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ABSTRACT

The complexity of the current digital ecosystem calls for the development of parental control mechanisms
to guide minors in their use of technology. This study aims to identify the type of parental control measures
used by parents to monitor the use that school-age children (6 to 12 years old) make of smartphones. An ex
post facto design was prepared after conducting a survey in which 885 people (68.7% mothers) took part. The
results showed that 93.7% of the parents surveyed used some type of parental control system to regulate the
use of the smartphone. The most frequently strategies were limiting the time when the device could be used
and restricting access through passwords. The analysis revealed that parents with higher education used a
greater number of control mechanisms. Similarly, the length of time the children were connected was related
to the level and intensity of the parental control strategies used. Parents applied a greater number of parental
control strategies with pre-adolescent children, in the last years of primary education. Finally, the challenges
and opportunities that the use of smartphones can bring to children are discussed, and also the active role
that the family should play in digital training and education.

Estrategias de control parental en la regulacion del uso del mévil durante la
infancia

RESUMEN

La complejidad del actual ecosistema digital reclama el desarrollo de mecanismos de mediacion parental
que orienten a los menores en su relacion con la tecnologia. Desde esta perspectiva, se presenta un estudio
descriptivo cuyo proposito ha sido identificar el tipo de medidas de control parental utilizadas por progenitores
respecto al uso que sus hijos e hijas en edad escolar (6 a 12 afios) hacian con los teléfonos inteligentes. Se
empled un diseflo ex post facto mediante el método de encuesta. Participaron 885 sujetos (68.7% madres).
Los resultados mostraron que un 93.7% de los padres y madres encuestados utilizaron algtn tipo de sistema
de control parental para regular el uso del smartphone. Las medidas mas empleadas fueron la eleccion del
horario sobre cudndo podia ser utilizado el dispositivo y la restricciéon de acceso a través de claves. Los
andlisis también revelaron que los progenitores con estudios superiores fueron los que usaron un mayor
nimero de mecanismos de control. Asimismo, el tiempo de conexion por parte de los menores se relaciond
con el nivel e intensidad de las medidas de control parental utilizadas. Igualmente, los padres y madres
aplicaban un mayor numero de estrategias de control parental con hijos e hijas preadolescentes, matriculados
en los ultimos cursos de educacion primaria. Finalmente, se discute sobre los desafios y oportunidades que
comporta el uso de smartphones por parte de los infantes y se analiza el papel activo que la familia deberia
desempeifiar en su capacitacion digital.
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Smartphones have become omnipresent devices in our day to
day lives. They are now a predominant technology that has begun
to affect many aspects of the rhythm of daily life, where the borders
between the physical and the virtual have narrowed in a perpetu-
ally hyperconnected society (Gaines, 2019; Hansen, 2021). In this
context, the significant level of intrusion of smartphones into the
family arena means that children are nowadays exposed to screens
more and more. Studies such as Smahel et al. (2020) have shown
that the average time minors spend online in Spain is 180 minutes
a day (double the time spent ten years ago), with 76% of that access
to the internet via smartphones. In addition, various studies have
indicated that the age at which children start to use smartphones
continues to drop (Andrade et al., 2021; Sola et al., 2019). This
early use is also reflected in the high percentage of children who
have their own mobile devices (Rideout & Roob, 2020).

Within this complex multifaceted ecosystem, in which smart-
phones feature prominently, parents face significant challenges
that affect how they raise their children (Canovas, 2021; Living-
stone & Blum-Ross, 2020). Among the challenges to consider in
children’s digital education, the scientific literature has paid par-
ticular attention to the importance of suitable parental monitor-
ing and control mechanisms to prevent the problematic situations
children may have to face if they abuse or make irresponsible use
of smartphones (Kim & Jahng, 2019). In this regard, one of the
family’s main responsibilities is to establish clear rules and limits
that help to mitigate the dangers and risky behaviors arising from
improperly using this technology. In addition, the family should
provide a safe environment in which children can explore oppor-
tunities to interact with other people, learn, and improve their
digital skills (Rodriguez-de-Dios et al., 2018).

Within this action framework, it is important to emphasize
that the latest European guidelines and resolutions about chil-
dren’s digital rights (European Commission, 2018, 2022) recom-
mend that parental control of devices meet appropriate norms of
protection, respecting the principle of proportionality and trans-
parency for the child, making them into an active participant,
aware of monitoring, data-gathering, and tracking applications
used by digital services online. From this perspective, notable
initiatives such as the BIK+ strategy, adopted by the European
Union on 11 May 2022, aim to develop a battery of measures to
ensure children are protected in the digital arena, enhancing their
skills, empowering them and giving them the ability to safely
shape and enjoy their lives on the internet. This ambitious project
requires various educational agents (teachers and parents) to be
trained in order to achieve young people’s digital wellbeing.

Factors that influence parents’ strategies for mediation and
control in children’s digital education

Parental mediation is a strategy that influences how chil-
dren use technology and is useful not only for preventing
problem behaviors and conflict online (Matthes et al., 2021),
but also for providing learning opportunities and acquisition
of critical skills (Sanchez-Valle et al., 2017).

There is broad consensus in the literature on the identifica-
tion of two main categories of parental styles (Chen & Chng,
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2016; Livingstone et al., 2017): enabling or active mediation,
linked to positive use of technology, in which parents offer guid-
ance and recommendations; and restrictive mediation, which
controls children’s activities through rules and limiting screen
time. Along with these two types, Smahel et al. (2020) expanded
the classification in the report EU Kids Online 2020, adding
technical strategies (which involve parents using programs or
mobile applications to control time, set tracking systems, apply
filters, etc.), monitoring or tracking (tracing children’s activities
on various platforms), and inverse mediation strategies (where
the children ask adults for help or intervention).

Nonetheless, studies have not produced conclusive results
when it comes to establishing the ideal parental control style
in children’s digital education (Sanchez-Valle et al., 2017).
Results vary in terms of how the level of parental monitor-
ing and supervision can play an important role in smartphone
use (Chang et al., 2019; Shin & Li, 2017). Some experts, such
as Kalmus et al. (2015), believe that monitoring measures are
more effective when children are younger and face unpleasant
experiences online, reducing the harm they may be exposed
to. These authors noted that parental mediation based on mon-
itoring and tracking have notable effects in reducing the risk
of cyberbullying. However, these types of measures have been
criticized as being intrusive and potentially invading privacy
(Symons et al. 2017), as well as for holding to a reduction-
ist view that focuses mainly on dangers, without considering
alternatives such as active mediation (Shin & Lwin, 2016).
Active mediation encourages children’s digital wellbeing
through dialog, where parents assertively discuss the use of
technology with their children, sharing activities online, and
explaining how to deal with problematic or unexpected situa-
tions (Dedkova & Smabhel, 2020). Another reason for various
authors to consider active mediation a suitable measure in dig-
ital education is because it improves children’s understanding
about technology, allowing them to improve their self-regu-
lation with ICT and modeling healthier and more responsible
coping skills (Dedkova & Smabhel, 2020).

Recent studies have noted various factors that influence the
levels of parental mediation and control styles applied to the
use of technology, particularly smartphones (Dedkova & Sma-
hel, 2020; Gerzi¢akova et al., 2022; Warren & Aloia, 2019). The
children’s age is a key variable, families use more rules and
are more inflexible with younger children than with adolescents
(Glatz et al., 2018; Smabhel et al., 2020). The age of the parents
is also an important aspect that affects how they regulate their
children’s online activities. The older the parents, the more lax
the monitoring and control of their offspring, while younger
parents tend to be more involved in support, guidance, and
social interaction with their children (Livingstone et al. 2017,
Padilla et al., 2015; Talves & Kalmus, 2015).

Parents’ socio-educational level is also an important factor
affecting supervision. Recent studies have shown that variables
such as parents’ professional category and educational attainment
influence the type of mediation they engage in around their chil-
dren’s use of smartphones and online consumption (Martinez et
al., 2020; Ramirez-Garcia et al., 2023). More specifically, higher
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educational attainment and higher status employment increase
the likelihood of applying diverse mechanisms for parental con-
trol and monitoring. This control is more commonly executed by
mothers than fathers, which indicates women’s significant role
and responsibility in their children’s digital education (Dedkova
& Smabhel, 2020; Jiménez-Morales et al., 2020).

Gender has also been identified as an important variable if
we focus on the child, as there is greater control over girls than
boys, something that some authors have attributed to greater
concern that girls may talk to strangers or fear of cyberbully-
ing (Pastor Ruiz et al., 2019; Ramos-Soler et al., 2018).

In addition, families’ socio-economic status is associated
with how much children are exposed to screens (Ménnikkd
et al., 2020). Parents from lower socio-economic backgrounds
use fewer parental control strategies over their children’s dig-
ital activities (Smahel et al., 2020).

More recently, new research trends have been looking more
deeply into parents’ perceived lack of control due to children
being hyper-connected. This entails a sense of resignation and
frustration around the loss of control over the activities chil-
dren engage in with their mobile devices (Charisi et al., 2022).

Academics have also paid particular attention to parents’
low levels of digital skills, time spent online, and excessive use
of smartphones. These variables may have a notable impact on
children developing problematic behaviors in their use of digi-
tal devices (Matthes et al., 2021; Schmuck et al., 2023; Yang et
al., 2023), with significant repercussions on their school lives,
academic performance, and wellbeing (Eoh et al., 2022).

As noted previously, children are gaining access to smart-
phones at increasingly younger ages (Andrade et al., 2021; Ride-
out & Roob, 2020; Sola et al., 2019). However, most research
has so far focused on the adolescent population (e.g., Andrade et
al., 2021; Smahel et al., 2020). In addition, although recent years
have seen the beginnings of analysis of the role families play
in their children’s digital education, compared to other lines of
research, the results so far have been limited. Our current study
aims to contribute to improving this theoretical corpus and
the research in this field. More specifically, the objective of the
study was to identify the parental control measures employed
by parents over their primary-school-aged (6 to 12 years old)
children’s use of smartphones. The specific objectives were: 1)
to determine the types of parental control mechanisms parents
used to regulate what their children do with their smartphones,
2) to examine whether the parents’ educational attainment was
related to the level of parental control over the children’s smart-
phone use, 3) to determine if there was a relationship between
the amount of time children spent online each day and the level
of parental control, and 4) to assess whether the primary school
year the children were in influenced the number of parental
control mechanisms used to regulate children’s smartphone use.

Method

The study used a quantitative methodology. More specifi-
cally, an ex post facto, descriptive, transversal design via a sur-
vey (McMillan & Schumacher, 2005).

41

Psychology, Society & Education

Participants

A total of 1,135 parents with children in primary education
participated in the study. The children attended 23 schools (pri-
vate, public, and independent) in the city of Lugo (Spain).

We used convenience sampling in two phases. In the first
phase, a pilot study was performed with 250 subjects, which
allowed us to validate the questionnaire used to collect the
information. The second phase involved applying the survey to
the parents making up the final sample, made up of 885 people.

Just under a third (31.3%; n =277) of the participants were
men, 68.7% (n = 608) were women, and the mean age of the par-
ticipants was 42.28 years (SD = 5.56). The majority of the par-
ticipants (71.6%; n = 634) were married, 7% (n = 62) were sin-
gle, 6.7% (n=759) were separated, while 7.1% (n = 63) were
divorced, and 1% (n = 9) were widowed. A small number (6%;
n = 53) were in civil partnerships or cohabiting, while only 0.1%
(n = 1) were in a polygamous marriage. Finally, 0.5% (n = 4) of
the sample did not provide their civil status.

In terms of educational attainment, 6.2% (n = 55) had a pri-
mary education or equivalent, 20.1% (n = 178) had compulsory
or higher secondary education, 30.5% (n = 270) had vocational
training qualifications, while 42.8% (n=379) had universi-
ty-level or equivalent education. Lastly, 0.3% (n = 3) stated that
they did not have any qualifications.

The vast majority of the parents were in employment
(87.7%; n = 776), and a much smaller proportion (11.2%; n = 99)
were unemployed. A small number (0.8%; n = 7) reported being
retired, while only 0.3% (n = 3) of the subjects did not respond
about their employment.

The mean age of the participants’ children was 9.28 years
old (SD =1.75) and The mean age of starting to use smart-
phones was 6.77 years (SD = 2.3). It is worth noting that, as
Table 1 indicated. Table 1 shows the main sociodemographic
characteristics of the study participants’ children.

Instrument

The data were collected using a questionnaire created for
the study in various topic blocks: identification of smartphone
use, time spent using the device, activity and tasks done using
the smartphone, parental rules and control of smartphone use,
smartphone use habits, and benefits and dangers of smart-
phones. These blocks were preceded by a section for collecting
the parent’s and child’s sociodemographic data.

The multiple choice items analyzed in the present study
were in the block about parental controls and rules for smart-
phone use (see Table 2).

The validation process for the instrument addressed ques-
tions such as content validity, construct validity, and internal
consistency. The questionnaire was validated by a panel of eight
international specialists who were experts in research method-
ology and educational technology. They examined aspects such
as each item’s uniqueness, relevance, and importance (Fleiss’
Kappa = .848), and provided various comments that helped
us to modify, restructure, and optimize the initial content of
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the questionnaire. We also performed a pilot study (n =250)
that helped improve the final instrument via the respondents’
observations and responses. In addition, we performed various
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses on the items in
the questionnaire that met the necessary measurement require-
ments (Mufloz-Carril et al., 2022). We also calculated the index
of internal consistency using Cronbach’s alpha, which gave an
adequate level of reliability (o = .797).

Procedure

The questionnaires were administered during January and
February 2020 to parents of primary-school children to ascer-
tain the types of parental control mechanisms that were being
applied to children’s smartphone use. They were applied before
and after school, when parents accompanied their children to
and from the school gates. We also contacted parent groups,
and where access was needed to school premises, we sought
permission from the school authorities.

After confirming that the person being surveyed had chil-
dren of the required age who used smartphones, we explained
the study aim in detail (as a prior step to applying the ques-
tionnaire), and asked for voluntary participation, making it clear
that the data would be collected completely anonymously and
in line with data protection legislation and ethics. Parents were
assured that the questionnaire would not collect any identifying
or personal information and that they were free to not give an
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answer to any of the questions. They were also told that they
could freely decide to stop answering at any time or even revoke
their informed consent (in which case the collected answers
would be destroyed).

Data analysis

To address the study objectives, and given the categorical
nature of the study variables, we performed a descriptive analy-
sis (frequencies and percentages) and bivariate analysis via Chi-
squared tests (setting the significance level at 5%). Cramer’s V'
statistics and the Gamma test were used to measure effect size.
The statistical treatment was done using Microsoft Excel for
Office 365, SPSS v.20, and JASP v.0.14.0.0.

Results

Results of the descriptive analysis of parental control
mechanisms

As Table 2 shows, the most commonly-reported mecha-
nisms by the parents were Choosing when children could and
could not use the device (69.49%); Using passwords, PINs, or
passcodes to control access to smartphones (51.98%), and Set-
ting limits on internet use, searches and applications (48.81%).

The least-commonly used parental control mechanisms
were Device tracking and location systems (9.72%), Blocking

Sociodemographic characteristics of the study participants’ primary-school aged children

Variables Categories n %
Boy 425 48
Gender
Girl 460 52
Public (state funded) 463 52.3
Type of school attended Independent 319 36.1
Private 103 11.6
Initial Phase (Ist and 2nd year primary school, ages 6-7) 168 19
School years Middle Phase (3rd and 4th year primary school, ages 8-9) 236 26.7
Upper Phase (5th and 6th year primary school, ages 10-12) 481 54.3
Table 2
Descriptive statistics with frequencies and percentages about the types of parental control mechanisms use in relation to their children’s smart-
phone use
Yes No
n % n %
Choose when children can or cannot use their device 615 69.49 270 30.51
Set limits on internet use, searches, and applications 432 48.81 453 51.19
Use applications or messages the can block unwanted or adult content 252 28.47 633 71.53
Control or blocking calls and SMS messages 91 10.28 794 89.72
Use device tracking and location services 86 9.72 799 90.28
Produce daily reports of children’s smartphone activity 106 11.98 779 88.02
Use passwords, PINs, or passcodes for smartphone access 460 51.98 425 48.02
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or control of calls and SMS messages (10.28%), Producing
daily reports of their children’s smartphone activity (11.98%),
and finally Using applications or mechanisms for blocking
unwanted or adult content (28.47%).

A more detailed analysis (see Table 3) shows that 93.7%
of the parents used some kind of parental control mechanism
(indicated in Table 2) to regulate their children’s smartphone
use. The data confirms the importance parents place on imple-
menting mediation strategies to supervise the content their
children are exposed to, as well as the types of interactions
they have about using their devices.

Psychology, Society & Education

Results of bivariate analysis of parental control mechanisms
Jfor smartphone use

In order to identify statistically significant differences
between the variables in Table 4, we performed bivariate
analysis via the Chi-squared test for independence.

The results indicate that there was a significant relation-
ship between the Time spent connected with a smartphone
and the Level of parental control, ¥*(2) = 9.57, p = .008, with
a small effect size (Cramer’s V= .106). Children whose par-
ents were less strict in applying control measures tended to

Table 3
Frequencies and percentages for the number of parental control mechanisms used
n %

No parental control mechanism used 56 6.3
Uses one parental control mechanism 255 28.8
Uses two parental control mechanisms 248 28
Uses three parental control mechanisms 210 23.8
Uses four parental control mechanisms 72 8.1
Uses five or more parental control mechanisms 44 5
Total 885 100

Table 4

Test variables used in the study with their respective re-coded categories

Independent variables

Dependent variables

<=3 hours
Time spent connected with a
smartphone >3 hours
Low
Parents’ educational attainment ~ Moderate
High

Low parental control
Level of parental control ~ Medium parental control

High parental control

Initial phase (1st and 2nd year primary)

Children’s school year

Middle phase (3rd and 4th year primary)

Upper phase (5th and 6th year primary)

Table 5

Contingency table: Time spent connected with a smartphone * Level of parental control

Level of parental control

LOW MODERATE HIGH
Count 250 395 111
Expected frequency 259.9 3939 102.2
<=3 hours % within Time spent using smartphone 33.1 522 14.7
% within Level of parental control 84.7 88.4 95.7
Time spent connected with a Corrected residuals 2.2 0.2 2.7
smartphone Count 45 52 5
Expected frequency 35.1 53.1 13.8
> 3 hours % within Time spent using smartphone 44.1 51 4.9
% within Level of parental control 153 11.6 43
2.2 -0.2 2.7
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use their smartphones for more than three hours a day, unlike
children whose parents applied more control mechanisms.

There were also statistically significant differences in the
Level of parental control according to Parents’ educational
attainment (¥*(4) =15.394, p =.004). These differences are
shown in Table 6. To measure the strength of the association
between the two variables, the Gamma test gave a value of
Gamma = .117 (p < .05), which is a small effect size.

Table 6
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Finally, there were statistically significant differences
in the level of parental control according to the children’s
school year, ¥*(4) = 10.906, p < .05, with a small effect size
(Gamma = -.021). As Table 7 shows, parents applied more con-
trol mechanisms with pre-adolescent children who were in the
last two years of primary education (5th and 6th year).

It is worth noting that, as Table 1 indicated, the six school
years were re-coded in three categories: initial phase (Ist

Contingency table: Parents’ educational attainment * Level of parental control

Level of parental control

LOW MODERATE HIGH

Count 30 20 8

Expected frequency 20.4 30.0 7.6
LOW % within Parental educational attainment 51.7 34.5 13.8

% within Level of parental control 9.6 4.4 6.9

Corrected residuals 27 2.7 0.2

Count 154 248 46
Parents’ Expected frequency 157.4 231.8 58.7
Educational MODERATE % within Parental educational attainment 34.4 554 10.3
attainment % within Level of parental control 49.5 54.1 39.7
Corrected residuals -5 2.2 2.5

Count 127 190 62
Expected frequency 133.2 196.1 49.7
HIGH % within Parental educational attainment 335 50.1 16.4
% within Level of parental control 40.8 41.5 53.4

-0.9 -0.8 2.5

Table 7

Contingency table for the variables: School year * Level of parental control

Level of parental control

LOW MODERATE HIGH
Count 64 71 33
N Expected frequency 59 86.9 22
Initial phase (Ist and 2nd year % within School year 38.1 23 19.6
primary)
% within Level of parental control 20.6 15.5 28.4
Corrected residuals 0.9 2.7 2.8
Count 81 127 28
) Expected frequency 82.9 122.1 30.9
School Middle phase (3rd and 4th year % within School year 343 53.8 11.9
year primary)
% within Level of parental control 26 277 24.1
Corrected residuals -0.3 0.7 -0.7
Count 166 260 55
Expected frequency 169 248.9 63
Upper phase (Sth and 6th year % within School year 34.5 54.1 11.4
primary)
% within Level of parental control 53.4 56.8 474
Corrected residuals -0.4 1.5 -1.6

44



Mufioz-Carril et al.

and 2nd years), middle phase (3rd and 4th years), and upper
phase (5th and 6th years). There is a link with age, as the initial
phase covers ages 6 to 7, the middle phase covers 8 to 9 year-
olds, and the upper phase is for 10 and 11 year-olds.

Discussion

Smartphones have become largely intrinsic and integral to
family life. This means a significant challenge for parents, who
are responsible for setting up mechanisms of parental mediation
and control that not only help to avoid problems, but also provide
a safe digital environment for their children, as well as seeking
education based on critical, responsible use of the technology
(Livingstone & Bloom-Ross, 2020; Sanchez-Valle et al., 2017).

Bearing that in mind, the results of our study showed that
93.7% of parents used a variety of strategies to regulate their
children’s smartphone use, which shows the importance parents
attach to setting guidelines on using these devices. The most
commonly used mechanisms were limiting screen time, set-
ting times for device use, and using passwords for smartphone
access. The importance of parental mediation in digital society
is also reflected by other studies, such as Condeza et al. (2019)
in Chile, where a large proportion of surveyed parents showed
that the main parental mediation practices in Information and
communications technology (ICT) use included checking what
their children did on the internet (89.7%) and using applications
to block what they felt was inappropriate content (63.7%).

Our study was able to identify various factors that affect the
extent of parental control, such as parents’ educational attain-
ment, how long the children spend online on their smartphones,
and what year the children are in at school. More specifically,
and in line with previous research (Jiménez-Morales et al., 2020),
greater parental educational attainment increases the likelihood
of using various parental mediation and control measures, with
the educational level of the parents being closely related to their
digital competence, which is another predictor of mediation
(Dedkova & Smahel, 2020). In this regard, greater levels of dig-
ital self-efficacy in the parents mean putting different types of
mediation actions into practice, including those involving control
and tracking (Nikken & Schols, 2015; Talves & Kalmus, 2015).

This alerts us to a digital socio-educational divide, which
is why it should be a priority to provide digital skilling to all
families, especially those in vulnerable situations. In line with
this, other studies (Glatz et al., 2018) have reported that parents
educational levels are positively related to all of the strategies
that they use to mediate their children’s online activity, except
for active mediation. Those authors noted that when parents
used mediation strategies they were able to gain a deeper under-
standing of the possible risks their children faced online, and
that this understanding could be linked to the perception of how
much influence they had over their children’s online activity.

Our results in relation to how long children spend connected
each day show that there was a significant relationship between
the number of hours children were online via smartphone each
day and the level of parental control. Children whose parents
used more parental control mechanisms tended to use their
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smartphones for less time that children whose parents were
less strict in applying controls. A recent study by Alvarez et al.
(2020) concluded that the time children spent in front of screens
had negative effects on the development of their social skills,
which shows how important it is for families to monitor times
and establish certain strategies to control screen time. However,
it is also important not to demonize or focus solely on risks and
possible harm that might come to children from irresponsible
smartphone use, as these devices also offer notable educational,
cultural, and communicative potential (Criollo-C et al., 2002). It
is a technology that also offers applications where children can,
among other things, develop their creativity, improve their dig-
ital skills, forge their own identities, and project their own per-
sonalities and concerns. As Martin-Ramallal and Ruiz-Mon-
daza (2022) put it, “Minors must enjoy all rights and freedoms,
and they must be provided with guarantees for their self-reali-
sation” (p. 31). From this point of view, the family’s role is key
in providing active measures (not only restrictive, control, or
tracking measures) that reinforce the child’s autonomy and per-
sonal growth within a framework of trans-media literacy.

Finally, we found that parents applied more control mech-
anisms to children aged 10 to 12 years old, in the final years
of primary education (5th and 6th years). In line with this, the
study by Glatz et al. (2018) identified the school year (as an indi-
cator of age) as a variable that was correlated to the level of
parental mediation, with parents of adolescent children in later
school years (17 and 18 years old) taking fewer control-based
mediation actions compared to the higher level of monitoring
parents did of children in lower school years (11 to 12 years old).
The study by Smahel et al. (2020) similarly noted that families
used more rules and were more inflexible with younger children
than adolescents. This may be because of greater respect for
older children’s privacy and autonomy, who are also considered
to be more digitally competent (Lopez-De-Ayala et al., 2019;
Ramos-Soler et al., 2018) and therefore supposedly able to avoid
negative consequences of their smartphone or digital device use
(Rodriguez-de-Dios et al., 2018; Sonck & de Haan, 2014).

It is clear that parental mediation is a reality for families,
evidence of a growing social concern. However, children’s dig-
ital education must include measures of co-responsibility that
incorporate schools, public administrations, and the companies
that design the technology; and it must have the children’s active
participation in the process (Livingstone & Bloom-Ross, 2020).
Similarly, educating parents in the skills needed to properly use
these technologies is crucial (Condeza et al., 2019). This will
allow them to positively assess the technology’s benefits, not
just its risks, make decisions about parental styles to apply and,
in short, more effectively guide their children’s development
towards autonomy in a hyperconnected world.

Author contributions

Conceptualization: P.C.M.C.
Formal analysis: P.C.M.C.
Investigation: P.C.M.C.
Resources: E.J.F.A.



Mufioz-Carril et al.

Supervision: P.C.M.C.

Writing — original draft: PC.M.C., A.S.S., LD.A.S.

Writing — review & editing: PC.M.C., A.S.S.,, LD.A.S,,
E.JFA.

Funding

This research did not receive any specific grant from funding
agencies in the public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Acknowledgements

This article was produced as part of the “IV Convocatoria
de Proyectos de Innovacion Educativa en Aprendizaje-Servicio
(ApS)” by the University of Santiago de Compostela.

Declaration of interests
The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest.
Data availability statement

The data that support the findings of this study are available
on request from the corresponding author. The data are not pub-
licly available due to privacy or ethical restrictions.

References

Alvarez, K. A., Pilamunga, D. E., Mora, K. G., & Naranjo, M. K. (2020).
Tiempo en pantalla (television, computadora, celular, tabletas)
en las relaciones interpersonales entre nifios de 8 a 12 afios.
Horizontes. Revista de Investigacion en Ciencias de la Educacion,
4(5), 258-266. https://doi.org/10.33996/revistahorizontes.v4il5.113

Andrade, B., Guadix, I., Rial, A., & Suarez, F. (2021). Impacto
de la tecnologia en la adolescencia. Relaciones, riesgos y
oportunidades. UNICEF Espafia.

Cénovas, G. (2021). Autorregulacion digital. Como educar en el uso
responsable de la tecnologia. SM.

Chang, F. C., Chiu, C. H., Chen, P. H., Chiang, J. T., Miao, N.
F., Chuang, H. Y., & Liu, S. (2019). Children’s use of mobile
devices, smartphone addiction and parental mediation in Taiwan.
Computers in Human Behavior, 93, 25-32. https://doi-org.ezbusc.
usc.gal/10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.048

Charisi, V., Chaudron, S., Di Gioia, R., Vuorikari, R., Escobar Planas,
M., Sanchez Martin, J. 1., & Gomez Gutiérrez, E. (2022). Artificial
intelligence and the rights of the child: Towards an integrated
agenda for research and policy. Publications Office of the
European Union. https:/www.doi.org/10.2760/012329

Chen, V. H. H,, & Chng, G. S. (2016). Active and restrictive
parental mediation overtime: Effects on youths’ self-regulatory
competencies and impulsivity. Computers & Education, 98, 206-
212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.03.012

Condeza, R., Herrada-Hidalgo, N., & Barros-Friz, C. (2019). New
parental mediation roles: Parents’ perceptions of their children’s
relationship with multiple screens. Profesional de la Informacion.
28(4), 1-15. https:/doi.org/10.3145/epi.2019.jul.02

Criollo-C, S., Guerrero-Arias, A., Jaramillo-Alcazar, A. &
Lujan-Mora, S. (2021) Mobile learning technologies for

46

Psychology, Society & Education

education: Bbenefits and pending issues. Applied Sciences, 11(9),
Article 4111. https://doi.org/10.3390/app11094111

Dedkova, L., y 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/10.1177/0192513X 19888255

Eoh, Y., Lee, E., & Park, S. (2022). The relationship between children’s
school adaptation, academic achievement, happiness, and
problematic smartphone usage: A multiple informant moderated
mediating model. Applied Research Quality Life, 17, 3579-3593.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-022-10080-w

European Commission. (2018). Guidelines to respect, protect and fulfil
the rights of the child in the digital environment. Recommendation
CM/Rec (2018)7 of the Committee of Ministers (2018). European
Commission. https:/bit.ly/41ybOwX

European Commission. (2021). Resolucion adoptada sobre los
derechos digitales de los nifios. European Commission. https:/bit.
ly/3HAQq8x2

European Commission. (2022). A Digital Decade for children and
youth: the new European strategy for a better internet for kids
(BIK+). European Commission. https:/bit.ly/3p7mrlO

Gaines, B. R. (2019). From facilitating interactivity to managing
hyperconnectivity: 50 years of human-computer studies.
International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 131, 4-22.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2019.05.007

Gerzi¢akova, M., Dedkova, L., & Mylek, V. (2023). What do parents
know about children’s risky online experiences? The role of
parental mediation strategies. Computers in Human Behavior, 141,
Article 107626. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.chb.2022.107626

Glatz, T., Crowe, E., & Buchanan, C. M. (2018). Internet-specific
parental self-efficacy: Developmental differences and links to
Internet-specific mediation. Computers in Human Behavior, 84,
8-17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.02.014

Hansen, A. (2021). Insta-Brain. Como nos afecta la dependencia
digital en la salud y en la felicidad. RBA.

Jiménez-Morales, M., Montafia, M., & Medina-Bravo, P. (2020).
Childhood use of mobile devices: Influence of mothers’ socio-
educational level. Comunicar, 64, 21-28. https:/doi.org/10.3916/
C64-2020-02

Kalmus, V., Blinka, L., & Olafsson, K. (2015). Does it matter what
mama says: Evaluating the role of parental mediation in European
adolescents’ excessive Internet use. Children & Society, 29(2),
122-133. https://doi.org/10.1111/chs0.12020

Kim, D., & Jahng, K. E. (2019). Children’s self-esteem and problematic
smartphone use: The moderating effect of family rituals. Journal
of Child and Family Studies, 28(12), 3446-3454. https://doi.
0rg/10.1007/s10826-019-01526-1

Livingstone, S., Olafsson, K., Helsper, E. J., Lupiafiez-Villanueva, F.,
Veltri, G. A., & Folkvord, F. (2017). Maximizing opportunities
and minimizing risks for children online: The role of digital
skills in emerging strategies of parental mediation. Journal of
Communication, 67(1), 82-105. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12277

Livingstone, S., & Bloom-Ross, A. (2020). Parenting for a digital
Futurefuture. How hopes and fears about technology shape
children’s lives. Oxford University Press.

Loépez-De-Ayala, M. C., Martinez-Pastor, E., & Catalina-Garcia, B.
(2019). Nuevas estrategias de mediacion parental en el uso de las
redes sociales por adolescentes. El Profesional de la Informacion,
28(5), Article €280523. https:/doi.org/10.3145/epi.2019.sep.23

Mainnikko, N., Ruotsalainen, H., Miettunen, J., Marttila-Tornio,
K., & Kaiiridinen, M. (2020). Parental socioeconomic status,



https://doi.org/10.33996/revistahorizontes.v4i15.113
https://doi-org.ezbusc.usc.gal/10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.048
https://doi-org.ezbusc.usc.gal/10.1016/j.chb.2018.11.048
file:///Users/luciaruano/Library/CloudStorage/GoogleDrive-l.ruanoposada@gmail.com/Mi%20unidad/SuperDirectoras-Ostraca/Trabajos/2023/TR23:0019%20-%20PSYE%203/3%20-%20Arti%cc%81culos%20maquetados/Arti%cc%81culo%207/%20https://www.doi.org/10.2760/012329
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2016.03.012
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2019.jul.02
https://doi.org/10.3390/app11094111
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19888255
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11482-022-10080-w
https://bit.ly/41ybOwX
https://bit.ly/3p7mrIO
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2019.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2022.107626
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.02.014
https://doi.org/10.3916/C64-2020-02
https://doi.org/10.3916/C64-2020-02
https://doi.org/10.1111/chso.12020
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01526-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01526-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12277
https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2019.sep.23

Mufioz-Carril et al.

adolescents’ screen time and sports participation through
externalizing and internalizing characteristics. Helyon, 6(2),
Article E03415. https:/doi.org/10.1016/).heliyon.2020.e03415
Martin-Ramallal, P., & Ruiz-Mondaza, M. (2022). Child protection
agents and social networks. The TiKToK dilemma. Revista
Mediterranea de Comunicacion, 13(1), 31-49. https:/doi.

Psychology, Society & Education

active mediation by parents, peers, and school teachers. New Media
& Society, 7, 1109-1126. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1461444815626612
Smabhel, D., Machackova, H., Mascheroni, G., Dedkova, L., Staksrud,
E., Olafsson, K., Livingstone, S., & Hasebrink, U. (2020). EU Kids
Online 2020: Survey results from 19 countries. EU Kids Online.
https://doi.org/10.21953/1se.47fdeqj0lofo

org/10.14198/ MEDCOM.20776

Martinez, G., Casado, M., & Garitaonandia, C. (2020). Online parental
mediation strategies in family contexts of Spain. Comunicar, 65,
67-76. https://doi.org/10.3916/C65-2020-06

Matthes, J., Thomas, M. F., Stevic, A., & Schmuck, D. (2021). Fighting
over smartphones? Parents’ excessive smartphone use, lack of
control over children’s use, and conflict. Computers in Human
Behavior, 116, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/.chb.2020.106618

McMillan, J., & Schumacher, S. (2005). Investigacion Educativa.
Pearson Addison Wesley.

Muiioz-Carril, P. C., Dans-Alvarez-de-Sotomayor, I., Fuentes-
Abeledo, E. J., & Platas-Ferreiro, M. L. (2022). Parents’ perceptions
of their children’s smartphone use. Culture and Education, 34(4),
974-1001. https://doi.org/10.1080/11356405.2022.2102295

Nikken, P., & Schols, M. (2015). How and why parents guide the media
use of young children. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24,
3423-3435. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0144-4

Padilla, S., Rodriguez, E., Torres, A., Suarez, A., & Rodrigo, M. J.
(2015). The influence of the family educational scenario on
internet use of primary and secondary school children. Journal for
the study Study of education Education and Development, 38(2),
402-434. https://doi.org/10.1080/02103702.2015.1016749

Pastor Ruiz, Y., Martin Nieto, R., & Montes Vozmediano, M. (2019).
Patrones de uso, control parental y acceso a la informacion de los
adolescentes en la red. Estudios sobre el Mensaje Periodistico,
25(2), 995-1012. https:/doi.org/10.5209/esmp.64821

Ramirez-Garcia, A., Gonzalez-Fernandez, N., & Salcines-Talledo, 1.
(2023). Parental mediation and use of mobile devices —smartphones
and tablets— in Spanish families. Journal of Family Issues, 44(3),
825-849. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X211055126

Ramos-Soler, 1., Lopez-Sanchez, C., & Torrecillas-Lacave, T.
(2018). Percepcion de riesgo online en jovenes y su efecto en
el comportamiento digital. Comunicar, 56, 71-79. https:/doi.
org/10.3916/¢56-2018-07

Rideout, V., & Robb, M. B. (2020). The common sense census: Media
use by kids age zero to eight, 2020. Common Sense Media.

Rodriguez-de-Dios, 1., Van Van Oosten, J. M. F., & Igartua, J. J.
(2018). A study of the relationship between parental mediation and
adolescents’ digital skills, online risks and online opportunities.
Computers in Human Behavior, 82, 186-198. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.01.012

Sanchez-Valle, M., De-Frutos-Torres, B., & Vazquez-Barrio, T. (2017).
Lainfluencia de los padres en la adquisicion de habilidades criticas
en Internet. Comunicar, 53, 103-111. https://doi.org/10.3916/C53-
2017-10

Schmuck, D., Stevic, A., Matthes, J., & Karsay, K. (2023). Out of control?
How parents’ perceived lack of control over children’s smartphone
use affects children’s self-esteem over time. New Media & Society,
25(1), 199-219. https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211011452

Shin, W., & Li, B. (2017). Parental mediation of children’s digital
technology use in Singapore. Journal of Children and Media,
11(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2016.1203807

Shin, W., & Lwin, M. O. (2016). How does “talking about the Internet
with others” affect teenagers’ experience of online risks? The role of

47

Sola, J. M., Garcia Vidal, M., & Ortega Navas, M. (2019). Las
implicaciones del uso de dispositivos mdviles en el proceso de
ensefianza aprendizaje en alumnos de 5° y 6° de primaria. Pixel-
bit, 55, 117-131. https://doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2019.i55.07

Sonck, N., & De Haan, J. (2014). Safety by literacy? Rethinking the
role of digital skills in improving online safety. In S. Van der Hof,
B. Van den Berg, & B. Schermer (eds.) Minding minors wandering
the web: Regulating online child safety (pp. 89-104). T.M.C. Asser
Press. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6265-005-3_5

Symons, K., Ponnet, K., Emery, K., Walrave, M., & Heirman, W.
(2017). A factorial validation of parental mediation strategies with
regard to internet use. Psychologica Belgica, 57, 93-111. https://
doi.org/10.5334/pb.372

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), Article 4. https:/doi.org/10.5817/CP2015-1-4

Warren, R., & Aloia, L. (2019). Parenting style, parental stress,
and mediation of children’s media use. Western Journal of
Communication, 83(4), 483-500. https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314
.2019.1582087

Yang, X., Jiang, P., & Zhu, L. (2023). Parental problematic smartphone
use and children’s executive function: The mediating role
of technoference and the moderating role of children’s age.
Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 63, 219-227. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2022.12.017



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2020.e03415
https://doi.org/10.14198/MEDCOM.20776
https://doi.org/10.14198/MEDCOM.20776
https://doi.org/10.3916/C65-2020-06
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2020.106618
https://doi.org/10.1080/11356405.2022.2102295
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-015-0144-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/02103702.2015.1016749
https://doi.org/10.5209/esmp.64821
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X211055126
https://doi.org/10.3916/c56-2018-07
https://doi.org/10.3916/c56-2018-07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.01.012
https://doi.org/10.3916/C53-2017-10
https://doi.org/10.3916/C53-2017-10
https://doi.org/10.1177/14614448211011452
https://doi.org/10.1080/17482798.2016.1203807
https://doi.org/10.1177/1461444815626612
https://doi.org/10.21953/lse.47fdeqj01ofo
https://doi.org/10.12795/pixelbit.2019.i55.07
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-6265-005-3_5
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.372
https://doi.org/10.5334/pb.372
https://doi.org/10.5817/CP2015-1-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2019.1582087
https://doi.org/10.1080/10570314.2019.1582087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2022.12.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2022.12.017

	_Hlk144750054
	_Hlk144746185
	_Hlk144746167
	_Hlk145173217

