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Abstract 

Children today are growing up with the internet and they are learning online safety skills 

while growing up. Parents are caught up in a balancing act, where they are required to 

ensure their child can learn to be a responsible internet user that makes smart decisions, 

while being protected by the threats the internet poses. Previous research has found a 

discourse of control, trust, and involvement to center around parental mediation 

strategies. This thesis examines parents’ views in the Oulu area on their children’s internet 

safety revolving around the discourses of control, trust and involvement. In order to 

receive rich and in-depth data, a qualitative research method with semi-structured 

interviews was applied in this study.   

Results showed that parents alternate between controlling their children, trusting them, 

and being involved in their online use. Involvement through active mediation, such as 

continuous discussions and co-use, was found to be the most dominant strategy for online 

protection among parents.  
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1 Introduction 

This research studies the views of parents with young children regarding their views on 

their child’s online safety. As new technologies continue to emerge and older ones 

quickly become obsolete, it is important for parents to safely guide their children into 

becoming responsible users of technology. The role of parents in ensuring children’s 

online safety is an interesting topic, as parents are the main agents in mediating children’s 

safety. (Hartikainen, Iivari, Kinnula, 2017). Being a parent in the modern age is a 

balancing act. Parents are often torn between wanting to provide skills for their children 

but at the same time keep them safe from harm. Generally speaking, parents are 

encouraged to protect their children from risks and proactive parents are seen as good 

parents. This protection does not only mean giving them tools to cope with risks that they 

encounter, but also teaching them not to make unethical decisions that can have severe 

consequences (Wisniewski et al 2014 in Hartikainen et al, 2017).       

Previous research has noticed that there is discourse of control, trust and involvement 

permeating discussions concerning children’s online safety in the open internet. Control 

and trust seem to be intertwined with involvement and together they form a coherent 

strategy to ensure children’s safety online. (Hartikainen, 2017). Hartikainen studied these 

discourses in an online environment, and I want to add to this discussion by inspecting 

the subjective views of parents regarding their child’s online safety. I believe that it is 

important to research these views by qualitative interviews in order to gain a richer and 

more in-depth understanding.  

This research studies the views of Finnish parents with children between the ages of 8 

and 9. who are at their later stages of childhood but not yet preadolescent. Most Finnish 

children between the ages 8 and 9 already communicate with their friends, parents and 

extended families through the internet or their smartphones. They are often very tech-

savvy and able to adopt new technologies quickly, however their quick-learning abilities 

do not always correspond with their media literacy skills. (MLL, 2019). Therefore, it is 

important to research this age group and their parents as the children are transitioning 

from a child to a pre-adolescence and want and need more independence, and the parents 

need to find new strategies in getting through to their children.  

The study conducted is qualitative research, whereby interviewing five parents or 

guardians of children in the Oulu area in Finland. I will deepen the knowledge concerning 

parents’ views on children’s online safety and the intertwined discourses on control, trust, 

and involvement. The study conducted by Hartikainen (2017) focused on children in the 

Oulu area in Finland, and I wanted to continue studying the parents of the same region.  

The goal of this research is to gain understanding on how parents view their children’s 

online habits, how much they trust their children to navigate the internet by themselves, 

how much they try to control their child’s online use and how involved they believe they 

are in their children’s online activities. The research questions are the following:  

1. Do parents trust their children to behave responsibly on the internet?  

2. Do parents control their child’s internet use? 

3. How involved are parents in their child’s internet use?  

 

The research is structured as follows: First existing literature concerning the topic is 

introduced. The following section describes the research methodology used as well as the 

implementation. The main findings are then summarized in the fourth chapter. The fifth 

chapter is discussion and conclusion. This chapter summarizes the research, presents 
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answers to the research questions, discusses limitations and validity and reliability, and 

identifies paths for future work. 
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2 Literature review 

This section presents existing literature related to the topic of this research. It includes 

research involving children’s internet use and parental concerns, parental mediation of 

children’s online safety, and the underlying discourses of control, trust and involvement. 

This literature review acts as a theoretical foundation and background for this research. 

In this chapter, unless another age group has been defined, I will use “child” or 

“children” to refer to children between the ages of 8 and 10. I will use the term 

“parents” to include all primary caretakers of children regardless of their biological or 

legal status. 

 

2.1 Children’s internet use  

Due to digitalization, children nowadays get to experience a whole different kind of 

childhood than older generations. Never has technological advancements such as the 

internet been so close and easily accessible as they are now. The information flow starts 

even before the child has even been born. Expecting mothers are able to find information, 

advice, and peer support online, and be connected to other expecting mothers like never 

before. After the child is born, parents often resort to the internet on their troubles and 

worries, and at the same time teach their children to use the internet at an incredibly early 

age. Today, children are a unique combination of a digital generation, as well as a 

potentially vulnerable group of internet users who can face potential risks (Ljubojev, 

Glusac, & Radosav 2017).  

The main focus for parents is guiding their children to become responsible citizens of the 

internet, or netizens. Parents of children between the age of 0 to 5 are often concerned 

about their children getting good moral practices, learning about modern technology as 

to be “a part of the modern world”, and getting enough stimulation instead of “staring at 

a screen” (Holloway & Haddon, 2018).  

Many parents of children between the age of 0 to 5 also use technology to occupy their 

children at times, for example when the parents need time to do something, or the children 

need a distraction. Parents however often feel less worried about the actual content the 

very young child consumes, as younger children are more incompetent while using the 

technology, and as parents are often so close to the child while they are using technology, 

that they feel as they are safely monitoring everything that the child sees. Therefore, 

parents of very young children do not actively worry about the risks usually associated 

with the internet, regarding what or who they might encounter, or what they might be 

subjected to. (Holloway & Haddon, 2018).  

This changes when the child grows older. By the age of nine a typical Finnish child uses 

the internet multiple hours a day (Aikakausmedia, 2019). Overall compared to children 

in Europe, Finnish children’s daily use of the internet is a lot higher than average 

(Hartikainen, Iivari, Kinnula, 2015).  Unlike for teenagers and adults, who live in a 

constant stream of media, for children between the ages of 7 and 11, the day consists of 

‘media occurrences’. The use of the internet is still highly moderated by parents. Usually, 

the use of the internet happens around the same time; after waking up, after school, or 

before going to bed. However, as with older users, the internet use increases during 

weekends and holidays. (Aikakausmedia, 2019). Nearly all 9-year-olds also own their 



8 

 

own smartphone, 33% have a computer in their own room, and 98% have access to a 

computer in their own home (Riihilahti, Paavilainen, Koivosto, & Kylmä, 2016).  

According to a 2019 study by Aikakausmedia, children use the internet mainly for 

entertainment. This entertainment use is done in certain specific settings: when the child 

is alone, when they are bored or have nothing else to do, when they want to relax after a 

school day, or when they want to reward themselves. (Aikakausmedia, 2019).   The most 

popular activities online for Finnish children are playing games, watching video clips, 

receiving, and sending mail, schoolwork and visiting social networking sites (Hartikainen 

et al, 2015).  

Social networking sites are how children are using the internet as a way to keep in contact 

with friends and family. They talked with their friends and followed each other’s lives 

and the content they posted online. If for instance a child saw a picture or a video, they 

found it funny, they were very likely to send this content to a friend.  The main sources 

for interaction were social media applications, such as WhatsApp, Snapchat, Instagram, 

and the various chat forums for computer- and console games. These are for instance 

Habbo and Fortnite.  Children also described having a ‘fear of missing out’ if they did not 

use the internet and social media. (Aikakausmedia, 2019).  

Most children watch YouTube videos, either on the regular YouTube video application, 

or the video service’s own child-oriented alternative, YouTube Kids. Streaming services, 

such as Netflix and Disney+ are also increasingly popular. (Smahel, 2020). The Internet 

is also used to gain knowledge. Using media, especially Google, to learn new information 

has been useful for Finnish Children. (Aikakausmedia, 2019).  

Almost 90 percent of Finnish parents of children between the ages of 7 and 9 control their 

child’s daily screen time (Aikausmedia,2019). This control can be either monitoring their 

child’s screen or game time, or restricting access by using technical tools (Hartikainen, 

Iivari, Kinnula 2016). When the parents were asked if they knew what media content their 

child consumes online, an overwhelmingly large number (97%) of parents responded they 

agree fully (34%) or agree partially (63%). (Aikakausmedia, 2019). Parents are often left 

torn between worrying about the threats found online, as well as the concern for health 

and developmental effects internet use brings, and at the same time wanting to endorse 

their child’s education, social relations, and future advancements by investing in new 

technologies and encouraging their use (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2016).  

 

2.2 Parental Concerns 

Finnish parents of young children seem quite trusting with the amount of online 

interaction their child has. Only about one in three Finnish parents of children between 

the ages of 7 and 9 cited they worry about their child’s consumption of media 

(Aikakausmedia, 2019).  

Parents still worry about threats that children might face online. These threats are often 

categorized as either content threats or contact threats based on what threat they cause to 

the user.  
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Figure 1. Online threats (Summarized from Hartikainen, 2017, Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017) 

 

Figure 1 presents the most common types of threats children face online. Below both 

categories are the most common threat types associated with the category. Content threats 

stem from inappropriate content children might witness online. Content threats include 

spam, pornography, violent content, false or misleading content (Blum-Ross & 

Livingstone, 2016). Spam and other commercial threats involve the child being 

manipulated to click a page, receive unwanted tabs or pop-up browser windows, or to be 

the recipient of targeted advertisement. While spam is not directly harmful to a child’s 

wellbeing, it may result in financial losses due to unsolicited transactions or malware 

being installed in the child’s devices. The harmfulness of pornographic or violent content 

varies case by case, as other children tend to have a bigger resilience towards upsetting 

material. False and misleading content tends to harm children because they might not be 

able to distinguish the truth and thus start to believe bad, untruthful, or manipulated 

information (Magkos Kleisiari, Chanias, & Giannakouris-Salalidis, 2014).  

Contact threats include privacy loss, cyber stalking, cyber bullying, grooming, and 

sexting (Hartikainen, Iivari, & Kinnula, 2018). Privacy loss occurs when a child divulges 

private information to third parties, and it often happens when children are not aware of 

the risks related to giving out personal information (Blaya & Alava, 2012 in Magkos et 

al, 2014). Cyber stalking and bullying is when a child is the target of intimidating, 

harassing or discriminatory behaviour that happens through an internet connection 

(Machimbarrena, Calvete, Fernández-González, Álvarez-Bardón, Álvarez-Fernández & 

González-Cabrera, 2018; Magkos et al, 2014). Grooming is an act where the groomer 

establishes an emotional connection to the recipient with the goal of eventually abusing 

them. Sexting is a trend mostly used by older children that involves sending sexual 

messages to each other. (Magkos et al, 2014).  These contact threats are not so much 

feared independently, but instead they are often feared as a by-product of stranger contact, 

which is also called stranger danger (Machimbarrena et al, 2018). It means the fear 

parents have that an unfamiliar person, a stranger, contacts a child with malicious 

intention. 
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Meeting new people online is an integral part of many internet activities which children 

engage in, such as gaming, using social media and publishing online. Communicating 

online with people they have never met in real life is considered the most common risk 

among Finnish children (Hartikainen et al, 2015). Most of these new people were familiar 

to them in a distant way, for instance a friend of a friend, but after getting acquainted 

online, 6% of Finnish children said they had resumed contact in real life with these people 

they had met online (Hartikainen et al, 2015).  However, according to Hartikainen et al 

(2015), Stranger danger is “one of the most talked about concerns today, even if the 

danger of actual harm seems to be relatively low, most likely because the possible harm 

would be so severe”.  

 

2.3 Mediation of Children’s Online Safety 

There are multiple strategies in place to keep children safe online, and they surface from 

different sources. Industry mediation means that service providers that are not meant 

specifically for children set up an age limit for their platforms. These platforms, however, 

rely on the user’s self-professed age (Hartikainen et al, 2018). These service providers 

also employ different screening mechanics to filter out harmful content, as well as provide 

a possibility for the user to report harmful content, but these systems require the system 

administrator or end user to detect and identify the harmful content, and for children who 

lack the cognitive ability to recognize these risks, they might go amiss. Most services also 

offer different privacy settings, but these settings are often too weak to protect their 

younger users. (Hartikainen et al, 2018).   

Schools in Finland are advised to engage with parents and peers in online safety education 

so that parents can shape children’s online behaviour. Schools can strengthen home-

school relationships by assisting parents in becoming more fluent internet users and help 

them monitor internet home usage. By enforcing positive online safety messages, schools 

are also making sure that children adopt positive experiences as safety messages are better 

received from peers instead of awareness-raising exercises (Hartikainen, 2017).  

Parents are aware of the dangers that lurk children online, and they feel a need to protect 

their children even further than industry mediation or school mediation goes. They 

employ parental mediation that was originally focused on children’s television watching 

habits but now covers all aspects of media usage and leans on protecting children from 

problematic media exposure by offering strategies to reduce media exposure or enhance 

children’s critical media literacy. (Livingstone et al, 2017). 

 

2.4 Parental mediation 

According to Livingstone et al (2017) Parental mediation can be divided into three 

categories: active or evaluative, restrictive and co-use:  

Restrictive mediation consists of monitoring of all kinds, such as family rules, screen 

time limits and band on particular activities or contents. Screen time can be restricted by 

rules or applications, which includes parental tools and filters of various kinds. For 

instance, a parental tool can be an application installed by a parent to a child’s computer 

and phone that acts both as virus protection as well as a filtering and restricting tool 

(Hartikainen et al, 2018). These tools can be installed to restrict application downloading 
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as well as monitor web browsing, such as sites visited, social media use, screen time and 

location via a GPS tracking device (Ghosh et al, 2018). 

Those, however, are often found to be poor at blocking non-English content and 

sometimes blocking acceptable content and not blocking harmful content (Hartikainen et 

al, 2018). Research also shows, that while applications that monitor children’s 

whereabouts and online usage often bring some peace of mind to parents, they are not as 

helpful for children, who may be bothered by feelings of lack of trust, as well as being 

devoid of exposure situations that will help children build resilience for risk situations 

they are bound to encounter at some point. (Ghosh et al, 2018). Moreover, Wisniewski et 

al (2017) analyzed 75 parental restriction applications and found that only less than one 

percent supported active mediation as to coincide with the application.  Active mediation 

means that parents actively talk about the media and explain various media-related issues 

to the child (Livingstone et al, 2017). According to Hartikainen (2017), active mediation 

is the approach that was most encouraged by parents and schoolteachers alike, with 

parents being seen as main mediators of safety and teachers as collaborators for this. Co-

use is happening when parents are sharing the activity with their children (Livingstone et 

al, 2017). Nowadays Active mediation and co-use are often blurred together in instances 

where for example parents watch television alongside their children and discuss the active 

decisions (which show to choose) and the content (what is happening in the show) 

together (Livingstone et al, 2017). Even in situations where there is little active 

conversation, the close proximity and focus on a shared screen invites social interaction, 

which is seen as beneficial for the children (Livingstone & Helsper, 2008, as cited in 

Livingstone et al, 2017).  

In terms of mediation strategies, a parent's own education, digital skill level and their 

personal attitudes towards the internet are associated with the chosen method. Less 

educated and less digitally skilled parents utilize more restrictive and less active 

mediation methods. They are also more likely to set more inconsistent rules and favor 

technical restrictions. More educated parents with stronger digital skills often prefer 

active mediation and co-use.  Parents, who view the internet as a positive influence to 

their children or to themselves often utilize co-use and active mediation, whereas parents 

who are concerned about the negative effects are more likely to supervise, restrict and use 

technical restrictions on their child. Parents do not alternate mediation methods with their 

sons and daughters, but instead employ the same strategies regardless of gender.  (Nikken 

and Schols, 2015).  

According to researchers, restrictive parental mediation diminishes the risk of harmful 

threats on a child (Khurana et al, 2015, Chang et al, 2015, ), but also correlates with lower 

online opportunities (Livingstone et al, 2017). These lower learning opportunities 

correlate with fewer opportunities to take full advantage of the benefits the internet has 

to offer while avoiding associated harms and threats (Litt, 2013, as cited in Livingstone 

et al, 2017). However, lower online opportunities have not been experienced with active 

mediation or co-use. (Blum-Ross & Livingstone, 2017).  Therefore, an avocation for 

combining restrictive and active approaches seems to be helpful for mitigating risks and 

ensuring that children stay safe while navigating the internet. According to Hartikainen 

(2017), a parental mediation method that combines trust with a close and caring 

relationship between children and parents combined with a suitable amount of control is 

considered to increase responsible choices children make online. (Hartikainen, 2017). 

Hartikainen also found that parents are encouraged to build trust by being actively 

involved with their internet usage. This creates an atmosphere where the child is more 

likely to come tell the parent if something bad happens. This is further encouraged by a 
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form of parental involvement where parents familiarize themselves with the things 

children are interested in (Hartikainen, 2017).       

2.5 Discourses of control, trust and involvement 

According to Hartikainen, discourses on control, trust and involvement have been 

identified to characterize public debate on online safety of children and argued to have a 

positive effect on the practice as well (Hartikainen, 2017). Control aims to alter behavior, 

for instance by setting rules, goals and rewards. Sometimes this is however not possible, 

so parents have to rely on children acting responsibly without the adults being there to 

monitor them. This act of relying on children means trusting them and is based on the 

knowledge of children’s past and present behaviour. The knowledge can be obtained by 

children voluntarily sharing information, adults actively asking for the information, or 

adults setting rules and restrictions. Involvement includes communication, supervision, 

adults’ aspirations for children and active adult participation, and can be seen as 

interlinked with both control and trust. Therefore, it is noteworthy that these concepts are 

not mutually exclusive but intertwined. (Hartikainen, 2017).  

In their previous research, Hartikainen, Kinnula, Iivari & Rajanen (2017) have examined 

the different strategies parents are doing to ensure their children’s online safety. 

Hartikainen (2017) has also further examined children’s online safety and in her study 

identified the following research gaps, shown in figure 2.  

 

Fig. 2. Research gaps in children’s online safety (Hartikainen, 2017) 

The research gaps identified by Hartikainen were: 1) Role of parents and teachers in social 

mediation, 2) effectiveness of existing online safety solutions, 3) studies on young 

children and online safety, and 4) qualitative research for richer understanding.  

In my thesis I will build on this prior research by incorporating themes from all the 

discourses of research gaps identified by Hartikainen. I will examine parents’ view’s 

regarding online safety (1), and their experiences of mediating online safety (2). My study 

is about young children regarding online safety (3), but I will add another layer of research 

by examining the views of the main mediators of online safety, which are the parents of 

young children. My aim is to perform qualitative research in order to gain a richer 

understanding (4) on children's online safety by examining the meaningfulness of control, 

trust and involvement and how they are encountered by parents.  
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3 Methodology 

In this section the chosen research methods are introduced, followed by data collection 

methods, sample selection and data analysis methods. I have examined the differences 

between the two major orientations of academic research, quantitative and qualitative, 

and explored the benefits of my chosen orientation regarding my research. Data collection 

method as well as my sample selection process is discussed in detail, and the data analysis 

method aims to answer the question of the strategies I used to find explanations for the 

data set I had gathered during my data collection method.  

 

3.1 Qualitative research 

There are two major orientations of academic research. Quantitative research is a means 

to test theories or examine causal relationships among variables. In quantitative research, 

there is a controlled setting for research and the subject is an object of the research. The 

research design is fixed, and the researcher is outside of the setting. Quantitative research 

emphasizes reliability and generalizability of the results obtained from the research. 

Methods to conduct quantitative research include experiments and surveys. The purpose 

of Quantitative research is to test hypotheses, closely examine cause and effect and make 

predictions, whereas qualitative research aims to understand and interpret social 

interactions. (Apuke, 2017). 

Qualitative research is on the other hand an interpretative approach, that focuses on a set 

phenomenon in a relatively natural setting.  Qualitative research builds abstracts, 

concepts or theories that focus on identifying normality, relationships, patterns, and 

generalizable findings from the real world. Results of these findings can be achieved by 

using systematic protocols and techniques to develop and test theoretical models or 

propositions in a scientific manner. (Palmer & Bolderston, 2006).  The task of qualitative 

research is to gain insights of constructions of reality as it is experienced, structured, and 

interpreted by people in their everyday lives. This is done by collecting qualitative data 

by means of narratives in which the people being studied communicate the way they 

understand the world. (Cropley, 2019) 

The most meaningful advantage of qualitative research relating to this research was the 

possibility to gain deeper insights and shed light on unexpected issues that previous 

literature has not yet answered (Flick, 2006).  I chose qualitative research because I felt 

that conducting interviews with parents would be the best way to gain valuable insight on 

the thought models of parents. 

After the research questions were formed, a research approach of qualitative research was 

adopted. It was the intention of the study to examine the relationships between parents 

and children regarding children’s online safety, and the qualitative research approach was 

found to enable the best in-depth understanding of the research topic.  

 

3.2 Literature review 

Literature review is a vital necessity in all academic research activities. However, due to 

the incredibly fast pace of new published academic writings with somewhat 
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differentiating results, it is difficult to stay up to date and informed about fragmented and 

interdisciplinary productions (Snyder, 2019). This is why literary review as a research 

method continues to have a needed relevance in the academic field. 

A literature review is a systematic way of collecting and synthesizing previous knowledge 

from other research (Baumeister & Leary, 1997; Tranfield, Denyer, & Smart, 2003 in 

Snyder, 2019). A well written literature review creates a firm foundation for advancing 

knowledge, facilitates theory development, closes areas where a plethora of research 

already exists and uncovers new areas where more research is needed unlike any other 

research method (Webster & Watson, 2002). 

Literature review regarding this research is needed because the research draws important 

themes and research questions from previous research. Therefore, it is important to 

understand the previously established viewpoints of how parents perceive their children’s 

online usage and safety. Conducting this entire research as a literature review, was not 

however plausible, as the goal was to focus on children in the current time, and to build 

a more in-depth understanding of parent’s view on control, trust and involvement.  

This research draws on previous research results both in Finnish and English. Previous 

research was not limited to specific journals or fields of research and the inclusion and 

exclusion criteria was based on the researcher’s own judgement of relevance. Children’s 

use of the internet has increased dramatically over the last decade, with nearly all Finnish 

children accessing the internet by 2016, compared to less than half in 2010 (Riihilahti et 

al, 2016; Suoninen, 2013). Based on the fast forward moving pace of the field, the 

publication years of the articles were limited to exclude any research that was older than 

six years, as of 2021. I did, however, include older references when they were used to 

explain concepts and established ideas. Previous research aimed to gain an understanding 

of earlier studies about and around the chosen topic.  

Most literature used in the thesis was found using Scopus and Google Scholar online 

databases, as well as from reference lists of existing studies and online services such as 

University of Oulu’s internet database Oula-Finna. The most typical research phrases 

used in this study were “children online usage”, “online safety”, “children internet” and 

variations of these. Example search is (children OR kid OR youth) AND (internet OR 

web OR social media) AND (use OR “online safety” OR mediation). A total of 51 articles 

were found and of those, 36 were chosen as the most relevant to be used in the literary 

review section as well as the research methods section. As this was a very broad search 

from a variety of fields, it is possible that not all relevant research was identified. 

 

3.3 Semi-structured interviews 

Qualitative research gathers qualitative data, which can be obtained using many different 

gathering methods. Qualitative data is the spoken or written word of a person studied, or 

other forms of communication such as diaries, journalistic works, audio or video tapes, 

or artworks. The most common narrative is achieved by using a gathering method 

involving interviews. (Cropley, 2019). An interview offers the possibility to gain a deep 

understanding of the interviewee’s viewpoint and a thorough insight of the interviewee’s 

everyday experiences (Palmer & Bolderston, 2006). 

I conducted a semi-structured interview with the parents of 8–9-year-old children. A 

semi-structured interview method was chosen because it gives liberties on which themes 

to pursue while conducting the interview. Instead of a structured interview where the 
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researcher asks pre-determined questions that leave little for interpretation, a semi-

structured interview resembles more of a free-flowing conversation, which allows the 

interviewer and interviewee to deviate from the intended subject in order to pursue a topic 

of interest. A semi-structured interview utilizes open-ended questions, which allow more 

room for the interviewer to make real-life decisions to pursue fruitful discussion points. 

The data that can be generated from semi-structured interviews is also usually richer and 

more in-depth than compared to the data from a structured interview. (Palmer & 

Bolderston, 2006).  

Interview themes based on literature were centered around controlling measures, 

involvement practices and general feelings of trust. Interview guide is added as appendix 

1. I decided to format base questions and allow room for spontaneous follow-up 

questions. Interview questions were tested before the actual interviewing to ensure no 

unclear or unnecessary questions were included in the interview guide. The interview was 

clearly categorized into separate themes, but during the test situation it was decided that 

if the interviewee answered questions fitting to another category, I could flexibly alternate 

between categories and themes.  

The interviews were conducted abiding by the ethical principles of research with human 

participants as instructed by the Finnish national board of research integrity, TENK.  The 

interviews were conducted in Finnish remotely online via Teams, and they lasted around 

an hour. The interviews were recorded by using Teams’ recording function.  

 

3.4 Sample selection 

This research studies parents of Finnish children between the ages of 8 and 9 who are at 

their later stages of child but not yet preadolescents. In Finland, 8-9-year-olds are either 

in their second or third grade of primary school. A typical 8–9-year-old is already 

accustomed to school. They often spend time alone at home after school while parents 

are still at work. They often have a level of independence, where the child can be expected 

to take care of minimal chores, finish their homework, and express their own abstract 

feelings. 

Children between the ages of 8 and 9 are still not teenagers, and they are not offered as 

much privacy and independence as children a few years their senior but are often not as 

closely supervised as their juniors. Therefore, a performance of a balancing act is required 

to ensure that the children have the required tools when they reach an age where they are 

less likely to seek parental guidance on their issues.  

This research acknowledges that families may consist of all sorts of different 

combinations. Some children may not live with their biological parents, and their 

caretakers might consist of other family or relative members, foster or adoptive parents, 

or a part-time combination of some of these. However, for the purpose of this research, 

all primary caretakers of children in a domestic home-environment will be referred to as 

parents. 

For this research five parents were interviewed.  The reason I originally wanted to 

interview parents instead of children, was that parents had a more practical knowledge of 

research topics and they are most knowledgeable and concerned for their children’s online 

activities. The criteria for the participant parents were the following: the parents had 

children between the ages of 8 and 9 and the children all lived in Finland and attended 

Finnish primary school. Hartikainen (2017) studied the internet safety of children living 
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in the Oulu area, and I wanted to build on this by also interviewing parents of children 

living in the Oulu area.  This research has been conducted in the Spring of 2021, and so 

for the children’s age group I decided to include children who have already turned 10 in 

the spring of 2021. 

Due to the ongoing Covid-19 pandemic, a mix of convenience sampling and snowball 

sampling was used to attain the interviewed parents. Convenience sampling is driven by 

the feasibility and convenience of the selection process. Participants are selected in order 

of appearance according to their convenient accessibility, and the sampling process comes 

to an end when the total number of participants is fulfilled (Martínez-Mesa, González-

Chica, Duquia, Bonamigo & Bastos, 2016). Snowball sampling assumes relevant 

respondents with similar characteristics are connected and uses these connections to 

construct a sample from a small initial sample through referrals, as each respondent 

recommends others (Martínez-Mesa et al, 2016).  

The sample gathering began with convenience sampling. I asked people I knew who fit 

the participant criteria, and my supervisor used various social media platforms, such as 

Facebook and Twitter to collect participants. Six participants contacted myself and my 

supervisor, and I was able to perform interviews for five of them. The general information 

of the participants is shown in table 1 below.  

 

Abbreviation Gender Age Considers themselves 

an active internet user 

Children 

P1 Female 44 Yes Daughters aged 10 & 13 

P2 Female 43 Yes Daughter aged 8, Son 

aged 12 

P3 Female 45 Yes Daughter aged 6, Sons 

aged 8 & 10 

P4 Female 41 Yes Daughters aged 9 & 4 

P5 Female 39 Yes Daughter aged 9, Son 

aged 13 

Table 1: Basic information about interviewees 

 

To ensure anonymity, the participants are named Participant 1-5, and abbreviated to P 

and corresponding number. All participants identified themselves as moderate or good 

internet users. All used the internet at their profession at least to some degree. All used 

the internet mainly on their smartphones or computers. Participants all had multiple 

children, with either one or two children fitting the research criteria. During interviews, 

all parents were asked to focus mainly on the children fitting the age criteria, but it was 
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noted that if there were instances where children used the internet together, other children 

should not be excluded.  

After interviews with the first participants were done, I followed with snowball sampling 

by asking the participants if they knew other people who fit the criteria and would be 

interested in participating in the research. However, I ended up not having to utilize 

snowball sampling, as I was able to gather the participants via convenience sampling. To 

my knowledge, none of the participants knew each other.  

By coincidence, all the interview participants were women. This might have affected the 

result of the research, but this was accepted, as all fit the criteria for the research.  

 

3.5 Data Analysis  

Qualitative data collection is usually dependent on interpretation, and the success of any 

study relies heavily on data analysis. As data requires several explanations, data analysis 

aims to provide these explanations. (Alhojailan, 2012).  

When searching for the most suitable data analysis method for qualitative research, the 

first method a researcher should learn is thematic analysis, as it provides core skills that 

will be useful for other forms of analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Thematic analysis 

analyses classifications and presents themes that relate to the data. It allows the researcher 

to illustrate the data in great detail and uses interpretations. It allows the researcher to 

associate an analysis of the frequency of a theme with one of the whole contents. 

(Alhojailan, 2012). Thematic analysis is a method for identifying, analyzing and reporting 

similar patterns within a collected data (Braun & Clarke, 2006).  

I decided to use thematic analysis for my data analysis method as I felt it best suited this 

study. Firstly, I identified similar and contrasting themes from the interviews, and divided 

them into categories for further analysis. My categories were intertwined with my 

research questions, so the categories were involved with “trust”, “control”, and 

“involvement”. My goal was to compare my findings from the interviews to previous 

studies whenever possible and highlight meaningful answers from the participants.  

I determined that for the amount of data, no additional software designed for qualitative 

research was needed, and instead I used Microsoft Excel and Word. They were deemed 

good for the purpose of the analysis; these basic tools were adequate. I analyzed the sound 

and video of the interviews and wrote down both themes and direct quotes from each 

individual interview. I logged the identified themes into an Excel sheet and found similar 

themes in the previous studies. These were then compared and analyzed. I also wrote 

down relevant and interesting quotes by the participants to Word. When I had completed 

my analysis, I was able to fit the most valuable and relevant quotes to the findings section.  
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4 Findings 

The following section introduces the main results of the interviews. First it discusses the 

participating parents' internet use and online skills. Then it presents parent’s views on 

children’s internet activities. The next subsection discusses parent’s views on online 

threats, followed by rules and restrictions implemented by parents. The next subsection 

discusses monitoring children’s internet use, and after that is co-use and active mediation 

methods. Finally, the last subsection discusses how control, trust and involvement are 

visible in the parents' answers. Parents who participated in the study have been 

anonymized using P1, P2, P3, P4, P5 abbreviations to simplify referring to participants 

in the findings.  

 

4.1 Parents internet use and online skills  

 
All parents that took part in the interviews were very familiar with the internet, had used 

social media and used the internet in their line of work at least to some degree. Three of 

the participants worked directly in IT-related fields, while two had professions that were 

not directly linked to IT, but where they still used the internet often, for instance to search 

for information.   

 

P1 describes herself as an active internet user, who not only uses internet at work, but 

also on her free time. She has profiles in social media, such as Facebook and Instagram, 

and watches streaming services, like Yle Areena. She communicates mostly through 

WhatsApp. She says she feels she is a good internet user but noted how she had to learn 

to use new technologies when the Covid-19 pandemic started.  

 

“Before this (The Covid-19 pandemic) I had never used any of these services like Teams 

and such, I never used anything, but now that I start thinking about it, it feels weird that 

now it’s such a day-to-day thing. And I think these online tools are here to stay.” 

 

P2 uses a great amount of internet at work, mainly searching for information. She also 

uses the internet to search for information in her private life daily and communicates 

mainly through WhatsApp. She also reads newspapers online but does not really use 

social media. She said she has profiles in Twitter and Facebook, but only reads them, but 

has never published anything. P2 identified herself as a “passive social media user”. 

However, overall, she identifies herself as a skilled internet user.  

 

P3 does not work in an IT related field but uses the internet to search for instructions and 

information both at work and outside of it. She identifies herself as a “normal” internet 

user, and uses Instagram, Facebook and Twitter, and WhatsApp. Her daily use mostly 

consists of social media, reading and information searching. To her, the internet is a 

natural part of her days.  

 

P4 is not currently working but used the internet quite a lot daily. She checks social media 

quite often, but only posts there once a week. Her social media platforms include 

Instagram, Facebook, and Twitter. She communicates mostly via WhatsApp.  
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P5 identifies as a very active internet user. She uses the internet at work, as well as outside 

of work. She uses Instagram and follows net stores and Facebook hobby groups relating 

to her hobby and has asked for notifications of targeted advertising. She communicates 

with her friends on Snapchat, and sometimes visits TikTok. She also reads news online 

and has subscribed to a newspaper online version.  

 

4.2 Parent views on Children’s internet activities 

 

All children whose parents were interviewed for this study had their own smartphone. 

Three children also used tablets, such as iPads, or laptops to use media. All parents also 

stated TV, and more specifically streaming services, such as Netflix and Disney+ as 

sources of media. Parents believe the children’s commonly used sites and applications 

were YouTube, WhatsApp, e-books, and various games. They also searched online for 

information regarding their topics of interest.  

 

All interviewed parents said their children use regular YouTube instead of the one 

designed for children. P2 commented that the kids' YouTube was felt to be a little too 

childish but was not thrilled that their child used the regular one, and instead wished for 

an “in between” -option:  

 

“My child has YouTube Kids installed in her phone, but she doesn’t watch it because it’s 

for little children. I think it would be good if there was something in between, because the 

next one is then the grownup’s YouTube, which is not good either”. (P2) 

 

Two of the children had profiles on social media. The ones who were on social media, 

had profiles on TikTok. P2 explains that her child shares videos and pictures taken from 

TikTok to friends, but struggles with keeping up to date with her child’s followers, as the 

platform promotes anonymity:  

 

“My child likes to share videos and pictures of TikTok to friends. But it’s difficult to know 

who follows her on TikTok, because everyone has a nickname.” (P2) 

 

Parents seemed to share the opinion that children between the ages of 8 and 9 were too 

young to have a social media presence, and many also noted that their child was not even 

interested in joining social media, regardless of if they had siblings who were active. 

Regarding this P1 comments how the main reason her child is not on social media is the 

child’s lack of interest, but even if the child was interested, she would not allow 

permission to use social media: 

 

“I think it’s mostly that my child is not interested in joining any social media, she hasn’t 

talked about it at all, at least yet. So I don’t think it’s topical yet. I also wouldn’t give her 

permission, because she’s so young. I would either way wait until she’s older” (P1) 

 

WhatsApp was used by four parents’ children. All parents also used WhatsApp 

themselves to communicate to friends, family, and children. Parents believed their 

children most often communicated with their family, friends, and classmates via 

WhatsApp. P5 did not allow their children to use WhatsApp because she has heard so 

many negative things regarding it and instead her children communicated through text 

messages:  



20 

 

 

“We do not use WhatsApp or anything like that. We only use text messages and phone 

calls because our nearby school has had incidents where the writing in them gets really 

bad. Not all, but I’ve heard so many bad things about it that we have agreed that we don’t 

use WhatsApp.” (P5) 

 

P5 said she knew some of her child’s friends had wondered about their policy of no 

WhatsApp, but said she still sticks to this decision.  

 

Three parents said their child likes to read e-books on their phone. P4’s child likes to read 

and has now started to read Aku Ankka comic books on an app. P4 says her child can 

read all the comic books on their phone. P3 says her children listen to books from 

BookBeat, P2’s child listens to Supla, for example before bed:  

 

“My child listens to audio books before going to bed, like a bedtime story” (P2) 

 

Parents explain that their children are very interested in playing games with their devices. 

These games were single-player type games, with aspects of animal care, such as building 

a living for farm animals or feeding and taking care of a pet. Parents shared that their 

children most often found new games by getting recommendations from friends. Main 

reason for gravitating towards the internet was to “battle against boredom” (P2). Parents 

also noted that children with older siblings relied on their older siblings to help them with 

questions and issues. 

 

4.3 Parent views on online threats and children’s internet skills 

 

When thinking about online threats, parents themselves brought up children being 

subjected to issues such as seeing content not fit for them and contact threats such as 

talking to strangers and the fear of cyberbullying by peers. The most common fear parents 

had was stranger danger. None of the parents reported that this had happened, but as P1 

explains of parental fears, the idea of a stranger contacting her child worries her. Hearing 

rumors has made her uneasy, even though she does not worry about her younger child 

that much and trusts her children would let her know if something did occur: 

 

“In theory I worry about it a lot, that some stranger would contact my child. Because you 

hear stories about it happening. Maybe I don’t worry about my youngest that much, but 

still, a little. But I trust they would come and tell me if that would happen.” (P1) 

 

Parents felt wary about their children being on social media, for example as they were 

aware that people often hide behind nicknames and are not always who they say they are. 

This might result in children being misled or conned. P3 says she has explained to her 

children that people might deceive other people on the internet, and that not all people are 

well intended: 

 

“I have told my children what the internet really is. It’s a place where anyone can be 

whoever they want, and that not all people have good intentions” (P3)  
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P2 recognized a possible content threat, with her daughter using TikTok, and having 

previously updated videos to the service. She had told her daughter to delete all her videos 

as she was worried about the videos her child shares, as they are quire daring:  

 

“I find it kind of disturbing, that the videos she’s most interested are usually some dance 

videos that she copies herself and shares, and the dances she copies can be a little sexist, 

and I don’t think that’s okay” (P2)  

 

Parents were all very trusting that their children would not stray into non-age-appropriate 

websites, but instead limit their activities to a few, specific sites. P2 notes, that in the heat 

of the moment, their child might do something questionable, such as reply to a stranger's 

message or click on an ad, but she trusts her child would come talk about it later on:  

 

“I think she just might make a poor decision online even though we’ve talked about it, 

but I think she would come and let me know afterwards. But I don’t want to scare her, so 

I’ve tried telling her carefully that for instance you shouldn’t answer strangers' 

messages.” (P2)   

 

P2 also said she was worried about the suggestions-section of YouTube that might not be 

age appropriate: “My child watches a video on YouTube, and after the video there are 

plenty of suggestions. These might not be age-appropriate at all”. (P2)  

 

Four parents claimed their children had never actually witnessed anything troubling, but 

P2 said her child had witnessed a video while browsing the internet of a dog getting run 

over by a car. “It woke me up and was quite scary to realize that these things can happen” 

(P2). The child was younger then and could not point out whether she had seen the dog 

in a cartoon or in a YouTube video, but nevertheless this incident had resulted in them 

supervising their child’s online activities a bit more carefully.  

 

Four parents reported no cyberbullying instances where their child was involved. P2 said, 

however, that there had been cases in their child’s class where children had been harassing 

other children, for instance by spamming pointless messages or deleting other children 

from joint WhatsApp groups. She also noted how there have been an incident or two 

which has made her child feel sad, where her child has been excluded from a common 

WhatsApp group:  

 

“These are all to do with WhatsApp, like that she has been deleted from a group, which 

has made her feel sad, or she has created a group for her friends, and they have all left 

the group, but nothing bigger than this” (P2) 

 

P4 also said she had noticed that groups of children tend to come up with stupid ideas 

such as calling their teacher over the weekend:   

 

“They might for instance get it into their heads that it’s a good idea to call a group video 

call to their teacher during the weekend” (P4) 

 

In addition, sometimes there have been fights with friends that have affected their desire 

to use their smartphones altogether.  P1 recalls a situation where her child’s friend has 

gotten upset and made a mean comment that have hurt the child’s feelings: 
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“Now that I think about it, I think there might have been some incidents when for instance 

my child hasn’t been able to go out and play, and a friend has gotten mad and made a 

mean comment to my child. This has made my child sad, and you can tell something is 

wrong” (P1) 

 

Overall parents seemed to think their children are quite adequate internet users. They were 

all trusting that their children knew how to navigate the internet and would ask for advice 

if they stumbled onto a site, they were not familiar with. Three parents did not think their 

children would know how to hide their activities online, for instance by deleting their site 

history, but two believed their children to be able to do this.  P4 explains she believes her 

child would not be able to cover up if she was doing something she knows is against the 

rules, and would have to come clean to her mother: 

 

“I believe that if my child figured out how to hide content, she wouldn’t be able to keep it 

a secret. Her sense of right and wrong is so strong, that if she felt she was doing something 

she wasn’t supposed to, she would just have to tell me” (P4) 

 

P3 had a different strategy; they had taught their children to delete site histories in case 

there are multiple users of the same computer. She did note, however, that she believes 

their site history still leaves a mark on their Google Family Link account.  

 

Overall parents seemed very confident in their children being able to navigate the internet 

and judge the content they are seeing. P3 notes how she has informed her children what 

a privilege they have to be able to access the internet, but that not all information is 

correct: 

 

“I tell my children how privileged they are. They have access to all the information in the 

world, as long as they know how to search for it and filter it. It’s something they need to 

understand, there is real information in the internet as well as false.” (P3). 

 

P1, P2 and P3 trusted that their children would either come up to the parents to let them 

know something was wrong, or at least they would notice from a child’s behavior. 

 

 “I think I would notice from a child’s behavior that something is wrong.” (P1) 

  

4.4 Rules or restrictions concerning children’s internet use  

 

Parents used various strategies to ensure their children would abide by the safety rules set 

for them. Parents all wanted to know what kinds of applications their children were 

downloading and had their own criteria for what kind of applications they deemed suitable 

for children. They judged the content of the application by considering the makers of the 

application, the number of ads and how many purchases you could make, written reviews 

and general impressions they got. Two parents cited age limits as criteria. Parents also 

wanted to discuss the applications with their children. They wanted to know why the child 

wanted to use the application and to teach them critical thinking regarding the content 

they see. The reasons for wanting to download a new application were mostly 

recommendations from friends, but this was not enough to convince parents to let their 

children download applications they judged to be unreliable. P2 said that they had a group 

of friends with similar aged children, and they often shared which applications were good 
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to use and which they had forbidden their children from using. P3 explained that she 

wants to talk to her children about the games and applications, and let them in on the 

decision making, instead of just forbidding anything straight on:   

 

“I want to discuss each new application and game my children want separately, 

because I want them to understand the reasons behind the decisions. I don’t want to be 

a person that says no just because.” (P3)   

 

Mostly parents brought up rules and restrictions concerning their children’s internet use 

connected to screen time. None of the parents expressed being concerned about the screen 

time, but nonetheless wanted to keep it controlled, so the child would not spend too much 

on different smart devices.  

 

P5 had set up a time limit for 2 hours per day, and P4 had set up a time limit for 1 hour. 

P1, P2, and P3 did not implement any specific time limits to screen time, but P1 noted 

that she keeps an eye on her child’s screen time, and when she feels her child spends too 

much time staring at a screen, she intervenes:  

 

“If it starts to appear that the screen is dominating the child’s activities a little too much, 

I will instruct the child to find something else to do” (P1) 

  

P3 said they don’t want to implement a specific screen time, as they don’t want to raise 

any activity above others in order to avoid it becoming too desired: “We don’t have screen 

time rules, the same as we don’t have book reading times, or puzzle making times. We 

(the parents) feel that if we were to sort of highlight a specific activity in the child’s life, 

it might easily develop into a forbidden fruit – kind of thing. Instead, we want to value 

screen time as equal to everything else.” (P3)  

 

The parents also noted that children were quick to obey commands to stop using the 

internet. Parents with teenagers compared how their teens seemed to forget themselves 

on the internet, but younger children were often quick to forget their smartphones and 

find things to do elsewhere. P1 said that her child still has a lot of other things to help her 

keep busy, such as independent play and playing outside with friends, but eventually she 

will find her smartphone again: 

 

“My child still plays a lot in her own room, so her time isn’t completely occupied by the 

internet. She also likes to be outside with her friends a lot. Of course, at some point she 

might get bored and gravitate towards her smartphone again.” (P1) 

 

P2 commented that the lines between different screens might get blurry, for when the 

child was instructed not to use the internet, they might go watch YouTube from the TV, 

which essentially is just a bigger screen. Due to this, P2 had implemented a rule that 

forbids internet after 8 pm, but noted that this sometimes slipped, and felt that if the child 

were listening to an eBook, the rule could be stretched, as listening to an e-book was 

considered “better” than playing a game. She said they do not implement any applications 

to shut the child’s smart phone off, instead saying “it’s a question of trust”. (P2) 

 

The use of internet was not experienced as a burden by P3, who stated that she would 

sometimes appreciate her energetic children quieting down with their phones: 
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“As of yet we haven’t had any difficulties about too much internet use. In fact, sometimes 

I wish my children would pick up their smartphones and just sit still for a little while” 

(P3) 

 

P4 explained she would like her child to remember her phone’s location and use it for its 

original purpose, to communicate with others, and not watch TV so much: 

 

“In a way I wish my child would use their phone more, the way it’s meant to be used. I 

wish my child would answer her messages instead of just forgetting the phone’s location 

for weeks. Maybe it could be a balance, and then she wouldn’t have to watch TV so 

much”. (P4) 

 

 

4.5 Monitoring children’s internet use  

 
Three parents used online safety technologies to monitor or restrict their children’s 

Internet use. In all cases the tool used was Google Family Link, which notifies the parent 

when a child wants to download a new application, and the parent then chooses to either 

accept the download or decline it. Google Family link was also used to monitor time spent 

using the phone with time limits set up for either an hour a day or two hours a day. P4 

also used Google Family Link to also monitor their child’s whereabouts. P5 wanted to 

have discussions first, and wished her children would be able to make smart decisions 

themselves regarding their internet use, and viewed Family link as a last resort to ensure 

safety: 

 

“I don’t think of Google Family Link as an absolute necessity, but instead I feel like the 

most important safety measure should already reside between the children’s ears. This is 

enforced by conversation with parents, and Family Link is just the final measurement of 

security”. (P3) 

 

P5 said she uses restriction tools to ensure her children will not be subjected by foreign 

or unfamiliar content. She has barred multiplayer games and says she has told her child 

that because she is not proficient in English, she might encounter adults posing and 

children and saying confusing things they will not understand: 

 

 “I have told my child that they don’t speak English well enough to play games that use 

Wi-Fi. There is a possibility that there is a grown-up posing as a 12-year-old in the game, 

and they might say silly things to (the child), who will then go to Google Translate and 

translate what they’re saying and not understand” (P5)  

 

All parents who used online safety technologies had told their children that they use 

Family Link and had discussions about why they felt it was needed and what they did 

with it. None of the parents hid any features from children. P1 who did not use any 

technologies hypothesizes that if she were to implement restrictions, she would ensure 

her children knew about it, because it is fair: 

 

“I don’t see these controlling apps as necessary, but if we were to use them, I would make 

sure my child knew about it. It’s only fair that they know. “(P1) 
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P4, who used Google Family Link, felt it was important for her child to know that they 

are being monitored, so it would not appear as they were spied on: 

 

“My child knows what’s going on, it would feel like spying if they didn’t” (P4) 

 

P3, who used Google Family Link, believes that regardless of the restriction tool, her 

children would not download anything without permission. She says she has explained 

the potential threats and her children have understood the reasons to be careful: 

 

“We have discussed the potential dangers of downloading strange content very 

realistically and I think they understand why they shouldn’t do it”.  (P3)  

 

Four parents were also monitoring their children’s internet use by checking their phones 

and conversations. Here, fairness was a theme that repeated often; parents wanted to be 

fair regarding their children’s privacy, but also wanted to ensure nothing bad was 

happening they were not aware of. Regarding reading their conversations, one parent said 

they do not read them at all, two said they scroll the conversations through to “pick up the 

general tone”, and one parent said they would only scroll through the conversations in 

larger groups, and not reading one-to-one conversations with family members or 

relatives.  One parent read their children’s conversations but had given them the option 

to read her conversations in return. An opportunity the children had not seized:  

 

“We have discussed as a family that mom and dad are allowed to read conversations, we 

feel it’s only fair for everyone. But then in turn we have given the option that children are 

allowed to read my messages as well. For some reason, they usually don’t want to read 

my messages. They don’t seem interested in the slightest!” (P3) 

 

Even if parents did read their children’s conversations, they seemed to prefer open 

communication by asking their children what they did online.  P1 said she does not read 

her children’s messages, but instead asks them about their activities: 

 

“I don’t read their messages, but I might ask what they are up to” (P1).   

 

P3 on the other hand reads her children’s messages and wants to implement open 

communication about the motives for this: 

 

“I read the messages, but we have a very open discussion about why parents feel the need 

to do this. Open communication is key.” (P3)  

 

4.6 Co-use and Active mediation of children’s internet use  

 

Two parents said they actively co-use the internet with their children. This co-use was 

identified as searching for information together about topics that interest the children. P3 

said her children were interested in finding information regarding chemical elements, and 

they had searched for the periodic table together. She also noted that they had had a 

conversation about credible sources, as her child thought all content that is in English 

must be valid: 
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“We search for information together and then we think and evaluate which information 

is the best, and that is Wikipedia for instance a good place to look for things or should it 

be a scientific article. We have also pondered if a source is in English, that is it somehow 

fancier or more right, because at some point my child thought that if an article is in 

English it must be true, but then we discussed how that might not be the case”. (P3) 

 

Active mediation was most present in conversations between parents and children. These 

conversations were most often in situations where active decision making was needed, 

for instance when judging the content of an application the child wanted to download. It 

was important to parents to browse through the content of the applications together before 

they let their child install the application. They were interested in why their child wanted 

to download the specific app, and they wanted to be familiarized with the content. P5 

wants to know what apps her children use and evaluates the content and general tone of 

the apps based on her criteria. Some she discards as not good enough: 

 

“I want to know what kinds of apps they use and why. I then judge the apps and some I 

deem as trash and discard. And by trash, I mean I’ve said they are made so poorly that 

we are not going to bother with those. My definition of trash means for instance that there 

are way too much ads, the way some games are just aimless shooting just seems tacky to 

me, and I’ve told them that they’re not good” (P5) 

 

P1 says her child comes to her to request permission to download an application. They 

have adopted a way of having a conversation about the quality of the application. 

According to her, the quality of an app can be determined by the appearance, and most 

apps that draw her child is interested in are based on recommendations from friends: 

 

“You can judge from looking at an app if it’s good or not. Usually the requests for apps 

stem from recommendation from friends“ (P1) 

 

Three parents said they have also taken time to teach their children about sites that appear 

trustful but are not. P3 and P5 especially note how important it is to teach children media 

literacy skills as people and content might be deceiving: 

 

“I tell my children that not all you see online is true. Anything can be faked, and people 

might not always be who they say are.” (P3)  

 

“I have demonstrated that there are dishonest people, and you shouldn’t for instance 

press buttons or click on shiny ads.” (P5)  

 

All parents have had thorough discussions with their children about internet safety and 

what to do when they encounter disturbing or troubling content. P1 notes that she believes 

that something is bound to happen eventually as the children become more seasoned 

internet users: 

 

“So far nothing bad has happened, but I believe something will eventually happen. It’s 

more and more likely to happen sooner or later as the children start to expand their use 

of the internet, like expanding their own territory of the net.” (P1) 

 

P5 has wanted to ensure her child knows that not all adults have good intentions, and that 

there are measures her child can take if confronted by a stranger, such as deleting 

messages and switching her phone off, and that she has done that herself as well: 
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“We’ve talked about how some grownups are not honest, and they might for instance 

approach you by text message. I’ve always said that if you get a message or a call from 

a stranger, you can always delete the messages and switch your phone off. You don’t even 

have to give it a second thought; just delete them, it’s as simple as that. I assure my child 

that even I have to delete some spam messages”. (P5) 

 

Parents are preparing their children by instructing them about what to do when they come 

across something troubling. These instructions are often conversational situations where 

the parents are asking the children to let the parents know if troubles should arise. All 

parents were confident that children would inform their parents about the troubles they 

encounter. P3 notes how she think it would be a good teaching moment if something 

troubling would happen: 

 

“I almost think that it’s good to a certain degree, that children would encounter something 

alarming, just so that they can learn what to do in these situations.” (P3)  

 

None had chosen a specific period of time, for instance monthly, to have discussions or 

inspect their children’s internet activities. P2 said it has been over a month since they last 

had any conversations regarding the internet, while P5 said it has been a couple of weeks. 

Instead, most conversations regarding online safety seem to arise when the topic arises 

somewhere. P1 identified situations where they would see a piece of news regarding 

online safety, and then decided to have a conversation about this: 

 

“I talk about these things when they are like a general thing, for instance something has 

happened or there is a piece of news about it. When something brings it up, I go on to 

remind my children about online safety and check from them, like if this happens, do you 

know what to do, and to remind them to come tell us (the parents). Because you hear 

stories, like that a grown up pretends to be a child and contacts some child, so at least 

then I bring it up” (P1) 

 

Some parents found themselves struggling to teach their children about net etiquette for 

example because it is such a different media landscape than the one, they grew up with: 

 

“It is such a different world from when I was child, I don’t have a preset on what the 

etiquette is, and I’ve just had to figure it out as I go. I didn’t even know where to start 

looking for information about these things” (P2)  

 

P3 had similar thoughts, saying that current parents have to find new mediation strategies 

and ways of teaching children that will influence future generations to come:  

 

“Modern parents have not grown up in the world of the internet. To top this off, the 

internet is expanding like sweet wheat dough, and the consumer is always at least a few 

steps behind. You can never know what new thing arises next. For everything else 

regarding raising children, there are generation old traditions, a type of “our family does 

things like this” way of thinking, but regarding the modern media, we are now the parents 

that will create the criteria for families in the future, and even though it’s very interesting, 

it’s also a huge responsibility.” (P3)  

 

Parents were mostly involved in their children’s online activity through discussions and 

active dialogue, but some incorporated co-use into one of their activities. For example, 
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P3 searched for information together with her children about various topics their children 

find interesting. In addition, P3 shared an incident where their child had been asked to 

draw a human being, and when the child wanted to draw a person from behind, they 

decided to look for images of a person depicted from the backside: 

 

“You can imagine what images popped up. But it was good, because it was also a great 

teaching moment and a conversation starter with my child. We had a great conversation 

about different content online, and sexuality overall.” (P3)  

 

Parents all agreed that it is mostly parents' responsibility to teach their children about 

online safety and all restrictions and involvement should come foremostly from homes. 

Schools could, however, provide important support and backup. This could be achieved 

by informative lessons for both children and parents.  

 

P2 noted an incident, where she got a note from school asking for permission to show 

their child’s face on their schools’ website. She said she immediately got a reaction where 

she felt like she needs to talk to the child about what the child wants and felt like instead 

of having the school ask the parents for a permission, they should have instead asked 

parents to have a discussion with their children about if the children themselves feel good 

about having their face posted online.   

 

4.7 How control, trust and involvement present in parent discussions 

 

Parents are very involved in the internet use of their children, which is demonstrated by 

all of them instructing children about what is suitable content for their age. Four of the 

parents also reported having family rules and restrictions concerning technology use, and 

three parents also monitoring it somehow either by technologies or for example by 

checking their phone from time to time. All parents had at some point had discussions 

about what they thought was suitable content for their children. Mostly parents favor 

involvement through active mediation and co-use. Parents seem to prefer communicating 

with their child by asking questions and keeping up to date about their children’s online 

use over restrictions and technology. Parents want to keep an open channel for continuous 

conversation and convey an atmosphere of trust that would encourage children to come 

tell them if there was an issue. Intertwined with active mediation is also a discourse of 

trust that the parents have for their children.  

 

While parents seem to trust their children to behave well on the internet and let them 

know if they encounter anything disturbing, they also acknowledge that some control over 

their internet use is needed. They do this by implementing family rules, restrictions, and 

monitoring to a degree. When using online safety technologies, parents emphasize 

transparency, the children knowing that the technology is there and open discussion. 

Three parents used restriction tools to control their child’s internet use, but all three 

reported having open discussions about why parents thought the tools were needed, what 

they did and why. This was seen as essential, with two parents stating that it is “fair” too 

the children to know that they are being monitored, it being seen as spying if the children 

would not know about it.  

 

None of the parents indicated that they rely solely on restriction tools or monitoring, but 

instead preferred to incorporate elements of involvement, such as active mediation and 
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co-use into their mediation strategy. Active mediation was mostly performed by having 

discussion about restriction tools, monitoring, as well as internet use and online safety in 

general.  

 

Parents vocalized elements of control, trust, and involvement in their interviews. The 

balance between control, trust and involvement varied by each individual parent, with 

some opting to rely more on control, while some balance trust and involvement or a 

combination of all three. Below in table 2 are descriptive comments by each individual 

parent regarding control, trust, and involvement. Each row has one category bolded, to 

indicate which theme or themes stood out most in their interviews, so for instance if the 

theme “trust” was most prominent in the parent’s answers, that category has been 

highlighted.  

 

 Control Trust Involvement 

P1  “I trust what my child is 

doing when she’s 

online”.  

“Whenever my child 

wants to install an 

application, she comes to 

tell me, and we do it 

together”  

P2 “My child has to ask 

my permission before 

she downloads any 

application”  

“When I ask her to stop 

using her phone, I believe 

she stops. It’s a question 

of trust.” 

“We have gone through 

the list of my child’s 

followers on TikTok and 

discussed who these 

people are. When there 

has been someone, we 

don’t know I’ve told her 

that we should block 

them. But we go through 

them together”  

P3 “Family Link has 

worked for our family” 

“I definitely trust my 

children as responsible 

internet users” 

“We search for 

information together, 

and we often discuss 

what are the best 

sources for credible 

information” 

P4 “I check my child’s 

messages with their 

friend semi-regularly 

to make sure I know 

what they talk about”  

“I let my child explain 

their reasoning on why 

they for instance send 

specific messages that I 

regard as silly” 

“We talk a lot about net 

etiquette and chat 

messages sent to 

friends. Mainly about 

what is okay and what 

is not” 
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P5 “I’m the kind of 

parent that hasn’t 

allowed any accounts 

anywhere, mostly 

because of age limits “ 

“When my child turns 

thirteen, I will stop 

controlling and trust they 

will make their own 

decisions, because 13 is 

the age limit for most 

social media platforms” 

“We have talked about 

not clicking any adverts 

and where they could 

lead, and then actually 

clicked them together so I 

can show why you 

shouldn’t” 

Table 2: Parents’ comments regarding the categories trust, control, and involvement 

 

P1 highlighted trust very strongly in her interview (“I trust what my child is doing when 

she’s online”). She said she believes her children would let her know if something 

troubling were to happen. She had chosen not to implement any controlling measures, 

such as screen time limits, restriction applications or other tools, and instead relies on her 

children to come let her know when they want to install a new application (“Whenever 

my child wants to install an application, she comes to tell me, and we do it together”). 

Installing the applications together, as well as discussion they have regarding online 

safety means P1 is involved in her children’s online usage and offers support to her 

children regarding their internet usage when they need it.  

P2’s answers highlighted involvement and control as her as the most commonly used 

categories. Her involvement manifests in active mediation by discussions with her 

children about internet safety. However, these discussions were combined with control, 

as she evaluated the safety of her child’s followers and told her child to block some of 

them (“We have gone through the list of my child’s followers on TikTok and discussed 

who these people are. When there has been someone, we don’t know I’ve told them that 

we should block them. But we go through them together.”). She also reported to having 

discussion about topics relating to online safety. Some of her controlling measures were 

also intertwined with involvement; for instance, instead of looking at her child’s social 

media, she instead asked her child to show her what she does on it. P2 did not use any 

restriction tools, but they did have home rules regarding internet usage (“My child has to 

ask my permission before she downloads any application”), and rules regarding her social 

media presence. P2 did not have rules regarding screen time in itself but noted that she 

wanted her child to finish homework before going online. She also said that she 

sometimes asks her child to stop using her phone when she evaluates her child has been 

online for too long. This was not monitored, which is an indication of trust (“When I ask 

her to stop using her phone, I believe she stops. It’s a question of trust.”).  

P3 was highly involved in her children’s online usage. She said she both co-uses the 

internet as well as has lots of discussions with her children (“We search for information 

together, and we often discuss what are the best sources for credible information”). P3 

considered co-using as both actually searching for information together, as well as having 

conversations about the different ways to search for information, where to find it, and 

how to evaluate it. She wanted her children to be able to distinguish between false and 

credible information and had taken the time to teach her children about online safety. 

Overall, she described her household as “talkative”, and said her main concern is that her 

children feel comfortable speaking to their parents about their concerns. Thorough and 

constantly ongoing conversations led her to trust her children as internet users (“I 

definitely trust my children as responsible internet users”). P3 did use Google Family 

Link to monitor what applications their children wanted to download (“Family Link has 
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worked for us”), but she said it is not vital to their family and is only used as a last resort 

in their online safety measures and talking and open conversation playing the most 

important part.  

P4’s answers highlighted both themes of control and involvement. She wanted to keep up 

to date regarding her child’s conversations (“I check my child’s messages with their friend 

semi-regularly to make sure I know what they talk about”) and also used Google Family 

Link to monitor the applications her child wants to download, what her child does online 

and also to keep tabs on her child’s location. However, P4 also kept bringing up themes 

regarding involvement as well. She says they have lots of conversations regarding internet 

use, and especially about net etiquette and rules regarding online conversations (“We talk 

a lot about net etiquette and chat messages sent to friends. Mainly about what is okay and 

what is not “). P4 also encompassed trust with involvement and control. She did not trust 

her child completely to behave responsibly in the internet, but wanted to be involved 

through active discussions about the decisions her child makes (“I let my child explain 

their reasoning on why they for instance send specific messages that I regard as silly”).  

P5 considered herself as a strict and controlling parent. She does not allow her child to 

create accounts to social media or use WhatsApp (“I’m the kind of parent that hasn’t 

allowed any accounts anywhere, mostly because of age limits”). The reason for restricting 

the use of these applications are their age limits and that she feels her child is not fluent 

enough in English to understand the content she might see or to communicate with other 

people in English. She also controls the applications her child uses by Google Family 

Link and has set screen times per day. P5 says she abides by the age limits set by industry 

mediation and will forgo her restrictions when her child is old enough (“When my child 

turns thirteen, I will stop controlling and trust they will make their own decisions, because 

13 is the age limit for most social media platforms”). After her child turns thirteen, she 

plans to trust her child to be able to make their own decisions. P5 is somewhat involved 

in her child’s online use by having discussions about online threats. She has demonstrated 

these harms by co-use, which in this case means clicking on an advert to teach her child 

why they have to be avoided (“We have talked about not clicking any adverts and where 

they could lead, and then actually clicked them together to I can show why you 

shouldn’t”). 

All parents alternated between controlling, being involved, and trusting their children. 

Involvement was shown to be very closely related to both control and trust. Even though 

some parents opted to use controlling measures, they still involved their children through 

co-use and active discussions. Each parent valued conversations and actively asked their 

children about their activities and opinions. The parents who were more trusting with their 

children still wanted to know what their child was doing online and showed their interest 

in their child’s online safety. All parents expressed confidence their children would 

communicate to them if they had troubles and hoped that they would do so in the future 

as well. The parents’ confidence on their children seemed to be attributed to their active 

involvement, as they believed their conversations made a difference in the children’s 

internet skills. 
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5 Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to research the parents of young children and their overall 

views on internet safety. These views were reflected through the ongoing discourse that 

mediates between control, involvement, and trust. This research used a qualitative 

research method of semi-structured interviews for the parents of children between the 

ages of 8 and 9. The aim of the study was to build on previous research and gain richer 

and more in-depth data about considerations and discourses on children’s online safety. 

The internet has spread worldwide and children these days are growing alongside it. It is 

important to research this topic in order to provide valuable data for policy makers, IT 

developers as well as parent’s, who are tasked with teaching their children how to be 

responsible internet users while keeping them safe from potential threats. 

 

Overall parents seem to trust their children to behave responsibly. Most believed that a 

child between the ages of 8 and 9 is too young to navigate the internet all by themselves, 

and that is why they wanted to be up to date about what their child does online. Not all 

parents directly controlled their child’s online usage with for instance screen time limits 

or monitoring what applications they download, but all parents were involved with their 

children’s online activities by non-technical ways, such as ongoing conversations and 

by demonstrating interest.  Results here are similar than the results Hartikainen (2017) 

discovered in her survey.  By talking to their children, and offering help if needed, 

parents were able to navigate between ensuring their children’s safety while 

encouraging them to become independent internet users. 

 

Results regarding controlling parental mediation strategies were seen as conflicted. Half 

of the parents deemed restrictive tools as not necessary, while half had chosen to use 

them. Of the parents who chose to use restrictive tools, half questioned if they were 

really necessary, while other deemed them as needed. Attitudes towards technical 

controlling methods appear to vary depending on personal preferences. No definitive 

reason for parents to choose a specific strategy was identified, but instead the conflictive 

reasons comprised of rumors parents had heard, own personal viewpoints and beliefs 

and general unwillingness to introduce new technology.   

 

Like children their same age in previous studies (Aikakausmedia, 2019), the children of 

the interviewed parents were eager to gain knowledge from the internet by searching for 

information. The parents did note, however, that their children felt comfortable searching 

for information together with their parents instead of on their own.  

Involvement was highlighted by each parent as a backbone for parental mediation. This 

aligns with previous research (Hartikainen et al, 2017) that knits involvement with control 

and trust to form a coherent parenting strategy to ensure children’s online safety.  

 

According to this study, parents felt the most comfortable employing involvement by 

combining co-use and active mediation to ensure their children’s online safety. Instead 

of trusting industry mediation or resorting to hard restrictions, all parents described 

having continuous conversations about online safety. Parents were very active in 

discussing possible problem situations with their children in order to ensure their safety. 

My study showed that parents who used active mediation and co-use with their children, 

trusted their child’s online abilities better compared to the parents who did not. Previous 

research (Hartikainen, 2017) has linked active mediation to children having better 

internet skills and media literacy abilities, which result in lower risk of online threats. 
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Results from my research, as well as the research conducted by Hartikainen, active 

mediation seems to be working with the best possible results.  

 

 

 

5.1. RQ1: Do parents trust their children to behave responsibly on the 
internet? 

 

Overall, most parents seemed fairly trusting that their children made responsible 

decisions online. Parents often build up frameworks for their children to ensure their 

safety, by monitoring what applications they were allowed to download, or by having 

conversations about the perceived risks of the internet. Children were then allowed to 

explore quite freely in these established frames. Previous research (Hartikainen, 2017) 

notes, that children are not unskilled internet users, and my research showed that their 

parents seem to agree. Parents were confident in letting their children play games and 

use applications the parents were familiar with, and they trusted their children to inform 

them if they were experiencing any troubles. However, most parents were hesitant to let 

their children download applications unknown to the parents, and therefor wanted to 

know what content their child was downloading.  

According to a previous study (Aikakausmedia, 2019), 97 percent of Finnish parents 

said they know what their child is doing online. My study corresponds with these 

results, as all parents I interviewed claimed they were aware of what their child does 

online.  

 

Parents highlighted open communication very strongly in their interviews, and 

vigorously preferred active mediation to control. Active mediation and co-use were 

closely entwined with trust, as the more parents discussed online topics and used the 

internet together with their children, the more their trust in their children grew. 

However, in cases where active mediation was not as strongly preferred and controlling 

measures were also taken, parents were less likely to trust their children to use the 

internet responsibly.  

 

Most parents felt that a child between the ages of 8 and 9 was too young to navigate the 

internet all by themselves, but overall parents believed their child was skilled enough to 

take necessary precautions to ensure their own safety. Nearly all parents thought their 

child would know how to exit an internet page they were accidentally led to or clear 

their browsing history if needed. All parents were also confident, that their child would 

ask for their help if they ran into an issue, they did not know how to solve. According to 

previous research (Khurana et al., 2015), to ensure children being open about their 

troubles in the internet requires parents to trust them, as parental trust ensures more 

open conversations and better self-disclosure from children.  

 

All parents described that their past experiences with their children’s internet use were 

positive, which seems to be a factor in the parents trusting their children’s online use. 

One parent did even note, that as nothing bad has yet happened, she is trusting with her 

child online. Possibly because the children had not informed the parents of anything 

troubling or threatening, parents were mostly at ease with their children being online. 

Even with minor negative incidents, parents all considered the benefits of the internet to 

be greater than the threats and allowed their children to use the internet.  
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5.2. RQ2: Do parents control their child’s internet use? 

 

Four out of five parents reported to using either technological or non-technological 

ways of controlling their children’s online use. Technological ways were most often 

limitation of screen time, house rules that regulated using the internet, or restriction 

tools used to control internet use. When restriction tools where used, parents used 

exclusively Google Family Link, as it was deemed the best tool available.  

According to Aikakausmedia (2019), nearly 90 percent of Finnish parents control their 

8–9-year-old child’s daily screen time. In my interview, three parents out of five said 

they control their child’s screen time. A fourth parent said they do not control screen 

time per se, but if they feel their child uses too much time staring at a screen, they will 

instruct their child to go find other activities. One parent wanted to value screen time the 

same as all other activities and had opted not to install limitations to screen time per 

day. Parents were not overly worried about their child’s online usage. Two even cited 

that their children seemed to forget their phones while they had other games to play. 

Parents with older children identified situations where teenage children seemed to be 

addicted to their phones, while they never had to worry about their younger children. 

Overall, parents in Finland are not concerned about their children’s online usage 

(Aikakausmedia, 2019).  

Studies show that parents often underestimate the amount of time their children spend 

using the internet (Ghosh et al, 2018). However, due to the young age of the children of 

the interviewed parents, the parents might not be that far off. Most children had some sort 

of screen time restrictions implemented by restriction tools to ensure children would not 

prolong their internet use. Possible reasons for giving extensions to the screen time limit 

were most commonly so that the children could continue reading an eBook, as it was 

deemed for proactive than for instance playing a game. 

 

Earlier research shows that people with poor internet skills are often the ones who set 

strict rules to their children (Nikken & Schols, 2015). This did not, however, show in this 

research. Participants who themselves worked in IT related fields were on opposite 

spectrum in control. One parent chose a more involved strategy, while the other chose a 

more controlling way.  

 

My study did not identify any direct links as to why some parents preferred to employ 

stricter mediation tactics while others chose to forgo all controlling measurements. 

However, possible rumors parents have heard from schools or other parents might have 

influenced their decision making regarding controlling measures. Some parents also had 

older children, but it was not perceived to be a factor in deciding what controlling 

measures to use, which aligns with previous research (Nikken & Schols, 2015).  

 

Some parents noted of fearing their child might encounter a stranger online. This was 

experienced to be the biggest threat, while previous research (Hartikainen et al., 2017) 

shows that the chances of this happening are very low. Instead, the most common threats 

usually happen from the child’s own inner circle and are most often content threats 

(Hartikainen et al., 2017). Scary pictures and videos, unsuitable content and unnecessary 
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spam were mentioned as potential threats to children. Only one parent cited cyber 

bullying as a potential threat they fear, even though the risk of cyber bullying among 

children is fairly high (Machimbarrena et al., 2018). 

  

 

 

5.3. RQ3: How involved are parents in their child’s internet use?  

 

All parents are very involved in their children’s internet use. This involvement was 

either by active mediation or co-use. Active mediation was used by every parent in all 

aspects of online safety mediation. Parents wanted to have an open channel for 

communicating about the threats of the internet, and discussions were used to teach 

children, show interest by asking about their internet usage as well as be informed about 

what their child does online. In their survey conducted by Hartikainen et al. (2017), 

results showed that parents in Oulu are using active mediation strategies to ensure 

children’s online safety. According to their study, 95% of the parents had reported to 

have discussions with their children about their online usage, and 93% had helped their 

children do or find something online, with 88% of parents also given instructions to 

children about how to use the internet safely. The results of my study strengthen the 

idea that parents are choosing being involved through active mediation with their 

children in the Oulu area. This seems to align with other parents all over Europe, as EU 

Kids online survey by Smahel et al. (2020) has reported similar results.  

 

Previous study shows (Wisniewski et al, 2014 in Hartikainen et al, 2016) that protecting 

children from possible threats online does not only mean giving them tools to protect 

them against threats, but to also teach them to not make bad decisions that might put 

them in harm’s way. My study showed that involvement through active discussions was 

used to thwart possible risky behavior by parents explaining consequences of bad 

decisions online.  

 

Co-use was used by some parents as a way to strengthen involvement that results in 

teaching. Parents wanted to be a part of their children’s online use by taking a part of it, 

and then teaching their children about good decisions. Some co-use moments were used 

as examples to evaluate how well the child knew how to navigate the internet.  

 

Involvement seems to be closely intertwined with both discourses of trust and control. 

Trust was evident in active mediation and co-use, where parents often expressed 

wanting to use the internet together or have conversations regarding it based on feelings 

of mutual trust. Co-use was missing in situations where the parent was hesitant to show 

trust to their child. When parent believe that their child is capable of performing tasks 

online, their parents are more eager to co-use the internet (Khurana et al., 2015).  

 

Control, on the other hand was evident in situations where the parents reported trusting 

their children, but still opted to use controlling methods or restriction tools. Parents felt 

they trusted their children online, but still wanted an added layer of security to ensure 

peace of mind. This was encompassed with active mediation because parents often 

wanted to explain their reasonings for controlling measures to their children. This was 

done in order to avoid being seen as someone who just forbids things, as well as 

ensuring fairness to the children.  
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5.4 Limitations of the study and ensuring reliability and validity 

 

In order to ensure this research’s reliability and validity, the possible drawbacks of 

using qualitative research are also considered. Reliability in academic study means 

consistency, and the possibility to get the same result when measured repeatedly. 

Validity evaluates if the measurement really measures the concept being investigated. 

(Bacon-Shone, 2015). In this research, reliability is ensured by thoroughly documenting 

the implementation of this study. Validity is ensured by considering the limitations of 

this study and thoroughly answering the research questions I wanted to research. I have 

identified possible limitations regarding this study. 

 

Most notable limitation is the possibility that the interview setting might be influenced 

by the researcher’s background and experiences, as each researcher uses their own 

consideration in analyzing the data gathered. I have never conducted interviews in an 

academic research before, and I identify that might have hindered my research to a 

degree. I am also not a parent myself, so it is possible that I have misinterpreted 

something the parent has said or have overlooked a potentially important question due 

to my inexperience.  It is also possible, that parents have exaggerated or embellished 

their answers a little for the sake of the interview, or that their children have a different 

viewpoint of the things their parents described. 

 

Another possible problem might be that the interview incorporates some targets which 

cannot be matched with specific experiences the interviewee has. I could have not 

realized these targets in advance, as each interviewee describes their subjective views.  

During my interviews, I asked a range of questions regarding multiple different themes. 

If a specific theme arised where the subject did not have an opinion, I quickly moved on 

to a different subject.  

 

Some other limitations include the fact that the participants of the study were all 

women.  I conducted the interviews in Finnish, and then translated the material. I am not 

a native English speaker. Because of the small and not randomized sample, the results 

of this research cannot be widely generalized. Instead, the results are more descriptive.  

 

Overall, I believe this study succeeded in its purpose, which was to investigate the 

views of parents regarding online safety through the discourses of control, trust and 

involvement.  

 

5.5 Paths for future research 

There is definitely room for more research regarding this topic. In my study I researched 

children between the ages of 8 and 9 and their parent’s views on internet safety. One 

possible direction for research is the children’s own views regarding the topic. I also 

researched children in general, but a study that researches the gender differences 

between girls and boys would probably be beneficial as well. 

My research was conducted in the city of Oulu, in Finland. Geographic studies in 

Finland as well as for instance Northern countries would both provide valuable data. 
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Are the views of parents different in a moderate size city, compared to a smaller village 

with lesser hobby possibilities? Or do parents in the capital area have different views 

regarding online safety? 

The children growing up now are among the first generations to be surrounded by the 

internet. Researching the views of the parents, who themselves have probably not grown 

up in the similar environment is beneficial for many fields of science. I believe the 

scientific field as well as consumer business could benefit from the opinions of families 

who are active users of the internet. Should parents and children, for instance, be invited 

to contribute to the development of restrictive tools? This research topic could, for 

instance, benefit from interdisciplinary research that combines information technology 

research and education theory.  
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Appendix A. Structure for the research plan 

Perustiedot haastateltavasta 

- Minkä ikäinen olet? 

- Mitä teet työksesi? 

- Minkä ikäisiä lapsia sinulla on?  

- Mikä sukupuoli? 

 

Haastateltavan tietokonetaidot ja netinkäyttö 

- Voitko kuvailla, millainen netinkäyttäjä olet?  

- Sisällöt 

- Sosiaalisen median tilit 

- Pelit 

- Pikaviestimet 

- Mitä laitteita käyttää 

- Paljonko arvioisit, että käytät nettiä? (ruutuaika) 

- Tuleeko sinulla käytettyä nettiä paljon työsi puolesta?  

- Miten arvioisit omat taitosi netinkäyttäjänä? 

- Koetko osaavasi käyttää nettiä tehokkaasti ja turvallisesti? 

 

Lasten käyttämät nettisisällöt 

 

- Mitä laitteita lapsellanne on käytössä? 

- Millaisia sisältöjä ja palveluita teidän lapsenne käyttää netissä? Mitkä on lapsilla 

sellaisia suosikki sisältöjä?  

- Onko sosiaalisessa mediassa profiileja? 

- Mitä pikaviestimiä käyttää? 

- Millä verkkosivuilla käy? 

- Mitä pelejä pelaa? (Jos haastateltava ei muista pelin nimeä, niin voiko hän 

kuvailla sitä?) 

- Saako hän latailla puhelimeen maksullisia tai maksuttomia sovelluksia? 

- Uskotko että olevasi vanhempana hyvin kartalla siitä mitä teidän lapsenne siellä 

netissä puuhaa ja millaisia sisältöjä käyttää?  

- Miksi/miksi ei? 

- Käytetäänkö nettiä yhdessä tai kertooko lapsi omasta netinkäytöstään? 

- Oletteko laatineet pelisääntöjä lapsille sopivista sisällöistä?  

- Millaisia? 

- Keskustellaanko lapsille sopivista sisällöistä ja käytön pelisäännöistä yhteisesti 

perheessä?  

- Oletteko laatineet sääntöjä siitä, millaisia sisältöjä saa käyttää tai millaisia 

sovelluksia (appeja) puhelimeen saa ladata? 

-  Millaisia? 

- Tarkistatko esimerkiksi selaushistoriaa tai sosiaalisen median sisältöä?  

- Miksi/miksi ei?  

- Jos tarkastetaan niin tietääkö lapsi siitä? 
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- Onko käytössä jokin softa, josta vanhempi saa tietoa  

- (Jos on, mikä? Asiasta lisää myöhemmin) 

 

Lasten ruutuaika 

- Miten paljon arvioisit, että teillä lapset käyttää nettiä?  

- Onko teillä tehty mitään perheen sisäisiä sääntöjä ruutuaikaan liittyen?  

- Millaisia? 

- Rajoitetaanko teillä ruutuaikaa? 

- Miten? (kerätäänkö esimerkiksi laitteita pois illalla? onko jokin sovellus 

käytössä) 

- Käyttekö yhdessä yleistä keskustelua lasten kanssa ruutuajasta? 

- Mitä mieltä lapset ovat ruutuajasta? 

Lasten nettikeskustelut:  

- Kenen kanssa lapsesi käy keskusteluita? 

- Onko esimerkiksi luokalla omaa Whatsapp-ryhmää? 

-  Pelaako lapsi jotain peliä, jossa tsättäillään? 

-  Käyttääkö esimerkiksi keskustelupalstoja tai esimerkiksi kommentoiko 

tiktok videoita? 

- Kenen kanssa? 

- Uskotko, että olet tietoinen kaikista kenen kanssa lapsi netissä juttelee?   

- Miksi/Miksi ei  

- Kyseleekö lapsilta, että kenen kanssa he netissä puhuu tai kertooko lapsi siitä 

itse? 

- Tarkistaako puhelimen viestejä  

- Tarkistaako selainhistoriaa  

- Onko perheessä keskusteltu internetin vaaroista? 

- Vieraista internetissä 

- Kenen kanssa voi joutua tekemisiin 

- Onko asiasta yhteisiä pelisääntöjä 

 

Netin uhkat ja lasten nettitaidot 

- Millaisista asioista vanhempana olet huolestunut netissä? 

- Mitkä uhat ovat mielestäsi pahimpia/vaarallisimpia? 

- Tunnetko olevasi hyvin perillä lapsesi netin käytöstä? 

3 Onko lapsi koskaan kohdannut netissä mitään sellaisia asioita, jotka hän on kokenut 

haitalliseksi? Jos kyllä, niin millaisia? 

- Onko hänelle tullut jostain sisällöstä paha mieli? 

- Onko nähnyt pelottavia tai ahdistavia sisältöjä? 

- Onko nähnyt väkivaltaista tai iälle sopimatonta sisältöä (esimerkiksi 

pornoa) 

- Onko kokenut nettikiusaamista? 

- Onko kokenut muita uhkia? 

 

- Jos on, niin mitä lapsi on tehnyt näissä tilanteessa?  

- Onko kertonut jollekin 
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- Etsinyt netistä apua 

- Lopettanut käyttämästä palvelua tai sisältöä 

 

- Uskotko, että lapsesi osaisi navigoida pois haitallisilta sivuilta? 

- Uskotko, että lapsi osaisi piilottaa tai salata sivut millä hän vierailee? 

- Uskotko, että lapsi osaisi poistaa tai piilottaa keskusteluita tai yksittäisiä viestejä 

viestiketjuissa? 

 

- Uskotko olevasi vanhempana hyvin kartalla siitä, jos jotain pelottavaa tulisi 

vastaan?  

- Miksi/miksi ei? 

 

- Luotatko siihen, että lapsi osaa välttää vaaroja internetissä? 

- Miksi? Miksi ei? 

- Luotatko että lapsesi osaa hakea apua, jos jotain on vialla? 

- Kyseletkö lapselta, että onko jotain ikävää tapahtunut? 

- Uskotko, että lapsi kertoisi itsenäisesti? 

- Koetko että luottamus lapseen on kasvanut ajan kanssa? 

- Onko mielestäsi lapsesi vastuullinen netinkäyttäjä?  

- Miksi? Miksi ei? 

- Millaisissa asioissa teidän lapsenne vielä pitäisi kehittyä? 

- Miksi? 

 

- Mistä uskot, että lapsen mediakasvatus tulisi ensisijaisesti tulla? 

- Kotoa vai koulusta? 

- Miksi? 

- Miten koulu voisi olla tukena lapsen mediakasvatuksessa? 

- Koetko, että haluaisit koululta enemmän tukea mediakasvatuksessa? 

- Miksi? Miksi ei? 

 

Tekniset apuvälineet 

- Onko teillä käytössä teknisiä apuvälineitä lasten nettiturvallisuuteen liittyen?  

- Miksi/Miksi ei 

- Jos on niin millaisia? (esim. Google family link, F-securen Safe-sovellus) 

- Miten se sovellus toimii?  

- Onko sovelluksessa rajoituksia  

- Mitä voi ladata puhelimeen  

- Millä sivuilla voi käydä 

- Mitä muita rajoituksia on käytössä? 

 

- Millaista tietoa lapsen netinkäytöstä vanhempi saa? 

- Tietääkö lapsi tietää, että ne on siellä? (onko lapselle näkyvä) 

- Onko lapsi niissä aktiivinen käyttäjä? 

- Voiko lapsi voi ohittaa niitä? 

- Mitä mieltä lapsi on niistä ollut? 

 

- Luuletko, että lapsi osaisi ohittaa tekniset apuvälineet? 
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- Miksi? Miksi ei? 

- Jos hän osaisi, niin uskotko että hän tekisi niin? 

- Miksi? Miksi ei? 

 

- Toimiiko suomenkielisillä sisällöillä? 

-  Miten arvioisit sovelluksen toimivuutta? 

- Millaisia kokemuksia sinulla on näistä sovelluksista? 

- Mitä haluaisit vielä kehittää niissä? 

 

 


