




PARENT-CHILD INTERACTIONS WITH A MOBILE DEVICE                                             71 

 Interestingly, parents‟ reports of their child‟s familiarity with the iPad™ predicted how 

often parents would encourage their child to use similar mobile technologies both with and 

without parental presence/guidance. In other words, parents‟ ratings of their child‟s familiarity 

with the iPad™ was a significant predictor in both cases. It may be the case that parents want to 

encourage their child‟s learning and use of mobile technologies by reporting that they would 

encourage their child to use similar devices more frequently. On the other hand, parents may 

want their child to explore independently and be more autonomous when using mobile devices 

and thus reported they would more frequently encourage their child to use similar mobile device 

without their presence.  

Parents’ reflections on technology use 

Overall, the general picture of parents and technology provided from the interview was 

not a surprising one. In fact, parents, regardless of experience with technology are careful and 

cautious consumers of technology, putting their child‟s best-interest first. In general, parents 

enjoyed the interactive session with their child, reporting a positive affect toward the iPad™ task 

as well as their child enjoying the session. As to whether parents should or should not help their 

child when he/she uses technology, the majority of parents reported that a combination approach 

is important such that both helping the child when they become frustrated and allowing the child 

to learn and explore on their own is important.  

Some parents reported that their child had been unintentionally introduced to technology 

(either through observation of themselves using technology or to occupy their child in certain 

situations). On the other hand, a few parents identified that they had intentionally introduced 

their child to technology, mentioning such things as downloading software and applications for 
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their child to use, technology being readily accessible to their child or simply allowing their child 

to explore on technology on their own. More than half of parents reported that using technology 

is an important thing to do in that it will prepare their child for a future with digital devices and 

provide them with an advantage over children that have not been introduced to technology or are 

perhaps less frequent users of technology. Similar to results reported by Plowman, McPake, and 

Stephen (2010), parents noted cautions toward their child‟s use of technology, reporting that they 

like to regulate and monitor their child‟s use of technology (e.g., limiting screen time and 

supervise computer use). It came as no surprise that parents considered the developmental 

properties (i.e., age-appropriate) when considering purchasing software for their child. 

Fidelity within the study 

Several measures were used to ensure that the methods and assumptions involved in the 

design of the study were evident in the outcomes. Specifically, parents‟ perceptions toward the 

observational sessions were important indicators to explore. Parents‟ ratings of the similarity of 

the observation session to typical interactions they have at home with their child involving 

technology revealed no differences between mothers and fathers and users and non-users. 

Importantly, this measure served as a fidelity measure for the observation sessions as parents 

generally indicated that the sessions reflected their experiences at home rather than a unique 

experience specific to the lab setting. This was a positive outcome as the study sought to imitate 

the „home‟ environment as much as possible.  

Limitations and future directions  

 The one notable limitation in the present study was the small number of non-users 

relative to users of technology. Recruiting non users was a challenge. This is perhaps not 
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surprising given the age group of participants (parents of young children) as the vast majority of 

participants would, themselves, fall within the group identified as digital natives that have grown 

up with technology (Prensky, 2001). Perhaps it was more surprising that 25 non-users were 

found than none. In particular for the present study, however, the limited number of non-users 

warrants caution when interpreting the outcomes.  

The present study did not include demographic information related to ethnicity and socio-

economic status (SES) of participants. These factors could potentially play an important role in 

the way parents interact with their child when using a mobile device. Although the digital divide 

is narrowing and more and more families use and purchase technological devices, there is still a 

pattern of increased ownership and access in higher-income families (Roberts & Foehr, 2008). It 

is important to note the unique sample of participants in the present study as it consisted of a 

specific population of parents of which many reported post-secondary education (undergraduate, 

graduate, and doctoral studies). This unique, well-educated sample of participants may have 

greater access to mobile devices and thus have children that are more experienced in using 

mobile technologies. It is also important to consider that some mobile devices such as 

smartphones or tablets are simply expensive and out of reach for lower-income families making 

these devices non-accessible to young children. Although SES might not be the most important 

factor influencing young children‟s encounters with technology (Anand & Krosnick, 2005; 

Plowman et al., 2011), it is important to consider parents‟ SES as children with exposure to 

technological devices on a regular basis have greater opportunities to use and learn from mobile 

technologies than children that do not have access to similar devices. Future studies should 

explore the impact of these variables in order to provide a more comprehensive assessment of 

scaffolding afforded by parents when using mobile devices with their young children.   
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Future research must be conducted in order to obtain a more generalizable representation 

of the interactions that take place between parents and children when introducing their child to 

technology. Future research should also take into consideration the child‟s responses to parental 

scaffolding attempts – whether they are received, acknowledged and executed by the child or are 

ignored. An interesting question to address would be how much of the support parents provide is 

indeed necessary. As scaffolding is only effective if the child is met in their zone of proximal 

development (ZPD), it is interesting to explore whether parents‟ support when their child uses 

mobile devices is effective and relevant. Many parents indicated that they did allow their child to 

use mobile devices, whether it be their cellphone/smartphone, iPod™, iPad™, or other similar 

mobile device. It might also be important in future research to take into consideration the child‟s 

level of ability to use the mobile device, such as children that are novice users of mobile devices 

versus children that have had some exposure/experience with the same or similar device. This 

previous experience may be an important contributing factor that impacts parents‟ level of 

support they provide their child throughout the interactive play session. In essence, it is 

important to take into account the child‟s skills and abilities and whether they influence parents‟ 

level of support. 

Conclusion and Implications 

The present study explored first-hand the nature of the parent-child interactions that take 

place when children and parents engage in shared-computer activities using a mobile device. The 

results and implications of this study are important for parents, educators, and care providers as it 

makes clear parents‟ perceptions, behaviours and personal experiences in introducing technology 

to their children. The information gained from the present exploratory study is immediately 

pertinent in any setting where computer technology is being considered as an educational tool for 
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young children. Most notably, it is important to address that parents were very involved and 

interactive with their child when using the iPad™, and this is a good thing. Being an active 

contributor to children‟s learning by providing them with verbal, physical, and emotional 

components of these two basic support types is beneficial as children are able to engage more 

actively in learning tasks and have assistance from a more-skilled adult to aid in their learning. 

One note of caution to parents would be to monitor their children‟s use of technology as many 

parents (more than half) indicated that they would introduce their children to technology between 

6 months and two-and-a-half years of age – earlier than recommended by authorities such as the 

American Academy of Pediatrics. However, as has been previously found, introducing 

technology and computers early in the educational system (particularly early childhood 

education environments), is viewed as a positive addition in early childhood education settings 

(Specht, Wood, & Willoughby, 2002). The present study extends the existing literature by 

examining informal learning contexts between parents and children to see how instruction and 

support is handled. Gaining an insight into the fundamental behavioural exchanges that occur 

between parent and child when using mobile technologies may help in understanding how to 

better support parents when using technology with their children. Given evidence of the potential 

for computer assisted instruction in informal learning contexts (Korat & Or, 2010), the present 

study also provides a foundation for sparking further research in the field.  
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Table 1 – Ages that parents would introduce technologies to children summarized as a function of parent gender and familiarity with 

technology 

Age Range Provided Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=71) 

User 

(n=78) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=103 

1. Birth – 6 months 2     

(6.3%) 

2     

(2.8%) 

4     

(5.1%) 

0 4          

(3.9%) 

2. Just over 6 months to 1 year 4    

(12.5%) 

10 

(13.9%) 

11 

(13.9%) 

3      

(12%) 

14         

(13.6%) 

3. Just over 1.5 to 2 8      

(25%) 

17 

(23.6%) 

20 

(25.3%) 

5      

(20%) 

25      

(24.3%) 

4. Just over 2 to 2.5 5    

(15.6%) 

15 

(20.8%) 

15    

(19%) 

5      

(20%) 

20      

(19.4%) 

5. Just over 2.5 to 3 3     

(9.4%) 

7     

(9.7%) 

8    

(10.1%) 

2        

(8%) 

10        

(9.7%) 

6. Just over 3 to 3.5 5   

(15.6%) 

4     

(5.6%) 

9    

(11.4%) 

0 9            

(8.7%) 

7. Just over 3.5 to 4 0 3     

(4.2%) 

3     

(3.8%) 

0 3          

(2.9%) 
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8. Just over 4 to 4.5 1     

(3.1%) 

4     

(5.6%) 

3     

(3.8%) 

2        

(8%) 

5          

(4.9%) 

9. Just over 4.5 to 5 0 3     

(4.2%) 

0 3      

(12%) 

3          

(2.9%) 

10. Just over 5 to 5.5 2     

(6.3%) 

2     

(2.8%) 

2     

(2.5%) 

2        

(8%) 

4          

(3.9%) 

11. Just over 5.5 to 6 0 0 0 0 0 

12. After 6 years of age 2     

(6.3%) 

4     

(5.6%) 

3     

(3.8%) 

3      

(12%) 

6          

(5.8%) 

Note: Item was rated from 1 = “Birth-6 months” to 12 = “After 6 years of age” in 6-month increments. 
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Table 2 – Summary of parents’ responses regarding their child’s mobile technology use 

Question Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-

User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

Do you let your child use mobile technologies (e.g., 

Cellphone/Smartphone, iPod™, iPad™, PlayBook™, Tablet Computer, 

etc.)? 

27 

(84.4%) 

58 

(80.6%) 

72 

(91.1%) 

13   

(52%) 

85 

(81.7%) 

Do you download applications for your child to play with on mobile 

devices? 

22 

(81.5%) 

*n=27 

46 

(79.3%) 

*n=58 

60 

(83.3%) 

*n=72 

8 

(61.5%) 

*n=13 

68  

(80%) 

*n=85 

Do you let your child use larger mobile technologies such as the one you 

used in the study (e.g., iPad™, PlayBook™, LeapPad™, Vtech® toys, 

etc.)?  

27 

(100%) 

*n=27 

53 

(91.4%) 

*n=58 

70 

(97.2%) 

*n=72 

10 

(76.9%) 

*n=13 

80 

(94.1%) 

*(n=85) 
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Table 3 – Reasons for downloading applications  

Provided rationales for downloading Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-

User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

1. Building hand-eye coordination 18 

(56.3%) 

30 

(41.7%) 

42 

(53.2%) 

6    

(24%) 

48 

(46.2%) 

2. Strengthening reflexes 8    

(25%) 

17 

(23.6%) 

19 

(24.1%) 

6    

(24%) 

25   

(24%) 

3. Building social skills 3   

(9.4%) 

7   

(9.7%) 

8 

(10.1%) 

2       

(8%) 

10 

(9.6%) 

4. Building problem-solving skills 18 

(56.3%) 

38 

(52.8%) 

48 

(60.8%) 

8    

(32%) 

56 

(53.8%) 

5. Developing basic skills in math 18 

(56.3%) 

38 

(52.8% 

49   

(62%) 

7    

(28%) 

56 

(53.8%) 
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6. Developing basic skills in reading 18 

(56.3%) 

35 

(48.6%) 

47 

(59.5%) 

6    

(24%) 

53   

(51%) 

7. Developing basic skills in language 17 

(53.1%) 

32 

(44.4%) 

43 

(54.4%) 

6     

(24%) 

49 

(47.1%) 

8. Developing basic skills in science 9 

(28.1%) 

18   

(25%) 

23 

(29.1%) 

4    

(16%) 

27   

(26%) 

9. Arts & Crafts 14 

(43.8%) 

19 

(26.4%) 

30  

(38%) 

3    

(12%) 

33 

(31.7%) 

10. History 2    

(6.3%) 

3    

(4.2%) 

3    

(3.8%) 

2      

(8%) 

5    

(4.8%) 

11. Searching for information 4 

(12.5%) 

9 

(12.5%) 

10 

(12.7%) 

3     

(12%) 

13 

(12.5%) 

12. Fun/Entertainment 19 

(59.4%) 

40 

(55.6%) 

51 

(64.6%) 

8    

(32%) 

59 

(56.7%) 
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13. Developing skills for future school success 11 

(34.4%) 

30 

(41.7%) 

35 

(44.3%) 

6    

(24%) 

41 

(39.4%) 

14. Occupying your child 16   

(50%) 

31 

(43.1%) 

41 

(51.9%) 

6    

(24%) 

47 

(45.2%) 

15. My child asked for it 6 

(18.8%) 

19 

(26.4%) 

20 

(25.3%) 

5    

(20%) 

25   

(24%) 
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Table 4 – Summary of parent responses regarding why they chose to introduce their child to technology 

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

1. My child explored it accidentally 10 

(38.5%) 

*n=26 

32 

(60.4%) 

*n=53 

36 

(53.7%) 

*n=67 

6      

(50%) 

*n=12 

42 

(53.2%) 

*(n=79) 

2. My friend(s) recommended using mobile technologies 

with my child 

1        

(4%) 

*n=25 

6    

(11.5%) 

*n=52 

6        

(9%) 

*n=67 

1      

(10%) 

*n=10 

7     

(9.1%) 

*(n=77) 

3. I was curious as to how my child would respond to it 20 

(74.1%) 

*n=27 

37 

(67.3%) 

*n=55 

49    

(70%) 

*n=70 

8    

(66.7%) 

*n=12 

57 

(69.5%) 

*(n=82) 
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Table 5 – Summary of means for the three aggregated scaffolding scales on the survey measure  

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male  

(n=26) 

Female 

(n=51) 

User   

(n=67) 

Non-User 

(n=10) 

N=77 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

Verbal scale 36.27(6.03) 37.45(8.78) 36.76(7.64) 39(9.98)  37.05(7.94) 

Emotional scale 19.23(2.83) 19.20(4.13) 19.06(3.80) 20.20(3.15)  19.21(3.72) 

Physical scale 32.21(7.41) 

*n=24 

34.98(10.38) 

*n=50 

34.16(9.60) 

*n=64 

33.60(9.74) 34.08(9.55) 

*n=74 
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Table 6 - iPad™ Observation Session – Total number of instances for each scaffolding type 

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male    

(n=31) 

Female 

(n=71) 

User    

(n=78) 

Non-User 

(n=24) 

N=102 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

1. Physical supports 75.77(58.82) 76.69(48.93) 74.53(53.29) 82.54(47.32) 76.41(51.83) 

2. Verbal supports 80.90(35.32) 78.31(36.89) 80.19(37.23) 75.54(33.43) 79.10(36.27) 

3. Emotional-verbal supports 22.71(16.08) 22.76(13.72) 21.31(12.54) 27.42(18.81) 22.75(14.40) 

4. Emotional-physical supports 3.90(4.66) 6.61(10.93) 5.82(10.53) 5.67(5.24) 5.78(9.53) 

5. Distractor .48(1.29) .72(1.42) .59(1.22) .83(1.81) .65(1.38) 

6. Off-task .55(1.06) .83(3.45) .41(1.05) 1.83(5.69) .75(2.93) 
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Table 7 - Correlations comparing the iPad™ observations session verbal, emotional-verbal, physical, and emotional-physical 

scaffolding scales to each other 

    1 2 3 4 

1. Verbal Scale  … … … … 

2. Emotional-Verbal Scale  .465** … … … 

3. Physical Scale  .554** .186 … … 

4. Emotional-Physical Scale .104 .222* .083 … 

Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 8 – Summary of means for the four aggregated scaffolding scales in the interactive iPad™ session 

Item Gender Experience Total 

  Male  

(n=31) 

Female 

(n=72) 

 User   

(n=78) 

Non-User 

(n=24) 

N=102 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

Verbal scale 81.40(35.13) 80.13(36.19) 82.04(36.44) 75.54(33.43) 80.51(35.70) 

Emotional-verbal scale 22.76(16.05) 23.03(13.54) 21.57(12.37) 27.42(18.81) 22.95(14.27) 

Physical scale 76.36(58.94) 78.81(48.93) 76.69(53.43) 82.54(47.32) 78.06(51.89) 

Emotional-physical scale 3.91(4.66) 6.62(10.92) 5.84(10.52) 5.67(5.24) 5.80(9.52) 
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Table 9 – Child off-task behaviour during interactive iPad™ session 

Item N M(SD) Range Minimum Maximum 

Number of times 

off-task - total 

104 1.37(2.80) 15 0 15 

      Male Child 

      Female Child 

54 

50 

1.35(2.68) 

1.38(2.96) 

15 

15 

0 

0 

15 

15 

Total time off-

task - total 

102* 12.88(31.11) 158.86 sec. 

 

0.00 sec. 158.86 sec. 

       Male Child 

       Female Child 

52 

50 

13.60(31.58) 

12.13(30.91) 

152.06 sec. 

158.86 sec. 

0.00 sec. 

0.00 sec. 

152.06 sec. 

158.86 sec. 

Note: * Outliers of 3 standard deviations from the mean were not included  
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Table 10 – Devices from observation session owned at home 

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User  

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

No, I do not own any of these devices 3        

(9.4%) 

5        

(6.9%) 

3        

(3.8%) 

5         

(20%) 

8         

(7.7%) 

Yes, I own a desktop computer 6      

(18.8%) 

20     

(27.8%) 

14     

(17.7%) 

12       

(48%) 

26        

(25%) 

Yes, I own a tablet (i.e. iPad™, PlayBook™, etc.) 4      

(12.5%) 

10     

(13.9%) 

11     

(13.9%) 

3         

(12%) 

14    

(13.5%) 

Yes, I own both devices 19     

(59.4%) 

37     

(51.4%) 

51    

(64.6%) 

5         

(20%) 

56    

(53.8%) 
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Table 11 – Comfort level with new mobile technology and presentation of mobile technologies – Parent  

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User  

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

How would you rate YOUR COMFORT LEVEL with new 

mobile technology (e.g., using a new tablet, smartphone, other 

mobile software unfamiliar to you)?
A 

4.25(.88) 3.50(1.11) 3.99(.99) 2.92(1.04) 3.73(1.10) 

How familiar were you with the iPad™ we asked you to use?
B 

3.91(1.40) 3.31(1.39) 3.90(1.27) 2.20(1.04) 3.49(1.41) 

How interesting did you find the iPad™?
C 

3.91(1.09) 3.83(.83) 

*n=71 

3.90(.89) 3.71(1.00) 

*n=24 

3.85(0.91) 

*(n=103) 

With respect to ease of use, how would you rate the iPad™?
D 

4.72(.63) 4.48(.75) 

*n=71 

4.55(.71) 

*n=78 

4.56(.77) 4.55(0.72) 

*(n=103) 

Note: 
A
Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Very uncomfortable” and 5 = “Very Comfortable” ; 

B
Items 

were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Not at all familiar” and 5 = “Completely familiar” ; 
C 

Items were rated on a 

5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Not at all interesting” and 5 = “Very interesting” ; 
D 

Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-

type scale with anchors 1 = “Very difficult to use” and 5 = “Very easy to use” 
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Table 12 - Presentation of Mobile Technologies – Child  

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

How do you think your child responded to the iPad™?
A 

4.37(.89) 

*n=30 

4.24(.86) 

*n=70 

4.30(.83) 

*n=76 

4.21(.98) 

*n=24 

4.28(0.87) 

*(n=100) 

How would you rate your child’s familiarity with the iPad™ we 

asked you to use?
B 

3.37(1.24) 

*n=30 

3.07(1.35) 

*n=69 

3.42(1.24) 

*n=76 

2.30(1.26) 

*n=23 

3.16(1.32) 

*(n=99) 

How would you rate your child’s interest with respect to the 

iPad™ we asked you to use?
C 

4.43(1.01) 

*n=30 

4.39(.84) 

*n=70 

4.43(.87) 

*n=76 

4.29(.95) 

*n=24 

4.40(0.89) 

*(n=100) 

Note: 
A
 Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Did not like it at all” and 5 = “Liked it a lot” ; 

B 
Items were 

rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Not at all familiar” and 5 = “Completely familiar” ; 
C 

Items were rated on a 5-

point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Uninterested” and 5 = “Very interested” 
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Table 13 - Overall Feelings 

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

Overall, how comfortable did you find the experience of using 

the iPad™ in the present study?
A 

4.25(1.08) 4.25(.78) 4.30(.87) 4.08(.91) 4.25(0.88) 

Overall, how similar was the observation session to the typical 

interactions you have with your child involving technology?
B 

3.41(1.10) 3.17(1.04) 3.56(1.08) 3.80(1.00) 3.62(1.06) 

Note: 
A
Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Not at all comfortable” and 5 = “Very comfortable” ; 

B 
Items 

were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Not at all similar” and 5 = “Almost the same” 
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Table 14 - Encourage child to use similar mobile devices with/without parental presence 

Item Gender Experience Total 

 Male 

(n=32) 

Female 

(n=72) 

User 

(n=79) 

Non-User 

(n=25) 

N=104 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

After having experienced the use of the iPad™ in the present 

study, how often would you encourage your child to use similar 

mobile technologies WITH your presence/guidance? 

3.47(1.08) 3.50(1.19) 3.67(1.08) 2.92(1.19) 3.49(1.15) 

After having experienced the use of the iPad™ in the present 

study, how often would you encourage your child to use similar 

mobile technologies WITHOUT your presence/guidance? 

2.56(1.16) 2.47(1.17) 2.66(1.11) 2.00(1.22) 2.50(1.67) 

Note: Items were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale with anchors 1 = “Never” and 5 = “Always.” 
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Table 15 – Interview themes – descriptions and parent examples 

Item   Description   Example 

Parent Affect - 

Positive 

 Parents enjoyed the interactive iPad™ session, had 

a positive affect toward the iPad™ session, or 

enjoyed watching their child's reactions. 

 "I'd say it was fun." "It was kind of a neat 

experience." "It was interesting." "…enjoyed 

watching her reactions." "I think, too, like on their 

own, so just sitting there and letting her figure it 

out, it is kind of fun watching." "It was a good 

experience, yeah." 

Parent Affect - 

Negative 

 Parents did not enjoy the interactive iPad™ session, 

did not like the games, or that it was difficult to use 

the mobile device. 

 "I was bored." "So to sit with her and watch her is 

frustrating." "Frustrating on my part." "Yeah, a 

little difficult." "Challenging."  

Parent Affect - 

Neutral 

 Parents felt neutral or indifferent about the 

interactive iPad™ session. 

 "It felt fine." "It was neutral, really." "I didn't have 

any strong feelings one way or the other." 

Parent Affect - 

Negative to positive 

 Negative to positive affect toward the iPad™ task: 

Bit confused to start. 

 "So, in a sense, the initial part a little frustrated but 

the back end of it a little pride again because I 

know he was able to manage that on his own."  

Parent Affect - 

Preference 

 Parents preferred the iPad™ task over the desktop 

task in session. They reported that the iPad™ was 

more comfortable, more familiar, or easier to use 

than the desktop computer. 

 "The iPad™ is much more easier to grasp." "It's a 

more familiar interface." "It seemed to be…easier 

to use." "More exciting than the desktop." "She 

seemed more curious about the iPad™ than the 

computer." "Felt more comfortable with 

that…that's something I'm more familiar with." "I 

had more fun with that."  

Child affect - 

Positive 

 Parents reported on their child's affect toward the 

interactive iPad™ session. Parents mentioned that 

their child enjoyed the iPad™ session. 

 "She definitely had fun with it." "…very intrigued, 

very engaged." "He's completely comfortable on 

it." "I could sense her excitement and just 

happiness being on it." 



PARENT-CHILD INTERACTIONS WITH A MOBILE DEVICE                                                                                                       94 

Child affect - 

positive to negative 

 Parent opinion on child's performance - positive to 

negative: interacted at first then lost interest. 

 "I think he was more engaged initially just because 

of the tactile and because it's something that's a 

little bit more kid-friendly." 

Child affect - 

Negative 

 Parents reported on their child's affect toward the 

interactive iPad™ session. Parents mentioned that 

their child did not enjoy the iPad™ session, was 

not interested in the device or was confused. 

 "He's completely not really interested." "A little 

more confused maybe." "He kept choosing ones 

that were kind of above his level so he wasn't as 

involved with it." "He lost interest quickly."  

Child affect - 

Negative to positive 

 Parents reported on their child's affect toward the 

interactive iPad™ session. Parents mentioned that 

their child was at first frustrated or bored but then 

became engaged by the end of the session. 

 "Now he's nice and engaged with it but he seemed 

to be a little bored there for a second." "So initially 

I found him getting a little frustrated because he 

wasn't sure what to do with them, but once he got 

the sound, then he had the prompts and he knew 

what to do and he could work that out, yeah."  

Combination/Both  Helping your child when they are using technology 

is conditional/a combination of both helping and 

letting them figure it out on their own. 

 "A bit of both, actually." "I think there needs to be 

a balance." "I think I'd prefer to teach, but I found 

that she kind of figures things out herself." "I think 

it's a fair combination of both."  

Combination/Both - 

Help first 

 Help first: Help to an extent but the child needs to 

figure it out on their own. 

 "I think I should provide a little bit of help at first, 

just to get them started, and then just let her go and 

figure it out herself." "I usually help them just to 

get the gist of the game, and then I let them...figure 

it out." 
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Combination/Both - 

Child First  

 Child first: Let the child explore and play first, and 

the parent intervenes if the child needs help. 

 "I'll let him play with it for a while and if he 

appears frustrated then I'll come in and try to help." 

"I like him to attempt to figure it out on his own 

until he needs my help." "I'm someone that will 

just let her move the mouse, let her do all the 

things and if she does need help, try and explain it 

as opposed to doing it for her." 

Parents should help  Yes, parents should help their child when their 

child is using technology. 

 "No, I usually help them." "At [child]'s age, I think 

having some help is good." "I like to provide the 

guidance as I did - help her figure out what she 

should do." "Oh no I think they need a lot of 

scaffolding, especially at the beginning 'cause they 

don't even know what button to press let alone 

what the game's asking."  

Neither  Parents should neither help their child nor leave 

them to explore on their own when they are using 

technology: Neither is the case - Neither help nor 

let child figure it out on their own. 

 "I don't think either is the case yet."  

Child should figure 

it out 

 Child should explore/figure out on their own 

without parental guidance or assistance. 

 "I think it is better to probably let them figure out 

on their own." "I usually try to have them figure it 

out." "I think it's better if she can work it out for 

herself 'cause then she has more accomplishment to 

it." 

Unintentional  Child's introduction to technology was 

accidental/unintentional, not done purposefully. 

 "But the introduction has been not actually on 

purpose." "…but with him, I don't know, it was 

just, uh, accident." "So he got introduced at 

daycare, and at school - kindergarten." 
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Unintentional - 

Parent using device 

 Child's introduction to technology was 

accidental/unintentional. Parent was using the 

device, the child was interested/watched, parents 

accidentally discovered what the child was capable 

of, imitation of parental use. 

 "So we have the computer in our living room, and 

we use the iPad™ around them and through 

observation they pick up on it and get interested in 

it sort of on their own." "…but then in terms of like 

the PlayBook™, I think we just discovered by 

accident that she was capable of touching things 

and figuring it out..." "With both children…it has 

been imitation."  

Unintentional - 

Occupy 

 Child's introduction to technology was 

accidental/unintentional. The technology/device 

keeps the child occupied. 

 "…we introduced like the YouTube™ videos I 

guess…to keep her occupied." "…so that's where 

we started using the iPod™, it was just to watch a 

Dora™ video when I needed her to be, you know, 

quiet or content…" "Because most people probably 

have their cellphone with them and you can occupy 

them, like with some games..." 

Intentional  Child's introduction to technology was 

intentional/purposeful, parent guided/directed. 

 "What we've done with our kids is we've 

introduced them with mobile apps, you know, the 

iPad™ in particular." "It was already in our home 

and then we just introduced the kids." "I just gave 

her my phone when she was like one. Like, 'here, 

play with it.'" 

Intentional - Spouse 

does it more 

 Child's introduction to technology was 

intentional/purposeful - spouse does it more than 

the parent that participated in the interactive iPad™ 

session. 

 "My wife does it more than me." "I would say my 

husband is more involved in teaching technology 

to [child's name] and actually being there…" "My 

husband is a software developer so he kind of 

introduced him more so than I did."  
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Intentional - 

Downloads games 

 Child's introduction to technology was 

intentional/purposeful. Parent downloads 

games/applications for their child (recommended 

from friends, child's daycare/school, or App Store). 

 "The things that we've downloaded have been, you 

know, like a very simple paint kind of application, 

like those sorts of things." "I think usually it's 

recommendations from friends." "If a friend tells 

us they've had good experiences with a game then 

we'll get it." "…and then we downloaded a few 

games that they recommended from the daycare." 

"It was sort of what we could find out there, what 

were the top games or top apps for kids and 

learning and see what was there."  

Intentional - 

Accessible 

 Child's introduction to technology was 

intentional/purposeful. Technology is accessible to 

the child at home; child observes parents using 

technology; technology is just present around the 

child. 

 "We have them [technology] all around the house 

so it's always been accessible to him." "It started 

with her seeing us doing it - both my husband and I 

have our own computers at home…" 

Intentional - Hasn’t 

introduced 

technology 

 Parent has not introduced child to technology; 

There is no focus on technology at home; Parents 

haven't reached the stage to introduce technology 

to their child. 

 "Well I haven't really done a lot of it." "I wouldn't 

say that I've had any sort of plan in introducing 

them to technology at this point..." "We don't have 

a huge focus on technology at home." "…but I 

don't put a lot of energy in trying to prioritize that." 

"We don't do a whole lot of it at this stage." "…we 

haven't really reached that stage." 

Intentional - Allow 

child to explore 

 Parent lets child explore/use technology on their 

own without parental guidance or assistance. 

 "…so we just let him play on it as he wants." 

"…and then I think with things like this it's- it's 

about letting them explore. Let them figure out 

what works, what doesn't work…just learning by 

trial and error." 
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Intentional - 

Together 

 Parent sits with child and shows child how to use 

the device/plays with child. 

 "I'll sit her beside me and I'll show her." "…so we 

sit together and we figure out how- how the game 

works." "If it was a new application that's very 

similar, we'd sit down together, we'd work through 

it." "So I would sit down with him. I'd say, 'this is 

my phone, let me show you how to work it' and 

then we would go into it and I would show him the 

various means by which to navigate throughout the 

device itself."   

Child 

guided/directed - 

Older sibling 

 Older sibling of the child uses technology/device. 

Child watched their older sibling use technology. 

 "He's got an older sibling so it kind of just 

happens." "…she was watching him and wanted to 

do whatever big brother did…" "And with her it 

was even earlier. She saw him playing games and 

she just wanted to do everything he could do."  

Child 

guided/directed - 

Child’s 

curiosity/interest 

 Technology was introduced because the child 

expressed curiosity/interest (self-initiated interest 

in using technology). 

 "She just kind of sees it and asks to try it…" "From 

a technological standpoint they've been very 

curious." "He started showing an interest in other 

people's cellphones because he likes getting his 

picture taken…" "If she picked up a phone she 

would swipe at it trying to figure out 'how does this 

thing...'" 

Parent explores 

software beforehand 

 Parent learns/explores the software before giving it 

to the child to use. 

 "With the iPad™ ones, again, we just try them 

out." "I would like to see the technology or the 

game first and then make sure I'm happy with it 

and then at the beginning probably go through the 

game once…" 
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Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Neutral 

 Parent feels neutral/indifferent about technology 

use. There is no right or wrong way to introduce or 

use technology. 

 "I would say there is no right or wrong way of 

doing it." "…there's no window for learning 

technology, like you can pretty much pick it up at 

any point in life." "It's out there, right, so he'll find 

it. Like, it'll show up in his life and I don't need to 

push it on him I think." 

Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Important to do 

 Introducing children to technology is important and 

needs to be done. Technology cannot be avoided. 

 "…they're necessary to a certain extent for work 

and getting by in life." "I think you should buy it. 

It's everywhere." "…you can't avoid technology, so 

I think it just needs to be done." "I think it needs to 

be done. Like in today's age it has to be done and I 

think the earlier it's done probably the better..." "I 

think it's important for them because going into 

school they're going to be on computers. It's 

something they've got to learn." 

Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Important to do - 

Future 

 Introducing children to technology provides them 

with preparedness for the future. 

 "…build the ability to use a computer, 'cause 

everything's computer-based now." "So I think to 

introduce it early is a bonus to them." "Critical I 

think is that it's future-proofing - this is how it's 

gonna be." "So pretty much the most important 

consideration I think is just for the future."  

Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Important to do - 

Disadvantaged 

 Children are at a disadvantage if they are not 

introduced to technology. 

 "If you don't get them into it early, potentially 

they'll be at a disadvantage." "He's gonna be 

exposed to it more than any of us ever have been 

and to avoid it is just useless, and it puts him 

behind." 
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Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Negative 

 Parents' negative opinions about technology use. 

Parents are concerned/fear their child will become 

addicted to technology; Parents are concerned 

about extended periods of time spent on 

technology; Technology use takes away from other 

activities; Technology is overused in society. 

 "Moreover, I think it is quite addictive, like the 

computer games. Too many kids just get addicted 

to that and I wanna keep her away from that as far 

as possible." "I don't think there's any advantage in 

having your nine-month-old playing computer 

games." "I think that it would be really easy for 

little children to get sucked into the computer, so 

really, really easy, so that's why I want to keep 

them away." "I do worry about extended periods of 

time in front of the computer." "You can't really 

have kids sitting in front of technology 24/7." 

"Well my biggest concern with technology is 

that…people get zoned into just the technology and 

they don't interact with others." "Well I think that 

technology is overused in our society."  

Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Child interest 

 It is important that the child is interested (expresses 

an interest) in the technology. 

 "I think the buying would be more so once he 

shows more interest in something specific." "…it 

has to be them being able and being curious and 

creating an interest in what they're doing 'cause in 

our case, our kids are both much more interested in 

iPads™ than they are necessarily in desktops..." 

Parent's opinion 

about technology - 

Don't purchase 

 Parent doesn’t buy/download software for the 

child. 

 "We don't really buy it." "I would say I don't really 

purchase it for him - I make available what we 

have." "We really don't use very much software-

based technology…it's mostly like mobile phone 

for pictures and things."  
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Management - 

Regulated 

 Technology use should be regulated/constrained; 

Limiting the amount of time children spend on 

technology. 

 "I think it has to be fairly well regulated and fairly 

well constrained." "…but I think kind of limiting 

how much time she gets." "It's only a small amount 

of time that he gets to use the iPad™ or iPod™ at 

home." "He doesn't usually have that much screen 

time." 

Management - 

Monitor 

 It is important to monitor children when they are 

using technology. 

 "They've got to be supervised, but it can be arm's 

length I think." "Just monitoring it while she's 

young and kind of watching what she's doing." 

"But I would not recommend that [children] use it 

without any assistance. [Parents] have to be there 

all the time." "As long as we are watching what 

they are doing, I would definitely recommend 

technology." 

Support  Being supportive to the child when they are using 

technology.  

 "Just being supportive, open, encouraging, relaxed, 

not making it like a chore…" 

Support - Safety  Safety concerns: Allow the child to explore safely 

when they are using technology; Concerns about 

accidental purchases made on devices. 

 "…we want to make sure that he doesn't open up 

something that he shouldn't be or be exposed to 

something that he shouldn't be." "…you learn to 

put it on flight mode so they don't sign you up for 

Jamster™ because that's not fun either." "It makes 

a lot of sense to be able to lock it [mobile device] 

down and it's not very hard to do." "...if they get 

their own devices...they won't know what the 

password is because I don't want them to make 

purchases unsupervised until they're much older." 
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Support - 

Support/supplement 

learning 

 Parent supports/supplements child’s learning when 

they are using technology (e.g., asking questions, 

providing hints). 

 "I found that works very well because all he needs 

is somebody to say something and then it gets in 

his mind and he starts working it out." "…it's like 

reading, you know, they get more out of it when 

you're talking to them and creating a dialogue, I 

think, about what's going on on the screen and that 

kind of thing." "But I try to ask leading questions - 

'what do you think we have to do here?' - that sort 

of thing." 

Choosing 

games/device - Age-

appropriate 

 Games/applications that the child uses should be 

age-appropriate and educational. 

 "I think it has to be age appropriate." "What's 

critical is the education value." "Really at his 

age…we've got the child-specific technology." "I 

feel like it would be more a matter of just choosing 

the ones that are learning while engaging." 

"Making sure that what they have access to is stuff 

that is appropriate for their age." 

Choosing 

games/device - 

Durability 

 Parents consider the durability of the device. Parent 

considers if the child will break the device. 

 "[iPad™] it's less fragile, there's less moving parts, 

the fact that you can drop it and so long as it's in a 

cushioned case, it's generally fine." "I like the 

LeapPad™ that we got her, the LeapFrog™ one, 

because that I can just leave with her - she's not 

going to break it." "My parents bought her her own 

tablet which functions to take pictures and do some 

of the things you can do on an iPad™, so we prefer 

her to play with that so she doesn't like break one 

of the more expensive devices." 
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Long-term 

use/benefits 

  Parent considers the long-term use of the device; 

choosing a device that is beneficial to both parent 

and child. 

  "So we debated, and it was cost-benefit whether to 

get a LeapPad™ or PlayBook™ tablet for himself, 

and we ended up doing the PlayBook™ tablet." 

"But I don't have anything that's specifically built 

for children. I want to be able to use it, too." 
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Table 16 - Interview Codes  

Item Males 

N = 32 

Females 

N = 72 

Users 

N = 79 

Non-users 

N = 25 

Male Child 

N = 54 

Female 

Child 

N = 50 

Total  

N = 104 

Parent Affect - Positive 

 

24 (75%) 56 (77.8%) 60 (75.9%) 20 (80%) 42 (77.8%) 38 (76%) 80 (76.9%) 

Parent Affect - Negative 

 

4 (12.5%) 8 (11.1%) 8 (10.1%) 4 (16%) 7 (13%) 5 (10%) 12 (11.5%) 

Parent Affect - Neutral 

 

4 (12.5%) 8 (11.1%) 11 (13.9%) 1 (4%) 7 (13%) 5 (10%) 12 (11.5%) 

Parent Affect - Negative to 

positive 

1 (3.1%) 0 1 (1.3%) 0 1 (1.9%) 0 1 (1%) 

Parent Affect – Preference 11 (34.4%) 29 (40.3%) 30 (38%) 10 (40%) 18 (33.3%) 22 (44%) 40 (38.5%) 

Child affect - Positive 

 

8 (25%) 19 (26.4%) 18 (22.8%) 9 (36%) 13 (24.1%) 14 (28%) 27 (26%) 

Child affect - positive to 

negative 

0 1 (1.4%) 0 1 (4%) 1 (1.9%) 0 1 (1%) 

Child affect - Negative 1 (3.1%) 3 (4.2%) 4 (5.1%) 0 3 (5.6%) 1 (2%) 4 (3.8%) 

Child affect - Negative to 1 (3.1%) 1 (1.4%) 2 (2.5%) 0 2 (3.7%) 0 2 (1.9%) 
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positive 

Combination/Both 

 

15 (46.9%) 31 (43.1%) 35 (44.3%) 11 (44%) 21 (38.9%) 25 (50%) 46 (44.2%) 

Combination/Both – Help first 

 

13 (40.6%) 25 (34.7%) 27 (34.2%) 11 (44%) 20 (37%) 18 (36%) 38 (36.5%) 

Combination/Both - Child 

First  

 

16 (50%) 27 (37.5%) 35 (44.3%) 8 (32%) 24 (44.4%) 19 (38%) 43 (41.3%) 

Parents should help 5 (15.6%) 12 (16.7%) 14 (17.7%) 3 (12%) 11 (20.4%) 6 (12%) 17 (16.3%) 

Neither 0 1 (1.4%) 1 (1.3%) 0 1 (1.9%) 0 1 (1%) 

Child should figure it out 5 (15.6%) 17 (23.6%) 18 (22.8%) 4 (16%) 8 (14.8%) 14 (28%) 22 (21.2%) 

Unintentional 4 (12.5%) 10 (13.9%) 13 (16.5%) 1 (4%) 10 (18.5%) 4 (8%) 14 (13.5%) 

Unintentional – Parent using 

technology 

4 (12.5%) 6 (8.3%) 7 (8.9%) 3 (12%) 7 (13%) 3 (6%) 10 (9.6%) 

Unintentional – Occupy  8 (25%) 11 (15.3%) 15 (19%) 4 (16%) 9 (16.7%) 10 (20%) 19 (18.3%) 

Intentional 5 (15.6%) 11 (15.3%) 13 (16.5%) 3 (12%) 7 (13%) 9 (18%) 16 (15.4%) 

Intentional – Spouse does it 

more 

2 (6.3%) 4 (5.6%) 6 (7.6%) 0 4 (7.4%) 2 (4%) 6 (5.8%) 

Intentional – Downloads 5 (15.6%) 14 (19.4%) 15 (19%) 4 (16%) 11 (20.4%) 8 (16%) 19 (18.3%) 
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games 

Intentional – Accessible 7 (21.9%) 15 (20.8%) 19 (24.1%) 3 (12%) 10 (18.5%) 12 (24%) 22 (21.2%) 

Intentional – Hasn’t introduced 

technology 

9 (28.1%) 14 (19.4%) 14 (17.7%) 9 (36%) 10 (18.5%) 13 (26%) 23 (22.1%) 

Intentional – Allow child to 

explore 

7 (21.9%) 16 (22.2%) 20 (25.3%) 3 (12%) 12 (22.2%) 11 (22%) 23 (22.1%) 

Intentional – Together 6 (18.8%) 15 (20.8%) 14 (17.7%) 7 (28%) 12 (22.2%) 9 (18%) 21 (20.2%) 

Child guided/directed – Older 

sibling 

4 (12.5%) 12 (16.7%) 14 (17.7%) 2 (8%) 8 (14.8%) 8 (16%) 16 (15.4%) 

Child guided/directed – 

Child’s curiosity/interest 

3 (9.4%) 19 (26.4%) 19 (24.1%) 3 (12%) 7 (13%) 15 (30%) 22 (21.2%) 

Parent explores software 

beforehand 

4 (12.5%) 10 (13.9%) 11 (13.9%) 3 (12%) 5 (9.3%) 9 (18%) 14 (13.5%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Neutral 

3 (9.4%) 12 (16.7%) 8 (10.1%) 7 (28%) 9 (16.7%) 6 (12%) 15 (14.4%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Important to do 

18 (56.3%) 40 (55.6%) 43 (54.4%) 15 (60%) 26 (48.1%) 32 (64%) 58 (55.8%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Important to do – 

Future 

7 (21.9%) 9 (12.5%) 13 (16.5%) 3 (12%) 8 (14.8%) 8 (16%) 16 (15.4%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Important to do – 

3 (9.4%) 7 (9.7%) 8 (10.1%) 2 (8%) 3 (5.6%) 7 (14%) 10 (9.6%) 
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Disadvantaged 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Negative 

7 (21.9%) 15 (20.8%) 13 (16.5%) 9 (36%) 7 (13%) 15 (30%) 22 (21.2%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Child interest 

5 (15.6%) 5 (6.9%) 7 (8.9%) 3 (12%) 6 (11.1%) 4 (8%) 10 (9.6%) 

Parent’s opinion about 

technology – Don’t purchase 

1 (3.1%) 4 (5.6%) 3 (3.8%) 2 (8%) 3 (5.6%) 2 (4%) 5 (4.8%) 

Management – Regulated 11 (34.4%) 31 (43.1%) 31 (39.2%) 11 (44%) 22 (40.7%) 20 (40%) 42 (40.4%) 

Management – Monitor 5 (15.6%) 20 (27.8%) 19 (24.1%) 6 (24%) 13 (24.1%) 12 (24%) 25 (24%) 

Support 0 1 (1.4%) 1 (1.3%) 0 1 (1.9%) 0 1 (1%) 

Support – Safety 3 (9.4%) 17 (23.6%) 15 (19%) 5 (20%) 10 (18.5%) 10 (20%) 20 (19.2%) 

Support –Support/supplement 

learning 

1 (3.1%) 7 (9.7%) 4 (5.1%) 4 (16%) 6 (11.1%) 2 (4%) 8 (7.7%) 

Choosing games/device – Age-

appropriate 

17 (53.1%) 31 (43.1%) 40 (50.6%) 8 (32%) 27 (50%) 21 (42%) 48 (46.2%) 

Choosing games/device – 

Durability 

1 (3.1%) 4 (5.6%) 4 (5.1%) 1 (4%) 2 (3.7%) 3 (6%) 5 (4.8%) 

Long-term use/benefits 5 (15.6%) 6 (8.3%) 8 (10.1%) 3 (12%) 4 (7.4%) 7 (14%) 11 (10.6%) 
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Figure 1. iPad™ protective case, ―iGuy™.‖
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Figure 2: Means of users and non-users for the overall scaffolding scales from the post-

observation survey. 
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Figure 3: Means of male and female parents for overall scaffolding scales from the post-

observation survey. 
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Figure 4: Means of users and non-users for the four overall scaffolding scales from the 

observation session.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



PARENT-CHILD INTERACTIONS WITH A MOBILE DEVICE                                           112 

 

Figure 5: Means of male and female parents for the four overall scaffolding scales from the 

observation session.  
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Appendix A: Consent Form 

 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT 

Consent Form 

Title of Project: Parents supporting computer use in children 

 

Researchers: Dr. Eileen Wood, Domenica De Pasquale, Marjan Petkovski and Kendra Hutton 

University Affiliation: WILFRID LAURIER UNIVERSITY  

Department of Psychology 

 

 We are writing this letter to invite you to participate in a research study that examines 

parents and young children‘s use of computers. At present there is very little information that 

looks at how parents use or choose not to use technology with their children in their home. The 

purpose of this study is to understand how parents feel about using technology with young 

children ranging in age from 3-6, how children handle technologies if they are permitted to use 

them, and how parents might help young children to handle computers especially when children 

are using them for the first time. The study has two different parts. First, we are asking 500 

parents to complete a survey, either online or in hard copy format. Second we would like a 

smaller group of 80 parents (40 mothers and 40 fathers) to allow us to watch them interact with 

their child either using software on a typical desktop computer or using an iPad. We are 

including both of these to see if there are differences in how stationary versus mobile devices are 

used. Parents can choose to just participate in the survey or to participate in both the survey and 

the observation components of the study. Understanding what parents think about technologies 

and what they do with their children around different types of technologies will allow us to 

understand how to best support young children learning to use technology. 

 This study is being carried out by a developmental researcher at Wilfrid Laurier 

University (Eileen Wood) and two graduate students (Domenica De Pasquale and Marjan 

Petkovski) and an Honour‘s thesis student (Kendra Hutton). 

 

INFORMATION 

 

 Parents in the study will be asked to complete one survey. The survey asks some general 

questions about the parent and the child (for example age and gender) but does not ask for 

personal information that would identify the parent or child (no names, addresses etc.) followed 

by questions related to technology use in the home and parents perceptions about technology use 
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for their child. The survey will also ask about software used by children, household rules 

regarding technology use, and more general questions about activities your child likes to engage 

in beyond technology. The survey will take about 20-30 minutes to complete. 

 Some parents may also volunteer to participate in an observational session. In these sessions 

parents and their child will be given an opportunity to play with either reading software or an 

iPad. There are two different observational sessions but parents and their children will only 

participate in one. The first observational setting examines the use of desktop computers. In these 

sessions, parents and their children will have an opportunity to play with two different software 

packages for about 10 minutes each. The two packages are well known commercial software 

packages that are seen in many stores yet they are different in design and content. The two 

software types will allow us to assess whether different software encourages children or parents 

to play differently. In the second observational setting each parent and child dyad will be given 

an iPad to play with for approximately 15 minutes.  We will video and audio record these 

sessions to allow us to analyze them later. One of the following researchers or research assistants 

will organize and run the sessions: Dr. Eileen Wood, Domenica De Pasquale, Marjan Petkovski, 

Kendra Hutton, Dr. Amanda Nosko, Karin Archer or Anja Krstic. 

 At the end of the observational session, each parent will be asked some short interview 

questions (about 5-10 minutes) to find out what they thought of the materials and devices, how 

interesting/ appropriate the software or devices were for their child, and how similar the 

observational setting would be to their normal interactions with computers at home.  The total 

time commitment for this study is between 60-75 minutes. 

 

RISKS 

 

 There are few foreseeable risks associated with participating in this study. However, you 

might feel uncomfortable answering some questions on the survey. These feelings are normal 

and should be temporary. If this is the case, please feel free to leave any questions you do not 

want to answer blank. You can also stop completing the survey if you are uncomfortable with the 

questions.  

 Parents and children who participate in the observational sessions also may find some of 

the software or devices difficult to navigate. This too is normal and you and your child can ask 

for assistance from researchers at any time. You may also take breaks and/or withdraw from the 

observational part of the study at any time.  

 

BENEFITS 
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At present computers (mobile and more stationary) are appearing in many homes. 

Technology is a prominent feature of young children‘s lives, yet we know very little about how 

technologies are used with young children. We also know little about how to maximize and 

support young children‘s learning when they are introduced to these technologies. The results of 

this study will be important for parents, educators and care providers as it will give us an idea of 

parents‘ perceptions and personal experiences when introducing technology to young children.  

 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

 

Data for parents who complete only the survey is completely anonymous. There is no 

way that the data could be traced back to you. Confidentiality of data cannot be guaranteed for 

the few moments while the information is being sent over the Internet, but the data will be stored 

securely once it is received. Data for parents who agree to participate in the observation sessions 

will initially be confidential but will become anonymous. This means that at first no one but the 

researchers and research assistants (Dr. Eileen Wood, Domenica De Pasquale, Marjan Petkovski, 

Kendra Hutton, Dr. Amanda Nosko, Karin Archer and Anja Krstic) will see your responses on 

the survey or will be able to connect the observational session with your survey responses. 

Because we would like to be able to connect the survey and the observations, we will give each 

person who participates in the observations a code number. That number will be placed on the 

survey that you complete. After you finish the session that is taped, the things that were said 

during the session will be written out and then what happened in the session will be recorded. 

Once that is done (by December 28, 2013) the tape will be destroyed by Dr. Wood and the 

information will only be identified by the code number. Similarly, what is said at the short 

interview will also be coded with this code number. The code number will allow us to match up 

all the data for each person. Once the data are matched, the list identifying each participant‘s 

name with the code number will be destroyed by Dr. Wood and only the code number will be 

left. From that point on, all information will be anonymous. No identifying information will be 

present in the data, therefore, ensuring complete anonymity. Only group data for the scaled 

information will be presented in subsequent summaries of the study, therefore, no one will be 

able to know you or your child‘s individual responses or what you did in any part of this study. 

The data will be kept for approximately 7 years. The electronic data will be stored on a 

password-protected computer, and the paper data (including hard copy consent forms) will be 

stored in a locked cabinet. All data will be securely stored in Dr. Wood‘s locked research lab at 

Wilfrid Laurier University. After 7 years (July 31, 2019), the paper and de-identified electronic 

data will be shredded, destroyed and carefully disposed of by Dr. Wood.  

 

COMPENSATION 
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As a small token of our appreciation all parents completing the survey will have an 

opportunity to go to a separate link to enter a draw for the chance to win one of 20 gift 

certificates for $50. The odds of winning are 1 in 25. You will be asked to go to a separate link to 

provide an email contact. The draw will take place at the end of the study (by December 28, 

2013) and winners will be selected randomly from those who provided contact information 

(email address). Winners will be notified through their email address. We will ask for mailing 

information and send you a gift certificate for $50 for a retail outlet of your choice (limited to 

chain or easily accessible outlets, for example malls, gas chains, food chains).  In addition, 

parents who agree to participate in the observational sessions with their child will receive $25 in 

cash to cover gas/travel expenses as well as their time. Finally, (Name of Centre or School) will 

receive $2 for each child that participates in the study.   

   

CONTACT  

 

 If you or your child have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, (or you 

experience adverse effects as a result of participating in this study) you may contact the 

researcher, Dr. Eileen Wood, Department of Psychology, Wilfrid Laurier University, Waterloo, 

ON N2L3C5 at 519-884-1970 ext. 3738 or Domenica De Pasquale through email at 

depa7310@mylaurier.ca or by phone at 519-884-1970 ext. 3359. You may also contact Marjan 

Petkovski through e-mail at petk2350@mylaurier.ca and Kendra Hutton through e-mail at 

hutt2560@mylaurier.ca or by phone at 519-884-1970 ext. 3359. This project has been reviewed 

and approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB Approval Number: #3105).  If you 

feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a 

participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. 

Robert Basso, Chair, University Research Ethics Board, Wilfrid Laurier University, (519) 884-

1970, extension 5225 or rbasso@wlu.ca. 

 

PARTICIPATION  

 

To participate in this study, your child must be within the range of 2-6 years of age. You 

and your child‘s participation is in the study is voluntary.  If you and your child decide to 

participate, you and your child may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty and 

without loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.  If you or your child withdraw from 

the study before data collection is completed your data will be removed from the study and 

destroyed. You and your child have the right to omit any question(s) or procedure(s) you choose. 

To ensure your anonymity all completed data is stored without identifiers (i.e., your name) and 

therefore we cannot remove your data once completed.   

mailto:hutt2560@mylaurier.ca
mailto:rbasso@wlu.ca
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FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION 

 

The results of this research may be used for presentations at conferences (for example, 

Canadian Psychological Association) and in research journals such as Developmental 

Psychology. Some parts of the study might also be summarized as part of thesis documents for 

Domenica De Pasquale, Marjan Petkovski and Kendra Hutton. If you would like to see a 

summary of the findings, a summary will be posted at Wilfrid Laurier University on the bulletin 

board outside of the Psychology main office on the second floor of the Science Building by 

January 7, 2014. You will also have the opportunity to submit an email address (via a link at the 

end of the survey) if you would like to receive a summary of the research findings electronically. 
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Appendix B: Post-Observation Survey 

 

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 

*  Please enter the code you were given (e.g., LYCAB###___). Following the code number 

please include the last 3 letters of your LAST name (e.g., if your last name is "Smith" your 

code becomes: LYCAB###ITH). 

*  Please read the following consent form and if you agree to participate in the study, please 

click on "I agree" to continue. 

o I agree 

o I disagree 

 

Mobile Technology 

1. Do you let your child use mobile technologies (e.g., Cellphone/Smartphone, iPod™, 

iPad™, PlayBook™, Tablet computer, etc.)? 

 

o Yes 

o No 

 

 

2. Do you download applications for your child to play with on mobile devices? 

 

o Yes 

o No 

 

 

3. Please check as many of the following reasons that reflect why you download these 

applications. 

 

o Building hand-eye coordination 

o Strengthening reflexes 

o Building social skills 

o Building problem-solving skills 

o Developing basic skills in math 

o Developing basic skills in reading 

o Developing basic skills in language 

o Developing basic skills in science 
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o Arts and crafts 

o History 

o Searching for information 

o Fun/entertainment 

o Developing skills for future school success 

o Occupying your child 

o My child asked for it 

Other reasons: Can you please tell us these reasons? 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

4. Please tell us why you chose to introduce your child to mobile Technologies. Please 

check all that apply. 

  Yes   No 

My child explored it 

accidentally 

o  o  

My friend(s) recommended 

using mobile technologies 

with my child 

o  o  

I was curious as to how my 

child would respond to it 

o  o  

 

      There are many reasons for introducing a child to mobile technologies including the three 

above. Please list any reasons we did not mention which are true in your case. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

Large Mobile Technology 

5. Do you let your child use larger mobile technologies such as the one you used in the 

study (e.g., iPad™, PlayBook™, LeapPad™, Vtech® toys, etc.)? 

 

o Yes 

o No 

6. Of the following, which VERBAL prompts do you use to help your child when your 

child is using mobile technology (e.g., iPad™, PlayBook™, Vtech® toys, 

LeapFrog™ toys, etc.)? 
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 (1)         

Never 

(2) (3) 

Sometimes 

(4) (5)       

Almost 

Always 

Repeating information 

provided in the software 

o  o  o  o  o  

Reading aloud 

information provided in 

the software 

o  o  o  o  o  

Explaining how the 

software works 

o  o  o  o  o  

Rewording my own 

instructions or 

instructions from the 

software 

o  o  o  o  o  

Giving additional 

examples in addition to 

software 

o  o  o  o  o  

Providing hints but not 

complete instructions to 

help my child navigate 

the software 

o  o  o  o  o  

Providing direct step-by-

step instructions to guide 

the child in how to use 

the technology 

o  o  o  o  o  

Telling him/her that he 

or she is doing well 

o  o  o  o  o  

Telling him/her to try 

again 

o  o  o  o  o  

Telling him/her that what 

he or she is doing is 

incorrect 

o  o  o  o  o  

Asking questions of my 

child (e.g., "What 

happens next?" "How did 

that work?") 

o  o  o  o  o  

Offering emotional 

supports (e.g., "Yes, 

that's right!" "Good job!" 

o  o  o  o  o  
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"You can do it!") 

Encouraging your child 

to try something new 

(e.g., to try new 

software) 

o  o  o  o  o  

Encouraging your child 

to try something more 

difficult (e.g., to try a 

more challenging 

game/activity/level) 

o  o  o  o  o  

Aiding your child in their 

progress on a particular 

task (e.g., "You are on 

the right track.") 

o  o  o  o  o  

Providing confidence 

(e.g., "I know you can do 

it/are capable") 

o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

7. Of the following, which PHYSICAL prompts do you use to help your child when 

your child is using mobile technology (e.g., iPad™, PlayBook™, Vtech® toys, 

LeapFrog™ toys, etc.)? 

 

 (1)         

Never 

(2) (3) 

Sometimes 

(4) (5)       

Almost 

Always 

Provide a booster seat o  o  o  o  o  

Adjust screen 

location/angle 

o  o  o  o  o  

Adjust screen properties 

(font size, brightness, 

etc.) 

o  o  o  o  o  
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Buy devices made 

specifically for children 

o  o  o  o  o  

Sit beside child (YOU 

holding mobile device) 

o  o  o  o  o  

Sit beside child (CHILD 

holding mobile device) 

o  o  o  o  o  

Let your child sit on your 

lap while you use/hold 

the device 

o  o  o  o  o  

Let your child sit on your 

lap while the child uses 

the mobile device 

o  o  o  o  o  

Place your hand over 

your child's hand to help 

him/her navigate on the 

screen 

o  o  o  o  o  

Move your child's hand 

to the correct place on 

the screen 

o  o  o  o  o  

Point directly at or touch 

important information on 

screen 

o  o  o  o  o  

Point in general to the 

screen 

o  o  o  o  o  

Hold the portable device 

so your child can use it 

o  o  o  o  o  
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Comfort using new/unfamiliar technology 

 

8. How would you rate your comfort level with new mobile technology (e.g., using a 

new tablet, smartphone, other mobile software unfamiliar to you)? 

 

 (1)            

Very 

uncomfortable 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

uncomfortable 

(3) 

Somewhat 

comfortable 

(4) 

Comfortable 

(5)        

Very 

Comfortable 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Familiarity / Interest / Ease of use with iPad™ 

 

9. Do you own any of these devices at home? 

 

o No, I do not own any of these devices 

o Yes, I own a desktop computer 

o Yes, I own a tablet (i.e., iPad™, PlayBook™, etc.) 

o Yes, I own both devices 

 

 

10. How familiar were you with the iPad™ we asked you to use? 

 (1)            

Not at all 

familiar 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

familiar 

(3)    

Familiar 

(4)       

Very 

familiar 

(5)        

Completely 

familiar 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

11. How interesting did you find the iPad™? 

 (1)            

Not at all 

interesting 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

interesting 

(3)      

Neutral 

(4) 

Interesting 

(5)        

Very 

interesting 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  
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12. With respect to ease of use, how would you rate the iPad™? 

 (1)            

Very 

difficult to 

use 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

difficult to 

use 

(3)      

Neutral 

(4) 

Somewhat 

easy to use 

(5)        

Very easy 

to use 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

Children’s familiarity with the iPad™ 

 

13. How do you think your child responded to the iPad™? 

 (1)            

Did not 

like it at all 

 

(2)      

Liked it 

only a bit 

(3) 

Somewhat 

liked it 

(4)      

Liked it 

(5)        

Liked it a 

lot 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

14. How would you rate your child’s familiarity with the iPad™ we asked you to use? 

 (1)            

Not at all 

familiar 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

familiar 

(3)    

Familiar 

(4)       

Very 

familiar 

(5)        

Completely 

familiar 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

 

15. How would you rate your child’s interest with respect to the iPad™ we asked you to 

use? 

 (1)            

Uninterested 

 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

uninterested 

(3)     

Neutral 

(4) 

Somewhat 

interested 

(5)        

Very 

interested 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  
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Overall Feelings 

  

16. Overall, how comfortable did you find the experience of using the iPad™ in the 

present study? 

 (1)            

Not at all 

comfortable 

 

(2)    

Somewhat 

uncomfortable 

(3) 

Somewhat 

comfortable 

(4) 

Comfortable 

(5)        

Very 

Comfortable 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

17. Overall, how similar was the observation session to the typical interactions you have 

with your child involving technology? 

 (1)            

Not at all 

similar 

 

(2)            

A little bit 

similar 

(3)      

Similar 

(4)       

Very 

similar 

(5)        

Almost the 

same 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

18. After having experienced the use of the iPad™ in the present study, how often 

would you encourage your child to use similar mobile technologies with your 

presence/guidance? 

 (1)            

Never 

 

(2)    

Sometimes 

(3)               

A few times 

(4)       

Most of the 

time 

(5)        

Always 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

If never, could you please state why not? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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19. After having experienced the use of the iPad™ in the present study, how often 

would you encourage your child to use similar mobile technologies without your 

presence/guidance? 

 (1)            

Never 

 

(2)    

Sometimes 

(3)               

A few times 

(4)       

Most of the 

time 

(5)        

Always 

Rating o  o  o  o  o  

 

If never, could you please state why not? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix C: Interview Questions 

 

1. What were your general feelings about the session you had when using the iPad™ with 

your child? 

 

2. Do you feel that you should help your child when they are using technology or do you 

feel that they should attempt to figure it out on their own?  

 

3. In general, we want to know how parents introduce technology to children (what works 

and what doesn‘t) so we are hoping you can share with us how you introduced 

technology and/or games on technology to your child?  

 

4. You were asked in the survey to tell us whether you use technology with your child. If we 

asked you to summarize what you think is critical about making the decision to use/buy 

technology or not use/buy it or about doing it right, what would you say? 
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Appendix D: Interactive iPad™ observation session scaffolding types and descriptions 

 

Type of Scaffold Description 

Physical Holding the iPad™ for the child to use; Placing a hand underneath 

the device to support it; Placing the iPad™ down (e.g., on couch or 

table) for the child to use; Pointing to the iPad™ screen (both in 

general and to a specific location); Touching (pressing) the iPad™ 

screen for the child; Adjusting the viewing angle of the iPad™; 

Helping the child point to something by a hand-over-hand method; 

Seating the child on parent‘s lap; Readjusting their child‘s seating 

position; Nodding or shaking their head to indicate approval or 

disapproval (often accompanied with a verbal or emotional-verbal 

support); Demonstrating a tilting action with the iPad™ for 

clarification on what the child is supposed to do in the game. 

Verbal Repetition of the game instructions; Providing clarification or 

rewording of game instructions (e.g., ―oh, so what they want you to 

do is to pick the correct number from the list there.‖); Reading aloud 

something written on the iPad™ screen (e.g., ―so that says, ‗Jack 

played a ___.‘‖); Reading out a list of items; Listing rhyming words; 

Providing hints and examples (e.g., ―‗A,‘ like ‗apple.‘‖); Providing 

direct/step-by-step instruction (e.g., ―now press on the green ‗play‘ 

button.‖); Asking direct or indirect questions (e.g., ―where is the 

number seven?‖ versus ―can you tell me where the triangle is?‖); 

Commenting or acknowledging something on the screen (e.g., ―look 

at that, you got 3 stars‖); Telling the child to try again (e.g., ―try that 

again.‖); Providing the child with corrective statements indicating 

that they are doing something wrong (e.g., ―oops,‖ ―uh-oh‖). 

Emotional-Verbal Verbal prompts that contained an emotional element including: 

Praise, positive reinforcement and providing confidence (e.g., ―good 

job,‖ ―you did it!‖ ―you can do it,‖ ―there you go!‖ ―you got it,‖ ―yes, 

that‘s right,‖ ―good girl/boy‖); Creating excitement and emotion 

through sound effects, gasps, and other vocalizations (e.g., ―ooh,‖ 

―woah!‖); Laughing (creating a positive mood). 

Emotional-Physical Physical supports with an emotional element including: touching the 

child (e.g., scratching or ruffling their hair, patting them on the back); 

Physical expressions of praise (e.g., high-five, thumbs-up, shaking 
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the child by the shoulders/their hand when they successfully 

accomplished something – often grouped with a verbal support such 

as positive reinforcement); Kissing the child; Facial expressions (e.g., 

smile, frown, grimace, shudder); Cuddling with the child or hugging 

the child. 

Distractor Behaviours such as the parent being engaged in the task but not 

directly observing the child (e.g., briefly looking around the room, 

adjusting personal belongings such as sunglasses, or glancing at their 

cell-phone momentarily); Looking at the researchers (e.g., asking for 

assistance with the device). Distractions were coded in this category 

if they were sustained for less than three seconds. 

Off-task Behaviours/instances of distraction greater than three seconds in 

duration where the parent was visibly off-task and unengaged in the 

interactive activity with their child. These behaviours included 

external stimuli distracting the parent (e.g., cell-phone ringing), 

parents getting up from their seated position and interaction with their 

child to another location in the room (e.g., to retrieve something from 

a coat or purse or to turn off a ringing cell-phone), and if a researcher 

interrupted the session for software-related issues (e.g., volume was 

accidentally turned off by a parent or child). 
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Appendix E: Analyses conducted with the two outliers included 

 

The following section summarizes analyses of parental scaffolding during the 

observational sessions when the two children identified as outliers due to off-task behaviour are 

included. The pattern of outcomes in these analyses does not change from the pattern with the 

children removed from analyses. 

Consistent with hypothesis one, which examined whether users and non-users differed in 

the types of supports they offered their child, a MANOVA analysis was conducted between users 

and non-users for the four aggregated scaffolding scales on the interactive iPad™ session: verbal 

scaffolding, emotional-verbal scaffolding, physical scaffolding and emotional-physical 

scaffolding (see Figure 4 for a summary of means). Analyses yielded results that mirrored 

analyses with the children excluded. That is, there were no significant differences between users 

and non-users on any of these four scaffolding measures (F(1, 104) = .32, p = .57, F(1, 104) = 

.32, p = .57; F(1, 104) = 3.04, p = .08; F(1, 104) = .02, p = .88, for the physical, verbal, 

emotional-verbal, and emotional-physical scaffolding, respectively). However, the emotional-

verbal comparison approached significance F(1, 104) = 3.04, p = .08, such that non-users 

engaged in more emotional-verbal supports (M = 27.12, SD = 18.47) than users (M = 21.52, SD 

= 12.31) in the 10-mintue iPad™ observation session. 

Consistent with hypothesis two, which examined whether mothers and fathers differed in 

the types of supports they offered their child, a MANOVA analysis was also conducted between 

mothers and fathers for each of the four aggregated scaffolding scales on the interactive iPad™ 

session: verbal scaffolding, emotional-verbal scaffolding, physical scaffolding and emotional-
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physical scaffolding. There were no significant differences between mothers and fathers on any 

of these four scaffolding measures, F(1, 104) = .05, p = .83, F(1, 104) = .000, p = .99; F(1, 104) 

= .02, p = .89; F(1, 104) = 1.83, p = .18 for the physical, verbal, emotional-verbal, and 

emotional-physical scaffolding, respectively. 

For verbal scaffolding in the interactive observation session, the overall model was found 

to be significant (F(5, 103) = 8.07, p < .001, R
2
 = .29). Both child‘s age (β = -1.39, t(103) = -6.2, 

p < .001) and parent age (β = 1.52, t(103) = 2.36, p = .02) predicted the amount of verbal 

scaffolding that parents provided in the interactive iPad™ session. As child age increased, the 

amount of verbal scaffolding parents provided their children decreased, and older parents 

provided more verbal supports than younger parents. 

The overall model for physical scaffolding in the interactive observation session was 

significant (F(5, 103) = 6.29, p < .001, R
2
 = .24). Again both child age (β = -1.80, t(103) = -5.38, 

p < .001) and parent age (β = 2.57, t(103) = 2.66, p = .009) were significant predictors. Similar to 

verbal scaffolding, as child age increased, the amount of physical scaffolding parents provided 

their children decreased and older parents provided more physical supports than younger parents. 

With respect to the two emotionally-based scaffolding supports in the interactive 

observation session, neither model was significant: emotional-verbal scaffolding, F(5, 103) = .67, 

p = .64, emotional-physical scaffolding, F(5, 103) = .64, p = .67. 
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Appendix F: Interview Themes 

Emerging themes 

Of the four interview questions, 12 themes emerged from parents‘ responses. The first 

interview questions yielded three major themes, the second and third interview questions yielded 

four major themes each, and the fourth interview question yielded five major themes. See Table 

15 for a detailed description of themes and parent examples. 

Interview question 1: “What were your general feelings about the session you had when 

using the iPad™ with your child?” The first interview question assessed parents‘ general 

feelings regarding the interactive iPad™ session they participated in with their child. Three 

themes emerged: parent affect, child affect, and preference. 

 Parent affect. Parental affect included five sub-themes: positive, negative, neutral, 

negative to positive, and preference. Positive affect (76.9% of parents) reflected positive, fun, 

and interesting impressions of the sessions whereas negative (11.5% of parents) reflected feeling 

that the session was unengaging, boring, frustrating, or difficult. The neutral sub-theme (11.5% 

of parents) meant that parents did not feel either positively or negatively about the session. The 

sub-theme negative to positive (1% of parents) captured parents‘ responses that the session 

started off negatively (i.e., frustrating), but then turned positive. Finally, the preference sub-

theme (38.5% of parents) captured parents‘ responses that they preferred the interactive iPad™ 

session more than they did the desktop session. See Table 16 for a summary of means. 

 Child affect. The second theme of the first interview question captured parents‘ 

responses regarding their child‘s affect toward the interactive iPad™ session. Four sub-themes 

were identified: positive, positive to negative, negative, and negative to positive. Positive (26% 
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of parents) referred to the child enjoying the interactive session. Positive to negative (1% of 

parents), indicated that the child started off enjoying the interactive session and then got 

frustrated. Negative (3.8% of parents), referred to their child‘s frustration in the interactive 

session such as their disinterest in the task or their confusion when they played more challenging 

games. Negative to positive (1.9% of parents), reflected children starting off being frustrated or 

bored in the interactive session and then having fun by the end. See Table 16 for a summary of 

means. 

 Parent‘s responses to the interview question that assessed their general feelings toward 

the interactive play session did not reveal anything extraordinary. Parents reported positive, 

negative and neutral affect toward the task, as well as directional (negative to positive) affect. 

Interestingly, although it was not part of the interview question that was asked, parents also 

commented on their preference for the iPad™ session rather than the desktop session. Similarly, 

parents reported positive, negative, and directional (positive to negative and negative to positive) 

affect for their child regarding the interactive play session. These themes reflected what was to 

be expected from parents‘ responses – there were no unique themes mentioned in the first 

interview question that assessed parents‘ general feelings toward the iPad™ session.  

Interview question 2: “Do you feel that you should help your child when they are using 

technology or do you feel that they should attempt to figure it out on their own?” The 

second interview question assessed parents‘ perceptions about whether they feel they should help 

their child when he/she is using technology or allow them to explore on their own without 

parental guidance. Four themes emerged in the second interview question: combination/both, 

parents should help, neither, and child should do it on their own. 
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 Combination/Both. This theme (44.2% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that 

helping their child when they are using technology is conditional (i.e., that both helping their 

child first and also allowing the child to explore on their own is important). It also contained two 

sub-themes: ‗help first‘ and ‗child first‘. The first sub-theme, help first (36.5% of parents), 

reflected parents‘ responses that when their child is using technology, parents should provide 

some help to their child before they let them explore on their own. The second sub-theme, child 

first (41.3% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that reflected that parents encourage their 

child to work on their own when they are using technology and that they would provide 

assistance if their child required it. See Table 16 for a summary of means. 

 Parents should help. The, ‗parents should help,‘ theme (16.3% of parents) captured the 

belief that parents should help their child when they are using technology and that it is important 

to help the child figure out how to use the technology or what is required of them in the game. 

See Table 16 for a summary of means.  

 Neither. The third theme, ‗neither‘ (1% of parents) captured parent‘s responses that 

parents should neither help their child nor leave them to explore on their own when they are 

using technology. See Table 16 for a summary of means.  

 Child should figure it out. The fourth theme, ‗child should figure it out‘ (21.2% of 

parents) captured parents‘ responses that their child should explore and attempt to figure it out on 

their own when they are using technology, without parental guidance. See Table 16 for a 

summary of means.  

 Parents‘ responses to the second interview question that assessed whether they would 

help their child when he/she is using technology revealed no surprising themes. The themes that 
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emerged from parents‘ responses were what one would expect to find – some parents prefer to 

use a combination of both helping their child and allowing them to figure things out on their 

own; some parents prefer to help their child regardless if the child requires assistance; some 

parents were undecided and stated that neither helping the child nor allowing them to explore on 

their own was true in their case; and some parents believe that their child should attempt to 

explore on their own first and only intervene if they feel their child requires assistance.  

Interview question 3: “In general, we want to know how parents introduce technology to 

children (what works and what doesn't). We are hoping you can share with us how you 

introduced technology and/or games on technology to your child.” The third interview 

question assessed how parents introduced technology to their child. Four themes emerged from 

the third interview question: unintentional, intentional/parent guided, child guided, and parent 

explores software beforehand 

 Unintentional. The ‗unintentional‘ theme (13.5% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses 

that their child was introduced to technology unintentionally or accidentally – that there was no 

explicit intentionality to their child‘s introduction to technology. The ‗unintentional‘ theme 

included two sub-themes: parent using technology, and occupy. Parent using technology (9.6% 

of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that children were introduced to technology due to 

parents using digital devices around their children and their child observed them using it. Occupy 

(18.3% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that children were introduced to technology with 

the intention of keeping them occupied (e.g., in the car, while cooking dinner). See Table 16 for 

a summary of means.  
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 Intentional. The second theme of the third interview question, ‗intentional‘ (15.4% of 

parents) was a general category that captured parents‘ intentional introduction of technology to 

their children. The ‗intentional‘ theme included six sub-themes: spouse does it more, downloads 

games, accessible, hasn’t introduced technology, allow child to explore, and together. Spouse 

does it more (5.8% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that the participant‘s spouse 

introduces their children more to technology. Downloads games (18.3%), reflected parents‘ 

responses that they download games or applications for their child, either on their own from 

online or recommendations from friends or the child‘s daycare. Accessible (21.2% of parents), 

reflected parents‘ responses that technology is readily accessible to the child (i.e., at home) to 

use. Hasn’t introduced technology (22.1% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that they have 

not introduced their child to technology just yet or that there is no strong focus on using 

technology at home. Allow child to explore (22.1% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that 

they let their child explore and use technology on their own. Finally, the sub-theme together 

(20.2% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that they sit down with the child and show the 

child how to use a piece of technology or how to play a game. See Table 16 for a summary of 

means.  

 Child guided/directed. The third theme of the third interview question, ‗child 

guided/directed‘ captured parents‘ responses that reflected a child-initiated introduction to 

technology. The ‗child guided/directed‘ theme included two sub-themes: older sibling and 

child’s curiosity/interest. Older sibling (15.4% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that an 

older sibling of the child uses technology and the child has been introduced to technology in this 

way. Child’s curiosity/interest (21.2% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that the child 

expressed a self-initiated interest in technology. See Table 16 for a summary of means.  
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 Parent explores software beforehand. The fourth theme of the third interview question, 

‗parent explores software beforehand‘ (13.5% of parents) captured parents‘ responses that 

reflected parents learning or trying out the software before giving it to their child. See Table 16 

for a summary of means.  

There were no surprising themes that emerged from the third interview question that 

assessed how parents introduced technology to their child. The themes that emerged revealed 

that some parents did not take any particular measures to introduce their child to technology and 

it had just occurred spontaneously or unintentionally. On the other hand, there were parents that 

reported that they did intentionally introduce their child to technology or that they have not yet 

introduced their child to technology. Parents also reported that their child has been introduced to 

technology by means of siblings or their own self-exhibited curiosity. Some parents also reported 

that they like to explore the software their child will use beforehand to make sure it is 

appropriate for them. All of these themes did not offer a unique insight into how parents 

introduced their child to technology – parents may do it unwittingly or they may have a direct 

intention for their child to learn to use technology.  

Interview Question 4: “You were asked in the survey to tell us whether you use 

technology with your child. If we asked you to summarize what you think is critical about 

making the decision to use/buy technology or not use/buy it or about doing it right, what 

would you say?” The fourth and final interview question assessed parents‘ opinions regarding 

what they believe is critical about making the decision to use/purchase or not use/purchase 

technology or perhaps about how to do it right. The fourth interview question yielded five 

themes: parent‘s opinion about technology, management, support, choosing games/device, and 

long-term use.  
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 Parent’s opinion about technology. The first theme of the fourth interview question, 

‗parent‘s opinion about technology,‘ included 5 sub-themes: neutral, important to do, negative, 

child interest, and don’t purchase. Neutral (14.4% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that 

there is no right or wrong way to use technology. Important to do (55.8% of parents) reflected 

parents‘ responses that they believe it is important to introduce children to technology and 

use/buy technology. This sub-theme included two sub sub-themes: future and disadvantaged. 

Future (15.4% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that it is important to use and buy 

technology because it prepares their child for the future. Disadvantaged (9.6% of parents), 

reflected parents‘ responses that children that are not introduced or use technology will be at a 

disadvantage among their peers that do use technology. The sub-theme negative (21.2% of 

parents) reflected parent‘s negative opinions about technology use such as worries about their 

child becoming addicted to technology, concerns over using technology for extended periods of 

time, and that technology is overused in society. Child interest (9.6% of parents) reflected 

parents‘ beliefs that it is important to use or buy technology if the child expresses an active 

interest. Don’t purchase (4.8% of parents) reflected parents‘ responses that they don‘t purchase 

or download software for their child to use. See Table 16 for a summary of means.  

 Management. The second theme that emerged in the fourth interview question, 

‗management,‘ included two sub-themes: regulated and monitor. The first sub-theme, regulated 

(40.4% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that their child‘s technology use was regulated 

or constrained and limiting the amount of time children have access to technology was also 

important. The second sub-theme, monitor (24% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that 

they like to monitor their child when they are using technology and supervise their child. See 

Table 16 for a summary of means.  
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 Support. The third theme that emerged from the fourth interview question, ‗support‘ (1% 

of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that they like to be supportive when their child is using 

technology. The ‗support‘ theme included two sub-themes: safety and support/supplement 

learning. The first sub-theme, safety (19.2% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses of safety 

concerns when their child is using technology, particularly regarding their child to explore safely 

and not be exposed to something inappropriate as well as concerns about accidental purchases. 

The second sub-theme, support/supplement learning (7.7% of parents), reflected parents‘ 

responses that indicated they support their child or supplement their learning when they are using 

technology such as asking questions and providing hints. See Table 16 for a summary of means.  

 Choosing games/device. The fourth theme that emerged from the fourth interview 

question, ‗choosing games/device,‘ reflected parents‘ opinions about the appropriate 

requirements when choosing games or applications for their child to use or requirements when 

choosing a digital device for their child. The fourth theme included two sub-themes: age-

appropriate and durability. Age-appropriate (46.2% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses that 

games, applications, or devices the child used should be at an appropriate age/developmental 

level for their child. Durability (4.8% of parents), reflected parents‘ concerns of the durability of 

the device and their opinions that the device should be child-friendly. See Table 16 for a 

summary of means.  

 Long-term use/benefits. The fifth theme that emerged from the fourth interview 

question, ‗long-term use/benefits‘ (10.6% of parents), reflected parents‘ responses of considering 

the long-term use and benefits when choosing to purchase a particular technological device and 

that choosing a device that is beneficial to both the parent and the child is important. See Table 

16 for a summary of means.  
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 Parent‘s responses to the fourth interview question that assessed their opinions on what is 

critical when making a decision to use/buy technology or not use/buy technology did not reveal 

any surprising themes. Parents reported their opinions about technology use through positive, 

negative, and neutral themes, as well as expressing that it is important to use and purchase 

technology, stating that it is in their child‘s best-interest to do so (e.g., prepares them for the 

future). Parents also commented on their monitoring and support strategies for when their 

child(ren) use technology, stating that regulation and monitoring technology use is important. It 

was no surprise that parents also commented on their concerns for their child‘s safety when 

he/she uses technology, stating concerns for protection when exploring online and inappropriate 

material. As was expected, parents reported that they like their child to use age-appropriate 

material (e.g., games, applications) and child-friendly (i.e., durable) devices. Some parents also 

alluded to considerations of the long-term use of devices they purchase, stating that they take 

into account the features of the device and whether family members can share the use of the 

device. Overall, it is evident that parents like to be cautious about purchasing technology, noting 

the best-interest of their child for reasons that they would do so. 
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