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ABSTRACT

The COVID-19 pandemic powerfully impacted consumers overall reliance on various
communication technologies (Cruz-Cardenas, et al., 2021). Various technologies emerged during
that period as crucial educational tools (i.e., during school closures); to enable remote working; to
access health services and care; to order food and other essential supplies, and as the main
communication tool for families and other important groups during lockdown periods (Sheth,
2020; Ofcom, 2020). This unique cultural epoch highlighted the severity of digital disparities, and
this was particularly intensified for young children who were denied face to face school and peer
group socialisation; instead becoming reliant on their parents and teachers to help build a very
necessary digital citizenship (Mossberger, et al., 2008). In general, the way that children are
socialised into digital citizenship is of key interest to policymakers (Online Safety Bill, UK
Parliament, 2022); Education Technology policies (DfE, 2019b); and academics regarding for
example, the exploration of relationships consumers form to devices (Melumad & Pham, 2020)
and the implication of digital disparities for child consumers in the digital age (Olafsson &
Mascheroni, 2015). This general set of concerns, has however, become an intensified set of
concerns due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic (Bozkurt, et al., 2020).

This study draws on data collected both prior to and during the COVID-19 lockdown to explore the
impact of the pandemic on child technology socialisation. Prior to the pandemic, data collection
consisted of explorative multi-method research for two key socialisation agents of the child
consumer: teachers (Shin & Lwin, 2016), using focus groups and parents/guardians (Cotte &
Wood, 2004) through surveys as well as interactive focus groups with young children. During the
pandemic, alternative methods of data collection were employed using online forums for surveys
and online interviews for the teachers and parents/guardians.

Child socialisation, defined as ‘processes by which young people acquire skills, knowledge and
attitudes relevant to their functioning as consumers in the marketplace’ (Ward, 1974, p. 2).
Although accepted as a process involving family, peers, mass media, teachers and the wider
community (Lawlor & Prothero, 2011); socialisation has tended to be conceptualized in the
consumer research literature as predominantly parental, and peer (John, 1999; Hunter-Jones,
2014). Although some research has examined peer and sibling effects (Kerrane et al., 2015). This
thesis extends the extant literature to develop a more holistic model of this process, encompassing
policymakers, schools and parents/families, by exploring the complexity of interactions between
these environments. It concludes that the manner in which children are socialised toward digijtal
citizenship is highly complex and the development of the child technology socialisation ecosystem
helps to better understand this complexity. The findings explore the role of the family, school and
policy with peer to peer socialisation changing in importance and kind due to the pandemic. In the
school environment, the impact that differential familial socialisation had on educational outcomes
was an important theme, in addition to this, the school culture toward the use of enabling
technology (ET), the teacher’s personal consumption of technology, their views and experience of
child ET use and their perceived role, emerges as a further influential layer of the child consumers
ET socialisation eco-system. Recommendations include the need to consider further interventions
to lessen digital inequality for the child consumer.
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CHAPTER ONE
- INTRODUCTION -

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The introductory chapter contextualizes the research undertaken by discussing the scope,
background, justification, significance and contributions of the study. An overview of the chapters
is also provided with the overall structure and flow of the project outlined.

Figure 1: Introduction chapter outline

INTRODUCTION

Within the introduction, the tone of the chapter is set along with an outline of
the chapter.

THE STUDY SCOPE

The scope of the study provides a detailed account of what the study covers in
terms of data and theory and helps illustrate the limitations of the research.

¥

AN OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS CHAPTERS

The chapter overview gives a description of each chapter within the thesis,
highlighting the coherence of the research project.

RESEARCHER BACKGROUND

When conducting qualitative research, the literature has identified a need for
an introduction to the researcher to understand their position within the
project; given their presence within the research is more prominent in
comparison to quantitative studies.

THE STUDY BACKGROUND

The study background provides an introduction toward the impact of young
children becoming differentially socialised when it comes to their use of
emerging technology, how this was heightened during the Coronavirus disease
2019 (COVID-19) pandemic and the reality of digital inequality within the
familial and educational contexts.
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JUSTIFICATION FOR THE STUDY AND SIGNIFICANCE

The justification and significance of the study is discussed to help outline the
value and need for the research undertaken.

A 4

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

This section outlines the aims of the study and the objectives the research
project achieved.

A 4

CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

This section outlines the contribution the research project has made to the
field of consumer behaviour.

A 4

STRUCTURE OF THESIS

The structure of the thesis highlights a pictorial illustration of how the thesis is
structured.

) 4

PROJECT FLOW

The flow of the project indicates which chapters achieve the objectives
identified, coinciding with the flow of the project.

1.2 THE STUDY SCOPE

The COVID-19 pandemic increased digital inequalities, making those on the wrong side of the
digital divide increasingly vulnerable (Beaunoyer, et al., 2020). This research project surrounds the
highly emotive topic of the child consumer’s rights approach to digital experiences (Livingstone, et
al., 2023). The recent ban of smartphones within schools exemplifies that although access was
accelerated during lockdown (Cruz-Cardenas, et al., 2021); we still do not fully understand this.
The policy prohibiting the use of mobile phones seeks to ban the use of smartphones in schools
(Department for Education, 2024), whereas teachers and parents disagree about the effectiveness
of this (Asbali, 2024; Milmo, 2024). The findings show the complexities of ET use among young
children is not going away and answers the research question: “How has the COVID-19 pandemic
impacted upon the digital divide for children?” with the aim of exploring how ET was embraced
within the familial and education environment’s during the COVID-19 lockdown context. This topic
divides opinion on how best to guide children to become digital citizens, interrelating the
contributions of the research: Understanding how the COVID-19 pandemic impacted upon the
digital divide for young children, adding the concept of child socialisation ecosystems within digital
socialisation research, introducing teachers as important socialisation actors within the child
socialisation ecosystem and to help policymakers and educators understand the status quo of the
digital divide in the post-COVID era.

The scope of the project surrounds data collected in the days leading up to the COVID-19 lockdown
environment (focus group of the teachers), during lockdown (teacher and parent surveys) and post-
lockdown (teacher and parent interviews). It covers the experience of these participants during this
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time, with consideration toward how they used ET, what changed about this in comparison to pre
and post pandemic life, as well as their views on the experience of the child consumer. Although
the child consumer is the focus of this project, it was not possible to speak to young children directly
due to the pandemic. This study accesses the perspective of teachers and parents on the child as
consumers of ET. The research was limited toward the digital aspects of the lockdown environment
that impacted the socialisation of the child consumer which is where the addition of knowledge
stems from; avenues of exploration outside of this scope were not investigated further.

This study considers the account of lockdown experiences of parents who had children aged 8-11,
although some parents also had other children of different age groups, parents were only asked to
complete the survey if they had children within this age group. Teachers were asked to complete
the survey if they taught children from the ages of 8-11 which included both primary and secondary
school teachers. The geographic location was initially Merseyside, however due to lockdown and
the nature of the online data collection methods, it was difficult to only target one area, thus the
data is representative of parents and teachers who reside in the UK. The sample size was less of
a concern whereby data saturation was reached throughout all methods of research.

Constraints of the project lie within the time period within which it took place as face-to-face
research was not possible, and online methods had to be utilised. Although this was not in the
control of the researcher, every effort was made to limit any possible issues of this and the context
of the COVID-19 environment is completely transparent throughout the project.

1.3 AN OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS CHAPTERS

Chapter one: introduction

Within chapter one an introduction to the project is given. This adds value to the thesis by outlining
the relevance of the research undertaken, introducing the reader to the research question, aims
and objectives as well as providing information surrounding the researcher, the study background
and rationale. An overview of the chapters is given to conceptualise the structure of the thesis.

Chapter two: enabling theory

Chapter two offers a snapshot of the different theoretical perspectives toward the topic under
investigation, it adds value to the thesis by highlighting how interrelating these perspectives enable
the topic to be fully explored. This allows the reader to consider these theories as a frame of
reference when reading the chapters through the viewpoint of the researcher.

Chapter three: literature review

The literature review achieves objective one by tying together existing knowledge through a multi-
disciplinary lens between consumer behaviour pertaining to ET use within the familial, educational,
political and COVID-19 context with a focus on digital inequality. Value is added through this
chapter by understanding current research in the area of the child consumers digjtal socialisation.

Chapter four: method and methodology

Within this chapter the research philosophy, approach, design, methodology, strategy, data
collection methods, analysis techniques and ethical considerations are detailed. This adds value
to the thesis by outlining the researchers considerations and justifications toward the approaches
taken, as well as highlighting the impact the COVID-19 context had on the data collection and
sampling techniques. In doing so, transparency is given toward how the data was collected and
the findings analysed.
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Chapter five: phase one

Chapter five illustrates the findings from the first stage of the research which was achieved leading
up to the COVID-19 lockdown. This phase incudes the focus group for teachers which aided the
development of the teacher survey.

Chapter six: phase two

Chapter six follows the same structure as chapter five by outlining the findings from the surveys
and interviews conducted for the teacher participants. This research took place both during and
after the COVID-19 lockdown context.

Chapter seven: phase three

Phase three within chapter seven outlines the findings of the data collected from the surveys and
interviews conducted for the parent/guardian participants. This research also illustrates data
collected both during and after the COVID-19 lockdown context.

Chapter eight: discussion

Within the discussion chapter the findings from each phase of the project are holistically
considered. In doing so, the research question: how did the COVID-19 pandemic influence the
digital divide for the child consumer? Is answered and a conceptual framework for understanding
the child consumer’s digital socialisation during the COVID-19 pandemic is shown. This adds value
to the thesis by showing in what ways the findings interrelate current literature, and how the
findings extend on pre-existing knowledge.

Chapter nine: conclusion
Chapter nine concludes the research project with consideration toward practical, theoretical and
political contributions the study makes. This chapter is valuable to the overall thesis by stating the
implications and recommendations resulting from the research findings as well as considering
avenues for future research.

1.4 RESEARCHER BACKGROUND
Given (2008) highlights the importance of transparency within qualitative research, the
background of the research and researcher has been included for research credibility. Plowright’s
(2011) framework has been utilised by highlighting the five contexts within which research
questions are formulated.

1.4.1 PROFESSIONAL
During my MSc Digital Marketing dissertation at LIMU, | investigated through focus groups the
social media activities of young children. This highlighted disparities in their experiences, making
me concerned not just for their safety, but for those excluded. It was evident some children were
missing out on key elements of consumer culture.

1.4.2 ORGANISATIONAL POLICY

Primary and Secondary school’s within the UK form the organisational context for the study.
Reference is made to the UK educational policy throughout this thesis.

1.4.3 POLICY

The MSc dissertation focussed on the Online Harms White Paper (2019), referred to as the Online
Safety Bill (UK Parliament, 2022 b.), which seeks to put in place further restrictions regarding child
internet use. The pandemic highlighted further prominence of this topic within education which
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interrelates policy pertaining specifically to the digitisation of education, referred to as EdTech
(2019a).

It is important to note changes within laws toward consumers daily lives during the COVID-19
pandemic; people were restricted to their homes whereby home schooling and work was facilitated
virtually. Only key workers remained in the face-to-face work environment, with children of these
workers permitted to remain in school (Public Health England, 2020). Leaving the home was only
permitted if deemed essential for the care of others, to get food or medical supplies and for one
hour of outdoor exercise (Cabinet Office, 2020).

1.4.4 NATIONAL
This research takes place within the United Kingdom.

1.4.5 THEORETICAL
The theoretical scope emphasises multiple levels of socialisation; the macro-level as political, the
meso-level to be institutional and the micro level to be agents within everyday environments such
as the family (Richardson, et al., 2005).

1.4.6 MOTIVATION FOR STUDY

My family background influenced me as a researcher and my interest in the topic because | have
seen first-hand that not all siblings in the same household have equal digital socialisation
experiences. The detriment of digital inequality within the workplace is something | have also
observed throughout many professional roles. This motivated me to research how embedded
differential access and opportunities are within the layers of the child consumers socialisation eco-
system.

1.5 THE STUDY BACKGROUND

1.5.1 THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

The COVID-19 pandemic required consumers to be more reliant on technology than ever before,
where it was expected to be used as an educational tool during school closures, for remote working,
a way to access health services and care, as well as being the main communication tool for
consumers during lockdown periods (Sheth, 2020; Ofcom, 2020). This unique cultural shift in
terms of a consumers’ reliance on technology highlighted the severity of digital disparities;
intensified for young children whereby they are reliant on their parents and teachers when building
their digital citizenship (Mossberger, et al., 2008). For some, their independent digital knowledge
and skills were relied upon in their household during the pandemic, either to stay engaged with
their own educational activities, at times assisting caregivers as well as taking on ‘sibship’
responsibilities; acting as key socialisation agents to their siblings (Kerrane, et al., 2015). The
increased reliance on technology within the home and school environment meant inequalities in
consumers skill and engagement when using devices were more intensely realised, with all
members of the household feeling the effects of the frustrations that would have come from an
absence or shortage of skill and aptitude in this area.

1.5.2 DIGITAL DIVIDES AMONG CHILD CONSUMERS

Research interrelating digital disparities within young consumers has previously been focused on
digital literacy due to public concern surrounding young children with internet access (Livingstone,
et al., 2018), with research centring on child protection. Ownership of ET “technology that enables
the user to perform a task or to improve his or her overall performance: e.g. the internet” (Collins,
2024); is becoming increasingly ambiguous among young children with some parents seeing it as
a ‘rite of passage’ around age 11/12 (Haddon & Vincent, 2015; Bettany & Kerrane, 2016), acccess
however is starting much earlier (Ofcom, 2019). With regard to the use of ET within schools, policies
are not unified, thus within the UK, access is unequal and the responsibility of the family. During
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the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown context, access was deemed essential as a source of education,
entertainment and social support, thus the effect of differential ownership and access among child
consumers was problematic during this time. The differential consumer experiences surrounding
ET leads to implications for equality of educational opportunity, sociality, support and friendship.
Earlier studies including the pan-EU Net Children Go Mobile survey (3500 respondents/9-16
years) (Olafsson & Mascheroni, 2015) suggest emergent digital inequalities among children with
and without access to the internet intersect with social inequalities, and can result in disparities in
online activities, with children who benefit from a greater autonomy of use and a longer online
experience, having enhanced socio-economic opportunities. The pandemic saw this suggestion
turn to a world-wide reality. Issues relating to digital exclusion/inequality are therefore becoming
more central, as the pandemic has accelerated the ubiquity of reliance on ET, making this line of
research increasingly more important.

1.5.3 THE ROLE OF SOCIALISATION AGENTS DURING THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC
The three contexts within which child socialisation took place during the pandemic included the
familial (micro-environment), educational (meso-environment), and political (macro-environment).
Barnes (2022) highlights how parents and carers are integral policy actors given their advocacy is
central to campaign success, reinforcing the findings from Loblich & Wendelin (2012), that policy
decisions form part of a mass process. The familial environment is particularly prominent given
children model their parents (Bandura, 1977). Carers who do not use the internet, are less likely
to introduce their children to ET, it is therefore the goal of policy to ensure every child has access
and certain skills, this goal is then carried out by teachers meaning the first level divide (access) is
lessened by policy makers, teachers work toward equality of opportunity within the second level
divides (skills) and parents play a vital role within the third level (outcomes) (Keen & France, 2022).

Policy makers are an indirect but authoritative agent when it comes to the digital socialisation of
young children; with aims to deliver economic and social growth through the development of digital
skills (Davies & Eynon, 2018). The proposal of Educational Technology policy (EdTech) was piloted
in April 2019 (DfE, 2019b) and seeks to standardize the digital skill development of young children
within schools.

Teachers are a direct reflection of policy influence, given the department of education will direct
and set policies that teachers work toward (such as the teaching of digital skills) and teach the use
ICT technology (Schriever, 2020), which was heightened when education was virtually facilitated
during the pandemic. However, teacher attitude impacts how technology is used in the classroom
and therefore the socialisation experience for young children (Schriever, 2020). Kemp, et al.
(2018) suggests as computing studies is no longer mandatory within Progress 8 (DfE, 2016; DfE,
2017; DfE, 2019a; DfE, 2020) school leaders may be less encouraging toward spend in this area
however. This indicates that although the macro (political) context aims to standardise the
development of digital skills within the meso (education) context, this is not the case within
individual schools and classrooms.

Research has well documented the importance of caregivers within a child’s digital culture,
whether they are directly or indirectly mediating their child’s use of ET (Kordrostami, et al., 2018).
When in the role of caregiver, Liu, Dallas & Fitzsimons (2019) highlight consumers strive to balance
the carers preferences and child’s preferences, whilst making choices appropriate for the child’s
long-term wellbeing. Mascheroni, et al. (2016) highlights understanding parental use of ET is
pivotal in understanding children’s, thus many studies have considered the digital media
socialisation process from the parental perspective. Socialisation differs within every household
however.

This project progresses understanding toward how these three important contexts within the child
consumers digital socialisation eco-system embraced ET during the pandemic, and the impact on
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the child consumer. Therefore delving further into Sheth’s (2020) initial discussion on the
immediate impact of COVID-19 on consumer behaviour.

1.6 JUSTIFICATION FOR THE STUDY AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE

The justification of this study stems from considerations of inequality within the consumption of
ET. The significance comes from exploration of this within a unique crisis environment: The COVID-
19 pandemic. Focusing on the context of the familial, educational and political environment during
this time, extends knowledge of consumer behaviour theories surrounding a consumers’ individual
agency toward the use of ET and how this is influenced by differing layers within the digital
socialisation process, with emphasis toward the impact of this on young children.

1.6.1 THE IMPACT OF DIGITAL INEQUALITY

The opportunities available to consumers utilizing the beneficial outcomes of technology use
bleeds into social, cultural and economic outcomes (Helsper & Reisdorf, 2017). With 86% of the
UK adult population deemed internet users (Ofcom, 2020), research has moved beyond broad
considerations between the have and have nots when it comes to digital inclusion, but the quality
of that inclusion. Lines are becoming less clear-cut between online and offline inequality, with
Helsper & Reisdorf (2017) finding them to be intrinsically linked. This means those who suffer from
offline social exclusion, might find this reality lessened through digital inclusion and vice versa.
Thus, the richness in the outcomes of consumer inclusion (both social and digital) is determined
through the interdependent relationship between their offline social and digital behaviours. As
indicated within the background of this study, social inclusion was sustained and contingent on a
consumer’s digital inclusion during the COVID-19 pandemic context. Consumers face pertinent
levels of inequality without equal opportunities when it comes to our socialisation and education
surrounding ET.

1.6.2 AN INTERDISCIPLINARY LENS

The familial context

Socio-demographic factors largely effect the outcomes of digital technology use, however exclusion
is increasingly becoming a personal consumer choice (Helsper & Reisdorf, 2017). Complex familial
negotiations take place with regard to child internet access, whereby parents are the purchasers,
but children are the consumers (Kerrane , et al., 2012; Kerrane & Hogg, 2013). Personal choice
within the home environment are rightly with parents/guardian’s, however total exclusion can lead
to detriments later in life where Weil et al (1990) found technophobia could present itself as an
anxiety about present or future interaction, negative global attitudes about technological
operations and their societal impact, or self-critical internal dialogues during present or future
interactions. In this study, the media was also found to have influenced the participants’ attitude
toward technology depending on their predisposition, which largely stemmed from their experience
of use. Within a society such as the UK where rapid technological innovation is prominent, this
hinders the availability of socio-economic opportunities for consumers who have been completely
excluded from access to ET. Consumers whose socialisation agents were uncomfortable when
introducing technology are far more likely to experience technophobic tendencies, than those
whose socialisation agents were comfortable and confident when introducing technology. In Weil
& Rosen (1995), this work was extended in a cross-country study, finding technophobia in
countries where technology is common and innovative (much like the UK) may express phobias
through their fear of the unknown, but also by being overwhelmed with the volume of gadgets
available.

Helsper & Reisdorf (2017) considered the emergence of a digital underclass throughout a
longitudinal cross country-study finding in Sweden and Britain where internet use was high,
motivation was the main focus of technological inclusion. Motivations toward access are not
balanced however, Kalmus, et al. (2011) developed a quantitative study, with personality traits as
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the basis for identifying inclusion/exclusion choices. Here it was found consumers were motivated
to use the internet primarily for social media and entertainment or work and information, finding
the younger generations were more likely to access the internet for social media and entertainment
purposes. The findings with regard to these choices, motivations, value and desire to use
technology can be conceptualised throughout Kozinets (2008) work on technology ideologies. The
narratives here were conceptualised as techspressive: “technology consumption as pleasure”,
work machine “technology consumption as economic engine”, Techtopian “technology
consumption as social progress” or Green Luddite “technology consumption as destruction of the
natural”. Within this study, it was found consumers who used technology at work did not want to
use it at home. Conversely, within the context of the caregiver, Mascheroni, et al. (2016) found
parents ICT use at work positively impacted the active mediation of child’s media (regardless of
their socio-economic background). This pilots the need for minimal exposure of balanced
technology use and the importance of interludes of this access. The necessity of balance and use
of technology was heightened within the family home during the COVID-19 pandemic, making the
context of this study illustrious for exploration of this nature.

The educational context

van Deursen & van Dijk (2019) highlight that despite common access to the internet (ONS, 2020),
affordability is still a consistent issue. Not in terms of basic access, but the expenses associated
with maintenance, software, subscriptions and other device related opportunities; relating to
second and third level divides. Pearce & Rice (2013) suggest users of ET did not engage in as
many beneficial activities in comparison to devices that are more costly to maintain (laptops and
computers), despite being the most common forms of internet access for those on ‘the wrong side
of the digital divide’. With this study being centered around young children, it invites an
interdisciplinary perspective between the familial and educational contexts. Reasons for this are
that educational institutions are by definition, responsible for ensuring equality of access to
materials, insights and experiences that lead to advanced socio-economic opportunities in the
future: “We work to provide children’s services, education and skills training that ensures
opportunity is equal for all, no matter background, family circumstances, or need. At our heart, we
are the department for realising potential. We enable children and learners to thrive, by protecting
the vulnerable and ensuring the delivery of excellent standards of education, training and care.
This helps realise everyone’s potential — and that powers our economy, strengthens society, and
increases fairness” (DfE ‘about us’, 2021).

In ensuring potential to empower the economy, computer technology previously implicated
education policy as the commodity was seen to increase human capital, making workforces better
educated, more productive and competitive (Mossberger, et al., 2003, p. 5); whereas ET has not
(or at least not equally) been introduced across schools in the UK. Since the introduction of
computing technology in schools in the 1990’s (Tatnall & Davey, 2014), ET such as tablets and
smartphones have come a long way. They can no longer be considered a ‘shiny new toy’ when free
exploration of the internet is pertinent to build digital literacy and resilience (Hollis, et al., 2020).
The LR discusses in detail how the quality of digital outcomes are dependent on the device on
which the internet is accessed, however beneficial outcomes are available to those with access to
the internet from a wide range of devices. The likelihood of beneficial outcomes however, is
currently dependent on the way in which use is encouraged within households. Consideration
toward inequality in this regard is already prevalent, not only within research confirming
relationships between socio-demographic variables and quality digital usage, but also within
initiatives from the UK Government encouraging parents from lower income household’s to use
educational apps on ET such as smartphones and tablets (DfE, 2019c).

Consumer behaviour is the lead discipline within this research because it moves beyond
considering educational institutions and educators in the same regard. Teachers within this study
are considered as consumers of technology in the first light, the dynamism of their consumption of
technology and how this is reflected in their teaching practice is then considered. This is considered
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through the teacher’s individual relationship with technology, what an institution ‘should’ or ‘should
not’ be doing is considered the responsibility of educational policy.

1.6.3 COVID-19: A UNIQUE CRISIS ENVIRONMENT?

Although there is a unique nature of the COVID-19 context, exploration during this time allows
insight toward a post-pandemic environment. The exploration of technology use during the
pandemic is of pivotal interest given the unique crisis is arguably representative of a snapshot of
future consumer behaviour, whereby technological reliance increases. Theoretically this is
pertinent to this context alone, and the main contribution this study seeks to make.

The COVID-19 pandemic saw the issue of digital inequality move from a ‘join the que’ attitude with
regard to the involvement of technology within education, to a non-optional necessity. EdTech was
planned to be integrated within schools from April 2019 with the aim to develop and embed
technology in a bid to diminish current barriers hindering the support and utilisation of good
technology use. These aims take the form of cutting teacher workloads, increasing efficiencies,
inclusion and to improve educational outcomes (DfE, 2019b). Policymakers acknowledged
delaying or rather, not prioritising this was an oversight during the Westminster Education Forum
policy conference, (2021). Nevertheless, educators worked tirelessly to ensure these plans were
accelerated in facilitating virtual learning during the national lockdown. Looking to the future, table
1 outlines the aims of EdTech.

Table 1: The aims of EdTech

AIM ACTION

Support learning | ¢ Helping those not in formal education to gain new skills

throughout life

Proving use of home early learning apps can be beneficial for both parents
and children

Improving delivery and accessibility of online basic skills training for adults
Incorporating artificial intelligence (Al) to support the delivery of online
learning and training for adults

Teaching
practice

Identify the best technology proven to help level the playing field for
learners

Encourage and demonstrate teachers to diagnose and support their
development needs through the use of technology

Assessment

Include the use of technology to help reduce teacher workload relating to

assessment preparation and marketing
e Incorporate anti-cheating software

through technology use with the aim of reducing teacher workload
e Use technology to facilitate part-time and flexible working patterns

Administration | e Improve parental engagement and communication that is mediated

A survey conducted from November 2020-January 2021 aimed to capture the experiences of
schools during lockdown, and embedded responses from 1,012 schools, 1,001 Headteachers,
943 teachers and 975 staff members who had knowledge of EdTech capacity within the school
(DfE, 2021). When asked about issues for child consumers during this time, 61% of teachers noted
the availability of technology in pupils homes as a ‘big barrier’, a further 33% said this was a ‘small
barrier’ with only 4% suggesting this was not an issue. Internet connectivity was similarly regarded
with only 5% stating this was not an issue. With regard to digital skills however, 31% observed this
as a big issue, 50% as a small issue and only 18% of teachers did not see this as a barrier. From
an institutional perspective, wireless connectivity in school was not seen as a barrier by 32% of
Headteachers and 37% of teachers. 40% of Headteachers and 42% of teachers did not experience
issues with the broadband connectivity in the school. Staff barriers in terms of current
skills/confidence was not seen as an issue for 12% of Headteachers and 42% of teachers. This is
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concerning considering an overwhelming number of teachers and Headteachers saw both
institutional, and personal capability as an issue. Willingness to use technology however was not
seen as an issue by 37% of Headteachers and 67% of teachers, which is a positive sign. The initial
descriptions of these barriers signify the importance of foresight toward what this will mean for the
continuous interrelation of EdTech in the future. Exploration in the context of the COVID-19
pandemic is a significant contribution of this research.

1.7 THE STUDY SIGNIFICANCE

Research surrounding technology adoption theories is largely focused on factors or criteria that
result in inclusion or exclusion (Straub, 2009). Differential outcomes of technology inclusion are
recognised (Livingstone, et al., 2019) and looks at the consumers outcomes of technology use with
consideration toward socio-demographic variables. A consumers’ individual agency within
environments that are significant to the child consumer, such as the family and schools during the
COVID-19 pandemic are under explored. The significance of inequality within a child’s experiences
surrounding technology use tends to be overlooked given priority has (rightly so) been toward safety
and potential harms (HM Government, 2017). The prioritization of focus toward child safety and
harms is thoroughly justified, however the role of digital inequality within a child's consumer’s
socialisation is an area that can be explored further; the enforced reliance on technology during
the COVID-19 pandemic heightened awareness toward this.

Political significance

The permanence of the increased reliance on technology resulting from the pandemic has been
infused within work and educational environments especially. This indicates that whilst the COVID-
19 context is considered a unique crisis environment, technological capabilities, and our reliance
on devices is only moving forward. The pandemic environment is considered a snapshot of what
the future will hold (Sheth, 2020). Understanding the dynamism of a consumers digital
socialisation is of key interest to policymakers in ensuring consumers are not left disadvantaged
in an increasingly digital world (DfE, 2019b). Not only in ensuring that the UK’s workforce is globally
valuable and well equipped for this future, but that consumers understand the different outcomes
available to them and in an equal stead, the importance of balance and the significance of harms
when using devices. The significant policies in this area include the Online Safety Bill (UK
Parliament, 2022 b.) and digital education, EdTech (2019a). The findings of the study provide
significant implications toward EdTech policy (2019a), finding policymakers need to take a more
active role to achieve the policy aims.

Theoretical significance

The theoretical significance of this study comes from the enforced nature of technology adoption
as a result of the constraints from the COVID-19 pandemic. Technology adoption was necessitated
during this time which in turn led to technology diffusion in a different sense than previously
considered, stemming from crisis as opposed to personal choice. The theoretical focus explores
the child’s digital socialisation environment within an ecological approach toward the different
socialisation contexts that were significant during the COVID-19 pandemic. By extending
knowledge toward the dynamism of ET use within this eco-system, the study heightens awareness
toward the implications of a lack of unified policy when it comes to the child consumers
socialisation within the macro, meso and micro contexts.

Practical significance
The practical significance of this study surrounds the three environments that were of focus: The
political, educational and familial which resulted from the achievement of objective six. The
findings show each environment are working toward a shared goal; the digital education and
protection of the child consumer. The implications of this study highlight understanding toward the
process of digital competence needs to be reconsidered whereby ideals currently surround
children being digitally literate without exposure to risk.
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1.8 THE STUDY AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

1.8.1 RESEARCH AIMS

The review of current literature identified a need to expand knowledge surrounding the child
consumer’s digital socialisation environment during the COVID-19 pandemic; whereby consumers
of all ages, backgrounds and industries were more reliant on technology than ever before,
heightening the awareness and impact of digital inequality. The project aimed to explore how ET
was embraced by consumers within the familial and education environment’s during the COVID-
19 context with focus on how this impacted the child consumer.

1.8.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
Objective one: To examine, critically discuss and articulate a literature review interconnecting the
impact of digital inequality within the child’s consumption of ET, the significance of the familial and
educational contexts and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic.

This objective is important to the whole research process from recognizing what is already known
to the field of consumer behaviour and digital divides with concentration on the familial and
education contexts during the COVID-19 pandemic. Considering different theoretical and
methodological approaches used throughout the literature aided the design of the research
questions and was useful when interpreting the findings.

Objective two: To identify demographic and motivational factors that influence digital
inclusion/exclusion aiding deeper understanding toward the data collected.

This objective was important to ensure the data analysis was rigorous in its exploration toward the
embrace of ET for parents and teachers during the COVID-19 pandemic. With consideration toward
what this meant for the child consumer, it facilitated deeper understanding toward the outputs of
the research.

Objective three: To investigate how parent/guardian and teacher consumers embraced ET during
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Digital inequality within the consumption of ET is increasingly becoming a choice in cultures like
the UK. It was important to gain understanding toward how socio-economic factors impacted the
embrace of ET during the COVID-19 lockdown context as well as how parent and teacher
consumers embraced ET during lockdown.

Objective four: To discuss the impact of how consumers within the familial and educational
contexts embraced ET during the COVID-19 pandemic, on the child consumer.

Although young children are the consumers, parents are the purchasers and schools have
autonomy when it comes to the introduction of ET. Both socialisation agents heavily influence a
child’s digital socialisation which was heightened due to the reliance on ET during this time and
the significance of these contexts. This was achieved through focus groups, online questionnaires,
and interviews.

Objective five: To investigate and evaluate an educators perspective on the use of ET within
schools.

This objective was important to gain understanding toward how ET is utilised within schools in
understanding the implications of the individual autonomy schools have with regard to ET use. This
was more significant during the during the COVID-19 lockdown whereby virtual learning was
facilitated. This was investigated through focus groups, questionnaires and interviews.
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Objective six: To develop a conceptual framework encompassing how the parental and teacher
consumers embraced ET during the COVID-19 pandemic with consideration toward how this
impacted the child consumer and what this may mean for the future.

The final objective relates to the outputs of the research project in terms of the contribution it
seeks to make.

1.9 CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE

This thesis presents three interlinked contributions. The first relates to the empirical evidence
presented in the findings, addressing the research question of “how has the COVID-19 pandemic
impacted upon the digital divide for children?” The second contribution augments child
socialisation theory by adding the concept of child socialisation ecosystems, this introduces
important socialisation actors (like teachers) into consumer research which has hitherto largely
ignored these aspects of child socialisation. The third contribution is to policy makers and
educators to help them understand the status quo of the digital divide as we go into the post-covid
era.

1.10 THE THESIS STRUCTURE
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER TWO: ENABLING THEORY

CHAPTER THREE: LITERATURE REVIEW

CHAPTER FOUR: METHOD & METHODOLOGY

CHAPTER FIVE: PHASE ONE

CHAPTER SIX: PHASE TWO

CHAPTER SEVEN: PHASE THREE

CHAPTER EIGHT: DISCUSSION

CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSION
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1.10.1 PROJECT FLOW

Objective one was achieved through the literature review (chapter two), the key findings of the
literature review are illustrated through figure 3.3 to show how the research questions for the
project were developed, which is explained within chapter three: the method and methodology.
Objective two, identifying the demographic and motivational factors through a secondary analysis,
can be seen within table 4 throughout the first phase of the project (chapter four). The data
collection stages achieve objectives three-five which are demonstrated through phases one-three
of the research project and chapters four-six. The final objective is achieved throughout chapter
eight.

Figure 1.3: The project flow

PROJECT FLOW OBJECTIVE CHAPTER

LITERATURE REVIEW 1. To examine, critically discuss and articulate a 3
literature review interconnecting the impact of digital
inequality within the child's consumption of ET, the
significance of the familial and educational contexts and
the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic

PHASE ONE- 2. To identify demographic and motivational factors 5

SECONDARY ANALYSIS | that influence digital inclusion/exclusion aiding deeper
& FOCUS GROUP understanding toward the data collected
l 5. To investigate and evaluate an educator's
perspective on the use of ET within schools

PHASE TWO: SURVEY & 3. To investigate how parent/guardian and 6

INTERVIEW teacher consumers embraced ET during the

(TEACHERS) COVID-19 pandemic

4. To discuss the impact of how consumers
within the familial and educational contexts
embraced ET during the COVID-19 pandemic,
on the child consumer

5. To investigate and evaluate an educator's

h 4 perspective on the use of ET within schools
PHASE THREE: SURVEY 3. To investigate how parent/guardian and 7
& INTERVIEW teacher consumers embraced ET during the
(PARENTS/GUARDIANS) COVID-19 pandemic
4_ To discuss the impact of how consumers within the
familial and educational contexts embraced ET during
the COVID-19 pandemic, on the child consumer
6_To develop a concepiual framework encompassing 8
DISCUSSION how the parental and teacher consumers embraced ET

during the COVID-19 pandemic with consideration
toward how this impacted the child consumer and what
this may mean for the future

1.11 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The introduction chapter has outlined the justification for the research taking place, the aims and
objectives as well as the scope and significance of the research undertaken. It has also outlined
how the thesis will be structured in achieving the aims and objectives of the project.
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CHAPTER TWO

- ENABLING THEORY -

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Within this chapter the different theoretical approaches to understanding key topics within this
research project are outlined by highlighting how these theoretical lenses can be interrelated in
understanding the topic under investigation. By including an enabling theory chapter, it allows
deeper understanding toward the shape and perspective of the research project (Dolbec, et al.,
2021).

Figure 2: Enabling theory chapter outline

INTRODUCTION

Within the introduction, the justification and outline of the chapter is provided.

THEORETICAL SCOPES OF THE CHILD CONSUMERS DIGITAL SOCIALISATION

This section considers the different theoretical lenses this topic has already
been researched within: child socialisation, digital inequality, attitudes toward
digital technology and ecological approaches to socialisation.

CHAPTER SUMMARY

The summary gives an overview of the important points made throughout this
chapter, helping the reader understand the theoretical context of the research
project.

2.2 THEORETICAL SCOPES OF THE CHILD CONSUMERS DIGITAL
SOCIALISATION

2.2.1 THE SOCIALISATION PROCESS

Consumer socialisation “is the widely held belief in behavioural science that childhood experiences
are of paramount importance in shaping patterns of cognition and behaviour in later life, and this
belief is supported by much research in clinical psychiatry, child development, criminology and
political socialization” (Ward, 1974). The socialisation of young children enables the prediction of
some adult behaviours; this understanding holds importance to educators and public policy, by
preparing child consumers with the skills, knowledge and attitudes allowing them to evaluate and
process marketing information (Ward, 1974). This same process is applicable to a child’s
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formulation of knowledge, skills and attitudes toward ET. Digital media socialisation can be bi-
directional between parents/guardians and children. Parents are the most influential, although
children reported higher levels of internet self-efficacy, over time, this bi-directional influence
decreases as children become more private about their ET use (Nelissen, et al., 2019).
Socialisation within the household also occurs between siblings (Kerrane, et al., 2015), however
microenvironments are apparent in the household, meaning children receive different socialisation
experiences from siblings and parents (Kerrane & Hogg, 2013). Socialisation also takes place
within educational and political environments, the formation of equality of opportunity is the broad
focus (DfE, 2021). The child consumer is reliant on access and influence of socialisation agents,
Hota & McGuiggan (2005) outline a model of relative influence:

Figure 2.1: Model of relative influence

(Hota & McGuiggan, 2005)

Children and Degree of
Adolescents ]
influence
Co.ns.um_er Relative influence
socialization of consumer
process ) socialization
Consumer agents
sozagﬁigon Process of
g influence

Consumer skills
and knowledge

The model outlines that socialisation agents interact with children through the form of the
socialisation process, however the degree and process of influence varies. John (1999) argues that
the socialisation of young children is not so simplistic however, outlining the significance of child
age and development stages:

Table 2: Consumer socialisation stages

CHARACTERISTICS PERCEPTUAL STAGE ANALYTICAL STAGE REFLECTIVE STAGE
3-7 YEARS 7-11 YEARS 11-16 YEARS
Knowledge structures
Orientation Concrete Abstract Abstract
Focus Perceptual features Functional/underlining Functional/underlining
features features
Complexity Unidimensional Two or more dimensions Multidimensional
Simple Contingent (if-then) Contingent (if-then)
Perspective Egocentric (own | Dual perspective (own and | Dual perspectives in
perspective) others) social context
Decision-making and influence strategies
Orientation Expedient Thoughtful Strategic
Focus Perceptual features Functional/underlining Functional/underlining
Salient features features features
Relevant features Relevant features
Complexity Single attributes Two or more attributes Multiple attributes
Limited repertoire  of | Expanded repertoire of | Complete repertoire of
strategies strategies strategies
Adaptivity Emerging Moderate Fully developed
Perspective Egocentric Dual perspectives Dual perspectives in
social context
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(John, 1999)

Ward & Wackman (1974) also confirm a child’s consumer socialisation process of acquiring skills,
knowledge and attitudes is not only influenced by direct and indirect forms of guidance, but also
their stage in cognitive development, which can effect both short and long term behavioural and
cognitive patterns toward ET use. The age group this research project is focussed on are those
aged up to 11 years, within the perceptual and analytical stages of development. The degree of
influence of various socialisation agents are those that are more prominent up to ages 11; Shin &
Lwin (2016) confirms parents and teachers have a higher degree of influence up to this age and
agents are less likely to be socially considered (peers, media). It is not until children reach their
teenage years that parent and teacher influence diminishes and peer influence escalates.

2.2.2 DIGITAL INEQUALITY

A child’s digjtal socialisation is dependent on their socialisation agent’s digital status which is
outlined by three levels: first level (access), second level (skills), third level (outcomes) (Hargittai,
2002; van Duerson and Helsper, 2013; van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). These factors account for
the degree and process of socialisation that takes place. Outcomes of this process of socialisation
either result in digital opportunities or inequality. The British Academy commissioned six projects
looking at digital inequality within the UK, the end result found the need for the following
considerations to address digital inequality:

1. Addressing digital poverty involves more than improving access- interventions must empower
people and places to benefit from digital access.

2. Local resources and intermediaries can be valuable assets in tackling place-based digital
poverty, and the public sector has a crucial role to play in enabling them.

3. Strategies to tackle digital poverty are important components of broader policies tackling
inequality.

4. Policies should consider how and why intersecting inequalities are likely to exacerbate digijtal
poverty and design interventions that can benefit those most at risk of digital poverty.

5. People can move in and out of digital poverty over time.

6. Consider policy interventions that can adapt to demographic and economic changes through
consistent and long-term investment.

(The British Academy, 2022)

The findings here intertwine theoretical considerations that digital inequality is not just an
outcome of socio-economic factors, and especially in the UK where access to ET is more
affordable, it is a personal choice (Helsper & Reisdorf, 2017).

2.2.3 ATTITUDES TOWARD DIGITAL TECHNOLOGY

Technology diffusion theory plays a role in predicting planned behaviour (Acikgoz, et al., 2023); this
type of behaviour can surround the type of technology use consumers choose to engage in
(Kozinets, 2008), thus, their differential experiences (Hoffman & Novak, 2018). As digital divide
research suggests, this type of planned behaviour is increasingly an adult consumer choice. The
technology acceptance model (TAM) is a well explored approach with regard to digjtal inclusion,
with concentration on the most influential factors of acceptance: perceived ease of use and
perceived usefulness (Davis, 1989) found in (Charness & Boot, 2016). The model has been
extended within various contexts (Farzin & Fattahi, 2023); however, when applied to the child
consumer, these approaches do not as well encapsulate the experience of those without the means
or autonomy to make purchase decisions for themselves. The child consumer is reliant on access
and influence of socialisation agents, and do not have the same level of autonomy as the
consumers in the aforementioned theoretical scopes. Further to this, a child’s perceived ease of
use and perceived usefulness of ET, is firstly influenced by early socialisation agents.
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The parents/guardians’ technology ideology (Kozinets, 2008) plays an important role in how
children are socialised to use ET. When interrelating the framework for understanding consumer
choices for others by Liu, Dallas & Fitzsimons (2019); complex motives drive the caregiving context.
This is shown through balancing the carers preferences and child’'s preferences, whilst making
choices appropriate for their long-term wellbeing. This indicates conflict between the parents’ own
internal contradictions concerning the dynamism of their technology ideology and their role as
caregiver in terms of their child’s access to ET.

Figure 2.2: Kozinets (2008) technology ideology categories
IDEOLOGICAL FIELD DESCRIPTION

GREEN LUDDITE Technology consumption as destruction of the natural.
Compliments the emotion of techspressive ideology.
Contrasts in morality of Techtopian position. Contradictions
of individualism with the work machine ideology.

TECHTOPIAN Technology consumption as social progress. Complimentary
of reason for work machine ideology. Contrasts in morality of
the green luddite ideology. Contradicts the standards of
techspressive.

TECHSPRESSIVE Technology consumption as pleasure. Compliments the
emotion of green luddite. Contradiction of standards with
Techtopian ideologies. Contrariety of indulgence with the
work machine ideology.

WORKMACHINE Technology consumption as economic engine. Compliments
the reason of Techtopian. Contradictions of individualism
with green luddite ideology. Contrariety of indulgence of
techspressive ideology.

(Kozinets, 2008)

When relating both theories to a child’s consumer socialisation process of acquiring skKills,
knowledge and attitudes toward technology, they are not only influenced by direct and indirect
forms of guidance, but also their stage in cognitive development. This can effect both short and
long term behavioural and cognitive patterns toward technology consumption (Ward & Wackman,
1974). The direct and indirect socialisation experiences will be dependent on the
parents/guardians’ technology ideological position and their views toward the child’s wellbeing;
perhaps more complex or dynamic given their differing motivations as a caregijver rather than an
independent consumer. For example, a parent/guardian may hold dominant ideologies of a Green
Luddite, nevertheless aware of how using technology can realise certain societal benefits
(Techtopian), is used for personal economic gain (Work Machine) and can be used to fulfil pleasure
(Techspressive). As such they may be conflicted by their desire to purchase, give, or allow their child
access to use ET. Another example as noted within Kozinets (2008) is that consumers using
technology within a Work Machine capacity may not be motivated to use devices at home. Perhaps
making some caregivers less motivated to socialise children to use technology (Becker, et al.,
2019). In terms of a parent/guardians’ Techspressive use, this can be turbulent based upon
whether this is viewed positively for adults (Melumad & Pham, 2020), or as a problematic
‘addiction’. When interrelating the concept of Digital ‘immigrants’, ‘Natives’ (Prensky, 2001) and
‘the Net Generation’ (Tapscott, 1998) this is complicated further (Turkle, 1995, 2011), where
parents may not have the desired skills and/or knowledge to introduce ET in the most optimal way.

2.2.4 THE ECOLOGICAL APPROACH TO SOCIALISATION

Within Richardson, et al. (2005) the theoretical scope emphasises multiple levels of socialisation,
finding the macro-level as political (‘socio-cultural systems of logic’), the meso-level to be
institutional and the micro level to be agents within everyday environments such as the family.
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Katz & Gonzalez (2016) apply this ecological approach toward macro and meso level influences
toward Latino families’ perception of technology, finding schools (meso level factors) influenced
the child’s microenvironment (the family). Within Sergis, et al. (2018), an ecological system
approach was followed within the education context, finding the macro layer compromised of the
school leader’s self-reported attitude toward ICT, the availability of ICT equipment, school culture
(staff/parent views) and teacher CPD. ICT pedagogy (the infusion of IT throughout the curriculum),
teacher self-reported attitude and digital skills, and the teachers level of ICT use within the
classroom, accounted for the meso layer and the students’ digital skills were the micro layer of
school conditions that impacted digital skill development in young children.

The agents within the environments discussed within the LR (the family, teachers and
policymakers) can be conceptualised into micro influencers (the family), meso influencers
(teachers) and macro influencers (policymakers). Hadlington, et al., (2019) also looks at different
environments with interrelation of Bronfenbrenner's (1994) ecological systems theory; the
theoretical perspective here considers child development within microsystem levels, much like the
three eco-systems of a child’s digital socialisation within this study. The appropirateness of this
microsystem or ecological approach is specifically appropriate to the child consumer whereby each
microenvironment considers the specific activites they engage in. Johnson and Puplampu (2008)
found in Hadlington, et al., (2019) applies this to the child consumers use of digital technology,
concluding that within the home children are more likely to choose their own activities whereas in
schools the activities are restricted. Similar research includes Brown & Donnelly (2022) looking at
emotional wellbeing, finding what is valued within the home environment, is then valued differently
within the school and political context. This can be applied to the context of this study whereby
some families may view certain types of access, skill and ET outcomes in one way
(positively/negatively), but these are not valued in the same way within the educational or political
contexts.

2.2.5 THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC

During the COVID-19 pandemic these contexts (familial, educational, political) were starting to gain
further attention (Hammer, et al., 2021), the familial and education contexts working together was
of particular importance (Gewirtz, 2001; Lu, et al., 2016) whereby there can be inequality in both
contexts (Harrison, et al., 2014). The contextual significance of this approach within the research
project, centres around the COVID-19 pandemic, an environment which left more than three billion
people in isolation, reliant upon digital technology to access information, services, economic,
educational, social and leisure activities. Digjtal inequalities existed previously to the lockdown
environment, but as highlighted by Beaunoyer, et al. (2020), lockdown dramatically magnified the
impact of this inequality. It is therefore important to explore the significance of these contexts on
the child consumer’s digital socialisation, with exploration into how COVID-19 impacted them.

2.3 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The enabling theory chapter has highlighted the theoretical scopes that this research project
interrelates in order to explore and understand the context being investigated by taking an
ecological approach toward exploring child digital socialisation during the COVID-19 lockdown
environment.
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CHAPTER THREE

* LITERATURE REVIEW -

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The review of the literature fulfils the first objective of the project; acting as a source of search
(identifying relevant information), survey (an investigation into the past and present), vehicle
(increasing the knowledge of the researcher), facilitator (shaping the course of the research)
contributing toward the written discussion of the literature (Bryman, 2012, pp. 99-101). The
chapter aims to develop a story using synthesized coherence: to discuss and analyse existing
knowledge surrounding digital divides and the role of the familial and school environment within
the child consumers adoption of ET; aiming to consider what may have previously been
unconnected or viewed differently. This problematizes the situation by identifying where there are
gaps in knowledge and where existing literature has overlooked the phenomenon by offering
alternative views that can aid understanding toward the challenges parents/guardians and
teachers faced during the COVID-19 pandemic, and how this has impacted the child consumer.

Figure 3: Literature review chapter outline

INTRODUCTION

The introduction outlines how the literature review contributes toward the objectives
and aims of the study as well as outlining the structure of the chapter and the value
each section brings.

DIGITAL DIVIDES: WHY SHOULD WE MIND THE GAP?

This section explores the already document effects of the digital divide. In order to fully
apprehend this, it is important to understand the known consequences of digital
disparities for those who have internet access, as well as critique research in
understanding the specific contextual nature of this study.

. 4

THE ROLE OF THE FAMILIAL ENVIRONMENT

This section explores extant research on the role of the family
environment on the digital divide. This includes caregivers’ motivations
and also hesitation to introduce technology.

THE ROLE OF THE POLITICAL AND EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT

This section explores the research literature on the political and
education environment. It outlines current education policy and
critically considers how this translates into teachers’ practice.
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CHILD SOCIALISATION

Within this section the interdisciplinary literature on child socialisation
is examined, providing an underpinning of understanding upon which
to develop the conceptual framework.

CHAPTER SUMMARY

In summarizing what is already known toward the topic and identifying
where this research contributes to existing literature, a framework is
conceptualized to illustrate this.

3.2 DIGITAL DIVIDES: WHY SHOULD WE MIND THE GAP?

By exploring the consequences and impact of digital divides for consumers in the digital age, this
section adds to the argument of the thesis by outlining what is already known and why digital
inequality is an important area to address. This section contextualises the important time within
which the research took place: The COVID-19 pandemic. This environment magnified the
importance and detriments that can stem from inequality of the consumption of technology
(Beaunoyer, et al., 2020).

3.2.1 DIGITAL DIVIDES: AN OVERVIEW

Digital divide research originally focused one-dimensionally on digital exclusion (consumers without
access to the tools and services required for internet and technology access). Referred to as the
first level digital divide (van Deursen & van Dijk, 2019). Consumers within this first-level divide,
encompass those who do not have any access. Attention was paid toward causations stemming
from socio-demographic factors, with income and education considered prevalent influences (van
Dijk, 2005). Hargittai (2002) conceptualised the second-level digital divide, requiring a shifted
focus toward disparities between consumers with internet access and the skills they posess. This
was addressed by van Dijk (2006), finding the gap between those who did not have access was
lessening but the gap concerning digital skills and outcomes was widening. Subsequently, the
resources required for consumers to learn and develop these skills became of prominent interest.
In 2013, Van Duerson and Helsper introduced the concept of the third level digital divide (the
possible outcomes of digital inclusion). These outcomes are equally available, but not equally
achievable. Asmair, et al. (2022) developed eight dimensions of inclusion and exclusion types,
extending the three levels of divides. Ranging from deep inclusion to deep exclusion with
consideration to five social indicators (income, education, social participation, agency, well-being)
and eight digital indicators (access, attitudes, digital skills, soft skills, media richness of the
environment, autonomy of use, user practices and social support). This conceptual framework
reduces the exploration of digjtal divides to these particular influences, which can be more varied,
and extends digital divides to eight levels which can be broadly contemplated within the three levels.
Table 3 conceptualises this:

Table 3: The three levels of digjtal divides

THE FIRST LEVEL Access to devices and the internet
THE SECOND LEVEL The skills to use devices and the internet
THE THIRD LEVEL The outcomes reached based on use of
devices and the internet
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Digital expertise: Accepted definitions

Digital literacy: A consumers basic knowledge of computers and the internet, encompassing the
skills needed to use the internet within the capacity of learning, production, communication and
recreation (Liang, et al., 2021) . However, it is argued that digital competence underpins digital
literacy (Spante, et al., 2018). The European Digital Competence Framework defines competence
as the “confident, critical and responsible use of, and engagement with, digital technologies for
learning, at work, and for participation in society”. Defined as a combination of knowledge, skills
and attitudes, intertwining problem solving, information and data literacy, communication,
collaboration, digital content creation and safety as key competence areas (European Commission,
2023). The UK government refer to this as the Essential Digital Skills framework (DfE, 2019); skills
are underpinned by a consumer’s ability to access and use basic elements of devices for
communicating, handling information and context, transacting, problem solving and being safe and
legal online. Further terms include digital capital: a consumers’ digital competencies that surround
information, communication, safety, content- creation and digital technology (Ragnedda , 2018);
the accumulation of which, mirrors the concept of social capital. Digital captial surrounds resources
(both actual and potential) that can be utilised through relationships within soceity
(institutionalised or not), which enable the consumer to function effectively within society today
(Edgerton & Roberts, 2014;Gomez, 2020).

The relationship between digital and socio-economic inequality

Second-level divides acted as a catalyst to interlinking digital and social inequality, whereby digital
divides were referred to as a new form of social inequality (Hagattai 2009). Solidified within Pearce
& Rice’s (2013) consideration between the affordances of different devices, and how these
translated to differing levels of quality internet usage and activities. Whilst capital enhancing
activities were influenced by device type, socio-demographic factors were found more influential in
the liklihood of quality internet usage and activities. Thus, the higher a consumers socio-economic
status, the higher they are on the digital ladder. The interconnected nature of digital and social
exclusion/inclusion, was theorised within Helsper (2012), finding one does not cause the other
within a static relationship type, social and digital exclusion are intrinsically linked with an element
of back and forth. Helsper (2012) categorised the outcomes of digital and social
inclusion/exclusion into four corresponding fields: economic, cultural, social and personal;
theorising the translationof offline inequality and online inequality in these area’s was facilitated
by access, skill and attitude/motivation. Online ability that effected offline equality was mediated
by the relvance, quality, ownership and sustainability of online engagement. Consumers utilising
one of the outcomes of these fields were not necessarily engaged in other fields; for example
online/offline social inclusion did not translate to economic offline/online inclusion. Ragnedda et
al, (2024) found that economic and social components have the strongest impact on digital capital.
This opens the door toward the complexities of the second-level divide, just as the nature of access
mediates skill, skill mediates outcomes of digital inclusion, and skill in one area, does not
correspond or necessarily translate to skills in another. Skill is not a blanket term as some skills
may be socially, personally, economically and/or culturally beneficial, therefore not all available
outcomes are achieved. The final level of digital divides relates to these outcomes that stem from
a consumers individual agency/skill toward what their digital inclusion realises.

Outcomes of digital inequality

Unequal access leads to unequal skill and unequal skKills leads to inequality of outcomes realised.
The outcomes of digjtal inclusion were condenced into economic, cultural, social and personal by
Helsper (2012), however the UK Government’s digital inclusion strategy is less about inclusional
benefits and more about reducing exclusion through the development of digital skills, connectivity
and accessibility (Gov.uk, 2014). Although it is recognised that social and economic benefits are
the key driver to this strategy. Equally, the NHS are focussed on inclusion as opposed to outcomes;
digital inclusion is defined as those with the skill to use devices and access the internet, with focus
on accessibility (the ability to use digital services with consideration to assistive technology needs)
(NHS digital health services, 2023). Further underlining the importance and complexity of equal
digital access and skill, where beneficial outcomes are able to be realised, those on the wrong side
of the divide are at a socio-economic disadvantage in the digital and offline aspects of life in the
digital age. The following section seeks to delve deeper into the levels of digital divides in discussing
the impact of inequality stemming from our differing consumer experiences when using devices.
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3.2.2 DIGITAL DIVIDES: THE FIRST LEVEL

The first level divide encompasses those without access to technology and means to access the
internet. Fortunately, within the UK at least, most consumers had this access during lockdown,
although the quality of that access was impacted by the surge of demand from internet providers
(The Guardian, 2020b).

Appropriate Access

Napoli & Obar (2014) convey that mobile internet access (through the form of smartphones and
tablets), offer lower availbility of content, and by comparison, lower level’s of functionality than
computers and laptops. Although internet access was available to most during lockdown, the
appropriateness of that access is problematic. 61% of consumers aged 3-17 accesed the internet
from mobile ET, and 2% through non-smartphones; finding some content difficult to view on smaller
screens and some tasks not suited to be completed via a mobile (OfCom, 2022a). Lutz (2019) also
identifies this as problematic, however Lutz (2019) suggests these difficulties stem from websites
not having mobile friendly versions, particularly focussed on the difficulties the self-employed have
with making mobile friendly versions of their websites. Employees are the most likely to be internet
users (ONS, 2019), indicating it is the skill set of the self-employed to make their websites mobile
friendly that is the issue. As 88% of the UK population are mobile internet users, if a website can
be made mobile friendly, it should (Ofcom, 2022b). Napoli & Obar (2014) highlight the problematic
nature of mobile use stems from memory, storage, capacity and speed (mobiles have less capacity
to store and process as much data), content availability (not a skill issue for those making the
website mobile friendly, but there is a limit to how much information can be displayed on smaller
devices), and the network/platform architecture (internet access or use of apps through a mobile
is less open).

van Deursen & van Dijk (2019) extended the concept of basic access to the internet, toward device-
related opportunities. This does not fall under the second-level divide (consumer skill) but the
opportunities relating to devices and peripherals which enhance device-related opportunities.
Unequal opportunities such as these, lead to inquality of skill, uses and outcomes; underpinned by
the quality of access available. Examples of this include not only devices that are able to be used
to connect to the internet, such as PC’s, laptops, game consoles, smart TV's and smartphones, but
also periphial equipment available; printers, scanners, additional screens, software, subscriptions
and maintainence hardware, which shape the quality of access and therefore the skills that are
able to be developed. Income plays a major role here but does not overlook the role of social
resources. Having a network of people able to help and support with a consumers access and
maintenance of technology, is seen to indicate the level of social capital. Consumers need to not
only have the economic means to afford this equipment, but the social support to manage it (if
they do not have the knowledge themselves, or are able to pay a professional to help). Age also has
an effect here. With younger consumers more likely to experiment with ET and supporting devices
than older age groups. Although those employed may have more experience of supporting devices,
it does not translate to having the means to purchase them. This type of material access is
problematic within the realm of digital divides, moving on from having basic access, to the type of
access available, causing differences in skills (second level divides) and outcomes (third-level
divides).

Opinion toward devices were also present factors within van Deursen & van Dijk’s (2019) research,
this was in part related to age whereby younger consumers were more likely to access the internet
from smartphones and game consoles, and older consumers more likely to use laptops and PC’s.
The study does not pilot which device is the most beneficial, but that the best availability of
opportunities comes from having access to varied devices which realises different opportunities to
develop digital skills. Humphreys et al. (2013) in Napoli & Obar (2014), found causation between
the differences between PC and mobile technological quality internet access, surrounded
consumers using mobile devices for purposive activites in comparison to a PC or laptop which were
immersive. This supports Hargittai & Kim (2010), finding that use of a variety of devices
supplements the quality of basic access. For the child consumer, accessing the internet through
any device overcomes the first level digital divde, but there are inequalities within this level, with
those who have access to the internet through a variety of devices, having a better quality
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experiences. During the pandemic, it was reported that 63% of child consumers did not have
access to a laptop or desktop, with 36% of parents of primary aged children felt their child did not
always have access to appropriate technology for their needs (OfCom, 2022a). The majority of
internet users during lockdown had access to mobile only, although better than none, the next
section moves on to consider the appropriateness of the environment within which children
accessed the internet during this time.

Quality of Access by environment

When applying the concept of ‘access’ to young children, Hasebrink, et al. (2011) highlights
situational differences in variances between the ubiquity, quality and privacy of a childs’ internet
access. Within the lockdown context, privacy was a concern for all family members, with some
childrens’ rooms being turned into office spaces (Million, 2021). Within Livingstone & Helsper
(2007) boys were more likely to have access to the internet in more places and within private
spaces such as their bedroom in comparison to girls, leaving girls less opportunity and freedom to
gain the same quality internet access. Children within households with higher levels of socio-
economic status were able to access the internet outside and inside the household. Socio-
economic status did not influence access within the home, however, the higher likelihood of having
access outside the household for those with higher socioeconomic status means there is an
increased quality of access.

The significance of the envrionment within the first-level divide surrounds the ability of
parents/guardian’s to monitor access, although access may still be constrained in private settings.
Quality access correlates with the opportunity to go online from various places, experiencing public,
private (but restricted), unrestricted and longer experiences with the internet, as they perform more
activities online. In turn, this also exposes children to the liklihood of online risks. If excluded from
the internet however, children are not exposed to these online risks; the next section explores why
some children are excluded from accessing the internet.

Reasons for Exclusion

Young children are vulnerable to frequent marketing messages and content, often inappropriately
targeted toward them when accessing platforms that restrict their age group. Dahl, et al. (2009)
considers this with regard to advergames on child targeted sites, finding even companies within
the legal obligation of the Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA) within the USA (Federal
Trade Commission, 2018), enforced through GDPR in the UK (European Commission, 2018),
children are still inappropriately targeted. The resilience to which can be built through exposure,
but does not sit well with guardian’s or policy makers.

Eynon & Helsper (2010) introduce the concept of disengagement (those who used to use the
internet/have access). Disengagement can stem from a lack of interest or access. Within the study,
those with children reported it was not access but interest which led to their choice of exclusion,
although the expense was a prevalent factor. Those identified as always being excluded, largely
attributed this to skill, however consumers with lower education levels were less likely to consider
this a skill issue, and those who were younger, less likely to consider this as a lack of interest.
Higher education levels, higher levels of internet self-efficacy and children aged 10 or older were
more likely to use the internet for formal learning, those with a more positive attitude toward
technology (as well as the aforementioned factors) were more likely to use the internet for informal
learning. When it came to fact checking however, it was found to be more likely for those with higher
levels of self-efficacy, positive attitudes, higher levels of education and were also younger in age.
This infers that consumers within the lockdown environment may have chosen to exclude
themselves not only because of access, but out of choice.

Helsper & Reisdorf (2017) found motivation to be the most important factor to consider when
consumers chose to exclude themselves, although lack of access and skill did remain important.
When applying these factors to young children, Livingstone & Helsper (2007) identified 3% of
children did not have access to the internet, in comparison to 22% of their parents, concluding that
the divide between users and non-users within the adult population does not necessarily apply to
child consumers. Within this study, it was found reasons for inequality of access within young
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children stemmed from age, gender and socio-economic status. For older age groups (18-19 year
old’s), exclusion from the internet is more likely to be a choice, whereas for the younger age groups,
exclusion was a result of making little use of the internet as opposed to voluntarily excluding
themselves due to a lack of interest.

3.2.3 DIGITAL DIVIDES: THE SECOND LEVEL

The second level divide describes those with internet access, but with differing skills when it comes
to utilising technology (Hargittai, 2002). As previously discussed, digital skills are not just an
outcome for those with access, it is the quality of that access that dictates the development of
skKills.

Developing Digital Skills

One of the reasons parents/guardians choose to exclude children from accessing the internet, is
because time spent accessing the internet is positively correlated with exposure to risks or harm
(Hasebrink, et al., 2011). This was problematic for households within lockdown as the necessity of
spending time online, meant time online and harmful opportunities increased (Zhao & Healy,
2022). Livingstone & Helsper (2010) however, suggests skills of resilience to online harms are not
able to be developed without this exposure, and time online also correlates with the development
of digital skill. Although skills can be developed through monitored access or joint consumption,
greater opportunities are present if freedom to explore is granted.

DiMaggio et al (2004); Hargittai & Hinnant (2008); Kim & Kim (2001); Mossberger et al (2003);
van Dijk (2005); Wasserman & Richmond-Abbot (2005); Zillien & Hargittai (2009) found in van
Deursen & van Dijk (2014), disagree with the above premise, that time spent online equates to a
higher degree of both risk and skill; concentrating more on how users interact with ET. This
interaction can result in the development of different digital skills through utilising different
activities, some of which are more beneficial or advantageous than others. Van Deursen & van Dijk
(2014) found lower educated people may spend more time online, but do not engage in as many
informational or self-development activities as those with medium-high education levels; in
comparison, lower educated individuals will be more likely to use the internet for gaming or social
activities. Students, however, are more likely to utilise a wider variety of usage such as gaming,
viewing, socialising, leisure, information search and personal development activities. Hargittai
(2010) solidifies how these findings impact young children, as higher levels of parental education
positively impacted the extent young people engage in diverse actitivites when using the internet,
which contributes to skill development. The findings here move beyond assumptions that time
spent online automatically correlates with skills, reinforcing van Dijk (2006), that skill divides are
more prevelant than access divides. The next section considers how these skill divides are formed.

Skill divides

Park (2015) investigated the role of socio-demographic variables to predict the development of
digital skills and the consequences of any differences. Gender and age had the biggest impact,
differences existed when it came to instrumental, expressive and social-entertainment based skills,
but not content-creation skills. Parental status had little impact here, coinciding with Hargittai
(2010). Radesky, et al. (2015) suggested time is the amalgamating factor. Increased time spent
online, enhances familial opportunities for ‘teachable moments’ and using ET together is likely to
increase educational skill development and reflection. Parental attitude can have an impact,
whereby viewing the use of ET as a supportive device for parent-child interaction, rather than
displacing this opportunity altogether, in turn helps to establish healthy relationships with ET, which
is not always an outcome of ET use for young children (Chou, et al., 2005). The study also found
that skills could be developed to help children when stressed or bored, however many do not view
this as a skill for young children, and that using ET in these circumstances leads to addiction and
prohibits the development of healthy relationships.

Cotten & Jelenewicz (2006) considered how permanent digital divides are when consumers
eventually have equal access to the internet (at university). The multifaceted nature of digijtal
divides means even within an equal environment, time does not reduce all aspects of skill divides.
This pilots the need for structured environments, like educational institutions to provide this equal
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playing field at earlier ages than those in this study (ages 18+). This finding supports Hargittai
(2010) in recognizing that just because children in the digital age will have grown up with
technology, it does not mean they are universally skilled in the same way. Conversely to Radesky,
et al. (2015), higher levels of parental education meant there was a higher likelihood of valuable
digital skills being formed, finding socio-economic status predicted whether or not consumers were
using ET to engage in more informed ways, often stemming from skills in a variety of areas. van
Deursen & van Dijk (2014) add to this by recognizing those with lower-educational status, may
spend more time online, but this does not equate to skill. The reasoning here is that some activities
are more beneficial than others in increasing digital skill, thus realising the beneficial outcomes.

Activities

Activities can be differentiated between those that offer opportunities to progress within careers,
work, educational and societal positions and those which are mainly for entertainment purposes
(DiMaggio et al, 2004; Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008; Kim & Kim, 2001; Mossberger et al, 2003; van
Dijk, 2005; Wasserman & Richmond-Abbot, 2005; Zillien & Hargittai, 2009) found in (van Deursen
& van Dijk, 2014). However, opportunities are only available to those with the skill to engage in
these activities, table 3.1 demonstrates activity types:

Table 3.1: Activity types

Personal development Finding online courses and training

Following online courses
Finding vacancies/applying for jobs
Independent learning

Leisure Downloading music/video

Hobbies
Free surfing

Commercial transaction Using sites such as eBay

Acquiring product information
Shopping or ordering products

Social interaction Using social network sites

Chatting
Sharing photos/videos

Information Using search systems

Searching for information

News services
Newspapers and online magazines

Gaming Playing online games

Table adapted from: van Deursen & van Dijk (2014).

Table 3.2: Motivational items for activity engagement

Information To find information

To discover things
To investigate things

Career To make a career for myself

To improve my chances in the work field
To get a promotion at work

Personal development To stimulate my creativity

To learn new things
Develop myself

Shopping To order something quickly

To buy a product | heard of
To purchase something
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Entertainment

To entertain myself
To have fun
To find information for amusement

Relaxation

To feel less hurried
To release stress
To come at ease

Relationship maintenance

To maintain contact with friends
To have contact with my friends
To send people | know messages

Social interaction

To participate in chat sessions
To make new contacts
To connect with a group

Table adapted from: van Deursen & van Dijk (2014).

Although motivated, not all consumers have the same skill set when it comes to finding information,
to participate in social connection, or to order something quickly. This is solidified within Hargittai
& Hinnant’s (2008) findings, those with higher educational levels and more ‘resource rich’ ET
usage, were only able to realise these beneficial outcomes, if they had the skills to do so.

Blank & Groselj (2014) found the dimensions of internet use that led to the development of skills,
surrounded the amount, variety and also the type of use. Examples of the type of uses and factors

that had an impact are highlighted below:

Table 3.3: Type of usage

USAGE

FACTORS IMPACTING THIS USE

Entertainment
Watching films, television, listening to music, streaming
or downloading video’s

Life stage had no impact, but single people were
more likely to use the internet for this purpose.

Commerce

Buying, selling, comparing prices, making travel
reservations, ordering groceries online, paying
bills

Minority groups were less likely to engage in this
activity and single people were less likely than
those who are married.

Information seeking
Looking up facts, definitions, pursuing topics of
interest

Students were found to be the most likely to
utilise this activity, education status also had an
impact.

Socialising
Instant messaging, chatting, posting photos and
maintaining a social media profile

The employed and unemployed were more likely
to use the internet for socialising than students.

Email Age had no impact here, but education level did.
The use of attachments and distribution lists
Blogging Minority groups were more likely to blog and the

Reading and writing blogs, maintaining a
personal website, making internet calls

employed and retired more likely than students.

Production
Uploading videos,
anything creative

files, posting or writing

Higher education is a significant predicter of this
activity.

Classic mass media
News, sports and events

This activity had the strongest gender effect with
students more likely to engage in this activity
than others.

School and work
School and work-related use

Understandably, students were the most likely to
utilize this activity.

Vice
Gambling and visiting adult sex-related sites

Education had no impact here, however, married
people were more likely to use the internet for
these means than singles.
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Overall, age and education had the biggest impact. The young male demographic are more likely
to utilise a wider variety of activities and for longer in comparison to older, less educated or female
groups. The overall contributions of this study highlight that when discussing digital inequalities
that pertain to skill gaps, the amount, variety and types of usage are important to distinguish
between, as those without the skill to utilise a wider variety of affordances, are not as able to
achieve beneficial outcomes. Livingstone & Bobe (2016) also found that opportunities are not
equally accessed by children. The outcomes here relate to third level digital divides, however the
ability to achieve them is hindered by skill gaps within the second level. Some children experience
rich, diverse, engaging and stimulating internet use, whereas others without the skill, experience
narrow and unengaging ET use with less frequent activities that are considered useful.

Kozinets, et al. (2008) consolidates online consumer groups into Crowds, Hives, Mobs and Swarms.
Each allows the opportunity to create bonds and social ties; creating valuable social opportunities.
Conversely, Ball et al (2017) found those without the skill to effectively manage online relationships
can be vulnerable to physical divides in the real world as consumers can feel physically divided
when in the company of those who are glued to their devices, leaving less room for social
interaction; managing the time spent engaging within these activities online (so as not to impact
offline social relationships) is therefore a skill in itself.

Management as a skill

Melumad & Tuan Pham (2020) found ET can be beneficial in reducing stress and bringing
psychological comfort, however Hartanto & Yang (2016) and Gui & Argentin (2011) explore this
negatively. Hartanto & Yang (2016), found the comfort ET can bring can lead consumers to be
anxious without it. Gui & Argentin (2011), found this separation anxiety meant a consumers’
cognitive functioning was impaired, in the same way anxiety can impact this function. When
applying this to other objects, this attachment is viewed positively (Wallendorf & Arnould , 1988),
for the child consumer, a comfort such as a cuddly toy, blanket or pacifier is encouraged and
affectionately valued within the household. Nie, et al. (2020) demonstrates although these objects
of comfort can be valuable, it is still a skill set to manage the relationship or attachment consumers
have with the device, so they are not cognitively impaired if separated from this. Device affordances
are vast, the separation from them can leave consumers feeling vulnerable due to an inability to
perform certain tasks. This was evidenced throughout Nie, et al. (2020), as it was the activity type
being interrupted that mediated the extent to which consumers experienced separation anxiety.

3.2.4 DIGITAL DIVIDES: THE THIRD LEVEL

Differential access and skills within ET use equates to differential outcomes. This inequality
extends Bourdieu’s (1985) forms of offline capital, prevalent for economic, cultural and social
forms of capital (Gomez, 2020). This area of the LR, seeks to outline some of the known outcomes
of ET use within the literature, problematizing the impact of digital inequality heightened during the
lockdown context (Campbell, et al., 2020).

Economic outcomes

Zillien & Hargittai (2009) found the outcomes of ET use reinforces socio-economic status, as those
with higher status are more likely to engage in capital enhancing activities; utilising the increased
financial, social, cultural and technical resources available to them. Those with lower socio-
economic status are more likely to engage in ET use that is not significant to increasing socio-
economic status; due to them having less resources. The economic outcomes of technology use
see’s socio-economic gaps being widened, not lessened as a result of inequality. Pearce & Rice
(2013) found it is not just socio-economic status that plays a role in beneficial economic outcomes
being achieved, it is the device from which they are accessed, concluding more capital enhancing
outcomes were achieved by using a laptop. Lutz (2019) highlights that computer technology,
supporting technology, space, and software to keep this type of device running efficiently is more
expensive than that of mobile devices, so although device type may play a role in the outcomes of
technology use, it is still embedded within socio-economic inequality. There are exceptions to the
rule (Ofcom, 2022b), affordances of access, skill and outcomes of ET use, do give consumers the
chance to climb the social ladder (even if less likely for those with lower socio-economic status),
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beneficial outcomes such as these are a possibility. These findings solidify the detriment for those
without the access and skill to realise economic outcomes, in comparison to those who do.

Social outcomes

Przybylski, et al., (2013) found some users of ET were vulnerable to experiencing a Fear of Missing
Out (FOMO), a feeling they are missing out on rewarding experiences, despite more options being
presented on platforms than can be pursued. The study suggested links between FOMO and low
psychological wellbeing, showing a correlation of low general mood and overall life satisfaction.
Later, Elhai, et al., (2016) found that anxiety, depression, need for touch and experiences of FOMO
were related to problematic smartphone use. Outcomes such as these reinforce Helsper (2012),
offline and online social experiences influence each other, as opposed to a cause-and-effect
phenomenon. With regard to digital skills translating to such outcomes, it indicates socio-economic
status can influence the skills consumers desire and do exercise, in turn influencing outcomes. In
this example however, the wish to better social outcomes, comes with a risk of upward comparisons
that reinforce their psychological state, if more skilled however, consumers are able to climb the
ladder of opportunistic outcomes rather than reinforce them. Social outcomes can therefore lead
to anxiety, exclusion, and obligation, but can also help young people feel intimacy, proximity and
security (Mascheroni & Vincent, 2016).

Personal outcomes

Personal outcomes are evidenced through van Duersen & van Dijk (2014) and Blank & Groselj
(2014) (tables 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3 ), as consumers are able to engage with their hobbies and interests
through the use of ET. Husemann & Eckhardt (2019) outline the decelerated experiences
consumers seek in order to escape from their fast-paced lifestyles, with technology enabling this
outcome. Conderman, et al. (2021) found skilled use of wearable technologies can help support
anxiety related issues by helping children monitor what situations may be contributing to their
stress, signifying the need to proactively utilise interventions. Personal outcomes are therefore
individualized depending on the consumers’ desires, wants and needs. Although beneficial, not
equally manageable, where some consumers found this can also lead to addiction (Chou et al,
2005). The detrimental side of ET use can be managed however, if consumers are afforded the
time to upskill and manage their relationship with ET in a healthy way; achieving healthier outcomes.

Cultural outcomes

Interrelating motivational (Dijk, 2006), cultural and social reasons to use technology (Helsper,
2012); Belk, (2014) suggests that skill to use technology can result in outcomes that afford
consumers the opportunity to express their identity and connect without phyical barriers. This has
become an important outcome of ET use within modern consumer culture (Arnould & Thompson,
2005). Castells (2007) highlights the prominence of ET within the political sphere, finding
involvement with both political and social movements are afforded through the ability to use online
communication spaces. Examples of this during the lockdown environment include black lives
matter, influencing politics through social movements afforded through social media platform
Instagram (The Guardian, 2020a). Again, outcomes such as these are dependent on the
consumers’ skill to use ET, skills of which are not equally developed or accessible.

Outcomes for young children

Vincent (2015) contextualises outcomes of digital inclusion for young children as educational,
resilience building, positive content seeking, creating and exploring their identity, social, being
mobile, and developing online skills, which can lead to children taking more responsibility for their
safety online. The more outcomes realized, the more skilled, confident and experienced children
become, this in turn leads to young children sharing their experiences. The more outcomes they
realise, the higher up the ladder of opportunities they climb. Although the majority of children within
this study said they do not experience distress when faced with online risks, there are those that
do, indicating for vulnerable groups, more support needs to be in place to solidify the achievement
of beneficial outcomes. It seems over time, children are less likely to inappropriately disclose
private information, but this outcome is achieved with experience of use. As it stands, the first
experiences of use are gained from the familial environment (Vincent, 2015); with Livingstone &
Bobe (2016) solidifying the beneficial outcomes to young children, it warrants exploration within
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this environment, toward how children gain access to ET, in order to upskill, thus achieve these
beneficial outcomes.

3.2.5 DIGITAL DIVIDES: SUMMARY

In summarising this section, it is important to solidify understanding toward the impact of digijtal
exclusion but also the complexity of digital inequality. This area of the literature review highlights
that digijtal inclusion is not a blanket term when we consider the different levels of divides. For
those with less digital and social capital, the socio-economic implications can be profound.
Heightened significantly within the lockdown environment. It is clear, particularly in Western
cultures (with technology becoming more affordable), it is a consumers’ personal choice, beliefs
and attitudes toward technology that have an overarching role in a consumers’ digital inclusion.
This personal choice was inhibited throughout the COVID-19 lockdown environment however
(Million, 2021), magnifying the impact of digital inequality in an increasingly digital world. For young
children, this personal choice is not their own. Although they are the consumers, parents are the
purchasers, thus in the context of young children, the familial home requires to be explored in
understanding the antecedents of digital inequality for the child consumer.

3.3 THE ROLE OF THE FAMILIAL ENVIRONMENT

The familial environment is pertinent to explore as members of this environment make the choice
for children to access ET, this is most likely to be parents/guardians (Wartella & Jennings, 2001).
Lee & Beatty (2002) explore the influence of gender, finding mothers who contribute toward
household provisions exert more influence within the family decision making process. Inclusion
may be granted because children have influenced this purchase; signifying their power and
influence when using sophisticated, co-constructed and networked approaches (Kerrane, et al.,
2012). This choice could also have been made for an older sibling, and/or it is a sibling that
introduces the child consumer to ET (Kerrane & Hogg, 2013). Within this section of the LR, the role
of the familial environment is discussed with regard to digital divides as van Dijk (2005) found
people were more likely to learn digital skills in informal environments such as the familial context
in comparison to formal education settings. The section does not explore how children are
educated to use ET or the forms this takes within the familial environment, this is discussed within
the LR later. This section adds to the argument of the thesis by contextualising the exploration of
digital divides to the child consumer in considering parental/guardian motivations for inclusion or
exclusion. Although noted older siblings can play a vital role here (Kerrane, et al., 2015), this section
does not look at the role of siblings in depth as this is not the core focus of the thesis.

3.3.1 THE ROLE OF THE FAMILIAL ENVIRONMENT: DIGITAL INCLUSION

Liu, et al. (2019) explores consumer choices for others, finding the context of these choices are
either for gift giving, joint consumption, everyday favours or caregiving. Within the context of
inclusion of ET within the familial environment, the consumer choice for others is either for gift
giving, joint consumption or caregiving. Although simplified into context here, complex familial
negotiations take place during both purchase and consumption phases (Kerrane, et al., 2012). Liu,
et al. (2019) argue their research extends the Lackman & Lanasa (1993) family decision making
model by adding contextual significance. Although family members can be decision makers and/or
buyers, Liu et al (2019) suggests pure buyers only exist within professional capacities, highlighting
the social focus and context of this consumer choice for another member of the household. The
social focus considers when the chooser is focused on their relationship with the recipient and
strongly considers the relational message their choice sends, as well as a recipient focus; the
chooser will primarily consider the recipient when making their choice, showing less concern for
their self-preference or the relationship. Belk (2014) considers the context of joint consumption
and gift giving within the sharing economy; in Belk (2010) forms of sharing within the family are
differentiated in terms of mothering (the physical act of sharing her body with the foetus and
mothering in terms of the love and care shared), as well as the allocation of household resources.
With males unable to share in terms of the physical sharing of their body, Bettany, et al. (2014)
highlight the role of caring technologies. The findings here suggest ET can act as ‘virtual umbilocal
cords’ for males in the transition to new fatherhood. These type of caring technologies or mothering
in terms the physical sharing of their body, do not form part of a child’s digital inclusion however.
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The contextual and social focus of familial motivations to include their child within ET takes the
form of joint consumption, gift giving and allocating resources.

Joint consumption

Within this context, guardians have a relationship and recipient focus, although they will aim to
balance the recipients preferences with their own. This balance is not necessarily equal, but some
form of consideration is shown, the more consideration shown toward the recipient, the stronger
the relational focus (Lui et al., 2019). Examples of this form of consumption are paired reading
activities: using ET whereby the caregivers preference (educational reading) and interests of the
child (using a device) are considered (Krcmar & Cingel, 2014;Flewitt, et al., 2015). Shapiro (2018)
suggests joint consumption of ET is central to parenting in the digital age; balance is heavily
weighted toward a relationship focus, with parents who may not enjoy game playing on their own,
should do so in order to bond with their child. This ethos is supported by Wang, et al. (2018) finding
the more families played together, the better family satisfaction and closeness. This was observed
to benefit those with poor family communication over those who were already effective
communicators however. Although joint consumption relieves concerns toward the first-level divide,
issues can emerge as a result of joint consumption with parents that can be detrimental.
Inequalities between households surrounding the quality of access comes into play, as caregivers
may not have the skill or confidence to use ET. Krcmar & Cingel (2014) found children
comprehended less when paired reading took place using a device to paired reading offline, as the
guardians ‘distraction talk’ was higher. This distraction talk is categorised as comments
surrounding the digital environment/format which were not apparent within the offline activity.

van Deursen, et al. (2011) noted children have a better aptitude toward technology when navigating
the internet and devices, but parents are better skilled at evaluating the information; joint
consumption within the household can therefore benefit both the caregiver and child. Livingstone
& Helsper (2008) highlight the importance of freedom when using ET and the internet. Although
joint consumption ensures safe internet use, freedom helps children build their digital skills
(Hargittai & Hinnant, 2008) and resilience to content online (Livingstone & O'Neill, 2014). To
mitigate some of the harmful aspects of ET use for the child consumer in the long-term, allowing
opportunities to explore a number of features and have access to a multitude of online touchpoints
using different devices is key (Hargittai & Kim , 2010). Having said this, Wang & Xing (2018) suggest
parents who were more involved with their child’s ET use have higher reported levels of digital
etiquette and safety, highlighting that balance is essential.

It has to be noted that joint consumption within the household does not just take the form of parent
and child but also between siblings. This type of sib-ship within consumer behaviour is common
(Kerrane, et al., 2015), with older siblings having an impact on digital inclusion for young children
(Livingstone, et al., 2015). This section is focused on the parental/guardian motivation for inclusion
however. Liu, et al. (2019) suggests compromise will take place based on the strength of the
relational focus within joint consumption (between siblings or parent-child). The stronger the
relationship focus, the more the consumer will be happy to prioritise the recipients needs. When
we consider parents who do not have the skills to use ET with their children (even if motivated),
this is not a choice. Thus, the child is either excluded altogether, the parents are open to learning
this new skill, the parents’ digital literacy is misguided and this is passed down to the child, or
unsupervised access takes place.

Although it is important that parents are striving to balance their own and their child’s preferences,
this does not mean they are skilled or confident enough to do so, which can be related to a fear of
the unknown (Carleton, 2016). Weil et al (1990) considers this fear as technophobia, presenting
itself as an anxiety about present or future interaction, negative global attitudes about
technological operations and their societal impact, or self-critical internal dialogues during present
or future interactions with ET. In this study, the media was found to have influenced the participants’
attitude toward technology (depending on consumer predisposition) largely stemming from their
experience of use. Children whose parents are uncomfortable when introducing ET, are far more
likely to experience technophobic tendencies. Dijk (2006) defines technophobia as a fear of
technology in general, stemming from skepticism about the benefits of use. Weil & Rosen (1995),
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found technophobia in countries where technology is common and innovative may leave
consumers overwhelmed with the volume of gadgets available.

Parents with anxious attachment styles may be more likely to go with their child's preference when
using ET jointly, whereas parents with avoidant attachment styles prioritise their own preferences
(Liu, et al., 2019). Parental style also has an impact (Baumrind, 1991), when reflected within
internet use (Valcke, et al., 2010); authoritative parents (more responsive and demanding than
average) may be more responsive to their child's preferences toward technology use, but will have
firm boundaries surrounding rules in comparison to permissive parents (warm and supporting but
non-demanding) having less rules/boundaries, with authoritarian’s (high control and low warmth)
less likely to yield to consumption requests or joint consumption requests if it is not of interest to
them and laissez-faire (uninvolved parenting, low in demand and responsiveness) may be passive
about whether or not their child has access and also toward how ET is used (Livingstone, et al.
2015; Bettany & Kerrane, 2016). This leads to consideration of joint consumption in the household
whereby devices are shared, but access is unsupervised.

Unsupervised access

Ofcom (2022) found 99% of children aged 3-17 had access to the internet in 2021. Turkle (2011)
discusses the use of ET as a typically isolated activity, dictating unsupervised, isolated access is
present within the familial environment. Passive and unsupervised access is of interest to policy
makers and researchers given the harms children are exposed to and the importance of freedom
of use for a childs’ digital education (Livingstone & O'Neill, 2014). Cho & Lee (2017) found many
parents use ET as ‘babysitters’ whether they are in a public place or the familial environment. Liu,
et al. (2019)’s research does not consider consumer choices that take the form of borrowing or
lending whereby the children may not own the device, but it is lent to them to use independently.
Belk (2010) considers borrowing or lending as a form of commodity exchange whereby reciprocity
can be present in an immediate sense, potentially including the use of contracts. Verbal contracts
or promises are often used by children in the family as a tactic to influence their parents to yield to
their purchase requests (Kerrane, et al., 2012), however commodity exchange dictates there is a
transfer of ownership. Belk’s (2014) definition of collaborative consumption encompasses
bartering, trading and swapping whereby ‘collaborative consumption is people coordinating the
acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee or other compensation’. By this definition,
members of the household engage in the collaborative consumption if persuasive techniques that
involved compensation were incorporated. Bartering techniques used without the transfer of
ownership, takes the form of borrowing and lending within the sharing economy. Although forms of
compensation may not be overtly expressed by caregivers, motivations for granting a child access
to ET in exchange for them being pre-occupied can be a catalyst to this type of unsupervised access
(Cho & Lee, 2017).

Gift Giving

Another context of digital inclusion within the household includes gift giving. Belk (2010)
distinguishes between gift giving and sharing through expectations of reciprocity, however this is
less prevalent within the familial environment, with parents who will give their children gifts based
on a recipient focus as opposed to expectations of reciprocity (Joy, 2001). Within Lui et al. (2019)
gift giving is seen to hold stronger regard toward the wants and needs of the recipient because gift
giving is a way for a chooser to express the strength and bond of a social relationship (Schwartz,
1967; Belk, 1979; Sherry, 1983; Camerer, 1988; Otnes, et al., 1993; Belk. 1996; Ruth et al., 1999;
Lowrey, et al., 2004) found in Lui et al (2019). This type of gift for young children is usually given at
ages 11-12 (OfCom, 2022a) and is considered a ‘rite of passage’ (Haddon & Vincent, 2015;
Bettany & Kerrane, 2016). Waiting until children start secondary school shows higher concern for
their long-term wellbeing (both through not granting access earlier due to safety concerns, and
granting access at this time, out of safety concerns) (Lui et al., 2019). The child's long term
wellbeing is a stronger indication of parental chooser preferences than the relationship focus within
the gift-giving context. This motive is not unified however, with the parents within Haddon and
Vincent (2015) viewing the device as a safety tool whereas in Bettany & Kerrane (2016) parents
suggested children would be unequipped for the real world if child GPS trackers were used by
parents; describing themes of infantilised young adults who lack resilience, resistance, and
problem solving skills. Social inclusion is seen as another motivator to gift children ET, indicating
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both a relational (thinking of child wants and needs) and a recipient focus toward their social
wellbeing (Clark, 2009). Gifting children ET devices can also stem from educational and
entertainment benefits (Ba, et al., 2002). With consumers forming high attachments to ET
(Melumad & Tuan Pham, 2020), during the lockdown environment sharing devices was a great
sacrifice, embedding the first element of ‘the perfect gift’ (Belk, 1996). The outcome that stems
from motivations of gifting ET results in ownership of devices; leaving room for autonomy with
regard to private/unsupervised use.

Caregiving

There are differential contexts and motives for carer’s granting ET access to children, these choices
all encompass the caregiving context. Liu, et al. (2019) suggests within this context, the choices
are focussed on how they affect the recipient, not necessarily their preferences. Whilst it was noted
within the joint consumption context that consumers with a higher relationship focus will lean
toward the recipient’s preference, and those with a weaker relational focus will show more
consideration to their own preferences; within the context of caregiver, it would be pro-typical that
a caregiver will put their child's long-term interests before their relationship. The focus is still
recipient orientated but this is based on what the caregiver believes the recipient ought to consume
rather than their actual preference. Therefore it is the parental belief toward how the consumption
of ET will impact the child consumer in the long-term, is prioritised over concerns for their
relationship; this is considered as having a strong responsibility focus. These beliefs are the most
influential toward a childs’ digital inclusion or exclusion, whether this be through joint consumption,
gift giving or the allocation of household resources.

Kozinets (2008) identifies consumer beliefs toward ET can be conceptualised within four
ideological fields: 1. Techtopian “technology consumption as social progress”, 2. Green Luddite
“technology consumption as destruction of the natural”, 3. Work Machine “technology
consumption as economic engine” and 4. Techspressive “technology consumption as pleasure”.
However, consumers are dynamic in that they rarely fit into one field entirely when it comes to their
technology ideology. Kalmus, et al. (2011) developed a quantitative study, with personality traits
as the basis for identifying inclusion/exclusion choices. It was found consumers were motivated to
use the internet primarily for social media and entertainment or work and information, finding the
younger generations were more likely to access the internet for social media and entertainment
purposes. Unlike Kalmus et al (2011), Kozinets (2008) finds one field may be more dominant, but
ideologies are turbulent and can have different impacts on behaviour. Theoretically you may have
adult caregivers who fit into the Green Luddite category; but experience conflict in that they are
aware of how important digital skills are and are progressively becoming, as highlighted during the
lockdown environment (Sciacca, et al., 2022). Therefore wanting to introduce ET to their children
(or at the very least, temporarily allocate ET as a resource for education and entertainment during
this time).

One of the ways a child’'s consumption of ET can contribute to their long-term well-being is by
building their resilience. For example, developing strategies to manage situations where they may
see inappropriate social media content, without intervention from their parents (Olesen, 2000),
found in (Nelissen, et al., 2019). Issues arise with children not being mature enough to handle this
exposure, but as Livingstone & Helsper (2010) pilots, there is a degree of risk we expose children
to in the offline world in order to build their resilience, this is a necessary part of their development
and this is the same with the online environment. For some caregivers however, the benefits do
not outweigh the risk and exclusion takes place.

3.3.2 THE ROLE OF THE FAMILIAL ENVIRONMENT: DIGITAL EXCLUSION

For parents that view ET use as detrimental, they can favour toward excluding children. Exclusion
may occur because the caregiver believes it is within the long-term interests of their child, socio-
economic factors, the carer’'s personal consumption and planning also plays a role within the
decision to exclude children from ET use.
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Caregivers’ personal choice

Digital exclusion has previously been considered an affordability issue (Hargittai, 2002), however,
Helsper & Reisdorf (2017) found income is not the most common factor within the first level divide
(access). This is due to the affordability of mobile internet access, meaning access is less of a
concern for the child consumer, but the outcomes of this access (second and third level digital
divides) are. It's therefore more likely to be the parent’s beliefs toward technology use being
threatening (or not) that can lead to the choice of exclusion for the child consumer (Kozinets, 2008;
Bettany & Kerrane, 2016).

Parents may not consider ET harmful, Kozinets (2008) found consumers emulating the Work
Machine ideology, are less motivated to use technology at home. When applying this to the
caregiving context, Liu, et al. (2019) suggests there is an added complexity whereby caregivers will
balance both their own and their childs’ preferences. Therefore, if they feel ET use is valuable to
the child’s long-term wellbeing, they may still introduce their child to ET, despite being fed up it for
work. On the other side of this, caregiver’'s may fit into the Work Machine ideology, but believe ET
is detrimental to long-term well-being. As famously documented among Steve Jobs, Jonathon lve
and Bill Gates having screen-time limits for their own children; some news outlets have interpreted
this as hypocritical whereas others have underlined the importance of balance be taken seriously
given their knowledge in this area (Fleming, 2015). Conversely, Hammer, et al. (2021) found that
parents who valued ET for its intrinsic, utility and attainment values (Techtopian’s and Work
Machine’s), were more likely to have children with higher digital self-efficacy; suggesting digital
education took place within the familial environment. Parent’s who valued ET for ‘being fun, useful
and important’ (Techspressive’s and Techtopian’s) were more likely to purchase devices for
children at a younger age and model this behaviour, but this did not translate to a child’s digital
self-efficacy.

Hammer et al (2021) highlights the importance of not just parental beliefs, but their skill here also.
The findings show further insight is needed to interpret the reciprocal link between parental beliefs
and the child’s digital self-efficacy; socialisation research tells us there is a link here, the
descriptive nature of the data could not-give that insight. Parental beliefs are not black and white,
parents may exclude their children from ET until the age caregivers believe inclusion should take
place. Inclusion is therefore on the horizon, but only at a time that parent’s believe is best. The
conversation is increasingly less about exclusion versus inclusion, but when inclusion starts within
the familial environment. The below diagram from OfCom (2022) sheds further light on this,
illustrating that parents are more likely to view ET activities less favorably for younger children in
comparison to older children, which in turn correlates with the age children have ownership and
accessto ET:

Figure 3.1: Parents’ agreement that the benefits outweigh the risks of child use of ET
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(OfCom, 2022a)

Socio-economic factors

Although income may not be as influential, it impacts on the type of device the child accesses the
internet from. Lutz (2019) found internet access from handheld devices is less beneficial than
computers and laptops. Expenses take the form of software to protect these devices from virus’ or
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hackers, as well as having WiFi with parental controls. Socio-economic factors influence parental
mediation style; Livingstone, et al. (2015) found restrictive mediators (those with strict rules or
bans) were most likely to have primary education or less, making them the least educated of all
the mediator styles. Chang, et al. (2018) however argues this is not down to education level, but
risk perception, parents with higher awareness of the risks of technology use, are more likely to
mediate this risk in comparison to others. This perception of risk partly stems from research
focusing on children with access as opposed to those excluded (Livingstone, et al., 2018). Some
studies reflect hysteria, whereby moderate significance between ET use and the impact on youth
functioning such as cognitive control, academic performance and socio-emotional functioning is
heavily cited by the media (van der Schuur, et al., 2015). Examples include: “Is your smartphone
ruining your memory? A special report on the rise of ‘digital amnesia’” (Seal, 2022), “Smartphone
is now ‘the place where we live’, anthropologists say” (Hern, 2021), “Constant craving: how digital
media turned us all into dopamine addicts” (Waters, 2021), “The smartphone is our era's cigarette
- and just as hard to quit” (Barkan, 2019), “Smartphone 'addiction': Young people 'panicky' when
denied mobiles” (Coughlan, 2019), “'Our minds can be hijacked': the tech insiders who fear a
smartphone dystopia” (Lewis, 2017), “Is our smartphone addiction damaging our children?”
(Davies, 2017).

This does not mean there are not harmful effects of internet access for young children, but there
are households that have less strict mediation styles, who are more educated and leave room for
children to benefit socially and educationally from ET use (Olafsson & Mascheroni, 2015). Online
opportunities and risks are positively correlated (Livingstone & Helsper, 2010; Livingstone, et al.,
2012), however, not all risks result in harm, regular use can help children cope with the problems
they encounter when using the internet.

Further influences of socio-economic factors include findings from Kozinets, et al. (2017) that
technology can be a desire amplifier. With children having access to social media, it can intensify
their demands within the household which can understandably be problematic, and conflicts can
occur (Kerrane , et al., 2012; Kerrane & Hogg, 2013).

Caregivers’ personal consumption

Reasons for digital exclusion can stem from parents’ personal relationship with ET. Matthes, et al.,
(2021) found parents who do not have a positive relationship with their smartphone, were more
likely to experience a lack of control over their children's use, increasing conflict within the
household. Matthes et al. (2021) found it was the parents’ excessive use and lack of control over
their own usage that led to this increased likelihood of conflict. With many parents struggling with
their own relationship with ET, it is logical they would exclude their children. Cho & Lee (2017)
argues the biggest indicators of child ET use is parental use of the internet and ET. Kushlev & Dunn
(2019) tasked parent’s with using their smartphone during a family outing, as a result of being
distracted by the device, they felt isolated from their children. Although purposely tasked with the
activities here, parents struggling to manage their own relationship with technology project this
onto their children. With ET such as handheld devices being so integrated within our lifestyles,
teenagers especially, can view their devices as a companion (Xiao, 2020). This ultimately impacts
the familial environment whereby parents find themselves feeling guilty for their ET use distracting
them from feelings of connection, the fear is that their children will do the same and conflict occurs
when cultivating familial relationships.

Other risks pertaining to the caregivers consumption includes social media, with many adults
concerned over this negative impact, in turn are concerned that children (not being as mature as
them) will be struggling with this also, and perhaps to a greater extent. This is supported by Clark
(2009) exploring the influence of parental involvement with ET access, finding that although there
are gains to ET use (such as social benefits and the building of tech skills), online risks make
parents concerned for child safety. These concerns for safety are of course legitimate (Weinstein,
2018), and awareness of them is a key skill that can aid the development of a child’s digital literacy,
however, these fears can often lead to exclusion altogether.

Concerns for a child’'s long-term wellbeing as a result of ET use are multifaceted. Some relate to
physical health: eye health, child obesity, hindering fine motor skills; mental health: depression,
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anxiety, bullying; educational attainment and/or distraction from this; social: hindering social skills,
lacking empathy, conversation skills; online safety: exposure to inappropriate content, predators
etc. Some parents do not feel they have the skKills to protect children from these harms and so
exclusion becomes the better option with Mascheroni, et al. (2016) finding parents who feel less
familiar with ET often feel outsmarted by their children.

Planning

Haddon & Vincent (2015) and OfCom (2022) suggest most caregivers plan to introduce ET around
ages 11-12. Parental planning surrounding the introduction of healthy ET use is key but does not
necessarily take place if access was not planned. Reasons for unplanned access interrelates Mick
& Fournier, (1998) considering ET as an embedded force of paradoxical innovation, unavoidable in
everyday life, with paradoxes existing between feelings of control/chaos, freedom/enslavement,
new/obsolete and competence/incompetence. These conflicts may lead some parents to grant
access earlier than they planned, however Thomas and Epp (2019), explored why new parents
often fail when it comes to habituating practices they are motivated to introduce; finding it is the
planning that dictates how these practices unfold. For those with a darker view of technology, this
paradoxical relationship may lead to selective exclusion. Digital exclusion for the child consumer
can therefore stem from the guardian’s decision to exclude themselves and their children or
potentially mean delaying this access. However, some parents find themselves purchasing
technology because of the influence of older children in the household (Sharma, et al., 2016); this
results in younger siblings gaining access earlier than older siblings and earlier than parents
intended. This can lead to problematic ET use being far more common and negatively influencing
parents from introducing their children to technology.

3.3.2 THE ROLE OF THE FAMILIAL ENVIRONMENT: A SUMMARY

This section has underlined the importance of the familial environment for digital
inclusion/exclusion, however the consensus of the literature further supports Hutchinson et al
(2020) “some of the barriers to engaging parents in digital learning environments, when this
requires learning new skills or relies on sets of digital capital that are not equally accessible to
parents, teachers and children.” Thus, the impact of relying solely on the familial environment for
a child’s digital education realises inequality and reinforces the impact of the digital divide for
young children. To help tackle this, the UK government introduced EdTech policy to ensure the
school environment takes an active role in the child’s digital education, the next section focusses
on this environment.

3.4 THE ROLE OF THE POLITICAL AND EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT

Information Communication Technology (ICT/IT) is a mandatory subject within schools (making
schools as institutions and educators an important agent when discussing digital divides for the
child consumer). Within this section of the LR, the role of education is critically discussed
surrounding the use and introduction of ET, as well as the unification of policy in this area. The
section does not consider how children are educated to use ET, instead focusing on opportunities
and barriers that exist to digital inclusion within the education environment. This adds to the
discussion of the thesis by highlighting digital divides in the context of the education environment.
This is a result of making considerations between the theoretical role of schools (policy) and how
this translates to practice (the school environment). The section also discusses loopholes that exist
within ICT/IT education. This section does not explore learning theory within the education context
in depth, the focus is on the role of the education environment within the context of digital divides.

3.4.1 THE ROLE OF EDUCATION POLICY

The context of this study is the UK education system, below is a definition of the role of schools:

“We work to provide children’s services, education and skills training that ensures opportunity is
equal for all, no matter background, family circumstances, or need. At our heart, we are the
department for realising potential. We enable children and learners to thrive, by protecting the
vulnerable and ensuring the delivery of excellent standards of education, training and care. This
helps realise everyone’s potential - and that powers our economy, strengthens society, and
increases fairness”
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(DfE, 2021)

At the heart of this definition lies the premise of potential and equal opportunities, hence
compulsory education within the UK; for young people up to the age of sixteen, and from ages
sixteen-eighteen, young people must engage in education or professional training (UK Legislation,
2008). This section highlights that there are issues impacting this ethos, with the most pertinent
being pupil absenteeism, considered an outcome of familial factors and/or a schools inability to
meet pupils’ needs (Zhang, 2003). The Government have introduced “The Schools Bill” (UK
Parliament, 2022a.), in a bid to combat this. Further issues are evidenced by the call for the DfE to
recognise additional educational requirements (Westminster eForum policy conference, 2019).
Many academics are passionate about the importance of their discipline for child welfare, however,
the Westminster eForum conference (2019) highlighted there is a ‘join the que’ attitude here
whereby prioritization understandably takes place. This supports Cukurova, et al. (2018),
recognizing delicate gaps between industry, research and education in practice. The child context
surrounding concerns of digital divides is a current priority however, evidenced through the Online
Harms White paper (2019) and EdTech policy (2019a). The DfE’s self-defined role within a child's
digital education is highlighted within EdTech policy; subsequent discussions surround what DfE
do take responsibility for within this context.

EdTech (2019a) refers to the integration of technology throughout the UK education system with
aims of reducing teacher workload, saving money and improving student outcomes, especially
those with special education needs. Pertinent elements of the EdTech (2019a) policy within the
context of this project, include those relating to the improvement of student outcomes. In achieving
these outcomes EdTech proposes the following:

Table 3.4: Summary of key commitments

COMMITMENT COMMITMENT
NUMBER

1. Work with industry to accelerate the rollout of full-fibre internet connectivity to schools most
in need.

2. Continue to support Jisc to provide full-fibre connections through their Janet network to
colleges and universities.

3. Encourage and support schools, colleges and other providers to consider moving to a cloud-
based approach for their IT systems and storage.

4, Continue to review and improve our guidance documents that help steer schools, colleges
and other providers through the key questions and issues to consider when implementing
their technology infrastructure.

5. Work with the Chartered College of Teaching to launch online courses for teachers and
headteachers so that they can learn how to make their uses of technology more effective

6. Launch a network of ‘demonstrator schools and colleges’ that will leverage the existing
expertise in the sector and help to provide peer-to-peer support and training.

7. Work with the British Educational Suppliers Association (BESA) to support the LearnEd
programme, bringing together teachers, education leaders and industry to showcase best
practice and products through events across the country.

8. Continue to improve our support for schools to access and use our prenegotiated and
recommended buying deals for schools, helping to secure cheaper products.

. Continue to work with BESA to support a trial of the LendEd service, an online lending library
for education technology software, so educators can try before they buy to help identify the
‘right’ products for them.

10. Explore how to build on existing practice and facilitate a better online marketplace where
schools, colleges and other providers can buy with confidence and sellers have an efficient
and effective route to market.

11. Trial an offer of independent Buying Hubs in the South West and North West regions,

out).
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12. Engage with local School Business Manager networks to increase awareness of the support
available to improve procurement practice.

13. Set up a new EdTech Leadership Group made up of representatives across the education
sector (including academia) and industry to continue to drive this agenda forward, find new
ways to collaborate and to agree a plan on how to support the aims of this strategy by the
end of the year.

14. Help galvanise activity across the wider technology sector to support the aims of this
strategy.

15. Work with industry, research and education groups to establish small ‘testbeds’ of schools
and colleges to support the development, piloting and evaluation of technology.

16. Work with EdTech investors to ensure they are aware of and able to access government

facilities including through the British Business Bank’s (BBB) angel, venture and patient
capital programmes.

17. Work with the EdTech Leadership Group and key partners to engage incubators and
accelerators and ensure EdTech businesses are aware of the opportunities they offer.
18. Launch a series of ‘EdTech Challenges’ to stimulate a step-change of activity in key areas

where we believe education technology can make a significant impact. We will support these
challenges by launching a series of innovation competitions to promote product
development where needed and through the aforementioned ‘testbed’ and ‘demonstrator’
schools and colleges.

19. Create a step change in the digital services available to parents, students, teachers and
education leaders. We will pilot ways of engaging with these groups that brings together
relevant information, so that the education sector and the public get the services they need.

(DfE, 2019a)

This summary speaks to the press release surrounding EdTech (2019b), although prominence is
put on student outcomes within this release, this is less clear cut within the policy document. The
aims within the full report largely speak to efficiencies surrounding the integration of EdTech which
in turn supports better outcomes for the child consumer, as opposed to direct benefits to their
digital education. Please see the table below for the researcher’'s synopsis of this, this
compromises the researchers interpretation of the policy document:

Table 3.5: Researcher Summary of EdTech (2019a) Policy Document

SECTION RESEARCHER’S NOTES (FOCUSSED ON CHILD
SUMMARISED CONSUMER OUTCOMES)
Section 1: Setting our Summarised within the figure below, the vision for EdTech surrounds
vision for education the DfE’s aim to support and enable the education sector. Plans to do
technology so rely on reducing workloads by reducing the burden of administrative

tasks, increasing efficiencies with prominence on assessment
processes, breaking down barriers to education by supporting access
and inclusion for improved education with prominence on continued
professional development (CPD) opportunities for teachers, supporting
the EdTech business sector with a view to improve ‘learning throughout
life’, helping those not just in formal education.

Figure 3.2: Framework for change
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(DfE, 2019a)
Recognised as an essential to this delivery, is a partnership between
educators, leaders and experts within the EdTech sector.

Section 2: Securing the
digital infrastructure

Recognition toward schools without the infrastructure to support the
aforementioned strategies. Data here is based on a 2018 report, the
latest update from OfCom suggests 40% of UK homes are able to
access broadband capable of Gigabit speeds, 24% of homes with
access to fullfibre, 62% of homes have access to ultrafast broadband
(download speeds of a minimum of 300Mbit/s), with just over 2% of
homes unable to access ‘decent broadband’ (10Mbit/s for download
speed and 1 Mbit/s upload speed) (OfCom, 2021). Plans are in place
to have all schools across the UK with top internet speeds by 2025 (DfE,
2022).

Section 3: Developing
digital capability and skills

Have acknowledged confidence and willingness to learn as the main
barriers with regard to the consumption and role of ET education by
teachers, and plan to make training available online as well as 8
accredited CPD events, prominence is put on the demonstrator schools
to share their experiences and insight.

Section 4: Supporting
effective procurement

Vulnerabilities toward the integration of ET within practice is noted to
stem from lack of knowledge surrounding the best tools and equipment
that are fit for purpose, making schools and parents exposed to issues
of buying expensive technology that is not best suited to their needs. In
light of this, the government have pre-negotiated contracts for schools,
available through the digital marketplace platform, cloud-based
technology is available through this platform but not through traditional
catalogues. Other initiatives include online procurement guidance and
a lend service; educators can try equipment before committing to
purchase. Independent and tailored buying advice to directly manage
procurement for schools has been piloted within the South-West. A
‘directory’ of contacts has been created to develop a network for advice
between educators surrounding this, although no responsibility to
monitor or guarantee the quality of this advice is given, it is stated that
the information here ‘does not constitute a recommendation’ by the
DfE.
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Section 5: Promoting
digital safety

Highlights the implications of not having this knowledge through
examples of the cyber-attack impacting the National Health Service in
2017 (Smart, 2018). The responsibility for digital security and data
protection lies with the individual institutions. A tool kit is provided for
guidance as well as an annual review/checklist for education providers
to complete in line with the data protection act (2018). The tool kit
details data protection activities, policies and processes for data
management and guidance on how to respond to data breaches, should
they occur. They have also outlined initiatives from external providers
such as the National Cyber Security Centre (NCSC), Jisc and where to
report instances of personal data breaches.

With regard to the child consumer, they highlight schools should do
what they can to limit children’s exposure to content through the use of
filters and monitoring systems. Referral is made to the Keeping Children
Safe In Education (KCSIE) statutory guidance, this guidance is there to
signpost schools to the Safer Internet Centre’s guidance, where they will
explain what filtering and monitoring best practice looks like. They
advise children are taught online safety throughout the curriculum and
staff training should be inclusive of policy guidance. Interrelating
industry, it is expected they adhere to ‘cyber essentials’ minimum
standards developed by the NCSC and adhere to the Code of Practice
for Consumer loT Security throughout the design process. Hints toward
the Online Harms policy are made where policy makers will work with
the DfE to ensure the safety of young children.

Section 6: Developing a
dynamic EdTech business
sector

The aim here is for industry to work with schools to develop practical,
school-led solutions and teacher-tech training in peer-peer groups to
help raise the confidence and competence of staff. Noted is the
importance of the EdTech business sector in driving this change as
being innovative and evidence based.

Suggestion of an EdTech launchpad scheme to identify and support
Further education (FE) and Higher Education (HE) startups is made,
aiding product development, and making it easier to work with these
startups. A ‘Rocket fund’ is in place to boost support and engagement
with local communities to help UK schools procure and embed
technology.

Issues for EdTech businesses include struggling to access education
institutions to test, pilot and prototype their products. Empathy is given
for teachers and school leaders prioritizing their day to day duties, but
outlines this in turn hinders the quality of the products that are offered.
The aim is then to work with industry, research and education groups to
establish small ‘testbeds’ to facilitate product development.

Section 7: Supporting
innovation through EdTech
challenges

Five opportunities were outlined when describing how EdTech can
specifically support schools. Again, prominence is on collaboration
between industry, research and practice:

e “Administration processes: reducing the burden of ‘non-
teaching’ tasks.

o Assessment processes: making assessment more effective and
efficient.

e Teaching practices: supporting access, inclusion, and improved
educational outcomes for all.

e Continuing professional development: supporting teachers,
lecturers and education leaders so they can develop more
flexibly.
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e Learning throughout life: supporting decisions about work or
further study and helping those who are not in the formal
education system gain the skills they need now and in the
future.”

(DfE, 2019a)
With regard to the learning throughout life initiative, the aim is to prove
that early learning apps can help improve literacy and communication
skills for disadvantaged children. The benefits here are also sought for
adults to “widen accessibility and improve delivery of online basic skills
training”. With artificial intelligence being used to support this delivery
and training.

These aims are dressed as challenges, posed to industry and research
bodies to undertake this research and evaluation. With schools being
encouraged to widely share any good practice.

The DfE have outlined their role as supportive:

“To support the type of coordinated sector leadership that is a feature
of other more established business sectors, the DfE and the
Department for Business, Energy & the Industrial Strategy (BEIS) will
establish an EdTech Leadership Group, that will ensure that both the
business sector and the education sector are able to drive the delivery
of this strategy across England. We will work with the Group to agree a
plan by the end of the year, including on how industry and the English
education sector will support the aims set out in this strategy, and will
work with this group to utilize their networks and communication
channels to discuss this with the broader sectors” (DfE, 2019a)

Both the business sector and education sector are therefore expected
to stay tuned with regard to their role and responsibility in this, and that
outline is within the premise of the DfE’s supportive role. In order to
promote the product development for industry, innovation competitions
will take place, giving businesses the opportunity to bid for funds to
develop, test and refine EdTech products and services. The education
sector will then be expected to work with the winning bidders to build
on this. Following this, the research group is responsible for
demonstrator schools and colleges; disseminating this good practice.

Section 8: Improving the
Department for
Education’s digital services

In order to improve the DfE’s digital services, the below is outlined:

e “Support for people who want to become new teachers by
making it easy to find a postgraduate training course and apply
for teacher vacancies

e Help for teachers and school leaders to buy products and
services

e Systems for schools and colleges to more efficiently send data
securely to the DfE

e Help for parents to find and pay for childcare, including access
to 30 hours free childcare

e Support to help young people to find an apprenticeship

e An online tool to help students to apply for a student loan to
support further study.”

(DfE, 2019a)
Also mentioned as in development, is a national retraining scheme.

It is suggested that a minimum standard must be set with regard to
digital standards; schools are given autonomy to define what success
looks like with the requirement of publishing performance data.
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Section 9: Conclusion - This section acknowledges technology can ‘polarize’ opinion but
Implementing, integrating recpgnition of it’s potential to pos_itively impact thg sector is m_ade with
and innovating a view to move EdTech on from ‘just one more thing to do’, with focus

on how it can improve efficiencies, leaving educators more time to focus
on student outcomes. The strategy is viewed as a revolution with regard
to the sectors approach to technology, underpinned by government
support and partnership with education and industry. Noted as a
journey that is beginning.

(DfE, 2019a)
The DfE’s recognised barriers to these commitments and strategies are:

e Infrastructure: (slow connection, outdated networks and devices)

e Greater digital capability and skills: (skills and confidence to use the technology, responsibility for
school leaders to empower teaching staff to use the technology, awareness of the tools available
and expertise to identify those best suited)

e Procurement: (the ability and expertise to make sound purchase decisions)

e Privacy, safety and digital security: (concerns toward protection for both education providers and
students)

(DfE, 2019a)

Infrastructure

Schools having the infrastructure in place to effectively use the internet (as demonstrated by the
demonstrator schools) is key. Since the original policy, there have been monumental increases in
internet availability, as part of the governments 5G Supply Chain Diversification Strategy (DfDCMS,
2020). However, within the COVID-19 lockdown environment, infrastructure within the home
environment was a greater concern with a ‘small but significant’ number of homes without decent
broadband service by December 2020 (119,000 in England, 34,000 in Scotland, 19,000 in
Northern Ireland and 18,000 in Wales (Ofcom, 2020).

Procurement

The commitment to support greater digital capability and skills is discussed within the next section
(the role of the education environment: in practice). With regard to procurement barriers, this
surrounds concerns toward the ability and expertise to make sound purchase decisions. The
availability of such information is (for cloud technology) restricted to the online digital market place,
as opposed to traditional catalogues; meaning schools must first have the infrastructure to upskill
digitally, before having that in-depth information available to them. The exclusive availability of this
information online, hinders service standard three: to provide a joined-up experience across all
channels “Users should not be excluded or have an inferior experience because they lack access
to technology or the skills to use it.” (Gov.uk, 2022). The trial of buying hubs was announced within
EdTech policy (2019a), which included testing a service to directly manage procuremnt of schools;
at the time of updating this section (April 2022), this has been trialed within the South-West only,
but this could be a beneficial initiative to help school’s individual procurement needs. In turn, this
trial synthesizes with the governments procurement commitment by making this information
available in both online and offline settings. Within the (2020) Westminster Education Forum policy
conference, it was acknowledged that EdTech policy had not been prioritsed prior to the pandemic;
forcing schools to accerlerate these procurement plans in a short time period, the standard of
which was rightly praised, despite the outlined trial’s not having been implemented.

Practical barriers

The commitment from the DfE to tackle barriers include reaching a ‘good minimum standard of

digital maturity, an essential pre-cursor to the effective use of technology’ (DfE, 2019a). This

benchmark encompasses the schools’ individual responsibility to follow the framework for change

(figure 3.2) above. The autonomy given to schools is beneficial to school leaders and teachers
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understanding better than policy makers the requirements of their individual school and pupils,
however there is ambiguity surrounding the outcomes to children within the document. These
benefits appear to be an indirect outcome of the efficiencies of the integration of technology rather
than being specified. Responsibility is on demonstrator schools to disseminate this beneficial
information, which adds to their workload. It is clear workloads are acknowledged by the DfE,
however the insensitivity toward this is pertinent, putting responsibility on ‘testbed’ schools to work
with industry and demonstrator schools to disseminate best practice. In the first light, sharing
knowledge and best practice is the burden of demonstrator schools; the expectation of this
knowledge sharing is also questionable. As acknowledged by the DfE, digital capability and skills
are a barrier to the implementation of this policy, does knowledge sharing solve this barrier?
Teachers and leaders within schools where this knowledge would be beneficial does not translate
to them having the infrastructure or skills to implement these examples. Peer-peer learning is an
optimal way to disseminate information, but is grounded in impracticality. This strategy embeds
inequality whereby schools without the infrastructure, or those whose leaders and teachers do not
have the capability and skills to implement these examples given, are excluded. The complex and
embedded nature of digital disparities are overlooked here. Practically, what is the expectation of
the demonstrator school? The lack of intervention from the DfE will leave some staff and schools
even further behind, meaning inequality within the child consumers familial environment is only
one side of the coin, as there are inequalities within the educational environment also.

Fair compensation

Adding to the concerns surrounding the ‘supportive’ role of the DfE, are ethical considerations
surrounding the need for schools to work with industry in reaching these better outcomes. How are
school leaders and teachers being compensated for taking time out of their working day to work
with industry? Luckin & Cukurova (2019) highlight the importance of this collaboration, but these
companies stand to win funding from the government and profit from this partnership. Whilst
Luckin & Cukurova (2019) consider that collaboration gives developers better understanding on
the educator’s perspective and the process of teaching and learning, in exchange educators upskill
and improve their understanding about ET; in turn improving their practice and student outcomes.
What does this mean for schools whose teachers are not motivated to engage in this undertaking?
Those who already go above their contracted capacity to increase student outcomes? Or those who
are already overwhelmed with unmanageable workloads? Do teachers who do not see this as fair
compensation, or those who do not have the capacity to take on more, get discriminated against?
And how sustainable is it to expect teachers to do this? Even if this engagement is fairly substituted
within their workload, is this fair compensation? With regard to solutions here, the DfE need to take
an active supporting role in the form of enrichening their understanding of best practice,
disseminating this information themselves and actively supporting school leaders and teachers
who are motivated, but need further help in tailoring these examples to their contexts. Although
training opportunities are available to upskill teachers (making knowledge-sharing more effective);
44% of teachers suggest they will resign in the next 2-5 years (The Guardian, 2022), unmanageable
workloads appear to be the catalyst for this. For the majority of teachers then, the efficiencies
suggested through the introduction of EdTech indicates workloads will be brought to manageable
levels when they upskill. Thus, these efficiencies do not necessarily achieve the overall aims of the
policy with regard to improving student outcomes. In light of comments surrounding the DfE ‘failing
to get a grip on the issues facing teachers’ (The Guardian, 2022), it highlights part of the issue with
the promulgation of EdTech within practice is that evidence-based research is generalizable, but
not practical (Bennett, 2013) found in (Cukurova, et al., 2018). The next section moves on from
discussing the theoretical role of the education environment toward considering the reality of this
environment in practice.

3.4.2 THE ROLE OF THE EDUCATION IN PRACTICE

Within the EdTech policy conference: The future for Edtech in England - standards, quality and
accessibility, the experience of lockdown, and next steps for the Edtech Strategy (2021), the
researcher asked about the practical implications of how policy would be implemented. It was
stated schools would have autonomy, as they know their pupils and needs better than policy
makers. This autonomy however, includes responsibility, whereby the DfE’s role is strictly
supportive. When asked about this, it was stated “only 18% of schools rely on the DfE prior to
making procurement choices” (Westminster Education Forum policy conference, 2021),
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highlighting the role of DfE for procurement purposes was not imperative. This section discusses
the infeasibility of the DfE’s top-down approach to the integration of ET in schools, unveiling how
currently, the DfE are ungrounded regarding the antecedents of ET use that impacts a teacher’s
willingness and ability to integrate ET within the classroom. This may therefore be the reason that
only 18% of schools rely on this advice, as opposed to a statistic used to shed the weight of this
responsibility.

Mindset

The EdTech policy rejects or is unsympathetic to the idea educators can have a fixed mindset:
where intelligence is viewed as unchangeable (Dweck, 2000). Their faith toward a teachers’ belief
they can upskKill indicates presumptions of a growth mindset with regard to their efficacy of
technology use. Within a growth mindset, failure is viewed as a normative essential to growth, effort
is central, skills are changeable and able to be developed (Dweck, 2006). Hase (2014) suggests a
growth mindset is synonymous to leaders in education, desirable given the influence a teachers’
mindset can have on a students’ achievement (Hattie, 2012). Schriever (2021) found this is not
always the case when it comes to ET however; making the assumptions surrounding the fixed
mindset approach within the EdTech policy problematic.

Schriever (2021) conceptualised a framework outlining the complexities of a teachers’ individual
agency regarding the management of ET within the classroom. It showed the consumption and
integration of ET within schools is multi-dimensional between a teachers’ personal and
professional consumer behaviour. An educators mindset toward their ability to upskill and integrate
ET within the classroom is relfected through the autonomy teachers have regarding the use of ET
within their classroom. The importance of autonomy here strengthens the political approach the
DfE take (a supportive role). However, what about those who see this autonomy as a loophole?
Fraser (2018) highlights classroom culture as significant in the practical implementation of new
practices, although difficult to change (Van Dam, et al., 2008). Naturally, educators with a growth
mindset toward themselves, explore opportunities to learn and grow, whereas those with a fixed
mindset look to validate their competence (either seeking situations where this competence can
be displayed and/or avoiding situations where they may feel incompetent) (Solberg, et al., 2020).
The difference in the individual mindset of educators will therefore lead some to be more
opportunistic and enthusiastic about embedding ET within their teaching (with the autonomous
element of the policy being beneficial), whereas others may struggle to do so (making the
autonomous element problematic). Some may look at this training as an opportunity and some as
a hinderance, in either scenario this attitude will equate to diverse motivation to partake in such
training. Practically, this may be a hinderance to all educators given their workload, but some will
be more motivated than others. In addressing this barrier to make the EdTech policy more practical,
training should aid the identification of schools and educators who require knowledge surrounding
the benefits of digital education to ensure student outcomes. Earlier studies have shown one-off
training of this nature is unlikely to see permanent effects after a 3-month period (Donohoe, et al.,
2012), whereas multiple training sessions saw longer lasting results (Seaton, 2018).

Approaches to pedagogy

To encourage deeper thinking when introducing ET, Blau & Peled (2012) suggest it requires to be
embedded within a constructivist pedagogical perspective, requiring teachers to give their students
room to explore and construct their knowledge in comparison to teachers who believe learners
simply absorb information (Bruner, 1999). Cukurova, et al., (2019) also advocates this approach.
Kolb & Kolb (2017) pilot the importance of experiential learning within pedagogy, focusing on how
this approach gives students the ability to experience the topics first-hand. When this approach is
enabled through technology use, this allows a more meaningful understanding of topics. Activities
can include role play, field trips and applied projects. Whilst pedagogy surrounds the teaching of
children and andragogy the facilitation of learning for adults, the EdTech policy surrounds self-
directed adult learners, thus andragogy. However, Blaschke (2021), recognises the role of
educators is to prepare students for lifelong learning given there is a rising demand for these skills
within the digital age; promoting the emerging approach of heutagogy within their teaching. This
coincides with EdTech (2019a): section 7: Learning throughout life. However, the supportive role
embeds the dissemination of good practice by ‘test bed schools’, which is not suitable when
training teachers to apply this knowledge in a constructivist approach in order to embed critical
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thinking and realise the beneficial outcomes. Hutchinson, et al. (2020) considers the pressures
both parents and teachers feel about this burden; finding ultimately, successful pedagogies were
only developed when continuous opportunities for collaboration were available. This approach
ensured constructive and creative ways to embed ET were incorporated into practice whereas the
limited and infrequent opportunities suggested by the EdTech policy through sharing best practice,
will not be effective for everyone.

Outcomes to pupils

Literature surrounding beneficial outcomes of ET use within the classroom is vast; ranging from
outcomes for students that stimulate motivation and concentration, with particular benefits to
those with special educational needs (Flewitt, et al., 2015), improved learning for students
(although not automatic) (Neal, 2007), engaging students in more complex projects, increasing
their commitment to their academic work (Kalman & Guerrero, 2013), added value to educational
activities both inside and outside the school enrionment (Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2016), the fun and
engaging aspects of incorporating digital games, ultimately leading to educational benefits (Beavis,
et al., 2014) and ultimately, improved student learning (Cloonan, et al., 2014). These beneficial
outcomes, along with those that benefit teachers, are clearly recognised by the DfE which has
ignited the introduction of EdTech policy within the UK. Selwyn (2012) however, concluded many
teachers are not able to sufficiently adapt to the challenges technology can bring, and this is
highlighted within some of the challenges the aforementioned studies found within their research.
This can stem from fears of potential harms (Flewitt, et al., 2015), some fearing their skillset as
teachers becoming redundant (Neal, 2007), difficulties stemming from teacher skill (Kalman &
Guerrero, 2013), limitations of the technology within the classroom (Shamir-Inbal & Blau, 2016),
confidence and willingness (Schreiver, 2021), teacher’s losing control within the learning
environment (Beavis, et al., 2014) and despite preparation, technological difficulties and issues
with protocol (such as students’ forgetting passwords) (Cloonan, et al., 2014). The commonality
between the successful integration of ET within classrooms, thus overcoming these challenges to
realise beneficial outcomes, were grounded within the participation of viable transitional practices
(Kalman & Guerrero, 2013). This included a teacher’s willingness and motivation to view the
integration of ET as a complex process of re-interpreting the curriculum, expanding beyond the use
of academic texts, by taking risks and constructing new approaches to work and interaction.

The process of embedding EdTech to realise beneficial outcomes for both teachers, schools and
children is achievable but clearly complex, with Livingstone & Third (2017) highlighting the need
for children to be educated about both protection and maximizing the benefits of ET use. There is
therefore a heavy demand on teachers, not only to outline the harmful connotations of ET use, but
to embed ET to realise beneficial outcomes. Active participatory studies such as Parnell & Bartlett
(2012) and Cloonan, et al. (2014) are integral to understanding how (if educators are willing and
do upskill), these outcomes can be achieved; highlighting benefits for teachers, children and
parents. The reality is, not all teachers have the same level of skill, confidence and/or motivation
to do the same as the researchers in these studies. This view is supported by Beavis, et al., (2014)
whereby the researchers highlighted the teachers’ attitude toward ET within their sampling method,
as it was acknowledged the findings were illustrative of teachers with a higher motivation to learn
these new skills and pilot this within the classroom. Having said this, Kalman & Guerrero’s (2013)
research is incredibly meaningful to the literature, showing how a teacher with 38 years of
experience and little knowledge of digital technology, can realise these outcomes if they are willing
to take part in these transitional practices. Solberg, et al. (2020) emphasizes the need to
understand why consumers within organisations engage or avoid these practices.

Current policy and loopholes

The UK introduced EdTech in 2019, however this was put on ‘the backburner’ (Westminster
Education Forum policy conference, 2021). It wasn’t until the COVID-19 pandemic that this became
the focus of the DfE again, however no changes have been made responding to the practical issues
highlighted within this section of the literature review. In a bid to proactively share responsibility of
children’s digital education between the education and familial environment, the government
introduced free early learning apps to families eligible for free school meals. Meyer et al (2021)
found free early-learning apps were less effective than paid apps however. On top of implications
for those with lower-income, the study found parents would benefit from understanding how to
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evaluate the quality of free or paid apps before downloading them (Meyer, et al.,, 2021). This
interrelates Hutchinson, et al. (2020), finding parents/guardians do not have the skill or capacity
to introduce ET effectively to young children, at least not to the same degree as the education
context; underlying the need for the school environment to make these recommendations,
although not a remit within the EdTech policy. In keeping with this holistic approach to the child
consumers digital education, the introduction of Relationships, Sex and Health Education (RSE) in
England’s primary and secondary schools is in place to support students with their personal use
of the internet. It is within this subject that relationships on online platforms are discussed, what
is considered kind, appropriate, private and what kind of data is responsible to share; with the aim
of increasing digital literacy (DfE, 2021). To support teachers with this, guidance is available such
as frameworks to help equip children and young people for digital life (UK Council for Internet Safety,
2020); topics here include self-image and identity, online relationships, online reputation, online
bullying, managing online information, health, wellbeing and lifestyle, privacy and security as well
as copyright and ownership. There is also the UK Council for Child Internet Safety (UKCCIS), there
to help provide guidance for parents, carer’s and educators (UKCCIS, 2020). However, in a recent
survey (n1,014 school children aged 7-16), it appeared children have been taught nothing, or at
least very little when it comes to their data rights (Livingstone & Pothong, 2022). Given the heavy
workload of educators however, it is plausible to consider that subjects like RSE (not an area where
a schools’ performance is measured) (DfE, 2022), will not take priority over those that are. On that
same token, computing studies has not been mandatory within progress 8 for quite some time
either (DfE, 2016; DfE, 2017; DfE, 2019a; DfE, 2020; DfE, 2022).

3.4.2 THE ROLE OF THE POLITICAL AND EDUCATION ENVIRONMENT: SUMMARY

This section has discussed a lot of what stands in the way for teachers and their ability to up-skill
if necessary. The pandemic has shown all teachers are able to do this, but a pandemic lifestyle and
workload is not sustainable. This section has highlighted the problematic nature of the EdTech
policy aiming to increase teacher and student outcomes within the education environment. In order
to contextualise the critical discussions so far, the next section takes a theoretical approach toward
digital divides within the familial and school environment during the COVID-19 pandemic lockdown
period.

3.5 CHILD SOCIALISATION

Technologies today are as significant as the tools human beings have been evolving with for the
past 2.6 million years; it solidifies our technological tools today are significant within every aspect
of our lives by “reflecting us, connecting us, shaped like us, shaping us, replacing us, controlling
us”, to be a new and embedded force within our lives (Kozinets, 2019). The significance of ET today
and the impact of digital inequality highlighted within the LR so far, draws consideration toward
how consumers are socialised to use such tools. So far, the LR has revolved around the topic of
digital divides, and the role that the familial and education contexts play toward the child
consumers’ position on the digital ladder. This section adds value to the thesis as socialisation
theories conceptualise the discussion so far; moving away from the role of the aforementioned
environments with regard to a child’s digital inequality, toward considering how the child consumer
is socialised to use ET within these contexts. Adoption and diffusion theories are mentioned,
however, these approaches do not form the theoretical grounding of the thesis. By interrelating the
topics discussed so far within one theoretical lens, a holistic view of digital divides for young
children is enabled. This section does not encompass socialisation agents outside of
parents/guardian’s, educators and policy makers, given it is not within the scope or focus of the
study.

3.5.1 PARENTS/GUARDIAN’S AS DIGITAL SOCIALISATION AGENTS

Cotte & Wood (2004) suggest parental influence is stronger than the influence of siblings, with
parental style being a dominant factor. Moreno-Ruiz, et al. (2019) discuss how parental style can
impact cyber aggression and victimization; protective, warm, affectionate and supervisory
characteristics found within authoritative and indulgent parental styles, reduce the likelihood of
cyberbullying and aggression. Authoritarian styles that have elements of control/supervision but
little warmth, are more likely to result in children becoming a risk factor for cyberbullying.
Conversely, Thomas, et al. (2022) argues family satisfaction and parent/child attachment plays a
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major role in influencing the monitoring of online activities; it impacts problematic internet use
(PIU) as child aggression and parental monitoring of online activity positively correlate, and family
satisfaction, attachment and low parental work-family conflict, negatively relate to PIU. Ventouris,
et al. (2021) found a better educated father and high family income meant PIU was less likely. On
the other hand, Leijse, et al. (2023) outlines parent factors do not equate to risky internet use on
social media, however these kind of factors can equate to low self-esteem, which in turn leads to
risky and therefore PIU. Self-esteem being the prominent factor interrelates with Matthes, et al.
(2021), finding children who had self-regulation promoted within childhood were more likely to have
control and be able to regulate their own internet use, without this experience of self-regulation in
earlier years, it caused issues later. Parental style however, can influence a child’s self-esteem, the
likelihood that self-regulation is promoted, as well as direct influences on a child’s mediation of ET.
Sciacca, et al. (2022) found within the more active and restrictive mediation styles, more skills
were developed. Helsper, et al. (2013) found restrictive mediators to be more of a hinderance to
the development of digital skills than active mediators, but both had a higher degree of influence
than parents who were passive about their child’s internet use, this style was more commonly used
by parents with male children. Matthes, et al. (2021) concludes mediation does not change with
technology type.

Sciacca, et al. (2022) contextualises this to the lockdown environment; finding active mediation
was most likely if parents were worried about online risks. Restrictive mediation was caused by the
amount of time children spent online during lockdown, worries about online risks, the carers’ digjtal
skills and their negative attitude toward digital technology. Child digital skills were developed when
high levels of both active and restrictive mediation were present during lockdown. Skill
development was hindered if parents had a dominant restrictive style however, given children spent
less time online, thus active mediation/influence was less prominent within their socialisation style
in comparison. Whilst passive mediation would mean increased time spent online, a child’s
opportunity to digitally upskill increased as they are more likely to encounter opportunities and
risks which builds their resilience (Livingstone & Helsper, 2010). When extending on this research,
Livingstone, et al. (2012) clarified not all risks result in harm, but regular use can help children
cope with problems they encounter, although the outcome is increased digital efficacy, the degree
of influence was lessened as parents did not have a huge role in the process.

Family structure

The family structure and environment are influential within the degree of socialisation. Sela, et al.
(2020) finds a negative family environment is more likely to lead to depression and FOMO. Buelga,
et al. (2017) agrees, discussing cyber bullying is more likely in lower family climates and
communication environments. On the other hand, Carvalho, et al. (2015) found technology use
impacts the family, not the other way around. One form of this is through technoference (using
technology in front of each other), as this can impact the parental relationship (McDaniel, et al.,
2018). Parents tasked with using their smartphone during a family outing reported they felt isolated
from their children as a result. Although the parents were purposely tasked with this activity,
parents who are less conscious of the impact of technoference, may feel the same (Kushlev &
Dunn, 2019). Within the lockdown context, Hong, et al. (2022) found family closeness made game
playing more valuable during lockdown, with Wang, et al. (2018) finding the more a family plays
games together, the closer they are. This interrelates Xiao (2020) where teenagers without this
family closeness viewed their phone as a companion; this can stem from low family climates, but
can also be a result of seeing their parents excessively using ET. These norms and behaviours can
form part of the family identity; co-constructed qualities and attributes that are particular to that
family and differentiate them from others (for example, using/not using ET at the dinner table) (Epp
& Price, 2008).

The families interpersonal communication can directly and indirectly impact consumer
socialisation, whether this takes place through concept or socio orientated communication; it is
the frequency that children discuss ET use with their parents that increases the degree of
socialisation that takes place. Information can of course come from sources outside of the family,
but it is found that if this information prompts family discussion, the sources influence is weakened,
thus the family structure has a huge bearing on child socialisation. In instances where carers have
more restrictive/protective styles of communication (protecting the child from controversary), the
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influence of these agents is likely to be higher, concluding that communication type is just as
important as the frequency of the communication (Moschis, 1985). Goodrich & Mangleburg (2010)
however, suggest child consumers who are high socio-orientated are more likely to be influenced
by their peers, and those who are high concept-orientated are more likely to be influenced by their
family. Earlier studies by John (1999) highlight this depends on age, this is more likely the case for
teenagers than child consumers. Other attributes of the process of socialisation can take the form
of frequency of contact, primacy, and ability to reward and punish behaviours. Within this scope,
Moschis & Moore (1979) suggests socialisation takes three forms: Modelling (imitating behaviour),
reinforcement (reward-positive reinforcement or punishment- negative reinforcement), or social
interaction (the degree of influence will vary based on factors such as socio-economic status, sex,
birth order, age, or life cycle position as it negates the learners’ recognised social environment and
where this learning takes place). Whilst socialisation can take place within the familial or school
environments, it does not diminish the influence of familial habitus. This interlinks Bourdieu’s
concept of habitus, conveyed within digital capital (Fletcher & Blair, 2016). Families who use ET for
either capital enhancing or non-capital enhancing activities, are likely to pass this on to their
children. There are however instances whereby socialisation is child-led, rather than a parent-child
process.

Child led socialisation

Foxman, et al. (1989) suggest the extent of child influence within the family depends on the
communication environment, the child’s personal resources, perceived product knowledge and
importance. Flurry (2007) notes child-led socialisation is also dependent on family structure. Flurry
(2007) also found if a child contributes financially to a product, is the first born or part of a smaller
household, they will have more sway toward the products that get purchased. In instances where
parents are separated, children are seen to have a connected presence with their parents through
ET, however this can be contested by the child whereby they are in a position that makes them
responsible for mediating communication between the separated parents (Sjoblom, et al., 2018);
in this instance, the child experience dictates whether communication of this nature is a right or
responsibility within this family structure.

Children are more influential when it comes to the digital environment with a female parent, those
who are 35 years old+ and have lower socio-economic status (Correa, et al., 2015). Although
children are responsible for parental socialisation, this does not equate to their internet efficacy;
reinforcing findings from van Deursen, et al. (2011), children may have better aptitude in the haptic
attributes of device usage, but parents have a better ability to evaluate information they find. Bao,
et al. (2007) found if a child views parental power to be high, their influence strategy is more likely
to be bilateral, but with little concern toward the parent-child relationship. The more influence the
child has, the more satisfied they are, reasons for this relate to the findings of Singh, et al. (2020);
child knowledge is less influential within the child-parent socialisation as is child concern toward
the object. Wang, et al. (2018) found when participatory learning is present, whereby neither party
is dominant, parents and children learn from each other. As children age, they interact less with
their parents when it comes to ET use (Nelissen, et al., 2019). A degree of influence continues to
take place however which follows the imitating mode of socialisation.

Impact of parent personal smartphone use

As previously discussed, technoference impacts on familial relationships and this behaviour can
be learned (McDaniel, et al., 2018). In terms of impact, Kildare & Middlemiss (2017) finds this can
lead children to engage in naughty behaviour in a bid to gain their parents’ attention. Although
parental views on the capability or hinderance of ET toward child development is important in their
motivation to expose children and encourage use (Jeffery, 2021), Matthes, et al. (2021) finds
parental views are less influential than their own usage. Shin (2015) however, finds one dictates
the other. Carers with good mediation strategies foster more positive views on internet use, thus
not only do they set a good example, but they also have a more positive and therefore encouraging
view on child ET use. This is prevalent within Wald, et al. (2023), whereby joint use of virtual
assistants with young children is motivated by hedonic experiences. The formation of these views
may stem from parental knowledge of risky behaviours, with Gerzicakova, et al. (2023) finding
parents were well informed about risky behaviours but underestimated their child’s experience of
this. Some parental styles such as supportive and active mediators had a higher knowledge of this
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behaviour, whereas restrictive styles and monitoring lead to less knowledge, giving them a false
sense of security. In this case, the degree of socialisation may be stronger, but the process makes
this less successful. Kucirkova & Flewitt (2022) found it is not just viewpoints that dictate the
degree to which ET use is encouraged, finding conflicting themes such as trust/mistrust,
agency/dependency and nostalgia/realism had an impact here within the context of digital book
reading.

3.5.2 EDUCATORS AS DIGITAL SOCIALISATION AGENTS

Silber-Varod, et al. (2019) explores teacher skills that contribute toward their digital literacy:
collaboration, communication, creativity, critical thinking, information literacy, problem-solving and
socio-emotional skills. Kajamaa, et al. (2019) found teachers need to promote relative expertise in
the learning environment to be influential within the socialisation process, and students need to
take responsibility for their learning to a degree. The more empowered teachers are in believing
they are able to influence a child’s digital skills, the more they are likely to do so (Runge, et al.,
2023). Teacher education level can influence these beliefs, higher educated teachers have more
self-belief toward their digital expertise (Wang, et al., 2022). Miranda & Russell (2011) suggest a
teachers’ influence is predicted based on teacher experience, belief that ET is beneficial and
perceived importance. In order to gain this experience and belief however, teachers need to use ET
to see how it would work. Stosi¢ & StoSi¢ (2015) suggests an increase in technology availability
within schools will help increase the interest of teachers which in turn will motivate them to
implement innovative use of ET within the classroom. This suggests the grounding of embedding
successful use of ET within the learning environment depends on the equipment available. However,
Xianhan, et al. (2022) suggest equipment is only one side of the coin, finding the key to this is
reflection; reflection of ET use could come in the form of colleague interaction, but this interaction
was only helpful if perceived to be useful.

There is a debated spiral toward what can shape the learning environment and when considered
collectively, the school culture. Kadijevich & Haapasalo (2008) acknowledges that to achieve a
good learning environment and successfully embed ET, a teacher’s attitude can be improved by
means of experience. This experience can be improved by using apps for content learning over
informational and learning skills (Domingo & Garganté, 2016). Hermans, et al. (2008) however,
suggest constructivist beliefs are more important than experience, as it is this belief that will help
teachers realise the benefit of the experience. Debeer, et al. (2021) observes an adaptive learning
environment is better suited to the use of ET for young children, which reinforces the findings of
Hobbs & Tuzel (2015). Hobbs & Tuzel (2015) found another key to success is teachers having a
complex set of attitudes behind their motivations to introduce ET. If their attitudes were complex,
thus deeply embedded, it meant they were able to think more critically about it's use. Whilst
motivated to use ET, this made them more effective within the socialisation process (Butler & Leahy,
2021). Mertala (2019a) found effective activities for digital education was using ET for non-tech
activities. This interrelates Borgonovi, et al. (2023), using ET for leaning was associated with lower
boredom, but when used for leisure, higher boredom in comparison.

It is the quality of the ET available within the learning environment acts as a catalyst to teacher
experience, attitudes and beliefs, and the better quality the learning environment, the more
engaged students will be (Wang, et al., 2022). If digital tools are used effectively within the
environment, it can foster feedback, social, agentive and game based learning that can increase
the quality of the digital skills learned (McNaughton, et al., 2018). Equality between schools is a
consistent concern however, as not all schools will have the same culture and quality learning
environment needed.

Role of the teacher

Whilst the learning environment acts as a foundation toward the role of the teacher in the child’s
digital socialisation process, their role is prominent with Gil-Flores, et al. (2017) finding teacher
characteristics and demographics are predictors of ICT use in the classroom. On the other hand,
Turvey (2006) highlights the role of the learner is just as important to this process, however
teachers are able to empower them. Aldunate & Nussbaum (2013) found teachers who are early
adopters of ET commit a significant portion of their time to integrating educational technology
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whereas those who are not early adopters, spend far less time on this, are less likely to adopt new
technology and if they do, they are prone to abandoning the adoption at different points. Sailer, et
al. (2021) extends on these characteristics by finding it is not just early adoption but the frequency
of which teachers use ET to be influential. Although practical experience is important, Sailer, et al.
(2021) suggests it is not just early adoption and/or frequency of use, but psychological
characteristics can be used in predicting a teachers level of digital citizenship. Lai (2015) considers
these characteristics toward how they influence children, for example, if teachers are encouraging
toward their use of ET and not just proficient at using it themselves, they are likely to have more
impact in the socialisation of children; those who were the most encouraging had the highest levels
of perceived usefulness. Futterer, et al. (2023) found utility value such as this was more important
than teacher knowledge of ET. Runge, et al. (2023) found it is integral to understand the structure
of the teachers’ competence related believes about learner empowerment, which helps to address
diverse learning needs and promote active and creative engagement. When looking at gender
differences, Futterer, et al. (2023) suggests although teacher utility value was more important than
knowledge, this was not the case for women who needed to feel they had more ET related
knowledge. Baydas & Goktas (2016) however found no gender differences here, but this is not
supported by Hao & Lee (2016) in that self-efficacy and non-ET teacher knowledge were associated
with most stages of concern, and that females had more awareness and management concerns.
When it came to predicting stress levels with regard to ET use, gender had no effect, however, age,
level of school support and Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) (Guggemos &
Seufert, 2021), were predicting factors (0Ozgiir, 2020). Teacher characteristics such as gender and
ethnicity can impact the level of influence they hold within the socialisation process, not because
these factors are predictors of digital skill but because students are more likely to do well if they
feel they have accurate role models. Since 1997, steps have been taken to introduce more male
and ethnic minority entrants to the teaching profession (Carrington & Skelton, 2003).

Ultimately, there is diversity within the attitude of teachers toward technology. Although schools as
institutions are there to level out the playing field, there is not equality in this. This diversity bleeds
into their expectation of performance expectancy and facilitating conditions which further influence
how or if ET is used in the classroom (Ifenthaler & Schweinbenz, 2013). There are also variances
in a teacher’s focus within the classroom; some will ensure students focus on checking relevance
and credibility of sources, some on exploring different sources, their evaluation ability and self-
efficacy for instructional purposes. What is more highly valued, depends on the individual teacher
(Hatlevik & Hatlevik, 2018). When determining the values teachers uphold, Mertala (2019a)
suggests this consists of educational expectations (what is important), the care they give to
students and the influence they have regarding child socialisation. It is noted that these values are
shaped, not just by micro factors (teachers personal experiences) but also macro factors in the
form of national educational policies. The role of policy makers has to be considered within the
socialisation of children, but as a macro influencer within this process. The technology acceptance
model considers a teacher’s intention to use technology by considering the perceived level of
usefulness. However, Antonietti, et al. (2022) also theorises that as well as perceived usefulness,
their beliefs surrounding digital competence is important as this in turn influences their beliefs
about ET. All are connected here whereby perceived usefulness mediates their intent to use ET,
thus their digital competence, and this influences their intention to use ET in class. Rubach &
Lazarides (2021) argues competence is the catalyst for usefulness rather than usefulness being
the catalyst for competence.

Teacher training

Although barriers to the use of ET would be the cost of the equipment and software, the most costly
is not training teachers to use the technology, this can make the learning process less effective
and render the expense of ET wasted. ET can be seen as either a threat or a benefit to learning,
but that depends on how teachers’ are trained to use them (Thompson, 1991). This is congruent
to De Smet, et al. (2010), the quality of teacher training determines the adoption of tutoring
activities, thus how beneficial the activities are to young children and their socialisation. Developing
competencies such as these is an integral to foster a teachers positive attitude toward technology
(Tondeur, et al., 2021). Scherer, et al. (2023) however, found a teacher’s confidence level would
initially increase and would decrease, even with continued experience, therefore training should
be continuous and aid the development of teacher confidence within their role of child socialisation.
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Sprenger & Schwaninger (2023) suggest key elements of training should include highlighting the
usefulness of ET use in the classroom, with Teo (2011) extending this toward highlighting the
usefulness, ease of use, facilitating conditions and appropriateness of the use toward the subject.
Overall, a key aspect is the improvement of teacher attitude to engage teacher practice (Prestridge,
2012), and knowledge itself is only one side of the coin. Teachers may be proficient users of ET,
but do not think it is helpful for their particular subject or age group. Ruthven, et al. (2005) found
the following strategies are used to introduce ET: “Organising lessons around teacher-supported
pupil activity; Enhancing lesson resources through use of Internet material; Structuring and
supporting pupil access to Internet resources; Instrumenting use of ICT tools to support subject
learning; Building and capitalising on pupils’ sense of capability and agency; Supporting and
shaping pupil activity through informal teaching; Managing lesson relocation, room configuration
and technical malfunction.” However, some teachers view school policies and parents’ opinions as
constraints to this (Chien, et al., 2014).

The familial influence on socialisation within the education context

Corkin, et al. (2022) acknowledges home use plays an important role toward the degree of
socialisation that takes place within the school as there is only so much that is in control of the
school and teachers to ensure an equal playing field. It is recommended there is coordination
between activities at home and those at school in order to build the pupil’s digital capability. This
can be done by relating the digital curriculum to how ET is used at home (Hayes, 2005). Mumtaz
(2001) found children made more use of ET at home than they did at school, if schools looked into
this further they could learn about what works at home and try to enable this at school. Piloting the
need for more collaboration between the two socialisation environments. Meelissen & Drent
(2008) explores how influential school and non-school factors are on a students’ attitude toward
ET, for the most part, non-school related factors are the most influential (the home environment),
for young girls, a teacher centered pedagogical approach and experience with ET were very
influential (although not more so than the familial environment).

Ventouris, et al. (2021) highlights the importance of balance with the digital and non-digital.
Teachers can help empower learners to control their emotions and strike this balance, which can
also be done through working closely with parents. This solidifies findings of Hao & Lee (2015) in
that school teachers’ concern about the use of ET is less about how it is used for learning and more
so for informational, personal and management strategies (or lack of). This is suggested to be due
to teachers considering part of their role to be to care for students’ social, emotional and physical
needs, ergo they have caring and socialisation tasks to help children become functional members
of society. The students’ personal use of ET can cloud teacher perception on how ET is used for the
education task because that is only part of their role for the children they teach (Mertala, 2019b).
Shin & Lwin (2016) concludes that discussions between children and teachers within school can
reduce their exposure to online risks, although peer discussions are likely to increase this risk.

DeCuir-Gunby & Bindra (2022) argue the most prominent role in the degree of influence within the
socialisation process at school are teachers, as it is their explicit beliefs that influence students’
learning and behaviour. Although Nunes, et al. (2023) found it depends on the subject; math
achievements for example is influenced by the students’ perception of ET involvement and not by
parent’s or teacher’s expectations. Banihashem, et al. (2023) find both teacher and student beliefs
and attitudes influence the success of ET blended education, this depended on how satisfied they
felt with the use of blended education.

3.5.3 POLICY-MAKERS AS DIGITAL SOCIALISATION AGENTS

Policy: The agenda

When looking at