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1. Research background and justification for the 

selection of the topic 

1.1. Justification for the selection of the topic and theoretical 

background 

Over the past decades, the rapid spread of digital technologies has 

fundamentally reshaped everyday life, including the most intimate sphere 

of social interaction: the family. Digital technologies offer new 

opportunities for learning, entertainment, and connection, yet they also 

introduce new uncertainties. Parents are increasingly expected to guide 

their children in digital environments they did not grow up with, where 

norms and risks are often unclear (Livingstone & Blum-Ross, 2020). As a 

result, children’s technology use has become a visible and socially 

evaluated aspect of contemporary parenting, in which parents make 

decisions about their own family life and also reflect on whether they are 

acting as responsible parents. 

These developments occur in a broader social context characterized by 

rising expectations of parenting. In many Western societies, good 

parenting is increasingly understood as an intensive, future-oriented 

activity that requires constant attention, emotional involvement, and 

informed decision-making (Hays, 1996; Lee et al., 2023). These 

expectations are particularly evident in relation to digital technologies, 

which place additional responsibility on parents to guide children in 

rapidly changing environments (Livingstone & Blum-Ross, 2020). 

Within this culture of intensive parenting, technology occupies an 

ambivalent place. It appears at once as a resource to be cultivated, an 



investment in children’s development and future prospects (Lareau, 2002; 

Doepke et al., 2019), and as a risk to be anticipated and contained, in 

keeping with the risk-consciousness of late-modern parenting (Beck, 1992; 

Lee et al., 2023). Much of the everyday work this involves is anticipatory 

and organizational, and it is distributed unequally, falling most often on 

mothers (Daminger, 2019; Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; Dean et al., 2022). 

Despite the growing body of research on parental mediation and digital 

media use, digital parenting is still often treated as a set of individual 

strategies rather than as a socially embedded process shaped by family 

dynamics, institutional expectations, and broader cultural narratives. This 

dissertation argues that digital parenting in adolescence is best understood 

within a socio-ecological framework, and it uses Belsky’s (1984) socio-

ecological process model of parenting as its main theoretical framework. 

In Belsky’s model, parenting is influenced by three interrelated 

subsystems: the parent, the child, and contextual sources of stress and 

support surrounding the family. This perspective allows examination of 

digital parenting as a multidetermined process shaped simultaneously by 

individual resources, relational dynamics, and structural conditions. 

Although Belsky’s framework has been used in research on parental 

mediation and ICT use (Dedkova & Smahel, 2020; Walker & Rudi, 2014), 

its explicit application to digital parenting in adolescence remains 

relatively rare, despite its clear relevance. 

The dissertation also builds on a conceptual shift in recent literature from 

a narrower notion of parental mediation to a broader concept of digital 

parenting. Earlier research, rooted mainly in television studies, focused on 



identifying specific parental strategies such as restrictive rules, active 

discussion, or co-viewing. In contemporary digital environments, however, 

technologies are deeply embedded in everyday family life and shape 

communication patterns, routines, authority relations, and expectations 

about responsible parenting. The concept of digital parenting therefore 

refers not only to regulation but also to the wider organizational, relational, 

and normative dimensions of parenting in digitally mediated societies 

(Livingstone & Blum-Ross, 2020; Mascheroni et al., 2018; Nichols & 

Selim, 2022). 

The empirical focus is on families with adolescent children. Adolescence 

is a particularly relevant life stage for studying digital parenting, as it is 

characterized by increasing autonomy, stronger peer relationships, and 

greater involvement in digital environments. During this period, parental 

authority is renegotiated, and conflicts related to privacy, independence, 

and responsibility become more frequent, while adolescents’ online 

activities may be less visible to parents yet more socially significant 

(Erickson et al., 2016). 

1.2. Research questions and hypotheses 

The main aim of the dissertation is to show that digital parenting in 

adolescence should be understood as a socio-ecological, socially 

embedded phenomenon rather than a set of individual parental strategies. 

Using Belsky’s (1984) model, it examines how parent-related, child-

related, and contextual factors together shape everyday parenting practices 

around digital technology. Beyond applying this framework, the 

dissertation makes two contributions: it identifies three cross-cutting 



tensions that organize digital parenting, and it reconceptualizes digital 

parenting as an ongoing, unequally shared form of invisible care work. 

The study concentrates on three specific practices: monitoring adolescents’ 

technology use, parent–child co-use of digital devices, and parent–child 

discussions about technology use. The quantitative component tests 

whether concrete, operationalized indicators of the parent, child, and 

contextual subsystems exert statistically demonstrable effects on the 

likelihood of these practices. The qualitative component explores more 

openly how parents interpret and negotiate digital parenting in everyday 

life, uncovers additional elements within each subsystem, and illuminates 

the mechanisms underlying the statistical associations. 

The analysis is structured around three subsystem-specific research 

questions: 

RQ1: How do parent-related factors shape digital parenting practices? 

RQ2: How do child-related factors shape digital parenting practices? 

RQ3: How do contextual factors shape digital parenting practices? 

The following hypotheses were tested in the quantitative phase. 

Parent-related factors (RQ1): 

H1.a. Mothers are more likely than fathers to monitor children’s technology 

use, while fathers are more likely than mothers to engage in digital co-play 

with their children. 

H1.b. With increasing parental age, the likelihood of parental monitoring, 

parent–child co-play, and parent–child discussions about technology use 

decreases. 



H1.c. Parents’ educational attainment is positively associated with the 

likelihood of parental monitoring and parent–child discussions about 

technology use. 

H1.d. Subjective parental quality is positively associated with the likelihood 

of parental monitoring, parent–child co-play, and parent–child discussions 

about technology use. 

Child-related factors (RQ2): 

H2.a. As children grow older, the likelihood of parental monitoring, parent–

child co-play, and parent–child discussions about technology use decreases. 

H2.b. Parents are less likely to monitor boys’ technology use and more likely 

to engage in digital co-play with them than with girls. 

H2.c. Children’s end-of-year grade point average is positively associated with 

the likelihood of parental monitoring. 

Contextual factors (RQ3): 

H3.a. The likelihood of parental monitoring, parent–child co-play, and 

parent–child discussions about technology use is lower in families with 

multiple children than in families with only one child. 

H3.b. Parents with white-collar or entrepreneurial occupations are more 

likely to monitor their children’s technology use and to discuss appropriate 

technology use with them than parents with blue-collar occupations. 

H3.c. A higher level of support in the contextual subsystem — better work–

life balance and lower perceived overload — is associated with a higher 

likelihood of parental monitoring, parent–child co-play, and parent–child 

discussions about technology use. 



2. The methods used 

2.1. Research design and data 

The dissertation uses a multi-method research design that deliberately 

combines quantitative secondary analysis with two qualitative 

components, each contributing distinct analytical value. The three 

components were produced at different points in time (the survey in 2017, 

the individual interviews in 2019, and the focus groups in 2025–2026); 

they are combined not as comparable waves of a single study but as 

functionally distinct sources, each addressing a different dimension of the 

research problem. The temporal differences between them are treated as a 

matter of interpretive context. 

The quantitative component is based on the database of the National 

Research, Development and Innovation Fund project “Race against time” 

(NKFIH K120089). Ipsos collected the data using computer-assisted 

personal interviewing (CAPI) in autumn 2017, with a sample 

representative by region, settlement type, and the child’s age group, and a 

40% quota for fathers. A total of 1,000 parent–child pairs (aged 12–16) 

participated; the present study analyses only parental answers. These data 

should be read in their historical context: in autumn 2017 smartphone 

ownership among the youngest children was still far from universal, short-

form video platforms such as TikTok had not yet achieved mass adoption, 

the COVID-19 shift to home-based schooling was three years away, and 

widely accessible generative AI did not yet exist (NMHH, 2025). 

The first qualitative component consists of semi-structured interviews with 

29 parent–child dyads, conducted face-to-face in 2019 as part of the same 



project, following a rapid analysis of the survey results. The present 

analysis draws exclusively on the interviews with parents (22 mothers and 

7 fathers; mean age 46), most of whom lived in Budapest or its 

metropolitan area, with white-collar workers overrepresented. The second 

qualitative component consists of four focus group discussions conducted 

in December 2025 and January 2026 with 23 parents of 12–16-year-olds 

(17 mothers, 6 fathers), recruited through parent-focused Facebook groups 

in and around Budapest, with deliberate diversity in family forms and 

school types (state, church-run, and private). 

2.2. Analytical strategy 

The quantitative analysis fitted three binary logistic regression models – 

one for each practice (monitoring, co-play, discussion) – and reported 

average marginal effects (AME), computed in R. The dependent and 

several explanatory variables were dichotomized to ensure sufficient cell 

sizes; multicollinearity was assessed using variance inflation factors, and 

model fit using pseudo-R² statistics. The explanatory variables were 

entered in three steps corresponding to Belsky’s parental, child, and 

contextual subsystems. The models identify statistical associations rather 

than causal relationships; in this respect, the quantitative analysis is 

exploratory, testing whether indicators associated with the three 

subsystems are related to digital parenting practices. 

The parental subsystem was represented by gender, age, education, and 

subjective parental quality (a ten-item self-evaluation index); the child 

subsystem by the child’s age, gender, and end-of-year grade point average; 

and the contextual subsystem by the number of minor children in the 



household, occupational position (blue-collar versus white-collar or 

entrepreneur), subjective work–life balance, and perceived overload. A 

fourth model additionally controlled for parents’ and children’s estimated 

screen time. 

The qualitative material (the semi-structured interviews and the focus 

group discussions) was analyzed thematically within the same socio-

ecological framework, using NVivo software to organize and code the 

transcripts. Coding proceeded in a combined deductive–inductive manner: 

an initial coding frame was derived from Belsky’s three subsystems 

(parental, child-related, and contextual factors), while additional codes 

were developed inductively from the data to capture themes that emerged 

from parents’ own accounts. Codes were then grouped into the broader 

thematic categories corresponding to each subsystem, allowing a 

systematic comparison of how the same factors surfaced across the two 

types of material. The interviews illuminate how subsystem factors are 

embedded in parents’ individual narratives and justificatory frameworks, 

whereas the focus groups reveal how parents collectively negotiate, 

contest, and prioritize these factors in interaction with one another. Read 

together, the qualitative findings provide evidence for how the subsystems 

interact in everyday family life – an interaction that the additive 

quantitative models did not test directly. 



3. Scientific results of the dissertation 

3.1. Findings by Belsky’s subsystems 

According to the survey, 46.7% of parents report closely monitoring the 

child’s technology use, 56.8% of families report parent–child co-play on a 

digital device at least occasionally, and 62.6% of parents discuss 

appropriate technology use with their child occasionally or regularly. 

Across the three subsystems, the quantitative models establish that 

theoretically motivated indicators are associated with the three practices, 

while the qualitative findings show how these associations operate and are 

interpreted in everyday life. 

The hypotheses received mixed support, consistent with Belsky’s 

proposition that all three subsystems matter but with varying strength and 

configuration. Among the clearest patterns, the likelihood of the practices 

decreases with both parental and child age (supporting H1.b and H2.a for 

monitoring and co-play), a higher grade point average is associated with 

more monitoring (H2.c), better work–life balance raises the likelihood of 

all three practices (H3.c), and white-collar or entrepreneurial occupation is 

associated with more monitoring (H3.b). Other expectations were only 

partly borne out: subjective parental quality increased monitoring but 

reduced co-play (H1.d), education predicted discussions (H1.c), family 

size lowered only co-play (H3.a), and parental and child gender showed no 

significant direct effect in the models (H1.a, H2.b), even though the 

qualitative material revealed gendered patterns of risk perception and of 

the invisible work of digital parenting. 

Parent-related factors: 



• Higher subjective parental quality increases the likelihood of monitoring but 

is negatively associated with parent–child co-play; it shows no significant 

relationship with technology-related discussions. 

• The likelihood of monitoring and co-play decreases with parental age; 

parental education is a significant predictor of discussions, with vocationally 

and higher-educated parents more likely than those with only primary 

education to talk with their children about appropriate technology use. 

• Parental gender did not directly predict the practices in the models; however, 

the qualitative findings highlight an unequal distribution of digital parenting 

work. Mothers more often expressed doubt, uncertainty, and continuous 

reflection and described their partners as more relaxed, suggesting that the 

emotional and mental load is experienced more strongly by mothers even 

when responsibilities are formally shared. 

• Most parents entered the digital world as adults and lack clear role models; 

monitoring and co-use often require digital competence, whereas initiating 

conversations depends more on parents’ willingness to remain informed. 

Child-related factors: 

• Even within the narrow 12–16 age range, the likelihood of applying the 

practices decreases with age. The qualitative findings refine this: parents base 

decisions less on chronological age than on perceived maturity, self-control, 

risk-awareness, and capacity for dialogue, and on a growing intention to 

respect adolescents’ privacy. 

• Children with higher end-of-year grades are significantly more likely to be 

monitored. Parents use school performance as a reference point for whether 

stricter practices are needed, though interviews suggest stricter regulation 

does not necessarily improve outcomes. 



• Child gender did not significantly affect the practices in the models, but 

gendered perceptions of risk emerged qualitatively: parents associate different 

dangers with boys and girls and draw on these perceptions when justifying 

supervision, restriction, or discussion. 

Contextual factors: 

• Parents who perceive a better work–life balance are significantly more likely 

to monitor, engage in co-play, and discuss technology use. Perceived overload 

increases the likelihood of monitoring but reduces co-play. Parents in white-

collar or entrepreneurial positions are more likely to monitor than those in 

blue-collar occupations. 

• The number of minor children does not affect monitoring or discussion, but 

co-play is significantly less likely in families with more than one child; sibling 

dynamics and divided attention further complicate digital parenting. 

• Institutional environments matter: school platforms and requirements often 

make device use unavoidable, while clear school rules can reduce parental 

uncertainty. The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated the introduction of devices 

at younger ages and normalized digital technology as a perceived necessity. 

3.2. The three tensions and the reconceptualization of digital 

parenting 

Read together, the findings do more than list separate determinants: they 

converge on three recurring tensions that parents work to manage, and in 

these tensions the three subsystems meet. Each tension marks a point at 

which the wider context presses on an individual parental decision. 

(1) Resource versus risk. Parents treat digital technology as something to 

be cultivated and something to be contained at once – an investment in the 

child’s future (Lareau, 2002; Doepke et al., 2019) and a danger to be 



anticipated (Beck, 1992; Lee et al., 2023). The moral vocabulary for 

weighing opportunity against danger comes largely from outside the family 

– expert advice, school messaging, and public debate – so the contextual 

subsystem partly scripts individual decisions. 

(2) Control versus trust. Supervision and respect for the adolescent’s 

growing autonomy pull in opposite directions. As children mature, parents 

read them for self-control and judgment and shift from direct control 

toward trust-based, indirect oversight, illustrating the reciprocity of 

Belsky’s model: the child’s characteristics actively redirect parental 

strategies. 

(3) Aspirations versus material and temporal constraints. Time, energy, 

and material resources set the real limits of what parents can do. This 

explains why overload increases monitoring while reducing co-play: under 

pressure, parents drop the resource-intensive practice (co-play) and retain 

the low-cost, reassurance-yielding one (monitoring). Much of this work is 

anticipatory and organizational, and it is distributed unevenly, most often 

falling on mothers (Daminger, 2019; Ciciolla & Luthar, 2019; Dean et al., 

2022). 

On the basis of these tensions, the dissertation advances two central 

contributions. 

(1) Theoretical contribution. The study adapts Belsky’s (1984) model 

rather than merely applying it, placing digital parenting at the centre and 

specifying the reciprocal, cross-level dynamics through which the 

subsystems act on one another. The three tensions are its central theoretical 

move: where Belsky’s model names the subsystems, the tensions specify 



how they meet in everyday practice. The contribution is thus not a 

relabelling of Belsky’s categories with digital content, but a specification 

of the dynamics his model leaves open. 

(2) Empirical contribution. The study reconceptualizes digital parenting 

as a form of ongoing, and largely invisible, care work rather than a set of 

observable strategies. Standard mediation typologies capture what parents 

do (restrict, discuss, co-use) but not the anticipatory attention, 

coordination, and emotional and moral effort that surround these acts. This 

locates digital parenting within the sociology of intensive parenting and the 

mental load of care (Hays, 1996; Lee et al., 2023; Daminger, 2019), and 

makes visible its uneven distribution between parents. 

Taken together, digital parenting is best understood not as a self-contained 

“screen problem” to be solved with the right rule or application, but as one 

terrain of contemporary parenting on which parents continually assess how 

present, competent, and responsible they are. It is a socio-ecological 

process, held together by the recurring tensions parents manage and 

experienced as part of the more complex and morally charged project of 

contemporary parenting. 

3.3. Practical implications 

A practical implication follows from these results. Digital parenting should 

not be addressed primarily as a problem of individual parental competence 

to be fixed by better-informed parents. Support should help parents manage 

the three tensions rather than pretend they can be solved, and it should 

lighten and redistribute the everyday, largely invisible work of digital 

parenting rather than add another expectation. One test applies to any 



intervention: does it reduce the burden and the moral pressure parents 

already carry, or add to them? 

In practice, this points to national and institutional guidance that is current, 

balanced, and deliberately non-alarmist; to schools as central institutional 

partners that both structure and can relieve parental decision-making, and 

that themselves need support; to parent-facing help that offers practical 

decision tools rather than idealized prescriptions; and to measures designed 

for the households with the least time, knowledge, and resources, since the 

invisible work of digital parenting falls unequally, most often on mothers. 

Supporting digital parenting, in this sense, means supporting the conditions 

under which parenting happens. 

4. Main references 

Beck, U. (1992). Risk society: Toward a new modernity. London, UK: Sage. 

Belsky, J. (1984). The Determinants of Parenting: A Process Model. Child 

Development 55(1), 83-96. 

Ciciolla, L., & Luthar, S. S. (2019). Invisible household labor and ramifications for 

adjustment: Mothers as captains of households. Sex Roles, 81(7–8), 467–486. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-018-1001-x 

Connell, S. L., Lauricella, A. R., & Wartella, E. (2015). Parental Co-Use of Media 

Technology with their Young Children in the USA. Journal of Children and 

Media, 9:1, 5-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2015.997440 

Daminger, A. (2019). The cognitive dimension of household labor. American 

Sociological Review, 84(4), 609–633. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122419859007 

Dean, L., Churchill, B., & Ruppanner, L. (2022). The mental load: Building a deeper 

theoretical understanding of how cognitive and emotional labor overlap for 

women. Community, Work & Family, 25(1), 13–29. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2021.2002813 

Dedkova, L., & Smahel, D. (2020). Online Parental Mediation: Associations of Family 

Members’ Characteristics to Individual Engagement in Active Mediation and 



Monitoring. Journal of Family Issues, 41(8), 1112–1136. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19888255 

Doepke, M., Sorrenti, G., & Zilibotti, F. (2019). The economics of parenting. Annual 

Review of Economics, 11(1), 55-84. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-

economics-080218-030156 

Erickson, L. B., Wisniewski, P., Xu, H., Carroll, J. M., Rosson, M. B., & Perkins, D. 

F. (2016). The Boundaries Between: Parental Involvement in a Teen’s Online 

World. JOURNAL OF THE ASSOCIATION FOR INFORMATION SCIENCE 

AND TECHNOLOGY, 67(6), 1384-1403. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.23450 

Ghosh, A. K., Badillo-Urquiola, K., Rosson, M. B., Xu, H., Carroll, J. M., & 

Wisniewski, P. (2018). A Matter of Control or Safety? Examining Parental Use 

of Technical Monitoring Apps on Teens’ Mobile Devices. CHI 2018, April 21–

26, 2018, Montréal, QC, Canada. 

Hamilton, Laura – Roksa, Josipa – Nielsen, Kelly (2018) Providing a ‘“Leg Up”’: 

Parental Involvement and Opportunity Hoarding in College. Sociology of 

Education 91(2), 111-131. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038040718759557 

Hays, S. (1996). The Cultural Contradictions of Motherhood. New Haven and London: 

Yale University Press. 

Kutrovátz, K. (2022) Intensive parenting – Perspectives on Parental Time and 

Mediation of Technology Use. PhD dissertation, Budapesti Corvinus Egyetem, 

Szociológia és Kommunikációtudomány Doktori Iskola. 

https://doi.org/10.14267/phd.2022043 

Kutrovátz, K., Balogh, T., Wittinger, B., & Király, G. (2018). A technológiával 

kapcsolatos szülői mediáció. Szisztematikus empirikus áttekintés a 2007 és 

2017-es évek között megjelent tanulmányok alapján. Socio.hu – 

Társadalomtudományi Szemle, 2018(4): 47–69. 

https://doi.org/10.18030/socio.hu.2018.4.47 

Lareau, A. (2002). Invisible Inequality: Social Class and Childrearing in Black 

Families and White Families. American Sociological Review 67(5), 747-776. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/3088916 

Lee, E., Bristow, J., Faircloth, C., & Macvarish, J. (2023). Parenting Culture Studies. 

2nd ed. Palgrave Macmillan. ISBN 978-3-031-44155-4 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-44156-1 

Livingstone, S., & Blum-Ross, A. (2020). Parenting for a Digital Future. How Hopes 

and Fears about Technology Shape Children’s Lives. Oxford University Press. 

ISBN: 9780190874728 

Livingstone, S., & Sylwander, K. R. (2025). Conceptualizing age-appropriate social 

media to support children's digital futures. Br J Dev Psychol., 00: 1-13. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.70006 



Mascheroni, G., Ponte, C., & Jorge, A. (2018). Digital parenting. The challenges for 

families in the digital age. The International Clearinghouse on Children, Youth 

and Media. ISSN: 1651-6028. ISBN: 978-91-88855-01-5 

Modecki, K. L., Goldberg, R. E., Wisniewski, P., & Orben, A. (2022). What Is Digital 

Parenting? A Systematic Review of Past Measurement and Blueprint for the 

Future. Perspectives on Psychological Science 17(6) 1673-1691. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/17456916211072458 

Nichols, S., & Selim, N. (2022). Digitally Mediated Parenting: A Review of the 

Literature. Societies, 12(2), 60. https://doi.org/10.3390/soc12020060 

Nikken, P., & Jansz, J. (2006). Parental mediation of children’s videogame playing: A 

comparison of the reports by parents and children. Learning, media and 

technology, 31(2), 181-202. https://doi.org/10.1080/17439880600756803 

Sonck, N., Nikken, P., & de Haan, J. (2013). Determinants of Internet mediation: A 

comparison of the reports by Dutch parents and children. Journal of children and 

media, 7(1), 96-113. https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2012.739806 

Talves, K., & Kalmus, V. (2015). Gendered mediation of children’s internet use: A 

keyhole for looking into changing socialization practices. Cyberpsychology: 

Journal of Psychosocial Research on Cyberspace, 9(1). 

https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2015-1-4 

Vincent, C., & Ball, S. J. (2007). 'Making up' the middle-class child: Families, 

activities and class dispositions. Sociology, 41(6), 1061–1077. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038507082315 

Walker, S. K., & Rudi, J. H. (2014). Parenting across the social ecology facilitated by 

information and communications technology: Implications for research and 

educational design. Journal of Human Sciences and Extension, 2(2), 15-32. 

Wisniewski, P., Park, J., Badillo-Urquiola, K., Gabrielli, J., Doty, J. L., & Hartikainen, 

H. (2024). Moving beyond fear and restriction to promoting adolescent resilience 

and intentional technology use. In: Christakis, D. A., & Hale, L. (eds.) Handbook 

of Children and Screens: Digital Media, Development, and Well-Being from 

Birth Through Adolescence (pp. 403-410). Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland. 

Zhao, P., Bazarova, N. N., & Valle, N. (2023). Digital parenting divides: The role of 

parental capital and digital parenting readiness in parental digital mediation. 

Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 28(5), zmad032. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/jcmc/zmad032 

5. List of own publications on the topic 
Mikó, F., & Nagy, B. (2021). Techviselkedés a családban a kamaszok szemszögéből. 

Szociológiai Szemle, 31(2). https://doi.org/10.51624/SzocSzemle.2021.2.2 



Mikó, F., & Kutrovátz, K. (in press). Digital parenting in context: A socio-ecological 

analysis of parenting practices around adolescent technology use. Corvinus 

Journal of Sociology and Social Policy. 


