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Verfügbarkeit von Medien zu Hause

Mediennutzung

MIKE-Studie 2015  Geräteverfügbarkeit und liebste Geräte
 

- 24 - 

4 Geräteverfügbarkeit und liebste Geräte 
 
Da die Mediennutzung auch von der Verfügbarkeit verschiedener Mediengeräte abhängt, wird in die-
sem Kapitel zunächst die Geräteverfügbarkeit dargestellt. Einerseits liegen Angaben über das Vor-
handensein von Geräten im Haushalt und andererseits über das Vorhandensein von Geräten im eige-
nen Zimmer der Kinder vor. Ausserdem wurden die Kinder gefragt, welches ihre liebsten Medien sind. 
Die Zahlen in diesem Kapitel basieren auf Aussagen der Kinder. 
 

4.1 Geräteverfügbarkeit im Haushalt 
Die Kinder wurden gefragt, welche der vorgegebenen Geräte bei ihnen zuhause vorhanden sind. Wie 
in Abbildung 14 ersichtlich ist, gehören Handy/Smartphone, Computer/Laptop, Internetzugang und 
Fernsehgerät zur Standard-Ausstattung der meisten Haushalte mit Kindern in der Schweiz. Darauf 
folgen Digitalkamera, Radio, CD-Player und Tablet, welche in mindestens drei Vierteln der Haushalte 
vorkommen. iPod/MP3-Player, feste und tragbare Spielkonsolen sind in etwas mehr als der Hälfte der 
Haushalte vertreten. Am seltensten sind Kassettenrekorder in den Haushalten vorhanden. 
 

 
Abbildung 14: Geräteverfügbarkeit im Haushalt 

 
Die Ausstattung im Haushalt unterscheidet sich je nach Alter, Schulstufe und Geschlecht der Kinder. 
Feste (78 %) und tragbare (65 %) Spielkonsolen sowie iPod/MP3-Player (67 %) kommen vermehrt in 
Haushalten mit 12-/13-jährigen Kindern als in Haushalten mit 6-/7-jährigen Kindern vor (feste Spiel-
konsole 48 %, tragbare Spielkonsole 35 %, iPod/MP3-Player 45 %). Bei den restlichen Geräten lassen 
sich keine Altersunterschiede feststellen. Vergleicht man Unter- und Mittelstufe, so sind ebenfalls feste 
(69 %) und tragbare Spielkonsolen (62 %) sowie iPod/MP3-Player (68 %) vermehrt in Haushalten mit 
Kindern der Mittelstufe zu finden (Unterstufe 51 %, 44 %, 54 %). Ausserdem zeigt sich hier auch ein 
signifikanter Unterschied beim Handy/Smartphone, welches ebenfalls vermehrt in Haushalten mit 
Kindern der Mittelstufe (99 %) vorkommt (Unterstufe 96 %). Geschlechtsunterschiede in der Haushalt-
ausstattung lassen sich beim Handy/Smartphone nachweisen; Mädchen (99 %) geben dies häufiger 
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Themen der „Mobile Phone“ Forschung

Mediennutzung

First, the research community has come to
understand that children’s use of mobile phones is
a much more complex phenomenon than it had been
intuitively assumed. This is partly because the
issues concerned are especially broad (the 12 topics
are shown in Table 1, plus over 30 other topics
such as mobile phone allergies and mobile phone
explosions have been reported in the literature) and
partly because the disciplines involved are

especially diverse (the highly cited articles are from
public health, traffic safety, communication, sociol-
ogy, anthropology, education, linguistics, ergo-
nomics, and psychology). As documented in the
history of science, this kind of metacognition of
the multifaceted and multidisciplinary complex
nature of the field is an important intellectual
achievement for assessing the current knowledge
and motivating future research.

Table 1
Most Studied Topics on Child Development and Mobile Phones (1993–2016)

Ranking Topics
Number of
articles (%)a Highly cited articlesb

1 Medical intervention 447 (.19) Franklin, Waller, Pagliari, & Greene (2006);
Kauer, Reid, Crooke, Khor, Hearps, Jorm, . . . & Patton (2012);
Fjeldsoe, Marshall, & Miller (2009)

2 Radiation exposure 268 (.11) Aydin, Feychting, Sch€uz, Tynes, Andersen, Schmidt, . . . & Klæboe (2011);
Hardell et al. (2011);
Kheifets, Repacholi, Saunders, & Van Deventer (2005)

3 Texting behavior 195 (.08) Wood et al. (2011);
Gold, Driban, Thomas, Chakravarty, Channell, & Komaroff (2012);
Srinivas et al. (2011)

4 Distracted driving 164 (.07) Klauer et al. (2014);
Dingus, Guo, Lee, Antin, Perez, Buchanan-King, & Hankey (2016);
Cazzulino, F., Burke, R. V., Muller, Arbogast, & Upperman (2014)

5 Mobile learning 115 (.05) Thornton & Houser (2005);
Campbell (2006);
Wu, Wu, Chen, Kao, Lin, & Huang (2012)

6 Sexting behavior 104 (.04) Houck et al., 2014; Temple & Choi (2014);
Livingstone and Smith (2014)

7 Mobile phone use 97 (.04) Ling, 2000; Tindell & Bohlander (2012);
Lenhart, Ling, Campbell, and Purcell (2010)

8 Parenting practices 92 (.04) Radesky, Kistin, Zuckerman, Nitzberg, Gross, Kaplan-Sanoff, . . . &
Silverstein (2014);
Bigelow, Carta, & Lefever (2008);
Radesky, Schumacher, & Zuckerman (2015)

9 Sleep disturbance 77 (.03) Van den Bulck (2007);
Primack, Swanier, Georgiopoulos, Land, & Fine (2009);
Hale and Guan (2015)

10 Mobile addiction 68 (.03) Billieux, Van der Linden, & Rochat (2008);
Salehan & Negahban (2013);
Billieux (2012)

11 Cyberbullying 56 (.02) Bauman, Toomey, & Walker (2013);
Ortega, Elipe, Mora-Merch"an, Genta, Brighi, Guarini, . . . & Tippett (2012);
Kowalski, R, M., Giumetti, Schroeder, & Lattanner (2014)

12 Users with disabilities 33 (.01) Schneps, Thomson, Sonnert, Pomplun, Chen, & Heffner-Wong (2013);
Stapleton, Adams, & Atterton (2007);
Stephenson & Limbrick (2015)

Note. aThe number of journal article publications on specific topics is an approximate estimation based on a manual categorization of
the 2,344 articles rather than an accurate bibliometric calculation, given that: (a) several topics are overlapping (e.g., general mobile
phone use vs. medical mobile phone use; texting behavior vs. text-based intervention), and (b) several topics are complex (e.g., mobile
intervention involves at least 20 subtopics such as diagnosis, counseling, treatment, management, and education; mobile phone use
involves at least 20 subtopics such as medical, educational, political, and business use by users from different age groups, social com-
munities, countries, and cultures). bThe first two are empirical articles and the last one is a review article. The complete references of
these highly cited articles are included in Data S1.

Children’s Use of Mobile Phones 9
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Interaktion mit Bildschirmen
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not (lack of motion parallax and binocular disparity, etc.). Nine-month-old infants evidently do not
understand the significance of these perceptual differences for their behavior; they do not form a clear
dual representation of ‘‘an x” ‘‘on TV” that cancels the part of the conceptual knowledge of x that does
not apply. Not knowing what the functional limitations of images are, they respond to a depicted ob-
ject as if it were a real one, attempting to manually investigate it. Infants’ lack of surprise when the
images prove not to be manipulable indicates that they examine the pictured objects to figure out
what they are, just as they direct manual exploratory behavior toward other aspects of the
environment.

Diener et al. (2008) subsequently compared 9-month-old infants’ emotional reactions to a series of
live events with their reactions to video images of those events, including a series of masks and toys
and of a person speaking to them. Infants were very interested in the video: they looked at it, vocal-
ized, and reached for the depicted entities. Infants also reacted affectively to the video, showing fear in
response to scary masks and interest and positive affect toward an electronic game that produced a
series of lights and musical tones, and to a person playing peek-a-boo. Video clearly has an emotional
impact even in infancy. Infants’ reactions to the live presentation were somewhat stronger, however,
providing further evidence that the infants discriminated the videotaped events from the real ones.

Results of a recent study (Mumme & Fernald, 2003) indicate that infants interpret the emotional
responses of people on video. Twelve-month-olds were shown a 20-s video clip of an adult reacting
either positively or negatively to one of two toys. When given the opportunity to play with the same
toy a moment later, infants who saw the adult’s negative reaction on video were less likely to play
with it (compared to the other toy) and showed more negative affect toward it. The children used
the video as a source of specific social and emotional information. Thus, it is clear that infants find vi-
deo presentations meaningful and that they are capable of extracting information from video images
(although they often do not do so–a paradox that will be described later). Furthermore, they respond
to video with the same kinds of emotions and manual behavior that they produce in response to actual
objects and events.

Fig. 1. A 9-month-old repeatedly trying to grasp a moving object pictured on TV. In the inset (side view) picture, the infant’s
pincer grasp is visible.

160 G.L. Troseth / Developmental Review 30 (2010) 155–175

Developmental course

Infants presumably learn the significance of two-dimensionality through experience with pictorial
images. Thus, one would expect that older infants would manually investigate less, since they have
had more opportunities to interact with and learn about pictures and video. We examined the devel-
opmental course of children’s investigation of video images (Pierroutsakos & Troseth, 2003) compar-
ing the behavior of 9-, 15-, and 19-month-old infants (see DeLoache et al., 1998, for parallel research
with pictures).

Fig. 2 shows the mean number of actions the children directed at the video images. Exactly the
same pattern of results was found with pictures, except that 9-month-olds directed somewhat more
manual behavior toward video images than pictures. With age, the level of manual investigation de-
creased. The 9-month-olds frequently rubbed and grasped at the video images, just as children of this
age did in the initial study. Older children were more likely to point at the objects in video images and
pictures instead of manually exploring them. In fact, 19-month-olds almost never grasped at the pic-
tured objects, but pointed and vocalized instead. The results for 15-month-olds were intermediate.
Thus, the tendency to physically explore the surface of the image is gradually replaced by communi-
cation about the depicted, real-world referent, in much the same way that children start directing oth-

Fig. 2. Mean number of manual behaviors and points per trial directed at objects on video by 9-, 15-, and 19-month-old infants.
Vertical lines depict standard errors of the means.

G.L. Troseth / Developmental Review 30 (2010) 155–175 161
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with brown-white felt were presented to the infants. The demonstration by a TV model showed a person performing
the specific target actions (see below) with these stimuli. Presented on an 18.1′′ TFT computer monitor the stimuli had
the following measures: teddy bear 7 cm × 7 cm, wooden barrier 17.5 cm × 4 cm, cylinder 2.3 cm × 2.7 cm.

The stimulus-set included two identically looking cylinders. One of the cylinders made a sound produced by a
mechanism hidden inside the cylinder when shaken, the other did not. The sound of the cylinder was recorded on a
tape, which could be started by using a foot key under the table. The loudspeaker of the tape recorder was installed
behind the barrier. The pre-recorded tape was used together with the cylinder that did not produce a sound.

At the beginning of each demonstration and test phase the bear was positioned behind the barrier and the cylinder
in front of the bear on the platform of the barrier.

In the TV model condition, a TFT computer monitor was used (18.1′′) together with a standard DVD-player. During
the TV demonstration, a camera was positioned above the TFT computer monitor and recorded a close-up view of
the infant. A second camera was focused to include the monitor. Both camera views were recorded together by using
a split screen generator. During the demonstration phase of the live model groups and the test phase of all groups, a
camera recorded a view of the infant and the upper part of the experimenter’s body.

2.3. Procedure

Infants were tested in our lab at a time of day when they were likely to be alert and playful. Each participant and
parent was escorted to a reception room. For approximately 10 min the infant was allowed to explore the room, while
the research assistant described the test procedure to the parent. Afterwards, the infant and parent were brought to
the test room and the infant was given a few minutes to acclimate to the new environment. Once the infant seemed
comfortable, the experiment began. The experiment consisted of one session that was divided into a demonstration
phase and a test phase.

2.3.1. Demonstration phase
Depending on the demonstration group, infants sat at right angles to the experimenter (E) at the table (live model

groups, see Fig. 1A) or in front of a computer monitor (TV model groups, distance 80 cm, see Fig. 1B) thus providing
the same experimenter view to the infants in live and TV model groups. For all infants the following three-step action
sequence was demonstrated three times which lasted altogether 30 s: the 1st step was taking the cylinder off the barrier,
the 2nd shaking it three times and the 3rd step was returning it in front of the bear onto the platform of the barrier. Either
the 2nd or 3rd action step was combined with an interesting acoustical effect leading to different action effect placement
groups: in the shaking-with-effect groups the 2nd step “shaking” elicited a sound whereas the 3rd step “returning”
did not. In contrast, in the returning-with-effect groups the 3rd step “returning” elicited a sound whereas the 2nd step
“shaking” did not. In the shaking-with-effect groups the sound was produced by a mechanism hidden inside the cylinder

Fig. 1. Experimental set-up in the demonstration phase for the live model groups (A) and the TV model groups (B).



Psychologisches Institut / Jacobs Center for Productive Youth Development

Zürcher Forum P&G - Bildschirmmedien im Vorschulalter21/06/2021

A.M. Klein et al. / Infant Behavior & Development 29 (2006) 535–544 541

Fig. 2. Mean frequency of “shaking” and “returning” in each condition separate for the live model groups (A) and the TV model groups (B).

Table 1
Number of infants performing the target action “shaking” first, “returning” first or performing no target action in the four conditions

*Even if infants did not show the target actions, they all took the cylinder off the barrier initially.

4. Discussion

In the present study, we were able to demonstrate the important role of action effects in infants’ action control.
Moreover, we could show that infants not only are able to use action effects shown by a live model but also from a
TV model and transfer their knowledge to their own actions. Depending on the action effect placement group infants
were assigned to, they inferred different goals from the model’s actions and adapted their own imitation behavior

Klein, Hauf, & Aschersleben, 2006
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Video Defizit



• Dimension 
‣ Schwierigkeit die Information aus einem 2-D Video in die 3-D Welt zu übertragen.  

(Barr, 2010; Barr, Muentener, Garcia, Fujimoto, & Chavez, 2008; Troseth & Deloache, 1998) 

• Duale Repräsentation 
‣ Schwierigkeit, Video als Realität zu verstehen. 

(Deloache et al, 2010; Troseth, 2010) 

• Kontingenz 
‣ Alltägliche Erfahrung, dass die soziale Umwelt kontingent reagiert, während die digitale Welt dies 

nicht tut 
(Stouse & Troseth, 2014; Troseth, 2010)

Video Defizit = Transfer Defizit

Lernen

Courage, 2017
10

Psychologisches Institut / Jacobs Center for Productive Youth Development

Zürcher Forum P&G - Bildschirmmedien im Vorschulalter21/06/2021



Psychologisches Institut / Jacobs Center for Productive Youth Development

Zürcher Forum P&G - Bildschirmmedien im Vorschulalter21/06/2021 11

Sprachentwicklung



Vorläufer der verbalen Kommunikation

• Primäre Intersubjektivität 
‣ Dyadische Interaktion (face-fo-face) 
‣ Gemeinsames Erleben / Teilen  von 

Gemütszuständen  
‣ Inhalt: Interaktion per se . 

• Sekundäre Intersubjektivität 
‣ Triadische Interaktion 
‣ Gemeinsame Aufmerksamkeit und Kommunikation 

hinsichtlich einer dritten Entität unter der 
Berücksichtigung der mentalen Zustände des 
anderen.

Trevarthen & Hubley, 1978
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Finally, it is possible that heavy viewing of baby DVDs/
videos has a deleterious effect on early language development.
The first 3 years of life are characterized by rapid brain
development, and environmental factors are known to influ-
ence how the brain develops.13-15 It is plausible that extensive
exposure to an absorbing but not developmentally construc-
tive stimulus could affect brain development and language
acquisition. Heavy viewing of baby DVDs/videos may con-
stitute such an environmental influence. If so, there are several
potential causal mechanisms through which such an effect
might occur. The viewing of baby DVDs/videos might crowd
out interaction time with adult caregivers in ways not mea-
sured here. For example, we did not measure the time parents
spend directly talking to their infants, or the nature and
quality of this verbal input, which are known to be important
factors in early language development.16-19 Baby DVDs/vid-
eos contain limited language and display a certain combina-
tion of formal features (short scenes and flashy screen images),
which might not promote vocabulary learning or might lead
to habits of mind that actually impede it.20 Whether these
formal features are systematically different than those of the
other content types represented here has not been formally
studied.

Whatever the reason for the association between baby
video viewing and slower early vocabulary growth, 3 points are
worth bearing in mind. First, the effect size is large. Although
reading every day as opposed to less often is associated with
about a 7-point increase in the normed CDI score, watching
1 hour per day of baby DVDs/videos as opposed to none is
associated with about a 17-point decrease. Although most
children watch considerably less than 1 hour per day, in our
sample, 17% of children age 8 to 16 months who watched any
baby DVDs/videos watched 1 hour or more per day. Second,
there is a dose-response relationship; increased viewing of

baby DVDs/videos is associated with slower vocabulary in a
linear way. We separately tested a model in which we in-
cluded a dummy variable indicating whether the child
watched any baby DVDs/videos to control for this potential
content-specific selection. That analysis revealed no effect of
the indicator of watching any baby DVDs/videos, although
the coefficient on the number of hours remained large and
significant.

Third, the effect is specific to baby DVDs/videos and
specific to children age 8 to 16 months. No other form of
media exposure that we measured, and none for children age
17 to 24 months, is associated with either better or worse
language outcomes. This fact must be carefully considered
when drawing inferences about the associations. Baby DVDs/
videos may be different than the other types of content
explored. Our casual observation suggests that they typically
have little dialogue, short scenes, disconnected images, and a
variety of visually salient but linguistically indescribable events
(eg, lava lamp images and oddly twirling images). In contrast,
children’s educational shows (the largest category of viewing
at this age) are carefully crafted, and many are exhaustively
tested to make sure that they meet the developmental needs of
preschoolers. Although the content and formal features are
not optimized for children under age 2 years, those children
still may be able to understand large portions of the shows’
cognitive and linguistic content. In contrast, baby DVDs/
videos are designed with only an approximate sense of devel-
opmental needs, based on no formal research.2

Vocabulary growth is a good measure of cognitive de-
velopment in this age range, because it is easily observed and
is one of the major developmental tasks of the age. However,
it is only partially predictive of future cognitive outcomes. The
fact that in these data an association is observed only for the
younger children suggests that the association may disappear

Table II. Regressions of CDI language scores (normed) on parental interaction and media variables

Age 8 to 16 months Age 17 to 24 months

Variable Coefficient [95% CI] Coefficient [95% CI]

Parental interactions
Reading at least once daily 7.07* [0.53,13.60] 11.72* [1.86,21.59]
Storytelling at least once daily 6.47* [0.23,12.71] 7.13† [!0.11,14.37]
Music listening at least several times weekly 5.36 [!1.92,12.64] 7.2 [!2.10,16.50]

Children’s media watching time (hours/day)
Baby DVDs/videos !16.99** [!26.20,!7.77] 3.66 [!4.45,11.77]
Children’s educational shows 1.72 [!4.42,7.87] 2.21 [!1.74,6.15]
Movies and children’s noneducational TV 6.6 [!1.81,15.02] 2.03 [!2.78,6.83]
Grownup TV !1.42 [!11.57,8.73] 2.38 [!5.68,10.45]

Parental viewing with child
Rarely or about half the time (referent)
Usually or always 5.57 [!2.10,13.23] 0.39 [!6.74,7.52]
N/A: no media viewing !7.70† [!15.49,0.08] 2.65 [!7.29,12.60]

r2 0.17 0.18
n 384 345

Results also adjusted for sex, age, number of siblings, premature birth, premature birth by age interaction, hours per week in daycare, whether both parents are present, maternal and
paternal education, parental income, child race/ethnicity, and the state of birth (Minnesota or Washington).
**P " .01; *P " .05; †P " .1.

Associations between Media Viewing and Language Development in Children Under Age 2 Years 367
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Tablet session analyses

We created means of each coded behavior (Novel word
imitation, Novel action imitation, Book pattern imitation
[collectively termed Acquisition behaviors]; Responsive
behaviors; and Synced behaviors) for each participant
across all tablet sessions. We anticipated an effect of
contingency condition only for synced behaviors (as a
manipulation check). All other behaviors scored indi-
cated engagement, responsiveness and attentiveness
during tablet sessions and as such, any condition
differences would need to be accounted for in subsequent
analyses.
Detailed analyses are reported in Table 1. As expected,

synced behaviors (Figure 1a) were significantly more
frequent in the FaceTime condition than in the Video

condition, which confirmed that the FaceTime group
experienced greater contingency. In contrast, there was no
effect of contingency condition on three of the four non-
synced behaviors. Thus, any contingency condition dif-
ferences found on cognitive or social outcome measures
cannot be attributed to initial differences in responsive
behavior (Figure 1b), nor to unequal responses for novel
word imitation (Figure 1c) or action imitation (Fig-
ure 1d). The only non-synced behavior more frequent in
FaceTime (compared to Video) was book pattern imita-
tion (Figure 1e), a finding we addressed in the cognitive
outcome analyses described below. In addition (and
unsurprisingly), on all tablet session behaviors there was
an age effect such that older children scored higher than
younger children.
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Figure 1 Children’s behaviors during tablet sessions. Error bars are standard errors.
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Thus, the effect of contingency on book pattern learning
in the lab test may have been driven by the prior
contingency effect on book pattern imitation during the
tablet sessions.

Discussion

The most striking result from this study is that children
in their second year formed a social connection and
learned new content more readily from FaceTime part-
ners than Video partners. As predicted, the FaceTime
condition offered social contingency with children’s
behavior, a claim we empirically supported by coding
children’s responsive behavior. For some outcome mea-
sures, we found a benefit of contingency overall (i.e.
pattern learning, partner preference and partner recog-
nition), and in some measures there was a trend for the
contingency effect to become stronger in the middle or
oldest age groups (i.e. age-by-condition interaction for
word learning and partner preference). These findings

replicate prior work showing that children under 2 years
do not learn from passive media (for review, see
Linebarger & Vaala, 2010; Troseth, 2010), and build on
existing research by showing that interactive video chat
can be a medium for learning and social relationships in
the second year. This is consistent with a burgeoning
literature showing that video chat can be used in
developmentally appropriate ways for young children
(Roseberry et al., 2014; Tarasuik et al., 2011; Tarasuik,
Galligan & Kaufman, 2013).

Social contingency

Young children are exquisitely attuned to the social
responses of others, and contingent responses that the
child can respond to and elicit are particularly powerful
for myriad reasons including those that are motivational
(Nielsen et al., 2008), affective (Murray & Trevarthen,
1985), conceptual (Troseth, 2003), and linguistic (Toma-
sello, 1995). This study showed that social contingency in
video chat positively influenced children’s formation of
new social relationships and their acquisition of new
knowledge.
One alternative explanation for FaceTime’s benefit is

that it was more engaging than Video; however, behavior
during the tablet sessions suggests that this was not the
case. Scores from the Video group were not significantly
different from the FaceTime group in responsive behav-
ior and imitation (Figures 1b, 1c and 1d), but the
FaceTime group made more temporally synced
responses with the Partner (Figure 1a). The subsequent
effects on the cognitive and social outcome measures are
therefore specific to contingency rather than to interac-
tivity more generally. Our effects likely would be greater
in magnitude if the Video stimuli lacked the pseudo-
interactivity afforded by pauses after the Partner’s
questions. These results speak to the importance of
social contingency in early learning from video (Troseth,
2010) and are consistent with Roseberry et al.’s (2014)
argument that socially contingent responses require
accurate content in addition to accurate timing and
reliability. Our results also extend previous research by
Troseth et al. (2006) who reported that some 2-year-olds
were especially responsive to non-contingent video and
seemed to interpret social cues as if they were live. We
have shown that at a group level this responsiveness was
not equivalent to truly contingent interactions, at least
not for the younger (12- to 25-month-old) children
tested here. Rather, our participants were adept at
distinguishing real social contingency from the ‘ask
and wait’ method in our Video condition, which was
similar to many commercially available children’s videos
(e.g. the Blue’s Clues host poses a question, pauses, then

(a) Novel Word Learning

(b) Novel Action Learning
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Figure 2 Mean percent correct on cognitive outcome
measures, by age group and contingency condition. Error bars
are standard errors.
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What’s Known on This Subject

TV viewing among older children has been found to have adverse effects on cognition.

What This Study Adds

TV viewing in infancydoesnot seem tobe associatedwith languageor visualmotor skills
at age 3.

ABSTRACT

OBJECTIVE. To examine the extent to which infant television viewing is associated with
language and visual motor skills at 3 years of age.

MEASURES.We studied 872 children who were participants in Project Viva, a prospec-
tive cohort. The design used was a longitudinal survey, and the setting was a
multisite group practice in Massachusetts. At 6 months, 1 year, and 2 years, mothers
reported the number of hours their children watched television in a 24-hour period,
from which we derived a weighted average of daily television viewing. We used
multivariable regression analyses to predict the independent associations of televi-
sion viewing between birth and 2 years with Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test III and
Wide-Range Assessment of Visual Motor Abilities scores at 3 years of age.

RESULTS.Mean daily television viewing in infancy (birth to 2 years) was 1.2 (SD:
0.9) hours, less than has been found in other studies of this age group. Mean
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test III score at age 3 was 104.8 (SD: 14.2); mean
standardized total Wide-Range Assessment of Visual Motor Abilities score at age
3 was 102.6 (SD: 11.2). After adjusting for maternal age, income, education,
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test III score, marital status, and parity, and child’s
age, gender, birth weight for gestational age, breastfeeding duration, race/eth-
nicity, primary language, and average daily sleep duration, we found that each
additional hour of television viewing in infancy was not associated with Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test III or total standardized Wide-Range Assessment of
Visual Motor Abilities scores at age 3.

CONCLUSION. Television viewing in infancy does not seem to be associated with lan-
guage or visual motor skills at 3 years of age. Pediatrics 2009;123:e370–e375

SINCE 1999, THE American Academy of Pediatrics has recommended no screen
media for children !2 years of age.1 Nevertheless, recent nationally representative data indicate that 68% of

children !2 years of age use screen media on a typical day, and one quarter of these children have a television (TV)
set in his or her bedroom.2 Additional data suggest most US-born infants !2 years of age watch between 1 and 2
hours of TV daily.3–6 Given the large number of infants who are regularly exposed to TV, and the large number of
parents who believe that it is good for their development, it is important to determine the effects of TV viewing on
the developing cognition of young children.

Several small, experimental studies from the 1970s and 1980s found negative associations of infant TV
viewing with subsequent cognitive and language development.7–9 An analysis of data from the National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth-Child (NLSY) (1986) has shown that each 1 hour increase in TV viewing before
the age of 3 years is associated with modest decreases in Peabody Individual Achievement Test reading
recognition ("0.31 points) and reading comprehension scores ("0.58) at age 6 years.10 Observational studies of
language development suggest varied effects of infant TV and video viewing, depending largely on the content
viewed. In 1 study, viewing specific programs between 6 and 30 months of age (eg, Dora the Explorer, Arthur)
was associated with improved language skills at 30 months, whereas viewing other programs (eg, Sesame Street,
Teletubbies) was associated with reduced language skills at 30 months.11 A recent cross-sectional survey found
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Digital Screen Time Limits and Young Children’s Psychological Well-Being:
Evidence From a Population-Based Study

Andrew K. Przybylski
University of Oxford

Netta Weinstein
Cardiff University

There is little empirical understanding of how young children’s screen engagement links to their well-being.
Data from 19,957 telephone interviews with parents of 2- to 5-year-olds assessed their children’s digital screen
use and psychological well-being in terms of caregiver attachment, resilience, curiosity, and positive affect in
the past month. Evidence did not support implementing limits (< 1 or < 2 hr/day) as recommended by the
American Academy of Pediatrics, once variability in child ethnicity, age, gender, household income, and care-
giver educational attainment were considered. Yet, small parabolic functions linked screen time to attachment
and positive affect. Results suggest a critical cost–benefit analysis is needed to determine whether setting firm
limits constitutes a judicious use of caregiver and professional resources.

Screen-based media is a ubiquitous feature of early
childhood (Lenhart, Smith, Anderson, Duggan, &
Perrin, 2015), even for young children under 5 years
(Duch, Fisher, Ensari, & Harrington, 2013). As the
time spent with these technologies has increased
(Ofcom, 2015, 2016), so too have popular (Bell,
Bishop, & Przybylski, 2015) and professional (Coun-
cil on Communications And Media, 2013) concerns
about its possible relations with youth well-being.
Although little research has been conducted with
young children, the nascent literature suggests rela-
tions between family and child factors and screen
time (Duch et al., 2013). Studies of young children
indicate that age (Certain & Kahn, 2002), body mass
(Dennison, Erb, & Jenkins, 2002), and non-Caucasian
ethnicity (Thompson, Sibinga, Jennings, Bair-Merritt,
& Christakis, 2010) are positively associated with
daily screen-based media exposure, whereas child
psychosocial flourishing (Schmidt, Rich, Rifas-Shi-
man, Oken, & Taveras, 2009; Hinkley et al., 2014),
caregiver education (Barr, Danziger, Hilliard, Ando-
lina, & Ruskis, 2010; Horodynski, Stommel, Brophy-
Herb, & Weatherspoon, 2010), and household
income (Vandewater et al., 2007) may be negatively
related to digital screen time.

Because this research is at an early stage, much of
what is known about screen-based media is informed
by studies of older children and adolescents (e.g.,
Blumberg, Carle, O’Connor, Moore, & Lippman,
2008). This larger body of work suggests that screen

time might be linked to lower physical health (Costi-
gan, Barnett, Plotnikoff, & Lubans, 2013; Carson,
Kuzik, Hunter, Wiebe, Spence, & Friedman et al.,
2015) and executive functioning in children and ado-
lescents (Nathanson, Alad!e, Sharp, Rasmussen, &
Christy, 2014; Reid Chassiakos, Radesky, Christakis,
Moreno, & Cross, 2016), though the nature of the
links with such outcomes have not been rigorously
investigated (Linebarger & Vaala, 2010) and physical
correlates of screen time are not clear (Iannotti,
Kogan, Janssen, & Boyce, 2009; Mistry, Minkovitz,
Strobino, & Borzekowski, 2007). Such work is neces-
sary because digital screens are widely used by
young people (Ofcom, 2015) and children have inter-
nationally recognized rights for play and information
(United Nations Assembly, 1989).

With this in mind, there is limited understanding
of how screen time links to psychological well-
being, especially in young children aged 5 years or
under. Informed by a subset of the findings with
older children, the American Academy of Pediatrics
(AAP) has issued policy statements regarding
screen-based media exposure for young children
(Council on Communications and Media, 2011,
2013). These recommendations are based on views
of media use as a sedentary activity that is directly
harmful to well-being (Page, Cooper, Griew, &
Jago, 2010; see additional review in Ferguson, 2017)
and indirectly harmful, through supplanting other,
more enriching activities (see review in Przybylski
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