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Abstract

Immersed within a digital age, children agedZyears (the iGeneration; Turner,

2015) and adolescents are engaging with digital technologies, especially social

networking sites (SNS). A recent Ofcom (2019) report identified that 219 af 8

yearolds and71% of 1215 yearolds own a SNS profile, despite the age restrictions
averaging 13 years. Childrends increasing
participation within their construction of reality, which evokes adultist fears (Corsaro,

2015; James & Praul997), such astheloniger m out comes wupon chi
emotional wellbeing (Bryce, 2010; Livingstone & BItRoss, 2017). Yet, little is

known about what these outcomes may be. T
understanding of the risks and benefit$SNS use using both Psychological and

Sociological perspectives and a mixeegthods approach. Specifically, | assess
childrends SNS use, percd&8pndiatersacioand behayv
emotional outcomes in study 4. Studies 1 and 2, quanétatosssectional online
surveys, explorel@&@adoN=4C@ntaswd-l2algielddl&8nods
N=800) perceptions of the risks and benefits of SNS use, respectively. Study 3, with
gualitative ongo-onesems t ruct ur ed i nter s{agewd2, expl or ¢
N=15), par ermBt;s &N=(1a3g e da n2A8 -34eN=TAhperceptiobns ¢fa ge d
SNS use and, with adults, internet mediation behaviours. Study 4, a quantitative

| ongitudinal onl i ne s u+l2 H3BQ0) SNS Ipchadisse s c hi |
and their association witgelesteem, wellbeing, anxiety and depression (6 months

later) Thi s thesisd findings ident-i2iyeargt hat ad
are using SNS and that their online behaviours predict outcomes which aretedsocia

with risks and benefit# d u Ipercepiions of the risks and benefits of SNS use are

mi saligned with childrenb6s reality and ar
Bridging social capital online and exploring the self is associated with beiefic

outcomes over time.
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Introduction

This thesis focuses upon childrenbés ri sk
social networking sites (SNS) and the implications upon mental health and wellbeing.

A particular focus is placed upon primary school childegyed 7to-12 years the

iGeneation (iGen; Turner, 2015Having only known a world embedded in digital
technology, the iGen have a unique relationship with digital usage (Livingstone &
Blum-Ross, 2017). Due to the age restrictions upon SNS averagipgars there is

the misconceptiothat the iGen are not using these sites. It is becoming increasingly
recognised that, in fact, they are. An increase has been identified amaodst-8ear

olds (18% in 2018; 21% in 2019) and-1@ 15-yearolds (69% in 2018; 71% in 2019;

Ofcom, 2019)Y e t , a nuanced understanding of t hi
implications remains limited.

This topic is embedded within psychological and sociological frameworks.
Experience and interactions within everyday life shape our perceptions, socially
constructing what we consider as reality (social constructionism; Hammersg;, 19
Hewitt & Shul man, 1979). To investigate t
use, four topics will be investigadked vi a
concern and perception of theenefits of SNS use; 2) h i | driskeandobenefit
behaviours on SNS; 3) the role of parents
perceptions; 4) the longitudina¢lationshipof t he | Gends SMS wuse
esteemyvellbeing and mental healtfrhis thesis will inform parents, practitioners and
policy makers about both the protection and empowerment ehildren, aged -To-

12 yearswithin the digital age.

Throughout this thesis, the sociological stvacts of childhood and social
constructionisni understanding of the world developed by societal assumptions (Burr,
2015)7 will be addressed. These provide an important conceptual framework for the
thesis. The first chapter of this thesis will introduitese constructs and their
contemporary influence within the digital age. The United Nations Rights of the Child
charter (UNRCin 1989; Lundy, 200y was pivotal in reframing the social roles of
children. Their introduction of the three Ps (ProtectionyBron and Participation)
evoked much debate concerning children as adtiveugh exerting autonomy in

decisionmaking (Corteset al.,2009) and passivéhrough beingsubmissive to the
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decisioamaking of others (Casemajoet al., 2015). Collectively, thisprioritised

childrendéds rights, which are shifting wit
and why childrendés rights are being i mpac
shape the I Gends risks and benefit behavi

The first chager shall also explore current findings regarding the risks and
benefits of SNS use, largely conducted with adult populations. In order to ensure the
validity of this thesisd findings specifi
(or Generation Z Turner, 201% is also required. Adolescence considers the
developmental stage between pubertal development and independent adulthood (Frech,
2012) . Due to Facebookds (the first widel
members comprising 100 millian 2008, in comparison to&billion in 2019 (Statista,

2020), those born from 1995 to 2008 experienced a different digital environment during
their upbringing compared to the iGebeneration ZGen 2 in this thesis therefore
considers those aged -22 years but specifically only those aged -18 yearsare
investigated to ensure that autonomy is more comparable between Gen Z and the iGen.
This chapter will also introduce the current known risks and benefits of SNS use. These
risks and benefits will fate to social capital: formation and maintenance of social
networks (Putnam, 1993); impression management particularly in terms of self
presentation: manipulation of the self based uponrcsgi€ept goals or social norms
(Goffman, 1%9); cyberbullying: r@eated intentional online harm (Tokunaga, 2010);
online overdisclosure: inappropriate information revealed to misjudged audiences
(Kim & Dindia, 2011).

The first chapter will also discuss the potentialationshipbetweenthese
behavioursandmental helth and wellbeing. Due to current findings within literature
identifying these outcomes related to SNS use, a focus will be placed upestseln:
opinion of the self (Grayittle, Williams & Hancock, 1997); anxiety: ongoing and
intrusive worry (Jablensk 1985); depression: persistent sadness and loss of interest
(Rottenberg, 2005) . Agai n, despite | imit
health and SNS use, this chapter will evaluate current research and consider its
applicability to the iGen.

The second chapter of this thesis will address the mixed methods approach
adopted. A mixed methods approach wil/l e n
and address both the conceptual and contextual notions of this topic. This chapter will

clearly aitline the methodology of this thesis and its rationale.
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Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6 present the empirical work of this thesis via 4 studies.
Chapter 3 presents a quantitatliByeary expl or
concerns of the SNS risks and perceptions of the bemefgscrosssectional study.
Chapter 4 quantitativel yl2yeangvrisksand bgrefites ¢ h
behaviours on SNS in a cressctional study. Chapter 5 develops these findings furthe
via oneto-one interviews tanvestigaepar ent s 0, teachersd and
benefit perceptions of SNS use. Chapter 6 will quantitatively investigate
relationship betweea hi | dr ends SNS behaviours and th
over ime via a longitudinal study.

The final chapter of this thesis will summarise and critique the findings
t hroughout this thesis, drawing concl usi
perceptions and behaviours atfte potential relationship witlmentd health and

wellbeing.
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Chapter 1

Literature Review

1. Social construction of the digital age

Our perception of reality is shaped by our social interactions, this process is known as
social constructionism (Burr, 2015; Postman, 1994). Specifically, oeraitions
represent social symbols which reflect the society we live in: symbolic interactionism
(Blumer, 1986; Postman, 1994). Active and passive interactions are particularly
important within symbolic interactionism and social constructionism (Craib4;198
Corsaro, 2015). Active interactions reflect independence, agency and freedom (Carlisle
et al.,2009; Miller & Rose, 2008)for example, owningrainternetconnected mobile
phone with access to all settings and apps at any Bassive interactions, ahe other

hand, render the individual powerless as a recipient of action (Killen & Wainryb, 2000;
Schwanen & Ziegler, 2011¥or example, relying orm n ot h er Gconnectedt er ne't
device as well as their discretion of which settings and apps can be usetheand
Roles within society are symbolised by how active or passive they are within everyday
interactions. As these roles change over time, they reflect evolving perceptions of
reality within society. Thus, our reality is socially constructed.

The evoluton of the internet has altered perceptions of communication and this
is reflected within the symbolic interactions on SNS. For example, in the past, social
plans would be organised fat®mface and required active participation from all
individuals involval. Via SNS, however, social plans can be organised, changed and
cancelled with far greater ease and speed (Rasmussen, 2019). Active and passive roles
are clearly changing in the digital age, and thus the role of SNS is governing a great
deal of social conteuction. This is further impactful upon the concepts of childhood.

Concepts of childhood are formed via symbolic interactionism within an adult
reality (McPhee & Bronstein, 2002; Woodfall & Zezulkova, 2019). Adults have greater
life experience than childn and are biologically more developed, so childhood is
perceived as encapsulating vulnerability and innocence (Holloway & Valentine, 2003).
Typically, throughout history, children have been interpreted as passive within social
constructionism (James & Rip 1997; Hendrick, 2015). This does not, however, mean
to say that they have been invisible. Although very present within the family and social

dynamics, children lacked choice autonomy and the input of adults was required
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(Holloway & Valentine, 2005; Jaes & Prout, 1997). For example, despite children as
young as aged two working in the Victorian minekeywood, 201, their role was
still passive in society as it was their
their own. Further, should tiienish to refrain from such work, they had no choice
autonomy in the matter.

Rendering children passive but developmentally distinguishable from adults
presents the concept of adultism: viewing
al | c handlpasitioeimg@hildren below adults hierarchically, rather than allowing
dynamic social positioning (p.517; Flasher, 1978). Where adultism is present within
symbolic interactions, social construction develops an adultist society (Corsaro, 2015).

The ceation of the internet has enhanced access to symbols which socially
construct an adult reality (i.e., connecting with strangers, witnessing violent or
sexualised content, interacting with financial activity; Livingstone & Third, 2017).
Developmentally, cifidren may experience trauma if exposed to adult symbols
(Stolbachet al., 2013). It is therefore important for children to have their own
appropriate reality (Livingstone & Third,
by adults as it is ratdat a child is in an environment where adults are not present (
school, home; Corsaro, 2015). The internet, however, presents an environment where a
child can socialise independently of adults (Corsaro, 2015).

The digital age is challenging thesencepts culminating in the pestodern
child: capable of independence and the choice of active and passive participation within
society (Corsaro, 2015; Jenks, 1996). As children develop within this reality, they are
becoming increasingly digitally literafeivingstone & Third, 2017). Having only ever
known this reality, the iGen are capable of independently engaging with digital use
(Livingstone & Third, 2017). The postodern child is not passive, but active in their
reality.

Importantly, the posinodernchild of this thesis is contextualised within a
westerncentric culture (Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003). Hakutani (2002) argues that
postmodernity symbolises freedom, expression and is embedded within capitalist
society, thus comprising a western constré@stern cultures are largely shaped by
tradition and are less individualistic (Motak, 2009). As a result,-posternity is
conceptually different within collectivist cultures (Wardy Edwards, 201Y. In
response to this, the sociological framework of thesis is embedded within western

reality.
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Within a western adultist society, the posbdern child is problematic. Adults
want to protect children but this is increasingly difficult where the iGen are digitally
literate and capable of online independerfaerthermore, the digital age encourages
online use. As aforementioned, socialising online is becoming more and more
important, representing a symbolic interaction within the digital age. In order to socially
engage, the iGen are seeking online commuisicgiLivingstone & Hadden, 2009).
Denying this oppresses children, particularly their development, their voice within
society, and their opportunity to actively contribute to social construction (Corsaro,
2015; Livingstone & Third, 2017). Enabling this, virever, developswhat is often
referred to asnoral panic(Woodfall & Zezulkova, 201Pover the vulnerability and
innocence of childhood (Woodhead, 2015). Faced with this challenge, adultist society
prioritises the protection of childhood via enhanced otadien and control, known as
panopticism (Bentham & Bogovi V).,Argdabhg 5 ;
this attacks the rights of the child (Lievestsal.,2018).

In order to protect childhood, adultist societies utilise panoptic techniques
(Lieverset al.,2018). Offline examples of these include physically monitoring children
(e.g.,only allowing children to play where they can be seen by adlétsks, 2005),
managi ng c¢hil de.g, onlysalloWingichéldresh sohpilay with friends

consdered acceptable by parents; Holloway & Valentine, 2000) and managing

childrends soci al Sspaces (of ten ' i mi ted

extracurricular activity venue; Bradshaw, 2016; Holloway & Valentine, 2000; Wyness,
2019).The postmodernchild, however, is experiencing less freedom within physical
spaces due to adultist fears (Corsaro, 2015; Livingstone & Third, 2017). As a result of
this, children are spending less time playing outside than previous generations and are
seeking entertainent within the home (Livingstone & Third, 2017). With increasing
access to digital spaces within the home environment, children are engaging online
which challenges adultism and evokes further panopticismin@stone & Bober,

20095.

Online, adultist pandpi ci sm compri ses restricti
altogether (Livingstone & Bober, 2005), installing site blockers or monitoring software
(Baldry, Sorrentino & Farrington, 2019)
& Livingstone, 2012). Althougre f f ect i ve i n protection,
opportunity for participating within the digital age (Lievexisl.,2018; Livingstone &

Third, 2017).
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Discussing notions of active and passive roles within social construction is
important for this theis as it provides a sociological understanding for how the iGen
may perceive the risks and benefits of SNS use as well as how they may behave online.
It is also important for considering how parents and teachers may perceive the risks and
benefits and howhis shapes theinternet mediation behaviourk order to address
these aspects of the thesis further evaluation will be undertaken specifically focusing

upon the rights of the child and panopticism within the digital age.
1.1. The rights of the child

The United Nations Rights of the Child (UNRC) charter in 1989 was pivotal in
challenging societal concepts of the child (Detrick, 1999; Lundy, 2007). The UNRC
presented the importance of the three Ps: Protection, Provision and Participation. Being
developnentally different to adults, children are both psychologically and physically
vulnerable, thus, children require protection. Extending from this, due to these
differences, children are limited in their access to certain aspects of societedalg.
andfinancial services). Therefore, children also require provision. Further, as opposed

to being passive, children are capable of actively participating within society. The
UNRC states that it i's a childdés right 1
experiencing protection and provision. The emphasis upon the collaborative nature of

the three Ps is symbolic of the shifting perception of childhood (Livingstone & Third,
2017). The digital age presents aatedhal | er
as to what extent the UNRCG6s three Ps ar
participate online (Livingstone, 2005, 2014).

Due to the rapid development and prevalence of SNS, adultist societies are
concerned about c hi | dwngstories& TBiM,S201@).nAsa g e me |
previously discussed, the iGen are able to access adult symbols online; this presents
developmental risks as well as a threat to the current concept of childhood (Woodhead,
2015). To mitigate these risks, adultist societiesrjitse protection (Livingstone &

Third, 2017). Specifically, in terms of SNS this is reflected within the symbolic

i nteraction of publ i c attitudes and res
(Livingstone & Helsper, 2007). Public attitudes widely demos e chi | dr enés
and this is identifiable within the media. These attitudes manifest within restrictions
upon childrends SNS use. Examples of thes

limits, etc (Livingstoneet al.,2015). Of course, limitig access protects children from
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the risks (Livingstone & Third, 2017). In accordance with the UNRC, this indeed
adheres to childrenods right for protect
protection hinders provision and thus participation (Lieetrad, 2018). Opposing the
regulations of the UNRC, it is arguable that within the digital age a hierarchical model

of childrenbs rights is being i mplementec
& Third, 2017).

The notion of provision is challging within the digital age. Even where
provision is considered, this tends to be skewed towards adultist beliefs (Bernardini,
2014). For example, age restrictions on SNS avet&geears: the beginning of the
60teensd and per cept icalyy adolesdenceacdnoniercescaetimec e .
onset of pubertal devel opment ; socially,
becoming a 6teenagerd (Frech, 2012; Offer
childhood as symbolic interactions change preith@antly in terms of migrating away
from the parents and developing independence (Corsaro, 2015; Frech, 2012).
Symbolically, this marks the end of innocence and vulnerability as perceived by an
adultist society (Corsaro, 2015; Thornburg, 1986). Linking back to SNS use, this
represents how provision is prioritised once the threat to childhood is minimised. But
this is not in accordance with the UNRC. The iGen should not lack provision due to
adultist concerns. In doing so the iGen are limited in thagess to the opportunities
online.

Online participation poses the great es
SNS use, via provision, enhances their active participation; this challenges both the
concept of childhood and the role of the child (Listape & Third, 2017). Regarding
the concept of childhood, SNS use threatens innocence and vulnerability. The risks,
such as communicating with strangers, cyberbullying and impaired mental health,
directly impact childhood with potentially logrm consegences (Livingstonet al.,

2015). Online participation also threatens adultism in terms of the role of the child.
Within adultist societies children are rendered passive due to their vulnerability
requiring adult protection (Bernardini, 2014; Corsaro, 20Engagement with SNS
facilitates active participation (Livingstone, 2005). Allowing children access to adult
symbols shifts the power balance away from active protective adult and passive
innocent child to a more equgkt ambiguousdynamic (Crawford, 2009; Woodhead,
2015). Children as active participants blur the current concept of childhood (Woodhead,

2015). This is particularly the case with the iGen who have only known a digital reality
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and have developed digital literacy fastard in many cases at a more advanced level,
than adults (Livingstone & Third, 2017; Rosen, 2010). Therefore, allowing the iGen to
actively participate online potentially renders adults passive. This uncertainty within
adultist society creates social urtreghich manifests within a moral panic and stricter
protection (Crawford, 2009; Livingstoret al.,2015; Woodhead, 2015). In terms of
SNS use, the ambiguity of children as active and the risks upon childhood are driving
adultism away from participationnd towards protection (Livingstone, 2005).
Specifically, in relation to the iGen and the digital age, this focus upon protection is
manifesting within restrictivinternet mediatiofehaviours (Livingstone, 2017).

SNS therefore presents a challenging tgdtir the interpretation of the rights
of the <child. I n order to empower chil
constructionism, it is vital to adhere to the interchangeable ethos of the three Ps (Lundy,
2007). Children require protection yet nesidficient provision in order to participate.
Oppressing chil drenos provi sion prioriti

participation, rendering the child passive. Currently, protection is being prioritised at

the expense of participation, arguabllye gr essi ng chil drends ri
Third, 2017).

Enhancing protection breeds panopticism: enhanced control and observation
(Bentham & Bogovil, 1995; Brignall, 2002;

2017). Enhanced through technical regolasi and limiting active participation within

a digital age, the iGen are currently experiencing a digital panopticon. Digital
panopticism is relevant to this thesis for it contextualises wider societal attitudes
towards the i Gends pEN& dwd & svohiamhd icrhitl Wrrrer
behaviours. Examining digital panopticism builds an understanding of how the iGen

are accessing SNS and what may influence their risk and benefit behaviours.

1.2. Panopticism in a digital age

Derived from philosophicditerature in the 1700s, the figure of the Panopticon presents

a sociological symbol of heightened obse
1995). Technology has enhanced panopticism due to the ease of surveying on a grander
scale, this has been theailsas pospanopticism (Galic, Tilman & Koops, 2017). Of

interest to this thesis, specifically, is the theory of socialpasbpticism (Ammariat

al., 2015; Lupton 2016; Livingstone, 2016).

Social
Development
Lab



25

Via SNS, social interactions are easily accessible; thipecesly the case with
public online activity. In relation to the iGen, social ppanopticism extends further
in terms of parental monitoring (Livingstone, 2016). Adultist fears of the internet
corrupting childhood contribute to the monitoring of chid@s onl i Roe act i \
instance,s f t war e can be installed to update p
searching history and policy regularly recommends that parents only allow their child
online access within communal spaces in the home (Livingst2016). Social post
panopticism manifesting itself in these behaviours renders the iGen passive. Being
constantly monitored and di sall owed onl
opportunity to actively participate within the social construction of tlyitadiage
(Livingstone & Helsper, 2017).

In practice, social pogianopticism is reflected within parenting styles.
Parenting styles are shaped by the goals of the parent, which are based within social
domains (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Greehal, 2007; Lee, 2013). These social
domains include permissive (lack of any explicit boundaries), lafesez (limited
involvement), authoritative (clear expectations without limitation) and authoritarian
(expectation of complete obedience; Baumrind, 1991). Miedj behaviours
(strategies used to minimise risks and maximise benefits; Jiow, Lim & Lin, 2017) are
based upon these styles founded within one of these domains (Darling & Steinberg,
1993; Lee, 2013). Panopticism, as a component of adultism, influeress gbcial
domains for they are embedded within societal beliefs (Streuli, 2015).

Reflecting the societal beliefs of the digital age, parenting styles are adapting
(Livingstone, 2017; Valckeet al, 2010). Internet parenting styles comprise of
restrictivemediation (ultimate goal of limiting access to risks) and enabling mediation
(ultimate goal of enhancing access to opportunities and subsequent benefits;
Livingstone, 2017). These styles govern six distinct mediation behaviours. Behaviours
based upon resttive mediation styles appear the most prominent (Livingstone, 2017).
Examples of these behaviours are denying or restricting access to SNS, limiting time
of access, checking history and filtering/blocking via the use of software. Whilst
behaviours basedpon enabling mediation styles consist of supervisiongm and
interpretive mediation (Livingstone, 2017). Examples of these behaviours include a
parent sharing an SNS account with their child or openly discussing SNS use.

We know from a wealth of litature that parental mediation behaviours

i nfluence childrends percept20@2nlaskey &d beh
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CartwrightHatton, 2009). In terms of internet parenting stylesernet mediation
behaviouramayshape he i Gen 6 s gandral as evell asctieie gerceptioms
and behaviours; albeit, there is limited research investigating this relationship within
the iGen, particularly in terms of SNS use.

Restrictiveinternet mediatiobbehaviours are adopted by parents with a negative
peception of <childrendés online use (Lee,
identified that restrictivanternet mediatorb e havi our s predi ct c hi
perceptions and less time spent online (especially for the iGen). In fact, the iGen are
more likely to experience restrictivieternet mediatiotehaviours regarding time spent
online than Gen Z (Nikken & Jansz, 2013; Symenal.,2017). In terms of protection,
this Iis beneficial,; restricting 1I3hl@ i Gena
terms of participation, however, this cou
within the digital age (Livingstone, 2017; Lundy, 2007). Restridtiternet mediation
behaviours render the i Gen passtseironbtneas ad
autonomy.

If we consider the opposite of social ppsinopticism, we are met with a
permissive approach; this approach strikes similarities with the lefiasezapproach
identified within traditional parenting styles. In terms of inteqpetenting styles, this
is reflected within enablinghternet mediatiodbehaviours such as complete access to
the internet with little to no parental input (Livingstone et2017). Enablingnternet
mediationbehaviours are adopted by parents with postti per cepti ons of
internet use (Lee, 2013; Nikken & Jansz, 2014; Symons, @04l7). Enablingnternet
mediatolb ehavi our s enhance childrenb6s access
their active participation (Livingstone & Third, 2007urthermore, children who
experience enablingnternet mediatiorbehaviours are more likely to have positive
perceptions of the internet (Livingstone, 2017; Symons.,e2@17). This is beneficial
i n terms of <chil dr en 6 stharonjne bebaviauss artdthesy ar e
are active within social construction (Livingstone & Third, 2007).

The difficulty with a completely permissive approach, however, is that it
unbal ances the UNRC6s three Ps (Lundy, y
enhances risks (Lievens et.aP018; Woodhead, 2015). Specific to SNS use, children
with unregulated access are more likely to be exposed to the online risks (Livingstone,
2017). Not only does this challenge adultist fears of the destruction of childhood, it also

enhances concerns eg di ng chi |l drenods psychol ogi cal
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although social pogtanopticism renders the iGen passive due to limiting participation,
i gnoring protection altogether also viola
negative outcomes dl could have been mitigated by adult mediation.
Rather than complete panopticism, provision shaped by interpretive interactions
may provide a more balanced approach to the three Ps (Livingstone, 2017; Lundy,
2007). As opposed to consistently maintaining mediation style, interpretiveternet
mediationbehaviours combine aspects of both restrictive and enabling behaviours
dependent on the child and the situation (Livingstone, 2017). An example of
interpretive mediation, specific to SNS, isese; thiss where parent and child either
share an SNS account or only use SNS together (Livingstone, 2017). In terms of digital
technology use, in general, we know thatuse with children is beneficial for social
learning. Plowman et al( 201 2) explaomrckedyawndanthdl dr en
technology use in the home finding that the children whose parents were positive about
technology and cosed with them developed abstract social skills (ecgnmunicative
turn-taking via video and text; communicating thrbumages) at an early age. Further,
Livingstone (2017) identified that children with parents who present interpretive
internet mediatiorbehaviours are just as likely to encounter the risks and benefits of
those with permissive parents but are more knogdatle about both the risks and
benefits. It could therefore be argued that enhancing provision encourages participation
with appropriate pr ot ec threePs (Lundy2807)adher i ng
Although research has considered the internet mediagbaviours of parents,
such consideration of teachers is scarce. Teaching styles generally, however, have been
explored as an extension of Baumrindds (1
Combining this with Livi ggykes annuedérstanding 0 1 7))
of internet teaching styles can be developed.
An authoritarian teaching style refers
control and limiting pupil autonomy (Aunola & Nurmi, 2004; Chen, Dong & Zhou,
1997). Authoritarianteachers are typically very structured and inflexible in their
teaching practice (Cohen & Amidon, 2004). Such an approach commonly aligns with
adultist beliefs characterised by perceptions of hierarchy and social rigidity (Tate &
Copas, 2003; Skeltata Gough, 2013). In terms of the digital age, authoritarian teachers
are likely to engage in adultist panopticism (Livingstone & Bober, 2005) enhancing
protection over the concept of the child. This may manifest within restrictigenet

mediationbehaviours sch as not discussing online use at all, let alone SNS use, and
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actively discouraging children from using
e-safety learning (Annansingh & Veli, 2016; Sharp&sal.,2 0 0 9 ; Gi mandl ,
Although this may deternildren from using SNS, thus protecting them from the risks,

it may equally limit their access to the benefits (Livingstone, 2017). On the other hand,
children may go online anyway and be exposed to the risks with a limited knowledge

of how to protect theselves (Annansingh & Veli, 2016) and fear of informing their

teacher should they require help (Campbell, Butler & Kift, 2008; Holfeld & Grabe,

2012; Peeblest al, 2014).

On the opposite end of the spectrum, a permissive teaching style depicts
teachers wb allow pupils extreme autonomy with limited restriction (Uibu & Kikas,
2014). Walker (2008) states that permissive teachers are often inconsistent in their
expectations of children, which Skinner, Johnson and Snyder (2005) argue fosters a
chaotic learningenvironment. As opposed to an authoritarian teaching style, this
approach unbalances the three Ps by prioritising participation without enough
consideration of protection and provision. Rather than authoritarian teachers, who are
very explicit with rulesa permissive teaching style will consist of balancing neither
the risks, benefits nor school expectat.
teacher openly discusses SNS use, but does not outline the risks and benefits, children
may feel encouraged arcess SNS themselves, experiencing the risks due to a lacking
understanding of how to protect themselves (Annansingh & Veli, 2016). Where a
permi ssive teacher does not discuss SNS
usage, children may be expaicing the risks online and suffering in silence,
unknowledgeable of who can help (Elledgeal., 2013; Holfeld & Grabe, 2012;
Olenik-Shemesh & Heiman, 2014).

An authoritative teaching style presents a more balanced approach whereby
rules are establishdulit are also flexible (Baumind, 1991; Ertesvag, 2011). It is widely
considered that an authoritative teaching style positively enhances teagpiier
relationships (Bakeet al.,2002; Connoket al.,2005). Further, Hughes (2002) suggests
that authoritatie teachers encourage pupil autonomy. When applying this to SNS use,
an authoritative teacher may outline the age restrictions of SNS use, as well as the risks,
but may also discuss the benefits and SNS use in general more openly with pupils. If
similarities exist between an authoritative teaching style and interpretive parental
mediation, it could be argued that authoritative teachers are more effective in

addressing the three Ps.
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1.3.Summary

This chapter has explored the social construction of the digiegl @msidering its

I mportance in the i Genbds access to the ri
within the digital age adultism is governing societal attitudes towards the notion of the

child online. Prior to the creation of SNS, or the intemefeneral for that matter, this

concept of childhood could be systematically protected. Within the digital age,
however, maintaining the adultist symbol of the child has become a challenge. In order

to engage within the digital age the iGen seek onloeess, particularly SNS use.
Having only known a world where SNS exi st
reality. Allowing such usage, however, threatens the adultist concept of childhood.
Online autonomy reflects adultist symbols such as freedmucialise whenever with
whomever, access to any content including age inappropriate material, and more.
Allowing children this level of independence is not symbolic with the adultist
perception of the child as passive and protected, but rather thepsehe active child.

To mitigate the corruption of the adul
panopticism is enhanced; most identifiable within parentéérnet mediation
behaviours, social pegianopticism priorities protection. We know thabfercting the
iGen via restrictivanternet mediatiobehaviours reduces time spent online and thus
exposure to the risks; in doing so it also minimises access to and perceptions of the
benefits. According to the UNRC Charter, this is not good enough.@$eochildren
have the right to protection, but equally they have the right to provision and
participation. Even enablingternet mediatioehaviours do not balance these rights.
Interpretive internet mediationb e havi our s may addraes s chi
accurately, but we do not know enough about this in terms of the iGen. Exploring
societal beliefs and parentaternet mediatiotbehaviours are crucial in understanding
the broader context to what definSNS the I
use.

Further questions remain unanswered: 1) what are the risks and the benefits of SNS
use? 2) do these relate to the iGen? 3) are therelang m i mpl i cati ons up
development? To consider potential answers to thessgirical research will be

critiqued.
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2. Risks and benefits of SNS use
Since the creation of Facebook in 2004, the popularity of SNS has dramatically

increased. SNSsuch as YouTube in 200Fwitter in 2006 WhatsApp in 2009
Instagram in 201GndTikTok in 2020, have paved the way fogial communication.
Engagement with these SNS has become a core component for active participation
within the digital age. The evolvement of SNS present a new reality with many benefits
for a connected society. On the other hand, the rapid growth ofpg#é®nts many

risks that society has not had time to effectively evaluate yet. When considering the
adultist concept of childhood, it is unsurprising that panic is rising and manifesting
within social posfanopticism.

In order to explore current undensting of the risks and benefits of SNS use
and how the iGen may be engaged with these, this section will critique empirical
findings. Due to the | imited amount of em
use, findings from all age ranges will be kexded in order to gain an overall
understanding of current known risks and benefits of SNS use. Considerations of how

these then may apply to the iGen will be prioritised.

2.1Known risks and benefits of SNS use

2.1.1 Social capital

The ability to connect with anyone anywhere anytime has reconstructed the parameters
of connectedness (Meikle, 2016; O6Shea &
connect is hugely beneficial upon social capital (Putnam, 1993). Although discussed
more broadly within sociological literature, social capital (the formation and
maintenance of social networks; Putnam, 1993) encapsulates important psychological
features, such as ingroup membership and feelings of connectedness and belonging
(Pretty & Smith, 04; Yuan & Gay, 2006; Zhaet al.,2012). SNS provides a unique

space for social capital management.

Bonding and bridging social capital are essential components of social capital
(Putnam, 1993;Pat ny & Svendsen, 200 7asedsBomdyi ng ersa
formed with attached individuals, whilst bridging consists of forming new relationships
(p-1499, Young Lee, 2013; Putnam, 2000). In terms of SNS use, bonding behaviours
include connecting with family members and friends who are also part of an
I ndividual 6s of fl i etal, 2@/ Brading oninp intlugds ( EI |
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behaviours such as adding contacts who are unknown offline and joining online groups
and communities (Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2007).

Bonding social capital presemsany benefits for the SNS user. A particular
benefit is that of bonding with family members. The sharing of family discourse:
everyday mundane information and occurrences with family members (Huisman,
2014) whichenhances the benefits of ingroup membigrsiuch as connectedness and
belonging (Ribbens McCarthy, 2012). In fact, Galvin (2006) argues that family
discourse is crucial in forming ingroup identity, especially for untraditional family
types €.g.,separated or divorced households). Through SSpportunity for family
discourse is advantageous for bonding. Family members can interact in many different
ways via SNS on a constant basis. Williams and Merten (2011) even reported that
family bonds are strengthened via SNS; these findings have dyderated by Padilla
Walker, Coyne & Fraser (2012) regarding broader digital devices (mobile phones and
video gaming) as well as by Takeuchi (2011) regarding pa@mld connections.
Bonding social capital with family members therefore presents a béméfie SNS
user.

Bonding social capital with friends is also a particular benefit of SNS use. A
key benefit of SNS upon bonding social capital is that of the limitless opportunities to
connect. SNS interfaces provide so many different functions for camck easy
communication (e.gcomments, direct messages, posts, likes, shares;-Sirapson
et al.,2018; Williams, 2019). These easy interactions are especially useful for busy
individuals, for friends across geographical distances #&rdthose with fhancial
constraints Corsaro, 201p

Bridging online presents further benefits. Navigatangund SNS to bridge is
far easier and efficient than offline (Mazzoni & lannone, 2014; TvGndhn &
Engestrom, 2003). Financial and geographical limitationsexample, are lifted as
anyone can be contacted anywhere for free (Wood & Smith, 2004). This ease of
communication is especially beneficial for those living in small homogenous
communities who seek more varied friendships (Preece, 2000). Bridging ontine ca
also enhance access to online groups and communities, which is especially beneficial
for those with unique interests (Wright & Li, 2000). Bridging online, therefore, presents
a plethora of opportunities for the user.

The reduction of nonverbal cues withan environment of enhanced social

controllability develops a sense of disinhibition, which subsequently increases online
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disclosure (Internedttribution-Perception Model; Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter,
2007) . Di s i rsdéfidiscioge braact @t mare frequently idr intensely than

[t hey woul d] i n persono (p. 321; Sul er
communicationWithin offline settings disclosure may be limited due to social or

cultural pressures (Gregerson, 2005). When disinhibited egriiowever, a user may

feel more social freedom. This can develop further in terms of the Pereeption
Behaviour Intensification Effect (Jiang, Bazarova & Hancock, 2013). Essentially, due

to the disinhibitory effect agceptionshamd onl i r
subsequent behaviours may become intensified.

Disinhibition can be beneficial for bonding social capital. Faeface, there
are many logistics that can hinder communication. For example, lack of time and
privacy may result in a lesser likeood to share personal information, whereas online
an individual has plenty of time and privacy optioag(,sending a direct message).

Il n fact, Mesch & Beker (2010) di scovere
disclosure behaviours were not coated with online behaviours. Instead, privacy
concerns were lessened and disclosure behaviours enhanced online. Mesch and Beker
(2010) theorised that this was a result of disinhibition easing the communication
process (Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 20@mbined with research linking
disclosure and bonding social capital, it is indeed reasonable to perceive SNS as
beneficial (Bazarova, 2014; Kim & Kim, 2017; Ellisenal.,2007).

For the shyer, or more socially restricted individual, disinhibition can b
extremely useful in bridging social capital (Mazzoni & lannone, 2014). Offline, the
prospect of voicing certain opinions or initiating a new friendship can be extremely
difficult. Online, disinhibition facilitates communication making bridging easier and
more successful (Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007). Thus, SNS presents social
options to those who may feel more limited offline.

Indeed, SNS presents many benefits for social capital management. Yet, these
benefits are paralleled by risks.

Interpretingnonverbal cues during offline communication is important (Knapp,

Hall, & Horgan, 2013; Nowicki & Duke, 1992). Where these cues are misinterpreted,
undetected or inappropriately conducted, there can be adverse social outegmnes (
friendship difficulties Nowicki & Duke, 1992; Parker & Asher, 1987). Communicative

failures can have a huge impact on present and future social status, impacting future
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relationships (Hoffman & DiBartolo, 2014). Reliance upon SNS may enhance these
risks (Chak & Leung, 2004).

Paticularly for those who struggle socially offline, but find offline
communication more successful, increased reliance upon SNS can reduce the
willingness to interact offline as well as the time available to do so (Hah&#n2005;

Kim & Haridakis, 20®). Prioritising online communication may result in poor offline
social skills (Harmanet al, 2005; Iskender & Akin, 2010). The likelihood of
unsuccessful communication offline may in fact be enhanced as the required skills lack
practice (Harmaet al, 2005).

The culture of being constantly available to socialise can also be risky.
Historically, the home resembled privacy and sanctuary from the rest of the world
(Saunders, 1989). The ability to access and manage social capital at any time can
penetratette privacy of the home. A lack of separation between the home and elsewhere
can result in problems becoming inescapable (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008). For example,
offline friendship difficulties may transfer to online (see 2.1.3.). SNS use therefore

enhancesocial risks that are fluid between the private and public spheres.

2.1.2  Impression management through gaksentation

The way in which we present the self is linked with -selficept and impression
management. Our beliefs and values from our past ament selves, and our
perceptions of the future self, define satincept (Altheide, 2000; Goffman, 1978).
Impression management can be used for differing geadh asrialling out aspects of
seltconcept (Arkinet al, 1986) or manipulating others ngeptions of the self
Successful selpresentations oftenlinked to presenting the self in a way that is
consistentvith social normgi.e., thoughts, feelings and behaviours shared by a group
Turner, 1991). Achieving these goals is facilitated by-gedsentation behaviours: the
communicative means in which to manage impressions of the self (Gardner &
Martinks, 1988; Goffman, 1959; 1978).

Online, selfpresentation behaviours present within five facets: the real self; the
ideal self; the false self texplore; the false self to compare/impress; the false self to
deceive (Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015). The real self requires no
technique in its presentation. Rather, it is an extension of the offline self (Michikyan,
Subrahmanyam, & Dennis, 20). It is important to note that the real self is multi

layered and can adapt depending on social context (Banaji & Prentice, 1994). The ideal
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self is a projection of whom the individual aspires to be (Havighurst, Robinson, & Dorr,
1946; Michikyan, Subrahanyam, & Dennis, 2014). The false self to explore entails
presenting an inauthentic self with the aim of exploration (Goby, 2006). The false self
to compare/impress consists of presenting a misleading representation of thatself

is shaped by social mms (Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015;
Subrahmanyam & Greenfield, 2008). The false self to deceive is where an alternative
identity is presented with the specific intention of deception, often for antisocial goals
(Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyar015).

Utilising SNS to manage impressions can be advantageous. Offline, individuals
may be socially restricted in how they present the real self (Schouten, Valkenberg &
Peter, 2007). Online, however, an individual has far more freedom to present the self
in a way more congruent with their selincept (Michikyan, Dennis, &
Subrahmanyam, 2015).

Impression management via SNS use can be beneficial in terms of presenting
the ideal self. Where the goal is driven by selhcept, the user may present idealisti
representations and evaluate feedback (Burrow & Rainone, 2017). Positive feedback
may affirm selfconcept (BarekeBojmel, Moran, & Shahar, 2016). Equally, negative
feedback may encourage the user to reflect and recon@iifiatiikyan, Dennis &
Subrahmayam, 2014). Even with positive feedback, the user may decide that it is not
a permanent side to the self and choose to reconstiiggigs, 1987; Michikyan,
Dennis & Subrahmanyam, 2014). The ease of such experimentation is manageable
online, whereas offtie this would be far more difficult to achieve.

In terms of presenting the ideal seltine withsocial norms, SNS can be useful.
Individuals may want to be perceived in particular ways depending on their social
context (Christakis & Fowler, 2009; Van Hge, 2009). In fact, Van Dijck (2013)
argues that all SNS sgtresentation is shaped by perceptions of normative behaviour;
for example, sefpresentation techniques differ hugely between Facebook (social) and
LinkedIn (professional). Presenting the ideslf can therefore be beneficial in
managing impressions based within certain social contexts (Beer, 2009). Where
feedback is positive an individual can reap social success; aspects of this self can then
be evaluated and replicated in the future (Van ldp@809). Equally, where feedback
is negative, the individual can easily reconstruct without feeling particularly hurt or
embarrassed as the self does not representaatept (Paliszkiewicz & Madra
Sawicka, 2016).
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SNS also presents a usefiitform for exploring the false selves. Managing
impressions through the false self can be beneficial in trialling out aspects-of self
concept that are not yet embedded (Selman, 1980). Experimenting with certain aspects
of the self is not always possilfleceto-face. Exploring gender is an example of this.

In some communities, gender is considered synonymous with biological sex in which
case gender exploration would be stigmatised. Online, however, an individual could
explore gender through the false selfaluate feedback and consider whether to embed

within selfconcept or not (Marciano, 2014). If feedback is negative, or the individual
decides against this self, it can be easily abandoned with little repercussion (Michikyan,
Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 28, Subr ahmanyam & Gmahel , 20

Managing impressions with the purpose of eliciting a response encourages the
performative self (Page, 2 0 1-domcept, butis d o e s n
shaped by the social norms of the environment, and oftestitdas the false self
(McLaughlin & Vitak, 2012). For example, online pranks within certain communities
are considered a soci al nor m. Examples o
altering anotherds SNS pr of i Moncun @rfechr mat i
& Neville, 2016), O6Rickrollingdéd (anonymou
urgent topic that actually takes them to a Rick Astley music video; Silvestri, 2014), fake
reviews (Banerjee & Chua, 2014), and many more. These examplessehfing the
false self, situated within social norms, can be very socially rewarding and unique to
SNS use.

Indeed, SNS use presents a platform where impression management can be
achieved via a variety of different sglfesentation techniques. The easd freedom
of manipulating the online self, however, presents risks to the SNS user.

Presenting the ideal self online can be risky. Managing impressions based upon
perceptions of the ideal can increase pressure for perfection (Dahiya, 2016). In relation
to selfconcept, an individual may have unrealistic or unreasonable expectations for the
ideal self; manipulating the online self to reflect these may be problematic. If feedback
Is positive, the individual may consider the disparity between the real ealdsielves
and embed negative perceptions within-selficept (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006;
Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015; Siibak, 2009). Equally, if feedback is
negative, the individual may feel that even at their best they are not good éBbiagh
1982; Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015).
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Extending the risk of perfection, Kelly, Keaten and Millette (2020) identified
that those with greater fear of negative evaluation online had less friends; therefore,
high social expectations ofd@hdeal self mayelate tosocial capital. Alternatively, an
individual may decide to present the false self in order to mitigate this fear. Similar to
the risks of presenting the ideal self, positive feedback may be disheartening as the
online self is drstically different to the real self (Elliot, 1982; Michikyan, Dennis, &
Subrahmanyam, 2015). Further, maintaining the false self mayctmsuming and
stressful, particularly if an online cont
identity (Choi et al.,2015).

2.1.3 Cyberbullying

Engaging with SNS use can expose the user to cyberbullying: repeated intention to
harm reflecting a power imbalance (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008; Olweus, 1994; &mith

al., 2008). Much literature, however, has hotly debateda hgberbullying should be

defined (Englandert al, 2017; Peter & Peter mann, 2 (
definition of cyberbullying builds upon the aforementioned components by
appropriately embedding them within an online context.

Much research has idefid that those who report experiences of traditional
victimisation also report experiences of cybervictimisation (Olweus, 2012; Salmivalli
& Pdyhonen, 2012; Smitét al.,2008; Waasdorp & Bradshaw, 2015). Similarly, those
who engage in traditional bullyg also engage in cyberbullying (Kowalski & Limber,
2013; Perren & GutzwilleHelfenfinger, 2012; Smitlet al.,2008). Plus, traditional
bullies can become cybervictims, and vice versa; bullyc t i ms : bull i esd
may become powerless online, ghresults in traditional victims seizing their
opportunity to become powerful (Kowalski & Limber, 2013; Ybarra & Mitchell, 2004).

The use of SNS may enhance the risks of cyberbullying. As aforementioned,
online disclosure is facilitated by disinhibitionnda the perceptiotehaviour
intensification effect (Jiang, Bazarova & Hancock, 2013; Schouten, Valkenburg &
Peter, 2007). These can encourage both cybervictimisation and cyberperpetration.

Online overdisclosure can increase visibility toyberbullies (Heirman &
Walrave, 2008; Slonje, Smith & Frisén, 2013). In terms of social capital, an individual
may wish to share personal information with the goal of bonding (strengthening pre
existing relationships; Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007{rfam, 1993; Patny &

Svendsen, 2007). Bazarova (2012) identified that online audiences make strict
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judgements based upon the appropriateness of disclosed information, in which case,
misjudging the audience can increase the risk of being cybervictimisgme(& Klang,

2009; Schachter, Greenberg & Juvonen, 2016; Valkenburg & Peter, 2011). Even if an
individual chooses to bond privately.§.,via a direct message) they may be influenced

by the perceptioibehaviourintensification effect and ovafisclose ina way
unsupported by the recipierg.g.,voicing differing opinions; Gagliardone, 2019). If
unresolved, this could lead to cybervictimisation. When attempting to bridge social
capital (form new relationships; Putnam, 1993; Patalny & Svendsen, 2007 afcas
overdisclosure is even more likely to result in cybervictimisation as the cyberbully
may feel distant from their victim and less fearful of potential repercussions (Golf
Papez & Veer, 2017; Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007; Sest & March, 2017).

Unsuccessful impression management can also increase visibility to
cyberbullies (Dredge, Gleeson & De la Piedad Garcia, 2014). Contacts who know the
true identity of an individual presenting the ideal or false selves may notice the
inauthenticity and targehém (Kernaghan & Elwood, 2013; Walrave & Heirman,
2010; Weber, Ziegele & Schnauber, 2013; Valkenburg & Peter, 2011).

Equally, presenting the false selves enhances the likelihood to cyberbully
(Jiang, Bazarova & Hancock, 2013). Particularly where an iddaliis presenting the
performative self, they may intensify their online behaviour for social goals, protected
by anonymity (Page, 2004). For the cybervictim who is utilising-@e&§entational
techniques based upon setincept, theassociation witlcybervictimisation could be
detrimental (Campbell, 2005; Brewer & Kerslake, 2015; see 2.1.4.).

To date, research has identified that SNS use provides many benefits but, in
parallel, many risks to the user. It is crucial to note that our current understanding
these risks and benefits is founded predominantly upon findings from adult samples.
More recently, findings have emerged from adolescent samples, although still limited.
Despite the fact that we know younger children are accessing SNS, researchrgxamini
the risks and benefits remains scare.

2.1.4 Mental health and wellbeing
Hotly debated within the media, many have considered the ways in which constant

connectivity, rapid communication and easier -s@lfression ha shaped the

psychological and emotionalicimat e of t he datd.j201& Renm&g e ( OO

Benighaus, 2012).
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Galderisiet al.(2017) define mental health as incorporating a range of emotions
(both positive and negative) as well as the ability to empathise with others (Compas,
1998; Coffey,Hartman & Fredrickson, 2010; Larset al, 2003; Spielberger &
Reheiser, 2009). Unlike mental health, which is predominantly functional on an
individual basis, wellbeing is more socially constructed and fluid (Fergetsadn 2010
Manwell et al.,2015) Wellbeing can be subdivided into specific categories which
address areas of life individually, such as social wellbeing and financial wellbeing
(Rath & Harter, 2010). When combined, these categories unite to formulate a sense of
satisfaction with life (@mmins, 1995;,Dodge et al., 2012Seligman, 2002). Life
satisfaction is entwined with oneds sens.
which we perceive the self and subsequently shape our expectations and goals impacts
how satisfied we feel with odife (Lafreniere, Vallerand & Sedikides, 2013).

Of course, mental health and wellbeing are linked; an individual with poor
mental health will likely experience low wellbeing more frequently, and vice versa
(Kearnset al, 2015; Van Lenteet al., 2012; Wesh & Berry, 2009). Importantly,
however, low wellbeing can lead to poor mental health despite a lack-exigtang or
genetic mental health illnesses (Patalay & Fitzsimons, 2018; Van &eatge2012).

Thus, even if an individual has had no previougegiences of poor mental health, or
mental illness, they may still experience low wellbeing and subsequent mental health
difficulties (Princeet al.,2007; Van Lentest al.,2012).

The Good Childhood Report (2018) identified that almost half of children
(47%) with low wellbeing experienced depressive symptoms. Across primary and
secondary schools, 10% of children are currently receiving mental health diagnoses
(McGinnity et al, 2005; Public Health England, 2014). These mental health difficulties
often translate into adulthood, with 75% of adults who experience mental health
disorders reporting onset before the end of adolescenesléket al.,2005). Concerns
regarding childrendés wellbeing and ment al
2016, asigi fi cant decr e as e-15iyears)dife isdtisfactiennwias ( a ¢
identified (Good Childhood Report, 2018). Across five to ninetgsarolds, a rise in
emotional disorders (predominantly anxiety and depression) is evident between 2004
(12in 10) and2017 (1 in 8; Mental Health Foundation, 2018).

It has been argued that SNS is contributing to mental health and wellbeing
difficulties. Amongstchildren and adolescents agHglto-18 yeas, it has been argued

that increased time spent using SNS signifilyareduces overall life satisfaction
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(Twi gg, Duncan & Wei ch, 2020) , eethlances
2018; Vanucci & McCauley Ohannessian, 2019) and addiction (&hal., 2018).

These findings are problematic. Firstly, children underate not included in most
studies. By excluding the younger age range of the iGen, we cannot be certain whether
these outcomes are applicable to them. In fact, many studies that have included under
13s predominantly consist of secondary data analysestadets collected around the
creation of SNS; questions therefore relate to the very first SNS, such as MySpace,
Bebo and Piczo (Twigg, Duncan & Weich, 2020). These SNS are either no longer in
existence or unpopular with the iGen who favour Instagram aagGhat. As well as

the problematic sample age range, a focus is placed upon the time spent online rather
than the specific behaviours. We know that SNS use can vary in terms of active
(posting; commenting; liking) and passive (scrolling with no tracealolivity)
behaviours (Coynest al., 2020). The way in which users behave online is more
impactful upon the outcomes than just the time spent (Ceyak,2020). Thus, we
cannot know for sure which aspects of SNS use are in fact directly relating@ehe O s
mental health and wellbeing outcomes.

On the other hand, rather than contri
wellbeing difficulties, SNS may in fact be beneficial. Within a systematic review
conducted by Best, Manktelow and Taylor (2014), biersfoutcomes were identified
regarding adolescent SNS use. In particular, greater SNS use (both time spent and
active behaviours) were associated with enhanceeestém and perceived social
support due to social capital, seisclosure and selxpression opportunities online.

Albeit, this study included all participants under 19 and thus we cannot ascertain
whether these findings relate to the iGen. Simply, we do not know enough about the

I Gends SNS behaviours and tnmentaliteath ane xt ent
wellbeing outcomes.

In order to build an understanding of how the SNS risks and benefits may relate
to the i Gends ment al heal th and well beir
consider their applicability to the iGen. For examplesirey childhood, developing
guality friendships becomes increasingly important israssociated witkelf-esteem
and confidence (Cillessen & Bellmore, 2004; Erwin, 2013; Glick & Rose, 2013; Rubin
& Ross, 2012). Being able to independently manage and strengthen friendships can
enhance feelings of connectedness and belonging, benefitting wellbeing, é&special
satisfaction with life (Ahn, 2011; Davis, 2012; Merchant, 2011; Quinn & Oldmeadow,
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2013; Valenzuela, Park & Kee, 2009; Waetal, 2014; Wellma et al, 2010; Zhacet
al.,2012). It is therefore appropriate to consider how the management of sodiall capi
via SNS maybe associated witb h i | d r e n Gsand subseqiently ghein ngental
health and wellbeing.

Bonding social capital via SNS may strengthen quality friendships, whilst
bridging may enhance feelings of belonging and connectedness (Ellisoriie®l &
Lampe, 2008; Quinn & Oldmeadow, 2012). In particular, those with lowesédfem
and wellbeing have been identified as reaping these benefits more so than others
(Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007). Considering we know that low wellbeing is
as®ciated with poor mental health (Keyes & Waterman, 2003; Stedman, 1996), SNS
use may provide a beneficial mitigator for this.

The ability to craft and curate various versions of the self via SNS can increase
confidence (AmichaHamburger, 2007; Leary, 201 Leary & MacDonald, 2003).
Receiving feedback can be beneficial upon mental health, particularly where the
individual feels satisfied with the self (Best, Manktelow & Taylor, 2014; Jackson &
Luchner, 2018; Schneider, 1969; Yang & Brown, 2015). Feelitigcsafident is
impactful upon positive outlooks and interactions with others, influencing belonging,
connectedness and engagement in social opportunities (Ahn, 2011; Amichai
Hamburger, 2007; Barblett & Maloney, 2010; Lamletral.,2013; Marshall, 2002).
Where an individual feels confident in the self, they are able to cope with the fluidity
of wellbeing and the challenges that life may present them (Mdaah 2004; Thoits,
2012; Watson & Emery, 2012). This contributes to good mental health and gatepro
children with a foundation for lonterm positive wellbeing (Best, Manktelow &
Taylor, 2014).

Yet, there are also many risks upon mental health and wellbeing. Friendship
difficulties via SNS use are particularly risky as children are unable to eapape
returning home (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Price & Dalgleish, 2010). Children may
therefore experience loneliness and sadness both at school and home (Beran & Li, 2005,
2008; Brewer & Kerslake, 2015; Hoff & Mitchell, 2009; Sahin, 2012). If these
difficul ti es continue over ti me, or are | eft
suffer. Prolonged loneliness or unhappiness can impakestdém, confidence and
willingness to socialise, impacting wellbeing (Brewer & Kerslake, 2015; Kong & You,
2011; Lm & al, 2016; Mijuskovic, 1986; Slettat al, 1996). Low wellbeing can

predict anxiety and depression, which may becomddiig mental health challenges
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(Asher, Hymel & Renshaw, 1984; Crick & Ladd, 1993; Heinrich & Gullone, 2006;
Mijuskovic, 1986; Schin&, VanDulmen, Bossarte & Swahn, 2012).

The risks associated with impression management online may baso
associated witimental health and wellbeing. Identifying a disparity between the online
and real selveis negatively related teelf-esteem and setfoncept (Michikyan, Dennis
& Subrahmanyam, 2014). Where this negative sense of self becomes embedded, an
individual may feel less satisfied with life and be at risk of suffering from depression
(Wright, White & Obst, 2018). Further, where an individuadgants the online self
performatively but receives undesirable feedback, anxiety or depression may enhance
(Wolniewiczet al.,2018); Michikyan, Dennis & Subrahmanyam, 2014). In particular,
if an individual becomes reliant upon their online self, they bbegome increasingly
fearful of negative evaluation, this can develop into anxiety (Castald., 2014,
Wolniewiczet al.,2018).

Experiences of cyberbullying present a further risk to mental health and
wellbeing. Cybervictims often report sadness and anger (Camodeca & Goossens, 2005;
Fahyet al.,2016; Guo, 2016; Pabian & Vandebosch, 201)ich have previously
been associated withaily impairments such as imability to complete schoolwork or
socially engage with friends (Beran & Li, 2008; Cowie, 2013; Navatral.,2015).
Increased anxiety and depression are widely reported as mental health outcomes from
cybervictimisation (Canpbellet al.,2012; Fahyet al.,2016; Reeet al, 2016). Further,
adverse mental health and wellbeing outcomes may also result from cyberbullying or
being a bullyvictim. Cyberbullies can experience low coping and increased anger, as
well as anxiety andepression (Campbedit al.,2013). Bullyvictims are particularly
likely to experience these negative outcomes (Kokkinos, Antoniadou & Markos, 2014).

We know that early onset of poor mental health predictsterrg mental health
challenges into adultloal (SonugeBarke et al.,2017). Considering the relationship
between SNS use, mental health and wellbeing is extremely important for the iGen.
Developing in a digital age makes the iGen unique in their life experience and with the
research discussed herensisting of adult and adolescent samples, it may not be
applicabl e. Developing a more nuanced wun

outcomes is paramount in determining to what extent SNS may play a role.
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3. Importance of this thesis

To summarise this #sis thus far, SNS use has become a popular tool for actively
participating within the digital age, this provides users with many benefits but also
many risks. We know that Gen Z and the iGen are using SNS. We also know that the
iGen, in particular, are ugue in their experience of the digital age, having been
immersed in it since birth. Research to date has prioritised Gen Z; an understanding of
how the iGen are engaging online and to what extent they are experiencing the risks
and benefits is limited. Fther, literature identifies that SNS us®y be associated
with mental health and wellbeing. Again, relating this specifically to the iGen remains
l i mited. We need to explore the relations:s
health and wellbeing in order to understand how immersion in the digital agehayag
dewelopment
In its entirety, this thesis is important as it considers both Gen Z and the iGen
as active participants within the digital age. In an adultist society, concerned about the
corruption of childhood, protection is prioritised as opposed to eqdakigh provision
and patrticipation. Exploring SNS use from the perception of Gen Z and the iGen will
help adul ts to also <consider provision
participation within the digital age.
Importantly, childreraged 7to-12 yeas will be prioritised within this research
Adolescentsaged 13to-18 years, will participate within the first study to consider the
uniqueness of the iGen before focusing upon childférs is vital for ensuring that the
findings reflect the realitee f t he | Gends SNS wuse. Adults
of howtheirinternet mediatiolehaviours mape associatedwithh i | dr ends SNS
Fostering a nuanced understanding of the
t hesi s6& mi x eath. $pectfidalty,dhss widl lpe @chieved via four studies:
1. The first study will consist of an exploratory investigatioto adolescent
SNS risk concern and how this influences perceptions of the benefits

2. The second study will focus upon hi | dr edn®ts12 Yyears) e
behaviours relating to the risks and benefits of SNS use. This study will
include the theoretical notions dafelfdisclosure, social capital, self
presentation and cyberbullying. These findings will develop an
understanding of h i | d NS&bel@awourSand how these are associated

with risky and beneficial outcomes.
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3. The third study will consist of a qu:
adul tsd6 engagement with SNS, and th
Children, parents and teackevill participate within ongo-one interviews
to provide a greater insight into the risks, benefits and mediating role of
adults withinc h i | &NSeused his study will also provide a sociological
angle to the findings by developing an understandirgpoial and cultural
contexts.

4. The fourth and final study will consist of a longitudinal investigation
exploringc h i | dSN@ beliagioursand the potential relationship with
mental health and wellbeing. This study will assist in establishing how
directly SNS may be responsible for mental health and wellbeing outcomes

over time.

This thesis will present a collection of timely and important findings that will
assist in developg the appropriate support for the iGen within the digital age. This
thesis aims to develop a comprehensive understanding of how the iGen are engaging
with SNS, what their perceptions of the risks and benefits are, how Gidttinet
mediationbehaviouramay s hape ¢ hi, &nd how thié may SlthhStelye s e
associatednental health and wellbeing. Within an age where digital technology is
increasingly important, a full understanding of how the iGen are using SNS is required

in order to both prote@nd empower their contribution to the digital age.
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Chapter 2

Methods- Addressing the research aim

Despiteassumptionshatchildren under the average age restriction of 13 yaarsiot
accessing social networking siteN), we know that this is not the case (Ofcom,
2019). Yet, research considering SNS use, online behaviours, perceptions, access to
the risks and benefits, and associations with mental health and wellbeing
predominantly consist of adult and adolescent samixploring how children are
engaging with SNS, as well as how this nsagpeheir social and emotional
development, is crucial in understanding how the iGeneration (iGen; Rosen, 2010) are
developing within a digital age. To achieve this, | have takeintardisciplinary

approach integrating psychological and sociological framewQ&sbining

gualitative and quantitative methodologies (i.e., a mixed methods approach) aims to
reap richer data by accessing more nuanced information (Joéhaby2007;

Rossman & Wilson, 1985).

Both children (aged-To-12 years) and adolescents (agegd28 years) will
participate wit hi nAdoldsderse i$ ahuriguée developmentah od ol o
stage beginning at the onset of puberty (averaging agedt8 Sawyer et al., 2018)
and ending at the transition to social and financial independence (Blakemore, 2008).
Adults typically perceive adolescents to be more competent than children and
therefore allow them greater social autonomy (Corsaro, 2015; James& Fi15).

In fact, we see that adolescents are provided with far greater digital autonomy than
children (ShiffletChila et al., 2016; Ofcom, 2019). In the U.K., pupils at secondary
school are aged 118 yearsand pupils within the juniors at primary schare aged
7-11years the educational framework of primary and secondary schools differs
hugely. In particular, Shipton (2011) aAtkinson, Furnell and Phippen (2009) have
identifiedthat esafety education varies widely across schools and that chadesh

below 13 years receive far less instruction around SNS use than older \Mithiis.

the methodology of this thesis, | have therefore chosen to group adolescents aged 13
years and above and children aged below 13 ydarstification for these age

groupings is embedded within the developmental and theoretical differences between
childhood and adolescendie differences between primary and secondary education

contextsas well as the average SNS age restriction comprising 13 years.
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Amalgamating pychological and sociological theoretical frameworks, this
thesis wild. explore chil dr eno &orifshuisce,use v
Chapters 3 and 4 comprise quantitative cisesional online surveys which explore
adol escen-toid8year§a NS IpErr cept i onsto-Byedrg chi | dr
SNS behaviours. We know that adolescents use SNS, so this will provide an
understanding of how they perceive their online behaviours. Children, on the other
hand, technically should not be using S&R so an outline of if and how they are
using SNS is important. Together, these chapters provide a comparable overview of
adol escentsd and childrenbés SNS use. Fol
(aged #o0-12) perceptions of SNS use in greatepith Further, as we know that
c hi | dr e n é8hapedoy aduitSinteenet enediatiobehaviourswe also explore
parentsdé and t e ac hirgernstihediatidiBehgvieurscirepprtantyp n's an
this is conducted via qualitative ot@one intervews, in order to gather nuanced data
which accurately reflects childrends real
Lastly, a quantitative longitudinal online survey is incorporated within Chapter 6 to
investigatehe association betweehildrerd s S NS  band ther mental health
and wellbeing over timeCollectively, this mixed methods approach allows for a
broader understanding of the nuances of ¢
their reality.In accordance with therutedNatiorns Rights of theChild Chartef UNRC,;
Livingstone & Third, 2017; Scott, 200Q)w i | | prioritiwthintheni | dr e
methodology of this thes{&ivingstone, 2016; Scott, 2000).

. Study One: Assessing adol escentso
The firststudy of this thesis considers the uniquenesshifiren (aged -fo-12), by

exploring SNS perceptions addolescents (aged 48-18). In order to explore
adol escentsd concern for the risks of SN
concernscale is included within this survey. Importantly, concern is measured as we
know that risk concern predicts perceptions of both risks and benefits (Roger, 1976,
1985; Wildcavsky & Drake, 1990). Further, Youn (2890found that adolescents with
high concerror online risks were less likely to disclose online; we know that disclosure
is required in order to access the benefits (Ellison et al., 2011). Thus, risk concern may
potentiallyshapeperception of the benefits.

Buchanan et al . 0 sale(va& G@edifir to onling kse.dtems c e r n

were constructed with a theoretical perspective of privacy andliselbsure. This
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presents a useful foundation for measuring risk concern with this study as these types
of concerns have been found to predict pefoaptof online benefits (Chen, Beaudoin

& Hong, 2017; Proudfoot et al., 2018). However, for the purpose of my work the scale
required adapting to be specific to SNS risk concerns

Firstly, phrasing required adrehgmi ng i n
of SNS use. Key words such as O6interneto
concerned are you about your privacy whil
concerned are you about your priveaesy whil
key terms is important. Andrade, Kaltcheva and Weitz (2002) found that familiarity
with a website as well as the reputation of the welnsiligencedrisk concern. Further,
different types of websites have been found to predict differing levels ofaistern
(Aboobucker & Bao, 2018); for example, an unknown retail website predicted higher
risk concern than a popular retail website (Miyakasi & Fernandez, 2001). With this in
mind, it was important to specify SNS use within this scale to ensure ris&rconas
directly related to SNS use.

Secondly, terminology was updated to refer to the functions of SNS. For
exampl e, O0are you concerned about email s
adapted to dare you c onc e rfronewho thelp saythey di r e c
are?0. The functions of SNS differ i n t
association with risk concern. For example, a direct message and a post present
different risks (Agosto & Abbas, 2017; Bazarova, 2016). A direct megdagending
on privacy settings) may only be receivable from existing contacts, this would likely
predict less risk concern. Alternatively, a post can be broadcast (shared with anyone
online), posted publicly (shar ewdrkyari t h ev
privately (shared with either one or a select few contacts; Venkatareithhj2014).

Where the post is viewable by a large audience, this is likely to induce higher risk
concern. In response to this, items within this scale were adaptezbtmator a range
of SNS functions.

Thirdly, extending from adaptations regarding SNS functions, new items were
constructed in order to explore broader notions relating to concerns of SNS risks. For
exampl e, Gare you concer neecdive gon asuatperdoo w o't
based wupon your online profile(s)?6 was
concerns. Adding these items was important in ensuring scores theoretically captured a

breadth of factors which predicts SNS risk concern.
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Following alladaptations, the scale was tested for internal reliability. The same
process used by Buchanan et al. (2007) was replicated in order to minimise divergence
of the new scale from the original scale; as recommended within scale adaptation
literature (Hinkin,2005; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). This comprised an initial
principle component analysis which identified all items as loading onto one factor; the
scree plot also presented this factor obtaining an eigenvalueTokXMO was .88;
above the recommeation of 0.6 and close to 1 presenting good sampling quality.
Batl et t 6s f i ndi ngZ&0Sn-£2878.295K @0i)oltlinirg dhat items

correlated within the correlation matrix and therefore the scale was approphiate.

proposed thatni al i gnment with Buchanan et al . 0:
measured the same theoretical construct
alpha was calculated presenting high internal reliabidity: (88). From this, it can be

surmised thathese items theoretically capture SNS risk concern. The full scale can be

found in AppendiXA.

1.1 Perceptions of the benefits

As aforementioned, research to date rarel

use. That which does is predominantly qualitiliterature reviews (Uhls, Ellison &
Subrahmanyam, 2017) and focus groups (Moreno et al., 2009). Crucially, the benefits
are only considered alongside the risks. As a result of this, a validated measure of the

SNS benefits alone could not be sourceder&éfore, a measure was devised for this

study to explore adolescentsd6 perceptions

Items were created in response to notions of the benefits within current

literature: 1) social capital, 2) impression management, 3estdem Social capital

benefits were developed relating to both

bridging (e.g., O6joining groups related
the benefits of expandi ng o0 n&keFizsimnwoosc i a l

2002; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe, 2007). Impression management items (e.g.,

t

n

Oexpressing your personalityo) were incl

platform for identity curation (Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2014) and

impressions of others develops in importance during adolescence (Blakemore, 2012).

Itemsrelatingtosele st eem (e.g., O6how you feel about

were included as increased sedteem may be considered a benefit (Best, Manktelow
& Taylor, 2014; Burrow & Rainone, 2017).
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In order to mitigate the risk of priming participants to rate all items as beneficial
(skewing the data and distribution), seven filler items about SNS use in general (e.g.,

6l earning how to uplledadd These ems grgsentwarly e a |
ambivalent benefits of SNS use and thus are likely to be rated as such. Within previous
research, including filler items is recognised as a useful technique for avoiding the
skewing of data (Kumar, Lebo & Gallagher, 1991).

As well as the use of filler items, the response design was devised in a fashion
to encourage a reliable distributionddta Using a likert scale would be problematic
as it would indicate perceptions of benefits too clearly. Instead, | ubedranddrop
function as this method has previously been found to encourage a broader range of
responses (Blasius, 2012; Roster, Lucianetti & Albaum, 2015).

To test this scalebs validity, aesthet
with a small goup of adolescentdN(= 6;aged 1618 year9. Following completion of
the scale, these participants engaged in a discussion with the lead researcher where
feedback was provided; this feedback was then used to improve the scale.
Predominantly, feedback coerned the aesthetic design of the scale, which was
subsequently slightly adapted.

Followingt h e ma i datasdilactibry, @exploratoryfactor analysis was
conducted to identify how perceptions of the benefits loalleel KMO was .78; above
therecoomendati on of 0.6 and close to 1 pres:e
findings were significanfc 2210) = 1355.091p < .001) outlining that items correlated
within the correlation matrix and therefore the scale was apprapnggeestingly, tle
loadings highlight that adolescents perceive the benefits of SNS use theoretically
differently to adults. Factors included: 1) social capithl (= . 82 7)) , 2) , di
family (U = .780) and 3) social cdmparis
reliability. The full scale can be found in Appendix
1.2 Sample size
In order to determine high statistical power, a power analysis was conducted to
establish the required sample size; this was completed using the pwr package in R
(Champely, 2020). The UKopulation of pupils in secondary education in 2018
totalled 3,258,451 (DofE, 2018) and so this figure was included within calculations.

With a confidence level of 90% and a margin of error betweé¥h5a range between

139273 participants were requiréal a powered sample. Following data collection,
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the margin of error was calculated using the sampler package in R (Lohr, 1999). A
margin of error of 7% was identifigdr a small to medium effect (.088)and thus

139 participants were required withinadyses.

StudyTwo: Assessing childrends SNS bel
Foll owing the prioritisation of adol escen
Two focuses upon the main research question of this thesis: the iGeneration. Study
Oneds met hodopgerepgtipns bf bendfijsin marticular, with relation to

risk concern. Importantly, adolescents from 13 years use SNS and they are less
restricted in doing so due to being legally allowed to use them (Allen et al., 2014); this

is where researehshave focused and methodologies have been established. However,

my interests in this thesis is to understand SNS use @ 12yearolds and the
implications of this. This has meant that | have adapted measures, which | outline

below, to be suitable fahis age group.

1.3 Risk and benefi#t

In order to gather valid, meaningful data from our participants, it is important to
consider childrends r eadi ngaged bhildien haye and
only been able to read for a few years and will slly on phonetically decoding words
rather than sight reading (Brown & Felton, 199@nchner, Gerber & Routh, 1990);
this is impactful upon designing measures. Firstly, there are certain words that,
depending on the sample age range, children will simplyriable to read (Deacon &
Francis, 2017; Priecdohr & Price, 2020). Carlisle and Kearns (2017) present
morphologically complex worde(@.,6 r € s 0 u r coedfi uslcnodusr sadbgeefdu | | y &)
especially difficult to learn to read with most children only geable to read and
comprehend them during adolescence. Based upon these considerations, it is
appropriate to adapt pralidated scales.

| have followed the Aydin et al. (2016) strategy for making scale adaptations
for children, whilst avoiding reducing tne r n a | reliability; t he
moderationd stage consists of adapting | ¢
the scale presentation, followed by being reviewed by a panel of experts. All items in
the original scales included withinishstudy were screened for age appropriateness and
adapted where necessary. For example, in the Bonding and Maintained Social Capital
Scales (EIllison, Steinfield & Lampe, 200 7
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out someone | mealta ps d miga lalsy G hree gvwirrde @ sa c i a
complex and difficult to phonetically de
Ameri can coll oquialism and coul d t heref
comprehension. To mitigate these, thisiteswaa dapt ed to 6l have u
to find someone | met in personod. I n | 1 ne

for a reviewer panel, multiple rounds of item adaptations were conducted with all
supervisors of this thesis providing feedbackwadl as a linguistic specialist and an
eightyearold child (known to the researcher) providing additional feedback. In terms
of scale presentation, visual cues (such as emojis) were incorporated as well as coloured
texts, as we know that visual stimutatn s uch as this is benefic
and comprehension (Hitch & Halliday, 1988; Nardini, Bedford & Mareschal, 2010).
Please seAppendices D, E, F, G andfdr the original and revised scales.

Additionally, in line with good practice (Aydiat al., 2016) the first complete
version of this online survey (including all adapted scales) was piloted with a group of
20 children aged -fo-1 1 year s ranging in academic
completion time was recorded and their responses watgsed for outliers (Gardiner
et al., 2019; Hazzi & Maldaon, 2015; Williams, B)0To test that internal reliability
had not drastical |l y wh®calaulateddoeach of Gescalesb a c h 6 <
following the pilot Self-disclosurqU = . @lidg)sociallcapitsU = . 90) , br i
social capi tpdentatidfU =95), 9bkerpullying peilpdtratiot)(=94)
and cyberbullying victimisation =81) all presented high internal reliabilifgxcept
f or Ros enb e rEgtéem SalelvwhibhPpreser@easdl poor internal reliabiligy:(
46). Iltems within the selésteem scale were adjusted to relate more closely to the
original scale items; see Appendixfor an exampleFollowing completion of the
survey, a focus groupvas held with the children (N = 20; agedof12) to provide
verbal feedback. All remaining adjustments to the survey were conducted based upon
this feedback ensuring appropriateness of the measuresltbenhi

To support children in responding about SN8 iisms were broken down so
that children could differentiate between their use of multiple SNS. For example, a child
may use Facebook faresent the real self but then use Instagram to present the ideal
self; we see this variance in online behaviours witidolescent and adult SNS use
(Aksoy et al., 2013; Boulianne, 2015) and so it is important to explore this within
childrends online behaviours. However, T

and victimisation scales, items were not broken dowa tduethical reasons; asking
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children to outline details about these experiences could be distressing. In particular, |
asked children about their use of Facebook, Instagram and SnapChat, as these are the
most popular SNS worldwide (Statistica, 2019).

1.4 Sanple size

In order to determine high statistical power, a power analysis was conducted to
establish the required sample size; this was completed using the pwr package in R
(Champely, 2020). The UK population of pupils in primary education in 2019 totalled
4,272,090 (DofE, 2019) and so this figure was included within calculations. With a
confidence level of 90% and a margin of error betwe&foba range between 139

273 participants were required for a powered sample. Following data collection, the
margin oferror was calculated using the sampler package in R (Lohr, 1999). A

margin of error of 5%or a small to medium effect (.088)was identified and thus

273 participants were required within analyses.

2. Studyt hr ee: l nvestigati nghehdos deM&B OGS

perceptions
Investigating how the iGen access SNS, how they behave online, and how this predicts

the risky and beneficial outcomes is effective in understanding the foundation of

chil drenods SNS use. Yet , to weoreguirept ual |

consideration of childrendés reality (Scot

use within an adult reality. The risks and benefits, in particular, are based upon adult
perceptions (Livingstone & Third, 2017). In terms of research ndetbgies, this
presents two probl ems. Firstly, adul t s
Having grown up in a digital world, the
Projecting adult perceptions upon the iGen is therefore meaningges#isfails to
acknowledge what children are actually experiencing (Macdougall & Darbyshire,
2017). Secondly, failing to explore chil
fragmented (Livingstone & Third, 2017). Knowing what a child does bukmmitving
why lacks meaning (Mauthner, 1997).

To ensure the findings of Study Two are meaningful and that their interpretation

accurately reflects childrends reality,

of SNS use. Additionally, tounderstando what extent shdpedydr ends

adult reality, adultsd SNS perceptions
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2.1 Interviews

The use of interviews within this study, as opposed to other qualitative methods (e.qg.,
focus groups, observations) is important duetie requirement for objectivism
(Silverman, 1998). Firstly, the lead researcher must maintain an objective status
throughout to avoid imposing their reality upon the participant (Waller, Farquharson &
Waller, 2015). This is manageable via an interviewhagarticipant can lead the flow
of the conversation, whereas other methods would require more input from the
researcher, which could limit objectivism (Gill & Baillie, 2018jlverman, 1998).
Importantly, conducting interviews provides an opportunity doidren to express
themselves using their own words (Kortesluoma, Hentinen & Nikkonen, 2003).
Secondly, the topic of SNS use, especially regarding younger children, is shrouded in
social stigma due to the age restrictions (Livingstone, 2017). Otheragjualinethods,
such as a focus group, would therefore be inappropriate as social stigma from other
participants could limit response$Grimm, 2010. To ensure objectivism and
meani ngf ul dat a, i nterviews are a suitabl

As well as this, a senstructured design will be implemented. Carruthers (1990)
argues that interview sirture must be selected based upon the nature of the research
guestion and depth of data sought. In relation this study, objectivism is requtred b
also depth of information concerning notions within the literature (i.e-gdgsdfosure,
selfpresentation, etc). Bogdan and Biklen (1982) recommend the use of a semi
structured approach to gather nuanced data whilst maintaining objectivism.
Furthermeoe, a semstructured approach is justified within this study, due to the young
age range of participants. Expecting children to describe their perceptions and
contextualise these within their reality would be unreasonable. We know that children
process adtract thoughts and experiences with greater difficulty than adults (Vygotsky,
1994) . Therefore, to ensure childrends ri
the emergence of meaningful data, a semictured design is appropriate for this
study.

de Wet and Erasmus (2005) propose the flow of questions as important in
ensuring academic rigor. Deatrick and Faux (1991) suggest the use of flow charts as an
interview guide; these allow a systematic flow between questions avoiding any
fragmentation. 6w charts are therefore used within the interviews of this study. These

are useful for the research question as affordances can be made with regards to the
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notion of SNs use. For example, if a participant does not use SNS, a particular flow of
guestions W be used which still prioritise the research question whilst ensuring
applicability to the participant (see Appexdi, K and 1).

Following the design of the interview questions, each interwéibe piloted
in line with good practice (e.g., see &al e , 2010; O6Reilly and D
pilot, one child, parent and teacheill be interviewed within a safe, private space.
Upon completion of the interview, thewill be invited to provide any feedback
regarding question clarity, pace, etc. These commeititanform any rephrasing or
item adjustmentsequired( par ti cul arly for the childrer

following these editsyill thenbeadministered dunig the main data collection period.

2.1.1 Children
Questions within the childrenb6s interview

2) risk and benefit perceptions in general and 3) risk and benefit perceptions based upon

the literature. To establishtkeh i | dé6s access to SNS, they a
they own an SNS profile. Where a child states that they do not, they will then be asked
whether any family members or friends use SNS. If they state no access whatsoever,
children will then be asketo explain which SNS they know of. Establishing this

i mmedi ately is vital in contextualising t
know that SNS use shapes perceptions (Livingstone, 2017).

To avoid priming children about the risks and besefiscussed within current
literature, children are asked about the risks and benefits of SNS use in general.
Importantly, the researcher must seek nuanced information whilst remaining objective
(Silverman, 1998). By providing children with this open gioestit allows the
emergence of their digital reality and limits the risk of the researcher imposing their
own reality upon them (Baumbusch, 2010). Following this, in order to explore the
relatedness between chil dr eni@matur§thi®Rireper cep
are invited to respond to vignettes. Specifically, these vignettes are based upon notions
of seltdisclosure, selpresentation, social capital, cyberbullying and-ssteem.

Barter and Renold (2000) emphasise the usefulness of wagnetgualitative
research, especially when exploring chil
Vignettes comprise a short narrative depicting an ambiguous scenario; participants are
invited to comment on this or answer specific questions. BartkrRamold (2000)
stress that the more ambiguous the better. Equally, West,(@98R2ed in Finch, 1987
argues that the broader the questions the better, especially with younger participants.
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Vignettes can assist in targeting abstract concepts which endgdply embedded in
social context, encouraging the participant to express beliefs otherwise complex to
unravel (Finch, 1987). When we consider the differences that already exist between
adult and child realities, a vignette can be helpful in bridgingeth®y presenting an
element of adult reality which a child can then contextualise in their own reality (Barter
& Renold, 2000). When we consider the differences in reality between the iGen and
adults, this process may be particular insightful.

When consticting these vignettes, | considered the current known risks and
benefits within the literature. Importantly, although embedded within theoretical
notions, | ensured that each vignette was

& Renold, 1999). ® achieve this, | incorporated familiarities s@senvironments that

were relevant to children (e.g., schiool 6 ét o keep i n touch wit
primary school d6). Al so, phrasing was cons:s
abletocomprehend f or exampl e, rather than O60éacce,
this item was phrased O0émade a friend on

relevant to children, they were piloted with an eigbarold (known to the researcher)
and an liyearold recruited during piloting Studywo. Feedback included rephrasing
one item was rephrased: 6éworries about
otherdés opinionsdéd to O0Oéworries about post
get any | 8yeaeokd&tiuggledwith corhpeehension initiallease refer to
Appendix K to see the vignettes and overall flow of questions used with child
participants.

Finally, and importantly, children are provided with the opportunity to share
any further inform#on, including any of their own online experienddsville, Adams
and Cook (2016) highlight that providing participants with the opportunity for
concluding thoughts is crucial as it prioritises their power. Where the participant feels
in contro| they ae likely to share a greater depth of information; this is especially
important at the end of the interview where they can mentally evaluate their responses
so far and provide anything that the researcher may have overlooked (Powell & Snow,
2007). Furtherthis allows children the opportunity to present their reality in an
alternative way, should the researcher have missed anything throughout the process of

the interview (Kortesluoma, Hentinen & Nikkonen, 2003).
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2.1.2 Parentsand teachers
Parents and teachers av a n i mportant role within

(Livingstone, 2017) and the shaping of
(Livingstone & Helsper, 2008). For example, children with parents who use restrictive

internet mediatiobehaviourseported fewer online risks, but also fewer online benefits

(Livingstone et al., 2017). In order to

their reality we must al so eintgnetonedation hei r

behaviours. Furthettifi, children report being informed about the risks of SNS use by

their parents and teachers equally (Ofcom, 2019); this highlights the mediating role of

A

teachers wi thin childrenos SNS wuse t oo.

therefore equally agmportant as this provides a more detailed understanding of

ct

c |

c

childrends reality. |l mportantly, parent s,

adul t sd6 p eintecnetpnediatiomehaviaunsctould be directly related to their
chil doés/ pargeptidn® $he questions incorporated within parent interviews

comprised three sections: 1) general SNS use, 2) risk and benefit perceptions and 3)

internet mediatiotehaviours.

As with children, adults (parents and teachers) were first asked about their own
SNS access to establish their familiarity with SNS, but also an awareness of the digital
literacy practices within the home and school environments. We know that parents who
use SNS often foster greater digital literacy practices within the home (Terras &
Ramsay, 2016) and this is important to
teachers who utilise digital devices more frequently within the classroom often have

more positive perceptions of online technology (Elstad & Christophersen, 2017), which

k n

could in turn mediate childrends own perc

Adults were then asked about the risks and benefits of SNS use specifically in
relation to their child/pupil, as well as their futurBarental internet mediation

behaviours typically relax during adolescence (Coyne et al., 2017) and therefore it is

imporant to establish whether these behavi

perceptions of pupilsd online use may

although research on this is limited. As opposed to children, adults are able to articulate
their thoughts about abstract concepts with greater ease (Zanov & Davison, 2010). As

a result of this, vignettes were not used with adults as they would not need these to

assist them in formulating their perceptions.
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In terms of internet mediation behaurs (Livingstone, 2017), adults were
asked how they support their chil dbés/ pup
relation to SNS use. To provide a fuller understanding of why adults may utilise such
behaviours, participants were also asked abowrevkhey seek advice in mediating
their childbés/ pupil s SNS wuse. Particul ar
have a close relationship and coll aborat e
et al.,, 2014; Villa & Thousand, 2005). A greatalth of literature highlights the
importance of this collaboration in terms of a range of academic skills (Hughes &
Kwok, 2007) and social skills (Kir& Dindia, 201). Based upon this, it is important
t o know wh eihtérreetr megatiorbehaviosréare also shaped by school
support. Additionally, understanding any other sources of information is equally
important as this contextualises how parents own perceptions may be shaped and how
this may subsequently inform their behaviours. With regards ¢thées, we know that
e-safety education varies hugely amongst schodig{&n, 2011). In light of this, it is
i mportant to know how schoolintgnetimediajonand c
behaviours and to what extent this subsequently shapes ehidbs own perce
Exploring where adults source information to inform tha&iternet mediation
behaviours is therefore Iimportant in unde

Lastly, as with children, adults were provided with the oppostunitonclude
the interview with their final thoughts. This provided participants with the opportunity
to share any anecdotes as well as provide any further information which may
contextualise their perceptions mternet mediatiorbehaviours further (Adas &

Cook 2016).

2.2 Sample size

Justification of sample size within qualitative research has been hotly debated
(Vasileiou et al., 2018). Boddy (2016) highlights the importance of critical discussion
around sample size, with particular emphasis upon enltgadaiia richness whilst
avoiding theoretical saturation. Considering the variety of SNS, parenting techniques
and esafety approaches in schodlse research question of this study addresses a
broad and heterogenous topic. A large sample size is thedefeneed appropriate as

the heterogeneity would avoid data saturation (Boddy, 2016). Marshall et al. (2013)
recommend 20 participants for a heterogenous toflce to the nature of our
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participants being linked to each other in terms of adults beingatieatteacher of

each child, a sample size of-30 per group was used as a baseline.

2.3 Analyses

All interviews are transcribed verbatim by the lead researcher to ensure familiarity with

the data (Dearnl ey, 2005; Hal c on212& Davi
2015) thematic analysis framework is used to formulate emergent themes within the
cont ext of the research question. Due to
interviews, as well as the sestructured nature of all interviews respondingdtions

within the literature, data on certain topics (e.g., social capital) are expected. Due to

this, it would be inappropriate to use a framework such as grounded theory, as this
approach prioritises the organic construction of unintended emergenstf@hsmaz

& Belgrave, 2007). Yet, an expectation for some new themes to emerge was framed by
the open questions presented to particiocyg
objectivism. As a result, a content analysis, whereby exact meanings and caneepts

derived from specific text (Neuendorf & Kumar, 2015) would be equally inappropriate.
Thematic analysis prioritises a flexible approach whereby themes, in response to a
research question, can emerge across a dataset with asynchronous meaning (Braun &

Cl ar k e, 2012) . Considering thisinerhetdy 6 s
mediatonrb e havi ours within childrenbds reality,
all participant groups. This choice of analyses is therefore appropriate in responding to

our research question.

3. Studyfou: Assessing childrends SNS bel

health and wellbeing
The emergent themes of Study Three provide context to Study Two by broadening our

understanding of chil drents @MhSredeamchavi ou
consideringthelony er m ef fects of childrends SNS I
unigueness of the iGen, it is vital that we consider the potentiaityngrelationship
between SNS use and development.

The longitudinal design was cstnucted across two time pointx months
apart: January and June/July. Selecting these time points was shaped by theoretical and
practical considerations. Firstly, collecting data in January was more favourable than
September in terms of meaningful detdlection. In UK schools, September marks the
beginning of a new academic year following aweek summer holiday; this period
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can be turbulent and unsettling for children due to a new routine, different teacher, etc
(Ackerman, Brown & lzard, 2004). Ads experiences over the summer holiday can
Il mpact childrends adjustment to the new
Based upon this, data concerning wellbeing and mental health could be impacted by a
much broader range of factors and thus invadidaisponses. By collecting data in
January, children have had time to settle into a routine and thus are more likely to
provide meaningful responses which are less influenced by external factors. As well as
this, the second time point was conducted in Jaome in July) before the summer
holiday to avoid summer experiences potentially skewing data.

Practically,schools also have more availability at these times. In September, the
start of a new year is very busy and teachers have limited spare timeyE4paill
and May are when Year Six students (ageddatD1) take their SATs exams (a national
exam) and so primary schools are busy in preparation for these. However, January, June
and July are more flexible and thus gaining access to participants isaasitde. As
well as this, a calmer general school environment allows for data collection sessions to

be conducted in more appropriate conditions and this is beneficial for meaningful data.

3.1 Risk and benefit behaviours

Behaviours associated with SNS rigksd benefits will be measured within this study

to explore their potential relationship with the mental health and wellbeing outcomes.
To measure selflisclosure and seffresentation, the sammeasurs as usedvithin

Study Two are replicated within this study due to their internal reliability being
established during the analyses of Study T8gecifically, these entail setfisclosure,
self-presentabn, bonding and bridging social capital, cyberbullying pegbein and
victimisation and selesteem.

3.2 Mental health and wellbeing

A great deal of literature considering the letegm effects of SNS use upon mental
health specifically considers anxiety and depression (Aalbers et al., 2019; Choudhury
et al., 2013; In et al., 2016; Shensa et al., 2017). Furthermore, the Good Childhood
Report (2017) and then Mental Health Foundation (2018) has reported a rise in

childrends experiences of anxiety and dej

focus of thisstudy pror i ti ses childrends anxiety anc

Anxiety and Depression Scale (RCADS; de Ross, Gullone & Chorpita, 26&2ned

for children aged 80-18 years was selected as a measure due to its prominent use
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within developmental mentdiealth research. This scateuseful in breaking down
anxiety and depression to its different subtypes: generalised anxiety disorder (GAD),
major depressive disorder (MDD), social phobia, panic disorder, separation anxiety
disorder (SAD) and obsessive napulsive disorder (OCD; de Ross, Gullone &
Chorpita, 2002)This scale has been repeatedly assessed for internal reliability (Esbjgrn
et al., 2012) Each of these subscales have been validated through factor analyses
conducted by a number of replicatiomdies (Chorpita et al., 2008jcKenzie et al.,
2019).

The Kidscreef2 7 I ndex (2004) i s wid@deg8 used
to-18 yearg wellbeing and has been repeatedly tested for internal reliability (Ravens
Sieberer et al., 2007) and generdlifity to different cultures (Jafari, Bagheri & Safe,
2012) and developmental subsamples (Shannon et al., 2017). Importantly, this scale
comprises 27 items which consider various aspects of wellbeing: physical wellbeing;
psychological wellbeing; parent egdlons and autonomy; social support and peers;
school environment (Kidscreen, 2004). Although these are not considered subscales,
due to their accumulative construction of wellbeing, they are important in developing
a reliable measurement of wellbeing (8han et al., 2017).

3.3 Sample size

In order to determine high statistical power, a power analysis was conducted to
establish the required sample size; this was completed using the pwr package in R
(Champely, 2020). The UK population of pupils in primaryeation in 2019 totalled
4,272,090 (DofE, 2019) and so this figure was included within calculations. With a
confidence level of 90% and a margin of error betwe&f05 a range between 139
273 participants were required for a powered sample. Following diaton, the
margin of error was calculated using the sampler package in R (Lohr, 1999). A
margin of error of 5% was identified and thus 273 participants were reiibedh

time pointswithin analyses.

4. Summary

The structure of ythésibeen tdebighadits darefutlye coisidedt o | 0 g
childrends reality and how si@apefvelmmrerd.vi our
Firstly, the uniqueness af hi | dr e n-tb-42 y¢am gealidy is7considered by
investigatingadolescentisk concern and benefiterceptions via an online survey in
Study One. Following this, hoghildrenbehave online and to what extent this relates
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to benefit and risk outcomes is explored via an online survey in Study Two; this is
useful in understanding how younger children,ari@years, are engaging with SNS.

I n Study Three, a broader understanding
conducting sems t r uct ur ed i nterviews wi t h c hi

Importantly, this study provides insight inkoh i | deaalgynhdve they perceive the

0
| «

risks and benefits of SNS use and to what

shape these perceptions. Furthermore, this provides a comparison with the results of
Study One, whereby adolescents expressed risk coandrpenefit perception. Again,
this is important in understanding the uniqueness of the iGen. Finally, within Study
Four, childrends SNS behaviours are inyv
term associationsvith mental health and wellbeing valongitudinal online survey.
Exploring how SNS maye associated witimental health and wellbeing during
childhood is important in developing an understanding of the role of SNS use within
chil dvwesnos

Crucially, thist hesi s® met hodol ogy prioritises
ensuring that they act as participants within each study. As opposed to asking adults
about childrenés SNS use, this methodol

which reflects th realitiesot hi | dives n 6 s
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Chapter 3
Adol escentsd perceptions of t h

1. Abstract

Social networking sites (SNS) are becoming increasingly prevalent; at present 74% of
adolescents (125) report using SN8fcom, 2019). Research predominantly

highlights the risks of SNS use (e.g., cyberbullying); yet, SNS also presents potential
benefits (e.g., enhancing social relationships). This study aims to gain an
understanding of adolescent perceptions of the ber@fBNS use and to what extent
risk concern may predict these. Adolescents (N= 342; 53.3% female; M= 13.92,
SD=1.35) completed two measures: a task of whether items relating to SNS use were
perceived as positive and an adapted SNS risk concern scalefBnct al., 2007).
Findings suggest females are more concerned about the SNS risks than males. In
particular, femalesd SNS risk concern pos
benefits of disclosing to family online, whilst older females viewed|ésis

favourably. Also, both males and females who view social capital positively also view
sel-development positively, and vice versas&ety education should consider both

the benefits and risks of SNS use, which are more appropriate to adolescents.

Keywords

Adolescence, risks, benefits, social media, perception.

2. Introduction
Adol escents born from 1995 onwards are of
Turner, 2015); born and raised submersed within technology and high connectivity. In
such a digitally literate and reliant world, using the internet to connect and explore
social interactions has become an integral part of everyday existence for many
i ndividual s (-Odatsane01lfi)e & CIl ar ke
Social networking sites (SNS) have increased in prevalence since the creation
of Facebook in 2004, with sites such as InstagrarapShat and Twitter created in
its wake. These sites are being increasingly used by both adults and adolescents

(Livingstone, 2017). A recent Ofcldm repor
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SNS use has remained stable over the past five yearsmatiesage of 70% of

adolescents owning their own profile (Ofcom, 2019). The continued popularity of

SNS, as well as the evolvement of newer sites such as TikTok, suggests that these

sites are integrated within adolescents?o
Literatureto date has focused predominantly on the amount of time

adolescents spend online and the risks associated with this, often failing to recognise

the benefits. Further, frequency of SNS use is debated within the literature in terms of

how impactful it reallyis upon the risks and benefits (Domingidsntanari, 2017).

Crucially, research has not explored adol

may inform their perceptions of the benefits. This study aims to investigate how

concerned adolescents almat the risks of SNS use and to what extent this may

predict their perceptions of the benefits.

2.1Risk concern

Perceptions of risks and benefits are embedded wkting eproteadion motivation
theory(1975; Rogers & Prentic®unn,1997): our perceptions are shaped by how
likely we perceive a risk, how severe it may be and how effective protective measures
may be. Where the likelihood and severity are high and protective measures are low,
the risks are ofte perceived as outweighing the benefits (Roger, 1983). Wildavsky
and Drake (1990) extend this by arguing that risk concern moderates risk and benefit
perceptions; the more concerned an individual is about a risk, the more likely they are
to perceive thelkelihood and severity as high and the protective measures as low.
Further, this individual is likely to perceive less benefits (McCaul, Schroeder & Reid,
1996; Roger, 1983).
Much |l iterature identifies that adol es
are also informed by their risk concern (Benthim, Slovic & Severson, 1993; Millstein
& HalpernFelsher, 2002). Such findings have been replicated across domains such as
smoking (HalpersFelsheret al.,2004), underage drinking (Goldbezgal.,2002) and
illegal substance misuse (Grevenstein, Nagy & Kroenidgegaberle, 2015).
Despite knowledge of this frameworkdos app
application to SNS use is lacking.
Adolescent risk concern and perceptions of SNS use has had somehresea
coverage (Lareket al.,2017; Youn, 2009; Youn & Hall, 2008) but only in specific

relation to the risks. To date, an understanding of how risk concern relates to
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perceptions of SNS benefits in adolescence is lacking. It is important to understand
how perceived benefits may be related to concerns around the risks of SNS use, or if

they are viewed as two separate concepts.

2.2Benefits of SNS use

As children age into adolescence there is a greater emphasis placed upon friendships,
thus elevating the imponmae of social networks (Brown, 2004; Steinberg & Morris,
2001; Throuvalat al.,2019; Wurtele, 2017). With adolescents facing geographical
and financial restrictions, establishing online social capital enables connections across
distances (Bargh, McKenn&, Fitzsimmons, 2002; Ellison, Steinfield, & Lampe,
2007). Large percentages of adolescents report utilising SNS for the social benefits,
i ncluding: feeling connected to their fri
diversity (69%) and supporting eacther (68%; Anderson & Jiang, 2018). In order
to access these benefits disclosure is required (English & John, 2013)

Disclosure online can be beneficial. Restrictions of-taekce interaction
(i.e., shyness or anxiety) are reduced online due to & ldsd#hood of rejection
(Stritzke, Nguyen, & Durkin, 2004). This can encourage less confident individuals to
disclose online and develop friendships, which can in turn enhanesstedim
(Bargh, McKenna, & Fitzsimmons, 2002; Sherman & Cohen, 2006)Xanple,
disclosing creative skills, such as artwork or music online may receive positive
feedback (e.g., O6li kesd and-esteem{Buenatte,s) sub
Kwitowski, & Mazzeo, 2017; Donath & Boyd, 2004). Seeking support and advice
onlineis also achievable via disclosure, enhancing feelings of belonging and
community which may negate negative online experiences (Bargh, McKenna, &
Fitzsimmons, 2002; Donath & Boyd, 2004).

Managing impressions that others form through gedcentation behawrs
can be more systematic online than offline as it is less immediate; the individual has
time to construct an identity (Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011). With the introduction of
imagebased apps, such as Instagram and SnapChat, systemgtieseiftation &s
become popular (Ellison, Heino & Gibbs, 2006; Livingstone, 2008; Espinoza &
Juvonen, 2011). Receiving positive feedback for the real and ideal selves can enhance
selfesteem and general wellbeing (Burke, Kraut & Marlow, 2011; Donath & boyd,
2004; Fores& Wood, 2012). Positive feedback can affirm positive-selficept
goals, enhancing sefffficacy and selesteem (Yang, Holden, & Carter, 2017). For
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example, adolescents report feeling encouraged to present their creative side online
(74%) due to increaddeelings of confidence (69%; Anderson & Jiang, 2018). These

creative aspects of sgifesentation techniques can also enhance digital literacy skills,
potentially benefitting users in future careers or hobbies (Choi & Bdorawitz,

2018).

Disclosing offine may be beneficial. Online disinhibition, social capital and
selfpresentation may enhance the outcomes of friendship quality, wellbeing and self
esteem (Best, Manktelow & Taylor, 2014; Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007).

Despite recognition of thesd\NS benefits, research conducted with adolescents

largely focuses upon the risks (Koutamanis, Vossen & Valkenburg, 2015; Leung,

2014) and this is reflected within portrayal of SNS in the media (Weinstein, 2018) and

policy (Livingstone & Haddon, 2012). Indg adolescents refer to the risks of SNS

use sooner than they do the benefits (O06R
perceptions of the benefits considered. Where the risks are more frequently

highlighted, adolescents may have a skewed perceptithe benefits due to

heightened risk concern.

2.3Risks of SNS use

The very nature of SNS use requires-sidtlosure, and individuals must decide on
the extent to which they choose to broadcast (disclose to anyone online), disclose
publicly (to anyone wthin their network) or privately (to a specific individual or
group) to balance being open in comparison to-aN&elosing, where ovetlisclosure

is associated with risks (Venkatanatledral.,2014). For instance, in person,
demographic information su@s birthday, relationship status and sexual orientation
are likely to be publicly disclosed (Derlega & Grzelak, 1979), but disclosing such
information online is risky.

Adolescents are more likely to disclose information, and in greater detail, than
adults(Christofides, Muise, & Desmarais, 2012). This disclosure may likely be
broadcast, rather than public or private; for example, EU Kids Online have identified
that 43% of SNS users aged 6 years do not set their profiles to private
(Livingstone, HaddonGorzig, & Olafsson, 2011) meaning that their posts or open to
anyone who looks. Importantly, even after applying security settings, adolescents are
still at risk of exposure due to links with mutual friends or other users screenshotting
and saving their aiwvity (Livingstone, 2014).
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Adolescents are therefore at a greater risk for-di@rosure: disclosing
information inappropriately, misjudging the potential audience or outcome (Bazarova
& Choi, 2014). Further, adolescents often fail to perceive thetemy impact of
their online activity: their digital footprintc Br i de Mur r vy, Ber kel , (
Copeland LindeiOfKe&eHNaeiPd&rsdd,2@1@)kManaging
online disclosure, with consideration of potential future implications,tipmaritised
by adolescents (Anderson & Jiang, 2018; Jor@ande, Mennecke, & Townsend,
2013). For example, in a descriptive repo
of adolescents prioritised managing online disclosure in response to comments abo
their future (PEW Report; Maddent al.,2013). This apparent lack of concern may
predict perceptions of owelisclosure.

Overdisclosure is also risky in terms of oth@osline behaviours. For
example, an individual could post online and tag otheesifier & Lipford, 2009;

Smith & Kidder, 2010). In this instance, the risk of cdesclosure is heightened for

those tagged despite their passive role in the posting behaviour.

Social capital, the formation and maintenance of social networks (Putnam, 1993),
requires some level of disclosure. SNS provides a platform to bridge social capital,
which refers to forming new relationships (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007).
Disclosing to strangers, however, is clearly risky. Adolescents typically identify
stranges as untrustworthy, using security settings to protect themselves from the risks
of disclosing to strangers online (Livingstone, 2006, 2014; Mesch & Talmud, 2007).
Adolescents are less likely to use security settings when bonding with their online
friends(Livingstone, 2008).

Bonding soci al capital, -wWhsed teésoswt
attached individuals (p.1499, Young & Lee, 2013; Putnam, 2000), is the most
common use of SNS (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007). Problematically, bonding
online leads to a greater sense of mutual trust and an increase in the likelihood of self
disclosure, even if the friendship does not hold the same strength offline (Boucher,
Hancock, & Dunham, 2008; Patchin & Hinduja, 2010; Zhao, 2006). Misplaced trust
can expose the user to friendship and romantic difficulties, as well as experiences of
cyberbullying (Livingstone & Haddon, 2012; Sengupta & Chaudhuri, 2011). These
experiences can impair wellbeing and lead to {targh mental health issues
(Livingstone & Haldon, 2012).
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During adolescence, sgifesentation behaviours are increasingly utilised in
order to manage impressions of others (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006; Gardner &
Steinberg, 2005). Online, adolescents can feel pressured to craft a particuiyr ident
online which may encourage presenting the false or ideal self (43%; Anderson &
Jiang, 2018). Presenting the self in a way that others may perceive as inauthentic can
expose the user to cyberbullying (Dredge, Gleeson, & De la Piedad Garcia, 2014).
Importantly, receiving negative feedback on posts that present the real self is
associated with negative se@§teem (Jackson & Luchner, 2018; Rui & Stefanone,

2013; Tokunaga, 2011), and receiving positive feedback on posts that present a false
self is also asxiated with lower selésteem and more negative saihcepts, likely

due to an awareness of the distortion (Jackson & Luchner, 2018; Schlenker & Leary,
1982). Particularly during adolescence, a time where external feedback is strongly
valued and where &y are developing and refining their setfncept, exposure to

these risks may increase (Ybrandt, 2008).

Overdisclosure can therefore increase the risks associated with social capital
and impression management; these risks may then produce negativeesustch as
friendship difficulties, cyberbullying or issues later in life (Hsu, 2015; Maghsoudi,
Shapka & Wisniewski, 2020). Adolescents may be concerned about these risks. When
we consider the social and developmental volatility of adolescence (Blaketté:
Magnusson, Stattin & All en, 1985), and th
(McBride Murry et al., 2011), it is possible that adolescents view the likelihood and
severeity of SNS risks as very high. If so, their perceptions of the benefitsaay
(McCaul, Schroeder & Reid, 1996).

2.4Research Focus

For adolescents, SNS use has become an important aspect of socialisation. Research
supports that appropriate levels of disclosure can be beneficial for social capital and
self-presentation, promioty positive outcomes. On the contrary, edeclosure can
expose the user to risks associated with social capital arpreséintation. Risk

concern may predict perceptions of the benefits. Importantly, there is limited research
investigating adolesceperceptions of SNS use and that which does focuses upon the
risks more so than the benefits. Investigating adolescent online risk concern and
whether this predicts their perceptions of the benefits will develop an understanding

of how adolescents view SNe.
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The present study ai ms -1i8priskecanpeltn@ande ad ol
how this may predict perceptions of the benefits of SNS use. Given that during
adolescence there is increasing importance placed on their friendships and motivation
forpos ti ve evaluations (Blakemore, 2008), w
will be related to their perceptions of SNS use as being beneficial (in line with
Ro g e r & grotectiofd motivation theory) or if these are separate constructs. For
the first time adolescents will be asked to identify what they perceive as a positive of
SNS use, negative, both, or neither to understand their views on benefits. Developing
an understanding of how adolescents perceive the benefits of SNS use and to what
extendrisk concern may predict this, will support parents, practitioners and

policymakers in appropriately supporting and informing adolescent SNS use.

3. Method

3.1 Participants

A sample of 426 adolescents aged 13 toM8 13.92,SD=1.35; 53.5% female) were
recruited from five secondary schools across London and the home counties.
Participants identified their hometowns within Surrey (n = 135); Essex (n = 119);
Berkshire (n = 86); London (n = 72); Buckinghamshire and Hampshire (n = 5).
Participants were excluded fraitme analyses if they completed less than 80% of the
items on the risk concern scale or the risks and benefits perception task, resulting in a
sample size of 342. Participantsodo ethnici
followed by Mixed (6.8%), Black (4% )Asian (2.3%) and Other (0.2%). Ethical
approval was granted through the Royal Holloway Research Ethics Committee, and
the study was conducted in accordance with British Psychological Society guidelines
Following ethical approval, schools were contadtgdhe lead researcher and invited
to participate. Upon confirming interest to participate, the schools received
information letters for teachers and parents, explaining the rationale, procedure and
intended impact of the study. Parents provided consemidgh optout parental
consent letters. Before beginning the online survey, all adolescents were verbally
informed of the study and provided their consent.

To understand how participants were using and accessing SNS, we asked them
about device ownership,hich SNS sites they access, how often they access them and

where they access them (Livingstone et al., 2011; Mascheroni & Olaffson, 2015). On
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average, adolescents personally owned three different de®bDes1.22), they

reported that their parents alserted three different deviceSD= 1.22) and there

were on average five devices that could connect to the internet per hou&ihsld (

1.40). We also asked adolescents at approximately what age they first used these
devices (irrelevant of internet connectjM = 8.02 yearsSD= 1.20), as well as
approximately when they first accessed the internet (before starting school: 20.4%;

when in primary school: 75.4%; when in secondary school: 4%; when in college/sixth
form: 0.3%). Further findings regardingadalesnt s® SNS access are
Table 1.

3.2Measures

We constructed our survey within the Qualtrics platform, which allowed participants

to complete the survey online and simultaneously record responses. Participants

completed the survey within theschool ICT suite, using individual computers with a

mouse, or a tablet using touch screen, to make decisions. The survey incorporated an
informed consent introductory page followed by descriptive items and a debrief on

the final page. The measuresincluged r i sk concern scale to m
SNS risk concern in general, and a perception task to assess perceptions of the

benefits identified within current literature. All responses were recorded by Qualtrics

and kept securely on a passwmmbtectedaccount; data was exported to SPSS for

analysis.

3.2.1. SNS risk concern

We developed a them SNS risk concern scale. Using Buchanan, Paine, Joinson,

and Reips6 (2007) online risk concern sca
were relatd to SNS use and modified items if required to make the link to SNS
explicit (e.g., amended O6email 6 to oO6direc

message you send may be read by someone e

Nine of Buchananet| . 6s (2007) items were not incl
SNS use (e.g., O6that an email containing
be fraudulent ?06) . Il n addition, a further

directly to the reearch focus (SNS), linked to risks identified in the introduction.
Adolescents rated their degree of risk concern ofpailt Likert scale, with
responses being: ONot at all é, o6Slightlyéo

No items were reverse ded; mean scores were calculated (range 1 to 5) with higher
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figures indicating greater SNS risk concern. This scale had high internal relidbility,
=.88.
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Table 1. Frequency of adolescents (N=342) who own a SNS profile, who access personal SNS accounts daily or weeklycasd who ac

at particular locations.

Instagram
SnapChat
Facebook
Twitter

Other*

Profile ownership Regularity of access

Yes

279

247

69

56

68

No

63

95

273

286

274

Daily

256
248
70
74

42

Weekly

86

94

16

Location of access

Home (Other Fr i end Onthego

Home

(Bedroom) room) house
338 311 272
307 288 261
123 95 50
116 99 50
n/a

202

222

42

55

School

131

156

25

27

*Whatsapp; Pinterest; YouTube; Tumblr; Music.ly; Reddit; Kik.
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3.2.2. Perceptions of the befits of SNS use

I n accordance with the |iterature, we dev
perceptions of the benefits of SNS use. The task included 30 items around themes of
online disclosure, social capital and s@iésentation (as these are proemt benefits

identified within the literature). Seven of the 30 items were filler items relating to
digital |iteracy due to their neutral nat
items were not incorporated within the statistical analyses.

In this task participants were asked to allocate each item into one of five boxes

depending on their perception of the item (positive, negative, both positive and

negative, neither positive or negative, or unsure). Items were coded so that when an

item was jidged as positive it was scored as +1, negativé, asd both positive and
negative as 0. Due to the focus of this t
perceptions that an item was neither a risk nor a benefit, or where participants were

unsue, were excluded from analysis. To establish subscale scores, we conducted a

factor analysis.

3.2.3. Factor analysis

A principal axis factor analysis was conducted on the 23 items with oblique rotation

(direct oblimin). The scree plot presented at least three factors to be retained above

Kai serdos criterion of 1 (Appendix B). App
following rotation in accordance with the clustering of the loadings above a value of

.30. Items represented within each factor include those related to social capital,

particularly bonding social capital (fact
connectim t o each person on Yy odevelogment@aa 6s | i s
2, six items; e. g., ARSeeing what your fri
di sclosure to family members (factor 3, f

toseeyoust at uses and commentso). Table 2 pre
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Table 2. A summary of all items factored into either social capitatidselopment

or disclosure to family.

Factor Iltems

(Completion rate n)

Social capital Beingtaggedimt her s posts i n gene
(317) Maintaining friendships offline

Maintaining a close connection to each person on your friend
list

Asking for advice

Seeking support

Making group plans based around a common hobby or intere
Making plans with friends to do sometg offline

Joining groups related to your interests and hobbies
Expressing yourself to a wider network of people than you do
offline

Expressing your feelings online

Discussing interests and hobbies

Expressing your personality online

How you feel about yagelf based upon your friends' posts

Self-development
(214)

Being tagged in other's posts without knowing

Connecting with a wider network of friends

Seeing what your friends have commented

Seeing what your friends have 'liked'

How you feel abouyourself based upon who you have on youl
friends list

How you feel about yourself based upon your own posts

Disclosure to family
(159)

Connecting with family members
Family members being able to see what you 'like'
Family members being able to see yoatisges and comments

Connecting with your parents

3.2.4. Scoring

For each subscale a mean subscale score was computed{rémgé) with higher

scores indicating greater benefit perception. All scales presented high internal
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reliability: social capital) &2 7; di sclosure deveadmpmenty
=.761.

3.3. Procedure

Participants were seated in either their
in their classrooms with an iPad or laptop. The online survey was adaptatsalielébr

use, so the layout of the questions did not change whether participants used a desktop,
laptop or tablet. Participants were in groups of3Rut were seated individually

with their device. Participants who were registered as special educatiedal ne

(SEN) were accompanied by their designated support assistant or another member of
staff from the school, if required. Prese
unigue identifier in case this was later required (e.g., data an outlier).

Participants were verbally informed about the study, that their results were completely
anonymous, and provided with the opportunity to withdraw or ask questions prior to
commencing the study. Participants were also able to read the written information
displayed athe start of the survey which repeated the verbal description and provided
the researchersd contact details. Partici
skip questions if they wished and may stop at any point, but they would not be able to
returnto previous pages of the survey once they have moved on to delete or change
answers, nor could answers be identified and removed following completion of the
survey. Participants provided their consent by selecting the appropriate option on the
screen; thas who chose to withdraw were directed to the class teacher and removed

from the room. The survey progressed in a fixed order: demographics, information on
access to SNS, SNS use, completion of the SNS risk concern scale, perceptions of

risks and benefitsaask. Lastly, participants were shown the debrief information. The

survey took approximately fifteen minutes. Once participants had finished, they were
provided with a written debrief which outlined the aim of the research and contact
details. Participantaere also provided with the opportunity to ask questions at this

stage.

4. Results
To assess our research aim of exploring a

perceptions of the benefits of SNS use, we conducted a series of hierarchical
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regression analyseshese analyses enabled us to identify if level of SNS risk concern
predicted adol escentsd perceptions of the
whether descriptors of age, gender (binary: 0 males, 1 females), and number of
devices owned predicted igeptions of the benefits. The number of devices owned
(that connected to the internet) was included in analyses as research suggests that
greater device ownership may predict perceptions (George et al., 2018; Hundley &
Shyles, 2010; Wartella, 2002). Thvériate correlations are presented in Table 3.

To understand predictors of risk concern we conducted a multiple regression analyses,
with age, gender and total number of devices owned as the predictors. We found that
including our predictors significantijmproved the modek(1, 143) =1248.55p <.

001, accounting f090.8% of the variance. Specifically, beimgale,b =-1.42,t = -

19.75, p < .001 was independently associated with SNS risk concern bAg€07,t
=.203,p = .839, and total devices owd,b = .055,t = 1.48,p = .139, did not predict

SNS risk concern. Given that gender was a significant predictor of risk concern, we
have included the interaction between risk concern and gender within subsequent
analyses to assess if gender moderateagbociation between risk concern and SNS
perceived benefits.

Three hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted to predict the following
outcome variables of benefit perceptions representing social capital, self
development, and disclosure to famMyithin block 1, age, gender and total number

of devices were entered into the model. In block 2, the interactive predictor of risk
concern and gender was entered into the model. In block 3, we added the perceived
benefits scores that were not the outcaaueable. Tablel presents a summary of the
findings.

Finally, where the interactive predictor is significant within a model, we assessed if
gender moderated the relationship between risk concern and our outcome variable.
We conducted the analyses separately for males and females with entering age and
numberof devices in block 1 and risk concern in block 2. These findings are

presented in Tablg
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Table 3. Mean (SD) and Bivariate Pearson correlations for number of types of internet
devices owned, risk concern scores, and peraepfioisks and benefits (social
capital, seHdevelopment, and disclosure to family) scores.

Mean Internet Risk Social Self- Disclosure to

(SD) devices concern capital development family

owned

Age 13.95 -.155** .02 -.158** -.069 -.037
(2.37)

Internet devices 4.81 .096 .091 .024 .022

owned (1.35)

Risk concern 2.45 .027 .034 .015
(.92)

Social capital .54 .396** 113
(.38)

Self- .53 .210*

development (.57)
Disclosure to .53
family (.56)
*p<.01, *p<.001.
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Table 4. Regression analyses summary for predictors of social capital, selévelopment, and disclosure to family scores.

Social capital

Self-development

Disclosure to family

b t p

) t p

b t

P

Block 1 change

R2=.021,F(3, 144) = .1.054p

R?=.055,F(3, 144) = 2.800p

R?=.096,F(3, 144) = 5.095p =

statistics =371 =.042 .002

Age .029 941 .348 1.0 2.798 .006 -170***  -3.907 <.001
Gender 116 1.370 173 -.065 -.654 514 .008 371 711
Total devices .008 224 .823 .048 1.180 .240 -.027 -.823 412

Block 2 change

R?=.029,F(3, 142) = .535p

R?= .061,F(2, 142) = .448p

R?=.131,F(2, 142) = 2.833p =

statistics =.587 =.640 .062

Age .023 1.088 279 105 2.859 .005 -.161 -3.941 .001
Gender -.022 -.482 .630 -.191 -6.38 .524 -.298 -1.859 .065
Total devices .010 .282 778 .050 1.209 .229 -.036 -.796 427
Risk concern -.120 -.785 433 -0.10 -.055 .956 -.364 -1.639 .103
Risk concern x gender .095 .960 .339 .041 .355 .723 .094 2.520 .013

Block 3 change

R?=.129,F(2, 140) = 8.058p

R?=.094,F(2, 140) = 2.568p =

R?=.198,F(2, 140) = 5.896p =

statistics <.001 0.80 .003

Age -.010 .506 .613 .093 2.469 .015 -.151** -3.747 .002
Gender -.227 .049 961 -.186 -6.16 .539 -779 -2.179 .031
Total devices -.003 -1.134 .258 .047 1.146 .254 -.040 -.600 .550
Risk concern -.184 -1.255 212 .005 .028 .978 -411 -1.913 .058
Risk concern x gender .144 1.502 135 .030 .254 .800 342* 2.668 .016
Social capital .207* 2.036 .044 -.394** -3.208 .001
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Self-development .139* 8.132 .044 -.040 -.392 .696
Disclosure to family -.118** -2.091 .001 -.027 -.392 .696

*p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001; note: gender was entered as a binary predictor (0 = males; 1 = female).
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Table 5. Regression analyses summary for predictors of disclosure to

family.

Disclosure to family Block change statistics

b t p Significance R?
Males
Block 1 F(2, 28)=2.42,p=.093 .198
Age -120 -1.951 .053
Total devices .039  .659 511
Block 2 F(1,117)=.01,p=.910 .199
Age -121  -1.946 .054

Total devices .038 .635 527
Risk concern .009 113 910

Females

Block 1 F(2, 122) = 10.36, p <.001 .381
Age -196 -4.553 <.001

Total devices -.040 -.778 438

Block 2 F(1,121) =4.67, p=.033 .421
Age -.184 -4303 <.001

Total devices -.048 -.936 351
Risk concern .150 2.162 .033

4.1 Perceptions of the benefits

4.1.1. Social capital

As illustrated within Table 3, including risk concern predictors in block 2 did not
improve the model after factoring in age, gender and number of devices in block 1.
However, including the other perceived benefits did improve the model; specifically
the nore positive adolescents were about-gelfelopmenand disclosure to family

the more positive they were about the use of social capital behaviours online. The
final model accounted for a total b2.9% of the variance and was significantly better
than clanceF(7, 140) = 2.96 p=.0065.
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4.1.2. Sel-development

As with social capital, including risk concern predictors in block 2 did not improve
the model after factoring in age, gender and number of devices in blddkhin

block 1, we do see that older adolescents viewdiElopment behaviours more
positively (b= 1.01,t= 2.80,p<.01). The final model accounted for a total of 29.2%
of the variance and was significantly better than chaf@,144) =2.80 p=.042

4.1.3. Disclosure to family

Including risk concern predictors in block 2 improved the model after factoring in
age, gender and number of devices in block 1, accounting for 11.1% of the variance
and was significantly better than chanegq, 142) = 4.27, p=.001. When including

the otler perceived benefits, these improved the model from block 2; specifibaly
lesspositive adolescents were about social capital the more positive they were about
disclosing to family online. Also, younger participants are more positive about
disclosingto family online(b =-0.17,t=-3.91, p<.001) The final model accounted

for a total of 15.2% of the variance and was signifilgabétter than chancg&(7, 140)

= 4.94,p<.001

5. Discussion

This study aimed to expl or eiskaahdthewescent s o
perceptions of the benefits of SNS use. Our findings demonstrate that females are
more concerned about the SNS risks than
concern does not predict the perceptions of the benefits, although for feiineiles

risk concern did predict their perceptions of disclosing to family online. Interestingly,
adolescents who perceived social capital as positive also perceiveésgibpment

as positive; and vice verddowever, those who perceive social capitapasitive are

more likely to perceive disclosure to family online as negative; and vice Vérnsa.

theoretical considerations of these findings are discussed.

5.1Risk concern

Females appear more concerned about the risks than males. During adolescence,
femdes seek social opportunities for the development of autonomy sooner than males
(Rice & Dolgin, 2005; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). SNS use can be risky in terms
of misinterpreted communication, unrealistic expectations of quantity or quality of

connectims and exposure to cyberbullying/friendship difficulties (Livingstone &
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Haddon, 2012). Although males do al so exp
exploration during adolescence may expose them more so than male adolescents
(Steinberg & Silverbegy, 1986). Therefore, females may be more concerned than
males about encountering such risks.

Despite these concerns, we found that females who were more concerned
about the SNS risks were more positive about disclosing to family online. This is in
contrast to previous research which has identiffeat boys are more positive about
disclosing to family onlinéShin & Kang, 2016). A§Vildavskyand Drake (1990)
propose, those high in risk concern may perceive protective measures as low. As we
know, femalesire more likely to restrict their online behaviour when they are
concerned about the risks (Marrett et al., 2011) and this may be because they lack
confidence in utilising more active protective measures. In terms of disclosing to
family members, femalesay restrict their online behaviours by only disclosing to
family members. Family members are trustworthy and so females may feel less
concern and more protected by communicating with them.

Contrary to our expectati orosinflueacd ol esce
their perceptions of social capital or sedvelopment. Perhaps, adolescents do not
perceive online social capital and seédvelopment behaviours as risky for they are an
extension of their offline social lives (Khan et al., 2016). Adoletsceray feel skilled
at managing their online social lives (Reich, Subrahmanyam & Espinoza, 2012).
When we consider this in relation®o g e r $H;6Rogers & Frentic®unn,1997)
protection motivation theorygdolescents may thus perceive the riskewasand their
own protective measures as high; therefore, they may be more positive about these
aspects of SNS us@/fldavsky & Drake, 1990).

5.2Benefit perceptions

Concerning the benefits, the factor loadings identified items relating to social capital,
sdf-development and disclosure to family. Overall, adolescents perceived these items
as more positive than negative. This illustrates the positive perception that adolescents
have of SNS use in relation to social capital,-delfelopment and disclosure to
family.

Those who communicate successfully online report greateestelém
(Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007, 2012), sense of belonging (Zhao et al., 2012) and
confidence (Holland, Reynolds & Weller, 2007; Valenzuela, Park & Kee, 2009);
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these notionsra also important in developing the self (Orth & Robins, 2014). In fact,
Davis (2012) found that adolescents who communicated more successfully online
also reported a greater sense of self. Equally, those with a greater sense of self are
more likely to rep social capital benefits online, due to being confident with their
ability to form and maintain friendships (Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2008). With
regards to our findings, adolescents may perceive social capital aniéselbpment
online as positivelue to accessing these benefits.

Despite adolescentsd positi-ve percept.i
development, we see that those who perceive social capital more positively are less
likely to perceive disclosing to family as positive; and vice véResearch widely
reports that adolescents increasingly seek social autonomy (Blakemore, 2015).
Disclosing to family members online may impair efforts to gain this autonomy and
thus be perceived less positively. Equally, we know that adolescents engage in
explorative, and sometimes risky, behaviours online (Eleuteri, Saladino & Verrastro,
2017; Vannucci, 2020); which adolescents would not want family members to see.
Engaging in these behaviours can benefit popularity (Bryce & Fraser, 2014;
Mascheroni, Vincen& Jimenez, 2015; Sasson & Mesch, 2014) and thus adolescents
who are more orientated towards social capital may be motivated to behave in this
way. In which case, they may perceive disclosing to family members online less
positively as they may receive ragtye feedback (Coyne et al., 2014; Shin & Kang,
2016) and feel embarrassed in front of their friends (Ouvrein & Verswijvel, 2019;
Verswijvel et al., 2020).

Further older females were less likely to perceive the benefits of disclosing to
family online. Sim and Kang (2011) found that older adolescents are more likely to
disclose online; further, females typically disclose online more so than males
(Valkenburg & Peter, 2011). During adolescence, females increasingly prioritise
friendship intimacy (Galambo2004). Within a digal age, SNS provides the
opportunity to develop this intimacy further (Rose & Rudolph, 2006). However, with
intimacy comes privacy (Lenhart & Madden, 2007) and we know that adolescents
seek social autonomy migrating away from familgmbers to peers (Blakemore,
2008). In which case, disclosing to family members may be perceived negatively by
adolescent females who seek greater friendship intimacy but less parental

involvmement within their social lives.
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5.3.Limitations and future research

This study does present some limitations. Firstly, we haevelop a new measure to
assess perceptions of SNS benefits, albeit this was built upon research findings related
to benefits. Interestingly, sedfsteem in the literature has been found teehaoth
positive and negative relationships with SNS, but is often related positively with
bonding social capital as well as impression management. As a result of this, items
intended for a selésteem factor loaded onto social capital anddslelopment
factors instead. Although, it is interesting that these items factored more so on the
sel-developmentactor. More work is needed on understanding the benefits from
adolescent perspectives in terms of-gslfieem.

Also, it is surprising that concerns fibre SNS risks did not predict
perceptions of the positive more broadly. Potentially, this is due to the scale used to
measure SNS risk concern theoretically capturing broader concerns in society, rather
than adolescentsd own mpRecgéi €£0cOhe2d9nsl9
motivation theory, that risk and benefit perceptions are embedded within our own
concepts of protection and risRonsidering the SNS risk concern scale used within
this study was initially used with older participants, the congaresented within its
items may not be applicable to adolescdntsould be interesting to consider this
within future researchn particular, an SNS risk concern scale created by adolescents
may be more successful in capturing the SNS concerns thgttaghkir perceptions
of the risks.

Future research should explore adol esc:¢
use in greater depth in order to understand the positives of SNS use, not just the risks.
Also, a greater consideration of gender differenneSNS use would be interesting to
i nvestigate in case of other nuances with
should consider the SNS use and perceptions of younger children to explore any
potential developmental differences.

5.4Conclusions

This study is unique in its exploration of adolescent SNS risk concern and to what
extent this may predict their perceptions of the benefits. Our findings suggest that
adolescents perceive SNS use as socially beneficial, irrespective skéhd=emales
are more concerned about the SNS risks than males, and their concern is associated
with less positive perceptions disclosingto family members onlineddolescents
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who perceive social capital as positive are more likely to perceiveeafopment
behaviours online as positive; and vice versa. Although, those who perceive social
capital as positive are less likely to perceive disclosing to family members online as
positive; and vice versahis is important to consider withinsafety edud#on,

policy, and intervention development. Guidance within policies should refer to the
social opportunities of SNS, as well as consider risks that are more applicable to
adolescents
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Chapter 4
Childrends ri sk asodalreteorkengi t be

sites

1. Abstract

Despite the age restrictions of social networking sites (SNS) averaging age 13 years,
younger children are engaging with these sites (Ofcom, 2019). Research has shown that
SNS use exposes the user to many risks, suchbasbullying and lower selisteem.
Alternatively, SNS use can enhance social capital. Current literature has considered
these mostly within adolescent and adult samples. This study aims to investigate the
extent to which <c¢hil detriskariddendficoht@mds.oMithins o n
a sample size of 883, 351 childreagéd 7to-12year9 identified accessing SNS; these
children completed an online survey measuring online-dsstlosure, self
presentation, digital literacy skills, social capiedperiences of cyberbullying and self
esteem. Findings demonstrate that -dé&tlosure behaviours are associated with
bridging social capital and that presentation of the real self is associated with the
benefits of both bonding and bridging social cdpita terms of risk outcomes, self
disclosure behaviours are associated with cyberbullying perpetration and victimisation.
These findings highlight that younger childrenlZ years) are accessing SNS and that

their behaviours online are associated witthbasky and beneficial outcomes.
Importantly, parents, teachers and policymakers should consider the benefits of SNS
use, as well as the risks, in order to en
Keywords

Children, social media, behaviour, disclosure, cyblying.

2. Introduction
Having known only a world embedded within a fpated, connective reality, children
of primary school age (I2 years) are engaging with the internet (Rosen, 2010). In

particular, children are recognising and utilising socialvoeking sites (SNS; Ofcom,
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2019) . However, l'ittl e remains known abol
extent this is associated with risky or beneficial outcomes.

The average age restriction for SNS is 13 years old. Despite this, children are
engagng with SNS; in the United Kingdom 21% of ® 11-yearolds and 4% of 5to
7-yearolds own an SNS profile (Ofcom, 2019). In fact, 74% -ofo811-yearolds and
64% of 5 to 7-yearolds are accessing YouTube (Ofcom, 2017). YouTube encourages
behaviours imilar to those of SNS such as interactional communication (comments,
direct messages), as well as maintenance of an online presence (display photo, profile;
Kraut & Resnick, 2011; Khan, 2017). With 51% oft8 4-yearolds also accessing
YouTube (Ofcom, @19), it may arguably be a foeot-the-door for accessing other
SNS.

SNS use facilitates seffisclosure (Ellison et al., 2011) and seiesentation
behaviours to manage impressions (Yang & Brown, 2014); both of these behaviours
are associated with riskgnd beneficial outcomes (Livingstone, 2017; Rogers, 1980,
1983). Misjudging online selfisclosure can lead to ovdrsclosure (Kim & Dindia,
2011), which can negativelyelate to bonding social capital (maintenance of
friendships) and bridging social atd (formation of new friendships; Putham, 1993).
Online overdisclosure, and utilising seffresentation behaviours to portray a false self,
can also increase the likelihood of engaging in cyberbullying perpetratiorns over
disclosure and presenting a metbly altered self may increase visibility to
cyberbullies resulting in victimisation (Patchin & Hinduja, 2006). Together, these risks
may impair seHesteem (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).

Alternatively, selfdisclosure and selfresentation behaviours maye b
beneficial. SeHdisclosure is required to develop intimacy with friends via bonding
social capital, as well as introducing the self in order to bridge social capital
(Livingstone, 2014; Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2007). Successfulpgelentation
behaviours can reap positive feedback, which may enhancesteém (Burrow &

Rai none, 2017) . Childrends only soci al C
settings (Qvortrup, 2005) and thus they are socially limited in comparison to
adolescents and altlu (Corsaro, 2015). These online opportunities may be especially
beneficial for developing social independence.

However, exploration of these SNS behaviours and their association with the
risks and benefits has predominantly been explored with aduétdoidscent samples.

It is often perceived that children, age under 13 years, do not access SNS due to the age
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restrictions (Lenhart, Purcell, Smith & Zickuhr, 2010). In reality, it is easy to bypass

age restrictions and create an account with a falselagagstone & Brake, 2009;
Livingstone, cl afsson & Staksrud, 2011) .
SNS behaviours and how these may predict risky and beneficial outcomes is limited.

2.1 Onlinebehaviours

Adolescents (aged 134; Frech, 2012) areare likely to disclose personal information
online than adults (Christofides et al., 2011). Considering children have even less social
experience to understand social appropriateness and audience interpretation of
disclosures, they may be even more likeyoverdisclose (Christofides, Muise &
Desmarais, 2011). Online disinhibition, the perceived ease of online communication as
a result of controllability of online interactions (Suler, 2004), may facilitate self
disclosure, which may increase the risk géedisclosure (Schouten, Valkenburg &
Peter, 2007); for example, adolescents are more likely to disclose about illegal activities
online than within a face-face conversation (Peluchette & Karl, 2008). Particularly

for those with advanced digital litenaskills, online disinhibition may be elevated by
greater control of online interactions (G
autonomy is limited offline (Corsaro, 2015) and thus the independence of SNS use,
especially for those who access fiom their bedrooms, may enhance online
disinhibition and encourage disclosure behaviours further (Bryce & Fraser, 2014;
Karston, 2005; Lowry et al., 2016; Navarro et al., 2013).

As well as seHdisclosure, SNS provide an opportunity to manage impnessio
viaselfpr esent ati on behaviours: the strategic
the self (Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015). During middle childhood,
children begin to develop an understanding and recognition ofpeséntation
behaviars (Watling & Banerjee, 2007a, 2007b; Bennett & Yeeles, 1990). SNS use
provides the time and space to craft-getsentation of the real self, the ideal self, the
false self to explore, the false self to compare/impress and the false self to deceive
(Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015), especially for those with digital literacy
skills (Besmer & Richter Lipford, 2010). Children may therefore seize the opportunity
to explore seHpresentation behaviours online.

2.2 Cyberbullying perpetration and victimisan

Experiences of cyberbullying are a risk of engaging with SNS (Hamm et al., 2015).
Cyberbullying consists of repeated hostile or aggressive behaviours through the
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medium of digital media which is intended to harm the victim (Tokunaga, 2010).
Engagingn perpetration behaviours (cyberbullying others) may be facilitated by online
disinhibition (Wright, Harper & Wachs, 201@ncourage disclosure (Suler, 2004)
Equally, engaging with SNS may enhance visibility to cyberbullies, increasing the
likelihoodofbecomi ng victi mised (Val kenburg &
SNS behaviours may predict the likelihood of experiencing these risks.

Online behaviours have been found to predict cyberbullying perpetration
behaviours. For instance, selfesentabn behaviours may be utilised to present the
false self to deceive (e.g., an anonymous profile); the risk of being identified and
dealing with a consequence is limited (Hinduja & Patchin, 2007; Michikyan,
Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015). Further, increasad spent online may facilitate
perpetration, especially for the digitally literate cyberbully (Park, Na & Ki, 2014).
Disclosing online may also predict cyberbullying perpetration, particularly where the
bully feels disinhibited they may share unkind opirs or comments (Seigfri€spellar
& Lankford, 2018).Importantly, previous research has identified that engaging in
perpetration is risky for the cyberbully; for example, being a bully is associated with
reduced friendships (Sigurdson et al., 2015).

Similar to the online behaviours that predict cyberbullying perpetration, the
same behaviours can predict cyberbullying victimisation. Publiedsstfosur€(i.e., to
anyone within a networkyenkatanathan et al., 20Lldan be perceived negatively by
adut online audiences (Bazarova, 2012). Furthererdlisclosing privately to a
selected friend or small group of friends is still risky, as the chég be victimised if
they misjudge the trustworthiness of the recipient (e.g., the recipient screensdnudting
sharing; Ashktorab & Vitak, 2016; Bazarova, 2012;Jaynes, 2019). Amongst
adolescents, negative responses to-oisaiosure predict friendship difficulties, such
as arguments and social exclusion, which can develop into experiencing victimisation
(boyd& Ellison, 2007; Hinduja & Patchin, 2007; Subrahmanyam & Greenfield, 2008).
Additionally, utilising selfpresentation behaviours togsent the ideal self or false self
to explore or compare/impress may also enhance visibility to cyberbullies, panyicularl
if the disparity is identifiable (e.g., photoshop fails; Dredge, Gleeson & De la Piedad
Garcia, 2014).

To date, research considering the risks of SNS use has predominantly focused
upon adult or adolescent populations. The amount of time that childzad spline is

often viewed as the catalyst to experiencing ritke(2009) but this does not consider
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specific behaviours. It remains unclear which behaviours may predict cyberbullying
perpetration, victimisation, and poorer sefteem outcomes amongshild (7-12

years) SNS users.

2.3 Bondingand bridging social capital

Facilitatingsocial connections a core component of SNS ugdlison et al., 2011).
Maintaining preexisting friendships (bonding social capital; Putnam, 1993) is the
primary use ofSNS amongst adolescents (Ahn, 2011) and adults (Phua, Jin & Kim,
2017). SNS also provides a platform for forming new relationships (bridging social
capital; Putnam, 1993) through mutual friends or groups and communities (Kaye,
Kowart & Quinn, 2017). Conselr i ng <chi |l dr enés i mited
(Corsaro, 2015), it is important to explore whetheto712yearolds SNS behaviours

may be associated with these beneficial outcomes.

SNS allows the user time and space to-dmsiflose more strategical{§schouten,
Valkenburg & Peter, 200CartwrightHatton, Tschernitz & Gomersall, 2005%yhich
may ease communication especially for the socially inexperienced but digitally literate
child (Holloway, Green, & Livingstone, 201&chouten, Valkenburg & PetetQ07).

In fact, Peter, Valkenburg and Schouten (2005) identified that early online chat rooms
provided adolescents with the opportunity to psacsiocial skills required for bonding
social capital. SNS use could therefore provide children with a uniquegrtopity to

bond social capital.

Furthermore, the time and space SNS affords may facilitate the use of impression
management via seffresentation behaviours (Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).
Online, children can explore different selfesentation bdeaviours with far more
creative freedom (Holloway, Green & Livingstone, 2013) and this may benefit bonding
social capital. For example, Yang and Brown (2014) found that presenting the real self
predicted positive feedback; this may develop into feelingsesfdship intimacy thus
bonding social capital (Peter, Valkenburg & Schouten, 2005; Valkenburg & Peter,
2011).

SNS also presents opportunities for bridging social capital. Importantly, in order
to bridge social capital, one must introduce the self aadestmeir interests, thus an
element of selflisclosure is required (Cozby, 1973; Liu & Brown, 2014). Thean
abundance of communities on SNS (Johnson & Ambrose, 2006; Mesch & Talmud,

2010; Wright & Li, 2011). Joining these and disclosing within theamdoster new
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friendships and hobbies or interests (Ito et al., 2008; Reich, 2a40n & Oldmeadow,
2013)

From middle childhood, children are motivated to bridge social capital;, peers
become increasingly more important for children (Ladd, 1999; Pade¥staro &
Bar ker , 2007). With fewer soci al spaces t
social capital offline is limited (Corsaro, 2015). Disclosing online provides children the
opportunity to cultivate more friendships (Livingstone & Hadd2009). Online self
presentation behaviours may also be useful for bridging social capital. The ability to
spend time curating the online self may ease the process of initiating a new friendship,
which can often be awkward offline (Michikyan, Dennis & Stionanyam, 2015); this
could be especially beneficial for children who lack social experience (Livingstone &
Hel sper, 2007). Certainly, when wsgngconsi d
the introduction and presentation of the self as welbaming new friendships online
could be particularly effective for chilc
Helsper, 2007).

As with the risks, the benefits of SNS use have been explored mostly within
adolescent and adult samples. Understandingoftwhe r chi | drends onl i
relate to these benefits remains limited. Importantly, children, aged Li8glears, are
engaging with SNS. I't is therefore i mport
order to understand whether these are assdonath the beneficial outcomes.

2.4 Self-esteem

Online behaviours may also predict setiteem. Within a longitudinal study, including
older adolescents, Steinfield, Ellison and Lampe (2008) identified that those with low
selfesteem experienced enhanced-esteem over time from using Facebook. Those
already low in selesteem may find SNS use beneficial for expanding their social
network by having the time and space to -skdttlose with confidence (Blachnis,
Przepiorka & Rudnicka, 2016; Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007; Gonzales &
Hancock, 2011Jomston et al., 2004 More broadly, Valkenburg, Peter and Schouten
(2006) highlighted, with participants aged-18 years, that seisteem increased via
SNS use for those who received positive feedback, not just for those with initially low
selfesteem. Fothose utilising selpresentation behaviours online, receiving positive

feedback could therefore be beneficial upon-esteem (Yang & Brown, 2016). When
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we consider the importance of developing -eslifeem during childhood (Robins &
Trzesniewksi, 2005)SNS use may provide a beneficial opportunity for the iGen.

On the other hand, SNS use may be a detriment teestém. Online over
disclosure behaviours may receive negative feedback from the audience (Bazarova et
al., 2014), which can reduce selteem (Dupasquier et al., 2020; Rui & Stefanone,
2013). Further, utilising seffresentation behaviours, particularly the ideal or false
selves (Grieve, March & Watkinson, 2020), may reduceesdfem as the user is aware
of the disparity between this salfd the real self (Meeus, Beullens & Eggermont, 2019;

Mi chi kyan, Subrahmanyam & Denni s, 2014) .
experience compared to adolescents and adults (Christofides, Muise & Desmarais,
2011), they may be at risk of engaginghege behaviours and experiencing impaired
self-esteem.

Importantly,influences uporself-esteem during childhood cdre associated
with longtermme nt a | health (Kwan et al., 2020).

underl3years, SNS behaviours ammwhat extent thegre associated wittelf-esteem

remains | imited. Understanding whether <c¢h
sefest eem outcomes is Iimportant for suppo
digital age.

2.5 Research focus

Online sé -disclosure and seffresentation behaviours via SNS use are associated with
both risky and beneficial outcomes. Potential risks include engagement with
cyberbullying perpetration, experiences of victimisation and reduceeesteldm.
Potential benefitanclude bonding and bridging social capital and enhanced self
esteem.

Additionally, access and individual factors may predict these outcomes further.
For example, children who own an SNS account are likely to have more social freedom,
such as the privaayf using SNS within their bedroom (Livingstone, 2007) and greater
frequency of use (Livingstone & Helsper, 2007). These children may engage in a
broader range of behaviours (Staksrud, Olafsson & Livingstone, 2014) that may impact
their exposure to the kg and beneficial outcomes. Furthermore, younger children
have more limited social experience and thus their behaviours may expose them to

greater risks (Holloway, Green & Livingstone, 2013). Notten and Nikken (2014) also
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argue that boys are more likelygngage in behaviours associated with risky outcomes

than girls.

Il n this study we expl or 4012 yeaEso)xSNent t o
behaviours (selflisclosure and seffresentation) predict risk and benefit outcomes
(cyberbullying perpetran and victimisation, social capital bonding and bridging, and
sefest eem). We also consider the access an
access, location of access, frequency of access, age and gender.

Based upon findings within adult and &ekrent literature, it is expected that:

1. greater use of setfisclosure behaviours will positively predict cyberbullying
perpetration and cyberbullying victimisation, and bonding and bridging social
capital, but will negatively predict seffsteem;

2. greate selfpresentation behaviours will positively predict cyberbullying
perpetration and cyberbullying victimisation, bonding and bridging social capital

and selfesteem.

Importantly, these predictions are based upon mostly adolescent and adult findings.
Foausing upon children, undek3 years, will provide a stronger understanding of
childrenés SNS behaviours and to what ex!

outcomes.

3. Method
3.1 Participants

Participants (N=901) were recruited to participate in an enfiarvey from seven

schools across the North of England (Sheffield and Stk@rent) and South of

England (Norwich, Essex and Surrey). Due to the aim of this study focusing upon
childrends SNS use, participants vimho neit
friend or family member were removed from analyses. Further, participants with a
completion rate less than 80% and participants who had not completed the outcome
variables (social capital, cyberbullying and sedteem) were removed from analyses.

This resulted in a final sample size of 350. Participants were aged between 7 and 12
years (M= 10.08, SD= 1.13; 52% female) with 71% identifying as White British/Irish;

7.7% as Asian; 5.4% as Mixed; 1% as Black; 15% identified as Other or did not specify.
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Ethical approval was granted through the Royal Holloway Research Ethics
Committee, and this study was conducted in line with the ethical guidelines of the
British Psychological Society. Following ethical approvah®ls were contacted by
the lead reseaher and invited to participate. Schools received information letters for
both teachers and parents, following their agreement to participate. Schools were
offered the choice of ogiut or optin consent; all schools chose to send out parent opt
out consenforms with full information on the research student; parents returned the
form to the school if they wished for their child not to be included in the stndyhis

was retained by the school. All children who participated provided informed consent.

3.2 Materials and Measures

We conducted our survey within the Qualtrics platform. The study included six scale
measures outlined below. Due to the young age rahgmmicipants, visual aids
(emojis and progress bars) were provided alongside the Likert points to assist children
with lower reading ability, special educational needs (SEN) or (English as an
Additional Language; EAL) in completing the survey. Furthereg that research in

this field tends to focus on adolescents and adults, and not children under 13 years who
are prohibited from registering for an account, it was necessary to adapt scales to ensure
that they were age appropriate; this is detailed belovallow for clarity with the
younger participants and avoid chil dren
children provided responses for each SNS platform individually (Facebook; Instagram;
SnapChat; Other), with the exception of cyberbullying peagien and victimisation,

and seHesteem, which for ethical purposes were measured as overall scores only
(Bauman, Cross & Walker, 2013).

3.2.1. SNS access

Participants completed descriptive items regarding SNS ownership, frequency of use,
and digital device ownership (Livingstone et al., 2011). Specifically, participants were
asked whether they had their own profile with Facebook, Instagram, SnapChat,
YouTube or Other. If a participant selected Other they were asked to specify the SNS
they used. Participants vealso asked whether their mother, father or any other family
member owned an SNS account with Facebook, Instagram, SnapChat or YouTube.
Regarding digital device ownership, participants were asked whether they owned,
whether their parents owned, and wieetthey had internet connectivity via a mobile

phone, an iPad/tablet, a laptop, a desktop computer, a gaming device (e.g., Xbox or
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PS4) orasmart TV. A binary score of SNS ownership (0 did not own SNS but accessed
from family member, 1 owned an SNS accuras created.

Based upon descriptive items used by Mascheroni and Olaffson (2013),
participants were asked whether they accessed each SNS at home in their bedroom, at
home in a communal S p ac e,-themgo or slsevihere. & , at a
participant selected elsewhere they were asked to specify where this was.

Participants also completed a -#igm scale measuring perceived digital

literacy. This scale was devised by the lead researcher. ltems were devised in relation

to the technicalgse ct s of SNS wuse. Participants we|
to show me how confident you feel about é6
Achanging your profile to privateo. Two i
Afindi nhge wsheetrtei tgs aredo and fAichanging the

related to contact management : Abl ocki ng
Aunfriending someone el-ponbLikertAdale which veasns wer
designed on a visuanalogue scale of stars (1 to 5). All items were forward coded,;

mean scores were calculated (range = 1 to 5) with higher numbers indicating greater

perceived digital literacy. This scale presents high internal reliadilityq4).

3.2.2. Selfdisclosure

Particpants completed an adapted version of the Online-[Bstfiosure Scale
(Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007) to measure onlinedgafosure behaviours.

The original scale was conducted with an adult sample and so was adapted for this study

to ensure ageppropriateness for our participants and applicability to SNS use in
gener al . For exampl e, items in the origir
were removed as these would be inappropri
to SNSuset he scale was rephrased from Al magi
communicate with via | M, would you messa
gener al , would you post aboutéd to ensul
behaviours were collected.

Participants rated itemson g5 i nt Li kert scale rangin
about thiso to Al tell everything about t
(Facebook, Instagram, SnapChat and YouTube). Final scores for each item were
selectedbased upon the SNS each participant rated items most highly on as this

indicated the greatest extent of their behaviour and ensured overalisséisure
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means were calculated across the same number of items. All items were forward coded,
mean of the iten scores were calculated (range 1 to 5) with higher scores indicating
greater disclosure behaviours. The overall scale presents high internal religbility: (
.81).

3.2.3. Social capital

To measure participantsd soci adinedcSagal t al b
Capital Scales (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007) and the Off to Online Scale
(Williams, 2006) were used as a basis for a combined scale measuring both bonding
and bridging behaviours. Both of the original scales have previously been uked wit
older adolescents (aged -28), therefore to ensure age appropriateness for our
participants some items were adapted (adaptions are outlined below).

Bonding

The original bonding social capital scale consisted of ten items (Ellison, Steinfield &

Lampe, 2007). Six of these items were removed as they were unrelated to our

participantsé age group, e€e.g.: AThe peopl
for meo. Four items were adapted; for ex
advice aboutmakng i mportant decisionso was adap
someone online | could turn to for advice
t wo additional items were included: Al fe
acceptedp my groups onlineo.

Participants rated all of these items on-p 61 n't Likert scale r
never do thiso to Al do this all the ti mi
(Facebook, Instagram, SnapChat and YouTube). Final scores foriteactwere
selected based upon the SNS each participant rated items most highly on as this
indicated the greatest extent of their behaviour and ensured overall bonding social
capital means were calculated across the same number of items. All of thesedtems
forward coded; mean of the item scores (range = 1 to 5) were calculated with higher
numbers indicating greater bonding social capital behaviours. Thiscsild presents
a high internal reliability = . 90) .

Bridging
The original bridging social cépl scale consisted of four items (Williams, 2006). Two

of these items were unchanged and two were adapted in order to ensure relevance to
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SNS wuse in general. For exampl e, il hav

sociallyo was adameedet d fnlethawe peosmoad &S
Participants rated all of these items on-p 61 n't Likert scale r

never do thiso to Al do this al/l the ti ma

(Facebook, Instagram, SnapChat and YouTube). Fidhlidual item scores were

selected based upon the SNS each participant rated items most highly on as this

indicated the greatest extent of their behaviour and ensured overall bridging social

capital means were calculated across the same number of itkiresn& were forward

coded; mean of the item scores were calculated (range = 1 to 5) with higher scores

indicating greater bridging social capital. This sdale presents high internal

reliability ( U = . 91) .

3.2.4. Self-presentation

Participants completed andapted version of The SPFBQ (SElfesentation on

Facebook Questionnaire; Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2014) to measure

behaviours depicting online sgifesentation techniques: the real self, the ideal self, the

false self to explore, the false selfcompare/impress and the false self to deceive. This

scale was originally created for older adolescents (agét#l&nd so was adapted to

ensure age appropriateness for our participants. The original scale consisted of 17 items.

Four items (two for theaeal self; two for the ideal self) were removed for age

appropriatenes(g.,n | have a good sense of what | v
I's a way to express my views and belief:
remaining six items were adaptedfo age appropriateness. For

sense of who | am and many of the things | do on my Facebook profile is a way of

showing thato was adapt ed tThe addptediscalke t o

therefore consisted of 13 items: three itemsas ur i ng t h eWho leam| sel f
online is simil ar, thte® itemshnoeasuring éhe falsefseli to ne 6 )
compare/ i mpress (e.g., o1 compare myself

fal se sel f lamnacmepeelydifer e@tgperédon online t
two items measuring the false self to e»
di fferent siadneds towo whtoe mhs ammebad s bpostphgost he i ¢
online to show who | would |Iike to bed)
Participants rated each itemona® i nt Li kert scale rangin

for meo to fialways true for meo in respon:
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Instagram, SnapChat and YouTube). Final individual item scores were selected based
upon the SNS each participant rated items most highly on as this indicated the greatest
extent of their behaviour and ensured overall-pedsentation means were calculated
across the same number of items. All items were forward coded; mean of the item
scaes were calculated (range = 1 to 5) with higher scores indicated greater use of self

presentation behaviours. This scale presents high internal reliabilitysg).

3.2.5. Cyberbullying

Participants completed an adapted version of a combination of the Cypiedpul

Offending and Victimisation scales (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010). The original scale was

conducted with older children and adolescents (aged6l9ears) and referred to

I nternet use in gener al (e. g., 6Sent S 0 Mme

fun of t hemd) ; therefore, i tems were r e}

Participants were provided with the brief

by the items presented in either the offending or the victimisation scales (theiorder

presentation was randomised for all participants).

Offending

This scale was used to measure cyberbullying perpetration behaviours. The original

scale consisted of six items. Three items were unchanged and the remaining three items

were adapted to relate to SNS use. For ex

agry or make fun of themd was adapted to

them angry or to make fun of themo.
Participants rated itemsong4o0i nt Li kert scale ranging

than three timeso. Overrangd=1noedpn mgher scorese s we

indicated greater cyberbullying perpetration behaviours. All items were forward coded.

This subscale presents high internal reliability €94).

Victimisation

This scale consisted of 10 items relating to victimisation.eNifh these items were

adapted to relate to SNS use and retainei

roomo was adapted to ABeen made fun of on

apply to this studyés aim (6Hadadsymet hi n

upseto6é). A tenth new victimisation item \

from someone you knowo, as the inverse of
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from someone you didnot knowbo, t of ensur
victimisation experiences and not just those inflicted by strangers.

Participants rated itemson#g4o0i nt Li kert scale ranging
than three timeso. Overall mean sScoOres we
indicated greatecyberbullying victimisation. All items were forward coded. This-sub

scale presents high internal reliability £81).

3.2.6. Self-esteem

Participants completed an adapted version of the RosenbergsBmin Scale

(Rosenberg, 1965) to measure s=dfeem. This scale was originally constructed for an

adult sample and so some items were adapted for age appropriateness. The original

scale conisted of 10 items. Six items were unchanged and the remaining four items

were adapted to be age appropriate. For e

|l am a failureo was adapted to Al feel |
Participants rated items on apbint Li ker't scal e rangi ng

di sagreedo to fistrongly agreeo. Five item

reverse coded. Mean item scores were calculated (range = 1 to 5) with higher scores

indicating higher selesteem.This scale presents @aptable internal reliability( =

.69).

3.3 Procedure

Participants were seated either within th
or within their own classrooms, using iPads or laptops. Participants, in groups of 20

30, were seated insuchawayhat t hey could not view oth
groups, were provided with information on the study, followed by them providing
consent within Qualtrics if they wished to participate. Children were then assigned a
unique identifier, completed the megraphic questions, followed by the set of
guestionnaires that were presented in a randomised order across participants.
Participants who were registered as SEN were supported by a member of school staff
during the completion of the survey who only relad items aloud to them (note, no

outliers were identified during analyses). The survey took approximately 30 minutes to
complete and was conducted in a silent environment. Participants were also verbally
debriefed once the whole class had completed theeguand provided with the

opportunity to ask questions.
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4. Results
4.1 Descriptiveinformation

In order to gain an understanding of how children are accessing SNS, we asked
participants which devices they and their parents use, when they started using these
devices, which SNS they use, how frequently they access these sites and where from
(Livingstone et al., 2011; Mascheroni & Olaffson, 2013).

In total, 280 children identified owning an SNS account: 40% had SnapChat;
37% had Intagram; 7% had Facebook; 42% specified another platform (e.g.,
Whatsapp, Music.ly, Roblox, Minecraft). Across these participants, 445 accounts were
owned; 114 children owned more than one account. In total, 158 children accessed SNS
via another individual56% via a family member; 47% via their mother; 25% via their
father. Tablets were the most owned digital device (80%) and the majority of these had
internet connection (95%), and before starting school (36%) was the most reported time

of first internet us. Further descriptive information is presented within Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive information (N = 350) depicting SNS access, frequency of use and

location of access.

n

Anot her 6 OwnSNS accoun

account
Frequency of use Once a week 12 237
Once a day 11 223
Location of access Home (not the bedroom) 33 196
Bedroom 22 179
Friendds hous: 12 124
School 1 15
Onthe-go 8 85

Bivariate Pearson correlations were examined between the main variables to
assess famulticollinearity; no issues were identified. Table 2 presents a breakdown of

the mean and standard deviation by variable and Bivariate Pearson correlations.
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Table 2. Summary of the mean and standard deviation scores per vari@d and Bivariate Pearson correlations between the main variables, SI

and age.
M (SD) Digital Self Self Bonding Bridging Cyberbullying Cyberbullying Self
literacy disclosure presentation perpetration victimisation esteem
Age 10.08 0.27*** 0.03 -0.04 0.09 -0.01 -0.09 -0.05 -0.09**
(2.13)
Digital literacy 3.31 0.08 0.23*** 0.32** 0.31*** 0.16 -0.07 0.02
(1.76)
Self-disclosure 1.76 0.24%** 0.12* 0.24%**  (.28*** 0.08 0.12%**
(1.26)
Self-presentation 1.72 0.40*** 0.47*** 0.25 0.02 0.20***
(1.25)
Bonding social 2.63 0.50**  0.21* -0.04 0.01
capital (1.18)
Bridging social 1.63 0.21~* 0.13*** 0.04
capital (0.94)
Cyberbullying 1.59 -0.03 0.21***
perpetration (0.79)
Cyberbullying 1.22 0.26***
victimisation (0.65)
"‘:‘;}‘.ISoeial.
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(1.40)
*p<.05; **p<.01;***p<.001
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4.2 Main analyses

To assess our research aim of chil dreno:
outcomes that are considered risks and benefits, we completed a series of linear mixed
effect models. SNS ownership was included as the random intercept for each model
usingbinay categories of 0O (access via anot
account) in order to measure whether ownership of a profile hedl@nceupon the
risks and benefits.

Five linear mixed effects models were completed using the Imedégeskn R
(Bates et al., 2015) as well as the ImerTest package to calculate significance in
accordance with Satterthwaiteos met hod (
2017). Fixed effects of age, gender (binary: 0 male, 1 female), frequency of SNS use
(binary: 0 weekly, 1 daily), private access (in the bedroom; binary: 0 no, 1 yes), public
access (not in the bedroom; binary: 0 no, 1 yes) and digital literacy scores were entered
within each model as these theoretically capture potential descriptive tpredic
discussed within current literature. Disclosure and-s&§entation behaviours were
entered as fixed effects within each model as these behaviours may lead to the risky
and beneficial outcomes. Social capital bonding and bridging, cyberbullying
perpetration and victimisation, and s&léteem scores were each an outcome variable
as these capture the current known SNS risks and benefits within adult and adolescent

literature. A summary of the analysis is presented within Tdble

Social
Development
Lab



HOLLOWAY

\ !
S 2
= ciaP )

—

Lab —
A S
4\

10

~
-



ROYAL

HOLLOWAY

104

Table 4. Summary of the linear mixed effect models including descriptors and seffisclosure and selpresentation behaviours as predictot

and outcome variables of social capital bonding and bridging, cyberbullying perpetration and victimisation, and sedfsteem.

Cyberbullying

Social capital bonding Social capital bridging Cyberbullying perpetratic =~ Self-esteem
victimisation
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
t t t t t

(b) (b) (b) (b) (b)
Intercept
(SNS 150 072 209 046 058 079 044 061 0.72 1.06** 0.88 5.64 1.97*** 0.46 4.31
ownership)
Age 002 007 031 -001 o006 -024 -005 006 041 001 002 074 002 0.04 045
Gender -0.29* 0.13 -2115 -0.12 0.12 -101 -0.14 013 -1.09 -0.11 004 -035 0.05 0.09 0.55
Frequency

0 0.16 047 -0.14 0.3 -1.06 -0.001 0.24 -0.01 -0112 0.04 -0.29 -0.12 0.0 -1.22
of SNS use
Private

0.40*** 0.08 5.05 0.34*** 0.0/ 493 005 007 071 0.05+ 002 215 -0.03 0.05 -0.62
access
Public

-0.01 0.03 -042 -0.002 0.03 -0.09 0.06** 0.02 269 <001 <.001 -0.12 0.02 0.02 1.09
access
Digital
literacy 0.12* 0.05 230 0.10* 005 222 -0.01 005 -0.25 -0.03* 001 -232 0.01 0.04 031
scores
Self
_ 006 005 089 0.12* 0.06 206 0.20* 0.07 273 0.06* 002 29 005 0.05 1.13
disclosure
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Self-
~0.25* 0.08 3.26 0.35*** 0.07 5.14 0.02 0.07 0.37 <.001 0.02 -0.05 0.18 350 0.05
presentatior

*p<.05; **p<.01;***p<.001; note: binary codes used for gender (0 male, 1 female), frequency ofweek®, 1 daily) and private and
public access (0 no, 1 yes); the random intercept (SNS ownership) accounted for 8.4% of the variance in social capita¥mndel,
cyberbullying victimisation model, and <1% in sedteem model; the random intercept was significant within the cyberbullying
perpetration model.
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4.1.1. Summary of findings
Highercyberbullying perpetration wasssociatedvith higher levels of selflisclosure,

r=0.20, t(252.00) = 2.73, p<.01, and when accessed SE®umblic space;, = 0.06,
t(252.00) = 2.69, p<.0Higher g/berbullying victimisation waassociateavith higher
levels of seHdisclosuref = 0.06, t(252.00) = 2.96, p<.01, and when accessed SNS in
a private spacg,= 0.05, t(252.00) = 2.15, p<.05, and wtdgital literacy was weaker,

r =-0.03, t(252.00) =2.32, p<.05.

Higher bonding social capital waassociatedwith higher levels of self
presentationy(= 0.25, t(251.00) = 3.26, p<.01), with males €0.29, t(251.87) =2.15,
p<.05), private access$ £ 0.40, t(251.03) = 5.05, p<.001) and higher digital literacy
(r=10.12, t(251.59) = 2.30, p<.03jigher lridging social capital waassociatedavith
higher levels of selflisclosure (= 0.12, t(228.99) = 2.06, p<.05) and salésentation
(r=0.35,t(228.37) = 5.14, p<.001) as well as private acqes$(34, 1(228.34) = 4.93,
p<.001) and higher digital literacy € 0.10, t(228.93) = 2.22, p<.05).

4.1.2. Supplementarf§indings

Within our findings, public access predicted cyberbullying perpetration. Scores f

public access were calculated by averaging responses to SNS use outside of the
bedr oom, including at home i n antheggbber r oo
elsewhere (Mascheroni & Olaffson, 2013). In order to break this down and understand
speifically where children were more likely to engage in cyberbullying perpetration, a

linear regression was conducted using the Ime4 package Bates(et al., 2015) as

well as the ImerTest package to calculate significance in accordance with

Satterthwaité s met hod (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, &
friendbés house positively [Fr0.&4(3dx08)dc cybe
2.13, p<.05.

Also, selfpresentation behaviours predicted both bonding and bridging social
capital. Selfpresentation scores were calculated by averaging responses to the real self;
ideal self; false self to explore; false self to compare/impress; false self to deceive
(Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015). In order to understand which of these
selfpresentation behaviours predicted bonding and bridging social capital specifically,
a linear regression was conducted using the Ime4 packageBat&s (et al., 2015) as

well as the ImerTest package to calculate significance in accordance with
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Satterthwaiteds method (Kuznetsova, Br ock
the false self to deceive negatively predicted bonding social capited,41, t(343.00)
= -3.09, p<.001. Presentation of the real self positively predicted both bonding social
capital,; = 0.37, t(343.00) = 2.50, p<.05, and bridging social capgita).32, t(343.00)
= 2.50, p<.05.

Further, seHpresentation behaviours also predicted-ssttem.To explore
this,a linear regression was conducted using the Ime4 packagdmtés (et al., 2015)
as well as the ImerTest package to calculate significance in accordance with
Satterthwaiteds method (Kuznetsovgly, Br ock
the intercept was significant,= 2.30, t(343.00) = 29.02, p<.001, however no specific

facet of the self predicted sedfteem scores.
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Table 6. Summary of the linear regression model including each facet sklfpresentation

behaviour as the predictors and bonding and bridging social capital as the outcome variable

Social capital bonding Social capital bridging

Estimate ) SE t Estimate ) SE t
Intercept 2.53 0.31 8.27 1.09* 0.16 6.80
Real self 0.37* 0.15 2.50 0.32* 0.13 2.50
Ideal self 0.21 0.13 1.55 -0.07 0.11 -0.65
False self to

0.28 0.15 1.95 0.15 0.12 1.21
explore
False self to

_ -0.24 0.17 -1.42 0.27 0.15 1.74

compare/impress
False self to

-0.41** 0.13 -3.09 -0.02 0.11 -1.96

deceive
*p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001.
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5. Discussion
This study is one of {thleyedrolds)SSNS belmvioars pl or e

and to what extent they predict outcomes that are considered risks and benefits.
Importantly, despite the ageagtrictions of SNS, our findings show that children are
accessing SNS and their online behaviours are associated with both the risk and benefit
outcomes. Online setfisclosure behaviours predicted the benefits of bridging social
capital, but also a greatikelihood to engage in cyberbullying perpetration behaviours
and experience victimisation. Sglfesentation behaviours positively predicted the
benefits of both bonding and bridging social cap#ald seHesteemOur findings also
highlight that mals engage in bonding social capital online more so than females.

As well as the main predictors focused upon within this study, our findings
highlight that access and childrends indi
and benefit outcomes. Owgjran SNS profile and accessing it privately predicted the
beneficial outcomes of both bonding and bridging social capital as well as greater self
esteem. Further, greater digital literacy skills predict the beneficial outcomes of both
bonding and bridgingsocial capital. SNS may therefore provide children with an
opportunity to independently socialise (Livingstone & Haddon, 2009) and develop their
digital literacy skills (Livingstone, 2014); where successful, this may benefit self
esteem. As well as thisedpite claims that time spent on SNS is rigkgrk, Na & Kim,
2014).time spent on SNS (specifically daily and weekly) did not predict the risks within
this study; these findings are increasingly supported within literature (Kardefelt
Winther, Reese & Lingstone, 2020).

Interestingly, public access predicts the likelihood to engage in cyberbullying
perpetration. Within adolescent literature, it is widely reported that the presence of
peers encourages cyberbullying perpetration (Broda&gelini, 2016; Fistl, Sharkow
& Quandt, 2013; Shim & Shin, 2016), as well as many other antisocial behaviours
(Nathanson, 2001). Allowing children online autonomy may therefore may result in
partaking in cyberbullying perpetration (Livingstone & Hels@807).

Further, chil drenoés online aut onomy
victimisation (Hinduja & Patchin, 2008, 2010; Smith et al., 2008). SNS ownership and
private access predict greater levels of cyberbullying victimisation. It may be that
chiidrebs online behaviour when they access

monitored by family (Appel et al., 2012), which may result in a lower risk of-over
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disclosure (Lee & Chae, 2012) and subsequent visibility to cyberbullies (Mesch, 2018).
Our findingscannot determine this, so it would be interesting to consider this in future
research.

Further, we see that o 12yearo | ds 6 SNS wuse and behavi
identified benefits of using SNS (e.g., bonding and bridging social capital; Ahn, 2012).
We found that males engaged in bonding social capital behaviours more so than
females. In relation to online friendships, it has been reported that females disclose
more to their friends (Lenhart et al., 2007; Schouten et al., 2007); previous research,
however, rarely considers the nuanced differences of bonding and bridging social
capital online. Males typically setfisclose less to friends and view shared activity as
an indicator of friendship (Philippsen, 1999; Rose & Rudolph, 2007; Winstead, 1986).
Pehaps, males may engage in shared activities such as online games and SNS
challenges in order to bond social capital. Providing boys with the privacy to bond

online may therefore be important for developing friendship intimacy.

5.1 Cyberbullyingperpetration and victimisation

Disclosing online can expose children to cyberbullying perpetration and victimisation.
Online selfdisclosure may encourage perpetration, particularly where the user feels
disinhibited by the online environment (Bartlett &elrhstetter, 2019; Suler, 2004;
Wang & Ngai, 2020; Wolak et al., 2008). In our study, we found thtat Y2yearolds
who disclosed more details about the self were more likely to engage in cyberbullying
perpetration. In fact, Dowell et al. (2009) foundaththose who engaged in self
disclosure behaviours online were subsequently more likely to post inappropriate
content, harass and embarrass others. Importantly, where children engage in self
disclosure behaviours to engage in cyberbullying perpetratiey, ahe exposed to
potentially wider risks, such as impaired mental health (Alim, 2017; Kota & Selkie,
2018).

Equally, online ovedisclosure can increase visibility to cyberbullies resulting
in victimisation (Peluchette et al., 2015; Schacter, Greenbdrg/&nen, 2016). Within
adolescent samples, research has identified thatiselbsure, with the intention of
social capital goals, can easily be misjudged and result indiselosure (Bryce &
Fraser, 2014; Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). Festl and Quafa6jd@entified that this is
a predictor of victimisation. Further still, Kwan and Skoric (2013) highlight that

disclosing online in order to bridge social capital (particularly with strangers) exposes
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adolescents to victimisation even further. Our findiegend this, our results identified

t hat c hi-disdloserenb@haviosire prefdict bridging social capital; in an attempt
to form new friendships, children may be misjudging their disclosure and subsequently
increasing their visibility to cyberbulliegurther still, we know that children are less
socially experienced than adolescentsvifgstone & Helsper, 2007), thus the
likelihood of misjudging disclosure and engaging in essclosure behaviours may

be even greater for childrehhe longtermrelationship between these experiences and
mental health and wellbeing can be harnfivan et al., 2020). Educating children
about safe sefflisclosure behaviours may be particularly important in ensuring that the
benefits of bridging social capital are redp without experiencing the risks of
victimisation.

1.1.Bondingand bridging social capital

Engaging with SNS can be beneficial for bonding and bridging social capital (Ahn,
2012; Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2008). Our findings highlight that childaged?-

to-12 years who engage with SNS within a private space are accessing bonding and
bridging social capital. Children lack social autonomy (Corsaro, 2015) and thus having
access to SNS may provide them with the opportunity for social independence and
impression management, which may benefit-ssteem (Best, Manktelow & Taylor,
2014; Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2008) and lemmgm positive mental health
outcomes (e.g., confidence; Best, Manktelow & Taylor, 2014).

Our findings suggest that online sdisclosure behaviours predict bridging
social capital, albeit not bonding social capital. Interestingly, with a sample of emerging
adults, Liu and Brown (2014) presented similar findings, although they did find a
predictive relationship between sédlifsclosue and bonding social capital when
mediated by positive feedback. Online s#ifclosure is evaluated by both the audience
(Bazarova, 2012) and the individual who discloses (Makse & Young, 2013); positive
evaluation is reflected within positive feedbacld ahis is an indicator of friendship
quality and subsequently bonded social capital (Jang & Yoo, 2009). Based upon this, it
may be the addition of the positive comments which reaps the benefit of bonding social
capital rather than seftfisclose behaviouslone.

In alignment with our findings, Liu and Brown (2013) identified that-self
disclosure behaviours predicted bridging social capital. In order to form any type of
relationship, some level of disclosure is required to share basic personal information.

Particularly for the digitally literate child who lacks opportunity for social
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independence (Corsaro, 2015), shfficlosing online may be beneficial for developing
their social network. Although setfisclosure did not predict sedisteem, we know that
bridging social capitatan be positively associated witkellbeing €.g.,confidence,
feelings of connectedness; Phua, Jin & Kim, 2017; Trepte, Reinecke & Juechems,
2012).

Our findings also highlight that sghiresentation behaviours are associated with
benefit outcomes. During middle childhood, children become increasingly aware of
selfpresentation behaviours for managing impressions of others (Watling & Banerjee,
2007). Online selpresentation behaviours are more creative and easier to manipulate
than dfline due to the many functions of SNS and the time the user has to craft the
online self (Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015). This can result in the
presentation of the real self, the ideal self, the false self to explore, the false self to
comparampress and the false self to deceive (Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis,
2015). Particularly for children, who are increasingly exploring-gedtentation
behaviours (Watling & Banerjee, 2007), engaging in onlinemelentation may reap
beneficial outomes.

Consistent with our hypotheses, we found that-gedsentation behaviours
positively predicted both bonding and bridging social capital outcomes. Interestingly,
our supplementary findings highlight that particular facets of the self predict these
outcomes. For example, the real self is beneficial for both bonding and bridging social
capital. In order to strengthen peisting relationships, one must present the real self
to establish intimacy (Barek&ojmel, Moran & Shahar, 2016; Gardrapp, 201Y.
Further still, in order to introduce the self and form a new friendship, presentation of
the real self is also required (Liu & Brown, 2014; Quinn & Oldmeadow, 2013). We
al so know that children becomesentation r e as i
behavours and the motivations behind these (Banerjee, Heyman & Lee, 2020; Nesbit
& Watling, 2019; Rapp, 2017; Watling, 2019). Presentation of the real self is therefore
important in successfully bridging and bonding social capital. In fact, our findings
suppot this further as it appears that children are able to identify inauthentic self
presentation behaviours of others: those who present the false self to deceive are less
likely to bond social capital. Presenting the false self to deceive is often fuelled by
antisocial goals (Hart et al., 2017) and thus will not enhance characteristics required for
bonding social capital (e.g., trust, loyalty; Phua, Jin & Kim, 2017; Poortinga, 2006).

Our findings therefore emphasise that children may experience the behkéitdmng
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social capital online by presenting the real self and suggest that children are developing
the skills to interprethe online selfpresentation behaviouds others the latter would
be interesting to investigate further.

1.2. Self-esteem
As we expeted, selfpresentation behaviours positively predicted-ssteem; albeit a
relationship between a particular facet of the self andes¢dfem was not found.
Holloway, Green and Livingstone (2013) contextualise the online environment as a
play space forchildren, aged undet3 years. When we consider the many SNS
functions (e.qg., likes, filters, stickers, interactive polls, etc) and how visually stimulated
children are flitch & Halliday, 1988; Nardini, Bedford & Mareschal, 2010), SNS may
present a very witing play space. In terms of sgifesentation behaviours, children
may explore a range of these facets, orientated throughlpl&ct, Subrahmanyam
and Gmahel (2011) found that adol escent s
more generally oimie. For example, the real self was explored via blogs, whilst the
false self to explore was explored via gamified avatars in online video games. In
comparison to these findings, perhaps children, aged12, are more inclined to
explore the self via pla this would be interesting to explore further.

Those who owned an SNS profileportedhigher levels of selesteem. Ellison,
Steinfield and Lampe (2008) found that SNS use had a positive impact upon young
a dul t-est@emsparticularly for those who already had lowestéem. We know
that the social autonomy of owning SNS benefitd ados ¢ e resteem (Vallehbbirg,

Peter & Schouten, 2006), so perhaps for childaged 7to-12 years who are further
limited in social autonomy (Corsaro, 2015), this association is even greater.

1.3. Limitations and future research
This study does contasome limitations. Due to the younger age range<l2 years)
of our participants, the measures included required adaptation to ensure for age
appropriatenesd. t i's Iimportant to investigate yo
ensuring that measurescarrately capture these is vital in ensuring validity of findings.
Importantly, our measures presented high internal reliability; it would be useful for
future research to replicate these measures.

This study ex ptb-Rryeas) Sb® useithlim tbencongext ¢f 7
notions that have emerged within adolescent and adult literature; this is due to the
l i mited | iterature addressing this age r:

investigated the association between these behaviours andskkearnd beneficial
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outcomes, these risks and benefits may not reflect those which children are actually
experiencing (Anderson & Hanson, 2009; Darbyshire & MacDougall, 2005). In
response to this, it would be important to conduct qualitative researchhigithge
group, which allows for the emergence of themes which are directly applicable to
childrends experiences of SNS use.
This study is uni que -to-I2yadars)SNSbehawosrs. u p o n

Importantly, our findings consider both the rigksl benefits in order to understand the
full extent of c hi Ouw finelingé sxterwl rpieviionseresdareth a v i o
regarding cyberbullying experiences. Disclosing online may enhance the likelihood to
engage in cyberbullying perpetration as weléggerience victimisatiorOur findings
also highlight that in order to engage with SNS and access the benefits of bonding and
bridging social capital setfisclosure of the real self is requiréeh understanding of
how to disclose appropriately onlinelierefore required in order for children to access
the benefits of social capital, without encountering the risks of cyberbullying.

Together, our findings suggest that «ch
with both risky and beneficial outcomes.t&ie research should build upon these
findings by investigating the benefits, é
not avoiding this due to age restrictions. Our findings did not identify a relationship
between sefflisclosure or selpresentatin behaviours and sedisteem, yet much
literature does consider the relationship between SNS use and wider mental health
(Kwan et al., 2020). This may be as a result of the eses8onal design of this study
failing to account for the nuances of onlimehaviours and feedback over time, which
may shape seksteem (Valkenburg, Koutamanis & Vossen, 2017). In order to explore
this relationship further, it would be interesting for future research to consider the
longitudinal association between SNS behars@and selesteem.

1.4.Conclusion

OQur study is unique in its focus upon chi
predicts their access to outcomes which are associated with risks and benefits.
Crucially, these findings highlight that younger child(@éto-12 years) are accessing
SNS and that their behaviours are associated with risky and beneficial outcomes.
Disclosing online may enhance the likelihood of engaging in cyberbullying
perpetration behaviours and experiencing victimisation. Yet, disglosinline,
especially presenting the real self, may enhance access to bonding and bridging social

capital. It is important for parents, practitioners and policymakers to acknowledge this
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and to educate children about the risks, but also about the banedider to empower

children within a digital age.
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Chapter 5
NnThe world we | ive i n nowo: A
parent s o, teachersod® and chil c

networking site use.

1. Abstract
Youngerchildren are increasingly using social networking sites (SNS; Ofcom, 2019).

In doing so, they may experience both benefits (e.g., enhanced social capital) and risks
(e.g., cyberbullying). Parents and teache
perceptions. Within a digital age, this is facilitated via internet mediation behaviours
(Livingstone, 2017). An understanding of
risks and benefits of SNS use within the home and school contexts is limitea with
current | iterature. This study explored p
the risks and benefits of SNS use and how adlimitsrnet mediatiomehavioursvere

associated witkhis. A sample of 42 participants, including 13 parents (&$e48), 14

teachers (aged 284) and 15 children (aged12), participated in onto-one sent

structured interviews exploring SNS use and perceptions of the risks and benefits, as

well as internet mediation behaviours with adult participants. Findingdidhgh

bonding social capital as the main benefit. Children recognise stranger danger as a risk,
andthey are using privacy settings to mitigate this; importantly, they are failing to
perceive the wider risks within their online networks (e.g., cyberbgllyin  Par ent s 6
t eac her s dinternet snediaiiodoéhaviows are informed by perceptions of
stranger danger, safeguarding and children lacking online responsibility. Findings
highlight the importance of shifting guidance from stranger danger ¢tos$isg the

wider SNS risks, as well as the benefits; it is crucial for greater financial investment

and policy to overcome barriers tesafety education.

Keywords

Children, adults, social media, benefits, risks.
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2. Introduction
Immersed within aligital society since birth, the iGeneration (iGen; born from 2010

onwards; Rosen, 2010) are increasingly participating online (Turner, 2015). Despite the
age restrictions of SNS averaging 13 years, 4% 0f/Barolds and 21% of-81 year
olds currently wn an SNS profile (Ofcom, 2019). Engaging with SNS can enhance
social capital and digital literacy, increasing connectivity and online sthése can
be positively associated witkel-esteem (Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2008).
Experiences with cyberliying and contact from strangers, however, are also enhanced
via SNS which can have loftgrm detrimental impacts upon mental health. Adults are
particularly concerned about these risks (Ofcom, 2019; Smith & Livingstone, 2017).

Adults manifest their comens within their mediational involvement (Lee &
Chae, 2012; Livingstone, Davidson, Bryce, Batool, Haughton & Nandi, 2017).
O6Medi ationd is defined as the management
restricting use), monitoring (e.g., observatl software; Ellis, 2020) and
communication (e.g., fostering open discussions; Austin, 1993; Kerr & Stattin, 2000;
Livingstone & Helsper, 2008; Nathanson, 1999). This notion is commonly referred to
in terms of parents, yet teachers also present an impott me di at or wi t hi
lives (Shin & Lwin, 2016). Children report being informed of internet safety by both
their parents and teachers equally, highlighting the mediating role that both parents and
teachers play withinOfdm201@r endés online aw

Research which prioritises childrenos
use remains limited within current literature. Due to the age restrictions of SN it
be assumethat the iGen are not accessing it and thus literature jBiogtthis age
group is |Iimited. Exploring both parentséo
in understanding what influences theiternet mediatiobehaviours, as well as how
these shape chil drends acc eensfitsbf GNSuwsend per

2.1 Benefits and riskef SNS use

In order to engage with SNS, the user is required to disclose information (English &
John, 2013). The success of disclosure is determined by its appropriateness (Lin & Utz,
2017). Appropriateness is judde terms of the content of the disclosure and the nature
of the audience (disclosure personalism framework; Bazarova, 2012). For example,
intimate information would be deemed inappropriate by a public audience, whereas the

same information disclosed paitely (e.g., via a direct message) to a close friend would

Social
Development
Lab



Parents, teachers and childrends perceptilldns of

be deemed appropriate (Bazarova, 2012). The inappropriate disclosure (over
disclosure) could lead to negative feedback and reputation impajrimese may relate

to low self-esteem (Baruh & Cemalar, 2015; Bryce & Fraser, 2014; Bryce & Klang,
2009). The appropriate disclosure, however, could benefit social capital, enhancing
self-esteem (Alleret al.,2014; Lin, Levordashka & Utz, 2016; Valkenburg, Peter &
Schouten, 2006). Online disclosure bebaxs are therefore a catalyst to the risks and
benefits of SNS use.

Adults are typically more successful at managing disclosure online due to
greater life experience (Hoofnagle, King, Li, & Turow, 2010; Madden, 2012; Zelazo,
2004). Children, on the othand, are less aware of oxdisclosure risks which may
result in poor disclosure decisionaking (Lange, 2016; Livingstone, Haddon, Goérzig
& Olafsson, 2011; Runions, Shapka, Dooley & Modecki, 2013; Zelazo, 2004). For
example, children are more likely thage passwords and experience cyberbullying
(Meter & Bauman, 2015). On the other hand, the iGen may be skilled at managing their
online disclosure (Ofcom, 2019). Thus, they may be experiencing the benefits of SNS
use more readily than the risks.

Online dsclosure carffectsocial capitalthe maintenance of social networks
(Putnam, 2004)Bridging (forming) and bonding (strengthening) friendships loan
positively associated witkelf-esteem, social skills, and wellbeing (Ellison, Steinfield,

& Lampe, 200; Sherman & Cohen, 2006; Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). Using SNS for
social capital goals, however, can increase -oNsrlosure (Acquisti & Gross, 2006;
Ellisonet al.,2011). Overdisclosing online can increase risks of friendship difficulties
due to misiterpreted communication (Meter & Bauman, 2015; Mishna, Saini &
Solomon, 2009). Reliance upon SNS for social capital can also result in withdrawal
from reatworld interactions, reducing wellbeing (Scott, Valley & Simecka, 2017;
Shapka, 2019). Social capital particularly important during development (Leonard,
2005) and thus the SNS risks and benefits associated with social capital may intensify
during childhood.

Online disclosuremay also be associated wiexploration of the self. Self
concept considerthe way in which we perceive our past, current and future selves
within the context of our own beliefs and identity (Altheide, 2000; Goffman, 1978).
Importantly, our sefconcept is shaped by our interactions, especially feedback from
others (Fullwood, Jaes & ChernWilson, 2016; Goffman, 1978; Rettie, 2009).

Children begin to develop a sense of selficept from an early age through trialling
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out different sides of the self and evaluating both internal (how they feel) and external
feedback (Burns, 1979; Gafian, 1978). Importantly, the iGen are able to explore self
concept more strategically through online geksentation (Calveret al., 2003;
Rosenberg & Egbert, 2011). Sglfesentation techniques are based uporcseitept,
conveying information abouthe self in order to manage impressions of others
(Baumeister & Hutton, 1987). The disinhibition of SNS use allows children to trial out
the real self, ideal self or facets of the false self (impress/compare; deceive; explore;
Donath & boyd, 2004; Hall & @nington, 2013) with more controllability than offline
(Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).

Receiving positive feedback for the real self or ideal self can enhanee self
esteem, affirming selfoncept or encouraging pursuit of further idealistic goaénfy
Holden & Carter, 2017). On the other hand, positive feedbackedetrimental upon
selfesteem, particularly if a great difference exists betweerpse#fentation and the
real self (Jackson & Luchner, 2018).

Developing a particular presence onloa make children more identifiable to
cyberbullies, subsequently becoming a targeted victim (Dredge, Gleeson & de la Piedad
Garcia, 2014; Park, Na & Kim, 2014). Friendship difficulties, as a result of
misinterpreted communication online, can result iberhullying if left unresolved
(Beran & Li, 2008). Also, trialling out the ideal self or a noticeably false self can expose
children to ridicule from peers who may identify the inauthenticity (Dredge, Gleeson
& de la Piedad Garcia, 2014). The letegym aderse mental health impacts of
cyberbullying are widely reported within literature (Cowie, 2013; Smith, 2012; Smith,
Mahdavi, Carvalho & Tippett, 2006).

SNS present opportunities for the iGen that were unavailable to previous
generations. The iGen, limitedl their offline social autonomy, may be empowered by
these opportunities. Yet, SNS presents the iGen with many risks. Literature considering
the benefits and risks has predominantly focused upon adolescent or adult groups,
rather than children under 13yye s . I n this study we expl or
perceptions of risks and benefits of SNS use; further, to gain an understanding of how
children may come to perceive risks and benefits of SNS use in a certain way, we
explore the mediating role larents and teachers in developing a broader contextual
understanding of SNS (Livingstone, 2004; Kuss & Griffiths, 2011).
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2.2 Parents

Parental mediation is exhibited through behaviours shaped by a particular parenting
style (Baumrind, 1991; Grusec & Davida®010). The choice of parenting style is
driven by the goals of the parent embedded within their perceptions of that scenario
(Austin, 1993; Baumrind, 1991, Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Green, Walker, Hoover
Dempsey & Sandler, 2007; Lee, 2013). Parentingstsite adapting to the digital age:
internet parenting styles (Livingstone, 2017).

Internet parenting styles comprise of enabling mediation (ultimate goal of
enhancing access to opportunities and subsequent benefits, i.e., their child using the
internet idependently and proficiently) and restrictive mediation (ultimate goal of
limiting access to risks, i.e., no internet use to prevent contact from strangers;
Livingstone, 2017). Behaviours based upon restrictive mediation styles are the most
prominent withn the digital age, and include: interaction restrictions, monitoring,
access restrictions, technical mediation (De Morentin, Cortés, Medrano & Apodaca,
2014; Kirwil, 2009; Livingstone, 2017). Examples of these behaviours involve denying
or restricting acces to SNS, Ilimiting time online, checking history and
filtering/blocking via the use of software. Behaviours based upon enabtiempet
mediationstyles include supervision/agse (e.g., a parent sharing an SNS account with
their child) and interpretiventernet mediation(e.g., openly discussing SNS use;
Livingstone, 2017). Internet parenting styles inform family digital literacy practices:
the interaction between children and parents to shape technological involvement in the
home (Plowman, Stevensongfhen & McPake, 2012; Seft@reen, Marsh, Erstad
& Flewitt, 2016). For example, the use of enablimgrnet mediatiolbehaviours may
foster a family digital literacy environment incorporating SNS use (Zaman, Nouwen,
Vanattenhoven, Ferrerre & Looy, 2016). This could be personified by the family who
regularly communicate via SNS and openly discuss its use, for the chdfitbrs
family this could increase their access to the benefits.

Mediation behaviours, based upon internet parenting styles, may enhance or
reduce childrendés access to SNS (Livingst
example, restrictiventernetmediationbehaviours predict less time spent online by
children (younger children in particular; Lee, 2013; Symons, Ponnet, Walrave &
Heirman, 2017). By spending less time online, specifically in terms of using SNS,
chil drends expos eer2013)t This measskhat theiradcess o she ( L
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opportunities and benefits will also reduce (Livingstone, 2017). Enabitegnet

mediationi ncr eases <childrends access to the o
2017). Yet, this also exposes childrengreater risk (Livingstone, 2017). By either
enhancing or limiting access to SNS, paremi@rnet mediatiolehaviours alsshape
childrenbds perceptions of the risks and
Stevenson, Stephen & McPake, 2012). Retsta internet mediatiorbehaviours, in
particul ar, positively predict childrenos
Whereas, enablingiternet mediatiotvehaviours, such as-tse, are often adopted by

parents with positive perceptions of SN@usand t hus may enhance ¢
perceptions (Livingstone & Helsper, 2008; Nikken & Jansz, 2006). Importantly, this
highlights that parental perceptions, goals, styles and ultimately, ithieimet
mediationbehavioursrelate tot h e i r ccebsiahdgpérceptians of SNS use.

Research considering internet parenting stylehamdtheseelatetoc hi | dr en é s
perceptions of SNS use is scarce. Developing an understanding of how internet
parenting styles 1infl uenc aschudiakin exgbengd s p e
their access to the risks and benefits.

2.3 Teachers

Children recall their teachersd guidance

parents (Ofcom, 2019); this emphasises the importance of receisafgty education

in school. Within the UK, teachers- medi af

safety education, which focuses upon staying safe online more generally, as opposed to

enhancing digital literacy skills.-Bafety lessons vary hugely between schools and have

been widely criticised (Barnatdills, 2012; Grey, 2011; Shipton, 2011)-s&fetyis

often not prioritized in comparison with more traditional subjects, such as Literacy and

Numeracy (Woollard, 2008).-Eafety also requires technical resources (e.g., laptops

and iPads) which are limited in many school settings (Alkhattabi, 2017). bagsers

toesafety education i mpact teachersd abild.

this mayrelatetoc hi | dr ends wunderstanding of the ri
As well as these practical hindrances, perceptions of teachers themselves may

further irfluence the delivery of-safety education. Teacher perceptions of SNS use

are often related to owelisclosure concerns about blurring the line between the

personal and professional spheres (Sharples, Graber, Harrison & Logan, 2009; de

Zwart, Henderson, llips & Lindsay, 2011). Pupils trying to connect with a teacher,
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for example, presents a serious safeguarding breach which can result in disciplinary
action. These concerns may be heightened with priageg children, who are
perceived as more vulnerab(Brown, 2015; Sharples, Graber, Harrison & Logan,

2009). Teachers also express concerns of losing credibility, particularly if parents try

to connect with them (de Zwart, Henderson, Phillips & Lindsay, 2011). This is
increasingly likely within UK primaryschool settings where children have one teacher

for at least a year; parents may develop a closer relationship with the teacher and

mi sjudge the nature of this relationship
2006).

Teachers often report limited und&anding of SNS use resulting in their
reluctance to teachsafety (Sharples, Graber, Harrison & Logan, 2009). In particular,
teachers may avoid focusing upon SNS withisaéety education, thus limiting
childrends | earni ng duptoiharbvediscldsurescance(n§S hi pt o
teachers may not feel confident in protecting themselves against contact from parents
and pupil s. Cyclically, t hese concerns
perceptions (Hew & Brush, 2006).

Teachers who perceavthe risks of SNS use more readily may deliver more
negatively skewed lessons, thereby highlighting the risks more so than the benefits
(Kalmus, von Feilitzen & Siibak, 2012). This may result in children perceiving the risks
more greatly and lacking awaress of the benefits of SNS use (Livingstone, 2017).
Teachers with negative perceptions may avoid discussing SNS use, resulting in children
having limited understanding altogether (Manca & Ranieri, 2016). On the other hand,
teachers who perceive SNS userenpositively may deliver more balanced lessons,
considering both the risks and the benefits. Albeit, this may encourage SNS use
amongst an age range that technically should not be using these sites.

The literature is lacking an understanding of the rdléeachers in shaping
childrends perceptions of SNS wuse. An unc
perceive the risks and benefits of SNS use, and how this shapessafatyeeducation,
remain largely unexplored. It is important to considerittiieence ofteachers upon

childrends perceptions of SNS use as they

2.4 Researcliocus

The iGen are using SNS in order to engage within a digital society. Empowering

children within the digital age involves educatidkgildren about both the risks and
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benefits, including those children under 13 years who are not presumed to have access

to SNS. P a r e nirttesnét medrattbribethaviaucshare mpodtant in shaping
childrends perceptione, taeswebliskhs 8ahdi b
internet mediatiorbehaviours are informed by their own risk and benefit perception.
Importantly, research considering the role of parents and teachers within the
devel opment of the 1 Gendnis Bigsl. Reseschisand b
showing that children under 13 years are accessing these sites and that both their
parentsod6 and teachersdéo advice is an i mpo
know how perceptions anthternet mediationbehaviours mayshagt he | Gend s
perceptions of the risks and benefits of SNS use.

This study aims to expl or etol@yearelds)t so6, t
perceptions of the risks an thterbeemeditiont s of
behaviours. This wilbe conducted via thematic analysis of -do®ne semistructured
interviews. A qualitative approach will be taken in order to gather nuanced information
embedded within the context of the Digital Age. With children, perceptions of the risks
and benefits wi be discussed via breaking down notions within the literature, including
overdisclosure, social capital, sgifesentation, and cyberbullying, as well as
discussing more generally. With parents and teachers, we will explore their own
perceptions of theisks and benefits of SNS use, as well as tim@rnet mediation
behaviour s. Developing an understanding
perceptions of the risks and benghépet s of

childrerd s  ®éh&viours will support parents, teachers and policymakers in the

design of education, interventions and po
3. Method
3.1 Participants

Schools were recruited in association with another project led by this research team.
The lead researcher is an-@ximary school teacher and previously taught at three of

the schools; therefore, they were known by some parents, staff and pupils. Participants
were recruited through seven primary schools across England: four schools from the
North and three from the South (Table 1). These participants consisted of 13 parents
(aged 2848; 84.6% female; Me = 38.69 years), 14 teachers (aged526 64.3%

female; Mge = 35.69 years) and 15 children (agedZ 40% female; Mye = 9.60

years). Onechills data was omitted from anal yses
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recording. Participants were recruited via-optonsent. Parents and children were
recruited as pairs so that they came from the same family, except for one child whose
parent was not terviewed. Two children were interviewed with the same parent. All
teachers, except one, directly taught a child interviewed. This was to ensure that
perceptions could be related to both teacher and parent mediation. One child was
registered with specialdecational needs (SEN). Two children were registered as
having English as an Additional Language (EAL).

I n order to explore socioeconomic sta
used as a proxy measure. Pupil Premium is a government grant provideddis scho
based on the number of children receiving free school meals, or living with a family
household income below £16,190, within that school population (Education & Skills
Funding Agency, 2020). In Sheffield, 28.5% of children were pupil premium; in Stoke
On-Trent, 26% children; in Surrey, 19% children; in Norwich, 10% children; in Essex,
7% children.

Table 1. Participant demographic information for ethnicity and school county.

n
Ethnicity School county
White Asian Mixed Essex Sheffield StokeOn  Surrey Norwich
Trent
Parents 11 2 0 3 4 4 1 1
Teacher 14 0 0 3 2 6 1 2
s
Childre 11 3 1 3 5 4 2 1

n

3.2 Measures

3.2.1 Interview questions
The interview questions were designed in accordance with whether the participant was

a child, parent or teacher. These questions had asteimtured design comprising of
a flow chart (Appendiced, J & K). This design was implemented based upon

discussios of academic rigour within the qualitative research community, such as
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encouraging participasied data and flow of questions (De Wet & Erasmus, 2005;
Levittetal,2017) . A fl ow chart was i mplemented
(1991) recommendi@ns on interview guides, especially with child participants (as
cited in Morse, 1991).

All interviews began with asking about SNS use (Table 2). Initial questions
included specifying whether the participant owned or had access to any SNS accounts,
as wdl as what their general online activity entailed. Participants who identified as not
owning or using SNS were asked whether any friends or family used these sites, and
had them explain, to their knowledge, what SNS were used for. This was asked to
ensurghat all participants possessed an accurate interpretation of what SNS are, as well
as distinguishing how active participants
asked about their own SNS use, aseiwel | a
order to explore potential explanations for thefernet mediatiofbehaviours. Parents
and teachers were also asked about thernet mediatiotoehaviours and where they

may source information to form these.

Table 2. SNS profile ownership amonghildren, parents and teachers; not including

co-use.
Profile ownership
n (%)
Facebook Instagram SnapChal YouTube Whatsapp Other* None
Children 1 (7%) 2(13%) 6 (40%) 4 (27%) 4(27%) 5 3 (21%)
(33%)
Parents 10 (77%) 5 (38%) 6 (46%) 4 (27%) 6(46%) O 3 (21%)

Teachers 12 (86%) 9 (64%) 2 (14%) 2 (14%) 6 (43%) 1 (7%) 3 (21%)

*examples include: Roblox, Music.ly; Funimate; Minecraft; Fortnite.

3.2.2 Vignettes
Research suggests that vignettes are particularly effective when collecting qualitative

data from younger children, hence the adoption of this methodology (Barter & Renold,
1999; Barter & Renold, 2000). Vignettes were designed to reflect notions within the
literature. These notions included ovBsclosure, social capital, sgifesentation and

cyberbullying. A vignette about ease was also added in order to open a dialogue about

p a r eimerngtdnediatiorbehaviours. These were broken down into-sations to
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ensure that nuances within these notions would not skew the data. For example, over
disclosure was broken down to the sudiions of public and private (Table 3). Children

were asked to provide advice for an imaginary child and outline whether thdg w

model this behaviour, providing explanat:
same? Why/ why not?06; Table 3). Names of i

all interviews.

Table 3. Vignettes and their related theoretical notions andatidns used in the child

interviews.
Theoretical notions  Sub-notions Vignette
Claire has a Facebook account. On
Public public profile she has her date of bin
Over-disclosure school and the name of the town she live:
_ Sam sendsSarah direct messages
Private ) .
Instagram telling her about his secrets
Bridging David made a new friend on Facebook
Social capital Bondi Adam uses Instagram to keep in touch w
onding ) . )
his old friends from primary school
_ Azeem worriesabout posting photos o
Self-presentation _
Il nstagram in case |
S Rachael read a status on Facebook that
Victimization ]
Cyberbullying about her and it made her feel upset
_ Craig posted a photo of Rebecca on
Perpetration

SnapChat story tmake his friends laugh

Sameer shares his SnapChat account
Co-use )
his mum

33 Procedure

Prior to data collection, this study was submitted for a full ethical review and approved

under the ethical procedure of the Royal Holloway Ethics Committee. This study also

complied with the ethical guidelines of the British Psychological Society. Thie lea
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researcher had a full Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) check and competed all of
the interviews with children, parents and teachers.

Most interviews took place during the course of a school day within the school
premises. Interviews were designeddike approximately 20 minutes in length to avoid
difficulties fitting into the school day (particularly for teachers). Five interviews (one
parent and one child from one household; one parent and two children from a different
household) were conducted thg the evening within separate rooms in the
participantsd homes. I nterviews averaged
teachers, and 16 minutes in length for children. Each interview was recorded using a
digital recording device that was placed dmlasle between the participant and the lead
researcher. Participant consent for the interviews to be recorded was obtained verbally
prior to turning on the device. All recordings were immediately transferred for
transcription. All participants were assigha unique numerical code alongside their
category (e.g., Child 1). The correspond
demographic information were stored within a passwwaodected file to later be added
to the transcription. All participants reged a written and verbal brief and consent
form prior to commencing the interview, and a verbal and written debrief following

completion.

3.4  Data analysis

All recordings were transcribed verbatim by the lead researcher (to ensure accuracy and
depth of familarisation with the data) into Microsoft Word documents, which were
subsequently imported into NVivo software for analysis. Inductive thematic analysis
was used, i n accordance with Braun and CI
elicit and interpresemantic patterns within the relevant context. Initial codes were
identified within transcripts and documented using the NVivo software. These codes
were constructed independently within the context of each individual transcription to
ensure that themes@subthemes were not formulated prematurely (Braun & Clarke,
2013). Once initial codes had been constructed for each transcription, they were
semantically compared. Firstly, initial codes were compared contextually to identify
potential emerging suthemes. Secondly, these codes were compared across
participant groups to establish whether participant groups (children, teachers, parents)
shared similar or differing perceptions of their SNS experience, allow for further sub

theme development. Finally, thesedes were compared across all participant groups
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to identify larger themes (Braun & Clarke, 2013). These themes were combined to form
broader themes and stiiemes via thematic maps. These themes were then further
analysed and refined both via the repatitof the above process to ensure consistency
and homogeneity (Braun & Clarke, 2013) and through discussion waltbors.

4. Results
Four main themes were identified from the
presenceod, 0 satnrdasnagfecert y @ a n gFerrodm  a l | partic
Digital presence
Digital - Skill
Visibility fo c:tg;:;?m Ape restrictions Responsibility dmraln;ment
capital 6, odigital presencebod and 0strar

Predominantly amonegatf ed dl te meargteidc iappa rat Ine
a smaller group ofipgodtiatisparatro,sed ayb ear bt
themes also contained a number of-Humes. An overview is provided in Figures 1

to 5.

Figure 1. Anoverview of the thematic main theme: digital presence (circle) and sub
themes (squares) identified within the dataset; blue (dark grey) indicates codes were
most prominent amongst child participants; yellow (grey) indicates codes were most
prominent amondsadult participants; light green (light grey) indicates codes were

prominent amongst all participants.
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Stranger danger
—
Bonding wi Physical Mon-physical ling with
fﬂﬂli]}r dmgm dangerg 1ends
Figure
2. An

overview of the thematic main theme: social capital (circle) andtsrnes (squares)
identified within the dataset; yellow rgy) indicates codes were most prominent
amongst adult participants; light green (light grey) indicates codes were prominent

amongst all participants.

@
N e SR R —

Stranger__ Barriers ] Information Methods Knowledge
danger specific SOUrCes
Figure 3. An overview of the thematic

main theme: @afety (circle) and suthemes (squares) identifievithin the dataset;

yellow (grey) indicates codes were most prominent amongst adult participants.
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Figure 4. An overview of the thematic main theme: stranger danger (circle) and sub
themes (squares) identified within the dataset; kilzek grey) indicates codes were

most prominent amongst child participants.

Figure 5. An overview of the thematic main theme: cyberbullying (circle) and sub
themes (squares) identified within the dataset; yellow (grey) indicates codes were most

prominent amongst

Cyberbullying

Digital

i Visibility
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4.1 Digital presence

4.1.1. Children

Children perceived digital presence (def
synthetic environmento ; p. 72, Mc Ma han, y
creative skills, such as arts and dsrafts:
from YouTubeo (Child d 12). Digital prese
responsibility of being online. Children suggested that behaving irresponsibly online,
particularly intermsofoved i scl osure, presented risks: 0
candét really hold secretso (Child 1). Chi

to the risks of SNS use.

Chil dren perceived the visibility of d
a private account then atheyasoassociaed publiont act
visibility withoverrd i scl osure and exposure to strang
to be your friends because they know ever
were identified as beneficial for reducing visibiliynd thus protecting against these
risks: Al think the privacy settings are
things that you post then you can make i
private visibility (i.e., disclosingto contactfyo gener al i nf or mati on a
date of birth and thatéshould be in I|ike
4.1.2. Parents
Parents perceived digital presence as ben
A think sheds goi maging fdimnbaek esr cdme(tPhairnegn to f7 )
who expressed this perception often presentedseanternet mediatiorbehaviours:
Amy son put up |l oads of pictures and s o0me
and use that one because it was a nice wayifior dlmost a nice introduction to sort
of éphoto journalismo (Parent 1) internBtar ent s
mediationbehaviours also perceived the benefits of skill development but were less
knowl edgeabl e of techdbol bggyw howltobeéol ik
be 1i ke, Aoh pass it her e, intermetmmediation ( Par ¢
behaviours, parents perceived adol escent
how itds going to getdssgdihregy tgetg etl dteo &d
This was particularly in consideration of
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Development
Lab



Parents, teachers and childrends AFrcept.i

young people wildl get to the age when t h
theydre unabl e t o toake hieti rb ehci asutsoer yoof & bPeacr

Parents who described restrictiveternet mediationbehaviours perceived

younger children as not being Aresponsit
presence. These parents oftemougher¢tPdr ¢ o
to use SNS, although parents were uncerta
is |like not wuntil youbdbre aéis it 13?206 (P

Facebook? There i s an agewho depicdet entblingr e ? 0
internet mediatiolehaviours expressed concern for the potential stigma that could be

attached to them as parents for all owing
thereds the age restrictiegn,stlerpgur pys efoun

knowing that Instagram was actwually not f

4.1.3. Teachers
Many teachers viewed digital presence as
|l ong as itds used pr oper |lomepedpk that likahavker i | | i
got jobs and are now millionaires based
(Teacher 4). The opportunities for teachers to encourage this development, however,
appeared to depend on s chaoflsuppott heretbutd e s i
possibly in other schools thereds possi bl
In general, teachers perceived younger children having a digital presence as
risky: il find t hat guestion gui te har
experienceéwith childrenéat the moment [

positive eXxbpeed). Teathers expré¢s3ed the requirement for them to

di scourage pupils from using SNS: Al don
it when technically theyodére too young t
expressed more open school attitudleswar ds pupil sé digital pr

although they did not endorse digital presence, they did not actively discourage it either:
ifiso even though theyodore not all owed on it
know that t hTeaclier2g on t hemo (

The risk of creating a digital footprint was particularly vocalised by teachers:
Athe big risks that they have got nowaday
create and thatodés going to bepewxeiviechthat hem f
children did not fully comprehend this risk, although they tried to educate their pupils

Social
Development
Lab



Parents, teachers and childrends AFXFrcept]i

accor di ngnbke themiréaisenthat when they take a photogdtsa digital
fingerprint that they havendét necessarily

4.2  Socialcapital

4.2.1 Children

Many of the children stressed that they
them in real lifeo (Child 7). Children g
bonding with friends who h avdoisfeoawaydrona way :
y ou, you can talk to himo (Child 9). Chi
benefici al aspect of SNS use: Ayou get t
(Child 14), as wel | as the easacanfjustusi ng

type it awayo (Child 9).

4.2.2 Parents

Parents perceived bonding with family and friends, and bridging, as beneficial aspects

of SNS use: Amy friends and family are in
contact them andvaytoay Piametnhou@h .t Patr ent s
i nformation and organising plans via SNS
|l ives nowadays, we dondét have time to pic
and so | just think Whatsappand S@dpat j ust Kkeeps us in the

A minority of parents also viewed social capital online as beneficial for their

children. These benefits were primarily b
there with their own accounts and yhé | | be able to talk to t
(Parent 5); bonding with family: Asheds

SnapChats and things to each other and th
ease of commuei makesnhiimus$seel i kl ose to u
speak to me or his dad anytimeo (Parent
capital benefits, often depicted-ageinternet mediatiobh e havi our s: fAwe us
i n the eveni ngdtima rouline, wp watch videds in dedrlike Bime
Channel or Michael Rosen, thatoés | i ke our

4.2.3 Teachers
Teachers perceived bonding with friends and bridging as beneficial aspects of SNS use:

AFacebook | 6vefbdaeamddaisgngél erm | i ke |
fundraising and awareness and things | ik
bridging in terms of connecting with distant friends, as opposed to forming new

rel ati onshi ps: wafftokeépsn tquehsvith sanebody evithouehaving
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to speak to someone regularly you can sti
stay in contact with that persono (Teache
perceived as fiamgetabiegs wayt of hgeéed (Teac
ease of communication as beneficial.

Teachers perceived the ability to Acha
as a beneficial opportunity for their pupils to bond with friends. For examplagerp
with wider communities and | earning to co
yoknow sharing experienceso (Teacher 14);
as, as |i ke, so |i ke Aooh donét farget vy
communi cate things about school really
perceptions linked with an educational approach, particularly relating to digital literacy:
Aschools use Twitter to share | earmedg an
(Teacher 6).

43  Strangedanger

4.3.1 Children
All of the children perceived stranger da

add them because they could be a strange
directly to a stranger and ovedisclosing information in general were perceived as
predi ctors of being contacted by a strang
to get information about youo (Child 7).
Children perceived physical dangers of kidnap and violence as potential
outcomes of stranger danger, linking these with-aierc | osur e onl i ne: A

information like where your school is erm strangers could come and kidnap you from

your schoolo (Child 7). Most prominently,
by strangers, often referring to stalking, but did podceed to explain what the
consequences of this could be: ARpeopl e ceé
they could come roundo (Child 8); At hey ¢
and find where you areo (Child 9).
Hacking was vocalisedy many chi |l dr en: ifsomeone ¢
account , taken all their stuff and be p
foll owed by trolling: nif 1Tt was anonymo.l

know who it is, Chid5)could be anybodyo (
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4.3.2 Parents
Parents perceived stranger danger as a ptr

ot her side and | think thatés theéthose
di sclosure was associated wisdobs ofcschodl a ct f
uni forméor erméiféif itbdés something, anyt
back to the school, because someone could be waiting, you know, looking for them or
anything |like thato (Parent @atyiskof@angent s
catfished (stranger concealing their true identity by pretending to be someone else;
Harri s, 2013) : Ayou could be talking to =
theydre not actually this p@Parentdd). Parentsey or e

also perceived grooming as risky, particularly due to the invasion of privacy in their

home: Ait was a man, there were question
meénot hingénothing really baddo with social | |, ag
media and all that kind of grooming side

4.3.3 Teachers
Teachers perceived the risks of catfishi |

pretend to be who they are, so people can puton-afnll f al se ad@dyunt an
believe thato (Teacher 9). Regarding the
perceivedoved i scl osure as probl emati c: Ayou wo.

and put your phone number across the scrolling display for everyone to segy so

would you do something | i ke that on the i
(Teacher 13). Teachers also identified th
savvy and they could, again, f2ist draw al
44  E-safety

4.4.1 Children

Children perceived selectiveness of contacts as an effeetive € et y str at egy:
friended anyone that I donot know, er meée\
friends with are peopl e | al reagysknoweéert
I td6s right to friend someone that I donoad
perceived as i mportant : Ayou shouldnot |
oréyour ageéand | ike things abottngstda hat 6s
l i mit public disclosure were also identif

then people that want to see your page
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vocalised esafety strategies in terms of moderating friendship difficulties, was

contextualised within the perceived risk of cyberbullying.

4.4.2 Parents

Parentainternet mediatiobehaviours were perceived as a socially expecteafety
strategy: Ayou just think, o6where were th

med ot her peopl ewhaenrde ywoeur et htihnek ,p adnteimet s ? 6 0
mediationbehaviours discussed by parents were primarily restrictive. Parents perceived

settings as a beneficial tool f otrangef ni mi s
danger): il think thatés the main thing,
Parents also vocalised actively monitori
checking: Al &él1l do it behind your iback or
the houseo (Parent 13), and disallowing p
the |living roomo (Parent 8).

Few parents vocalised enablimjernet mediatiofbehaviours. Those who did

discuss these expressed laistez internet mediatiorstyles : A dondt have
restrictions on their i nternet erm sSsoép.l
everything and anything as it goesédonot

5), these parents presented confident SNS knowledge andrrégdassions with

children: Atheyo6ll come to me with a mess
do nexto (Parent 12). Empowering children
important by some parents but was viewed with uncertainty due to safetykrs : Ny ou

want them to use the technologyé but you
safelyo (Parent 6).

A limited understanding of SNS use appeared to be a concern for many parents:

A | started out on the i ntneragoeanditwasalo® 93 w
di fferent then and itoés kind of outgrown
that 1 &m not really 100% on how to do it
rely on information f mtesuppodin bcbooll You knoivll t hi r

mean like | said they know actually how to report a website, they really know what
theyodore |l ooking for more than I coul d ev
safety education in schools as an importaternet mediationtool, vocalising the
appreciation of specific education regard
and they do talk about, yoéknow, | T and ¢t}

(Parent 4). External providers were also identified asse f u | sources: Ape
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and they run the courseso (Parent 9); the

sourced by schools.

443 Teachers
Teachers with restrictive methods were vocal to both children and parents regarding

age limitations and therefr e r ef rained from SNS educat.i
theredéds things that you shouldndédt be doir
thatds something that we really have to ¢

identified as having saf@iarding concerns of children trying to connect with them via

SNS: fnHas soon as Faceboo-washefellaname, tosstart e al | vy
of f with, and then | slowly started to tw
me, but harder forpebpe t o tracko (Teacher 10). Rest
often utilised by those with | imited und:
just donét know enough about itodo (Teacher

Al ternatively, many teacherSNS uyseeascei ve

mportant due to the popularity of SNS de

the day, if theydre gonna use it, theyore
[ €] so itbés just about bei ngkndaffugsay,f t he
Awe know youdre on social media, but itods

E-safety education varied hugely within schools ranging fresafety specific
days/ weeks: fAwaeflét wewbake awntemrgulanesafaty o0 ( Te

|l essons Awe always have a | esson a4+ the
saf ety | es s on &Gafetyméssames meorpordied within tde esvironment:
Awe have displays up i n s cformaidf thesd |8ssasc h e r

varied widely across schools consisting c
isreadyfores af ety week and wedre given tailorec
(Teacher 7) to resour cehserientcso ripiokreatae do hfhr o
CEO, t her e ®Resseaxherw@ebps? Raréicipant: Yeah and they do different
videos and things that wedve watchedo (Te
of talked about diffevedli keehawi weub@iéiwb
you deal with this? Kind of scenarioso (T
Barriers to delivering -safety education were vocalised including a lack of
resources: fiwedre not exposed to computer
somethingtat | 6ve really had to |l ook into here

(Teacher 9) and | ack of ti me: fas cl assr
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searching for informationéin busyébusy |
Specific to SNu s e, barriers consisted of Its ne;q

i nternet because thereds so much danger sc

core subjects: nif youdve got targets in
priorityover | earning about soci al net wor Ki ng s
younger pupils are not particularly activ

guite a difficult one for younger oneséel
real y at that stage yeto (Teacher 5).
4.5 Cyberbullying

4.5.1 Children
A few children perceived cikeénstdgam brngdi ng a
Facebook [é] itdéds quite hard not to get I

(Child 1). Children perceived the disinhibition of SNS use as a risk of perpetration:
Afyou might go further and post worser stu
experiences appeared to relate to isolated aggressive incidences ratbeatlyiram

Child 4: there was once this |little fi

think it all started from something stupid like | posted a dumb gif, you know

what thoseé Researcher: Mm.
Child 4: Yeah so | posted ontevas&ifd t hose
of like a fight.
4.5.2 Parents
Parents perceived cyberbullying as a ris|
been really trying to discredit her publ
inability to escape from bullyingasa&rk of SNS wuse: Al think a

keep your children safe and if they are in your house you want them to be safe
whereasénowétheydre not safe because you
School judgement was perceived as a risk of dgaliith cyberbullying incidences due

to the age | imitations of SNS: Al 6d pr obe
AOh, well, you shouldnét really allow you
|l i ke judgeyo (Parent 5).

4.5.3 Teachers

Similarly to parents, teachers perceived the public visibility of cyberbullying as risky:

Aimy c¢class was having an argument on Whats

members in on it and they were adding thi
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t he s @duacherll)oTeachers also perceived the inability to escape cyberbullying

as a risk: fevery time they took themsel
back on by the child, so this other child then setting up another group and then there
werename being calledo (Teacher 3).

5. Discussion
This study aimed to explore parents6, tes

and benefits of SiNt&netnseeigtiobahaviows Adults appeara d u | t
to identify the importance of engagimgth the internet in a digital age, yet they are
particularly concerned about the risks of stranger danger. Stranger danger concerns
inform restrictive internet mediationstyles both within the home and school
environments. A focus upon the risks of sgy@ndanger was consistent across adults

and children, with most parents reporting using restriatiternet mediatiorstyles.

Our findings highlight similarities bet we
benefits of SNS use, specifically in ternaé bonding social capital. Differing
perceptions were discussed in terms of technical risks, such as hacking and trolling,

with children perceiving these as risks but adults not discussing them.

5.1 Digital Presence

Adults acknowledged the importance of thegi t a | age as fAthe wor
(Teacher 7) and recognised that their children would eventually have a digital presence.
Responsibility was perceived by both adults and children as a core aspect of having a
digital presence. Yet, what constitutessponsibility varied (Ungar, 2009). Restrictive
parents, as well as many teachers, perceived the age restrictions upon SNS use as an
indicator of responsibility. Enabling parents tended to disregard the age restrictions,
instead perceiving responsibilityas ed upon t hemaking©hgirl&d 6 s de
Ucar, 2016) Those who believed their children would makgutiged choices online

tended to caise more, whereas those who believed their children would discuss their

use were more laisséaire. Similarfindings are reflected within research considering
parentchild communication and parenting styles (Fitzpatrick, Marshall, Leutwiler &
Krcmar, 1996; Noller & Bagi, 1985).

5.2 Benefitsof SNS use

The benefits of bonding social capital were very clearly idedtiby children. Limited

in opportunities to socialise, SNS provides children with a platform to communicate
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with greater freedom (Quinn & Oldmeadow, 2013; Valkenburg & Peter, 2009).
Specifically, children are empowered in the continuation of bonding-distgnce
friendships (South & Haynie, 2004); particularly vocalised among the children within
this study. The importance of maintaining these friendships during childhood is
embedded within the developmental benefits of social capital and wellbeing @®rgus
2006; Morrow, 1999). Importantly, our findings suggest that social capital is important
for children, and that SNS is an empowering tool for achieving social capital goals.

Adults recognised the benefit of a digital presence in terms of bonding social
capital. Communication with family who live far away, providing updates and checking
in with immediate family members were the most regular forms of social capital
maintenance discussed (Pinkerton & Dolan, 2007; Steinfield, Ellison & Lampe, 2008).
SNS isoften used as a medium for discussing and organising plans, as well as updating
friends who live further away (Cornejo, Tentori & Favela, 2013; Madge, Meek,
Wellens & Hooley, 2009).

The benefits of bonding social capital for children were recognised did{sad
presenting enablinmternet mediatiorbehaviours. Enabling parents describedise
of SNS with their children, whilst enabling teachers described more interpretive
behaviours, both expressing their desire to assist children in becoming digitally
independent (Holloway, Green & Livingstone, 2013). Children whased SNS with
their parents emphasized the benefits of social capital. This supports findings of
parentainternet mediatiomehaviourselatingtoc hi | dr endés exposure t
SNS se (Livingstone, Nandi, Banaji & Stoilova, 2017). Although children often
referred to information they had learnt at school this was unrelated to the benefits of
social capital. It could be surmised therefore that the educational message children

receive § predominantly negative (boyd & Hargittai, 2013; Hew & Brush, 2006).
5.3  Risksof SNS use

Overdisclosing to strangers and subsequently receiving inappropriate contact was
expressed as the greatest risk of SNS use. This strong emphasis upon stranger danger

is unsurprising within the digital age. Prior to the creation of SNS, adults were

i ncreasingly conscious of stranger dange
parentingd (Furedi, 2001; Kidscape, 1993
identified chidren lacking understanding in terms of safeguarding themselves,

resulting in the requirement for education about stranger danger, arguably enhancing
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paranoid teaching (Kraizer, Fryer & Miller, 1988; Moran, Warden, Macleod, Mayes &

Gillies, 1997). Now, chdren are able to access online platforms more easily and can

communi cate without adultsd knowledge (Sh

This removes adultsd protective power,
stranger danger encourages niesve internet mediatiorbehaviours both by parents
and teachers, even for those who are typically more enabling (Foster, 2014). These fears
were particularly vocalised by adults with limited understanding of SNS.

Adults raised concerns about childrerdging online (boyd & Hargittai, 2013).
Bridging online was viewed as a precursor to forming relationships with strangers.
Using an online platform to impersonate a fake identity with the intention to deceive is
Kknown as 6catfi shi msgwere paHieularty icencerned @GloGt) .
strangers catfishing children with the intention to groom. Mediational behaviours
reflect this perception in terms of restricting certain online contact. Yet, the children
within this study did not view bridging as a taepd behaviour of SNS use. In fact,

children were particularly vocal about the risks of bridging online and were clear to

e

outline their desire to bond social <capit

the risk for chiéhavioewsmagbe lessrelevgnttoday. onl i ne

Children identified that the ultimate risk was the fact that strangers could
physically locate them (Livingstone, Kirwil, Ponte & Staksrud, 2014). Yet, they rarely
expanded on what would occur following this. Teaclerxslised that stranger danger
education in primary school settings often fails to outline the realities due to avoiding
frightening children; this has also been recognised within literature (Sharples, Graber,
Harrison & Logan, 2009). Perhaps this shapesid dr en & s i mited
consequences. Interestingly, hacking and trolling were identified as particular risks by
children, with secure privacy settings being viewed as mitigating these (Donovan &
Katz, 2009). Children therefore mirrored the restvetnternet mediatiorbehaviours
of adults (e.g., focusing on strict settings) when it came to safeguarding themselves
from strangers.

A small minority of children also acknowledged the risks of alisclosure
leading to cyberbullying (Schacter, Greempe& Juvonen, 2016). Friendship
difficulties translating from offline to online, disinhibition and misinterpreted
interactions were perceived as a precursor to cyberbulhy®ugh predictors of
cyberbullying have also been identified within the wider liiegr@a (Dehue, Bolman &

Vollink, 2008). When asked about minimising these risks, however, children were
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fairly vague in terms of strategies. Children either informed their parents or teachers,
or resolved the issue themselves. Such strategies are commonly used to in response to
traditional bullyng (Demarayet al.,2013; Rigby, 20055ampas&anyinga Lalande,
Colman, 2020). Children therefore appear to replicate traditional bullying coping
strategies to experiences of cyberbullying and online friendship challenges (Evans,
Cotter & Smokowski, 204; Fahyet al.,2016).

Coping strategies for traditional bullying may be ineffective (Price & Dalgleish,
2010; Smithet al.,2008). As identified by the adults within this study, a particular risk
with cyberbullying is the permanency and publicness of abhe For example,
attempting to resolve a situation could lead to the perpetrator screenshotting and
publicly mi sconstruing the conversation
awareness regarding cyberbullying and coping strategies may be due tigers
focus adults place upon stranger danger. Children do not appear knowledgeable of the
outcomes of ovedisclosure within a private account (e.g., cyberbullying) which may
expose them to these risks.

This focus upon stranger danger is problematic. Although it is important for
children to be aware of the risks of oubisclosing to strangers, there are many more
relevant risks of SNS use. Enhancing privacy settings is important for reducing
visibility to strangers but does not limit the risk of edesclosure (Schacter, Greenberg
& Juvonen, 2016). Ovedisclosure is still (if not more) possible even when visibility
is private, due to disclosure between friends (Denmthafl.,2020). Societal fears of
ssranger danger i n f interreennoediaticdbeéhaviours @Furedie st r i ¢
2001). In reality, the likelihood of being contacted by a stranger is significantly less
than other risks, such as cyberbullying (Livingstehal.,2 0 1 7) . Adfoedug sd6 st

upon stranger danger is failing to target a broader range of more relevant risks.

54  E-safety

Internet mediatiorbehaviours varied largely amongst teachers. Teachers presenting
restrictive internet mediatiorbehaviours manifested these within stregsihe age
limitations and stranger danger risks; they also expressed a low understanding of SNS
use (Krumsvik, Jones, @fstegaard, & Eikeland016). Restrictive teachers were
particularly concerned about their visibility online refraining from having atalig

presence due to fears of breaching professionalism policies (Rodwell, 2017). Stranger
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danger fears were also vocalised amongst these teachers. Combined, these concerns
fostered restrictive behaviours.

Enabling teachers, on the other hand, were marahabout the benefits of SNS
use. Although aware of the risks these teachers were also keen to stress the
opportunities. Unsurprisingly, these teachers expressed a greater confidence with SNS
use and had a digital presence themselves. This greater cmefiddlowed for
flexibility with e-safety education as these teachers felt they could apply it to a variety
of other subjects thus lowering the barrier of prioritisation against core subjects. An
association between greater confidence and flexibility achteng has been widely
identified within research (Gudmundsdottir & Hatlevik, 2017; Ng, Nicholas &
Williams, 2010; Wilson & Stacey, 2004). It may also reduce the fear of contact from
pupils and parents, as t hese ardeahamosbhves s6 po
(Morris, 2010; Nikolopoulou & Gialamas, 2015). Despite this, these teachers appeared
frustrated with the current climate osafety education within schools.

All teachers expressed that there were many barriers to delivesatety
educaibn. In these findings alonesafety education varied from daily to one day a
term. This highlights the lack of consistency across schools. Core subjects, such as
Literacy and Numeracy, were regularly outlined as taking a precedent over subjects
such as CT, where esafety would most likely be delivered (Shipton, 2011). For
teachers who lack understanding, prioritisingaéety education is unlikely within an
already overloaded curriculum (OECD, 2005). As previously identified within research
(Gudmundsdoit & Hatlevik, 2017; Shipton, 2011), a lack of prioritisation was
identified within school budgets for funding enough devices for pupils as well as
inconsistencies within school policies. It was expressed by some teachers that any

discussion of SNS was dikowed, whilst other teachers were allowed to be more vocal.

5.5  Limitationsand implications

The participants within this study were from a wide range of geographic and
socioeconomic backgrounds across England. A limitation, however, is the lacking
represetation of a broader ethnic background. Research suggests panézriaét
mediationbehaviours, and parenting techniques in general, vary with ethnicity due to
cultural differences (Greenberg & Mastro, 2008; Swindle, Ward, Whitdégatesell,
Bokony & Petit, 2014). Furthermore, socioeconomic status was not directly measured

per participant. Again, research suggests that socioeconomic background can influence
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parenting styles as well as childrends ac
Livingstone Mascheroni, Dreier, Chaudron & Lagae, 2015; Micheli, 2016). Teacher
attitudes t owar dsntetnet mediatiolhehaviours daveadso ent s 0
addressed within the literature (Iruka, Winn, Kingsley & Orthodoxou, 2011; Halvorson,
Lee & Andrade2009). Incorporating these measures would assist in further examining
adultinternet mediationvi t hi n chil drendés SNS use.
Importantly, this study highlights the similar and differing perceptions that
parents, teachers and children have about the risksearedits of SNS use, as well as
how internet mediationbehaviours can impact these. Implications which require
consideration are that adults are placing too great a focus upon stranger danger and this
i's skewing chil dr ends oplieersettiegs provien Seachdrs t h e
currently feel mixed in their ability to educate children about SNS use due to vague and
widely differing esafety policies. Schools should prioritissafety education in terms
of SNS use, despite age restrictions, andure that children are protected from the
relevant risks (incorporate more on cyberbullying, not just focussing on stranger

danger) but are also empowered in accessing the benefits.

5.6  AcademicRigour

In line with the APA JARSQual guidelines, this qualiise study maintained academic
rigour throughout the research process. This was achieved via focusing upon two key
components of the JARQual guidelines: fidelity to the subject matter and integrity of
conclusions. Fidelity was maintained within data ection techniques in terms of
interviewing children, parents and teachers separately ensuring that the research
question was theoretically answered from all perspectives, rather than focusing on
adults alone. Further, the interview questions were framea way that ensured
accessibility by all participants, particularly children, ensuring richness of data.
Although the lead researcher (and interviewer) did maintakexisting relationships

with some schools, only a small number of participants hadqaredirect contact with

them. Of these participants, no differences were exhibited within the ethical or general
process of the interviews. W thin the dat
2013) thematic analysis was implemented to ensure itt@ltthemes were concrete.
These themes were also discusseddpth with the entire research team to mitigate
any preconceptions or misinterpretations of data. In terms of integrity, throughout the

data collection, analyses and final interpretation @& data, context was strongly
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considered. This is evident within considerations of the digital age, stranger danger and
the current UK curriculum. All of these elements highlight the strong academic rigour

that was maintained throughout this qualitativecpss.

5.7 Conclusions

This study is unique in its focus upon bo
and benefits of SNS use and the role of adaoternet mediationbehaviours.
| mportantly, this study f ocus gighlghtphatn t he
younger childrengged #to-12) are using these sites and that they are doing so for the
benefits of bonding social capital. Children are very aware of the risks of stranger
danger and are utilising settings to mitigate these. Probleihgtichildren do not
appear to understand risks such as cyberbullying and may unintentionally expose
themselves to these risks. Aduiternet mediatiofoehaviours, both internet parenting
styles and teaching styl es , isksnaaddbengfiiseof c hi | ¢
SNS use, as well as their access to SNS. Both parents and teachers focus strongly on
stranger danger risks and this is influen
knowledge of SNS hinders all adults form educating childberutheir SNS use. For
teachers, practical barriers of deliveringadety education are a further hindrance.

Primary schools should prioritise SNS education with children from 8 years and
avoid refraining from this due to beliefs that children are ooessing SNS. In doing
so, schools should educate teachers to empower them in thafetg delivery.
Crucially, our study indicates the importance of significant adults acting as key
medi ators in childrendés use ofelyYe,shist o hel
should be balanced, considering both the risks and benefits, rather than focusing

specifically on particular risks.
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Chapter 6
Children social networking sites and mental health and

wellbeing: A longitudinal study

1. Abstract
Immersed within a digital age, childraged 7to-12 are engaging online. Despite the

age restrictions ofocial networking sitesSNS averaging 13 years, these are easy to
bypass and children are using them (Livingstone & Helsper, 2008; Ofdalf).2
Online behaviours have been widely linked to positive and negative outcomes for
adolescencel hi s study aims to investigate chilc
these predicself-esteemmental health and wellbeing outcomes over time. With a
sanple of 258 childrenaged 7to-12years participants completed a longitudinal online
survey over two time points (six months apart) measuring time spent online, online self
disclosure, selpresentation, bonding and bridging social capital, experiences of
cyberbullying, seHesteem, wellbeing anthental health(anxiety and depression).
Findings demonstrate thgteater online selflisclosure, presentation of the real self
and bonding social capital negatively predicted-esttemand bonding social capit
positively predictednental healtl{fanxiety and depressian)Vhilst presentation of the
false self to explore and bridging social capital positively predictedestem
bridging social capital positively predicted wellbeing. Results are discustetis of

the association betweert hi | dr eno s S &h& theip sdtialemotionalr s
development.

Keywords

Children, social media, behaviours, mental health, wellbeing.
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2. Introduction
Social networking sites (SNS) are increasingly popular within the digital age. Despite

age restrictions (typically set at 13 years), younger children are engaging with SNS. In
fact, childrends SNStollyearoldss(18% im2018t21%i ng a Ir
in 2019; Of c om, 2019) . When we <consider
Children born from 2010, coined the iGeneration (iGeosen, 20107 urner, 2015),
have only known a world embedded within digitalisation and SNS use (Livingstone &
Blum-Ross, 2017). Given digital expertise and widening acokedisildren aged below
the age restrictions of SNS (especially the iGé@n} important for us to understand
the implications of c¢childrenés, under 13
Positive mental health is@texperience of a balanced range of emotions as well
as the ability to empathise with others (Galderisi et al., 2017), while wellbeing is a
dynamic, socially constructed satisfaction with life (Ferguson, 2006; Manwell et al.,
2015). In 2018, the Good Childod Report stated that 47% of children with low
wellbeing experienced depression; this highlights that whilst mental health and
wellbeing are separate constructs, they are closely connected. A rise in emotional
disorders (predominantly anxiety and depi@sshave been reported amongstdbl9
yearolds between 2004 (1 in 10) and 2017 (1 in 8; Mental Health Foundation, 2018).
This is particularly concerning when we consider that 75% of adults with mental health
difficulties experienced onset before thel @i adolescence&gssleret al., 2005).
One argument proposed is that children are suffering with mental health and
wellbeing difficulties as a result of the rise of SNS use (Kelly et al., 2018). In particular,
time spent onlinenay be associated witheightered risks and subsequently impair
childrends ment al heal th and well being (H
To dat e, research <considering the iG
(DominguesMontanari, 2017; El Asam, Samara & Terr019; Ofcom, 2019)
Further, research has been limited with children under 13 years due to the belief that
the iGen do not use SNS as they are under the age restriction; in reality, anyone can
enter a false age and gain accésgrigstone & Brake, 2009; ikingstone, Olafsson &
Staksrud, 2011)mportantly, understanding of how the iGen behave online and to what

extent this predicts mental health and wellbeing is limited.
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2.1 Uses and gratifications theory

Online behaviours shape potential outcontsu@, Jin &im, 2017). Behaviours of
the user are embedded within uses and gratifications theory: our needs influence the
way in which we behave online, with gratification being the goal (Lariscy et al., 2011,
Whitling & Williams, 2013).La Rose and Eastin (200digue that behaviours are not
always successful. In fact, unsuccessful behaviour, which fails to achieve gratification,
may be risky for mental health and wellbeiRgi(nack et al., 2017

In accordance with uses and gratifications theory, the behavitue 8NS user
Is what shapes the outcomes. Howetlggre remains the assumptithvat the amount
of time spent online, irrelevant of behaviours, is the catalyst to experiencing risky
outcomes (Tonioni et al., 2012); this is especially for children (Kyung.e2013;
Leung, 2014; Mesch, 2003; Nie, Hillygus & Erbring, 2002).

2.2 Time spent online

Time spent onlinenay elevate risky outcomes, particularly reduced social capital: the
development and maintenance of social ties (Kraut et al., 1998; Nie et &;, 200
Putnam, 1999), which can lead to impaired mental health (Kim et al., 2010; Kraut et
al., 1998). Lee (2009) conceptualises this within displacement theory: activity
substitution which detracts from elsewhere (Neuman, 1988). Essentially, spending time
online detracts from faet-face activities which are perceived as more positive
(Turkle, 2011).

Concerns around time spent online is a general concern, but even higher when
considering younger <childrendés ti e onl
face with family or friends, may reduce relationship quality during a crucial stage of
development (Sampaséonyinga & Lewis, 2015; Smahel, Brown & Blinka, 2009),
and we know that low quality relationships predict mental health difficulties (Kraut et
a., 1998; SampasKonyinga & Lewis, 2015). However, time spent online may not
predict risky outcomes as clearly as this. For instance, Kardifather, Rees and
Livingstone (2020) identified within a global sample oft@ 17yearolds that time
spent ofine did not correlate with wellbeing scores. In fact, research is increasingly
rejecting the displacement theory (Desjarlais & Willoughby, 2010; Hooghe & Oser,
2015; Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).

Rather than the amount of time spent online that it impgriiaist argued that
i ndividual sé online behaviours are what
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2001; Morgan & Cotton, 2003). For example, Blais et al. (2007) identified that
adolescents who used SNS to directly message their friends rated the afuthlése
online friendships more highly than those
majority of research disregarding displacement theory uses adolescent samples.
Importantly, an understanding of how specific behaviours online, as wetiasent,

may predict outcomes remains unexplored.

23 Online behaviours

The controllability of online communication, and reduced nonverbal cues, eases the
process of online disclosure (Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007). Offline, disclosure
can be misjudgeddr misinterpreted leading to awkward exchanges and social
difficulties (Rosen, 2001)Online communication mitigates these risks as the user has
time and space to navigate interactioBsitizalis et al., 2014; Mesch & Beker, 2010)

this can be particularlpeneficial for the management of social capital. On the other
hand, due to lesser life experience than adults, children may be less successful at
judging content appropriateness and nature of their audience (Christofides, Muise and
Desmarais, 2011), whiainay result in selflisclosure: disclosing personal information

to misjudged audiences (Kim & Dindia, 2011; Suler, 2004).

Online disclosure can impact social capital. Social capital comprises two
components: bonding (maintaining strong ties) and bridgilgm{ng new
relationships; Putnam, 1993). In face to face interactions, the iGen are limited in social
autonomy; wherever they socialise, they are monitored by adults (Corsaro, 2015).
Online, managing social capital via SNS provides the iGen with a prbypatee to
socialise independently.

A private social space can be beneficial for bonding. Children can disclose
personal information with friends, enhancing friendship quality (Rose, 2002), which
subsequently benefits wellbeing (De Silva et al., 2005; Waotherty & Moran, 2007;

Yuan & Gay, 2006). Also, successful social capital management enhaneestseth,
which is a predictor of more positive mental health (Sowislo & Orth, 2013). Although,
if a child misjudges the quality of a friendship and is higheadisinhibition, they may
overdisclose; the recipient may respond negatively and the friendship could be
impacted (Chak & Leung, 2004; Nowicki & Duke, 1992; Parker & Asher, 1987). Peer
rejection predicts anxiety and depression in adolescence andcaduifRanak &

Garber, 1992). Throughout childhood, friendship quality is increasingly important, and
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thus the ability to bond through SNS during childhood may be particularly beneficial

for the i Gends ment al heal t h &&mh, 2018;1 | bei n
Glick & Rose, 2013; Rubin & Ross, 2012), but if their experience is negative the child

could have a longerm detrimental outcome.

Bridging social capital has been shown to be beneficial forestdem.
Steinfield, Ellison and Lampe (200&)entified that with young adults, particularly for
those who already had low selteem, bridging online enhanced sfeem; this is
further supported by Johnston et al. (2013). It is important for us to understand how
SNS usamnay be associated witkef-esteem as it has been linked with more positive
wellbeing and can mitigate onset of poor mental health (Mann et al., 2004).

Bridging online can expose children to strangers (Cernikova, Dedkova &
Smahel, 2016). In fact, Lenhart et al. (2015) discoverad3B% of adolescents within
their sample had online friends who were unknown offline. Disclosing to strangers can
result in aga@nappropriate contact (Bayraktar, Barbovsch & Kontrikova, 2016; Burén
& Lunde, 2018; Morris, 2016), which can increase anxi€twalski et al., 2014; Festl,

Reer & Quandt, 2019) and depression (Dake et al., 2012; Radovic et al., 2017; Ybarra
et al., 2005).

Behaviours to manage social capital online can influence both cyberbullying
victimisation and perpetration. Unsuccessful diog can lead to victimisation
(Kowalski, Limber & Agatston, 2012; Nixon, 2014; Patchin & Hinduja, 2006; Smith
et al., 2006). Particularly where an individual feels disinhibited online, they may over
disclose (Jiang, Bazarova & Hancock, 2013; Schouterkeviaurg & Peter, 2007); the
recipient may respond by cyberbullying. If an interaction is documented (e.g., via a
screenshot) the cyberbullying may intensify due to having a larger audience
(SlavtchevaPetkova, Nash & Bulger, 20L9-urther, online disinhibon may intensify
an individual s i nappropriate behaviour |
may misjudge online audience size and content permanency, resulting in feeling guilty
when they realise the repercussions of their behaviour uponctiva; these feelings
can result in bullies feeling increased anxiety and depression (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010;
Pajares, 2006; Paradise & Kernis, 2002; Richards & Huppett, 2011; van Geel, Vedder
& Tanilon, 2014; Wong, Dirghangi & Hart, 2019).

Successfulmpression management can enhance both bonding and bridging
social capital fMcLaughlin & Vitak, 2012; Su & Chan, 2017and depending on

audience response it cée related teself-esteem. When presenting the self online,
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individuals have been found to pees: (1) the real self (a direct representation of the
offline self); (2) the ideal self (an adapted version of the self that reflects idealistic
goals); (3) the false self to explore (trialling out selves that do not directly relate to the
real self); (4)the false self to compare/impress (presenting an inauthentic self that is
shaped by social norms); (5) the false self to deceive (presenting an inauthentic self,
often with antisocial goals; Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2014). Positive
feedback to hw individuals present the self (through disclosure and posting images,
comments, etc.) can enhance sdfeem, particularly when present the real self
(BareketBojmel, Moran, & Shahar, 2016; Burrow & Rainone, 203¥hen presenting

the ideal self, it magncourage the individual to work towards integrating the ideal
with the real self BareketBojmel, Moran, & Shahar, 201@&nd also enhance self
esteem (Meeus, Beullens & Eggermont, 2019; Yang & Brown, 2016). Through
enhanced selésteem, wider benefits mdye experienced for mental health and
wellbeing (Cillessen & Bellmore, 2004; Erwin, 2013; Glick & Rose, 2013; Rubin &
Ross, 2012).

However, receiving negative feedback based on how an individual presents the
self can be harmful. In particular, when one Ipagssented the real self, negative
feedback may impair seffsteem and wellbeing (Bautista & Hope, 2015; Bij de Vaate,
Veldhuis & Konijn, 2020 Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015) terms of
the ideal self or the false self to compare/impress,theei1 v i d uestéeth snaydbe | f
furtheraffectedas even after manipulation in line with social norms, they still receive
negative feedbackE(liot et al., 2000; Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2015)
McLean, Jarman and Rodgers (2019) identified thapreyst adolescents, negative
feedback to selfies in particular impaired wellbeing. Further, Lamp et al. (2019)
discovered that increasing image manipulation in line with idealistic goals directly
predicted depression. Presenting the false selves, palfijcidaantisocial purposes,
may also reap feelings of guilt (Bauman, Toomey & Walker, 2013), and we know that
this can predict anxiety and depression (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010; Pajares, 2006).

Where seHpresentation is identified as inauthentic, an indialdmay be
ridiculed (Dredge, Gleeson & De la Piedad Garcia, 2014; Walrave & Heirman, 2010;
Willard, 2007). Even if presenting the real self frequently, the individual may enhance
their visibility and become more likely to be victimised (Mascheroni, Vihe&n
Jiminez, 2015). Victimisation is a predictor of low wellbeing and enhanced anxiety and
depression (Campbell et al., 2012; Fahy et al., 2016; Reed, Cooper, Nugent & Russell,
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2016). Concerningly, those who experience victimisation are more likely toptte
suicide (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010) and endure lifelong mental health difficulties.

2.4 Research focus

In accordance with uses and gratifications the®tyu@, Jin & Kim, 201y c hi | dr en 6 s
SNS behavioursmay influence both risky and beneficial outcomes. Amgsin
adolescent and adult populations, we know that the outcomes of these behaviours have
both positive and negative effects upon mental health and wellbeing. SNS use is
becoming increasingly popular amongst the iGen (Ofcom, 2019). Yet, an understanding
oft he 1 Gends SNS behaviours and to what
wellbeing is limited. Research grounded within displacement theory prioritises time
spent online as a predictor of poor mental health and wellbeing (Lee, 2009), without
due considration of the specific behaviours. Considering the rise in poor childhood
mental health and wellbeing, and the potential {®rgn effect of this, it is important

to consider how the iGen behave when using SNS and to what extent thisemay
associated witmental health and wellbeing.

This study aims to investigate the ab
time in predicting selesteem, wellbeing, and internalising mental health factors
(anxiety and depression). Childreaged #o-12 years will report about their online
disclosure, social capital, seqifesentation and cyberbullying perpetration and
victimisation, and will report on their feelings about the self, includingestfem,
wellbeingand mental healthHurther, children will make judgesnts on the amount of
time they spend online to consider whether this, too, predicts our outcome variables.
This survey will be conducted over two separate time points six months apart during
the academic year.

Based upon current findings within the literature, it is expected that rather than
ti me spent online, c hi | dselfestgem, wallbeBg ande h a v i
mental health. Specifically, it is expected that -sidtlosure and cyberbullying
behavours will predict poorer selésteem, wellbeing and mental health. It is expected
that selfpresentation (to create desired image of the self within their followers) will
predict more positive seisteem, wellbeing and mental health; specifically, ptesgn
the real and ideal self will be related to higher-sslieem, while presenting a false self

will be related to lower selésteem. Further, it is expected that bonding and bridging
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social capital behaviours will predigreater selesteem and wellbeg, but that
bridging social capital will predict poorer mental health.

Research to date has focused on SNS use and outcomes with regards to
adolescents and adults. The iGen are using SNS too, but it is still unclear as to how they
are using SNS and whether this redated totheir mental health and wellbeing.
Crucially, menthhealth and wellbeing experiences during childhood can have lifelong
effects. Our findings with-o 12yearolds will provide evidence for parents, schools

and policymakers to support children appropriately in their digital engagement.

3. Method
3.1 Participants

A sample size of 436 participants were recruited from four schools across the North of
England (Stoken-Trent) and the South of England (London, Surrey and Essex) at time
point one (TP1). At time point two (TP2), 90 participants were unable to ctaripke
study due to being on a school trip. Participants who completed less than 80% of the
study were removed. In total, the clean dataset comprised 258 participants with data
from both time points completed. Participants were aged between 7 and 1@fyepr's
at TP1 M = 9.76,SD =1.19; 46% female), with 49% identifying as White; 16% as
Bl ack; 12% as Asi an; 6% as Mixed,; 17% sel
Pupil premium, a government grant provided to schools based on the number of
children receivng either free school meals, or living with a family household income
below £16,190, within the school (Education & Skills Funding Agency, 2020), was
used as a proxy measure for socioeconomic status. The schools we visited covered a
wide range of socioecomic status with the percent of children in the school receiving
pupil premium being: Stoken-Trent, 46%; London, 29%; Surrey, 24%; Essex, 7%.
Ethical approval was granted through the Royal Holloway Research Ethics
Committee, and this study was conductedine with the ethical guidelines of the
British Psychological Society. Parents were provided with full study information via
the schools, and were allowed to opt for their child not to take part. All children who
were permitted to complete the surveysvided fully informed consent online prior

to taking part.
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32 Materialsand measures

This survey was conducted via the Qualtrics survey platform and took approximately
30 minutes to complete. The study included seven measures, which are outlined below.
These measures were constructed in an accessible manner for the age of the
participants, also considering the needs of SEN (Special Educational Needs) and EAL
(English as an Additional Language) participants; this was achieved by using visual
aids (emojis angrogress bars) alongside the Likert scales. Responses were made by
selecting responses using a mouse for computers/laptops or touchscreen for tablets and

were recorded on Qualtrics for later exporting for analyses.

3.2.1 Selfdisclosure
Participants completednaadapted version of the Online SBlsclosure Scale

(Schouten, Valkenburg & Peter, 2007) to measure onlinedssfosure behaviours

including personal feelings (worries, shame and guilt) and secrets. As the original scale

was conducted with an adoleatsample, some of the items were rephrased to ensure

applicability to our research question (SNS use more generally) and also to ensure

appropriateness for the participantsd yo

O6being i n | ove 6edaTodpplpte BNS dise the scale wasrepbrased

from Al magine a boy/ gir]l whom you regul at

message them about 0 t o as kpogmarotuitcéidp a mt = né

that data regarding public disclosure bebars were collected.
Participants rated itemsong50 i nt Li kert scale rangin

about thiso to Al tell everything about

item scores were calculated (range 1 to 5) with higher scoresitindigreater self

disclosure. Following adaptations, the overall scale presented high internal reliability

U = .71).

3.2.2 Socialcapital

The Bonding and Maintained Social Capital Scales (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe, 2007)

and the Off to Online Scale (Willas, 2006) were used as a basis for a combined scale

to measure participantsd online bonding &

scales were originally conducted with an older adolescent sample (agt) 48d

were therefore adapted forouryoeny par ti ci pantsd® age range

Bonding
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For bonding, originally, the scale consisted of ten items (Ellison, Steinfield & Lampe,
2007). Of these items, six were removed a
group, such as: N Woe | gle el @ olodi ntodr a et ewie
i tems were adapted; for exampl e, ATher e
making i mportant decisionso was adapted t
|l could turn to f oereaddbdrelatirgtodonding sociad eapitali t e m
i n groups: Ail feel I bel ong to a group of
onlineo.

Participants rated all of these itemson-p6i nt Li kert scale r
never do thisé tomé@bdb. dal Lt hos Bhéesehitems
of the item scores (1 to 5) were calculated with higher numbers indicating greater
bonding social capital behaviours. Following all adaptations, this scale presents a high
internal ability 0 = . 91) .

Bridging

Originally, the scale consisted of four items (Williams, 2006). Of these items, two
remained unchanged and two were adapted in order to ensure relevance to our research
guestion. For exampl e, il have used Face
adapted to dl have found someone | met i n

Participants rated all of these itemson-p6i nt Li kert scale r
never do thiso to Al do this all the tim
item scores were calculatétto 5) with higher scores indicating greater bridging social

capital. Following all adaptations, this scale presented high internal religbility = . 8 3 ) .

3.2.3 Self-presentation
The SPFBQ (SelPresentation on Facebook Questionnaire; Michikyan,

Subrahmanyan& Dennis, 2014) was used to measure-pedfsentation behaviours.

This scale was originally conducted with an older adolescent sample (ag@4gl 48d

was therefore adapted for our younger par
This scale originally consisted of 1@ihs; eight items remain unchanged, three

Il tems were removed as they did not rel ate

good sense of what | want in life and using Facebook is a way to express my views and

beliefso), and tweea er earmdaiprtiendg ti x ei tsaums a b |
age range. For example, #dl have a good se
on my Facebook profile is a way of showin

I am onlineo. T hal scalercensigling toke I8 items: thieéh ilemsf i
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measuring the real self; two items measuring the ideal self; two items measuring the
false self to explore; three items measuring the false self to compare/impress; three
items measuring the false self to deeei

Participants rated each itemon-p® i nt Li kert scale rang
true for med to Aalways true for meo. Al
scores were calculated (range 1 to 5) with higher scores indicated greatesale of
presentation behaviours. Following adaptations, the scale presented high internal
reliability (U .89).
3.2.4 Cyberbullying
The Cyberbullying Offending and Victimisation scales (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010) were
included to measure cyberbullying behavioutse Briginal scale was conducted with

preadolescents and adolescents (ageti8l@ears); items were checked and were age

appropriate for the-yearo | d s . |l tems were updated to re
SNS use; for example, rather than referringte mai | sé i tems were ad
6direct messageso. Participants were pre:¢
have you:6 followed by the items.

Offending

Cyberbullying perpetratioqCBP) behaviours were measured via five items. Of these

items, two were unchanged and the remaining three were adapted to relate to SNS use.
For exampl e, ifSent someone an email t o me
adapted to ADirectly sent someone a mess:
t h e mo ciparfsaratadiall of these items on gaint Likert scale measuring
frequency from Anevero to fimore than thr
Overall mean scores were calculated (1 to 4); higher scores indicated greater
cyberbullying perpetrationdhaviours. Following all adaptations, this scale presented

high internal reliability 0 = . 93) .

Victimisation

This scale consisted of 10 items relating to victimisa{©BV). Nine of these items

were adapted and retained, with the addition of one netimngation item. One item

was removed as it did not apply to- this
point Likert scale ranging from Anevero t
calculated (1 to 4) with higher numbers indicating gredtgimisation. All items were

forward coded. Following adaptations, the scale presented high internal reliability

(U =83).
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3.2.5 Selfesteem
Participants completed the Rosenberg -Gslieem Scale (RES; Rosenberg, 1965) to

measure selésteem, which has beshown to be appropriate for children from 10

years (Bagley & Mallick, 2001; Hagborg, 1996). The scale consists of 10 ieeqs (

60n the whole, | am satisfi ed -pantLkertmysel f
scale ranging fromhisistomnmnglgy ydiagagreeeoo. Fi
coded and five items were reverse coded. Mean item scores were calculated (ranging
from 1 to 5) with higher scores indicating greater-sslieem. This scale presented good

internal reliability U =73).

3.2.6 Mental health
Participants completed the Revised Child Anxiety and Depression Scale (RCADS; de

Ross, Gullone & Chorpita, 2002) as a measurieelings and behaviours associated
with mental health disorder$his scale comprised 47 items designed for children aged

8 to 18 years; all were unchanged and retained. The scale items measure: major

depressive disorder (10 items; e. g. ., o1l 1
e. g. ., 6l woralyi dhami;ghpaniookdifsoor der (ei gh
probl em, I feel shakyd); separation anxi e

|l have to sleep on my owno) ; ephls ecsan ite T
togetbadordly t houghts out of my headodgg, gener
6l worry about thingso).

Participants judgetiow often each sentence (item) reflects how they feel on a
4point Likert scale measuring f Aletgmsency r
were forward coded. Summed item scores were calculated for each subscale (range 0
to 30); higher scores indicated greater anxiety and depression. Mean scores were then
calculated for all 6 subscales (0 to 3); higher scores indicated greatead health
This scale presented high internal reliability £94). See Appendix L for a full
breakdown of this scale.

3.2.7 Wellbeing
Participants completed the Kidscreen 27 Index (2004) scale to measure wellbeing. This

scale was designed for children aged 8&ydars to assess five elements of wellbeing:
physical, mood, family, friend, and school. Each-soale was had children judge
statements on-point Likert scales where the range was relevant for the items (e.g.,
Apooro to Aexceltreaeamél, ydnoiinavenbdbl Dotdahw

reverse coded and 23 items were forward coded. Mean of items scores were calculated
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(range 1 to 5) with higher scores indicating greater wellbeing. This scale presented high

internal reliability 0 96). See Apendix M for a full breakdown of this scale.

33 Procedure

Participants completed the survey twice: first in January and again, six months later, in
July 2018; a range of 156 to 189 days paskkd (78.5,SD =15.59) between the first

and second time pointhe lead researcher on the project led both data collection
sessions. At both time points participants completed the survey in groups36f 20
within their schoolés I CT suite, with ind
classrooms, using iPads laptops. Children were seated in a way to ensure that they
could not see each other screens. Children were provided with information on the study
both verbally and visually before providing their consent. Children were assigned a
unique identifier, comleted the demographic questions, followed by the set of scales.
For participants who were registered as SEN, a member of staff supported them via
reading aloud, but were instructed not to provide any further contextual information to
the scales. The survégok approximately 30 minutes to complete and was conducted
in a silent environment. Participants were verbally debriefed once the whole class had

completed the survey and provided with the opportunity to ask questions.

4. Results
4.1 Access

Participants were &ed about their SNS ownership and access. Specifically, we
askedwhich sites they have a profile with (SNS ownership), how many internet
connected devices they own and how often they use SNS (SNS access; Livingstone et
al., 2011; Mascheroni & Olafsson, 201At TP1, from a range of 0 to 6 SNS profiles
owned, 142 (60%) of participants owned an average of one SNS pkbfiel (69,SD
= 0.95); at TP2, 168 (69%) of participants owned on average two SNS prbfikes (
1.98,SD =1.03). At TP1, of those who repied owning an SNS profile: 45% had a
YouTube profile, 19% a SnapChat profile, 16% an Instagram profile, and 6% a
Facebook profile; a further 14 participal
(e.g., Whatsapp, Roblox, Minecraftyith the remainingparticipants not specifyg. At
TP2, of those who reported owning an SNS profile: 94% had a YouTube profile, 55%
had a SnapChat profile, 38% had an Instagram profile, 17% had a Facebook profile; a
further 77 participants 0i dpermafiiflie d( @ .hag.t,
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Roblox, Minecraft) with the remaining participants not speaify. Further descriptive

information is presented within Table 1.
Bivariate Pearson correlations were examined between the main variables at

both TP1 and TP2 to assd®r multicollinearity; no issues were evident. Tables 2 and
3 presents a breakdown of the descriptive findings per variable and Bivariate Pearson

correlations at both TP1 and TP2.

Table 1. Descriptive information (N = 258) depictiingquency of SNS use, location
where SNS was accessed and type of devices used to access SNS at TP1 and TP2.

Time point 1 Time point 2
Frequency of Once a week 42 91
SNS use Once a day 35 89
Location of At home (not in the 175 194
SNS access bedroom)
Bedroom 172 193
Friendods 104 128
School 28 19
On-the-go 62 70
Devices to Mobile phone 126 129
access SNS Laptop 26 31
Tablet/iPad 26 42
Desktop computer 11 12
Gaming device
SmartTV 0 0
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Table 2. Summary of the mean and standard deviation (SD) scores per variable and Bivariate Pearson correlations betweenrtaim

variablesand age; these are presented for TP1.

M Self Bonding Bridging Self CBP cBv Self Wellbeing Mental
(SD) disclosure social capital social capital presentation esteem health
Age 9.76 -0.04 0.13 0.16 0.10 -0.03 -0.07 -0.01 0.10 -0.08
(1.19)
Self-disclosure 1.47 0.16* 0.21** 0.26*** 0.14* 0.31*** 0.05 0.38 0.06
(range 1-4) (0.86)
Bonding social 2.92 0.30%*** 0.25%** 0.26** 0.11 -0.67 -0.51 0.07
capital (1.29)
(range 1-5)
Bridging social 1.72 0.27*** 0.38*** 0.21* -0.09 -0.03 -0.05
capital (2.07)
(range 15)
Self- 1.74 0.43** 0.21* -0.11 -0.06 0.16*
presentation (0.78)
(range 1-5)
CBP 1.22 0.22*** <.001 -0.14 0.05
(range 1-4) (0.47)
cBv 1.27 0.06 -0.13 0.14*
(range 1-4) (0.45)
Self-esteem 3.08 -0.10 0.13%**
(range 15) (0.59)
Davi::li::lent
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Wellbeing 2.33 -0.05***
(range 1-5) (1.47)

*p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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Table 3. Summary of the mean and standard deviation scores per variable and Bivariate Pearson correlations between the meaimbles

and age these are presented for TP2.

M Self Bonding Bridging Self CBP CcBv Self Wellbeing Mental
(SD) disclosure social social capital presentation esteem health
capital

Age 10.21  -0.10 -0.03 -0.11 -0.07 -0.14*  -0.07 0.05 0.20** -0.16**
(0.90)

Self-disclosure 1.31 0.22%** 0.28*** 0.44%** 0.29**  0.26*** 0.05 0.04 0.04
(0.62)

Bonding social 2.92 0.42%** 0.35%** 0.29**  0.19*  -0.009 0.05 0.09

capital (1.28)

Bridging 1.44 0.39*** 0.41**  0.22**  -0.06 0.05 0.08

social capital  (0.76)

Self- 1.72 0.30***  0.31*** 0.10 0.09 0.27***

presentation  (0.75)

CBP 1.20 0.27** -0.08 -0.05 0.11
(0.39)

cBv 1.24 -0.08 -0.04 0.20**
(0.40)

Self-esteem 3.07 0.06 0.22%**
(0.53)

Wellbeing 2.93 0.16*
(1.00)

Davi::li::lent

g \1. Lab &

/i U\

ng



Childrends SNS behaviours upon ment al heal th and well b¥i ng

*p<.05; **p<.01; **p<.001
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4.2  Main analyses

A series of linear mixed effects models were conducted in order to measure SNS
behaviours and the predictivelationship betweetheseand self-esteemwellbeing
andmental healtl{anxiety and depression). We included time point (binary: 1 TP1, 2
TP2) asa random intercept in order to measure whether our outcomes were influenced
by time. We also included participant ID as a nested random slope in order to measure
whether individual level differencegere associated witbur outcomes.

Three linear mixedféects models were completed using the Ime4 packages in
RBates et al., 2015) including the | merTe
for calculating significance (Kuznetsova, Brockhoff, & Christensen, ROHissing
data was dealt with using nreanputation scores via the boot package (Ripley, 2020).
Fixed effects of both time points were entered to explore #ssiociation withthe
outcome, these included descriptive variables of age, gender (binary: 0 male, 1 female),
private access (binary: @id not use SNS in the bedroom, 1 did use SNS in the
bedroom), ownership (binary: O did not own SNS profile; did own SNS profile) and
frequency of use (0 less than weekly, 1 weekly, 2 daily). Further, our main predictors
were entered as fixed effects:fseisclosure, selpresentation, bonding social capital,
bridging social capital, cyberbullying perpetration and cyberbullying victimisation
scores. Including time point as a random intercept allowed us to control for TP1 scores.
Table 3 presents a summanfythese models.

Due to the five facets of sefiresentation behaviours (Michikyan,
Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015) having been found to have different relationships with
self-esteem, further analyses were conducted to explore the relationship between the
five types of online sejpresentation and se#fsteem. A linear regression model was
completed using the Ime4 packages inBatés et al., 2015) including the ImerTest
package to include Satterthwaitebds met hot
Brodkhoff, & Christensen, 20)7Selfesteem was entered as the outcome variable with
the real self, the ideal self, the false self to explore, the false self to compare/impress
and the false self to deceive scores entered as predictors. Table 4 presemsig sum

of the findings.
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Table 4 Summary of linear mixed effects models with selésteem, wellbeing andnental health (anxiety and depression) as the outcom

variables, random intercept of time point (TP) and participant ID (ID), and fixed effects of descriptive and main variables.

Self-esteem Wellbeing Mental health

b SE t p b SE t p b SE t p
Intercept -1.20 3.19 -0.38 0.706 154 056 276 0.006** -0.44 156 -0.28 0.778
(TP and ID)
Age -0.05 0.23 -0.20 0.841 0.06 0.04 155 0.122 0.06 0.11 0.52 0.605
Gender -2.12 0.75 -2.81 0.005** -0.29 0.13 -2.31 0.020* 0.02 0.37 0.05 0.962
Private access 1.89 029 6.43 <.001*** 0.15 0.05 3.07 0.002** 0.46 0.15 299 0.003**
Frequency of SNSuse 058 0.71 0.82 0.416 -0.23 0.13 -1.84 0.066 -0.004 0.36 -0.01 0.990
Ownership of SNS -1.38 0.61 -2.27 0.023* 0.37 0.10 3.75 <.001*** 0.52 0.26 2.01 0.056
Self-disclosure -1.01 0.34 -2.97 0.003** 0.04 0.06 0.75 0.454 0.18 0.17 1.05 0.295
Self-presentation 0.93 044 215 0.032* 0.07 0.07 0.92 0.358 0.02 0.22 0.08 0.934
Bonding social capital -1.14 0.24 -4.94 <.001*** 0.04 0.04 095 0.344 -0.04 -0.29 -2.35 0.019*
Bridging social capital 0.83 0.23 3.57 <.001*** 0.09 0.04 239 0.017* -0.01 0.12 -0.10 0.921
Cyberbullying 0.63 0.66 096 0.339 -0.04 0.11 -0.33 0.744 0.30 0.33 0.90 0.367

perpetration
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Cyberbullying -0.40 056 -0.72 0.470 -0.06 0.09 -0.65 0.514 0.03 0.28 0.09 0.926

victimisation

*pO. 05; ** p < gedder, (binary: ® mate, 10fdnale); private ac¢bsmry: 0 does not access SNS in bedroom, 1 does
access SNS in bedroom); ownership of SNS (binary: 0 does not own SNS account, 1 owns SNS account).
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4.2.1 Self-esteem
When timepoint and child ID were entered as a random interc@pjgnificant

association wasot found with seHesteemsuggesting that neither time nor individual
differences accounted for any variance in -esteem scoregindings show that
accessing SNS iprivatepredicted more positive sedfsteem. In contrast, being female
and owning a SNS profile predicted more negativeestiéem.

In exploring the links of SNS behaviours with sedteem, findingsuggesthat
self-presentation and bridging social capitalspively predicted selésteem, while
seltdisclosure and bonding social capital negatively predicteeesedem. When self
presentation was broken down to explore the relationship between the facets of the self
presentation and sedisteem, the model denstrated that presenting the false self to
explore predicted more positive seteem whilst presenting the real self predicted

poorer seHesteem.

4.2.2 Wellbeing
When time point and child IDwere entered as a random intercepsignificant

association wasund with wellbeing In particular,time pointaccounted for 99% of
the variancegsuggesting that participant scores varied over tidd ID accounted
for <1% of the variangesuggesting that child ID scores varied over timandom
unexplained effectaccounted for <1% of the variandénese findings demonstrate that
time point explained the greatest proportion of variance in wellbeing scores.

In exploring the links of SNS behaviours with wellbeing, findings suggest that
ownership accessing SNS iprivate and greater bridging social capitatedicted
wellbeing Whilst gendernegatively predicted wellbeinguggesting that being male

predicted higher seksteem.

4.2.3 Mentalhealth
When time point and child IDwere entered as a random interceptsignifiant

association was not found withemtal health (anxiety and depressi@uggesting that
neither time nor individual differences accounted for varianceantal health
In exploring the links of SNS behaviours and mental heattbessing SNS in

privateand bonding social capital positively predicted mental health.

4.2.4 Supplementaryindings
Our findings also highlight that presenting the false self to explore positively predicted

selfesteem. It has been argued that those high in social anxiety are more likely to

present the false self to explore7(Lee
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To explore this within our findings, we conducted a moderation analyses in R using the
Ime4 packages (Bates et al., 2015). ®8steem was entered as the outcome variable
with social phobia scorg®ne of the subscales from the RCADS mental healtle)scal
entered as the predictor variabiedthefalse self to exploras the moderatdo assess

if the false self to explorenoderated the relationship between social phahisel
esteemThe interaction term accounted for a significant proportion o/#r&ance in
selfesteem, R= 3.2, F(3, 248) = 41.18, p = .001, bG:32, t(880) =3.61, p < .001.

This suggests that social phobia negatively moderates the relationship between the false
self to explore and sedsteem.SeeTable 5 and Figure 1 for a summary of these

supplementary findings

Table5. A summary of the linear regression model conducted withesédfem as the
outcome variable and the real self, the ideal self, the false self to explore, the false self

to compare/impress and the falsd seldeceive entered as predictor variables.

Self-esteem

b SE t p
Intercept (TP and ID) 13.24 2.17 6.08 <.001***
Real self -5.32 0.84 -6.36 <.001***
Ideal self 1.22 1.22 1.00 0.318
False self to explore 4.71 0.84 5.61 <.001***
False self to -1.80 1.04 -1.73 0.085
compare/impress
False self to deceive 1.26 0.91 1.38 0.169

*p<.05;**p<.01;**p<.001.
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Figure 1.Relationships between social phobia and-sstéem for five scoring levels

of presentation of the false self online

5. Discussion
This study ai med -to-@2 yeaxspSNS bebaviauts overdimesand s |,

whether these predicted mental health and wellbeing outcomedme with our
expectations that online behaviours would predictestiéem, wellbeing and mental
health, v found that selflisclosure, selpresentation, bonding and bridging social
capital were significant independent predictors of-esteem. Further, facets of self
presentation predicted sedteem in different ways; however, these were contrary to
our epectations. However, it was only bridging social capital that predicted wellbeing
and bonding social capital that predicted mental health (anxiety and depression). In
contrast to our expectationsgither cyberbullying perpetration nor victimisation
predicts any of our outcome variables.

In addition to our main research questions, we also investigated SNS access and
use with the #to 12yearolds to understand if any of these factors may account for
variability in feelings of seliesteem, wellbeing, an8i&D. Our findings also identify
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that owning an SNS account is risky for sedteem, but beneficial for wellbeing.
Steinfield, Ellison and Lampe (2008) found that those already in lowestem
benefitted more from SNS use than those alreadytodidgh in selfesteem due to the
social capital opportunities available online; this may contextualise our findings.
Changes over time explained the variance in wellbeing scores, so perhaps SNS use over
time benefits wellbeing particularly for those with low sedteem. We cannot be
certain of this from our findings, but it would be interesting to consider in the future.
Further, accessing SNS privately within the bedroom also positively predicted self
esteem and wellbeing. Children lack social autonomy in casgpato adolescents and
adults (Corsaro, 2015); thus, allowing children the privacy of socialising in their own
space may therefore enhance-ssifeem. Albeit, private access also increases the risk
of mental healthit appears that private access is lierad but that it does also expose

children to risks.

5.1 Time spentonline

Frequency of time spent online did not predict-esteem, wellbeing onental health
scores. As we hypothesised, it appears th
upon the outcomes, rather than purely the amount of time spent online. This is in
alignment with a growing body of research considering online use (LaRose, Eastin &
Gregg, 2001; Morgan & Cotton, 2003). In fact, Best, Manktelow and Taylor (2014)
report that more contemporary research is moving away from the online displacement
theory. Interestingly, Pea et al. (2012) identified that time spent online could be
benefical, especially where children (agedt®12 years) use faem®-face digital
communication (e.g., video calling). In alignment with such research, our findings
argue that rather than the amount of time children spend online, more research should

consider ofine behaviours.

5.2 Online behaviours

As we expected, seffresentation behaviours predicted ssfeem, albeit not as we

expected. The false self to explore, rather than the real self, positively predicted self
esteem. Twomey and OOo&mResanting the fals@ eIt exploper o p 0 s
is more likely amongst those high in social anxiety, however, our findings found that

those who reported high social phobia were actually less likely to present the false self

to explore. Studies have previously idéat that those who lack identity cohesion

(Schwartz et al., 2009) are more likely to utilise the false selves to explore identifies
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online (Michikyan, 2020; Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015; Valkenburg &

Peter, 2011). When we consider childhoocdaensitive period of identity formation
(Barrett, 2007) and childrenods i ncreasi |
techniques (Watling & Banerjee, 2007), utilising SNS may provide children with the
opportunity to trial out a range of impression managerbehaviours. Exploring via

the false self is anonymous and therefore the child can learn about impressions without

fear of judgement (Michikyan, Subrahmanyam & Dennis, 2015). Subsequently,
children may feel more confident in managing impressions moly,oenhancing

their selfesteem.

Presenting the real self, on the other hand, negatively predicteestsdin.
Receiving negative feedback can be detrimental uporestem, particularly in
response to the real seElfjot et al., 2000; MichikyanPennis, & Subrahmanyam,
2015). In fact, Hu et al. (2017) propose that the anonymity of the online environment
encourages people to post the negative tr
that conflict with s oc amdthisincoeasasghe bkelidoode x p e ¢
of negative feedback (Forest & Wood, 2012). Additionally,-ded€losure negatively
predicted selesteem. We know that misjudging online audiences can result in negative
feedback (Bazarova et al., 2012). Potentiallyldcbn are less successful at judging the
appropriateness of their disclosure and to what extent they present the real self online,
which may subsequently reap negative feedback and impagsedm.

In line with our hypotheses, bridging social capitahaviours positively
predicted selesteem and wellbeing. Within adolescent and adult samples, bridging
social capital has been found to enhanceesem due to feelings of connectedness
and popularity (Ellison et al., 2007; Ellison, Steinfield & Lan@@)8; Hofer & Auber,

2013). Children are more limited than adults in their opportunities for socialising
(Corsaro, 2015); utilising SNS may provide a unique platform for children to broaden
their social network. In fact, our findings also highlight thavate access in the
bedroom positively predicted both seteem and wellbeing. Allowing children the
privacy to bridge social capital online may be beneficial as they feel more skilled at
initiating and forming friendships, a skill which is typically lamard offline
(Livingstone, 2007).

Although bridging social capital may be beneficial, bonding social capital
negatively predicted both sedsteem andnental health Bonding social capital is

intrinsically tied with trust (Wu et al., 2012). Where admisjudges trustworthiness,
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