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Abstract
Background  Digital parenting is an evolving concept that needs to be further studied and 
understood more profoundly.
Objective  To explore the key themes of digital parenting and whether background factors 
(guardian type, children’s age, parents’ interest and competence in using digital technology) 
are related to these themes.
Methods  An online questionnaire with six semi-structured open-ended questions was asked 
from 174 parents. Using a mixed-method approach, first a thematic analysis was conducted 
to reveal the themes. Next the relationship between background factors and the prevalence 
of the different quantified themes were examined.
Results  Six main themes were generated based on parents’ responses: (1) parenting styles 
related to digital technology; (2) social interaction through digital technology; (3) activities 
involving digital technology; (4) benefits of digital technology for family; (5) downsides 
of digital technology for family; and (6) the desired changes to digital technology. The 
most common subthemes concerned parents’ attempts to restrict their children’s digital tech-
nology use, using digital technology together and individually and how digital technology 
promotes family’s social interactions. The parents with the lowest interest and competence 
in using digital technology were less likely to mention using it as a family. Compared to 
fathers, mothers were more likely to mention restricting digital technology and emphasize 
its negative impacts on family.
Conclusions  Restricting digital technologies (e.g., limiting screen time) was largely empha-
sised by the parents rather than supporting its use. Nonetheless, parents have implemented 
digital technologies in their family life and use them in many ways with family members.

Keywords  Digital parenting · Parental mediation · Digital technology · Mixed-method · 
Thematic analysis
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Introduction

Digital technologies play a role in our lives in multiple ways, such as in children’s game-
play (e.g., Duffy & Derevensky, 2022), social media use (e.g., Subaşı et al., 2024), digital 
conflicts (e.g., Page Jeffery, 2024) and the use of artificial intelligence (e.g., Jordan & Nata-
rajan, 2024). In recent years parents have become more aware of the risks and opportunities 
digital technologies present for their children (Benedetto & Ingrassia, 2021; Choy et al., 
2024; Fidan & Olur, 2023; Page Jeffery, 2020). The increased use of digital technologies 
and their impact on, for example, children’s education have also raised concerns among 
parents. Even schools globally have started to restrict smartphone access in the hope of 
mitigating its negative effects on academic outcomes (Rahali et al., 2024). To help children 
to become integrated into an increasingly digitalised society, parents should raise them with 
digital technology—embracing its benefits with caution (Shin et al., 2019)—a key tenet of 
digital parenting.

Although the concept of digital parenting is still evolving and lacks a clear consensus 
regarding its definition and measurement (Tan et al., 2024), it is often broadly characterized 
as “parental efforts and practices for comprehending, supporting, and regulating children’s 
activities in digital environments” (Benedetto & Ingrassia, 2021, para. 1). In an umbrella 
review, Tan et al. (2024) suggested that digital parenting involves at least three key dimen-
sions: (1) parents’ mediation in children’s digital technology use; (2) parents’ incorpora-
tion of digital technologies into parenting practices; and (3) parents’ digital skills. Digital 
parenting involves guiding children’s digital experiences—from app usage and gaming to 
fostering digital literacy and healthy digital habits—and to address the broad range of digital 
interactions that impact children’s development and well-being.

As conceptualization regarding digital parenting is still evolving, it is important to shed 
further light on parents’ qualitative experiences of how digital parenting is manifested in 
daily family life. More family-level insight is needed into how digital parenting varies—
between mothers and fathers, and by children’s age and interest in technology—to better 
understand the phenomenon. Prior research has identified varying digital parental practices 
between mothers and fathers (e.g., Peng, 2022; Laws et al., 2019). However, comprehensive 
knowledge that considers families as a whole is lacking (Balleys, 2022). In this study, we 
used a mixed-method approach aiming to enrich the understanding of various phenom-
ena related to digital parenting. Digital parenting encompasses not only parental media-
tion, but also the surrounding digital environment that influences families. We examined 
parents’ perceptions of how digital technologies impact families, how parents mediate their 
children’s digital technology use, and how one’s surrounding digital environment possibly 
shapes family interactions.

Studies indicate that mothers and fathers often differ in their approaches to managing 
children’s digital technology use (e.g., Soyoof et al., 2024). Accordingly, we expect that they 
may also hold partly different perspectives on digital parenting. A child’s age also affects the 
use of digital technology. For example, older children tend to use digital technologies more 
often and more independently than younger children (Smahel et al., 2020). Depending on 
the age of the child, digital technologies can bring different concerns and challenges for par-
ents. The interest and competence in using digital technologies might also influence on how 
and how much digital technologies are used (e.g., Rodafinos et al., 2024). Thus, parents’ 
interest and competence in using digital technologies could shape the ways on how they 
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parent their children’s digital technology use. As such, we also examined how background 
factors such as guardian type, children’s age, and parents’ interest and competence in using 
digital technology relate to the created themes of digital parenting. We answered the fol-
lowing research questions: What are the key themes related to digital parenting as described 
by parents, and how are these themes related to the background factors (i.e., guardian type, 
children’s age, and parents’ interest and competence in using digital technology)?

Background

Traditionally, parenting—parents’ actions, strategies, and interactions to promote their 
child’s development and well-being—was focused on physical settings, such as children 
playing at home, playgrounds, or daycare environments (e.g., Bradley, 2019). Nowadays, 
in the digital age, simply parenting in physical world is often not enough as digital tech-
nologies have become an integrated part of family life. Both children and parents spend a 
considerable amount of time in digital contexts.

Smahel et al. (2020) showed that on average 9–16-year-old children spend 2  h and 
47 min online per day. By breaking down this sample according to age group, the time spent 
online nearly doubled from the youngest to the oldest group (9–11-year-old children for 1 h 
and 54 min, 12–14-year-old children for 3 h and 12 min, and 15–16-year-old children for 
3 h and 49 min on average per day). Children may struggle to accurately estimate the actual 
time spend online, which may be even greater, as smartphones and other portable technol-
ogy often prompt brief but frequent interactions (e.g., checking behaviour (Oulasvirta et al., 
2012)) that may go unnoticed (e.g., Allaby & Shannon, 2020; Tkaczyk et al., 2024).

The impact of digital technology on education has raised concerns among many parents, 
who are attentive not only to home use but also to how technologies are used in formal 
settings such as schools and daycare. The use of digital technologies—especially smart-
phones—has become such a widespread issue in schools that many countries have intro-
duced restrictions on smartphone access. However, evidence on the academic effects of 
these restrictions is mixed (Rahali et al., 2024), suggesting that factors beyond smartphone 
bans also shape academic outcomes.

In order to understand how parents mediate their children’s digital technology use (e.g., 
Livingstone et al., 2018; Sciacca et al., 2022; Wade-Bohleber et al., 2024) a deeper under-
standing what digital parenting entails is crucial. Most studies have focused on the duration 
of children’s screen time instead of how children use digital technology. However, previous 
research (e.g., Brannigan et al., 2022; Chase et al., 2022; Järvinen et al., 2023; Przybylski 
& Weinstein, 2017) consistently suggest that, instead of screen time, it is more relevant to 
focus on how digital technologies are used when assessing their benefits and costs. Spe-
cifically, the focus should be on the content engaged with using digital technologies and 
whether that engagement is active (e.g., drawing, reading, and so on) or passive (e.g., watch-
ing TikTok or YouTube videos).

While both children and parents use digital technology, the purposes and effects of their 
usage often differ. While both of them may use digital technologies for activities such as 
communication and learning, parents typically use them to focus on their work tasks, organ-
ise their family schedules, and stay informed, for example, about the news, whereas children 
tend to use them to play games, browse social media, and engage with educational apps. 
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Parenting in the digital age is thus not defined by children’s digital technology use—it is 
defined by how parents’ guide and influence their children’s interactions with digital tech-
nology. Digital technologies are also part of family activities and parent–child interactions. 
To effectively support children’s digital well-being, we need to shift the focus from sim-
ply monitoring their screen time to understanding the quality and nature of their digital 
interactions.

Positive and Negative Aspects of Digital Technologies in the Family Environment

Digital technology, as a new element in a family’s everyday life, can have varying effects on 
child development. Przybylski and Weinstein (2017) found a nonlinear relationship between 
digital technology use and adolescents’ mental well-being. According to their digital Goldi-
locks hypothesis, moderate use of digital technologies offers the greatest sense of well-
being. If they are very rarely used, individuals, especially adolescents, could feel deprived 
of social connections and access to information; in contrast, excessive use can distract from 
important non-digital activities, such as social interactions, physical activities, and school-
related tasks, such as homework. However, the threshold where digital technology use shifts 
from moderate to excessive—and potentially detrimental—was found to vary depending 
on the type of technology and when it was used (on weekdays or weekends). Other studies 
have supported this curvilinear relationship (e.g., Brannigan et al., 2022; Toth-Kiraly et al., 
2021). McNamee et al. (2021) found that excessive social media use (more than four hours 
a day) among adolescents was linked to poor mental well-being and behavioural outcomes, 
whereas limited use (less than three hours per day) produced no adverse effects. Some stud-
ies, however, found little evidence to support the Goldilocks hypothesis (e.g., Kardefelt-
Winther et al., 2020; Sanders et al., 2019). The inconsistency in these findings highlights 
a critical research gap: in addition to screen time, the quality and nature of digital engage-
ment also matter, and how all these factors influence children’s development and well-being 
remains unexplored.

Integrating digital technology into a family’s daily life could be important for maintain-
ing a family’s identity. Previous studies have suggested that, besides the time spent online 
and the content consumed, it is crucial to consider a family’s co-use of digital technolo-
gies at home. Co-using digital technologies can positively affect family relationships—for 
instance, it could lead to increased affection between siblings (Coyne et al., 2016), stronger 
family connections (Padilla-Walker et al., 2012), a more positive family climate (Festl & 
Gniewosz, 2019), greater closeness between family members and improved family satisfac-
tion (Wang et al., 2018) and more positive interactions between family members (Coyne et 
al., 2011; Skaug et al., 2018). The integration of digital technologies in a family and their 
co-use can thus potentially nurture family life and parent–child interactions.

Parental Mediation, Family Cohesion, and Digital Agency

Digital parenting integrates insights from parental mediation, family cohesion, and digital 
agency to address how parents guide their children’s digital interactions, maintain strong 
family bonds, and empower their children to effectively navigate the digital world. In the 
context of digital technology use, parental mediation—the ways in which parents regulate, 
monitor, and discuss their children’s digital technology use—encompasses various parental 
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strategies (e.g., Livingstone & Helsper, 2008). Parental mediation aims to guide children’s 
digital technology use in a way that maximises its positive effects (such as learning and 
maintaining social connections) while minimising its potential risks (such as bullying, expo-
sure to violence or sexual content, and the addictive aspects of technology) (Bozzola et al., 
2022; Livingstone & Helsper, 2008).

Valkenburg et al. (1999) were the first to group parental mediation regarding television 
viewing into three strategies: active mediation, restrictive mediation, and co-viewing. Later, 
Livingstone and Helsper (2008) found that parents employed these strategies in the context 
of internet use as well. In active mediation, parents discuss the content of digital technology 
with their children and encourage them to use digital technology. In restrictive mediation, 
parents set the rules for digital technology use without necessarily discussing the content or 
the reasons for restriction. Co-viewing entails the parents being present while their children 
engage with digital technology. Livingstone and Helsper (2008) found two more media-
tion strategies: technical restrictions for usage and monitoring children’s online activity. In 
addition to outlining the previous categories concerning parental mediation, Clark (2011) 
suggested a new category: participatory learning (parents learn from their children). By 
using digital technologies that are more interactive than television together, parents can 
learn from and with their children (for example, collaborative learning through interactive 
online games). It is possible that a shift to a more digital-driven society could make the par-
ent–child relationship more collaborative (Clark, 2011). Studies have found mixed results 
on, for example, the association between reducing screen time or problematic internet use 
and parental mediation practices (Chen & Shi, 2019; Nielsen et al., 2019). One hypothesis 
is that, for example, restrictive mediation is generally vaguely defined and thus a confusing 
concept (Nielsen et al., 2019). These mixed findings highlight the need for research that 
examines how digital technologies have permeated families’ everyday life and interactions, 
and how parents are adapting their practices and developing new strategies in response.

Digital technologies can also influence family’s cohesion—the emotional bonding and 
connection between family members (Baer, 2002)—by introducing new dynamics and 
challenges. In a stable and cohesive family, a balance exists between togetherness and 
separateness: high levels of togetherness may indicate reduced independence, while high 
levels of separateness may suggest weaker attachment to the family (Olson et al., 2019). 
In contemporary settings, families face new challenges in maintaining this balance. Low 
family cohesion is associated, for example, with higher levels of depression (Bian et al., 
2024), increased aggressive behaviours (Fang et al., 2009), and even a higher risk of suicide 
(Rapp et al., 2017). Conversely, family cohesion is positively associated with, for example, 
help-seeking among adolescent who experienced bullying (Grüne & Willems, 2024). Also, 
parent–child discussions, where parents and children actively engage in educational conver-
sations, can reduce children’s problematic behaviours, such as truancy, and improve their 
school achievements (McNeal, 1999). Understanding how digital technologies shape family 
dynamics and interactions is key to maintaining balanced family cohesion.

Festl and Gniewosz (2019) examined the role of parenting related to internet use in fam-
ily life. The parents who were confident in managing their children’s internet use often used 
the internet with their children, which, in turn, was found to positively influence the family 
climate. This indicates that parents’ perceived confidence in using digital technologies could 
be considered when exploring family cohesion. Festl and Gniewosz (2019) also found that 
restrictive parental mediation did not affect the family climate. In contrast, Beyens and 
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Beullens (2017) found that higher restrictive mediation on the use of digital technologies, 
such as a tablet, was positively associated with parent–child conflicts and negatively with 
the family climate. Similarly, the study also found that there were fewer conflicts when 
parents regularly used tablets with their children—in other words, the co-use of digital tech-
nology positively affects family cohesion. Generally, many aspects of family cohesion, such 
as emotional bonding and communication, are also applicable to digital contexts, thus high-
lighting the need to understand how these traditional concepts translate into the digital age.

The use of digital technology in everyday family life also challenges parental agency. 
Agency, in short, refers to the capacity for intentional actions and changes (Heilala et al., 
2024; Schlosser, 2015). Digital agency extends this concept to human interactions in vari-
ous sociotechnical environments. According to Passey et al. (2018), digital agency involves 
digital competence, confidence, and accountability, enabling individuals to manage and 
adjust to the digital world. Digital competence provides the essential skills for safe and 
effective digital navigation, including literacy and critical thinking, which are crucial for 
digital agency. Digital confidence goes beyond mere technical skills; it involves the ability 
to use technology adeptly across various contexts, thus enhancing personal autonomy and 
decision-making in digital settings. Digital accountability refers to one’s responsibility and 
ethical considerations while engaging in digital activities, including one’s awareness of the 
impact on security and privacy. Moreover, understanding digital agency involves examining 
whether technology controls us (technological determinism) or whether we shape technol-
ogy through our use and interaction (the social shaping of technology) (Passey et al., 2018). 
The risk of ineffectively integrating into the digital society due to low digital agency can 
shape parents’ discussions of digital technologies with their children, and this, in turn, could 
affect children’s digital technology use and how they integrate themselves into the digital 
society (e.g., Choroszewicz, 2024; Lafton et al., 2024).

Materials and Methods

Participants and Data Collection

The data of this study were collected in September 2023 through the Prolific.co participant 
recruitment service. A total of 174 parents (52% mothers, 46% fathers, 2% other guardians; 
Mean age = 36.8 years, SD = 8.5 years, range 21–58 years) filled in the online questionnaire. 
Of the participants 13% were from United States, 49% from Europe, and 38% from other 
parts of the world. Western countries are therefore strongly represented in this study.

The participants were asked to specify their role as a guardian (mother/father/other), their 
age, the number of children, and children’s ages. Participants were also asked to rate their 
level of interest and perceived competence in using digital technologies and services (“On a 
scale of 0–10, how interested and competent are you in using digital devices and services?”) 
on a scale of 0 (not at all) to 10 (extremely). In addition, the participants were asked the fol-
lowing six open-ended questions about digital parenting, with a minimum of 250 characters 
allotted for each answer.
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1.	 What positive aspects has digitalization brought to your life, your child’s life, and your 
family’s life? As a parent, how have you tried to support the positive sides of digitaliza-
tion? Please provide examples.

2.	 What kind of negative things has digitalization brought into your life, your child’s life, 
and your family’s life? As a parent, how have you tried to reduce these negative aspects? 
Please provide examples.

3.	 If you could change anything related to digitalization, what would you change and 
how?

4.	 How would you describe face-to-face and digital interaction among your family mem-
bers? How has digitalization changed this interaction?

5.	 What digital-related activities do you do together with your child? What does your child 
do independently or alone?

6.	 What kind of agreements or rules does your family have related to digital use? How are 
these rules monitored?

Data Analysis

We used a conversion mixed-method design (Guest, 2012) to analyse the data. We applied a 
sequential exploratory design (Vedel et al., 2019) to reveal the parents’ experiences and key 
digital parenting themes. This approach aimed to deepen understanding of digital parenting 
by transforming qualitative data into quantitative form. Figure 1 presents an overview of the 
linear process. First, we read the parents’ open-ended responses and set them into different 
codes; next, we generated the different digital parenting themes from the codes. After the 
quantified themes that were constructed from the qualitative data, we examined the relation-
ship between background factors and the prevalence of different themes.

We used Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase approach to thematic analysis (Fig. 3 and 
in Results Fig. 4): (1) familiarising with data; (2) generating initial codes; (3) searching for 
themes; (4) reviewing themes; (5) defining and naming themes; and (6) writing the final 
report. The coding process involved inductive thematic analysis, for which we utilised a bot-

Fig. 1  An illustration of the analysis process

 

1 3



Child & Youth Care Forum

tom-up approach; patterns from the parents’ responses helped us create the themes. Accord-
ing to Braun and Clarke (2006), choosing between inductive and theoretical approaches to 
thematic analysis depends on the purpose of the analysis data. Since we aimed to broaden 
the understanding of digital parenting based on the parents’ responses, we refrained from 
aligning them with the previous theories related to the topic. Instead, we derived themes 
from the original responses to create a rich representation of the parents’ perspectives.

We used the qualitative analysis software ATLAS.ti to facilitate coding (Fig.  2). The 
three subset sizes used for the analysis (N = 20, 84, 70) were randomly selected, with the 
responses in each subset organised in chronological order. The conclusion that the saturation 
point was reached followed an iterative process of coding and refining the framework (i.e., 
Rahimi & Khatooni, 2024). Initially, a preliminary structure was developed from the first 
subset of 20 responses. As the second and third subsets were analysed, the framework was 
expanded and adjusted to incorporate the emerging codes. Saturation was reached after the 
third subset, meaning no new codes emerged that could not be either merged with the exist-
ing ones or integrated into the established themes.

We first read the data thoroughly to familiarise ourselves with the parents’ answers. 
Although the actual coding process did not start at this point, we took some notes that 
seemed interesting and reflected our initial thoughts, i.e. memoing (Young & Florian, 2012). 
For example, the process of categorising the responses into subthemes was facilitated by 
these initial memos.

By analysing a subset of 20 parents’ responses, we performed the initial systematic cod-
ing process to create the first version of the codebook. The answers were labelled within the 
text segments and created as codes. For example, the sentence “It can help when I need to 
get a household chore done for them to watch or play something for a little while” from one 
of the answer segments was labelled as “Provides free time for parents”. It was common for 
multiple codes to be generated from a single data segment, but each code was applied only 
once per segment. For instance, even if parent mentioned twice in one answer that digital 
technology has strengthened their family bonds, this was not labelled twice with the code 
“Nurturing family relationships”, but only once (see the example in Table 1). The number of 
times a parent mentioned a theme in one answer was not considered important as to whether 
the theme was mentioned at all.

After finalising the initial coding, the codes were re-examined, and similar codes were 
grouped as subcategories. Then, we reviewed the initial themes and defined each code and 
the descriptions of the themes to create the codebook. We then finalised the initial codebook 

Fig. 2  Overview of the coding process for the data in ATLAS.ti software (N = 174)

 

1 3



Child & Youth Care Forum

and shared it with two researchers. Each code was discussed in terms of its definition and 
whether it reflected its definition.

We analysed the second set of data (n = 84) to generate possible new codes and themes. 
Due to a large amount of data and the existing initial codebook, the subset was further 
divided into three parts and given to three researchers to code independently. As in the first 
part, when initialising the codebook, each new code was discussed in terms of its definition 
and whether it reflected its definition. The codes were then rearranged, themes were gener-
ated, and some codes were merged if they were found to be similar. In total, six main themes 
were constructed (see Results). Finally, the last set of participants (n = 70) was analysed to 
check if any new codes could be created and if the saturation point was met. Some new 
codes were created, but since they could either be merged into the other codes or the already 
existing themes, we concluded that we had reached the saturation point.

To check the coding reliability of the finalised codebook, its inter-rater reliability was 
calculated. Two researchers coded five answers from the same parents independently, and 
Cohen’s kappa test was used to measure the level of agreement between the two raters 
(Landis & Koch, 1977). The Cohen’s kappa coefficient was 0.83, indicating almost perfect 
reliability. We constructed six main themes along with 12 subthemes and 99 codes. Figure 3 
demonstrates a word cloud of the codes: the bigger the size of the code, the greater the num-
ber of parents who mentioned it.

We quantified the different themes based on the following background factors: guardian 
type (mother or father), technological interest category (“Interest 7 or less”: 21%; “Interest 
8”: 24%; “Interest 9”: 27%; and “Interest 10”: 28%), and the children’s age (“child age ≤ 5”: 
26%; “6 ≤ child age ≤ 12”: 40%; “13 ≤ child age ≤ 18”: 11%, and “different age children”: 
23%, if there were children of different ages in the family). The differences between a back-
ground factor and the presence of a theme in the responses were found using the Chi-square 
test or Fisher’s exact test. The effect sizes of the statistically significant results were calcu-
lated using Cramer’s V. An effect size between 0.10 and 0.30 was considered a small effect, 
0.30 and 0.50 a medium effect, and over 0.50 a large effect (Cohen, 1988).

Data extract Coded for Themes Subthemes
“Digitalization has 
enriched our lives 
in many ways. It’s a 
valuable educational 
tool for our 6-year-old 
girl, aiding in learning 
through interactive 
apps and online re-
sources. For example, 
we’ve bonded as a 
family while playing 
educational games 
together, promoting 
quality time. To ensure 
a balanced approach, 
we set screen time 
limits and use parental 
controls. Digitalization 
has made learning fun 
and strengthened fam-
ily connections.”

“Variety 
in learning 
materials”,
“Nurtur-
ing family 
relationships”,
“Play-
ing games 
together”,
“Parental 
control”,
“Limiting 
screen time”,
“Makes learn-
ing engaging”

“Benefits of 
digital tech-
nology for 
family”,
“Social 
interaction 
through digital 
technology”
“Activities in-
volving digital 
technology”,
“Parenting 
styles re-
lated to digital 
technology”

“More 
scope for 
learning”,
“Benefits 
to social 
interac-
tion”,
“Joint 
use”,
“Restric-
tive”

Table 1  An example of a data 
extract from one parent’s answer, 
its codes, themes, and subthemes
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Results

We identified six main themes and 12 subthemes of digital parenting through thematic anal-
ysis (Fig. 4). Next, we illustrate these main themes and the related background factors. The 
quotes in this section are excerpts from parent’s written responses.

Fig. 4  The six main themes and 12 subthemes of digital parenting

 

Fig. 3  A word cloud of the codes. The size of the code implies the number of times the parents mentioned 
it. The bigger the size of the code, the more often it is mentioned, and vice versa. The codes are grouped 
by headline and colour according to their subtheme
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Parenting Styles Related to Digital Technology

When describing digital parenting, the parents highlighted the types of rules and agreements 
they use and how they try to control, support, and guide their children’s digital technology 
use. Two subthemes were generated: “Restrictive” and “Supportive”. In the “Restrictive” 
subtheme, the methods used to control or limit children’s digital technology use were high-
lighted. This included limiting their screen time, using parental control tools, and setting 
restrictions on digital technologies based on location (for instance, not allowing phones 
during family meals or before bedtime). The parents often talked about trying to guide their 
children away from digital technology (for instance, by encouraging them to play outside) 
and monitoring and supervising their use. One father monitored his children’s online activi-
ties and limited their time and access to certain sites to mitigate their exposure to potentially 
dangerous content.

“At my children’s age I always have to be careful because most of what appears is dan-
gerous. What I do is constantly check the equipment and limit sites and access times.” 
(Father, 48).

In the “Supportive” subtheme, the ways in which parents try to support and encour-
age their children’s digital technology use were highlighted. The parents mentioned that 
they mostly attempt to have discussions and open communication with their children about 
digital technology use and encourage their children to use it. Some parents highlighted that 
they do not have any rules or only a few rules regarding digital technology use. One father 
encouraged the use of digital technology by demonstrating its different uses to his child.

“As a parent, I try to show my child various aspects of technology. For example, the fact 
that in addition to games, which I do not consider to be anything bad, there are also educa-
tional applications, for example for learning languages, etc.” (Father, 40).

Of the participants, 92% mentioned the different ways they try to restrict and control their 
children’s digital technology use, and 47% mentioned the different ways they try to support 
it. We found a significant relationship between guardian type and whether the participants’ 
responses related to the subtheme “Restrictive” (χ² = 6.4, df = 1, p < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 
0.22, 90% CI = [0.09, 0.34]). Mothers were more likely to talk about restricting their chil-
dren’s digital technology use than fathers (Fig. 5).

Fig. 5  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “Restric-
tive” or “Supportive” subthemes
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Social Interaction Through Digital Technology

In this theme the parents described how digital technology has shaped social interactions in 
the family. We generated two main subthemes: “Benefits to social interaction” and “Down-
sides to social interaction”. How digital technology supports family relationships was men-
tioned in the “Benefits to social interaction” subtheme. Parents were largely emphasising 
that digital technologies help them to be in touch with their family—for instance, via text 
messages or video calls—and relatives who live far away. Moreover, by enabling family 
members to enjoy a game night or watch movies together, digital technology nurtures fam-
ily relationships. According to one mother, digital technology helped her family stay in 
touch with each other effortlessly and thus easily nurture the family relationships.

“My wider family were not particularly communicative growing up and so having things 
like whatsapp groups has really encouraged us to keep in touch regularly and share infor-
mation. I think it’s broadly been really positive for us, as we don’t all get together very 
often.” (Mother, 34).

In the “Downsides to social interaction” subtheme, digital technologies negative impacts 
on family interactions were highlighted. Parents were often mentioning that digital tech-
nologies have reduced face-to-face interactions: family members were, for instance, more 
interested in engaging with their own phones than having conversations. Family relation-
ships were also affected, with children, for example, mostly using their phones or any 
other digital technology instead of spending time with their families. Cyberbullying and 
online harassment and their negative effects on children were also highlighted as concerns. 
One mother observed that her conversations and face-to-face interactions with her child 
decreased due to her daughter spending most of her time with her phone.

“We do not have conversations as much as we used to, my daughter would send me a 
message on the phone while we are both in the same house, rather than come talk to me face 
to face. And the less eye contact.” (Mother, 26).

Of the participants, 78% mentioned something related to the “Benefits to social interac-
tion” subtheme, while half (49%) of them mentioned something related to the “Downsides 
to social interaction” subtheme. We found no statistically significant difference between the 
background factors in either of the subthemes (Fig. 6).

Fig. 6  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “Ben-
efits to social interaction” or “Downsides to social interaction” subthemes
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Activities Involving Digital Technology

The parents described the types of activities they engage in using digital technology, either 
separately or as a family, and we divided these activities into two subthemes: “Individual 
use” and “Joint use”. We divided the “Individual use” subtheme into two sub-subthemes: 
“Child’s use” and “Parent’s use”. In the “Child’s use” subtheme, the parents discussed their 
children’s individual digital technology use The parents mainly mentioned that their chil-
dren play games or watch something, such as YouTube videos, alone, and that they use 
digital technology to acquire information, for example, by watching educational videos. 
According to one mother, her child plays online games alone and creates digital art and 
animated videos.

“Alone he [the child] plays Roblox, Minecraft, and games like that. He also animates 
videos and draws cartoons.” (Mother, 30).

In the “Parent’s use” subtheme, parents discussed their own individual digital technology 
use. The parents largely discussed using digital technology to ensure their children’s safety 
by tracking them or to acquire information, for instance, they use it to obtain information 
that benefits their children’s education or their work. One father installed tracking devices 
on his children’s phones to track and be in touch with them, and to know who they are with.

“Trying to contact children when they have gone out and also having a tracking device 
on their phones to see where they are and sometimes who they are with.” (Father, 46).

In the “Joint use” subtheme, the activities a family engages in together were mentioned. 
Parents were highlighting that they, for example, watch movies on streaming services, play 
online games, acquire information (e.g., using educational apps), make videos, take pic-
tures, and help their children with online schoolwork.

“We’ve explored virtual tours of museums and cultural sites from around the world.” 
(Father, 37).

“We have regular movie nights where we choose a family-friendly film or documentary 
to watch together.” (Mother, 24).

Of the parents, 80% mentioned individual digital technology use, while 87% mentioned 
the activities their families do together. In the “Joint use” subtheme, parents’ technological 
interest did differ. Those who rated their interest and competence in digital technology use 
with a value of 7 or less (0 (not at all) to 10 (extremely)) were less likely to mention joint 
digital technology use than those who rated their interest with a value of 8 or 10 (Fisher’s 
exact p <.05; Cramer’s V = 0.23; 90% CI = [0.06,0.33]) (Fig. 7).

Benefits of Digital Technology for Family

The parents mentioned that digital technology has made their families’ lives easier and 
that it offers several benefits. We generated two key subthemes: “More scope for learn-
ing” and “Usefulness”. In the “More scope for learning” subtheme, how digital technology 
has made learning and developing new skills easier and more engaging was highlighted. 
Many parents brought up that digital technology aids in skill development and supports 
schoolwork. Moreover, it offers a wide range of accessible learning materials and can make 
learning more engaging (for instance, children can learn English through video games). One 
mother learned musical instruments online with her children by watching weekly instruc-
tional videos (see Mother, 41). Another child quickly learnt the alphabet and basic numeracy 
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by watching educational programmes on platforms such as YouTube and using educational 
apps (see Mother, 47).

“My kids learn musical instruments online. So we do this together. Each week, we will 
watch videos that teach us how to use musical instruments such as the violin, cello, flute and 
the piano.” (Mother, 41).

“My children learnt alphabet and basic numeracy faster, thanks to watching educa-
tional programs on Youtube, BBCiPlayer and using educational apps on the smartphone.” 
(Mother, 47).

In the “Usefulness” subtheme, the parents highlighted how digital technology has simpli-
fied their family’s everyday life, offering benefits related to time management and generally 
improving their lives due to its overall convenience. Moreover, digital technology offers 
a variety of entertainment options, creates more time for parents to do other things (for 
example, children can watch TV shows on streaming services while their parents complete 
household chores or relax). One mother shared how her son, who loves reading, used a 
Kindle to access books online or listen to audiobooks, highlighting how digital technology 
has made it easier for him to enjoy books that would be difficult to find or access otherwise.

“My son loves reading and it’s hard to go to the library all the time or try to find the 
books he wants. He’s started using the kindle to read books online or even listen through 
audio books. It’s helped him get access to books he otherwise wouldn’t have.” (Mother, 37).

Of the parents, 73% mentioned something related to the “More scope for learning” sub-
theme, while 63% mentioned something related to the “Usefulness” subtheme. No associa-
tion was found between the background factors on either subtheme (Fig. 8).

Downsides of Digital Technology for Family

Digital technology’s downsides on families were highlighted, and we divided the theme 
into two subthemes: “Digital concerns” and “Negative digital experiences”. The “Digital 
concerns” subtheme highlights parents’ concerns regarding digital technology’s potential 
negative impacts on their family. Parents were largely concerned about digital technology 
harming their children’s mental and physical health (for instance, they were worried that 
their children will develop poor eyesight or stop engaging in physical activities) and dis-
tracting them from real-life activities (for instance, they were concerned that their children 

Fig. 7  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “Indi-
vidual use” and “Joint use” subthemes
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will find playing indoors with their tablets more tempting than going outside). Concerns 
about social media’s negative effects and the access to inappropriate content online were 
also highlighted. One father mentioned their concern about how easy it is for children to 
access pornographic material online.

“Furthermore, there is always access to pornographic material, which is very easy to 
obtain from a computer. This worries me.” (Father, 46).

In the “Negative digital experiences” subtheme, parents were emphasising the negative 
experiences of digital technology in their family. In this subtheme the parents were report-
ing in a more concrete way, than in the “Digital concerns” subtheme, the negative impacts 
of digital technology to the family, i.e. what they saw that was happening to their chil-
dren and how digital technologies were influencing them. We divided the “Negative digi-
tal experiences” subtheme into three sub-subthemes: “Negative immersion”, “Laziness”, 
and “Influence”. The parents mostly discussed excessive digital technology use and how 
it distracts them and lowers their focus (for instance, they often check their phones during 
conversations). Moreover, the negative immersion in the digital world was highlighted (for 
instance, a family member was so immersed in their phone that they were unaware of what 
was going on around them). A father mentioned that, despite the limitations he had set, his 
children quickly became addicted to digital technology, which influenced their behaviour 
(see Father, 41). Digital technology can also make people less active—for instance, a parent 
reported that a family member chose to send them a text message instead of coming to the 
room where they were. A mother mentioned that family’s daily activities have become more 
oriented towards passive digital engagement (see Mother, 26). That digital technology can 
negatively influence their children—for instance, children imitating the bad behaviour they 
see online—was also emphasised.

“In our family, there was a problem that children quickly became addicted to digital 
“tools” such as tablets or consoles because, despite our prohibitions, they still wanted to 
use them, which affected their behavior.” (Father, 41).

“The kind of negative things that has been brought by digitalization in my life and my 
children and family as a whole, is laziness. Digitalization has brought laziness in our lives, 
instead of working, doing chore or reading a book, we are busy glued to our screen, stream-
ing or scrolling on social media.” (Mother, 26).

Fig. 8  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “More 
scope for learning” and “Usefulness” subthemes
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Of the parents, around half (51%) mentioned something related to the “Digital concerns” 
subtheme, while 65% mentioned something related to the “Negative digital experiences” 
subtheme. In the “Negative digital experiences” subtheme, the guardian type and the chil-
dren’s age did differ. Mothers were more likely to discuss digital technology’s negative 
impacts on their families than fathers (χ² = 5.5, df = 1, p <.05, Cramer’s V = 0.19, 90% CI = 
[0.07,0.32]). Parents with children between the ages of 6 and 12 were more likely to men-
tion the negative impacts than those only with children under 6 years (χ² = 5.7, df = 1, p <.05, 
Cramer’s V = 0.28, 90% CI = [0.11,0.46]) (Fig. 9).

The Desired Changes to Digital Technology

In this theme, parents were reporting what they would like to change in digital technology if 
they had the power to do so. From the parents’ responses regarding the changes they desired 
to see in digital technology, we generated two subthemes: “Technological improvements” 
and “Desired common regulations”. In the “Technological improvements” subtheme, the 
parents reported the improvements they would like to see in digital technology, largely 
emphasising the need for better digital privacy and more training for children to ensure 
digital technology’s responsible use. According to one father, it is important to improve 
digital literacy and cybersecurity awareness to ensure that individuals can safely navigate 
the digital world (see Father, 50). The need to improve digital security for children’s safety 
and the need to include more educative content, accessible parental guides, and technologi-
cal designs that prioritise ethical practices were also highlighted. One father desired more 
educational content that caters to different age groups (see Father, 41).

“Improving digital literacy and cybersecurity awareness is crucial to empower individu-
als to navigate the digital world safely, make informed choices, and protect their privacy 
and security.” (Father, 50).

“I would like more producers of such tools to focus on educational values and adapting 
the tests to specific age groups, because honestly, it varies.” (Father, 41).

In the “Desired common regulations” subtheme, the parents highlighted the digital tech-
nology issues for which they desired regulations. Parents were highlighting the need for 
more child access controls (for example, the ability to restrict websites that are inappropriate 
for children or the availability of more tools to monitor when a child is online). According 
to one father, more monitoring tools are needed to ensure that an underage child can safely 

Fig. 9  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “Digital 
concerns” and “Negative digital experiences” subthemes
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use digital technologies (see Father, 34). Moreover, the parents emphasised the need for 
age-restricting websites, regulating social media platforms, mitigating the addictive side of 
digital technologies, and having stricter time regulations for apps and other digital technolo-
gies. Regarding the importance of blocking inappropriate content, a mother highlighted the 
need to manage communication on social media (see Mother, 39).

“In this digital age, I would like to see a lot more monitoring tools employed to secure 
searches done on devices that have been registered under underage people. I am also of the 
opinion that only verified websites should appear on searches done on devices registered 
for underage kids.” (Father, 34).

“I would limit social media and put blocks on how young people can communicate on 
it - blocks on unpleasant messaging and on the material that can be sent (pornography, 
violence etc).” (Mother, 39).

Of the parents, 53% mentioned something related to the “Technological improvements” 
subtheme, while 43% mentioned something related to the “Desired common regulations” 
subtheme. The guardian type did differ in the subtheme “Technological improvements”. 
Fathers were more likely to mention the ways in which they would like to improve digital 
technologies than mothers (χ² = 6.3, df = 1, p <.05, Cramer’s V = 0.20, 90% CI = [0.08,0.33]). 
In the “Desired common regulations” subtheme, an association was found between chil-
dren’s ages. Parents with children of different ages were more likely to mention the ways in 
which they would like to regulate digital technology than those with children under 6 years 
(χ² = 6.0, df = 1, p < 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.29, 90% CI = [0.11,0.47]) or those with children 
between the ages of 6 and 12 years (χ² = 3.9, df = 1, p = 0.05, Cramer’s V = 0.21, 90% CI = 
[0.05,0.36]) (Fig. 10).

Discussion

We examined parents’ views of digital parenting using mixed-method analysis. First, we 
used a thematic analysis to construct key themes from the participants’ responses. Second, 
we examined whether background factors (i.e., guardian type, children’s age, and parents’ 
interest and competence in using digital technology) are related to the created themes and 
which theme they were more likely to mention.

Fig. 10  Parents’ background factors and percentages regarding whether or not they mentioned the “Tech-
nological improvements” and “Desired common regulations” subthemes
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Our results revealed six main themes with 12 subthemes. The most frequently discussed 
subtheme was the restrictive approach to digital technology. Overall, parents focused more 
in their responses on limiting their children’s digital use than on supporting or encouraging 
it. Our findings suggest that parents lean more towards restrictive parental mediation than 
supportive parental mediation. Some of them emphasised that they limit their children’s 
screen time because of their young age or because they fear its potential risks to children. 
Others highlighted the need to limit screen time because children would otherwise use digi-
tal technology excessively. Evidently, the parents revealed different perspectives on why 
they restrict their children’s screen time. Mothers, more than fathers, were found to impose 
restrictions and emphasise digital technology’s negative impacts on their family life. Gener-
ally, mothers seem to be more aware and involved in their children’s activities online (e.g., 
Dedkova & Smahel, 2020) as well as offline (Crouter & Head, 2002; Waizenhofer et al., 
2004). Fathers seem to receive information about their children’s activities from mothers, 
whereas mothers seem to acquire this information from supervising their children (Crouter 
& Head, 2002; Waizenhofer et al., 2004). This could result in mothers being more perceptive 
of digital technology’s negative impacts on their family—that, for instance, it fully occu-
pies their child’s attention—thus prompting them to impose more restrictions than fathers. 
Fathers, on the other hand, are more likely to suggest improvements to digital technology, 
perhaps because they are less focused on restrictions. Overall, digital technology’s effects 
on children remain somewhat ambiguous, with many parents adopting restrictive measures 
as a cautious approach. Parents seem to be adopting more restrictive parental mediation than 
supportive parental mediation. Balancing digital benefits and risks can be challenging, and 
for many parents, reducing risks feels easier and safer than actively fostering opportunities. 
However, it is important to recognise that excessive restrictions could limit a child’s social 
networks and learning opportunities.

The second most mentioned subtheme concerned joint activities involving digital tech-
nologies. Many parents watch streaming services or play video games with their family 
members, seeing these activities as easy ways to bond and strengthen family cohesion. Co-
use behaviour has been suggested to potentially nurture family life and parent–child interac-
tions (Coyne et al., 2016; Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). While parents might worry that their 
family members are isolating themselves with their devices, many parents have found a 
variety of digital activities they can do with their family and thus nurture their family rela-
tionships (e.g., Beyens & Beullens, 2017; Festl & Gniewosz, 2019). Since digital technolo-
gies are becoming more prevalent in our everyday lives, integrating them into family life 
and rituals and engaging in more joint activities can benefit children’s interaction skills and 
nurture family cohesion. Regarding background factors, the parents with the least interest 
and competence in using digital technology were less likely to mention joint use of digital 
technology in the family than those who showed more interest and competence. The former, 
possibly feeling more negatively or ambiguously towards digital technologies, did not men-
tion or possibly even use digital technologies as much as the latter. This indicates that digital 
agency (e.g., Passey et al., 2018) could potentially influence digital parenting. These results 
are also in line with the findings of Rodafinos et al. (2024) who found that a student’s digital 
competence is positively associated with their intent to use digital technology for learning. 
Moreover, if children or other family members use digital technologies more than parents, 
this could mean less togetherness and reduced family interactions. It is thus important to 
further study parents’ digital agency and its possible connection to family cohesion.
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The third most commonly recurring subtheme concerned the individual use of digital 
technologies by both parents and children, such as playing games alone. While independent 
digital technology use can provide personal entertainment and help develop one’s skills, 
such as problem solving, it may also reduce opportunities for meaningful family interac-
tions, potentially leading to feelings of isolation. For parents, finding the right balance 
between when gaming can become excessive and when it can bring joy and benefits can 
be challenging. Some studies have emphasised gaming’s negative impacts, such as gaming 
addiction and insufficient sleep (Chan et al., 2022), while others have highlighted its clear 
benefits—if it is mentally stimulating and done in moderation, that is (Boyle et al., 2016). 
More longitudinal studies focused on the effects of digital activities are needed to help par-
ents determine the optimal duration for children and adolescents to engage in these activi-
ties. Specifically, we need to understand for whom and under what circumstances different 
digital activities might be harmful or beneficial.

Compared to digital technology’s negative impacts on social interactions, most of the 
parents mentioned its positive impacts. The most prevalent way in which digital technolo-
gies have benefitted social interactions is by making it easier to stay in touch with family 
members. While people might feel that digital technologies reduce live face-to-face interac-
tions, at the same time they connect and bring distant family members together. To nurture 
family interactions, finding digital activities every family member can enjoy together, such 
as playing videogames, can potentially narrow the social gap between family members, 
reduce their feelings of isolation, and balance family cohesion.

The fifth most commonly mentioned subtheme concerned learning (the “More scope 
for learning” subtheme), where the parents highlighted the utility value of digital technolo-
gies for learning. Though parents do recognise and perceive that digital technology benefits 
their children’s learning, even after school, most of them talked about restricting instead 
of encouraging digital technology use. In a study on Greek children’s mobile usage, Papa-
dakis et al. (2019) also found similar results. Parents seem to struggle to find the balance 
between restricting and supporting children’s digital technology use, but parent’s overall 
have a positive view of digital technologies and want to support their children’s learning 
both online and offline. Evidently, it is important from the perspective of children’s learning 
to understand digital parenting and how it might impact children’s academic outcomes, as 
there is also evidence for “classical” parenting influencing children’s academic outcomes 
(e.g., Carlo et al., 2018; Kaniušonytė & Laursen, 2021). Schools have also been increasingly 
integrating digital technologies into their curricula (for instance, by assigning homework 
that needs to be digitally completed). It is thus important to further explore how parents 
can help their children study and learn using digital technology and how this might impact 
children’s learning outcomes, especially those of children with learning problems, such as 
dyslexia or dyscalculia.

Families with children under six years of age were less likely to mention digital tech-
nology’s negative impacts on families than those with children aged between six and 12 
years. Children under the age of six are too young to use digital technologies independently, 
so the impact of these digital technologies, whether positive or negative, is possibly less 
apparent. Typically, children start using digital technologies, including phones, when they 
enter school, which is also when parents must regulate their digital technology use, as the 
children in this age group do not have developed self-regulation skills. In contrast, families 
with older children are more likely to express a desire for more common and stricter digital 
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technology regulations. As children grow more independent, parents have less control over 
their online activities. The lack of control may increase parents’ concerns and motivate their 
desire for more external regulations, such as age restrictions on websites, apps or digital 
technologies.

As digital technology continuously evolves and changes, related parenting practices must 
also constantly adapt. Some of the perspectives described by this study’s parents are related 
to factors they could influence themselves, while others are related to issues that are beyond 
most parents’ control, such as the development of technology. The most common topics of 
the main theme “The desired changes to digital technologies” were all related to children’s 
safety when using digital technologies and the need for more child access controls. That 
these topics were the most frequently mentioned ones indicates that digital technologies’ 
safety seems to be the parents’ main concern, which can potentially influence their motiva-
tion to restrict rather than support and encourage digital technology use.

Our findings illustrate that parents struggle to find ways to guide their children in areas 
where they themselves may not have full control, especially as children grow older and use 
various software and applications more independently. Social media platforms in particular 
do not prioritize the well-being and health of children or young people. Usually, the logic is 
the opposite. Algorithms are designed to be highly addictive and to keep the user engaged 
(e.g., Costello et al., 2023). Many parents might not have enough understanding of this, but 
they might be able to feel and see the negative effects it has on their children. This makes 
controlling digital technologies even more stressful for parents. Parents may wish it was 
a shared problem, and that they are not alone with it. Parents may therefore highlight the 
need for more common constraints and ways to regulate and limit children’s use of digital 
technologies—a wish to externalize constraints so that the responsibility does not solely lie 
with parents.

Our study suggests that this type of collective parenting, where parents share common 
rules, could become more prevalent due to digital technology. Also, since most of the con-
nection to peers nowadays happens through digital technology, parents may be concerned 
that if other families have different rules regarding digital technology use, this could affect 
their children’s relationship with others. Children might be excluded from friendship circles 
thereby limiting their social networks. More common and shared rules could potentially 
mitigate this.

Limitations and Future Research

Our international respondents came from diverse cultural and societal contexts, and the 
concentration of responses from certain contexts might have influenced the themes that 
were created. For instance, the perceptions of societal safety might have shaped how online 
accessibility was emphasised in the responses, with variations likely between regions such 
as the Nordic countries and the USA. On the other hand, this diversity enriches and adds 
depth to our data by introducing different perspectives—this can be considered a strength 
in light of thematic analysis and the qualitative approach. Western countries were strongly 
represented in this study. Also, in the statistical analyses, we were not able to consider the 
country of our respondents. As such, future research should study digital parenting in other 
cultures and countries to explore whether there are cultural differences that might influence 
digital parenting.
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Participants were asked many open-ended questions, and to avoid overwhelming par-
ticipants, we used a single-item response to measure parents’ interest and competence in 
using digital technology, i.e. the Net promoter score (Reichheld, 2003). In each open-ended 
question, participants had a minimum character count. This might have shaped the depth 
of the responses. Also, in this study we used only parents’ responses. Future studies should 
examine digital parenting more thoroughly through observations and interviews. Moreover, 
children’s perspective should be considered.

We did not consider the socioeconomic status, employment, or educational level of our 
respondents. These factors should be considered in future studies. Future studies should also 
represent parents with lower competence and interest in using digital technologies, as our 
participants had overall high competence and interest. Furthermore, future studies should 
also examine whether there are any other hitherto undiscovered concepts regarding parent-
ing strategies in the context of digital technology. Longitudinal studies should also explore 
digital parenting’s role in overall parenting during children’s developmental phases. More-
over, more knowledge is needed on the impact of digital parenting on children’s long-term 
development and well-being. There is strong evidence in the literature that parenting is a 
crucial indicator of several children’s future academic and socio-emotional outcomes (e.g., 
Carlo et al., 2018; Kaniušonytė & Laursen, 2021).

Effect sizes in our study regarding statistical analyses were small. This suggests that also 
other background factors are likely to influence digital parenting. Future studies are also 
needed to examine other contributing factors, such as parenting style and child’s difficul-
ties in learning. How the parents perceived their interest and competence in using digital 
technologies was associated with being more likely to mention their family’s joint digi-
tal technology use. Their attitude towards digital technology and digital agency should be 
further explored, as it could indicate how parents raise their children with and for digital 
technology. Further, the parenting styles of mothers and fathers regarding digital technology 
use should be studied, as mothers were more likely to mention restricting digital technology 
than fathers. Lastly, future studies should explore digital technologies’ negative impact on 
families, especially with children between 6 and 12 years, and how to mitigate it.

Conclusion

The digital world entails many risks, such as exposure to violence or sexual content and 
the addictive aspects of technology, as well as opportunities for learning, social connection, 
and digital literacy. In this study, restricting digital technologies (by, for instance, limiting 
screen time) was largely emphasised by the parents—they are inclined towards mitigat-
ing risks rather than supporting digital technology use. Nevertheless, they have devised 
several ways to implement digital technologies in their family life and use them with fam-
ily members. Using digital technology alone could potentially lead to isolation and less 
interaction between family members, but it also offers opportunities for personal entertain-
ment and developing skills, such as problem-solving. Additionally, digital technology was 
highlighted as being more beneficial than harmful to family interactions, thereby nurturing 
family relationships.

As described by the parents, digital parenting seems to involve balancing knowledge, 
trust, and setting safe boundaries while helping children learn to use digital technolo-
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gies safely and responsibly. Finally, the various aspects of digital interactions in families 
and social interactions among peers make digital parenting a complex and multifaceted 
challenge.
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