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The Examination of Demographics Influences on The Digital
Parenting Awareness of Parents With 3-6 Years Old Children

Taibe KULAKSIZ'"”', Mehmet TORAN?

Abstract: This study aims to reveal the differences between digital parenting awareness by gender of the
parent, age of the parent, perceived socioeconomic status of parent, daily internet usage duration of the
parent, educational level of the parent, age of the child, number of children, and using a control app. Utilizing
a cross-sectional survey method, the participants of the study consist of 308 parents with children ages 3 to
6. The Demographic Information Form and Digital Parenting Awareness Scale were administered and
analyzed based on quantitative parametric analysis methods. Results showed that some demographics vary
between mothers’ and fathers’ digital parenting awareness. Mothers show higher digital parenting
awareness. Older parents are inclined to be digitally negligent of their children. Parents’ socioeconomic and
educational levels almost do not influence digital parenting awareness. Parents do not act differently in
digital environments regarding their pre-school age children. One-child families protect their kids from
digital risks more than three-child families. It is important to emphasize that parents using the internet daily
for more than four hours tend to have less awareness. Fathers/mothers using a parental control app have
higher awareness to save and monitor their children online.

Keywords: Parenting, digital parenting awareness, children, technology

3-6 Yas Cocugu Olan Ebeveynlerin Dijital Ebeveynlik
Farkindahklar1 Uzerindeki Demografik Etkilerin Incelenmesi

Oz: Bu caligma, ebeveynin cinsiyeti, ebeveyn yasi, ebeveynin algiladig1 sosyoekonomik durumu, ebeveynin
giinliik internet kullanim siiresi, ebeveyn egitim diizeyi, ¢gocugun yasi, ¢ocuk sayisi, ve ebeveyn kontrol
uygulamasi1 kullanma durumuna gore dijital ebeveynlik farkindaligi konusundaki farkliliklari ortaya
koymay1 amaglamaktadir. Kesitsel tarama yonteminin kullanildigi arastirmanin katilimcilarini 3-6 yas arasi
¢ocugu olan 308 ebeveyn olusturmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada veri toplama araci olarak Demografik Bilgi Formu
ve Dijital Ebeveynlik Farkindalik Olgegi uygulanmistir. Elde edilen veriler, nicel parametrik analiz
yontemlerine dayali olarak analiz edilmistir. Sonuglar, annelerin ve babalarin dijital ebeveynlik
farkindaliginin bazi1 demografik 6zelliklere gore degistigini gostermektedir. Anneler, daha yiiksek dijital
ebeveyn farkindaligi gostermektedirler. Ebeveynler, yaslari arttikga gocuklarina karsi dijital olarak ihmalkar
olma egilimindedir. Ebeveynlerin sosyoekonomik ve egitim diizeyleri, dijital ebeveynlik farkindaligim
neredeyse etkilememektedir. Ebeveynler, okul 6ncesi donemdeki ¢ocuklarinin yaslarina gore dijital
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ortamlarda farkli davranmamaktadirlar. Tek ¢ocuklu aileler, ¢cocuklarini dijital risklerden ii¢ cocuklu ailelere
gore daha fazla korumaktadir. Giinde dort saatten fazla internet kullanan ebeveynlerin daha az farkindalhiga
sahip olduklarmi1 vurgulamak oOnemlidir. Ebeveyn kontrolii uygulamasi kullanan babalar/anneler,
cocuklarini ¢evrimigi olarak kaydetme ve izleme konusunda daha yiiksek farkindaliga sahiptir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ebeveynlik, dijital ebeveynlik farkindaligi, cocuklar, teknoloji

Introduction

Parenting having an important role in children’s development and providing environmental
facilities to children has been discussed for a long time among researchers (Bornstein & Lansford,
2010; Brooks, 2013). Studies on parenting (Abidin, 1992; Belsky, 1984; Coleman & Karraker,
1998) defines it as taking the responsibility of meeting physical needs such as nutrition, health, and
physical care along with providing appropriate environment and stimuli in order to support children
developmentally (Collins et al., 2000; Dix, 1991). Although the concept of parenting is used
together with the concepts of both motherhood and fatherhood, it is not a concept that can be
completely reduced to them (Sanchez & Thomson, 1997) due to the fact that parenting is purely
related to caring for the child’s vital needs. Additionally, parenting is also considering these
definitions also emphasize the importance of the parenting role on the children’s well-being,
resilience, and academic success (Bradshaw, 2019). Because parenting can also be defined as the
parent-child relationship regardless of the nature of the relationship. These definitions are also
affected by some factors caused by parents, children, and their social and physical environment.
All these factors lead to the parenting style which determines the parent-child relationship quality.

Parenting styles have a significant role in parent-child relationships. Because the parent-
child relationship is not only a biological bond that begins from birth and continues throughout life
but is also a socialization progress that includes psychological and social processes (Darling &
Steinberg, 1993). While altering parenting styles affects parent-child relationship quality, it is also
determined by child development (Holden & Edwards, 1989). Baumrind (1980; 1991), who has
vital studies on parenting styles, states that there are three parenting styles such as democratic,
permissive, and authoritarian have different consequences on child development. It is stated that
parental styles can be effective in children's being compatible, creative, self-confident,
independent, and responsible (Kuppens & Ceulemans, 2019), as well as in feeling obedient,
aggressive, indecisive, insecure, antisocial, depressed, and inadequate (Smetana, 2017). Therefore,
these parenting styles, which are also accepted as the quality of parenting, are influenced, and
determined by many factors such as family, environmental, cultural, social, etc. (Kagitcibasi, 2005;
Murray & Mulvaney, 2012; Sarwar, 2016). Moreover, it is mentioned that factors such as the child's
birth order, prenatal experiences (Nijhof & Engels, 2007), the number of children, the child's
characteristics, the child's school life, family relations, family culture (Erkan & Toran, 2010),
parents' working life, economic level of family (Beyer, 1995), and value of child (Kagit¢ibasi,1982)
have an impact on parenting styles. Apart from these factors, studies’ results (Choi et al., 2017,
Dufva & Dufva, 2019; Hatuka et al., 2021; Hristova, 2018) indicate that the digital environment
has dominated a major part of daily actions that alter the life of individuals, families, and
communities in the current world. Surely, parenting that is affected by technological advancements
has been caused to reconceptualize parenting as digital parenting (Modeck et al., 2022).

Digital parenting has been discussed among scholars since the technological facilities
affected and determined family life, especially for parents who care for children. Therefore,
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scholars have tried to redefine parenting with the concept of digitalization. In this sense, digital
parenting can be defined as parental practices to understand, regulate, and support children's
activities in digital environments (Fidan & Seferoglu, 2020). Research on digital parenting pointed
out that parents’ role as a “mediator” of children’s digital activities by using digital technologies
(Benedetto & Ingrassia, 2021). With this regard, parenting evolves to digital parenting, and is
assumed that it also could be affected by an altering environment. Hence, digital parenting can be
re-evaluated as a conscious effort to mediate between the digital world and children due to exposure
to digital tools more than adults. Therefore, adults should redefine their role in the children's world
or environment (Kavitha & Sikandar, 2021). In this regard, parental mediation indicators are the
parents’ digital literacy efficiency and how to offer digital technology to their children (Mascheroni
et al., 2018). These indicators give us to understand parenting in digital surroundings. Because the
digital world has surrounded the whole life of children from leisure time to school-based life and
parents worry and feel inefficient about it (Siibak, 2019). From this perspective, there are both
internal and external various factors influencing digital parenting and parents’ mediation skills.
While internal factors are mostly related to the parents’ technology usage efficacy, external factors
are related to the demographics such as parents' level of education, income, number of family
members, number of children, age, sex, children's age, etc. (Yaman et al., 2022).

Digital parenting is an ongoing process that requires adaptation as technology evolves.
However, this process is also determined by the factors experienced by parents who use technology,
and vice versa (Head, 2020; Walker & Hong, 2017). Studies showed that factors related to
demographics, parental awareness, and parents’ usage of digital tools have an impact on digital
parenting and parents’ mediation skills. Yaman et al. (2022) researched the effects of demographics
on digital parenting with parents, who have children in middle school, and revealed that perceived
high digital parenting changes regarding the parental role, educational level, parents’ age, number
of children, and internet usage experience. Likewise, Fidan and Seferoglu (2020) stated that parents
use restrictions and prohibitions to keep their children from cyberbullying. This statement also
shows us how parents' behaviors or strategies change in terms of online risks. Similarly, Willett
(2015) revealed that parents positioned themselves as evaluators, selectors, and monitors of
children’s (mostly between 5-14 ages) online activities, and virtual world games. Additionally,
parenting styles changed with the digital world, and they become more monitoring and limit-setting
parents and they put efforts to learn how to guide their children in the digital world (Rosen et al,
2008). Thmeideh and Shawareb (2014), found that the parenting style is associated with
kindergarten, 1%-grade, and 2"-grade children’s ages involvement in the digital world and the
parental style mostly evolved into the authoritarian parenting style. Despite Alvarez et al. (2013)
showing that parent education programs help parents, who have primary or secondary school
children, not only discover risks but also the opportunities for learning and leisure time that the
internet opens to the family. Additionally, Huang et al. (2018) found that parents with children
under 18 years old living in the same households, who engaged in children’s school activities
strongly affected digital parenting self-efficacy. Therefore, parenting positioning themselves in the
digital area has challenges and opportunities to learn and offer digital tools to children. This leads
parents to mediate between parenting and digital environments. With this perspective, digital
parenting is still discussed among scholars and this discussion is based on how digital parenting is
constructed and what affects it. Certainly, these discussions will help to understand parenting in
the digital world. This research aims to be part of these discussions and reveal how external factors
influence digital parenting awareness of mothers and fathers with 3-6 years old children. With this
aim, we sought to following questions:
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Are there any meaningful differences between digital parenting awareness in terms of being
a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and efficient usage by

L. gender of the parent

age of the parent

perceived socioeconomic status of the parent
daily internet usage duration of the parent
educational level of the parent

age of the child

number of children

® =N kWD

using a parental control app?
Method

Research Design

This study was built upon a quantitative paradigm using a survey methodology. The cross-
sectional survey approach indicates a collection of information from a certain population at
approximately the same time and once at a time (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Our sample consisted of
parents having a 3-6-old child and we collected data just once from the same participants cross-
sectionally.

Participants

Participants of this study were parents with 3—6-year-old-child. Convenience sampling, a
group of individuals suitable for such research (Fraenkel et al., 2012), was utilized in this study.
Parents were reached out to join the study via digital social platforms (Facebook, WhatsApp,
Twitter, LinkedIn) and all attendees were informed about the aim of the study and gave consent to
participation. In this study, 336 people filled out the survey. However, the numbers were reduced
to 308 due to missing information and outliers. Therefore, the final sample size includes 308
parents (Nmother=268, Nrather=40). The average age of the participants was 34.7. As shown in Table
1, 82.8% of parents (N=255) use computers for more than 5 years. Almost all participants have
mobile (98.1%, N=302) and home internet (90.6%, N=279).

Table 1
Demographics Of The Participants

N %
Gender Female 268 87.0
Male 40 13.0
Computer use in years  Less than 1 year 46 14.9
1-5 4 1.3
More than 5 years 255 82.8
Having mobile internet  Yes 302 98.1
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No 6 1.9
Having home internet ~ Yes 279 90.6

No 29 9.4
Total 308 100

Instrumentation

The survey was composed of a demographic information form and a Digital Parental
Awareness (DPA) Scale. At the beginning of the survey, an instruction for the survey and a consent
form were located. The demographic information form includes questions about gender, age,
home-mobile internet access, computer use in years, socioeconomic status, educational level,
number of children, child age, daily internet usage duration of the parents, and parental control app
usage.

DPA Scale was developed by Manap and Durmus (2020) consisting of 16 items with 5
Likert-response-type. The scale has four factors named efficient usage, protecting from risks, being
a negative role model, and digital negligence. Exploratory and confirmatory analyses showed good
validity values. Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency coefficients for the reliability of the factors
were reported as .717, .634, .799, and .785 respectively (Manap & Durmus, 2020). Cronbach's
alpha reliability values in this study were calculated in order of .544, .554, .584, .689. All factors
are calculated independently. The lower points from being a negative role model and digital
negligence dimensions; and the higher points from efficient usage and protecting from risks
dimensions indicate higher digital parenting awareness of the parents.

Data Collection and Analysis

The mode of data collection was chosen web-based survey (Fraenkel et al., 2012). A
questionnaire was created on Google Forms. This form was disseminated to related target groups
on social media, and to researchers’ social media accounts. Eventually, 336 parents answered the
survey. However, the numbers were reduced to 310 due to missing information and the exclusion
of parents not having a child out of 3-6 years old. If parents have more than one child between 3-6
years old, the elder child’s age would be accepted as a data item for this study. Two people were
also removed from the dataset because of being outliers for statistical analysis. Therefore, the final
sample consists of 308 parents. Before performing statistical analysis, the normality assumption
was met. Skewness and kurtosis values were between +1 and -1, which indicates normal
distribution (Hair et al., 2017). Descriptive statistics, independent t-test, Pearson correlation, and
one-way ANOVA were calculated regarding research questions.

Findings

This study’s main purpose is to reveal how external factors influence the digital parenting
awareness of mothers and fathers with 3-6 years old children. The findings of each research
question were presented below respectively.

The differences between digital parenting awareness in terms of being a negative role
model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and efficient usage were presented by the gender
of the parent in Table 2.
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Table 2
DPA Differences By Gender Of Parents
Std.
Gender N Mean o t df p
Deviation
Negative Role Female 268 7.2127 2.46236 -4.523 306 .000*
Model Male 40 9.1750 3.14510
Digital Female 268 8.0224 2.71207 -2.396 306 017*
Negligence Male 40 9.1500 3.18289
Efficient Usage =~ Female 268 17.4664  2.43161 3.510 306 .001*
Male 40 16.0000  2.67946
Protecting from  Female 268 15.7799  3.31607 3.380 306 .001*
Risks Male 40 13.8500  3.70412

The independent t-test was run to see whether there was a significant difference between
parents’ DPA scores regarding their gender. The results revealed that there were meaningful
differences in each sub-factor of DPA (p<.05). Fathers’ being negative role model (tzos) = -4.523,
p = .000) and digital negligence (t@os) = -2.396, p = .017) scores were significantly higher than
mothers. On the contrary efficient usage (t306) = 3.510, p =.001) and protecting from risks (t(306)
=3.380, p =.001) sub-factor scores of mothers were higher than fathers.

The relationship between parents' age and digital parenting awareness in terms of being a
negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and efficient usage were presented
in Table 3.

Table 3
Relationship Between DPA And Parents’ Age
Negative Role Digital Protecting from
Efficient Usage
Model Negligence Risks
Age .036 .145% -.047 -.103

Calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient in Table 3, there was a weak positive
relationship with digital negligence (r=.145). There was no significant correlation between being
negative role model, efficient usage, and protecting from risks sub-dimensions of DPA by parents’
age.

The differences between the perceived socioeconomic status of parents and digital
parenting awareness in terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from
risks, and efficient usage were presented in Table 4.

555



Van Yiiziincii Yil Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2023; 20(2), 5.550-570.

Van Yiiziincii Yil University Journal of Education, 2023, 20(2), p. 550-570. DOI:10.33711/yyuefd. 1286859

Table 4
DPA Differences By The Perceived Socioeconomic Status Of Parents

Std. Sum of Mean
N Mean df F p Diff.
Dev. Squares Square
Between
1 17 74118 2.82973 264 2 132 .019 981
Groups
Negative o
Within
Role 2 229 7.4847 2.64343 2138.411 305 7.011
Groups
Model
3 62 7.4194 2.61489 Total 2138.675 307
Between
1 17 7.7647 2.96920 5.450 2 2.725 347 707
Groups
Digital Within
2 229 8.1441 2.72758 2397.771 305 7.862
Negligence Groups
3 62 8.3710 3.03117 Total 2403.221 307
Between
1 17 18.2353 1.82104 17.754 2 8.877 1.413 245
Groups
Efficient Within
2 229 17.2533 2.53684 1915.788 305 6.281
Usage Groups
3 62 17.0968 2.54603 Total 1933.542 307
Between
1 17 17.4706 2.55239 70.395 2 35.197 3.041 .049* 1-2
Groups
Protecting Within
2 229 15.3668 3.49761 3530.342 305 11.575
from Risks Groups
3 62 15.5968 3.23130 Total 3600.737 307

(1) Low level; (2) Middle level; (3) High level

One-way ANOVA was conducted to reveal the differences in DPA by the perceived
socioeconomic status of parents as shown in Table 4. Negative role model, digital negligence, and
efficient usage sub-factors of the DPA showed no differences based on parents’ socioeconomic
status perceptions (p>.05). Only protecting from risks scores of the parents differ from each other.
For further examination, Scheffe’s post-hoc test results indicated that parents with low
socioeconomic status have slightly higher significant scores compared to parents with middle
socioeconomic status (F-305) = 3.041, p <.05).
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The differences between the daily internet usage duration of the parents and digital
parenting awareness in terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from
risks, and efficient usage were presented in Table 5.

Table S
DPA Differences By Daily Internet Usage Duration Of Parents

Std. Sum  of Mean Diff
N Mean o df F p
Deviation Squares Square
1-3,
Between
1 63 6.7143 2.70858 133.074 3 44.358 6.724 .000* 1-4,
Groups
2-3
Nesahe 2 159 7.2201 2.46404 Within 2005.602 304 6.597
Role Model : ’ Groups : :
3 56 8.4821 2.63536 Total 2138.675 307
4 30 8.4667 2.68756
1-3,
Between
1 63 7.3968 2.59366 131.089 3 43.696 5.846 .001* 1-4,
Groups
2-3
el 2 159 7.9371 2.71584 Within 2272.131 304 7.474
Negligence : : Groups : :
3 56 9.1786 2.74430 Total 2403.221 307
4 30 9.1333 3.08202
Between
1 63 17.6032 2.29684 35.686 3 11.895 1.905 129 -
Groups
. Within
Efficient 2 159 17.4088 2.36058 1897.856 304 6.243
Groups
Usage
3 56 16.9821 2.80578 Total 1933.542 307
4 30 16.4333 2.97905
Between
1 63 16.2381 3.18623 120.658 3 40.219 3513 .016* 1-4
Groups
. Within
Protecting 2 159 15.6226 3.52510 3480.079 304 11.448
. Groups
from Risks
3 56 15.3750 3.22807 Total 3600.737 307

4 30 13.8333 3.29140

(1) 1 hour or less; (2) 2-3 hours; (3) 4-5 hours; (4) 6 hours or more

Calculating one-way ANOVA in Table 5, the results of the analysis showed the differences
in DPA by parents’ daily internet usage duration of parents. Significant differences were detected
in the sub-dimensions of negative role model, digital negligence, and protecting from risks (p<.05).
In order to clarify the source of differences Scheffe’s post-hoc test was utilized. Parents using daily
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internet 4-5 hours and 6 and more hours become more negative role models compared to those who
use 1 hour or less; furthermore, parents using daily internet for 4-5 hours become more negative
role models compared to those who use 2-3 hours (F3-304) = 6.724, p < .05). Parents using daily
internet more than 4 hours have significantly higher digital negligence score than who uses 1 hour
or less; also, parents using daily internet 4-5 hours become more digitally negligent comparing to
who uses 2-3 hours (F3-304) = 5.846, p < .05). Parents who use the internet daily one hour or less
protect more their children from risks than the one use internet daily 6 hours or more (F3-304) =
3.513, p < .05). Lastly, There was no difference regarding daily internet usage of parents on
efficient usage (F3-304) = 1.905, p>.05).

The differences between the educational levels of the parents and digital parenting
awareness in terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and
efficient usage were presented in Table 6.

Table 6
DPA Differences By Educational Level Of The Parents
Std. Sum of Mean
N Mean df F p
Deviation Squares Square
Between
1 13 7.5385 2.22169 43.047 5 8.609 1.241 .290
Groups
Within
Negative 2 21 6.7619 2.23394 2095.629 302 6.939
Groups
Role
3 80 7.3250 2.52970 Total 2138.675 307
Model
4 47 7.2340 2.57254
5 104 7.4808 2.80769
6 43 8.2791 2.73710
Between
1 13 8.8462 291108 31.011 5 6.202 790 .558
Groups
Within
2 21 8.3810 3.02450 2372.210 302 7.855
Digital Groups
Negligence 3 80 7.7375 2.75931 Total 2403.221 307
4 47 8.0638 2.54869
5 104 8.2404 2.88449
6 43 8.6047 2.80424
Between
1 13 16.7692 2.45472 24.783 5 4.957 184 .562
Groups
Within
Efficient 2 21 16.8571 2.53546 1908.759 302 6.320
Groups
Usage
3 80 17.3500 2.67714 Total 1933.542 307
4 47 17.6596 2.36162
5 104 17.3846 2.32466

558



Van Yiiziincii Yil Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 2023; 20(2), 5.550-570.

Van Yiiziincii Yil University Journal of Education, 2023, 20(2), p. 550-570. DOI:10.33711/yyuefd. 1286859

6 43 16.8140 2.79673
Between
1 13 15.9231 243110 78.322 5 15.664 1.343 246
Groups
Within
2 21 15.4286 3.57171 3522415 302 11.664
Protecting Groups
from Risks 3 80 16.0375 3.56652 Total 3600.737 307
4 47 16.0426 3.21652
5 104 15.2500 3.42677
6 43 14.6279 3.47113

(1) Elementary school or less; (2) middle school; (3) high school; (4) associate degree; (5) bachelor degree; (6) postgraduate

degree

One-way ANOVA was used for analyzing the difference in DFA subfactors by the
educational level of the parents (Table 6). Based on the analysis, there were no statistically different
results among all DPA sub-categories regarding parents’ educational levels (p>.05)

The differences between the age of the child and digital parenting awareness of their parents
in terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and efficient
usage were presented in Table 7.

Table 7
DPA Differences By Age Of Children

Std. Sum of Mean
N Mean o df F p
Deviation Squares Square
3.10900 Between
32.738 3 10.913 1.575 195
3 36 6.8611 Groups
Negative
4 108 7.4722 2.59207 Within
Role 2105.937 304 6.927
Groups
Model
5 127 7.4252 2.54334 Total 2138.675 307
6 37 8.1892 2.54774
36 8.1389 3.05336 Between
15.186 3 5.062 .644 .587
3 Groups
Digital 4 108 8.3796 2.79759 Within
2388.034 304 7.855
Negligence Groups
5 127 7.9213 2.72731 Total 2403.221 307
6 37 8.4324 2.82391
Efficient 36 16.5278 3.44330 Between
27.056 3 9.019 1.438 232
Usage 3 Groups
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4 108 17.3704 2.29828 Within
1906.486 304 6.271
Groups
5 127 17.2913 2.48203 Total 1933.542 307
6 37 17.6757 2.04198
36 16.3333 3.43927 Between
45.342 3 15.114 1.292 277
3 Groups
Protecting 4 108 15.7130 3.22389 Within
3555.395 304 11.695
from Risks Groups
5 127 15.3150 3.53598 Total 3600.737 307
6 37 14.9459 3.55079

3 years old; 4 years old; 5 years old; 6 years old
Table 7 shows one-way ANOVA results of DFA based on the age of the parent’s child.

There were no statistically different results in terms of parents’ being negative role model, digital
negligence, efficient usage, and protecting from risks by children’s ages (p>.05)

The differences between the number of children and digital parenting awareness of their
parents in terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and

efficient usage were presented in Table 8.

Table 8
DPA Differences By The Number Of Children
Std. Sum  of Mean
N Mean df F P Diff.
Deviation Squares Square
1 132 7.3788 2.82446 Between
2.203 3 734 .105 957
Groups
Negative 2 130 7.5077 2.50347 Within
2136.472 304 7.028
Role Model Groups
3 37 7.5946 224177 Total 2138.675 307
4 9 7.6667 3.57071
1 132 7.9470 2.82658 Between
35.570 3 11.857 1.522 209
Groups
Digital 2 130 8.2000 2.77139 Within
2367.651 304 7.788
Negligence Groups
3 37 9.0000 2.61406 Total 2403.221 307
4 9 7.5556 3.24465
1 132 17.3788 2.37843 Between
34.629 3 11.543 1.848 138
Groups
Efficient 2 130 17.3385 2.47954 Within
1898.913 304 6.246
Usage Groups
3 37 16.4595 2.97764 Total 1933.542 307
4 9 18.2222 2.38630
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1 132 16.1742 3.23270 Between 1-3
137.718 3 45.906 4.030 .008
Groups
Protecting 2 130 15.3308 3.37889 Within
3463.019 304 11.392
from Risks Groups
3 37 14.1622 3.40354 Total 3600.737 307
4 9 14.5556 5.05250

(1) Parents with 1 child; (2) parents with 2 children; (3) parents with 3 children; (4) parents with 4 children

DPA differences of parents by the number of children were calculated via one-way
ANOVA test. As shown in Table 8, results pointed out that there was no meaningful difference in
being negative role model, digital negligence, and efficient usage sub-dimensions of DPA
regarding the number of children parents have (p>.05). It was found that parents with single child
protect their children from risks of technology more than parents who have three children based on
Scheffe’s post-hoc analysis results (F3-304) = 4.030, p<.05).

The differences between the parents' using a control app and digital parenting awareness in
terms of being a negative role model, digital negligence, protecting from risks, and efficient usage
were presented in Table 9.

Table 9
DPA Differences By Using A Parental Control App

Using a
Std.
parental N Mean o t df p
Deviation
control app
Negative Role  Yes 141 7.4681 2.59547 .003 306 997
Model No 167 7.4671 2.68370
Digital Yes 141 8.0496 2.80134 -.686 306 493
Negligence No 167 8.2695 2.79939
Efficient Yes 141 17.5106  2.55124 1.511 306 132
Usage No 167 17.0778  2.46419
Protecting Yes 141 16.5816  2.94025 5.158 306 .000*
from Risks No 167 14.6407  3.55884

The independent t-test was performed to see whether there was a significant difference
between parents’ DPA scores by using a parental control app (Table 9). The findings showed that
there was a meaningful difference in only protecting from risks in favor of app users (t306) = 5.158,
p = .000). Negative role model, efficient usage, and digital negligence scores did not differ
significantly if a parent uses a parental control app or not (p>.05).

Discussion

This research aimed to reveal how external factors such as demographics influence digital
parenting awareness of mothers and fathers with 3-6 years old children. According to statistical
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analysis, some parents' demographics influence and make a difference in digital parenting
awareness. The results will be discussed in light of the current literature, theories, and research
under this title respectively.

It is found that digital parenting awareness which consists of subfactors such as efficient
usage, protecting from risks, being a negative role model, and digital negligence differed with
respect to the parent's gender. While negative role model and digital negligence were found in favor
of the fathers, efficient usage and protecting from risks were found in favor of the mothers. This
result can be discussed with the demographics of parents such as taking care of children mostly by
mothers and caring for home economically by fathers (Ihmeideh & Shawareb, 2014; Rahayu &
Haningsih, 2021). Also, Tosun and Mihci (2020) found that parents’ gender has a role in digital
parenting attitude, and parents' gender determines the low level of digital parenting attitude.
Similarly, Yaman et al. (2022) revealed significant differences between parents' gender in the
dimensions of digital parenting, and mothers reported higher levels of self-efficacy than fathers in
digital parenting.

This research analysis revealed that there was a positive relationship between parents’ age
and digital negligence which is one of the digital parenting awareness factors, whereas there was
no relationship between other factors and parents’ age. It is considered that as the age of the parents
increases, the increase in digital neglect might be due to the parents’ weak digital literacy in their
later ages (Baker et al., 2017), as well as a lack of knowledge of how to present it to their children
(Toran et al., 2016). This result is also supported by Yaman et al. (2022). They found that weak
negative relationship between the parents’ age and digital parenting self-efficacy perceptions.

The results also showed that protecting from risks differed slightly by low and middle-
perceived socioeconomic status. In contrast, negative role model, digital negligence, and efficient
usage did not differ at all levels of the perceived socioeconomic status of the parents. Perceived
low and middle socioeconomic status gives us important clues about parents’ competence in digital
usage and literacy. The socioeconomic status of parents plays a crucial role in shaping their digital
competencies, as it can influence their access to technology, educational opportunities, and digital
literacy training. Even though parents from lower socioeconomic backgrounds may have limited
access to internet connectivity, devices, and relevant digital resources, they try to protect their
children from digital risks. They may also have fewer opportunities for acquiring the necessary
skills and knowledge to effectively use digital technologies. Parents who lived in disadvantaged
situations have limited access to digital environments (Huang et al., 2018) and tools and they do
not know how to use the digital tools and offer them to their children (Goedhart et al., 2019).
Additionally, parents’ digital usage and literacy competence are also affected by socioeconomic
levels. Anderson (2016) stated that using digital tools affected parent-child relationships according
to family income. Increased family income negatively affected the parent-child relationship in light
of digital parenting.

The analysis also showed that increased daily internet usage over four hours affected digital
parenting awareness negatively. According to the results, when parents’ daily internet usage
increased, being a negative role model and digital negligence of the parents stood out. Moreover,
it is revealed that while daily internet usage increased, parents’ protection from risks level
decreased. Studies (Hammer et al., 2021; Yaman et al., 2021) have shown that parents who spend
more time surfing on the internet, playing games, and using social media neglect their children and
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meet their needs inadequately. Additionally, parents’ low level of internet usage ensures the
protection of children from risks (Amankwa, 2021).

Interestingly, we found that there were no differences between parents’ educational levels
according to digital parenting awareness. This might be caused by most of the parents having
mobile and home internet connections, and they spend more time on the internet. Also, they may
have similar levels of digital literacy. This result was also supported by research (Tosun & Mihci,
2020) which revealed that there was no effect of educational background on digital parenting skills.
Despite this result, Pratiwi et al. (2022) pointed out that parents with higher educational
backgrounds show efficient digital parenting and adapt themselves easily to the digital
environment.

Parental attitudes and awareness are different concepts from each other. Therefore, even if
parental attitudes differ according to variables arising from children, parental awareness may not
differ according to these variables. In this context, we assume that digital parenting awareness does
not differ according to the variables arising from children. Indeed, this research revealed that
children’s age does not have any effect on digital parenting skills. This might be caused due to
parents taking care of their children of all ages or vice versa (Goedhart et al., 2019; Wu, 2014).

Having more than one child revealed some concerns related to digital parenting, especially
protecting from risks. Because parents who have their first children can behave more protective
than relaxed due to being novice parents. With these findings parallelly, this research analysis
revealed that parents with one child show more protective behavior in a digital environment risk
than those with two or more children. Olafsson et al. (2018) found that the siblings’ presence is
associated with an increase in daily internet use. In other words, children introduce technology to
each other earlier than expected. Yaman et al. (2022) stated that the number of children in a family
significantly affects the parents’ digital parenting self-efficacy perceptions.

Due to the widespread use of digital technologies in daily life, parents need to use
applications to protect, control and review their children’s activities on technological devices. In
this sense, companies developed and offered many parental control applications to parents to
monitor their children’s digital activities. In this research, we also aimed to understand how digital
parenting awareness changed by using parental control applications. The results showed that
parents using control applications are more protective from digital risks than those who don't. This
result is not surprising because previous research (Hammer et. Al., 2021; Huang et al., 2018; Toran
et al., 2016; Wu et al., 2014) showed that parents tracked their children manually or digitally by
using applications to protect their children from unwanted consequences of technology.

Conclusion

In conclusion, mothers’ and fathers’ digital parenting awareness vary in some
demographics. Mothers show higher awareness of DPA in all aspects. Older parents are inclined
to be digitally negligent of their children. Besides, parents’ socioeconomic and educational levels
almost do not influence DPA individually. On the other hand, parents do not act differently
regarding their pre-school age children in digital environments; however, one-child families protect
their kids from digital risks more than three-child families. It is also important to emphasize that
parents using the internet daily for more than four hours tend to become digital negative role models
to their children, neglect their children due to technology, and are not able to guard their kids
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against the potential damage of the digital world. Lastly, fathers/mothers using a parental control
app have higher awareness to save and monitor their children online.

Limitation

There are some limitations in this study, which could also guide future research. The self-
reported daily internet usage of parents has been taken into account. Therefore, their actual daily
usage may be different. So, it is strongly recommended for future studies to include data logs from
mobile phones or computers regarding internet access duration for extending the objectivity of
parent opinions. If parents have more than one child between 3-6 years old, the elder child’s age
was accepted as a data item for this study, which could threaten specific case representations for
those who had more than one preschool child. Furthermore, interactions between demographic
variables were excluded from this study.

Some sub-dimensions of the DPA scale showed poor internal consistency values (Taber,
2018). Therefore, we recommend that future studies consider reduplicating the reliability of the
DPA scale. The differences between groups number in the statistical analyses might have affected
the findings slightly due to the distribution of the participants' demographics as we applied a
convenience sample strategy. Finally, a convenience sample was preferred due to the social and
emotional effects on people of the heartbreaking earthquake experienced in February 2022 in
Tirkiye.
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Genis Tiirkce Ozet

Giris

Anne-babaligin ¢ocuk gelisiminde 6nemli bir role sahip olmasi ve ¢ocuklara cevresel
olanaklar saglamasi uzun siiredir arastirmacilar arasinda tartisilmaktadir (Bornstein & Lansford,
2010; Brooks, 2013). Dijital ebeveynlik, teknolojik imkanlarin o6zellikle ¢ocuklara bakan
ebeveynler i¢in aile hayatini etkilemesi ve belirlemesi nedeniyle arastirmacilar tarafindan dikkatle
izlenmektedir. Dijital ebeveynlik, cocuklarm dijital ortamlardaki aktivitelerini anlamak,
diizenlemek ve desteklemek icin olan ebeveyn uygulamalari olarak tanimlanabilir (Fidan &
Seferoglu, 2020). Dijital ebeveynlik ilizerine yapilan arastirmalar, ebeveynlerin dijital teknolojileri
kullanarak c¢ocuklarin dijital aktivitelerinde “arabulucu” rolii oynadigina isaret etmektedir
(Benedetto & Ingrassia, 2021). Arastirmalar, demografik degiskenlerin dijital ebeveynlik ve
ebeveynlerin arabuluculuk becerileri iizerinde etkisi oldugunu gdostermektedir. Yaman ve
arkadaglar1 (2022), demografik degiskenlerin dijital ebeveynlik iizerindeki etkilerini arastirmis ve
algilanan yiiksek dijital ebeveynligin ebeveyn rolii, egitim diizeyi, ebeveynlerin yasi, ¢ocuk sayisi
ve internet kullanim deneyimine gore degistigini ortaya koymustur. Ayni sekilde Fidan ve
Seferoglu (2020), ebeveynlerin cocuklarini siber zorbaliktan korumak i¢in kisitlama ve yasaklama
stratejilerini kullandiklarini belirtmislerdir. Bu ifade ayn1 zamanda ebeveynlerin davranislarinin
veya stratejilerinin ¢evrimici riskler agisindan nasil degistigini de gostermektedir.

Alanyazin incelendiginde, dijital ortamin ¢ocuklara dijital araglar1 6grenme ve onlara
sunma konusunda zorluklara ve firsatlara sahip oldugunu gostererek ebeveynleri dijital diinya ve
cocuklar1 arasinda arabuluculuk yapmaya yonlendirmektedir. Bu bakis acisiyla, dijital
ebeveynligin nasil insa edildigi ve onu neyin etkiledigi 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Bu tartismalarin
dijital diinyada ebeveynligi anlamaya yardimci olacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu arastirma, bu
tartigmalarin bir pargast olmayi ve 3-6 yas cocugu olan anne ve babalarin dijital ebeveynlik
farkindaliklarini dis faktorlerin nasil etkiledigini ortaya koymay1 amacglamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda
mevcut arastirma asagidaki sorulara yanit vermeyi amaglamaktadir:

Olumsuz rol model olma, dijital ihmal, risklerden korunma ve verimli kullanim agisindan
dijital ebeveynlik farkindalig: ile

. ebeveynin cinsiyeti,
. ebeveynin yasl,
. ebeveynin algildig1 sosyoekonomik durumu,

. ebeveynin giinliik internet kullanim stiresi,

1

2

3

4

5. ebeveynin egitim diizeyi,
6. cocugun yasl,

7. ¢ocuk sayisi,

8

. ebeveyn kontrol aplikasyonu kullanimi arasinda anlamli farkliliklar var midir?

Yontem

Bu ¢alisma, anket metodolojisi kullanilarak nicel bir paradigma iizerine inga edilmistir.
Kesitsel tarama yaklasimi, belirli bir popiilasyondan yaklasik olarak ayni zamanda ve her seferinde
bir bilgi toplanmasini ifade etmektedir (Fraenkel vd., 2012). Bu ¢alismanin katilimeilari, 3-6 yas
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aras1 cocugu olan ebeveynlerdir. Bu ¢alismada, uygun 6rnekleme yontemi kullanilmistir (Fraenkel
vd., 2012). Veri toplama araglari, Demografik Bilgi Formu ve Dijital Ebeveyn Farkindaligi (DPA)
Olgegi'nden olusmaktadir. Dijital sosyal platformlar (Facebook, WhatsApp, Twitter, LinkedIn)
araciligiyla veriler toplanmistir. Eksik bilgi ve aykir1 degerler nedeniyle, 308 katilimcidan olusan
veri seti normal dagilim gostermektedir. Bu dogrultuda veri analizi i¢in tanimlayici istatistikler,
bagimsiz t-testi, Person korelasyonu ve tek yonlii ANOVA hesaplanmustir.

Sonuc ve Tartisma

Bu arastirma, 3-6 yas ¢cocugu olan anne ve babalarin demografik 6zellikleri gibi demografik
faktorlerin dijital ebeveynlik farkindaliklarini nasil etkiledigini ortaya koymay1 amacglamistir.
Istatistiksel analizlere gore, ebeveynlerin bazi demografik ozellikleri dijital ebeveynlik
farkindaligin1 etkilemekte ve anlamli farkliliklar gostermektedir. Anneler her agidan DPA
konusunda daha yiiksek farkindalik gostermektedir. Tosun ve Mihci (2020) da ebeveynlerin
cinsiyetinin dijital ebeveynlik tutumunda rolii oldugunu bulmuslardir. Yas1 biiyiik ebeveynlerin
cocuklarina karsi dijital olarak ihmalkar olma egiliminde oldugu saptanmis, ancak diger faktorler
ile ebeveynlerin yas1 arasinda bir iliski bulunmamistir. Ebeveynlerin yasi arttik¢a dijital ihmalin
artmasinin ebeveynlerin ileriki yaslarda dijital okuryazarliginin zayif olmasindan (Baker vd., 2017)
ve cocuklarma dijital ortamda nasil yol gdosterebileceklerine dair bilgi eksikliginden
kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir (Toran vd., 2016). Dijital ebeveyn farkindalig1 olumsuz rol
model olma, dijital ihmal, verimli kullanim a¢isindan algilanan sosyoekonomik statiiye gore
farklilhik gostermemekte ancak risklerden koruma boyutu farklilik sergilemektedir. Ayrica
ebeveynlerin egitim diizeylerine gore dijital ebeveynlik farkindaligi arasinda fark olmadig:
goriilmistiir. Bu durum, ebeveynlerin ¢ogunun mobil ve evde internet baglantisinin olmasi,
internette daha fazla zaman gegirmeleri ve benzer dijital okuryazarlik niteliklerine sahip
olmasindan kaynaklanabilir. Bu sonug arastirmalarla da desteklenmektedir (Tosun & Mihci, 2020).
Ote yandan ebeveynler okul oncesi c¢agindaki cocuklarina dijital ortamlarda pek farkli
davranmamakta; ancak tek cocuklu aileler cocuklarini dijital risklerden ii¢ cocuklu ailelere gore
daha fazla korumaktadirlar. Ilk cocuguna sahip anne babalar, acemi anne baba olduklar1 igin
rahatlatict olmaktan ¢ok koruyucu davranabilmeleri bu sonuca yol agmis olabilir. Diger yandan,
bu aragtirmanin bulgulari, giinde dort saatten fazla internet kullanan ebeveynlerin g¢ocuklarina
dijital ortamda olumsuz rol model olma egiliminde olduklarini, teknoloji nedeniyle ¢ocuklarini
ihmal ettiklerini ve dijital ortamin olas1 zararlarindan ¢ocuklarini koruyamadiklarini ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu arastirmada, hem uygulayicilarin hem de aragtirmacilarin bu konuya dikkati
cekilmek istenmektedir. Son olarak, bir ebeveyn kontrolii uygulamasi kullanan babalar/anneler,
cocuklarini ¢evrimigi olarak kaydetme ve izleme konusunda daha yiiksek farkindaliga sahiptir.

Bu arastirmada, ayni konu ile ilgili yapilabilecek aragtirmalara da yol gosterebilecek bazi
siirliliklar da icermektedir. Ebeveynlerin beyan ettikleri giinliik internet kullanimlar1 dikkate
alimmistir. Bu nedenle, gercek giinliik kullanimlari farkli olabilir. Bu nedenle, veli goriislerinin
objektifligini artirmak i¢in internet erigim siiresine iliskin cep telefonlarindan veya bilgisayarlardan
aliman veri kayitlarinin gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalara dahil edilmesi onemle tavsiye edilir.
Ebeveynlerin 3-6 yas arasi birden fazla ¢ocugu varsa, biiylik cocugun yas1 bu ¢alisma i¢in bir veri
0gesi olarak kabul edilmistir. Bu da okul 6ncesi donemde birden fazla ¢ocugu olanlar icin belirli
vaka temsillerini tehdit edebilme potansiyeline sahiptir. Ayrica, demografik degiskenler arasindaki
etkilesimler bu ¢calismanin disinda tutulmustur. Son olarak Tiirkiye'de Subat 2022'de yasanan ylirek
burkan depremin insanlar iizerindeki sosyal ve duygusal etkilerinden dolay1 uygun 6rneklem tercih
edilmistir.
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