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Abstract: Undoubtedly, technological developments in modern society have accelerated since the
COVID-19 epidemic. When social distancing was required, technology and the Internet made it easier
for adults and children to communicate. Nevertheless, it is generally recognized that social isolation
can result in social network addiction. Consequently, family ties including those between parents and
children evolved, as parents tried to blend their jobs and personal lives while also becoming teachers,
babysitters, and playdate hosts. No studies have looked at how the lockdown has affected these
relationships. Therefore, the current study aims to investigate how parenting, media consumption,
and the use of constant technology can affect parent–child relationships. Toward this aim, a structural
equation model (SEM) incorporating three parenting styles (permissive, authoritative, neglectful,
and authoritarian) was then run. The model displayed excellent fit for adoption. Technology
use was thusly predicted by the interaction between parents and children, which successively
predicted the relationship between children and school. Hence, a positive relationship between
permissive parenting style and family relationships with technology emerged. The new study helps
us understand how family relationships, as well as technology and education attitudes, have changed
through time.
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1. Introduction

The main force advancing modern society is technology, which is advancing at a rapid
rate. Given the social isolation brought about by the COVID-19 epidemic, technological
information, communication, and knowledge have emerged as the major drivers of con-
temporary community development [1,2]. The pandemic has significantly impacted every
element of society over the past two years, including medical, cultural, and interpersonal
relationships at all levels. Recent years have seen a rise in mental health issues and signifi-
cant impacts on family relationships due to the pandemic [3,4]. Governmental restrictions,
such as social distancing and lockdown, exacerbated social isolation, which had negative
impacts on finances, stress levels, sense of alienation, and physical and mental health [5,6].
As a result of disrupted routines, a lack of social outlets, and separation due to the greater
fear of contracting the disease, both children and parents now experience isolation, which
can lead to feelings of anxiety, loneliness, and melancholy [7,8]. According to certain
studies, family cohesion strengthens amid a natural calamity like a tsunami [9]. On the
other hand, the benefit might be reversed given the detrimental effects the epidemic had
on mental health. Recent research revealed that parents who were subject to the COVID-19
restrictions tended to have more arguments with their children [10]. It is commonly known
that parents’ mental health deteriorated as a result of an increase in psychological stress and
exhaustion [11,12], even though it is impossible to precisely assess the effects of restriction
and lockdown on parents.
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Parents had to juggle telecommuting with parental duties because schools and compa-
nies were closed. It is assumed that these factors, along with the high level of economic
instability and diminished social support, will raise parental stress. The connection be-
tween the perceived impact of COVID-19 and parent–child intimacy and strict parenting
was significantly mediated by parental stress. COVID-19′s effects and stay-at-home in-
structions may make parenting more stressful. This, in turn, has a detrimental effect on
parenting by deteriorating the bond between parents and their kids and increasing the use
of severe discipline [13,14].

Additionally, the epidemic tested people’s parenting abilities as they took on new
roles as teachers, babysitters, and playdate hosts while attempting to maintain a work-life
balance [15,16]. In some instances, this might have reconnected children and parents, but
in others, the outcome was stress and mental health issues [17,18].

With the aid of digital gadgets like smartphones, tablets, and laptops, social connec-
tion has shifted from face-to-face interaction to virtual interaction during the lockdown
limitation [19]. Children are forced to spend a lot of time in front of screens because schools
shifted online [20].

As a result, children who use technology constantly run the risk of developing addic-
tive behaviors toward it, especially given that social isolation is a significant risk factor
for Internet addiction [21,22]. The boundary between responsible and careless technology
use in parent–child relationships has gotten quite blurry. This is crucial if we believe that
children’s mental health may worsen as a result of the overuse of digital technology [23].
Parental technoference has been identified as a source of feelings of intrusion and can
have a detrimental effect on parent–child relationships [24]. Parental technoference is the
repeated interruptions parents make during family time to check their digital gadgets.
Despite good intentions, most of the time bad things come out of it because the parents
tend to minimize their role as educators [25].

The parenting style also affects how well parents and children get along. Three
parenting philosophies, according to Baumrind [26], can be distinguished: the authoritarian
style is characterized by strict behavior, inflexibility, and compliance from the child, with
the parent making decisions, enforcing regulations, and establishing family goals. On
the other side, the permissive parenting style is characterized by the freedom granted
to the child and the parent’s assertive demeanor towards him or her. The democratic
approach, which is also referred to as authoritative, sits between the other two and is
characterized by adaptability and effective communication, with the kid participating
in decision-making [24].

In particular, the current study seeks to determine whether there is a relationship
between parenting style and media consumption, both individually and within the family
frame, between the parenting style and the parent’s relationship with the child, and between
parenting style and the child’s relationship with the school. We proposed a structural
equation modeling (SEM) hypothesis to investigate the association between parenting style,
parent–child interaction, usage of technology, and children’s relationship with the school.
We have to emphasize from the very beginning that this is an exploratory study.

2. Literature Review

Parenting style, along with parent Internet behavior and parent educational back-
ground, strongly influenced children’s use of the internet, according to a prior study by
Valcke et al. [27]. One study specifically identified a link between higher child Internet
usage at home and lax and laissez-faire parenting. Additionally, it appears that parental
practices influence how exposed children are to Internet hazards. A tighter and more
involved parenting style predicts a lower likelihood of experiencing internet hazards, as
demonstrated by Leung and Lee [28].

The predictive value of parenting style and children’s technology use was stressed
in a prior study [29–31]. Permissive parenting has been associated with both adolescent
smartphone addiction and the use of smartphones by children [32–34]. Similar findings
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have been made by Drouin and McDaniel, Pater, and Toscos [25], who discovered a
connection between parental technology use and children’s technology use. All of these
data point to the fact that how parents interact with technology has a significant impact on
how frequently and for how long their children use smartphones. They also demonstrate
how a permissive parenting style may raise children’s chances of developing an addiction
to the Internet.

Additionally, parents’ relationships with their children can dictate how much technol-
ogy use they will engage in. Oliveira argues that open communication with children can
lead to positive behaviors, meaning that the democratic approach has a higher positive
impact on children’s behavior, even concerning technology [35]. The study compared
democratic parenting to other parenting styles and found that democratic parenting is
linked to lower rates of Internet addiction, depressive illnesses, and aggressive conduct.
Children can constructively use technology when parents employ a democratic parenting
style that emphasizes open discussion about how children should use the Internet, paying
attention to children’s needs, and negotiating the amount of time spent online [36].

As a means of discipline, parents frequently create mobile phone contracts, place
time restrictions on on-screen use, set timers, and take away technology. However, the
problem with technology, social media, and the Internet in our children’s lives has more
to do with how much the parents allow their technology use to obstruct their ability to be
good parents. Sometimes, checking social media and email prevents children from having
important connections with their parents. The children want to talk to their parents or ask
them challenging questions, but the parents are preoccupied with checking their phones,
responding to work emails, or browsing through social media. So, when the children see
the gadget in their parents’ hands, they either give up or turn to the Internet to look up the
solution. The children’s emotional reactions to what they read on their mobile devices also
caused them to respond negatively to their family members more frequently, particularly
when the email or message they were reading contained unfavorable information or was
stressful [37]. In this study, parents reported that their children tended to act more attention-
seeking while they were immersed in technology, which led to their losing their cool with
them. The researchers also found that while using mobile devices around youngsters, there
are fewer verbal and nonverbal reactions.

Not all technological applications should be viewed unfavorably, as was already said.
During the COVID-19 pandemic, children mostly exploited technology and the Internet
to attend virtual classes without compromising their academic progress. The interaction
between children and their parents as well as their interactions with their schools were
found to be predictive of the technology used by our model. This result contrasts with
that of Schmidt et al. [38], who found that parents who participated in distance learning
reported more unfavorable interactions with their children, less positive parent–child effect,
and more unfavorable parent–child effect. Other research [39,40] shows that stress among
parents has increased.

Lockdowns and other governmental restrictions led to several issues for families,
including increased levels of stress and anxiety in the children [41]. When children are
exposed to stressful conditions during their socioemotional development, supportive
parenting is crucial to preventing mental health issues [42]. The most recent study examines
how the epidemic affected family interactions, technological development, and educational
experiences. The last two years have been spent by all of the children growing up alone,
away from their friends, and in constant fear of getting the illness [43]. Therefore, under
these situations, an autocratic parenting style may choose to foster positive relationships
among its members as well as the use of technology and education.

The synergic idea is necessary for our understanding since the human person is a
whole and the human body is an organism, not a mechanism [44].

Given that technology and the Internet were the primary means of contact for social
relationships, academic learning, and employment throughout the COVID-19 pandemic
quarantine and lockdown periods, the family environment and parenting approaches to
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Internet usage may have changed. The current study intends to fill this vacuum since no
studies regarding the relationship between parental practices, technology, and media intake
during pandemic times have been discovered.

3. Materials and Methods

The statistic population for our research is a well-known school from a secondary
school in Halchiu Brasov, Romania. The sample is formed of 137 parents. The families
were asked at the beginning of the study how the main responsibility of educating children
behavior on daily activities and school-related behavior changed. Women’s opinions
were more valued because they typically took care of the kids in everyday activities in
most homes. Given that males are not often involved in decisions affecting children’s
education, the survey’s findings would likely be different if they were completed by
men. In 131 families there were females, thus in our survey, we collected 131 answers
from women.

The survey was based on the Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire (PSDQ) [45]
and Parental Authority Questionnaire [46] but also took into account some studies on tech-
nology such as [37] and [47] and was tested with 10 teachers, pedagogues, and psychologists
within the school. To ensure a correct research process, the school psychologist adminis-
tered the survey to parents in casual environments like parks or places they chose. The
psychologist had the opportunity to see the parents’ non-verbal and para-verbal behavior
and objectively conduct the research. From time to time, he/she offered supplementary
explanations and encouraged the parent to maintain focus when answering the questions.

Participants were chosen if their children were between the ages of 6 and 18 after being
contacted via email and social media. As a result, the sample consisted of 137 participants
who answered the questionnaire, 131 of whom were women (95.62%). They were primarily
highly educated (76.5%). Their children’s ages ranged from 6 to 12 years old (76.4%), while
their age range was between 22 and 50 years.

The experimenters came up with the Family relationship with education and technol-
ogy questionnaire on the fly. Definitions for the research’s goals, motivations, and person
who launched the study were included in the introductive section, along with other details
needed to do the work, including how to fill out the questionnaire.

The goal of this action was explained to the participants both before and during the
questionnaire. For about 15 to 20 minutes, this assignment was completed in a digital
(online) environment.

The survey has 5 components with a range of 3 to 5 multiple-choice answers:

- Determine the respondent’s parenting philosophy (9 questions);
- their relationship with technology (8 questions);
- their relationship with their child (8 questions);
- their child’s relationship with school (8 questions);
- and their family’s relationship with technology (10 questions).

The first four questions focused on sociodemographic data like age, gender, and
academic level. Additionally, we included the query, “How old is your child?” to allow
parents of children between the ages of 6 and 18 to participate. Nine questions make up
the questionnaire’s first section, which asked about parenting preferences (noted in the
questionnaire from 5 to 13). The answers to these questions are “Yes,” “I think so,” “I do not
think so,” and “No” [29]. The Baumrind model [26] was used to evaluate three parenting
philosophies. The child exhibits rigid conduct, inflexibility, and compliance under an
authoritarian parenting style in which the parent makes decisions imposes rules, and
establishes family goals. On the other side, the permissive parenting style is characterized
by the freedom granted to the child and the parent’s assertive demeanor towards him
or her. The democratic approach (also known as authoritative) sits on the cusp of the
other two and is characterized by adaptability and effective communication, with the child
participating in the decision-making process.
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The relationship with technology section of the questionnaire asked for 8 items
(listed on the questionnaire from 14 to 21 total), eliciting responses regarding respon-
dents’ thoughts and beliefs about modern technology and its effects on both the individual
and family levels.

To assess the parent–child relationship and the degree to which parents influence
their children, particularly through digital devices, the third section of the questionnaire,
titled “Parent–Child Relationship,” included 8 questions (listed in the questionnaire from
questions 22 to 29).

The fourth section of the survey, “Child interaction with school,” has 8 items (listed in
the questionnaire from 30 to 37) that were specifically focused on the connection between
children’s use of technology and their relationships with their schools. This factor focuses
on the child’s attitude and behavior inside the educational setting and the type of interaction
they have with the institution. For instance, some children are optimistic about education
and recognize how important it is to their lives. However, some children do not share this
sentiment; they view school as their enemy and see it as a place where they must complete
their assignments without regard for their classmates’ feelings [30].

The final section of the questionnaire, Family relationship with technology, included
10 items (listed in the questionnaire from 38 to 47), which were used to determine how the
family viewed and used technology.

As a quick summary, the following is how the survey items were divided into the four
aforementioned variables: Parenting Style, which describes the respondent’s parenting
style (questions 5–13), Tech, which depicts how the family uses technology (questions 14–21
and 38–47), Parent–Child Relationship, which depicts how the parent interacts with the
child (questions 22–29), and School, which depicts how the respondent’s child interacts
with the school, are the other four categories (questions 30–37).

The data were analyzed in two steps. In stage I, Pearson’s correlation index was
used to evaluate the relationship between parenting style, parents’ relationship with tech-
nology, families’ relationship with technology, parents’ relationship with their children,
and children’s relationship with the school. In stage II, a structural equation model using
SmartPLs3.0 was carried out. We developed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) method
to examine the effects of parenting style and parent–child relationships on children’s use of
technology and school attitudes. By categorizing survey items into five variables (Table 1)
and specifying the direction of their relationships, CFA enabled us to impose constraints on
the model.

The primary drawback of CFA is that it obscures the influence’s direction. Even so, it
can quantify the effects of each element and subfactor, as well as demonstrate whether the
model provides a good fit for the data and is consistent. Each variable’s loading factors are
determined by the model. This was the primary justification behind choosing the CFA over
a predictive analysis like a regression model [48,49].

Following the questionnaire’s sections, five latent variables were created: Paren-
tUseTech (with seven subitems), Parenting Style (also with seven), Parent Child Relation-
ship (with six), ChildrenAttitudeSchool (with six), and ChildrenUseTech (with 7 subitems).
Table 1 contains three columns. The column Descriptions contains the question from the
survey that were selected for the analysis. The column Item contains a label for each
question in the survey. The column Variable contains a compound variable made of many
items (the results in the survey question) referred to different subjects, such as “parenting
style”, “Parent Use technology”, “Parent child-relationship”, “Children Attitude to school”,
“Children use technology”.
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Table 1. Variable analyzed.

Variable Items Description

Parenting style

Rules As long as my children live under the same roof as me or are under my guardianship, they will follow my rules.
Team I prefer a team attitude in my family, especially when we have a problem.
Flex I have adopted a too permissive attitude in my relationship with my son/daughter and I let him/her escape very easily when in fact I should take action.
Require I try not to ask too much of my child because it would not be fair to him.
Control I think I have to exercise control until my children can decide for themselves.
Wish The parent needs to listen to and respect the wishes and needs of their child.
Fault My child blames me for his problems and some of me tend to be right because I feel guilty.

Parenting Use Technology

Tech Do you think that using technology is useful in everyday life?
Msg If you receive a notification, a message, or a call on your mobile phone during dinner, you will answer:
TechImpact Regarding the impact of technology on the individual, consider that:
TehScope Do you think that using technology is: a way to relax, a way to receive new information, or an addiction?
Digital Do you think that information in the digital environment is more current and valuable than that in books?
Devices Do you think that the use of digital devices has negative effects on the health of the individual?
TechUse How do you handle digital devices (laptops, mobile phones, tablets, etc.)?

Parent–child relation

Perception How do you think your child sees you: his best friend, his equal, his superior?
ParentWish How would you like your child to see you: his best friend, his peer, his superior?
Relation Your relationship with your child is based on: friendship, mutual respect, following clear rules
Intim About the privacy of your child, consider that: it is not necessary at all—you must know everything about your child, you respect it, it is necessary
Communication Your relationship with the child is: unsatisfactory, neutral, satisfactory
ChildTrust Trust your child: yes, so and so, no

Children Attitude school

InflDevice How do you think your child’s use of digital devices can affect his or her performance in school?
Hdigital How much time do you think your child spends in the digital environment per day, not including study time?
Hschool Is your child accompanied by a digital device during school hours?
Reclam Have you received complaints from your child’s teachers about their use of a digital device during school hours?
Randament Ever since your child came into possession of a digital device, how do you think his or her school performance has been affected?
LernEnv What means does your child prefer to learn?

Children Use Tech

TechImpact Regarding the impact of technology on the individual, consider that: it is very useful and brings only benefits, it has both positive and negative effects, it
has several positive and negative effects, respectively

ChildTime What does your child prefer to do in their free time?
HoldDevice In today’s context, do you consider it necessary for your child to own a digital device?
RespDevice Owning a digital device by a child can make it:
Behavior How do you think the use of digital devices influences your child’s behavior?
Dependence Do you think your child is addicted to a digital device?
Aware Do you think it’s important to talk to your child about potential dangers in the virtual environment?
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The hypotheses of the research are:
H1: Parent–child relationships were favorably influenced by parenting practices and the use of

technology by parents.
H2: Parent–child relationships have an impact on how children use technology and how they

view education.

4. Results

We start by looking at the correlations between the different variables (Table 2), and we
can see that parent use of technology and parenting approach have a moderately favorable
correlation (0.593).

Table 2. Latent Variable correlations.

Latent Construct Children
Attitude School Children Use Tech Parent

Child Relation Parent Use Tech Parenting Style

Children Attitude School 1 - - - -
Children Use Tech −0.539 1 - - -

Parent Child relation −0.421 0.420 1 - -
Parent Use Tech −0.295 0.251 0.391 1 -
Parenting style −0.326 0.347 0.593 0.330 1

Table 2 also shows the following small positive correlation: Children’s Use of Technol-
ogy and Parent–Child Relationship (0.420). A good relationship with the children will have
a good impact on how children feel about technology (Table 2) Parent Use of Technology
and Children’s Use of Technology (0.251)—Children will imitate their parents’ technology
use. Children’s Technology Use and Parenting Style (0.347)—A democratic parenting
approach will have a positive and beneficial impact on children’s technology usage. A
permissive one will have a detrimental impact.

Children’s use of technology and their attitude toward school may be moderately
negatively correlated (−0.539), indicating that using technology excessively will make
children less inclined to value education. Children’s attitudes toward school and parent–
child relationships also have a little negative association (−0.421) Children’s attitudes
toward school will be negatively impacted by a lack of strong relationships with them.

Parent Use of Technology (−0.295): If a parent is overly reliant on technology or is
ill-equipped to use it (is a technique), it will harm their children’s attitudes toward school
(the children don’t have their parents’ support or cannot control how they use technology;
they use it only for playing, not for learning).

Parental Approach (−0.326): A democratic approach will positively and effectively
affect children’s attitudes toward learning, whereas a permissive one will have the oppo-
site effect. We created a structural equation modeling using SmartPls 3.0 based on the
aforementioned correlations. Since PLS-SEM is a non-parametric technique, the data do
not need to adhere to specific distributional presumptions. However, the significance of
factors like outer weights, outer loadings, and path coefficients cannot be determined using
parametric significance tests (such as those employed in regression analysis). To examine
the significance of various outcomes, such as path coefficients, Cronbach’s alpha, HTMT,
and R2 values, PLS-SEM instead uses a bootstrap approach [48,49].

Figure 1 displays the path coefficients and the relative loading factors, while Table 3
lists the model’s indirect effects.
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Figure 1. Path Coefficients and Loading factors.

Table 3. Indirect effects and F Square.

Latent Construct

Indirect Effect F Square

Children
Attitude School Children Use Tech Children

Attitude School Children Use Tech Parent–Child
Relation

Children Attitude School - - - - -
Children Use Tech - - - - -

Parent–Child relation - - 0.216 0.214 -
Parent Use Tech −0.092 0.092 0.070
Parenting style −0.220 0.219 - - 0.400

The path analysis demonstrates that the parent–child relationship and the children’s
attitudes toward school are both impacted (0.219) if the parent is controlled by technol-
ogy (cannot control the technology, the amount of time spent on devices) (−0.092 as an
indirect effect).

The relationship between parents and children is influenced by parenting style
(β = 0.521), and the attitude of the children toward school is also impacted (β = −0.220 as
an indirect effect). Relationships between parents and children are positively impacted by
parenting style (β = 0.521), although it relies on how each style is used. Children’s attitudes
about school are impacted by a poor parent–child relationship (β = −0.421), while the
indirect influence of children using technology (β = 0.219) is unaffected. In turn, children’s
attitudes about technology have a favorable impact on their relationships with schools
(β = 0.219), i.e., the child uses technology to his or her benefit when completing schoolwork.
Children are more likely to utilize technology if their parents do it frequently (β = 0.420).
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The calculated F square values are higher than the cutoff. Despite being very modest
(0.07), the F square for ParentChildRelation and ParentUseTech demonstrates a representa-
tive model.

4.1. Discriminant Validity

The latent variable correlation has the same values as the Fornell-Larcker Criterion
(Table 2). The model’s statistical strength is demonstrated by the fact that all of the derived
coefficients are smaller than 0.70. As seen in Table 2, the measures in this instance have
strong discriminant validity when taken two by two.

Since the estimated SRMR, D ULS, D G, and chi-square values exceed those for
saturated models, we may state that our model is consistent (Table 4). A value of less than
0.1 on the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) scale denotes a strong fit [49].
When computing discrepancy based on an eigenvalue value, D ULS stands for the squared
Euclidean distance and D G for the geodesic distance. Known as the Bentler and Bonett
Index or NFI. The NFI is then calculated as 1 minus Chi2. The NFI result is greater (i.e.,
better) with more model parameters [49].

Table 4. Model fit.

Latent Construct Saturated Model Estimated Model

SRMR 0.095 0.096
D_ULS 6.101 6.473

D_G 1.391 1.459
Chi-Square 602.748 628.330

NFI 0.432 0.408

4.2. Collinearity Statistics VIF

Each construct’s variance inflation factor (VIF) was used to evaluate the relevance of
the variables. An overview of the findings is presented in Table 5 [49]. There is no evidence
of variable collinearity because the VIF is lower than the acknowledged maxima (Table 5).

Table 5. The Variance Inflation Factor VIF for the 5 proposed variables.

Parenting
Style VIF Parenting Use

Technology VIF Parent–Child
Relation VIF Children

Attitude School VIF Children
Use Tech

Rules 1.071 Tech 1.168 Perception 1.548 InflDevice 1.085 TechImpact
Team 1.107 Msg 1.016 ParentWish 1.3 Hdigital 1,357 ChildTime
Flex 1.518 TechImpact 1.084 Relation 1.412 Hschool 1.353 HoldDevice

Require 1.294 TehScope 1.025 Intim 1.116 Reclam 1.21 RespDevice
Control 1.026 Digital 1,121 Communication 1.348 Randament 1.135 Behavior

Wish 1.196 Devices 1,212 ChildTrust 1.273 LernEnv 1.126 Dependence
Fault 1.499 TechUse 1.236 Aware

5. Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to investigate how family relationships were set
up during the COVID-19 epidemic. A favorable correlation between parenting practices
and technology was found in the findings. Our results specifically show a favorable
correlation between a permissive parenting style and parents’ use of technology.

Previous research [29–31] emphasized the predictive value of parenting style and
children’s technology use. The use of smartphones by children and the development of
smartphone addiction in youngsters have both been linked to permissive parenting [32–34].
According to the results of the current study, parents’ attitudes toward technology and
permissive parenting styles were correlated. This discovery is comparable with that of
Drouin and McDaniel, Pater, and Toscos [25], who found a link between parental technology
use and children’s technology use. Together, these findings show that parents’ relationships
with technology play a critical role in determining how much time and how often children
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use smartphones. They also show that a permissive parenting approach may increase the
risk of Internet addiction in children.

Additionally, in our model, a parent’s bond with their children indirectly predicts how
much technology they will use. According to Oliveira et al. [34], open communication with
children can result in favorable behaviors, and our findings show a slight positive link
between the democratic approach and parent–child relationships. Comparing democratic
parenting to various parenting approaches, one has shown that democratic parenting is
associated with less Internet addiction, fewer negative mood disorders, and less conflict
behavior. Therefore, using a democratic parenting approach that emphasizes open com-
munication about how children should use the Internet, paying attention to children’s
needs, and negotiating the amount of time spent online can result in children positively
using technology.

As was already mentioned, not all uses of technology should be viewed negatively.
Technology and the Internet were primarily used by children to attend virtual classrooms
during the COVID-19 pandemic without losing their academic progress. Our model
verified that the relationship between parents and children and the interaction between
children and schools were predictors of technology use. This finding contrasts with that
of Schmidt, et al. [38], who discovered that parents who participated in distance learning
expressed more negative parent–child interactions, less positive parent–child affect, and
more negative parent–child affect. Parents are experiencing more stress, according to
other studies [39,40].

Government limitations like lockdowns and quarantines caused a variety of diffi-
culties for families, including elevated levels of stress and anxiety in their children [41].
Supportive parenting is essential to preventing mental health problems in children during
their socioemotional development when they are exposed to negative situations [42]. The
latest study provides details about how family interactions, technological advancements,
and educational experiences changed during the pandemic. All of the youngsters have
spent the last two years growing up isolated from their friends and living in constant terror
of contracting the disease [43]. As a result, in such circumstances, an autocratic parenting
style may decide on a positive familiar relationship among its members, as well as with
technology and education. Additionally, there is a need for certain practical activities that
the schools’ conduct (such as conferences for parents about strategies they might employ in
the educational process).

6. Recommendations

The goal of school psychologists was to improve the quality of life for children while
also assisting the parents in altering or strengthening their relationship with technology
and their children. As a result, they examined the errors made by parents and gave
guidance and helpful suggestions. The investigation will be reopened the following year
to see whether these suggestions affected parents’ attitudes about technology and their
relationships with their children, which are mirrored in the attitudes of the children toward
school and technology.

This study has an applicative scope, and in the end, the school psychologist recom-
mended the parents to:

1. Ask the Right Questions—The parent needs to be honest with him/herself if he/she
decides that he/she wants to control how you use technology, analyzing him/herself
on how frequently he/she takes out the phone during dinner to check emails or reply
to a text or how much time he/she wastes uploading pictures and selfies to social
media instead of being present in the moment in comparison with how much time
he/she spends documenting the children’s lives on social media rather than genuinely
spending time with them. Thus, the parent will know where to make improvements
once he/she has critically examined his/her conduct.

2. Establish Limits—Make a plan for how to employ technology. The parent may set
up specific areas of his home or times of day when can unplug entirely, by not using
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a device at the breakfast or dinner table, or when the children are in their rooms at
night. They may designate particular areas of the home, like the family room or the
reading room, as technology-free zones.

3. Monitor Your Mobile Activity—Consider tracking cellphone usage with an app like
“Moment” or “Quality Time.” Finding out where and when you are spending too
much time can be done with the use of this information. As a result, the parent can
seek ways to cut back on his/her technology use if he/she finds that 90 percent of the
time is spent on social media or reading work emails [50].

4. Determine Stressors—Consider a period in life when the parent has been short with
the children or snapped at them because of using mobile devices. He/she might
plan times to do these things when he/she knows that the children are involved with
sports or another activity.

5. Set an example for others—It’s crucial to keep in mind that the children are watching
their parents while they use technology. Children would prefer if their parents turned
off their gadgets. The results of “detrimental effects of parents’ problematic mobile
phone involvement (PMPI) on children’s PMPI” may also be considered [50].

6. Help Children Understand the Advantages of Quiet—Too often, technology is con-
stantly in use. Videos are playing on the iPad or a YouTube video is playing on
the computer. However, studies have shown that quiet time without technological
intrusion is essential for brain growth. Brilliant idea for a project at work comes while
folding clothes or taking a shower or doing other relaxing activities. Our brains are
given the most creative freedom during these peaceful times. Model silence for the
children by speaking quietly. The children are more likely to imitate parent conduct if
they observe them doing relaxing things.

7. Turn Off the Technology—The children will probably imitate similar behaviors in
their own lives if they witness the parents setting limits on technology use or turning
away from the screen to do something else. More than anything else, children learn
via observation. They will probably follow suit if the parents actively put boundaries
on their technology use.

7. Conclusions

Technology and the Internet first made it simpler for both adults and children to
communicate when social distance was required. However, it is widely acknowledged
that social isolation can lead to addiction to the Internet and social networks. As a result
of parents attempting to balance work and home life while also taking on additional re-
sponsibilities such as teaching, babysitting, and hosting playdates, family relationships,
including those between parents and children, changed. The study found strong correla-
tions between democratic parenting and parents’ interactions with their children as well
as permissive parenting and parents’ usage of technology. The research emphasizes the
contact between parents and children, which in turn predicted the relationship between
children and schools, and anticipated the usage of technology. This led to the discovery
of a beneficial link between permissive parenting practices and family interactions with
technology. The new research aids in our understanding of how views toward education
and technology, as well as family connections, have evolved through time. Based on these
findings, some practical recommendations were provided to parents.

The current study has some drawbacks, such as preliminary research that might be
improved and applied to the country’s population and official programs and dissemination
of information should be attended.
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