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EU Kids Online Il: Enhancing Knowledge Regarding European Children’s Use, Risk and Safety Online
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enhance knowledge of European children’s and parents’ experiences and practices regarding risky and safer use of the
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1.INTRODUCTION

1.1. The EU Kids Online project

The EU Kids Online project was organised as a direct
follow-up from the previous EU Kids Online | project which
was carried out in the years 2006 to 2009'. That project
examined research carried out in 21 European countries
into how people, especially children and young people,
use new media. In this three-year collaboration,
researchers across a diverse range of countries worked
together, through meetings, networking and dissemination
activities, to identify, compare and evaluate the available
evidence.

Key questions included:

= What research exists, is ongoing or, crucially, is still
needed?

= What risks exist, for which technologies, and in
relation to which (sub)populations?

= How do social, cultural and regulatory influences
affect the incidence and experience of, and the
responses to, different risks?

= Further, in accounting for current and ongoing
research, and anticipating future research, what
factors shape the research capability of European
research institutions and networks?

The aim was to identify comparable research findings
across member states on the basis of which
recommendations for child safety, media literacy and
awareness could be formulated. The project members
invited communications from the wider community,
practitioners and researchers in order to achieve this goal.

1.2. The research context

The rapidity with which children and young people are
gaining access to online, convergent, mobile and
networked media is unprecedented in the history of
technological innovation. Parents, teachers and children
are acquiring, learning how to use and finding a purpose

' See Livingstone, S., & Haddon, L. (2009) EU Kids Online: Final
Report. LSE, London: EU Kids Online.
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/24372/

for the internet within their daily lives. Stakeholders —
governments,  schools, industry, child  welfare
organisations and families — seek to maximise online
opportunities while minimising the risk of harm associated
with internet use.

Diverse and ambitious efforts are underway in many
countries to promote digital technologies in schools, e-
governance initiatives, digital participation and digital
literacy. As many families are discovering, the benefits are
considerable. New opportunities for learning, participation,
creativity and communication are being explored by
children, parents, schools, and public and private sector
organisations.

The previous EU Kids Online research identified a
complex array of online opportunities and risks associated
with children’s internet use.? Interestingly, the risks of
concern to children often are not those that lead to adult
anxiety.3 Also, it appears that the more children go online
to gain the benefits, the more they may encounter risks,
accidentally or deliberately.*

Risks may arise when children are sophisticated,
confident or experimental internet users, as observed in
‘high use, high risk’ countries or when, as in ‘new use,
new risk’ countries, children gain internet access in
advance of an infrastructure of awareness-raising,
parental understanding, regulation and safety protection.
So, although the popular fear that the internet endangers
all children has not been supported by evidence, there are
grounds for concern and intervention.

Further, despite the popular rhetoric of ‘digital natives’,
many children still lack resources to use the internet
sufficiently to explore its opportunities or to develop vital

% See Livingstone, S., & Haddon, L. (2009) EU Kids Online: Final
Report. LSE, London: EU Kids Online.
http://eprints.Ise.ac.uk/24372/ See also Livingstone, S., &
Haddon, L. (2009a). Kids online: Opportunities and risks for
children. Bristol: The Policy Press.

8 Optem (2007) Safer Internet for Children: Qualitative Study in
29 European Countries. Luxembourg: EC.

* Livingstone, S. & Helsper, E. (2010) Balancing opportunities
and risks in teenagers’ use of the internet. New Media & Society,
12(2): 309-329.
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digital literacy skills.” Thus it is important to encourage
and facilitate children’s confident and flexible internet use.
A difficult balancing act faces stakeholders: promoting
online opportunities without careful attention to safety may
also promote online risk, but measures to reduce risk may
have the wunintended consequence of reducing
opportunities.®

1.3. The aim of EU Kids Online Il

A major conclusion in the EU Kids Online | project was
that a robust, comparable and up to date portrait of online
risks encountered by European children was lacking. The
available evidence base regarding users and their needs
clearly had many serious gaps; the methods used in the
existing research were often non-comparable across
projects or countries; also the available research in this
field dates quickly, given the pace of both technological
and social change. To rectify this lack would clearly
require a substantial investment, both in terms of funding
— given the scale, sensitivity and quality of the evidence
required, and in terms of collaborative effort among
experts in each country — given the task of interpreting
and exploiting the evidence produced.

The project aims were framed in accordance with Action
3.2 (Strengthening the knowledge base) of the 2008 Safer
Internet plus programme, namely To enhance the
knowledge base regarding children’s and parents’
experiences and practices regarding risky and safer use
of the internet and new online technologies in Europe, in
order to inform the promotion of a safer online
environment for children.

Enhancing the knowledge base is here understood as (i)
producing new, relevant, robust and comparable findings
regarding the incidence of online risk among European
children; (ii) pinpointing which children are particularly at
risk and why, by examining vulnerability factors (at both
individual and country levels); and (iii) examining the
operation and effectiveness of parental regulation and
awareness strategies, and children’s own coping
responses to risk, including their media literacy.

® Helsper, E., & Eynon, R. (2010) Digital natives: where is the
evidence? British Educational Research Journal, 36(3), 502-520.

6 Livingstone, S. (2009) Children and the Internet: Great
Expectations, Challenging Realities. Cambridge: Polity.

Building on existing knowledge and experience, this aim
was operationalized in the EU Kids Online project as
specific objectives:

= To design a thorough and robust survey instrument
appropriate for identifying the nature of children’s
online access, use, risk, coping and safety
awareness.

= To design a thorough and robust survey instrument
appropriate for identifying the nature of parental
experiences, practices and concerns regarding their
children’s internet use.

= To administer the survey in a reliable and ethically-
sensitive manner to national samples of internet
users aged 9-16, and their parents, in member states.

=  To analyse the results systematically so as to identify
both core findings and more complex patterns among
findings on a national and comparative basis.

= To disseminate the findings in a timely manner to a
wide range of relevant stakeholders nationally, across
Europe, and internationally.

= To identify and disseminate key recommendations
relevant to the development of safety awareness
initiatives in Europe.

= To identify any remaining knowledge gaps and
methodological lessons learned, to inform future
projects regarding the promotion of safer use of the
internet and new online technologies.

= To benefit from, sustain the visibility of, and further
enhance the knowledge generated by, the EU Kids
Online network.

In brief the main aims of the EU Kids Online project was
thus to enhance knowledge of European children’s and
parents’ experiences and practices regarding risky and
safer use of the internet and new online technologies, and
thereby to inform the promotion of a safer online
environment for children.

It has generated a substantial body of new data —
rigorously collected and cross-nationally-comparable — on
European children’s access, use, opportunities, risks and
safety practices regarding the internet and online
technologies. Significantly, findings come from interviews
conducted directly with children from 25 countries across
Europe (Figure 1).



Figure 1: Countries surveyed by EU Kids Online
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Throughout this report and in various network outputs the
countries participating in the survey are referred to by a
two letter country code (see Table 1). These are the same
as used by Eurostat and almost the same as the ISO
3166-1 two letter code. The only difference between the
ISO two letter code and the two letter codes used by
Eurostat is that the United Kingdom is referred to as UK
(rather than GB) and Greece is referred to as EL (rather
than GR).

Table 1: Countries and two letter country codes

AT

Austria Ireland
Belgium BE Italy IT
Bulgaria BG Lithuania LT
Cyprus CY Netherlands NL
Czech Republic cz Norway NO
Germany DE Poland PL
Denmark DK Portugal PT
Estonia EE Romania RO
Greece EL Sweden SE
Spain ES Slovenia Sl
Finland Fl Turkey TR
France FR United Kingdom UK
Hungary HU

IE

www.eukidsonline.net
1.4. The survey at a glance

A total of 25,142 children who use the internet were
interviewed, as was one of their parents, during
Spring/Summer 2010, across 25 European countries.

Full details of the project's methods are provided in the
accompanying Annexes (which are online at
www.eukidsonline.net).

Key features include:

=  Two rounds of cognitive testing, in addition to piloting,
to check thoroughly children’s understandings of and
reactions to the questions.

= Random stratified survey sampling of some 1000
children (9-16 years old) per country who use the
internet.

=  Survey administration at home, face-to-face, with a
self-completion section for sensitive questions.

= A detailed survey that questions children themselves,
to gain a direct account of their online experiences.

= Equivalent questions asked of each type of risk to
compare across risks.

= Matched questions to compare online with offline
risks, to put online risks in proportion.

= Matched comparison questions to the parent most
involved in the child’s internet use.

= Measures of mediating factors — psychological
vulnerability, social support and safety practices.

=  Follow up questions to pursue how children respond
to or cope with online risk.

= The inclusion of the experiences of young children
aged 9-10, who are often excluded from surveys.

The design is comparative in several ways, comparing:
= Children’'s experiences of the internet across
locations and devices.

=  Similarities and differences by children’s age, gender
and SES.

=  Arange of risks experienced by children online.

=  Children’s perception of the subjective harm
associated with these risks.

= Children’s roles as ‘victim’ and ‘perpetrator’ of risks.

= Accounts of risks and safety practices reported by
children and their parents.

= Data across countries for analysis of national
similarities and differences.

The population interviewed in the EU Kids Online survey

is children aged 9-16 years old who use the internet at all.
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Note that, in countries where nearly all children use the
internet, internet-using children are almost the same as
the population of children aged 9-16 years in those
countries. But in countries where some children still do not
have access, or for whatever reason do not use the
internet, internet-using-children (the population sampled
for this project) is not the same as all children.

In section 6.2 there is an estimate of the proportion of
internet-using children out of all children in each country.
It is particularly important to keep this in mind when
interpreting cross-country differences.

Additionally, to pinpoint the support children can call on at
home, the EU Kids Online survey interviewed the parent
‘most involved in the child’s internet use’, while also
recording the existence of other adults in the household.
The term ‘parent’ is used to refer to the parent or carer
most involved in the child’s internet use. This was more
often mothers/female carers (some three in four) than
fathers (in a quarter of cases).

1.5. Fieldwork agency

Following a public procurement procedure conducted in
accordance with EC guidelines, Ipsos MORI was
commissioned to work with EU Kids Online (coordinated
by LSE — the London School of Economics and Political
Science) to provide support with questionnaire design and
testing, and to conduct the fieldwork and produce the data
sets. Ipsos MORI, in turn, contracted with fieldwork
agencies in each country (see Table 2), in order to ensure
a standard approach across Europe.

In each of 24 European countries, around 1,000 children
aged 9-16 who use the internet were interviewed, as was
one of their parents. (In the 25" country, Cyprus, it proved
problematic to achieve this sample size and so 800
children were interviewed.) Households were selected
using random sampling methods and interviews were
carried out face-to-face in homes using CAPI (Computer
Administered Personal Interviewing) or PAPI (Paper
Administered Personal Interviewing).

The LSE Research Ethics Committee approved the
methodology and appropriate protocols were put in place
to ensure that the rights and wellbeing of children and
families were protected during the research process. At
the end of the interview, children and families were
provided with a leaflet providing tips on internet safety and
details of relevant help lines.

The EU Kids Online network worked closely with
Ipsos MORI at both national and pan-European levels
to ensure the quality of the research.

= The EU Kids Online network is entirely responsible
for the survey questionnaire design, the sampling
decisions, and all data analysis.

= The network worked with Ipsos MORI on finalising
and implementing the survey questionnaire, cognitive
and pilot testing, translation, fieldwork procedures
and implementation, and data editing.

Table 2: List of fieldwork agencies

I T

AT SPECTRA

BE IPSOS BELGIUM

BG MARKET TEST

CcYy CYPRONETWORK

cz IPSOS TAMBOR CZ

DE IPSOS GmbH

DK DMA/RESEARCH A/S

EE TURU UURINGUTE A.S

EL OPINION S.A.

ES IPSOS SPAIN

Fl TALOUSTOUKIMUS OY

FR ALTERNATIVE INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH
(OBJECTIF MARKETING)

HU IPSOS SZONDA

IE IPSOS MORI

IT IPSOS ITALY

LT RAIT

NL IBT

NO IPSOS NORWAY

PL IPSOS POLAND

PT IPSOS PORTUGAL

RO MERCURY RESEARCH

SE IMRI

Si IPSOS PULS SLOVENIA

TR IPSOS KMG

UK ROSSLYN RESEARCH



1.6. Main limitations

Every effort was made in designing and administering the
survey to provide the best account possible of children’s
internet use in Europe. Also the data set containing the
responses has been thoroughly checked for consistency.
Inevitably, however, the project has limitations, and these
should be borne in mind when using the data set and
interpreting the results.

= Limits on sampling — despite repeated return visits to
sampled households and every effort made to
encourage participation, it must be acknowledged
that the recruitment process may not have reached
the most vulnerable or marginalised children.

= Questionnaire limits — the questionnaire was
designed to take, on average, 30 minutes for children
to complete (and 10 minutes for parents), although in
practice, it took rather longer than this (just under one
hour for the child and parent interviews combined). It
is difficult to hold children’s attention for longer than
this, and so difficult decisions had to be taken about
which questions to include or exclude.

= In over half the countries, the self-completion section
of the questionnaire was completed by pen and paper
— this limited the degree of routing (i.e. the degree to
which questions could follow up on children’s
answers). Last, for ethical reasons (as confirmed by
cognitive testing and pilot interviews), intimate,
embarrassing or certain explicit questions could not
be asked.

= Survey context — every effort was made to encourage
honest answers, to promise anonymity and privacy
(including reassuring children that their parents would
not see their answers). However, any survey takes
place within some social context. Here, the fact that it
was conducted in homes with parents in the vicinity
may have influenced the answers of some children,
meaning they gave more ‘socially desirable’ answers.
As detailed in the online technical report, in two thirds
of cases, interviewers reported that parents were
wholly uninvolved in the child’s interview; in a fifth of
cases they were ‘not very much’ involved, and in one
in seven cases they were more involved.

www.eukidsonline.net
1.7. Accuracy of the findings

To judge the accuracy of numbers in studies like the one
carried out in the EU Kids Online project it is first
necessary to distinguish between two types of error:
random error and systematic error (or bias). All numbers
calculated from the EU Kids Online data set are to some
extent affected by these and are thus essentially
estimates of some true (but unknown) values.

Systematic error (or bias) occurs when the estimates
provided in the study are systematically higher or lower
than the true value. This can for example be the result of
sampling procedures or measurements (e.g. question
wording). The EU Kids Online survey was carefully
designed to avoid such error. The cognitive testing of the
survey instruments is an example of efforts taken to
minimise systematic bias.

Random error is the result of the fact that not all children
in all of the 25 countries have been interviewed. The
results obtained from the samples of approximately one
thousand children in each country will invariably depart
slightly from the findings that would have been obtained
had it been possible to interview all children in these
countries. In most cases this difference is small and gets
smaller the more children there are in the sample. At the
same time however, the smaller the group that is being
analysed, the greater the random error. Another property
of the random error is that very small (or very large)
percentages (such as when a small number of children
have experienced a particular risk) are more accurate
than percentages that are closer to 50%.

The figure below shows how the random error behaves
for three typical kinds of groups in the EU Kids Online
study. The lowest line shows approximately how the
margin of error varies for estimates based on the whole
data set (all children in all countries). The middle line
shows how the margin of error varies for estimates based
on data from all children in a single country. The top line
shows how the margin of error varies for analysis based
on small groups (for example just children that have
experienced a certain kind of risk and been bothered). In
general it is not advisable to conduct analysis of children
who have experienced a risk and been bothered within a
single country by using simple cross tabulation as the
base number will become very low.
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Figure 2: Estimated margin of error for findings based
on the EU Kids Online data set
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To illustrate how this works it is possible to look at the
number of children who have seen sexual images on any
websites which is estimated at 14% (as estimated by
using the weighted data set). This estimate is based on
answers from over 23 thousand respondents and thus has
a very small margin of error (only around * 0.4 percentage
points). In Turkey approximately the same number of
children (13%) say that they have seen sexual images on
any websites but as this estimate is based on answers
from about one thousand respondents in Turkey the
margin of error becomes larger (around + 2.4 percentage
points). The margin of error is then lower for Germany
(5% = 1.6 percentage points) but higher for Estonia (30%
+ 3.4 percentage points) where the same number of
respondents has participated in the survey in each
country but where the lower figure (5%) has a lower
margin of error than the higher figure (30%).

These examples show that that when working with the
overall findings from all children in all countries or for all
children within each country the random error is in most
cases very small. For analysis of some parts of the data
set, however, the groups that are being examined can get
quite small. For the findings that are presented in the
report due care has been taken not to exceed the
analytical possibilities of the data but readers of the report
should also take care not to over generalise from any
findings based on small subsets of the data. This applies
for example about those children that have experienced

10

particular risk factors (such as the 14% who have seen
sexual images on any websites) and then go on and
answer questions about that experience.



2. SURVEY DEVELOPMENT
AND PILOTING

The questionnaires used in the survey were developed by
EU Kids Online network in collaboration with the fieldwork
agency Ipsos MORI. They were then tested and refined
through a two-phase process of cognitive interviewing and
pilot testing.

= Phase one cognitive testing involved 20 cognitive
interviews (14 with children and six with parents) in
England using an English language questionnaire.
Several refinements were then made to the
questionnaires.

= The amended master questionnaires were then
translated and cognitively tested via a total of 113
interviews across the remaining 24 countries (at least
4 in each country), to ensure testing in all main
languages. Again, amendments to the questionnaires
were made for the final versions.

=  Prior to main-stage fieldwork, a pilot survey was
conducted to test all aspects of the survey including
sampling, recruitment and the interview process. A
total of 102 pilot interviews (43 with children aged 9
and 10 years and 59 with children aged 11 to 16
years) were carried out across five countries:
Germany, Slovenia, Ireland, Portugal and the UK.

2.1. Questionnaire development

In terms of the scope and topics the questionnaire was
based on previous work carried out in the EU Kids Online
network’. This involved amongst other things a
comprehensive review of existing research on children’s
internet use in Europe both in terms of findings and the
questionnaires used.

An initial draft of the questionnaire was made by the LSE,
as project coordinator, in close conjunction with the EU
Kids Online network in the autumn of 2009. This
development stage took the research design from a

7 See Livingstone, S., & Haddon, L. (2009) EU Kids Online: Final
Report. LSE, London: EU Kids Online.
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/24372/

scoping of the theoretical framework and pressing
research and policy issues, through to a draft
questionnaire to children and to parents that
encompassed the key issues to be addressed, and
seeking to optimise question formats and response
options so as to be readily comprehensible by children.

Following this early development work, the fieldwork
agency (lpsos) was involved in numerous revisions of the
draft questionnaires, making recommendations with
regards to ensuring question wordings conformed to best
practice for generating accurate and meaningful answers
from respondents, and in particular making
recommendations for the approach to child question
elements.

2.2. Cognitive testing

Cognitive testing is a diagnostic technique that explores
the processes employed by people when they answer
survey questions, such as comprehension, recognition,
recall and decision-making/response (e.g. how do they
respond to being asked potentially sensitive questions
and/or how suitable are the pre-code lists for capturing all
types of valid response)®.

By exploring in a qualitative way the processes by which
people interpret and respond to questions, we can identify
potential sources of measurement error and ideally
address them via appropriate revisions to the
questionnaire to ensure it measures what we want it to
measure as accurately as possible. This can be
particularly helpful for surveys among children, given the
difference in cognitive ability between adult researchers
who are designing the questionnaire, and the child
informants completing them. In the context of international
surveys, cognitive testing can help to ensure that the

8 R. Groves, F. Fowler Jr, M. Couper, J. Lepkowski, E. Singer

and R. Tourangeau, Survey Methodology, (2004), p. 202.
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wording of questions and response options generate and
capture the same meaning across all countries.

Findings can also be useful when interpreting findings in
the sense that they provide extensive qualitative data on
the types of aspects respondents are thinking about when
they give particular answers to particular questions.

Two rounds of cognitive testing were conducted for this
study by Ipsos and local fieldwork agencies. The first
stage involved 20 cognitive interviews (14 with children
and six with parents) in England. Four of the children were
aged 9-10, four aged 11- 12, five were aged 13-14 and
one was aged 15-16. There were eight girls and six boys.
In terms of social economic status, three parents were
from social groups ABC1 (households where the chief
income earner is in a professional, managerial or clerical
position) and three were from social groups C2DE
(households where the chief income earner is a skilled
manual worker, semi-skilled or unskilled or not working).

This stage of testing tested all key aspects of the main
questionnaire, including respondent comprehension, the
layout of the self completion module, and the acceptability
and suitability of approaches for sensitive subject matter.

A significant amount of refinement was implemented
following this wave. Many changes were made in order to
increase clarity and comprehension and ensure consistent
and unambiguous interpretation. For example, further
clarification was given regarding specific timeframes to
think about when asking children about frequency of
internet based activities; more specific definitions and
supporting examples were given to describe generic
internet terms and concepts, such as social networking.

Some changes were also made to increase ease of
completion of the self-completion elements, such as
reducing complexity of routing, and making instructions for
navigation more prominent through the use of colour for
younger children. The questionnaire was then translated
into all languages relevant to the 25 country study

The second stage involved cognitive interviews (113 in
total) in the remaining 24 countries, to ensure testing
across different languages and cultural contexts. Four or
more interviews were conducted with children in each
country, and a small number of parent interviews were
also conducted. Whilst a range of age groups were
included, 9-10 year olds were over-sampled to ensure that
the questionnaire was sufficiently tested among the age
group likely to have most difficulties with completing it.
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This stage of testing was designed to assess the
suitability and efficacy of questioning approaches used
and comparability of meaning generated from the
translated questionnaires across countries, languages
and cultures. It also tested the effectiveness of the
questionnaire following amendments made after stage
one testing.

The testing identified a range of country specific
translation issues, which were then addressed. It also
highlighted differing issues in different countries relating to
the sensitivity of some questions, and concerns about the
length and complexity for younger age groups. As a
result, the length of the questionnaire and level of filtering
was reduced for all children, and some further sensitive
items cut out for 9-10 year olds, especially detailed
questions relating to online content of a sexual or violent
nature.

A particular challenge emerged for generating comparable
meanings across countries for questions measuring
negative emotional impact of risk exposure on children. A
challenge lay in identifying a wording that generated
meaning of the same Jevel of harm in each country. The
wording finalised for use in the survey focused on whether
the children were ‘bothered’ by an experience, together
with related words like ‘upset’, ‘worried’ or ‘uncomfortable.’
However, users of the data set should note that there
remain some differences in interpretation across
countries.

2.3. Survey pilot

Before the main fieldwork, a dress rehearsal pilot survey
was conducted to test key aspects of implementation, in
as close to “live conditions” as possible. A total of 102
pilot interviews were carried out across five countries:
Germany, Slovenia, Ireland, Portugal and the UK (43 with
children aged 9-10 and 59 with children aged 11-16).

The pilot study checked the efficacy of random walk
sampling procedures, contact and screening procedures,
fieldwork materials, and all protocols for how to
communicate about the survey, gain informed respondent
consent and respondent co-operation. It also tested the
length and effectiveness of the survey tools themselves in
“live” conditions.

As a result of the pilot, some final minor modifications
were made to the questionnaire, mainly to reduce length.



Refinements were also made to the screening contact
sheets to make them more user-friendly for interviewers,
taking into account the large quantity of addresses that
needed to be screened to identify eligible households.

The pilot also identified challenges relating to respondent
engagement in communicating the survey and parental
concern about the sensitivity of the subject matter. The
guidance already provided to interviewers on how to
handle this during fieldwork was therefore expanded on
for the main stage, taking into account learning from the
pilot.

2.4. The interviews

The questionnaires for the children consisted of three
main components which were administered in a
sequence. The children were interviewed face to face to
obtain responses to questions in most sections of the
questionnaire, and then were given the most sensitive
questions in a questionnaire form for them to complete on
their own. For each child, one parent/carer was
administered a questionnaire with a selection of questions
that matched to the questions in the child survey. The
sections in these three questionnaires are outlined below
ltems with matched child-parent questions are marked
with an asterisk. An additional screening questionnaire
was used to obtain socio-demographic information about
the household and its internet use.

1. Interviewer administered (face-to-face) the child
questionnaire, covering:
- Patterns of child’s internet usage *
- Activities online
- Digital skills
- Perceptions of parent’s/carer’s, teachers’
and friends’ mediation of online risks *.

2. Child questionnaire for self-completion (simple
version for 9—10 year olds, more complex version for
11-16 year olds ), covering:

- Psychological factors

- Risky offline activities

- Experience of online risks *

- Coping with online risks

- Sources of education, advice and support.

3. Interviewer administered parent questionnaire,
covering:
- Additional and repeated household demographics
and internet access

- Parental patterns of internet usage *

- Perceptions of the child’s internet usage and
exposure to online risks *

- Parental mediation of the child’s online risks *

- Sources of parental education, advice and support.

The “contact sheets” used by interviewers to introduce the
survey, screen for eligible households, and gain informed
respondent consent to the study was also designed to
collect a small amount of demographic information about
screened households where possible (i.e. before
respondent refusal, for example).

The survey was carried out face to face in home, rather
than by telephone, for example, due to the sensitivity of the
subject matter and the need to gain rapport with families to
engage them in the survey work. Questionnaires were
administered either using Computer Assisted Personal
Interviewing (CAPI) or on paper (PAPI), depending on
local practice in each country (see Table 7). Furthermore,
whilst the first two survey tools were administered by
interviewers face to face with the respondent, a self
completion mode was used among children to help ensure
confidentiality of responses to sensitive questions, and to
minimise the potential of social desirability bias — e.g.
under-reporting of exposure to online risks — that might be
caused by the presence of the interviewer or other
household members.

Children were carefully briefed by interviewers about how to
complete the self-completion questionnaire, and were also
provided with clear written instructions about how to do so.
All children were given an envelope in which to place their
completed forms, to help reassure them about the
confidentiality of their responses. Two versions of the self
completion tool were developed, one for 9-10 year olds and
one for 11-16 year olds.

The version for 9-10 year olds excluded some questions
relating to sex and violence related to online risks that were
thought to be less appropriate for this age group. To keep
the length to an acceptable minimum for this age group,
some of the follow-up questions relating to the detail of
specific risks experienced were also omitted and asked
only of 11-16 year olds. This version was also divided into
five separate documents so that the interviewer could
provide more guidance at each step of the way about how
each one should be completed. For this age group, text that
gave instructions about routing through the questionnaire
was also shown in red font to help ensure that it was not
missed.
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2.5. Translation

A master questionnaire was finalised in English. National
versions were then produced in appropriate languages (see
Table 3). After the master questionnaire was finalised and
approved the translation process progressed as follows:

(i) The master questionnaire was sent to the national
agencies using a specific format designed for
multilingual questionnaires. It was easy to understand
as the source language and the target language
could be simultaneously viewed.

(ii) In the national agencies, two researchers that had at
least two years of experience of opinion surveys
independently translated the questionnaire into their
mother tongue. After this, they met to compile the two
translations into one which was then sent to the Ipsos
coordination centre.

(iii) The core team in the coordination centre verified that
everything had been ftranslated, after which the
questionnaires were sent to back-translation. A native
English speaker with a sufficient level of the source
language then translated it back to English.

(iv) The back-translated documents were returned to the
coordination centre where the team checked them
against the original English master. Each country was
given feedback based on this exercise and all
necessary adjustments were made to the final
questionnaire by the national agencies.

(v) The national agencies sent the final national
questionnaires to the coordination centre.

Academic representatives in every country in the EU Kids
Online network also reviewed translations to double check
that the meaning of key terms was as intended. In
particular, a list of concepts for which there were
challenges ensuring translation generated identical
meaning across countries was drawn up (“upset” is one
example) and network members input to ensure the most
comparable terminologies were used (see Annex 4).
Network members also helped to provide nationally
relevant examples to support communication of key
concepts, such as social networking.
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Table 3: Languages provided in the EU Kids Online
survey in each of the participating countries

AT
BE
BG
CcYy
Ccz
DE
DK
EE
EL

ES

Fl
FR
HU

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech Republic

Germany
Denmark
Estonia

Greece
Spain

Finland
France
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Lithuania
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Sweden
Slovenia
Turkey
United Kingdom

German
Dutch, French
Bulgarian
Greek
Czech
German
Danish
Estonian, Russian
Greek

Spanish (Castilian),
Catalan

Finnish
French
Hungarian
English
Italian
Lithuanian, Russian
Dutch
Norwegian
Polish
Portuguese
Romanian
Swedish
Slovene
Turkish, Kurdish

English



3. SAMPLING

A representative sample of ~1,000 internet using children
aged 9-16 and one of their parents or carers, from each
of the 25 European countries, was selected. The overall
sample size was 25,142. A three-stage (sampling points,
addresses, and individuals), random probability clustered
sample was achieved. Details of the sampling process are
outlined below. The sampling for the project followed a
robust approach, for example, reflecting processes and
standards common for many large scale Europe-wide
surveys conducted by and on behalf of the European
Commission.

3.1. Selection of sample points
and addresses

An official and complete register of geographical units was
used as the sampling frame for each country. However, in
some countries, certain areas were excluded from the
sampling frame for reasons of practicality, reflecting
standard approaches to fieldwork in the country
concerned. These regions included Mount Athos in
Greece, The Wadden Eilanden in the Netherlands,
Madeira and Azores Islands in Portugal, Ceuta and Melilla
in Spain and The Channel Islands, Isle of Man, and the
area north of the Caledonian Canal in the UK. In all
countries where small geographical areas have been
excluded, population coverage is still extremely high (e.g.
over 95%) meaning negligible impact on survey
estimates. The approach taken reflects standard
approaches to survey work in each country in this regard.
Prior to selection of sampling points, the list of
geographical units was stratified (ordered) by:

(i) Region (NUTS® 2, 3 or 4, or other nationally
appropriate system of regional classification)

(i) Population density or degree of urbanisation, where
data was available.

® Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics, see see
Eurostat, 2010 Eurostat (2010) ‘Introduction’, in NUTS —
Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/nuts_nomencl
ature/introduction

Table 4 below outlines the method of stratification (region
and degree of urbanisation) used in each country for both.

In all countries sampling points were then selected with
Probability Proportionate to Size (PPS). This means that
the chance of selection is equivalent to the number of
children living there. For example, if the total population of
children aged 9-16 is 2 million, the probability of selecting
an area with 50,000 children is 0.025 and the probability of
selecting an area with 10,000 children is 0.005. The
number of sampling points varied by country, according to
local circumstances (see Table 4).

All addresses were selected using random probability
sampling approaches, but the precise approach varied by
country reflecting different circumstances on the ground,
the nature of sample frames available, and cultural
differences with regards to whether initial contact was
thought to be most appropriate by telephone or face to
face, bearing in mind the sensitive subject matter. In most
cases “random walk” sampling and face to face recruitment
was used. In a small number of countries, households were
selected from national population registers (either
households in general, or households with children) and
pre-selected addresses were visited in person, or contacted
by telephone in the first instance.

Table 5 below shows the number of sampling points
selected in each country, along with the address-selection
method used. More detailed information about the different
methods then follows.

It should be noted that the relatively low number of
sampling points in Norway does not indicate a lower quality
of the sample in Norway. Typically, a larger number of
sampling points is preferred since they reduce the risk of
homogenous responses within clusters which has the
potential to reduce a survey's effective sample size, (the
extent to which there are systematic differences in findings
between survey clusters). However, the lower number of
sample points in Norway has not caused a problem in this
regard: despite the relatively small number of sampling
points, the effective sample size for Norway is estimated at
729 which is in line with other countries (see Table 12).
This means that the smaller number of sample points used
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in Norway did not have a larger negative impact on the

reliability of Norway’s findings.

Table 4: Method of stratification by region and urbanisation

. Type of Primary Sampling Unit

Locality (village/town/city)

BE Locality (village/town/city)
BG Locality (village/town/city)
CY Municipalities

Municipalities and postal districts for the

cz cities with over 50 thousands inhabitants.

DE Postal district

DK Postal district

EE Locality (village/town/city)

EL Administrative district

ES Administrative area

Fl Postal district

FR Locality (village/town/city)

HU Locality (village/ towh/ city/districts of the

capital)

IE Electoral district

IT Locality (village/town/city)

LT Locality (village/town/city)

NL Locality (viIIage/town/<_:i_ty) and postal for

larger cities

NO Locality (village/town/city)

PL Administrative areas - Gminas

PT Locality (village/town/city)

RO Locality (village/town/city)

SE Administrative area

sI Administrgtive ar§a§ definfed by
Slovenian statistical office

TR Administrative district

UK NUTS 4

Indicator for stratification by
region

NUTS 2

NUTS 2

NUTS 2

by district (Nicosia, Limassol,
Larnaca, Pafos, Famagusta)

NUTS 3

ADM sampling points

NUTS 2
NUTS 3
NUTS 2
NUTS 2
NUTS 2
UDA 5 (regions)

NUTS 2

NUTS 2
NUTS 2

Counties
NUTS 1
NUTS 2
NUTS 2

NUTS 2
NUTS 2
NUTS 2

NUTS 3

NUTS 1
NUTS 1

Indicator for stratification by degree of
urbanisation

Total number of inhabitants living in locality and
number of children aged 9-16 living in locality

Total number of inhabitants living in locality and
number of children aged 9-16 living in locality

Total number of inhabitants living in locality and
number of children aged 9-16 living in locality

Municipalities defined as Urban/Rural by the
Department of town Planning and Housing in Cyprus.

Total number of inhabitants in municipalities or postal
districts

ADM (Arbeitskreis deutscher Marktforscher) sample
points have urban/rural indicators

Number of children aged 9-16 living in locality
Number of children aged 9-16 living in locality
Total number of inhabitants living in locality
Number of children aged 10-15 living in locality
Total number of inhabitants living in locality
Population Density

Total number of inhabitants living in locality and
number of children aged 9-16 living in locality

Total number of inhabitants living in locality
Total number of inhabitants living in locality

Population density
Number of addresses per km2

Total number of inhabitants living in locality

Population density and number of children aged 9-16
living in locality

Total population resident in the locality
Total number of inhabitants living in locality
Number of children aged 10-15 living in locality

City size (number of inhabitants) and percentage of
agricultural population

Total number of inhabitants living in locality

Number of children aged 9-16 living in locality
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Table 5: Sampling information

AT

BE
BG
CY

cz

DE
DK

EE
EL
ES
Fl

FR

HU

NL
NO

PL

PT
RO

SE

SI

TR
UK

Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk

Pre-selected households - telephone
recruitment

Random Walk

Pre-selected households of children
aged 0-17, telephone recruitment

Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk

Pre-selected households with children
aged 9-16
Random Walk
Random Walk
Random Walk

Pre-selected households - telephone
recruitment

Pre-selected households - telephone
recruitment

Pre-selected households of
children aged 9-16

Random Walk
Random Walk

Pre-selected households with children
aged 9-16 - telephone recruitment

10% Random Walk — 90% national
register of households with 9-16s

Random Walk
Random Walk

Registered directory of fixed line telephones. Held by Nexos.

Sample was purchased from "Forbrugerliv’ a company owned by
Jyllands-Posten Holding AS (the largest media-provider of
Denmark)

Addresses were selected from the Citizens’ Personal Data and
Address Register, held by The Central Office for Administrative
and Electronic Public Services (Hungary).

Addresses were selected from the Nationale Telefoongids,
published by KPN Telecom.

Addresses were purchased from “Norstat” using the
“EasyConnect” database — the largest database of private
households and telephone numbers in Norway

PESEL - Universal Electronic System for Registration of the
Population . Addresses were selected by the Ministry of Internal
Affairs and Administration

Addresses were selected from a random sample of households
with children aged 9-16. The sample was provided by PAR
(Postens Adressregister, the postal office address register, which
itself is drawn from SPAR, the Swedish Population register.

Central Population Register

Methodology Type of national register used S?gi[r)lltlgg

125
102

290
84

140

212

148

137
125
140
100
120

163

170
103
101

125

16

218

128
135

40

350

115
179
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3.2. Random walk method

In each of the selected sampling points, one address was
drawn at random from the register of households or from
the listing of streets in the geographical area of the
sampling point. This ‘seed’ address is the first in the
sample and acts as the start point for the random walk.

The remaining addresses in the sample point were
selected using a strict pre-defined random-walk procedure
which makes the selection independent of the
interviewer’s decision. Specifically, the interviewer
selected a batch of five addresses before counting five on
their route and then selecting another batch of five. The
procedure is as follows:

=  Standing at the seed address, the interviewer faced
the street and turns left. He/she identifies the next
four immediately neighbouring addresses as the next
in the sample — a batch of five addresses has been
selected together.

= The interviewer then continued along the route
counting  houses/flats/apartments, leaving five
addresses before identifying the next five
neighbouring addresses as the next in the sample.

= When turning at the end of the street, the interviewer
did not stop counting housing units/addresses.

Every effort was made to screen each sampled address
and achieve an interview at eligible households, with the
following fieldwork requirements followed:

= At least 4 attempts to make contact at each address.

= Contact attempted at different times of day (including
evenings), and at weekends as well as weekdays.

= No substitution of selected addresses — this means
that if an address is unproductive or appears
unsuitable from the outside, the interviewer still had
to make contact there; they could not choose a
neighbour to try instead.

3.3. Other methods used

In-home recruitment from national registers: In
Hungary, Poland and Slovenia'® a sample of households
with children aged 9-16 were drawn from population

"% |n Slovenia, the survey began with a random walk
methodology, but the approach was switched to this method
early in on in fieldwork due to difficulties identifying eligible
households using random walk methods.
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sample frames as the sample to be issued. In each of these
countries, all selected addresses were sent a copy of the
letter in advance. This served to notify them of the survey
and inform them to expect an interviewer to call. The
selected household was then visited by an interviewer and
screened on the doorstep following exactly the same
contact procedure as in countries using Random Walk (and
discussed further below).

Telephone recruitment from national registers: Sweden
used a register which identified households (in the selected
sampling points) with children aged 9-16 and Denmark
used a register that identified households with 0-17s. Czech
Republic, Norway and the Netherlands used national
registers of households in general. In each -case,
households (in the selected sampling points) were
randomly selected from the register for contact and
screening. In all four of these countries, the pre-selected
households were initially contacted and screened by
telephone with an interviewer then visiting responding
households to conduct the interviews in person after
appointments had been made. In the Netherlands, in cases
where an appointment with a respondent was broken and
could not be rescheduled, the interviewer had the option of
sampling/screening new households using strict random
walk methods.

3.4. Respondent selection

Each selected household was screened to identified eligible
households (with a child aged 9-16 who uses the internet).
An interview with one child and one parent/carer was
required. Where there was more than one eligible child
present, one child per household was selected using the
last birthday method.

The parent/carer interview was conducted with the
parent/carer who knew the most about the child and their
internet use. In around three-quarters of households, the
mother was interviewed, around one-fifth, the father, and in
around one-in-twenty households another household
member (step parent, grandparent, or other) was
interviewed.

3.5. Contact sheets and the
screening processes

Two types of contact sheet were provided to interviewers,
guiding them through the screening process, and on which



key screening and sample outcome information was
recorded.

First, a summary contact sheet was used to check if the
property was residential/occupied and if so, to identify if a
child aged 9-16 was present in the household.

Secondly, at households with a 9-16 year old present, fuller
screening processes were carried out using a more detailed
follow-up contact sheet:

= completing eligibility screening (identifying children
using the internet)

= identifying and selecting the appropriate child and
parent/carer respondent

= securing co-operation and informed consent from
parents and children (see section below: 6. Ethics
and child protection)

= capturing some profile information about all
households with children that could be used for
profiling and weighting purposes: age, gender and
internet use of all children in the household, and
education and employment status of the chief income
earner in the household.

In order to support communication of the survey
requirements and gain respondent co-operation, a letter
from the LSE was shown to the respondents, emphasising
the importance and value of the study. A copy of the
English version of the letter is provided in annex 3. In
countries using face to face recruitment from pre-selected
addresses, the letter was posted in advance.
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4. FIELDWORK

4.1. Fieldwork overview

Fieldwork started in April 2010 and was completed by
October 2010 (week 26); however, more than half of the
countries completed by early July (week 11). Fieldwork
was shortest in Romania and Hungary (6 weeks) and
longest in Norway (23 weeks).

4.2. Use of incentives

The decision whether or not to use incentives was taken
at the local agency level. Using their experience of
conducting in home surveys with parents and children
within their market, agencies considered whether they
thought the offer of incentives would increase response
rates enough to offer value for money. In some cases,
incentives were introduced part way through fieldwork to
help improve response rates. Incentives were offered in
the following countries:

= Austria: A 5 EUR Amazon voucher given to the child
upon completion

= Belgium: A 5 EUR voucher for the child, conditional
on taking part.

= Bulgaria: Stationary for the child (coloured pencils,
ruler, pocket books worth approximately €1.5).

= Czech Republic: Incentives given to the parent: a
gift bought by the interviewer — most often some kind
of premium coffee, chocolate or tea costing on
average 4 EUR. The children were given a flash disk
costing 8 EUR. Both conditional on participation

= Denmark: Each responding household received an
incentive of 100 DKR. Normally the child was offered
the incentive. Each respondent could choose
between a gift-card and donating the amount to a
Child Welfare Organisation. 42% of respondents
chose charity donation.

= Finland: A small chocolate or candy bar was
provided to the child as a gift after the interview was
completed (worth approximately €2).

= Netherlands: The original incentive was a lottery with
prizes as follows (or cash equivalent); 5x weekend in
a bungalow park (worth approximately €400 each); 5x
game consoles (worth approximately €250 each); 10x
Nintendo DS (worth approximately €200 each); 1x

weekend EuroDisney (family max. 4 persons €450
per person); To boost response rates part way
through fieldwork, a conditional incentive of 10 EUR
was given

= Norway: Every family received 300 NOK

= Poland: Chocolate was given to one of the parents
conditional on participation (worth approximately €3)

= Romania: A key holder or a pocket calculator for the
child on completion (worth approximately €3)

= Spain: An incentive of 6 EUR (gift card) was given to
parents as a gift for the children. The incentive was
provided upon completing the interview

=  Sweden: A gift voucher of SEK 100 (ca €10), signed
for by the parent but aimed at the child; this incentive
was later increased to two cinema tickets (value ca
€18).

= Turkey: A notebook and a pen were given to the
child upon completion (worth approximately 2TL)

= UK: £10 per household upon completion of the
survey

Incentives were higher in those countries where fieldwork
took longer; alternatively, when fieldwork seemed to be
progressing slowly, the level of incentives was raised. It
appeared that incentives were lower when there were
more sampling points. This finding might be a
methodological artefact due to both sample points and
incentives being related to the number of interviewers. An
unexpected finding was that interviews took longer when
incentives were higher. In addition, in those countries
where addresses were pre-selected, (higher) incentives
were more likely because interview times were longer. To
explain these findings, three regression analyses were
conducted" with response rates, incentives, and fieldwork
length as the dependent variables and all other sampling
and fieldwork variables as well as country size area and
number of children as predictors. None of the predictors
reached statistical significance suggesting that the

" Source: Gorzig, A. (in press) Methodological framework: the
EU Kids Online project. In Livingstone, S., Haddon, L., and
Gorzig, A. (Eds.) Children, Risk and Safety on the Internet: Kids
online in comparative perspective. Bristol: The Policy Press.
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relations become meaningless when other variables are
held constant.

Table 6: Fieldwork dates, incentives and number of
interviewers

Start End Incentives Number of
used interviews
AT Yes 45

24.04 25.07

BE 06.05 14.07 Yes 44
BG 06.05 24.06 Yes 133
CcYy 17.05 20.09 No 39
cz 21.05 02.07 Yes 146
DE 20.05 07.07 No 400
DK 30.04 14.06 Yes 160
EE 10.05 14.07 No 70
EL 10.05 02.07 No 52
ES 10.05 15.07 Yes 60
Fl 28.04 02.07 Yes 54
FR 06.05 03.07 No 83
HU 10.05 15.06 Yes 123
IE 05.05 24.07 No 103
IT 28.04 03.07 No 56
LT 23.04 06.07 No 52
NL 03.05 05.08 Yes 100
NO 21.05 19.10 Yes 90
PL 06.05 26.07 Yes 149
PT 29.04 30.07 No 47
RO 16.05 25.06 Yes 67
SE 27.05 20.09 Yes 64
SI 03.05 27.08 No 200
TR 03.05 17.06 Yes 27
UK 01.05 21.06 Yes 105
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4.3.

All countries recruited interviewers based on their
experience, not just in research, but more specifically with
face-to-face surveys and random walk procedures where
appropriate, and experience of research with children.
Agencies acknowledged the complexity and sensitive
nature of the questionnaires and allocated the individuals
they thought would achieve the best results. As detailed in
Table 4, the number of interviewers working on the project
ranged from 27 in Turkey, to 400 in Germany.

Interviewers

All interviewers received intensive project-specific training
and briefings and written guidance materials, covering all
aspects of survey implementation, including guidance on
how to conduct sensitive interviews with children.

All project managers and interviewers were supplied with
detailed and uniform instructions supplied by the Ipsos
coordination centre. These Training Booklets and
Interviewer Packs covered the following topics:

= QOverall briefing on EU Kids Online Survey:

= Detailed description of the sampling procedures and
random walk methodology where applicable

= Full questionnaire review, clarifying terminology and
data collection

= Review of ESOMAR ethical rules and other ethical
issues and protocols associated with this project,
including relating to child protection, and informed
respondent consent

= Briefings on key techniques and protocols for
interviewing children and parents

=  Fieldwork management rules

= Specific techniques to convert refusals and maximise
the response rate

= A reminder of how the quality of their work will be
supervised and managed, including back-checking
procedures.

Interactive telephone briefings with the project managers
from each country were led by the Ipsos Coordination
centre during early April 2010. Further to discussing the
information detailed in the Training Booklets above,
briefings also gave guidance on data processing and how
project managers should deliver local interviewer
briefings. Finally, country specific interviewer briefings
were then conducted locally. These half-day or one-day
sessions are organised centrally or at regional level and
often included role plays where interviewers worked in
pairs to practice delivering the questionnaire.
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4.4, Survey mode and interview Table 7: Survey mode and interview length

Iength Average interview time for child and
parent combined
Survey With 9-10 With 11-16
All
mode year olds year olds
AT

PAPI 59.4 61.8 58.6

Questionnaires were administered either using Computer
Assisted Personal Interviewing (CAPI) or on paper (PAPI).
As mentioned earlier, some sections were interviewer-
administered, whilst sensitive questions among children
were administered via a self interviewing in a self-

) . ) BE PAPI 53.3 51.9 53.8
completion questionnaire.
BG PAPI 56.2 56.2 56.2
The interview length was measured per household,
. . . CY PAPI 42.4 40.6 42.7
encompassing the length of time it took to complete the
parent, child face-to-face and child self-completion Cz PAPI 58.0 59.5 57.5
questionnaires. The average across all countries was 55.8 DE CAPI 49.0 47.7 49.4
minutes.
DK CAPI 63.8 62.1 64.4
Table 7 gives an overview of the survey mode for each EE CAPI 68.1 69.9 67.6
country, and summarises the range in interview duration
across the countries and provides a comparison between EL PAPI 529 543 522
households where a child aged 9-10 was interviewed and ES CAPI 56.3 51.7 57.7
those where a child aged 11-16 was interviewed. The Fl CAPI 54.6 50.8 55.8
interview duration covers the period of time taken to
. . . . FR PAPI 47.3 58.5 56.7
complete the questionnaire tools, not the full time spent in
the household. HU PAPI 63.6 64.5 63.4
IE CAPI 53.5 52.1 53.9
IT CAPI 53.3 53.5 53.2
LT PAPI 56.9 56.8 57.0
NL PAPI 65.6 66.8 65.2
NO CAPI 66.4 67.4 66.1
PL PAPI 57.8 60.6 57.0
PT PAPI 49.8 51.0 49.3
RO PAPI 53.5 52.1 53.9
SE CAPI 61.2 59.7 61.8
Sl CAPI 48.4 45.2 49.3
TR CAPI 55.3 54.9 55.5

PAPI 48.6 48.8 48.5

UK
I N AT T T
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4.5. Support for respondents

It was important to ensure that where possible, children
and parents were not excluded from the research due to
language or communication difficulties. In cases where
child or parent did not speak the main language(s) of the
country well enough to complete the survey, another
household member was asked to provide support. If a
child had communication difficulties, where appropriate,
the parent or interviewer provided support. However, for
the self-completion element of the study, interviewers
were instructed to ensure that support was kept to a
minimum, to avoid biasing the findings. Types of support
received by respondents were recorded by interviewers,
and this information is included in the data set (see
section 5.4 below).

4.6. Context effects and child

comprehension

As part of the survey’s quality procedures, interviewers
were asked to record details relating to the child’s
comprehension of survey questions and who was present
in the room during the child’s interview. The detail below
comments on the overall average and maximum and
minimum findings across all countries; further detail, by
country, can be found in the data set (QC343-QC348). It
should be noted that the figures outlined below are based
on all unweighted data.

Interviewers were asked to observe how well they thought
the child understood the questions asked during the
interview. Overall, more than nine in ten children were
thought to have understood the interview questions very
or fairly well (93%), rising to as much as 98% in Greece
and Italy. Comprehension was less proficient in Belgium
and Turkey where 13% of children were thought to
understand questions not very well/not at all well.

In total, one in ten children had some form of help
(language or communication) from a family member in
order to answer the survey questions (10%). Overall, two
per cent of adults and three percent of children required
language help to take part in the survey; five per cent of
children required some form of communication help.

Showing the importance of the self-completion sections of
the questionnaire, more than three in five child interviews
were conducted with the parent respondent present in the
room (63%); a further three per cent had another adult
present other than the parent respondent. The proportion
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of households where the parent respondent was present
ranged from 29% in the Czech Republic to 80% in Spain
and Romania, and 83% in Turkey.

As well as noting adult presence during the child survey,
interviewers were also asked to observe the extent to
which the parent respondent tried to involve themselves in
the child interview (for example, if they were concerned
about the sensitivity of some of the subject matter). In the
vast majority of cases this was not an issue: overall, two-
thirds of parents made no attempt to be involved (66%),
with a further fifth having made little attempt (21% not very
much); equating to 87% of parents overall. In contrast,
four per cent of parents attempted to be involved a great
deal with a further one in ten a fair amount (10%). Parents
in Spain were the most fervent, with around three in ten
attempting to be involved a great deal/a fair amount
(29%). Interviewers were fully briefed on how to manage
these types of situation, for example, explaining the
importance of confidentiality, reassuring that the child
could skip any question they did not like, and allowing the
parent to see a blank copy of the questionnaire before the
child interview took place.

4.7. Ethics and child protection

Children’s exposure to risks on the internet is a particularly
sensitive topic; it was therefore paramount that fieldwork
was conducted in an appropriately ethical manner. The
project received ethical clearance from LSE’s Research
Ethics Committee and all aspects of methodology and
approaches to survey implementation were developed with
child and respondent wellbeing in mind (See: Research
Ethics review questionnaire in Annex 3). Key points are
described below.

An essential requirement was to gain informed consent from
both the parent and the child. Several, several mechanisms
were put in place to ensure that parents and children had all
the information necessary to make an informed judgement
about taking part in the survey.

= Each house was presented with written information
about the study, as well as interviewers explaining
this carefully to parents and children verbally. The
letter contained both LSE and Ipsos branding and
was translated into the relevant local languages and
was available online on the EU Kids Online website.
The key points covered including the funding and
purposes of the project, the nature of the interview,
the value of the project to policy makers seeking to



improve internet safety for children, and contact
details for the national fieldwork organisation
(contracted by Ipsos), the national EU Kids Online
network representative, and the project director
(Sonia Livingstone for EU Kids Online at LSE).
Where a parent wished for more time to consider
taking part, the information letter was left with the
household for several days before the interviewer
returned at a later date.

= A signature was required from parents confirming
consent to their own interview and consent to us
approaching the child to invite their participation in
the child interview in all countries except from
Germany, where local laws prohibited written
signatures being obtained and where instead
interviewers were asked to sign to confirm that the
parent had given their permission for the interview to
take place. Child consent was also recorded by the
interviewer signing in writing that this had been given
verbally by the child.

= Particular attention was taken to ensure that the text
and words spoken in the letter and consent form were
age appropriate. Across all languages, separate
versions of the text were tailored for parents and
children of different ages (A copy of the information
letter, safety tips leaflet and consent form can be
found in Annex 3).

= Anonymity and confidentiality of responses were
guaranteed to both parents and children, with the
exception that if the child reported that they are being
harmed in some way, this would limit the promise of
confidentiality and action would be taken (see below).

All fieldwork was conducted in line with stipulated ESOMAR
ethical guidelines for conducting research with children and
young people, as well as those specified by the LSE
Research Ethics Committee.

Interviewers were selected on their experience of working
with children and further training and briefing was provided
as outlined above in section 4.3. Relevant security checks
were carried out on interviewers where appropriate
according to country specific legal requirements.

Confidentiality and anonymity was guaranteed to survey
questions but at the same time interviewers were instructed
to ensure that parents remained in the vicinity within the
household whilst the children interview was being conducted
(with the door open, for example).

Whilst in the field, all children were advised of the fact that it
was their right to stop the interview at any point and that

they could choose not to answer a question if they felt
uncomfortable doing so.

In designing the questionnaire, several measures were also
put in place to make the child as comfortable as possible.

= The most sensitive questions relating to risky
behaviour were asked in a self completion format
where children were assured that neither the
interviewer nor the parent would be able to see their
answers, since (for CAPI) the screen was turned so
only they could see it or (for PAPI) a pen-and-paper
questionnaire was provided for their answers along
with a sealed envelope for the child to use.

= Discretion was used to consider whether questions
were suitable for the youngest participants, the most
sensitive and more mature themed questions were
only asked to those aged 11 years and above.

= A Prefer not to say option was also included in those
questions where a child might feel uncomfortable
about disclosing their behaviour.

= The routing and introduction to questions ensured
that the interview does not introduce the child for the
first time to ideas or material that may be ethically
problematic. For example, children were immediately
routed out of sections about risky behaviour if it
became apparent that they had not experienced the
risk, and introductory wording was used where
appropriate to forewarn of the nature of the
subsequent questions.

All respondents, parents and children, were provided with an
information leaflet at the end of the survey visit, containing
tips and advice about online risk and safety. The leaflet was
tailored for each country and included the contact details of
local help lines (or other appropriate provision for children
identified through the conduct of the survey as in some way
‘at risk’), whereby the respondent can access private,
confidential help and advice. These leaflets were developed
for the project by the national Insafe nodes of the EC’s Safer
Internet Programme, with input also from Child Helpline
International (see www.childhelplineinternational.org).

Given the topics considered in this project, it was
important to establish an agreed approach to intervention
prior to fieldwork, as to what would happen if it became
apparent that a child was at risk of harm. This approach
was agreed between Ipsos and the LSE and cleared by
the LSE Research Ethics Committee.

To ensure guarantees of confidentiality and anonymity,
intervention from fieldworkers was only considered on the
basis of relatively serious harm being identified, i.e. on the
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broad principle that the risk identified was “something any
reasonable person could not ignore”. The notes below
outline the agreed approach of dealing with identified risk,
although it is important to note that a different approach
was considered depending on whether or not the risk was
identified within the survey questions.

=  The questionnaire design and methodology meant
that risk of current harm would not identifiable from
the study at the time of the interview. First, survey
questions ask about exposure to risks in the past and
do not directly identify current issues; secondly
questions on risk were asked within self completion
modules and as such interviewers were not aware of
the child’s responses. We therefore took a universal
approach to responding to possible risk for all
children.

= Interviewers explained to all children that if they have
they have experienced harm, they should tell a
trusted adult;

=  As mentioned above, the interviewer left a leaflet with
helpline numbers and ‘top-tips’ for online safety.

= In addition, fieldwork agencies abided by any local
laws regarding actions required to protect children.

A protocol was in place for actions to be taken if a
participant made a disclosure to the interviewer outside
their response to a survey question and/or the interviewer
witnessed something in the household suggesting that a
child was at risk.

= |f the interviewer became aware of risk of harm to a
child that no reasonable person could ignore, or that
required action within national laws, they were to
follow specific agreed protocols as below.

= Given that disclosure of harm in this scenario is
outside the main interview questions, this approach
does not conflict with guarantees of respondent
confidentiality with regards to survey responses.

=  The interviewer was instructed to report the “incident”
to the project manager/field supervisor for action to
be taken by the Institute, according to national law.
Where institutes are not competent to make a
decision of this kind, a legal person was to be
consulted before action is decided upon.

= In such cases, the interviewer was also instructed to
tell the child that they are concerned and talk to them
about the action that they will be taking.

=  As mentioned above, the interviewer was also briefed
to encourage the child to talk to a trusted adult (if they
have not already done so) and provide them with the
leaflet of top tips/help line support services.
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Importantly, and reassuringly, there were no such incidents
reported during fieldwork.

Finally, confidentiality and anonymity was guaranteed during
the data processing stage of the project by removing key
identifiers from the data set.

4.8. Fieldwork outcomes and

response rates

The interviewers needed to complete the following steps
to achieve an interview:

= Make contact at the selected address (up to four
attempts)

= Obtain consent for the screening questionnaire and
establish whether at least one child aged 9-16 years
old lived at the address and was using the internet

= Obtain consent for the child and parent/carer
interviews.

Contact, cooperation and response rates were calculated
in accordance with standard definitions'?. It was estimated
that in 53% of interviewers’ attempts to contact an eligible
address (i.e., a residential address with at least one child
age 9-16 that uses the internet), this was successful
(contact rate). Contac