:1021864432505

Blackwell, D., Leaman, C., Tramposch, R., Osborne, C., and Liss, M. (2017). Extraversion, neuroticism, attachment style and fear of missing out as predictors of social media use and addiction. Pers. Ind. Diff. 116, 69–72. doi: 10.1016/j.paid.2017.04.039

Bozkurt, H., Özer, S., Şahin, S., and Sönmezgöz, E. (2018). Internet use patterns and Internet addiction in children and adolescents with obesity. Pediatric Obes. 13, 301–306. doi: 10.1111/ijpo.12216

Bradshaw, J., Keung, A., Rees, G., and Goswami, H. (2011). Children’s subjective wellbeing: international comparative perspectives. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 33, 548–556. doi: 10.1016/j.childyouth.2010.05.010

Brooks, F. M., Chester, K. L., Smeeton, N. C., and Spencer, N. H. (2016). Video gaming in adolescence: factors associated with leisure time use. J. Youth Stud. 19, 36–54. doi: 10.1080/13676261.2015.1048200

Buckingham, D., and Jensen, H. S. (2012). Beyond “media panics”: reconceptualising public debates about children and media. J. Children Media 6, 413–429. doi: 10.1080/17482798.2012.740415

Cabrera-Nguyen, P. (2010). Author guidelines for reporting scale development and validation results in the Journal of the Society for Social Work and Research. J. Soc. Soc. Work Res. 1, 99–103. doi: 10.5243/jsswr.2010.8

Dew, T., and Huebner, E. S. (1994). Adolescents’ perceived quality of life: an exploratory investigation. J. Sch. Psychol. 32, 185–199. doi: 10.1016/0022-4405(94)90010-8

Diener, E. (2000). Subjective well-being: the science of happiness and a proposal for a national index. Am. Psychol. 55, 34–43. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.34

Diener, E., Suh, E. M., Lucas, R. E., and Smith, H. L. (1999). Subjective well-being: three decades of progress. Psychol. Bull. 125, 276–302. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.125.2.276

Diener, E. D., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., and Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction with life scale. J. Pers. Assess. 49, 71–75. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa4901_13

Dinisman, T., and Ben-Arieh, A. (2016). The characteristics of children’s subjective well-being. Soc. Indic. Res. 126, 555–569. doi: 10.1007/s11205-015-0921-x

Drotner, K. (1999). Dangerous media? Panic discourses and dilemmas of modernity. Paedagog. Histor. 35, 593–619. doi: 10.1080/0030923990350303

Drouin, M., McDaniel, B. T., Pater, J., and Toscos, T. (2021). How parents and their children used social media and technology at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic and associations with anxiety. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 23, 727–736. doi: 10.1089/cyber.2020.0284

Festl, R., and Gniewosz, G. (2019). Role of mothers’ and fathers’ Internet parenting for family climate. J. Soc. Pers. Relationsh. 36, 1764–1784. doi: 10.1177/0265407518771753

Fornell, C., and Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable and measurement error. J. Market. Res. 34, 161–188.

Goodman, R., Meltzer, H., and Bailey, V. (1998). The strengths and difficulties questionnaire: a pilot study on the validity of the self-report version. Eur. Child Adolesc. Psychiatry 7, 125–130. doi: 10.1007/s007870050057

Hawi, N. S., Samaha, M., and Griffiths, M. D. (2019). The Digital Addiction Scale for Children: development and validation. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 22, 771–778. doi: 10.1089/cyber.2019.0132

Heffer, T., Good, M., Daly, O., MacDonell, E., and Willoughby, T. (2019). The longitudinal association between social-media use and depressive symptoms among adolescents and young adults: an empirical reply to Twenge et al. (2018). Clin. Psychol. Sci. 7, 462–470. doi: 10.1177/2167702618812727

Helsper, E. J., Kalmus, V., Hasebrink, U., Sagvari, B., and De Haan, J. (2013). Country classification: opportunities, risks, harm and parental mediation. Lond. Sch. Econ. Pol. Sci. Available online at: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/52023/ (accessed April, 2020).

Hiniker, A., Radesky, J. S., Livingstone, S., and Blum-Ross, A. (2019). “Moving beyond “The Great Screen Time Debate” in the design of technology for children” in Extended Abstracts of the 2019 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. (United States: SIGCHI). 1–6. doi: 10.1145/3290607.3311745

Inglehart, R., and Klingemann, H. D. (2000). “Genes, culture, democracy, and happiness” in Culture and Subjective Well-being. eds E. Diener and E. M. Suh (United States: The MIT Press). 165–183.

Kardefelt-Winther, D., Rees, G., and Livingstone, S. (2020). Contextualising the link between adolescents’ use of digital technology and their mental health: a multi-country study of time spent online and life satisfaction. J. Child Psychol. Psychiatry 61, 875–889. doi: 10.1111/jcpp.13280

Keyes, C. L. M., Shmotkin, D., and Ryff, C. D. (2002). Optimizing wellbeing: the empirical encounter of two traditions. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 82, 1007–1022. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.1007

Kim, E. K., Dowdy, E., Furlong, M. M., and You, S. (2019). Complete mental health screening: psychological strengths and life satisfaction in Korean students. Child Indic. Res. 12, 901–915. doi: 10.1007/s12187-018-9561-4

Kobak, M. S., Lepp, A., Rebold, M. J., Faulkner, H., Martin, S., and Barkley, J. E. (2018). The effect of the presence of an internet-connected Mobile tablet computer on physical activity behavior in children. Pediatric Exerc. Sci. 30, 150–156. doi: 10.1123/pes.2017-0051

Kucirkova, N., and Livingstone, S. (2017). Why the very idea of ‘screen time’ is muddled and misguided. Available online at: https://theconversation.com/why-the-very-idea-of-screen-time-is-muddled-and-misguided-82347 (accessed April, 2020).

Kuldas, S., Sargioti, A., Milosevic, T., and O’Higgins Norman, J. (2021). A review and content validation of 10 measurement scales for parental mediation of children’s Internet use. Int. J. Commun. 15, 4062–4084.

Kuss, D. J., Griffiths, M. D., and Pontes, H. M. (2017). DSM-5 diagnosis of Internet Gaming Disorder: some ways forward in overcoming issues and concerns in the gaming studies field: response to the commentaries. J. Behav. Addic. 6, 133–141. doi: 10.1556/2006.6.2017.032

Livingstone, S., and Helsper, E. J. (2008). Parental mediation of children’s internet use. J. Broadcast. Electr. Media 52, 581–599. doi: 10.1080/08838150802437396

Livingstone, S., Mascheroni, G., and Staksrud, E. (2018). European research on children’s internet use: assessing the past and anticipating the future. New Media Soc. 20, 1103–1122. doi: 10.1177/1461444816685930

Livingstone, S., Ólafsson, K., Helsper, E. J., Lupiáñez-Villanueva, F., Veltri, G. A., and Folkvord, F. (2017). Maximizing opportunities and minimizing risks for children online: the role of digital skills in emerging strategies of parental mediation. J. Commun. 67, 82–105. doi: 10.1111/jcom.12277

Lombardo, P., Jones, W., Wang, L., Shen, X., and Goldner, E. M. (2018). The fundamental association between mental health and life satisfaction: results from successive waves of a Canadian national survey. BMC Public Health 18:342. doi: 10.1186/s12889-018-5235-x

Matin, N., Kelishadi, R., Heshmat, R., Motamed-Gorji, N., Djalalinia, S., Motlagh, M. E., et al. (2017). Joint association of screen time and physical activity on self-rated health and life satisfaction in children and adolescents: the CASPIAN-IV study. Int. Health 9, 58–68. doi: 10.1093/inthealth/ihw044

Orben, A., Dienlin, T., and Przybylski, A. K. (2019). Social media’s enduring effect on adolescent life satisfaction. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 116, 10226–10228. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1902058116

Orben, A., and Przybylski, A. K. (2019). The association between adolescent well-being and digital technology use. Nat. Hum. Behav. 3, 173–182. doi: 10.1038/s47562-018-0506-1

Parekh, R. (2018). Internet Gaming. United States: American Psychiatric Association.

Paus-Hasebrink, I., Bauwens, J., Dürager, A. E., and Ponte, C. (2013). Exploring types of parent–child relationship and internet use across Europe. J. Children Media 7, 114–132. doi: 10.1080/17482798.2012.739807

Przybylski, A. K., and Weinstein, N. (2017). A large-scale test of the goldilocks hypothesis: quantifying the relations between digital-screen use and the mental well-being of adolescents. Psychol. Sci. 28, 204–215. doi: 10.1177/0956797616678438

Sasson, H., and Mesch, G. (2014). Parental mediation, peer norms and risky online behavior among adolescents. Comp. Hum. Behav. 33, 32–38. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2013.12.025

Sasson, H., and Mesch, G. (2019). “Parental mediation” in The International Encyclopedia of Media Literacy. eds R. Hobbs and P. Mihailidis (United States: Wiley Blackwell). doi: 10.1002/9781118978238.ieml0177

Smahel, D., MacHackova, H., Mascheroni, G., Dedkova, L., Staksrud, E., Olafsson, K., et al. (2020). EU Kids Online 2020: survey Results from 19 Countries. United Kingdom: London School of Economics and Political Science. doi: 10.21953/lse.47fdeqj01ofo

Staksrud, E., and Livingstone, S. (2009). Children and online risk: powerless victims or resourceful participants? Inform. Commun. Soc. 12, 364–387. doi: 10.1080/13691180802635455

Staksrud, E., and Milosevic, T. (2017). Adolescents and children in global media landscape: from risks to rights. Ann. Int. Commun. Assoc. 41, 235–241. doi: 10.1080/23808985.2017.1387503

Staksrud, E., and Ólafsson, K. (2020). “Is it me, or is it you? Exploring contemporary parental worries in Norway” in Discourses of Anxiety Over Childhood and Youth Across Cultures. eds L. Tsaliki and D. Chronaki (Germany: Springer). 323–346. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-46436-3_14

Tabachnick, B. G., and Fidell, L. S. (2014). Using Multivariate Statistics, 6th Edn. United Kingdom: Pearson.

Turkle, S. (2017). Alone together: why We Expect more from Technology and Less from Each Other. Hachette, UK.

Twenge, J. M. (2014). Generation me-revised and Updated: why Today’s Young Americans are More Confident, Assertive, Entitled–and More Miserable than Ever Before. United States: Simon and Schuster.

Twenge, J. M., Haidt, J., Joiner, T. E., and Campbell, W. K. (2020). Underestimating digital media harm. Nat. Hum. Behav. 4, 346–348. doi: 10.1038/s41562-020-0839-4

Twenge, J. M., Joiner, T. E., Rogers, M. L., and Martin, G. N. (2018a). Increases in depressive symptoms, suicide-related outcomes, and suicide rates among US adolescents after 2010 and links to increased new media screen time. Clin. Psychol. Sci. 6, 3–17. doi: 10.1177/2167702617723376

Twenge, J. M., Martin, G. N., and Campbell, W. K. (2018b). Decreases in psychological well-being among American adolescents after 2012 and links to screen time during the rise of smartphone technology. Emotion 18:765. doi: 10.1037/emo0000403

Van Den Eijnden, R. J. J. M., Lemmens, J. S., and Valkenburg, P. M. (2016). The social media disorder scale. Comp. Hum. Behav. 61, 478–487. doi: 10.1016/j.chb.2016.03.038

White, S. C. (2010). Analysing wellbeing: a framework for development practice. Dev. Pract. 20, 158–172. doi: 10.1080/09614520903564199

Xu, F., Adams, S. K., Cohen, S. A., Earp, J. E., and Greaney, M. L. (2019). Relationship between physical activity, screen time, and sleep quantity and quality in US adolescents aged 16–19. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 16:1524. doi: 10.3390/ijerph16091524

Zhang, Z., Zhang, J., Zhao, N., and Yang, Y. (2019). Social network size and subjective well-being: the mediating role of future time perspective among community-dwelling retirees. Front. Psychol. 10:2590. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02590

Zlamal, R., Machackova, H., Smahel, D., Abramczuk, K., Ólafsson, K., and Staksrud, E. (2020). EU Kids Online 2020: technical Report. United Kingdom: London School of Economics and Political Science.

Zullig, K. J., Valois, R. F., Huebner, E. S., and Drane, J. W. (2005). Associations among family structure, demographics, and adolescent perceived life satisfaction. J. Child Fam. Stud. 14, 195–206. doi: 10.1007/s10826-005-5047-3


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2022 Milosevic, Kuldas, Sargioti, Laffan and O’Higgins Norman. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/xhtml/Nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		Children’s Internet Use, Self-Reported Life Satisfaction, and Parental Mediation in Europe: An Analysis of the EU Kids Online Dataset



		INTRODUCTION



		Self-Reported Wellbeing and Life-Satisfaction: Definitions and Correlates



		Family Environment as Restrictive and Enabling Parental Mediation



		The Current Study







		MATERIALS AND METHODS



		Dependent Variable



		Independent Variables



		Internet Use







		Psychological Characteristics



		Socio-Demographic Variables



		Family Environment as Parental Mediation Strategies



		Country-Level Variable



		Data Analyses and Procedures







		RESULTS



		A Principal Component Analysis of Items Measuring Parental Mediation of Child’s Internet Use



		A Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis of Children’ Self-Reported Life Satisfaction







		DISCUSSION



		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		FUNDING



		FOOTNOTES



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/fpsyg-12-698176-t001.jpg
Variables

Gender

Boys

Girls
Country

Czechia

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

ltaly

Lithuania

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Serbia

Slovakia

Spain

Switzerland
Age
Socio-economic Status
Emotional Problems
Enabling Mediation
Restrictive Mediation
Internet Use

Life Satisfaction

5670
5530

1290
577
357
658
751
621
450
553
785
531
1086
447
660
575
1624
335

%

50.6
49.4

11.5
5.2
3.2
5.9
6.7
5.5
4.0
4.9
7.0
4.7
9.7
4.0
5.9
5.1
13.6
3.0

13.3
6.76
1.84
2.7
3.29
5.4
7.45

Sb

2.36
1.62
0.72
1.0
0.89
1.64
1.63

N =11,200.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-698176-t003.jpg
Variables

Step 1

Constant

Gender

Age

Socio-economic Status
Step 2

Constant

Gender

Age

Socio-economic Status
Emotional Problems
Step 3

Constant

Gender

Age

Socio-economic Status
Emotional Problems
Czechia

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

taly

Lithuania

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania
Serbia
Slovakia
Switzerland

Step 4
Constant
Gender
Age
Socio-economic Status

Emotional Problems

Czechia

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany
taly

Lithuania

Malta

orway

Poland

Portugal

Romania
Serbia
Slovakia

Switzerland

Internet Use

Step 5

Constant

Gender

Age
Socio-economic Status
Emotional Problems
Czechia

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

taly

Lithuania

Malta

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Serbia

Slovakia

Switzerland

Internet Use
Enabling Mediation
Restrictive Mediation

4,78
—0.15"*
041"

0.62**

5.35"*
—0.02
—0.09"*

0.60"**
—0.39"*

5.62"*
—0.01
-0.08™*

0.61*
—0.46™*
—-0.13*
—0.48"*
—0.31™*
—0.84"*
—0.81**
—0.33*
—0.80"*
—0.22***
—0.41*
—0.66"*
—0.06

0.11
-0.16™
—0.83"*
-0.27

5.66™"
—0.01
—0.07**

0.6
—0.45*
—0.13*
—0.48"*
—0.30"*
—0.86™*
—0.82***
—0.35"*
—0.81**
—0.21™*
—0.40*
-0.67"*
—0.05

0.11

-0.15*
—0.85

—0.28™
—0.04**

4.87
—0.05*
—0.06"*

0.60*
—0.46"*
-0.11*
—0.50*
—0.32"
—0.98*
—0.83"*
—0.41
-0.87**
—0.30"*
—0.30"*
—0.66"*
—0.13*

0.05
—0.23"*
—0.90"*
—0.27
—0.03"*

0.21

0.06™*

95% Cl for B

LL

4.60
-0.19
-0.12

0.60

517
—0.07
-0.10

0.59
—0.42

5.44
—0.05
~0.09

0.60
~0.50
022
—0.59
—0.45
—0.94
~0.91
—0.44
093
-0.33
—0.51
-0.77
—0.14
—0.01
~0.26
—0.94
—0.41

5.48
—0.05
—0.08

0.60
—0.49
-0.22
-0.59
—0.44
-0.97
—0.93
—0.46
—0.93
—0.33
—0.50
-0.78
—-0.14
-0.02

—0.25
-0.97

—0.42
—0.05

4.67
-0.10
—0.07

0.58
—-0.49
—0.20
—0.61
—0.46
—1.09
—0.93
—0.52
—0.99
—0.41
—0.43
-0.78
—0.22
—0.07
-0.33
=1.01
—0.41
—-0.06

0.18

0.02

V)4

4.95
-0.10
—-0.10

0.63

5.53
0.03
—0.08
0.62
—0.36

5.81

0.04
—0.07

0.62
—0.43
—0.04
—0.36
-0.18
-0.73
—0.70
—0.22
—0.67
—0.10
—0.31
—0.54

0.05

0.24
—0.05
-0.72
-0.13

5.84

0.04
—0.06

0.62
—0.42
—0.04
—0.36
-0.16
—0.756
-0.72
—0.24
—0.68
—0.10
—0.29
—0.55

0.04

0.23

—0.04
-0.74

—0.14
-0.02

5.08
—0.01
—0.05

0.61
—0.43
—0.03
—0.39
-0.19
-0.87
-0.72
—0.30
-0.74
-0.19
-0.18
—0.55
—0.03

0.17
-0.12
=0.79
—0.13
—0.02

0.23

0.09

SEB

0.09
0.02
0.01
0.01

0.09
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.02

0.09
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.05
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.05
0.07
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.07

0.09
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.05
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.05
0.06

0.06
0.06

0.07
0.01

0.11
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.04
0.06
0.07
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.05
0.06
0.06
0.06
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.02

N = 11,200; Cl, confidence interval; LL, lower limit; UL, upper limit. *p < 0.05. *p < 0.01. **p < 0.001.

—-0.06
-0.16
0.61

—0.01
-0.13

0.60
—-0.17

—0.00
-0.12

0.60
—0.21
—0.038
—0.06
—0.03
-0.12
-0.12
—0.05
—0.10
—-0.03
—0.06
—0.09
—0.01

0.01
—0.02
—0.11
—0.03

—0.00
-0.10

0.60
—0.20
—0.03
—0.06
—0.03
-0.12
—-0.13
—0.05
=0.10
—0.038
—0.06
—0.09
—0.01

0.01

—0.02
-0.12

—0.08
—0.04

-0.02
—0.09

0.59
-0.20
-0.02
-0.07
—0.04
-0.14
-0.13
—0.06
-0.10
—0.04
—0.05
—0.09
—0.02

0.01
-0.03
-0.12
—0.08
-0.03

0.12

0.03

R2

0.42

0.45

0.49

0.49

AR2

0.40%

0.03**

0.04**

0.00"**

0.01**





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-698176-t002.jpg
Item Component loading

1 2 3
Factor 1: Family Environment— Enabling Mediation and Child Initiated Mediation
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Download music or films 0.809
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Use a social networking site 0.791
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N = 71,200. The extraction method was Principal Component Analysis with orthogonal (varimax with Kaiser normalisation) rotation. Component loadings

<0.32 were omitted.
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