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Abstract: Increased internet use and access to digital devices have made parents to worry about their children being 
exposed to risks associated with virtual world. Parents being their primary care-taker may impact the digital life of a 
child. The present study investigated the mediation strategies adopted by parents of teenagers aged between 13 to 17 
years. Four mediation strategies namely active mediation, restrictive mediation, technical and monitoring were 
derived from a wide range of internally consistent mediation practices by using principal factor analysis. The parental 
mediation was mainly predicted by child’s age. Overall parents deployed lesser mediation as the child grows. The 
impact of the child’s gender proved significant for adoption of restrictive and technical parental mediation practices 
only. Significant variations in technical mediation were also observed between mothers and fathers. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The diffusion and proliferation of technology and smart phones among teenagers have increased across 
the globe (Ktoridou et al., 2012; Mascheroni and Olafsson, 2014; Madden et al., 2013; Marsh et al., 2018; 
Pew Research Centre, 2016; Pew Internet, 2013; Zaman et al., 2016). Internet use among teenagers has 
taken a momentum leap and almost got doubled in the last 10 years (Smahel et al., 2020). 
India has the second largest internet user base (approximately 700 million users) after China which is 
further estimated to reach the figure of 974 million users by 2025 (Statista,2020). In terms of digital 
adoption rate, India holds second position all over the world for key dimensions such as digital reach, 
data consumption and digital foundation (Mc Kinsey Global Institute, 2019). An Indian internet user 
spends 17 hours per week on internet which more than China and United States. More than 66 million 
internet users are in the age group of 5 to 11 years (Internet and Mobile Association of India, 2019) and 
32 % of Indian internet users are in the age group of 12 to 19 years (Statista, 2020). 70% of the Indian 
youth spends 5 hours on internet on a weekly basis and 93% of the teenagers have profile on social 
network sites (McAfee, 2014).  
With such trends of increasing internet usage among teenagers across the globe, the issue of cyber-safety 
of teenagers have become pertinent to look into. Apart from numerous benefits, internet poses certain 
threats for these young minds. Though it is a powerful tool for educational learning, identity formation 
and self-expression(Lee,2009; Valkenburg and Peter, 2009) yet it can also produce undesirable 
consequences in the form of content related risks such as getting young people exposed to  in-appropriate 
content(Vandoninck et al, 2010), privacy related risks involving personal and commercial misuse of their 
sensitive  personal information(Barnes, 2006), contact related risks including communication from 
people with malicious intentions resulting in the form of cyber-bullying and sexual solicitation (Kowalski 
and Liber, 2013; Patchin and Hinduja,2006). The list is quite exhaustive covering a range of other virtual 
risks associated with internet addiction such as risk of getting socially isolated and poor social 
relationship (Sanders et al., 2000), negative impact on academic achievement (Kowalski and Limber, 
2013; Kirschner and Karpinski, 2010), and several physical and psychological issues such as depression, 
anxiety and poor health (Kowalski and Limber, 2013). 
Teenagers in India are also getting exposed to various kinds of virtual risks. Cyber mum India (2015) 
surveyed Indian teenagers and found that 44 % of them admitted that they would like to meet or have 
met someone they first met online. Many of them have bullied someone online and shared their contact 
details on social media. A substantial percentage of teenagers have done something risky online such as 
watching in-appropriate content, bullying others, purchasing unsafe things and gambling. 
The increasing risk exposure in teenagers has raised concerns among several stakeholders including 
parents, educators, government and the policy makers. The reason for such concern is attributed to the 
fact that this is the age where the cognitive ability of the child has not yet been fully developed (Lerner, 
2002) thus making them more vulnerable for the potential virtual risks .This has stimulated the research 
inquiring the role of parents in safeguarding their teenager children from virtual risks. Parental 
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intervention has been proved influential in dealing with online risks (Khurana et al., 2015; Livingstone 
and Helsper, 2008). It has also been proved beneficial in the area of cyber-bullying in stopping it and 
providing emotional support to the victims (Fridh et al., 2015; Mesch, 2009). 
Parental mediation has been defined as any behaviour adopted by parents in endeavour of reducing the 
negative effects of media upon children (Clark, 2011). It is the way how parents manage the relation 
between the children and media (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008, p.81) by means of controlling, 
supervising and interpreting the media content with the children (Warren, 2001). 
The theory of parental mediation of the internet use has been derived from the field of television viewing. 
The similar mediation styles are also applicable into the area of internet use as well (Kirwil, 2009; Lwin et 
al., 2008).However, literature on parental mediation of internet use has not been reached on common 
consensus about the conceptualisation of the strategies and its effectiveness in dealing with the online 
risks. Considering the increased internet use in the current scenario, it is quite possible thatparents may 
have adopted new mediation practices to deal with online risks so a new research is warranted into the 
area of parental mediation strategies for internet use. 
Thus the present study helps in understanding the practices followed by Indian parents to safeguard their 
children against the risks emerging out of virtual interactions. The study also makes an effort to identify 
the role of parents and children demographic factors such as child’s age, child’s gender and parents own 
gender on the choice of parental mediation strategy. 
 

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF PARENTAL MEDIATION STRATEGIES 

The conceptualization of parental mediation strategies are based on the parental mediation practises 
used for television viewing. Valkenburg et al. (1999) identified three major mediation strategies in area of 
television namely active mediation, restrictive mediation and co-view. Parents critically discuss, evaluate 
and interpret the media content with the child in active mediation where as in restrictive mediation, 
parents set rules and regulations about what, when and how much media content can be accessed by the 
child. The third strategy is co-view where the parents use the media together with the child. This three-
dimensional approach of parental mediation styles have been widely accepted in the area of mediation of 
children television viewing behaviour (Warren, 2001, Nathanson, 2001 b; Gentile et al., 2012) and video 
games (Nikken and Jansz,  2006) and internet use as well(Nikken and Jansz,2013). However Livingstone 
and Helsper (2008) argued that mediation of internet requires different strategies as internet use is a less 
shared activity than watching television (Livingstone et al., 2011). It is challenging to monitor the online 
activities of child as most of them are now using internet from their mobile phones (Duerager and 
Livingstone, 2012) within their private space limiting the application of co-using strategy. In addition, the 
interactive nature of internet makes it more risky (Livingstone et al., 2017) as compared to the one way 
traditional media like television. Thus, considering the unique nature of internet, it is clear that mediation 
of internet use requires some different strategies that are internet specific. Being a solitary activity, the 
scope of implementing the restrictive and active mediation is also limited. The restrictive mediation in the 
area of internet use was conceptualised and defined as interaction restrictions (Livingstone and Helsper, 
2008; Symons et al., 2017)  including parents setting rules and regulations  regarding child’s 
communication over social networks such as using instant messaging, e-mail etc. Another form of 
restrictive mediation was coined and divided into two subtypes namely access restrictions (how much 
and when a particular media can be used and the content restrictions (which content can be downloaded 
or seen (Nikken and Jansz, 2013; Sonck, Nikken and de Haan, 2013).Thus, restrictive mediation in context 
of internet use has been accepted differently from television viewing. 
Another internet specific strategy that emerged is technical mediation(Eastin, Greenberg and Hofschire, 
2006) which includes a  group of practices involving the installation of filters and software such as 
blocking and filtering software to limit the child’s exposure to specific content (Chang et al., 2015; Lenhart 
and Madden, 2007; Livingstone et al.,2011;Mitchell, Finkehhor and Wolak, 2005) and use of software to  
track the online activities of the child (N Nikken and Jansz, 2013; Sonck, Nikken and de Haan, 2013). 
Monitoring as an internet specific strategy is also included in the parental mediation research wherein  
parents track the online activities of a child after the usage such as checking the history of the web pages 
visited by the child and checking the e-mail messages that have been sent by the child (Chang et al.,2015; 
Liau, Khoo and Ang, 2008; Livingstone and Helsper, 2008; Sonck et al., 2013).Supervision as an internet 
specific mediation strategy means to keep an eye or being around the child when the child is using the 
internet (Nikken and Jansz, 2013). 
 
The literature on parental mediation in context of internet further divulges that variations exist in how 
these strategies have been defined along with overlapping of certain mediation practices.  Differences 
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have been observed with respect to the type of strategies used and the way of measuring them. Just to 
highlight, active mediation and co-use did not emerge as different parental mediation strategy for 
internet (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008) as it was argued it is not possible to co-use the media without 
any communication or discussion thus blurring the boundary between the active and co-use as a strategy. 
Thus active mediation and co-use were termed as active co-use (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008). Contrary 
to this, Sonck, Nikken and de Haan (2013) did not recognise active co-use as a separate strategy. Also 
active mediation was divided as active mediation of internet safety and active mediation of internet use 
(Livingstone et al., 2011; Sonck et al., 2013) because it includes parent’s discussion with the child about 
being safe online. It can be abridged from the above discussion so far that the three dimensional approach 
of mediation of television viewing is inaccurate for internet use. In addition, there is un-ambiguity with 
respect to the mediation styles of internet use. Technical mediation can be proposed as a distinctive 
strategy. The related literature support active and restrictive mediation as important strategies with 
minor variations. Monitoring as a strategy seems relevant for the older age group while supervision and 
co-use is particularly relevant in the younger age group. 
Apart from the overlapping and un-ambiguity about the mediation strategies, role of demographic factors 
such as child’s age, child’s gender, parent’s own gender, parent’s education and occupation on the choice 
of parental mediation strategy has also been observed. For example, age of the child has been identified as 
an important influential factor in the research. Overall literature suggests that parents use more 
mediation for the younger ones than the older (Fleming et al., 2006; Gentile et al., 2012; Lee, 2012; 
Nathanson et al., 2012). Similar results were echoed in the studies by Eastin et al. (2006) and Lee (2013) 
where more restrictions were imposed on the younger teens than the older ones. The amount of 
mediation in terms of monitoring and restrictions decreased as the child grows (Padilla-Walker et al., 
2012; Sonck et al.,2013). Symons et al. (2017) also confirmed that the amount of mediation decreased 
with age of the child specifically when it comes to interaction and access restrictions. 
Child’s gender as a predictor of parental mediation strategy has produced inconsistent results. Many 
studies have confirmed that it was the girls who were subjected to more mediation than boys (Gentile et 
al., 2012; Livingstone et al., 2017; Nikken and Jansz, 2006; Symons et al., 2017). On the contrary, some 
parents have been observed directing their mediation more towards boys (Eastin et al., 2006; Liau et al., 
2008). Few researchers established a non significant relationship between gender and parental 
mediation (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008; Lee, 2012). 
Another aspect i.e. parent’s own gender has been proved as an important predictor of degree and type of 
parental mediation strategy adopted by them. The researches indicate that mothers apply all types of 
mediation more than the fathers (Nikken and Jansz, 2006; Nikken and Jansz, 2014). Mothers use more of 
restrictions than the fathers (Livingstone et al., 2017). Parallel to the results, mothers were found to be 
implementing more parental control than fathers (Valcke et al., 2010). So, it can be stated that 
demographic factors do have an impact on the choice of parental mediation strategies. The present study 
also explored these factors and their eventual impact. 
 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The study includes the reports derived from any of the parent whose child is of the age from 13 to 17 
years. For filling up of the questionnaire, the researcher considered either of the parent who has better 
knowledge about their child’s online activities. The sample is collected through convenience and 
snowball-sampling methods (Baltar, Fabiola & Brunet, 2012;  Zhou, 2011) where 570 respondents were 
contacted and after scrutinizing the responses, finally 480 responses (84%) were considered for final 
data collection purpose. The teenagers were divided into two groups. One group consisted of the 
teenagers aged between 13, 14 and 15 years and the other group consisted of teenagers of age 16 and 17 
years. 

The items were majorly derived and adapted from the studies by Livingstone and Helsper (2008) and 
Sonck et al. (2013) a questionnaire is formed. The final questionnaire consists of two parts. The first part 
of the questionnaire had 3 questions pertaining to collect the demographic information such as 
respondent’s age, gender, and the child’s age. The second part of the questionnaire had 25 statements to 
measure the frequency of adoption of the parental strategy on a five point likert scale ranging from never 
(1) to (5) always. The reliability of the data collection tool was established after deletion of two items 
having lowest item to total correlation (0.125), maximum correlation (0.196) and lower value of anti 
image matrix (0.269).These items were not found fit for applying factor analysis as these were not 
significantly loaded to any construct. Before implementing the final questionnaire, a pilot survey of 120 
respondents was administered. The overall value of cronbach alpha for the scale is found to be 0.903, 
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which indicates sound reliability of the scale and there is significant internal consistency among the items 
(Malhotra and Dash, 2011). 
 

IV. DATA ANALYSIS: 

 The data analysis for the present studies was done in multiple steps. In the first step, descriptive analysis 
was done. To achieve the first goal of the present study (identifying the parental mediation strategies), 
exploratory factor analysis was applied on parental mediation practices. Finally t test was applied to 
measure the impact of gender of the parent and age of the child on the choice of parental mediation 
strategies. 
 
Table 1 Profiling of dimensions associated with items related to online risk handling strategies 
adopted by parents for their children to handle different type of online risks 

Rotated component Matrix and Factor loadings of items 

Restrictive Risk Handling (Cronbach Alpha = 0.931 ) 
R1 0.865 R4 0.784 R7 0.771 

R2 0.860 R5 0.783 R8 0.728 

R3 0.789 R6 0.773 R9 0.702 

Active Risk Handling (Cronbach Alpha = 0.906) 

A1 0.863 A4 0.822 A7 0.725 

A2 0.827 A5 0.814 A8 0.705 

A3 0.825 A6 0.780     
Monitoring Risk Handling (Cronbach Alpha =0 .805) 

M1 0.858 M3 0.834 M5 0.736 

M2 0.848 M4 0.829     
Technical Risk Handling (Cronbach Alpha = 0.829) 

T1 0.850 T2 0.799 T3 0.773 

Source: Primary Data  

Table 1 depicts the results of factor solution of 25 statements measuring the dimensions of strategies 
adopted by parents for their children to handle different type of online risks. The four extracted factors 
collectively explain 67.59 percent of total variance is considered as significant variance (Malhotra & Dash, 
2011; Hair et. al., 2009). First factor named as restrictive risk handling consist of 9 statements indicating 
variables such as setting rules and restrictions on using social networking sites, for surfing online and 
online activities (Warren, 2001, Nathanson, 2001 b). Second factor is named as active risk handling 
strategy having eight items. This dimension consist of the items about how children should deal with 
online strangers, behave online and if bullied or harassed then how to respond to those threats. Parents 
also advise their children about the potential online risks and how to find resolution for these risks 
(Nikken and Jansz, 2013). The next factor monitoring risk handling has five items explaining the parent's 
action like checking children's email or messages and online activities (Livingstone and Helsper, 2008; 
Nikken and Jansz, 2013). Parents also keep an eye on children's friend circle and online history (Duerager 
and Livingstone, 2012). Last extracted factor is technical risk handling where parents install different 
type of software to prevent spam mails and viruses, to filter the internet surfing activities and restrict the 
time of online surfing (Livingstone and Helsper 2008; Mitchell, Finkehhor and Wolak, 2005). The value of 
factor loading of all the items is found satisfactory and they are significantly loaded on their respective 
factors. The value of cronbach alpha for all the factors is found more than 0.7, depicting good reliability of 
the scale and items in respective factors have sound internal consistency. 
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Table 2: Mean score comparison of strategies adopted by parents on the basis of gender of parent,  
age of parent and gender of child for handling different type of online risks (N=480) 

Gender of respondents 
Gender  

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

T 
 

DF 
 

Sig. (2-
tailed) Male (280) 

Female 
(200) 

Active Risk Handling 3.6978 3.7056 0.0078 .0609 -.190 478 0.897 

Monitoring Risk Handling 3.3857 3.4160 0.0303 .0475 -.638 478 0.540 

Restrictive Risk Handling 
3.7877 3.8183 0.0306 .0598 -.510 478 0.609 

Technical Risk Handling 
3.9170 3.7750 0.1420 .0589 -.490 478 0.013* 

 Child Age 
Group 1 
(299) 

Group 2 
(181) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

T DF 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Active Risk Handling 
3.7508 3.6188 0.1320 .0617 2.141 478 0.033 

Monitoring Risk Handling 3.4134 3.3735 0.0390 .0485 0.826 478 0.409 

Restrictive Risk Handling 
3.8766 3.6746 0.2010 .0602 3.355 478 0.001** 

Technical Risk Handling 
3.8395 3.8306 0.0090 .0603 0.147 478 0.883 

 Gender of Child 
Male 
(251) 

Female 
(229) 

Mean 
Difference 

Std. Error 
Difference 

T DF 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Active Risk Handling 
3.6648 3.7407 0.0759 .0600 -1.640 478 0.070 

Monitoring Risk Handling 
3.3665 3.4330 0.0665 .0468 -1.440 478 0.155 

Restrictive Risk Handling 3.7010 3.9083 0.2073 .0583 -3.535 478 0.000*** 

Technical Risk Handling 
3.7384 3.9430 0.2046 .0577 -3.547 478 0.000*** 

Source: Primary data  
*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 
 
Table 2 highlights the mean comparison and results of T test for strategies adopted by the parents for 
their children based on their age, gender, and parent's gender for handling the different type of online 
risks. As far as the gender of the parents is concerned, the t test statistics provide significant values for 
technical risk handling strategy and insignificant values for active, monitoring and restrictive strategy 
which means that mothers and fathers have diverse opinions to adopt technical strategy to safeguard 
their children from cyber world where as mothers and fathers  have similar responses for adopting 
active, monitoring and restrictive risk handling strategy to shield their children from online risks. 

The values in Table 2 also depicts that the parents establish rules and regulations for their children about 
internet usage, limits their internet surfing time and online gaming time based on the age of the children. 
In case of group 1 teenagers, parents restrict their children to shop online, make online friends and 
sharing their personal information with strangers and to third party websites (Lorentzen, Fielder & 
Jonson, 2013). Along with this, parents install potential antivirus in the devices used by their children to 
protect them from threats of cyberspace and cyber attacks (Vandoninck and D’Haenens, 2014). In case of 
group 2 teenagers that are teenagers nearing adulthood, parents change their strategies accordingly, now 
they rather than putting up restrictions on their children, they educate them about the various pros and 
cons of the internet activities. Parents teach their children about incidents of cyber bullying on social 
media, cyber attack, ill effect of internet on health and mind, how to deal with strangers through online 
and to keep an eye on any type of potential threat (Vandoninck,Haenens and Smahel, 2014). The table 
explains that t test statistics provide significant results (p < .05, p= .001 at 1 percent significant rate) for 
restrictive risk handling strategy, highlights that parents have diverse opinions to adopt this strategy to 



 

4969| Anju Rani                                                       Adoption of Parental Mediation Strategies for Teenagers' Internet Use  

safeguard their children from cyber world. T test provided insignificant results (p > 0.05) for other 
dimensions depicting that parents have similar responses for adopting active, monitoring and technical 
risk handling strategy to shield their children from online risks. It shows that variance in parents’ 
perceptions for this dimension based on their children's age, is homogeneous. T test statistics for 
homogeneity of variance provided insignificant results (p > 0.05) for dimensions active risk handling, 
monitoring risk handling and technical risk handling, which indicates that parents of all the teenagers 
have same thought process, experienced similar things for this factor, and possess homogenous response 
for installing antivirus to safeguard their children from ill effects of internet (Salazar et.al., 2013). 

The study also took into account the impact of child’s gender on the choice of mediation strategy by their 
parents. The t test statistic from table 2 highlights that the parents of male child would like to protect 
their children from cyber attack through personal counselling and establishing internet usage rules. 
These male teenagers are advised not to share personal details to unknown through online platform, not 
to become addict of online games and buying products online without examining the authenticity of the 
products (Starsrud, Livingstone & Haddon, 2007). The parents of female teenagers believe that they will 
protect their teenagers from cyber world threats through monitoring and installing software's in their 
devices, which will protect them from outer threats and viruses.  Parents keep an eye on their female 
teenagers; check their social accounts and online history so that they can warn them of future cyber 
bullying or harassment or financial frauds. The results of t test statistics were found to be significant (p < 
0.05, i.e. p = 0.000, significant at 1 percent significant level) for restrictive and technical risk handling 
indicating that parents of male and female teenagers have different thought process for implementation 
of these strategies. whereas for other dimensions, the results are insignificant (p > 0.05), which means 
that parents have similar opinions for adopting active and monitoring risk handling strategy for their 
children irrespective of their gender. 
 
 

V. DISCUSSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS: 

The ever increasing usage of internet among teenagers have driven researchers to inquire about what 
parents can do in order to minimize the online risks while optimizing the online opportunities. The 
present study investigated the parental mediation practices adopted for safeguarding teenager’s internet 
use considering the perspectives of parents of children aged between 13 to 17 years. Contrary to previous 
studies, the present study consists of more male respondents than females. This may be attributed to the 
fact that fathers are more involved in the child rearing process now a day as compared to the past and the 
gap between the mother’s and father’s child parenting process has been reduced (Amato, Meyers, & 
Emery, 2009; Ponnet et al., 2015).It may also be due to the gender specific differences with respect to the 
technology use. Males make more use of the computer technology than the females (Punter et al., 2017) 
and have more positive attitude towards computer use (OECD, 2011). 
 
Based on former studies, mediation practices were included and further divided into 4 distinct strategies 
by applying factor analysis namely discussion mediation, restrictive mediation, monitoring and technical 
mediation which were coincide with the strategies found in former studies (Livingstone and Helsper, 
2008; Nikken and Jansz, 2013; Sonck et al., 2013).The co-use and supervision as a mediation strategy did 
not emerge in the present study. This may be due to the increased privatized use of internet by the 
teenagers through mobile phones which has made it practically impossible for parents to co-use the 
internet. The same reason goes with the non emergence of supervision as a mediation strategy. 
 
Overall the results of the study revealed that technical mediation is the most adopted and monitoring is 
the least adopted mediation strategy by parents across all age groups. Many parents admitted that their 
children had more knowledge of social media than their own thus making the monitoring of the internet a 
challenging thing to do (Cybermum India, 2015). Also, a lot of teenagers claimed that they know how to 
hide their online presence from parents and they don’t want their parents to follow their online 
behaviour (Mcafee, 2015). 
The study also took into account the role of demographics such as child’s age, gender and parent’s own 
gender on parental mediation practices implemented. The gender of the child had significant impact on 
restrictive and technical mediation only where parents imposed more restrictions and technical 
mediation on female teenagers than males. These results are also in contradiction with other studies 
where it was found that parents implement more restrictions for boys than the girls (Eastin et al., 2006; 
Nikken and Jansz, 2011) however results coincide to a few studies where parents targeted more amount 
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of mediation towards the girls than the boys (Gentile et al., 2012; Livingstone et al., 2017; Nikken and 
Jansz, 2006; Symons et al., 2017).The possible explanation of this could be linked up with the parent’s 
anxieties related to the girl’s  exposure with the contact risks such as cyber-grooming(Pederson,2013) as 
girls spend more time over social networks than boys (Tsitsika et al., 2014). Thus they may be perceived 
to be more in need of restrictive parental mediation than the boys. 
 
Also, parent’s own gender did not emerge as an influential factor in explaining parental mediation except 
for technical mediation where fathers were found to be implementing more technical mediation than the 
mothers. These results are contrary to few studies where mothers used more of all types of mediation 
than the fathers (Symons et al., 2016; Nikken and Jansz,2014).The difference in parental mediation 
strategies based on parent’s gender could be explained by gender specific internet experiences. The 
adoption of different mediation practices by mothers and fathers could also be justified by considering 
the perceptual gaps with respect to the occurrence of online risks with teenagers. Related literature 
confirms that mothers and fathers have different risk perception for boys and girls. Mothers have better 
assessment of the child’s online activities (Liau et al., 2008) where as fathers had more accurate 
knowledge of the child’s online experiences (Symons et al.,2016). Thus these perceptual gaps regarding 
the occurrence of online risks as explained by parent’s gender may lead to the adoption of different 
mediation practices. In present study, fathers were found to implement more technical mediation than 
mothers. The reason for this could be the difference between the level of digital literacy among mothers 
and fathers as level of digital literacy and social media literacy have found to be influencing the level of 
parental mediation (Daneels and Vanwynsberghe, 2017; Livingstone et al., 2017). This can be further 
explored taking into account the mediating impact of level of digital literacy and gender together. 
 
The child’s age has been proved as the largest predictor with respect to the parental mediation. As 
expected, it was found that all types of mediation reduced mediation as the age of the child grows. This is 
in line with many other studies where parents directed more mediation for the younger ones 
(Livingstone and Helsper,2008; Lee, 2012; Shin and Lwin, 2016; Fleming et al., 2006; Gentile et al., 2012; 
Nikken and Jansz, 2014).The implementation of more mediation for the younger ones could be attributed 
to the increased parents’ concern and risk perception for them as compared to the older ones. Parents 
were found to be of more concerned for their younger teenagers (Ktoridou et al., 2012). The similar 
results were echoed in previous studies where it was confirmed that parents become permissive and 
provide more freedom to child in using the internet as they grow older (Ozgur,2016).However, it is not 
that parents completely become uninvolved with their child’s internet behaviour. It is possible that there 
may be that the parents might be adopting some other ways such as deference strategy in order to 
safeguard their children wherein parents willingly choose not to intervene in the child’s internet 
behaviour (Padilla-Walker, 2012). Also, it is argued that mediation is more social in nature than simply 
putting restrictions on the children (Kirwil, 2009; Livingstone and Helsper, 2008) thus  the role of 
parental modelling and sibling modelling in mediating children’s internet use (Sonck et al., 2013) could be 
explored in future studies. 
Another reason for lesser mediation targeted towards the older teenagers could be that as the age of the 
child increases, parental influence starts decreasing and the influence of peers grows (Brown, 2001; John, 
1999; Kalmus et al., 2009; Shin and Lwin,2016). It is age when the children start spending their maximum 
time at schools and with peers. Adolescents mostly seek advice from their peers than parents and 
teachers when bothered by some online risks (Livingstone et al., 2011). So the role of peer and teacher 
mediation can be looked into in future studies. The role of schools as an institution can also be studied as 
in many studies parents believed that the educational institutions must play an active role in safeguarding 
children against online risks by imparting suitable training programs (Norton Online Family Report, 
2012). 
Also due to the current situation of pandemic across the globe, children’s technology usage has been 
significantly changed. Due to which it is expected that the technology use has been reached up to teen and 
pre-teens. Thus issues related to the mediation related with that age group will be relevant now. Thus 
future studies can inquire into the mediation styles related with the younger age groups as well. 
In general, our study implicates that parents are adopting good enough mediation to minimize the online 
risks. We suggest more use of active mediation based on support, discussion and personal warmth 
between parent and child. As suggested by Duerager and Livingstone(2012), we recommend and 
encourage parents to implement social strategies rather than restrictive thus helping in enhancement of 
online opportunities of children while minimizing the online risks. Policy initiatives should focus on 
awareness-building campaigns and training courses for comprehensive approach to deal with the online 
risks for children. 
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The study provided meaningful insights into the use of mediation practices by parents for dealing with 
the virtual risks for their children thus making important contributions to the study.  However our study 
considered only the parent’s reporting of the mediation strategy adopted. Research indicates 
discrepancies among the responses when reports from both the child and parents were considered 
(Symons et al., 2017). Children reported lesser mediation as compared to their parents (Gentile et al., 
2012; Liau et al., 2008; Sonck et al., 2013; Wang, Binachi and Raley, 2005).The reason for children 
reporting lesser mediation could be because they might not be aware of their parent’s mediation 
practices. Sometimes parents may also exaggerate their responses so as to achieve social desirability 
(Gentile et al., 2012). Thus future research is suggested using a multi-factor approach considering 
responses from both parents and children. 
Also the impact of other variables such as socio-economic status, family size, family communication 
patterns, parenting styles has been ignored and missed out in the present study as  no special attention 
was given to the economic background while choosing parents respondents and mostly those 
respondents were selected having the resources needed to implement the mediation and from a 
privileged sections So future studies can shed light upon the role of those factors in parent’s decision of 
choosing a particular strategy over other. 
Our study mainly focused on the adoption of the parental mediation strategies without considering the 
effectiveness of these strategies in bringing desired outcome. Although studies highlights the 
effectiveness of active mediation over restrictive mediation in prevention of online risks (Ang, 2015) yet 
restrictive mediation has also been proved beneficial in reducing the online time spent (Kalmus, Blinka 
and Olafsson, 2015; Lee, 2012), resulted in decreased risk of cyber-bullying (Kalmus, Blinka and Olafsson, 
2015) and helps in reducing online information disclosure (Lwin et al., 2008). Thus a comprehensive 
study is advisable to measure the effectiveness of the parental strategies in future. 
 
The digital media has become an inseparable part of young people’s life. There is no doubt about the fact 
that the despite several benefits online platforms are potentially risky and harmful for children of various 
ages. Although parents are adopting adequate mediation strategies to deal with the online risks towards 
their children yet a need is felt to change the approach of their mediation matching developmental stages 
of the child such as pre-teens, teens and adults. Also, parents need to enhance their digital literacy level. 
Training programs should be designed to educate parents about the possible ways to mediate their 
children’s internet usage. 
 
 

REFERENCES 

1. Amato, P. R., Meyers, C. E. and Emery, R. E. (2009). Changes in non-resident father-child contact 
from 1976 to 2002. Family Relations, 58, 41–53. DOI: https://doi. org/10.1111/j.1741-
3729.2008.00533.x 

2. Ang, R. (2015). Adolescent cyberbullying: A review of characteristics, prevention and intervention 
strategies. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 25(part A), 35–42. 

3. Baltar, Fabiola & Brunet, Fabiola &Ignasi,. (2012). Social Research 2.0: Virtual Snowball Sampling 
Method Using Facebook. Internet Research. 22. 10.1108/10662241211199960. 

4. Barnes, S. (2006). A privacy paradox: Social networking in the United States. First Monday, 11(9). 
Retrieved from http://www.firstmonday.org/issues/issue11_9/ barnes/index.html 

5. Bianchi, S. M. (2000). Maternal employment and time with children: dramatic change or surprising 
continuity?, Demography, 37(4),401-414. 

6. Brown, Bradford B. (2001): “Primary attachment to parents and peers during adolescence : 
Differences by attachment style”, Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30 (6), 653–674. 

7. Byrne, S., Katz, S. J., Lee, T., Linz, D., and McIlrath, M. (2014). Peers,predators, and porn: Predicting 
parental underestimation of children’s online risky experiences. Journal of Computer-Mediated 
Communication, 19, 215–231. 

8. Chang, F. C., Chiu, C.H., Miao,N. F., Chen, P.H., Lee, C. M., Chiang, J. T., and Pan, Y. C.(2015).The 
relationship between parental mediation and Internet addiction among, adolescents, and the 
association with cyberbullying and depression. Comprehensive Psychiatry, 57, 21–28. 

9. Clark, L. S. (2011). Parental mediation theory for the digital age. Communication Theory, 21(4), 
323–343. 



 

4972| Anju Rani                                                       Adoption of Parental Mediation Strategies for Teenagers' Internet Use  

10. CybermumIndia(2015). Making Online Safety a Priority for Our Tech-Savvy Children retrieved 
from https://www.mcafee.com/blogs/consumer/making-online-safety-a-priority-for-our-tech-
savvy-children/ (accessed at 12/10/2020) 

11. D’Haenens, L., Vandonink, S. and Donoso, V. (2013). How to cope and build resilience. London: EU 
Kids Online, LSE. Retrieved from; http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/48115/ 

12. Daneels, R. and Vanwynsberghe, H. (2017). Mediating social media use: Connecting parents’ 
mediation strategies and social media literacy. Cyber psychology: Journal of Psychosocial Research 
on cyberspace, 11(3)  

13. Duerager A, Livingstone S. (2012). How can parents support children’s internet safety? LSE, 
London: EUKids Online. London School of Economics & Political Science: EU Kids Online: London. 
Available at 
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/media@lse/research/EUKidsOnline/EU%20Kids%20III/Reports/Parental
Mediation.pdf (asessed at 11 feb,2021) 

14. Eastin, M. S., Greenberg, B. S. &Hofschire, L. (2006). Parenting the Internet. Journal of 
Communication, 56, 486–504. 

15. Fleming, J. M., Greentree, S., Cocotti-Muller, D., Elias. A. K. and Morrison, S. (2006). Safety in 
Cyberspace: Adolescents’ Safety and Exposure Online, Youth Society, 38(2), 135-154. 

16. Fridh, M., Lindström, M., and Rosvall, M. (2015). Subjective health complaints of adolescent victims 
of cyber harassment: moderation through support from parents/friends—A Swedish population-
based study. BMC Public Health, 15, 949. 

17. Gentile, A. D., Nathanson, I. A., Reimer, A. R. and Walsh, A. D. (2012). Do You See What I See? Parent 
and Child Reports of Parental Monitoring of Media, Family Relations, 61, 470-487. 

18. Happ, Ch, Melzer, A., and Steffgen, G. (2016). Trick with treat Reciprocity increases the willingness 
to communicate personal data. Computers and Human Behavior, 61, 372-377. 

19. Hasebrink, U. (2014). Children’s changing online experiences in a longitudinal perspective. Retrieved 
May 15, 2016, from: http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/60083/ 

20. Houghton, S., Hunter, S. C., Rosenberg, M., Wood, L., Zadow, C., Martin, K. &Shilton, T. (2015). 
Virtually impossible: Limiting Australian children and adolescents daily screen based media use. 
BMC Public Health, 15(5), 1–12. 

21. İnan-Kaya, G., Mutlu-Bayraktar, D., & Yılmaz, Ö. (2018). Digital parenting: Perceptions on digital 
risks. KalemUluslararasıEğitimveİnsanBilimleriDergisi, 8(1), 131-157. 

22. Internet and Mobile Association of India (2019). India Internet 2019 retrieved on 
fromhttps://cms.iamai.in/Content/ResearchPapers/d3654bcc-002f-4fc7-ab39-e1fbeb00005d.pdf 

23. John. D. R. (1999) Consumer socialization of children: A retrospective look at twenty-five years of 
research. Journal of Consumer Research 26(3), 183-213. 

24. Kalmus, V., Blinka, L. and Olafsson, K. (2015). Does It Matter What Mumma Says: Evaluating the 
Role of Parental Mediation in European Adolescents’ Excessive Internet Usage, Children and 
Society, 29, 122-133. 

25. Khurana, A., Bleakley, A., Jordan, A.B., and Romer, D. (2015). The protective effects of parental 
monitoring and internet restriction on adolescents' risk of online harassment. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence, 44, 1039–1047. 

26. Kirschner, A. P. and Karpinski, C.A. (2010). "Facebook® and academic performance," Computers in 
human behavior, 26, 1237-1245. 

27. Kirwil, L. (2009). Parental mediation of children’s internet use in different European countries. 
Journal of Children and Media, 3, 394–409. 

28. Kowalski, M. R. and Limber, P. S. (2013). Psychological, Physical and Academic Correlates of 
Cyberbullying and Traditional Bullying, Journal of Adolescent Health, 53(1), 13-20. 

29. Ktoridou, D. ,Eteokleous, N. and Zahariadou, A. (2012). Exploring Parents' and Children's 
Awareness on Internet Threats in Relation to Internet Safety, Campus Wide Information System, 
29(3), 133-143. 

30. Lee, S. (2009). Online Communication and Adolescents social ties: who benefits from the internet 
use, Journal of computer Mediated Communication, 14, 509-531. 

31. Lee, S. J. (2012). Parental restrictive mediation of children’s Internet use: Effective for what and for 
whom? New Media & Society, 15, 466–481. 

32. Lenhart, A. and Madden, M. (2007). Teens, privacy & online social networks. How teens manage 
their online identities and personal information in the age of MySpace. Washington, D.C.: Pew 
Internet & American Life Project.  

33. Lerner, R. M. (2002). Adolescence: Development, Diversity, Context, and Application. Prentice-Hall, 
Upper Saddle River. 

https://www.mcafee.com/blogs/consumer/making-online-safety-a-priority-for-our-tech-savvy-children/
https://www.mcafee.com/blogs/consumer/making-online-safety-a-priority-for-our-tech-savvy-children/
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/48115/
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/media@lse/research/EUKidsOnline/EU%20Kids%20III/Reports/ParentalMediation.pdf%20(asessed%20at%2011%20feb,2021
http://www2.lse.ac.uk/media@lse/research/EUKidsOnline/EU%20Kids%20III/Reports/ParentalMediation.pdf%20(asessed%20at%2011%20feb,2021
http://eprints.lse.ac.uk/60083/
https://cms.iamai.in/Content/ResearchPapers/d3654bcc-002f-4fc7-ab39-e1fbeb00005d.pdf


 

4973| Anju Rani                                                       Adoption of Parental Mediation Strategies for Teenagers' Internet Use  

34. Liau, A. K., Khoo, A. and HwaAng, P. (2008). Parental awareness and monitoring of adolescent 
Internet use. Current Psychology, 27, 217–233.  

35. Livingstone, S. and Helsper, E. (2010). Balancing opportunities and risks in teenagers’ use of the 
internet: the role of online skills and internet self-efficacy. New Media & Society, 12,309–329. 

36. Livingstone S. (2008).Taking risky opportunities in youthful content creation: teenagers’ use of 
social networking sites for intimacy, privacy and self-expression. New Media & Society, 10, 393–
411. 

37. Livingstone, S. (2007). Strategies of parental mediation in the media-rich home. Computers in 
Human Behaviour, 23, 920–941. 

38. Livingstone, S. and Bober, M. (2004). UK children go online: Surveying the experiences of young 
people and their parents. London: LSE Research Online. 

39. Livingstone, S. and Helsper, E. J. (2008). Parental mediation of children’s Internet use. Journal of 
Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 52, 581–599. 

40. Livingstone, S., and Helsper, E. J. (2013). Children, Internet and risk in comparative perspective. 
Journal of Children and Media, 7(1), 1-8 

41. Livingstone, S., Haddon, L., Go¨rzig, A. and Olaffson, K. (2011). Risks and safety on the Internet: the 
perspective of European children (full Findings). London: EU Kids Online. 

42. Livingstone, S., Ólafsson, K.  Helsper, J. E.,  Lupiáñez-Villanueva, F. ,Veltri, A. G. And Folkvord, F. 
(2017). Maximizing Opportunities and Minimizing Risks for Children Online: The Role of Digital 
Skills in Emerging Strategies of Parental Mediation, Journal of Communication, 67(1), 82–105. 

43. Lu, J. and Hao, Q. (2014). What factors impact on primary school students’ online engagement for 
learning and entertainment at home. Journal of Computers in Education,1(2-3), 133-150. 

44. Lwin, . M. , Stanaland, S. A. and Miyazaki, D. A. ( 2008). Protecting Children’s Privacy Online: How 
Parental Mediation Strategies Affect Website Safeguard Effectiveness, Journal of  Retailing, 84(2), 
205-217. 

45. Madden, M., Lenhart, A., Cortesi, S., Gasser, U., Duggan, M., Smith, A. and Beaton, M. (2013). Teens, 
social media, and privacy. Washington, D.C.: Pew Internet & American Life Project. 

46. Marsh, J., Plowman, L., Yamada-Rice, D., Bishop, J., Lahmar, J., and Scott, F. (2018). Play and 
creativity in young children’s use of apps. British Journal of Educational Technology, 49(5), 870–
882. 

47. Mascheroni, G. and Ólafsson, K. (2014). Net Children Go Mobile: Risks and opportunities (second 
edition). Milano: Edusatt  

48. McAfee Tweens Teens & Technology (2014). Retrieved from 
https://cybermumindia.files.wordpress.com/2014/11/ttt-2014-infographic-final.pdf  accessed on 
31st March, 2021. 

49. Mckinsey Global Institute (2019). Digital India retrieved from 
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/McKinsey%20Digital/O
ur%20Insights/Digital%20India%20Technology%20to%20transform%20a%20connected%20nat
ion/MGI-Digital-India-Report-April-2019.ashx accessed on 13th March,2021 

50. Mesch, G. S. (2009). Parental mediation, online activities, and cyberbullying. CyberPsychology & 
Behavior, 12, 387–393.  

51. Mitchell, K. J., Finkelhor, D. &Wolak, J. (2005). Protecting youth online: Family use of filtering and 
blocking software. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29, 753–765. 

52. Nathanson, A. I. (2001a). Mediation of children’s television viewing: Working toward conceptual 
clarity and common understanding. In: Gudykunst, W. B. (Ed.), Communication Yearbook 25, 115–
151. Mahwa, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

53. Nathanson, I. A. (1999). Identifying and explaining the relationship between parental mediation 
and children’s Aggression, Communication Research, 26(2), 124-143. 

54. Nikken, P. and Jansz, J. (2006). Parental mediation of children’s videogame playing: A comparison 
of the reports by parents and children. Learning, Media and Technology, 31, 181–202. 

55. Nikken, P. and Jansz, J. (2013). Developing Scales to Measure Parental Mediation of Young 
Children’s Internet Use, Learning, Media and Technology, 39(2), 250-266. 

56. Norton Online Family Report. (2012) www.us.norton.com/cybercrimereport (accessed on 12th 
march, 2021). 

57. OECD (2011). PISA 2009 results: Students on line. Digital technologies and performance (Volume 
VI). Paris, France: OECD Publishing. Retrieved from http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/ 9789264112995-
en 

58. Özgür H. (2016). The relationship between Internet parenting styles and Internet usage of children 
and adolescents. Computers in Human Behavior, 60, 411–424. 

https://cybermumindia.files.wordpress.com/2014/11/ttt-2014-infographic-final.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/McKinsey%20Digital/Our%20Insights/Digital%20India%20Technology%20to%20transform%20a%20connected%20nation/MGI-Digital-India-Report-April-2019.ashx%20accessed%20on%2013th%20March,2021
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/McKinsey%20Digital/Our%20Insights/Digital%20India%20Technology%20to%20transform%20a%20connected%20nation/MGI-Digital-India-Report-April-2019.ashx%20accessed%20on%2013th%20March,2021
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/McKinsey%20Digital/Our%20Insights/Digital%20India%20Technology%20to%20transform%20a%20connected%20nation/MGI-Digital-India-Report-April-2019.ashx%20accessed%20on%2013th%20March,2021
http://www.us.norton.com/


 

4974| Anju Rani                                                       Adoption of Parental Mediation Strategies for Teenagers' Internet Use  

59. Padilla-Walker, L. M., Coyne, S. M., Fraser, A. M., Dyer, W. J. &Yorgason, J. B. (2012). Parents and 
adolescents growing up in the digital age: Latent growth curve analysis of proactive media 
monitoring. Journal of Adolescence, 35, 1153–1165. 

60. Patchin, J. W., and  Hinduja, S. (2006). Bullies move beyond the schoolyard: A preliminary look at 
cyberbullying. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 4(2), 148-169. 

61. Pew Internet. (2013) Teens, social media, and privacy.www.pewinternet.org (accessed Nov. 12, 
2013). 

62. Pew Research Center. (2016). Social media use by teens over time. Retrieved from. 
http://www.pewinternet.org/data-trend/teens/social-media/ 

63. Ponnet, K., Van Leeuwen, K., Wouters, E. &Mortelmans, D. (2015). A family system approach to 
investigate family-based pathways between financial stress and adolescent problem behaviour. 
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 25, 765–780. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12171 

64. Punter, R., Meelissen, M., &Glas, C. (2017). Gender differences in computer and information 
literacy: An exploration of the performances of girls and boys in ICILS 2013. European Educational 
Research Journal, 16(6), 762–780. 

65. Salazar, M., Gaviria, J., Laorden, C., and Bringas, P. G. (2013). Enhancing cyber security learning 
through an augmented reality-based serious game. In Global engineering education conference 
(EDUCON), 2013 IEEE(pp. 602-607). Berlin: IEEE. 

66. Sanders, E. C., Field, M. T., Diego, M. and Kaplan, M. (2000). The Relationship of Internet Use to 
Depression and Social Isolation among Adolescents, Adolescence, 35(138), 237-242. 

67. Shin, W., and Lwin, M. O. (2016). How does “talking about the Internet with others” affect 
teenagers’ experience of online risks? The role of Active Mediation by Parents, Peers, and School 
Teachers, New Media & Society, 1-18. 

68. Smahel, D., Machackova, H., Mascheroni, G., Dedkova, L., Staksrud, E., Ólafsson, K., Livingstone, S., 
and Hasebrink, U. (2020). EU Kids Online 2020: Survey results from 19 countries. EU Kids Online. 

69. Sonck, N., Nikken, P. and de Haan, J. (2013). Determinants of Internet mediation: A comparison of 
the reports by Dutch parents and children. Journal of Children and Media, 7, 96–113. 

70. Staista (2020) retrieved from https://www.statista.com/statistics/255146/number-of-internet-
users-in-india/(accessed on 6/3/21) 

71. Staksrud, E., Livingstone, S., and  Haddon, L. (2007).What do we know about children's use of 
online technologies? A report on data availability and research gaps in Europe. Research report. EU 
Kids Online network project. London School of Economics.http://www.eukidsonline.net 

72. Symons, K., Ponnet, K. ,Emmery, K., Walrave, M. and Heirman, W. (2017).  A Factorial Validation of 
Parental Mediation Strategies with Regard to Internet Use,  PsychologicaBelgica, 57(2),  93–111. 

73. Symons, K., Ponnet, K., Emmery, K., Walrave, M. and Heirman, W. (2016). Parental Knowledge of 
Adolescents’ Online Content and Contact Risks, Journal of Youth Adolescence, 46, 401-416 

74. Tsitsika A. K., Tzavela E. C., Janikian M., Ólafsson K., Iordache A., Schoenmakers T. M., Tzavara C. 
and Richardson C. (2014).Online social networking in adolescence: patterns of use in six European 
countries and links with psychosocial functioning. Journal of Adolescent Health, 55(1), 141-147. 

75. Valcke, M., Bonte , S., De Wever,  B. and  Rots, I.(2010). Internet parenting styles and the impact on 
Internet use of primary school children. Computers & Education, 55, 454–464. 

76. Valkenburg, P. M. and Peter, J. (2009) Social consequences of the internet for adolescents: a decade 
of research, Psychological science, 18, 1-5.  

77. Valkenburg, P. M., Krcmar, M., Peeters, A. L. and Marseille, N. M. (1999). Developing a scale to 
assess three styles of television mediation: “instructive mediation,” “restrictive mediation,” and 
“social coviewing.” Journal of Broadcasting and Electronic Media, 43, 52–66.  

78. Vandoninck, S., and d’Haenens, L. (2014). Ways to avoid problematic situations and negative 
experiences: children's preventive measures online.Communications: The European Journal of 
Communication Research, 39(3), 261-282. 

79. Vandoninck, S., D’ Haenens, L and Donoso, V. (2010). Digital Literacy of Flemish Youth: How Do 
they Handle Online Risks?, Communications,35, 397-416. 

80. Vandoninck, S., d’Haenens, L., and Smahel, D. (2014).Preventive measures: How youngsters avoid 
online risks. London: EU kids Online. 

81. Wang, R., Bianchi, S. M., and Raley, S. B. (2005). Teenagers Internet use & family rules: A research 
note. Journal of Marriage and Family, 67(5), 1249-1258. 

82. Warren, R. (2001). In words and deeds: Parental Involvement and Mediation of Children’s 
Television Viewing, Journal of Family Communication, 1, 211-231. 

83. Wolak, J. (2005). Protecting youth online: Family use of filtering and blocking software. Child Abuse 
& Neglect, 29, 753–765. 

http://www.pewinternet.org/data-trend/teens/social-media/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12171
https://www.statista.com/statistics/255146/number-of-internet-users-in-india/(accessed
https://www.statista.com/statistics/255146/number-of-internet-users-in-india/(accessed


 

4975| Anju Rani                                                       Adoption of Parental Mediation Strategies for Teenagers' Internet Use  

84. Zaman, B., Nouwen, M., Vanattenhoven, J., de Ferrerre, E., and Van Looy, J. (2016). A Qualitative 
inquiry into the contextualized parental mediation practices of young children’s digital media use 
at home. Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 60, 1–22. 

 


