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Index

Chi-square ()
Degrees of Freedom (df)
AIC (Akaike Information Criterion)

n)

BIC (Bayesian Information Critg
CFI (Comparative Fit Index)
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index)
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual)

Chi-Square (7)/df Ratio

Values
169.45
102
6,898.89
6166211
0972
0.961
003

004

166

Remarks

Indicates an acceptable model fit, especially when combined with other indices.
A reasonable df value; higher degrees of freedom suggest a well-specified model.
‘The AIC value indicates good fit relatve to other models. Lower i better.

‘The BIC value is used for model comparison. A lower BIC suggests better fi
Excellent fit. A value above 0.95 indicates the model fits the data well

Excellent fit. A value above 0.95 shows strong model performance.

Excellent fit. A value below 0.05 s considered excellent.

Excellent fit. A value below 0.05 indicates minimal differences between observed

and predicted values.

Excellent fit. A ratio under 2 is indicative of a strong model fit.
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Latent Indicator Estimate Std. z-values 95% Confidence Standardized

variable Error Level values
Lower Upper

CTE SA 075 0083 901 <0.001 07 08 075
EA 062 0086 713 <0.001 058 066 062
PA 071 0082 857 <0.001 066 076 071
EN 0.68 0010 682 <0.001 065 071 068
PN 063 0089 704 <0.001 061 065 063

SMA Vi 0.67 0083 803 <0.001 063 071 067
v 053 009 591 <0.001 049 057 053
ve 057 0087 652 <0.001 053 061 057
VT 083 0.130 601 <0.001 074 082 083

DERS DERS! 078 0.104 558 <0.001 055 061 078
DERS2 055 0.098 591 <0.001 055 061 055
DERS3 058 0.104 558 <0.001 055 061 058
DERS4 061 0.142 429 <0.001 058 064 061
DERSS 052 0.106 492 <0.001 049 055 052

DERS6 0.68 0115 589 <0.001 0.64 072 0.68
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Demographic Categories Total sample

profile (N = 318) (%)
Age(xts) 16-35 212+135
Gender Male 40 (12.7%)
Female 278 (87.3%)
Area Rural 121 (38.2%)
Urban 197 (61.8%)
Family Income. Better 24(7.5%)
Moderate 282 (88.8%)
Poor 12(3.7%)
Most used social media Instagram 268 (84.4%)
Facebook 11(3.5%)
YouTube 38(11.9)
Preferrable engagement Social activities 66 (20.7%)
actives Entertainment activities 61(19.1%)
Cultural activities 57 (17.9%)
None 134 (42.2%)
Response on involvementin  Yes 154 (48.3%)

emotional relationship No 164 (51.7%)
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Constructs Cronbach’s
Alpha (CA)

Childhood traumatic 0822
experience
Difficulties in 0917

emotion regulations

Social media 0801
addiction

Composite
Reliability
((e)

0737

0.805

0.731

Average-

Variance-

Extracted
(AVE)

0316

0.489
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Constructs CTE DE| SMA
Childhood traumatic experience 0.969

Difficulties in emotion regulations 0412 0.793

Social media addiction 0217 0.406 0742

Bold values represent the square root of the Average Variance Extracted (AVE).
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Number ICC (95% Cl)

Active play | 21 | 0.6 (056, 0.74)
Energetic play | 211 | 052 (0.36, 0.63)
Screen time

Non-interactive 206 0.72 (0.63, 0.79)
Interactive 206 0,67 (057, 0.75)
Total screen 206 065 (0.53, 0.74)
Sedentary screen time

Non-interactive 206 061 (049, 0.71)
Interactive 206 055 (0.41, 0.66)
Total sedentary screen 206 0.60 (0.48, 0.70)
Sleep

Day sleep 199 072 (0.63, 0.79)
Night sleep 199 054 (0.39, 0.66)
Total sleep 199 064 (051, 0.73)
Sleep routine 199 062 (050, 0.71)

Deletions for missing data on Day 7 were as follows: physical activity (N=11), non-
interactive screen time (N'= 16), interactive screen time (N = 16), sleep (N
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Correlation between energetic play and device-measured
moderate-to-vigorous physical activity
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Variables Mean (SD)/Number
(percentage)
Respondent role

Mother 739 (82.8%)
Father 153 (17.2%)

Parent age (years)

18-25 23 (2.6%)
26-35 585 (65.6%)
36-45 266 (29.8%)

>45 18 (2.0%)

Parent education level
Secondary school or below 80 (9.0%)
Senior high school 216 (24.2%)
University 536 (60.1%)
University postgraduate 60 (6.7%)

Family structure
Single parent family 7 (0.8%)
Smal family (lving with parent 442 (49.6%)
Intergenerational family (living with 6 (7.3%)
grandparents)

Three-generation family (living with parents
and grandparents)

Others 20 (22%)
Child sex
Male 470 (52.7%)
Female 422 (47.3%)
Child age (months) 57.2 (103)
Child weight (kg) 213 (78)

Child height (cm) 1092 (108)
Child BMI (kg/m?) 18.1 (7.9)

Childcare
0 days 9 (10%)
1-3 days/week 14 (1.6%)

4-5 days/week 869 (97.4%)

358 (40.1%)

Number of children in the aged 5 years or younger

1 child 649 (72.8%)
2 children 226 (25.3%)
23 children 17 (1.9%)

BMI, body mass index.





OPS/images/fped-13-1544738/fped-13-1544738-t002.jpg
P ——

Mean (SD) Median | 25th percentile _ 75th percentile  Ra
Actv play 2 wseow | o o) 1500 na 0 o
Energtc play s | msess) | w0 86 0 300 2 o
Screen time.

Non-mersctive w | wows | e 00 0 850 2 o
merscive CARE O 100 0 57 168 o
Toulsasen 1 s 033 | im0 @0 156 ED 25 o
Sedenary screen time.

Non-mersciive Wi smaGn) | @9 71 1 3157 0 o
merscive w7 miwn | 19 0 s 200 o7 o5
Toulsedenary scren | 572 | 98 (70) | 620 0 0 950 5 o
Sleep

Day dep ® | osws) | @0 0 20 o o
Nigh sep w5 | 235603 | 5w w00 En 70 12 o
Toul seep w5 aa2cn) | w0 5700 00 w20 o o
Slep e = | 5709 & w 50 70 2 %7
Day7

Physcal acthity

Actv play W ey | e s 19 7 05 o5
Energtc play W eswn | w0 7] 73 msy 2 05
Screen time.

Non-mersciive w6 | w9 | e »s 196 200 » M
merscive w6 esuen | w0 1 03 £ 95 o5
Toulsasen 26 | BerEsa | as 90 5 M 05
Sedentry screen time.

Non-mersciive e | mis | mi % @8 1500 160 o5
merscive e was) | mo 0 26 0 o5 @
Toulsedenary scren | 206 | 727 (630) | 600 72 1031 %57 o5 o5
Sleep

Day dep 5| w033we | 100 00 0 200 o5 M
Nigh sep | s9iy | so 00 B 00 % o5
Toul seep 5 | eoa®0 | oo 00 ) 6100 o5 o5
Slep e AT ) w 50 70 » s






OPS/images/fped-13-1496225/fped-13-1496225-t002.jpg
EFA factor loadings

Affinity-TV
. (CHILD) loses interest in the TV quickly."
. (CHILD) throws a temper tantrum if you turn off the TV.
. (CHILD) prefers to be playing with toys instead of watching TV
. Programs on the TV really get (CHILD)'s attention.
. The TV holds (CHILD)'s attention for only a very short time."
. (CHILD) is very attached to the TV.
. (CHILD) would prefer to watch TV rather than play with other people.
. (CHILD) would rather be with you than watch TV. *
. (CHILD) stays calm if you tell her/him s/he cannot watch TV. *
TV10. (CHILD) really enjoys watching TV.
Affinity-TV scale mean (SD)*
Cronbach's alpha
Affinity-Mobile
M. (CHILD) loses interest in mobile devices quickly.”
M2. (CHILD) throws a temper tantrum if you take away a mobile device
MB3. (CHILD) prefers to be playing with toys instead of using mobile devices."
M4, Programs on mobile devices really get (CHILD)'s attention.
Ms. Mobile devices hold (CHILD)’s attention for only a very short time."
M6. (CHILD) is very attached to mobile devices.
M. If (CHILD) sees the phone, s/he won't do anything else until s/he gets to use it.

MS. (CHILD) would prefer to use mobile devices rather than play with other people.
M. (CHILD) would rather be with you than use a mobile device.

M10. (CHILD) stays calm if you tell her/him s/he cannot use a mobile device.

M11. (CHILD) wants to use your phone the moment s/he sees it.

M12. (CHILD) really enjoys using mobile devices.

Affinity-Mobile scale mean (SD)

Cronbach's alpha

Response options were coded 0-3.
"Reverse coded.
*SD, standard deviation.
Ogcalie il hamied for revanch paepoe 1F e vagier b ed, anid cornpondiog nthes: i sethed yiloe 16 ve.





OPS/images/fped-13-1496225/fped-13-1496225-t003.jpg
Variables Affinity-TV Affinity-
(n=384) Mobile

D ic variables
Mother
Education (years)
Partnered

Age (years)

Hispanic
Acculturation: Non-Hispanic 0.07 -002
Interview language: Spanish
Child

Age (months)

Sex (male)

Child Behavioral Variables
Average daily TV use (minutes) 027 ~0.04
Average daily mobile device use (minutes) 010" 0317
Low social-emotional competencies 0.15* 0.23***
High social-emotional/behavioral problems 013 022

“P< 05
“p<.Ol.
on < 001,
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Characteristic

Mother

Whole sample (n = 384) Mean
(SD), median (IQR),? or % (n)

EFA (n = 192) Mean (SD),
median (IQR),? or % (n)

CFA (n = 192) Mean (SD),
median (IQR),* or % (n)

Education (years)

116 (25)

114 26)

118 24)

Partnered (%) 85% (n=328) 88% (n = 168) 83% (1= 160)
Age (years) 314 (60) 3L1(61) 318 (58)

Acculturation: Hispanic 3.6 (33-3.9) 35(3.3-39) 37 (33-39)
Acculturation: non-Hispanic 23 (17-3.2) 22(1.6-33) 23 (17-31)

Language of interview: Spanish

77% (n=296)

77% (n = 148)

77% (n = 148)

Child

Age (months) |

212 (3.1)

212 (3.1) I

211 (32)

Male Sex (%) [

49% (n=189)

52% (n= 100) [

46% (1 =89)

Child Factors

Daily TV use (minutes)

92.1 (49.3-169.3)

900 (50.7-1746) |

986 (47.1-167.1)

Daily mobile device use (minutes) |

214 (43-57.7)

243 (43-546) [

19.3 (43-62.1)

"Mean and standard deviation (SD) presented for approximately normally distributed variables; Median and interquartile range (IQR) presented for skewed variables.
EFA, exploratory factor analysis; CFA, confirmatory factor analysis.





