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Children in society of information grows up in eviment full of
information and media. As the development of meallapetence must
be started in early childhood, responsibility absuth relevant
guestions as media education and upbringing, moderiake a
family. There are three main parental mediatiomtggies or methods
of media upbringing what are used in families: aetmediation,
restrictive mediation and co-using. This articl@pides an insight

about the concept of parental mediation and resafithe pilot
research where one of the objectives was to detertendencies that
dominate in the families of Latvia do to parentadiation.
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Media is multifunctional: next to informative, ertgining, communicative,
and ideological function also educating and upbngg function is
mentioned Kupuutosa, 2005). Considering the fact, that children inisgc
of information grows up in environment full of infoation and media, it
becomes clear that media has a strong meaningilarezh education and
upbringing processes and accordingly, they largidyermine nowadays
children socialization. A field of pedagogy as neegedagogy deals with
research of these questions.

In 2000" annual report of Council of Europe Parliamentargsémbly
Committee on Culture and Education on media pedagogl education is
emphasized, that the Europe democracy has many aval/sneans how to
deal with challenges, created by volatile socidtyday's situation clearly
indicates, that it is urgently necessary to deved@pmuch as possible
effective activities, that would advance activatical and intelligent media
usage, in other words — necessary to develop nmEalagogy (Isohookana-
Asunmaa, 2000).

Statistic data of LR testifies that the biggest medonsumption is
directly at home and a household, with childretemfis a computer and a
connection to internet. Helen Nixon (1998) intetpré, that nowadays
understanding about good upbringing in a family gmod educational
process in school pretty often is reduced till tleel of providing
technology (Nixon, 1998). Providing a householdhwi computer and
internet connection often becomes as symbolic rste for nowadays
upbringing (Cawson, Haddon & Miles, 1995).

Latvian educational system does not foresee edunzdtsubject as media
teaching, attention turned to questions on mediacaibn is small.
Informatics is taught only from"5class of elementary school. Since the
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developing of media competence must be started airy echildhood,

responsibility about such relevant questions as ianesbucation and
upbringing, must undertake a family. If in induatrsociety, responsibility
on child’'s preparing to life went from family to wemhtional institutions
(Rubenis, 2004), then in information society, irajrextent, it returns at
home in family (Buckingham & Scanlon, 2003). Eveargnts workplaces,
thanks to the information and communication tecbggl connection to
internet, in great extent from factories and buseaaturns to home
(Eriksens, 2005). Parents are becoming their childmadia educators
(Buckingham & Scanlon, 2003).

Problem and context of the research

Problem of the research marks in many aspects are:

1) as the information and communication technologylian has
been fast, today's parents have not a derived iexperin media
upbringing field from their own parents;

2) children of the information society, unlike fromrpats, are grown
up in environment of media and often knows the esaigmedia
better than their parents. That creates a contradim traditional
upbringing model, what up to now was supported mmahnchic
pedagogic relationship between adults and children.

A fact must be considered, that media offers dffier models of
behaviour and children reacts on them differerligmetimes they become
good, sometimes harms, sometimes stays withouteqorsces (Baacke,
1997). Children and media communication processas unambiguous;
therefore active participation from parents is gzassary in this process.
Many authors draws attention on the great impogawfcparents in media
upbringing (Browne, 1999; Buckingham & Scanlon, 20@eGaetano,
2004; Masterman, 1997; Nathanson, 1999, 2001; 2d2@08; Prensky,
2006, 2010; Six, 1995; Strasburger, Wilson & Jordaf09). Almost
everyone, who goes in details in media pedagog)stioues, marks, that
exactly a family is responsible about child’s habétation of media usage un
child's development of media competence.

At the same time researches about media upbringimd) education
process in a family are comparatively few. If tlesearch is made in the
family, then, mostly, the main objective is to findt how often, at what age
and what media children use, but rarely study aitoifind out the practice
of the parents media upbringing. This is confirm®d Kelly Mendoza
(2009), indicating that there is a little reseaatiout parents’ strategies on
children's media competence development, and whetoents even think
in such categories. Mendoza notes that most ofeb@mmendations, which
so far have addressed to parents in connectiorhitifren and the media,
advise to carefully control children's use of medtliaminimize the negative
effects. But there are relatively few recommendwtjovhich supportively
thinks about children strengthen, suggesting sttimg children
development of media competence (Mendoza, 2009kstiguns in this
context is activated, what media upbringing methaai®nts use, with what
media upbringing problems parents face, whether waiht kind of
assistance are them necessary.
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Media upbringing methods or parental mediationtstias

Family is the first media upbringing institution.Imost everyone who
immerses in the media pedagogy issues notes tlatlexhe family is
primarily responsible for the child's habits of ri@edse and development of
the child's media competence.

It is clear that families have different habits ofedia usage and
pedagogical techniques of media upbringing. Theeefamilies with strict
rules of media usage and those which pay a littenion to what media,
how often and how long children are using (Robefsehr & Rideout,
2005). Studies about media upbringing in the faicuses on parental
media upbringing methods or mediation strategiesarch in practice. The
concept mediation in this context includes the iddaparents as key
intermediaries or mediators of a child and mediatians (Nathanson, 1999,
2001). Parental mediation covers any strategy paaénts use to control,
manage or interpret media content for their childi@arren, 2001).

Initially, about the parental mediation speaks #yadn television
viewing context, emphasizing importance of parentatliation on reducing
negative effects. Mediation is discussed as padnstrument to provide
child’s physical, psychological and emotional Hedltivingstone, 2002;
Mendoza, 2009). Later appears even a thought, phents and children
mediation in time of watching television marks pdre potential not only
reducing negative effects, but even creating atiges{Nathanson, 1999;
2001).

First tries to define mediation strategies or digens are dated by year
1982, dividing three mediation dimensions: 1) iiestte, 2) evaluative and
3) unfocused (Bybee, Robinson & Turow, 1982).

In further research, in connection directly with tefang television,
dominates three-dimensional mediation model like {INathanson, 1999,
2001; Nathanson, Botta, 2003):

1) restrictive mediation — parents restricts childnexiching on
television, establishing rules;

2) co-viewing — parents and children watch televidimgether, but do
not discuss the plot;

3) active mediation — parents discuss seen on tetevisi

In connection with playing of video games, simitaediation strategies
are proposed “active mediation, restrictive angblaing” (Nikken & Jansz,
2006). S. Livingstone and E. J. Helsper (2008) easgggeneralizing
mediation dimensions, referring them to full medjgectrum. Thus, active
mediation involves negotiation about what childfeave red, seen, heard.
Active mediation provides both educational guidaand critical comments
on the media message content or effects. Restintediation means setting
rules, which restrict a usage of diverse kind oflimeRestrictions may apply
to usage of media time, location or content, sush aggressive or
pornographic media reports. Media co-using meaas plarents are near,
while the child is using media or parents use meaggther with a child,
thereby achieving common experience, but withoutveosations about
media message, content or effects (Livingstone &pter, 2008).

It is important to note that these mediation dinems or strategies are
not mutually exclusive, nor does necessarily ineluictive mediation does
not always mean that parents use media togethér etildren. Parental
conversations with a child can be before or aftedian usage. It is clear that
media usage together doesn’t mean that it autoafigtis active mediation,
because conversations between parents and chitthenot happen, what is
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relevant in active mediation (Nathanson, 2001;n\vif 2009). Many factors
mark in the research, which influence parents’ ohan mediation strategy
(Mendoza, 2009; Livingstone & Helsper, 2008):
1) Parents attitude to media is one of most imporgagiments
(Warren, 2001). Research testifies, that oftersnanuch financial
possibilities, but exactly parents attitude againstia determines, if a
full media spectrum is available in household ar for example, in
families where parents believe that the computenbsuthinking,
newest technologies are not acquired (Livingst@06y). The higher
the parents' negative attitude towards the melakahigher the
children's level of control of media usage appé@afsodard &
Gridina, 2000).
2) Parents attitude towards the childreBome parents believe that
their children themselves are able to choose tha& appropriate
media content, so their role as mediators is natnpartant. In
contrast, parents who believe that children areabt# to select the
appropriate media content by themselves, emphatsigganeed for
mediation (Livingstone, 2007).
3) Age of the childrenAs younger the child, as often and more
effective mediation from parents. By growing uprgrdal mediation
role reduces (Nathanson, 1999, 2001, LivingstoA87}
4) Child's genderParents believe that mediation is needed more for
girls than boys (Weaver & Barbour, 1992; Eastireéhberg &
Hofschire, 2006).
5) Number of media and locatioRor example, the fact that the
nursery often had become a multimedia room, hagnifisant impact
on parental mediation options and strategies (gstone, 2002).
6) Approaches and aims of media upbringitighe parents aim is to
develop children media competence then choice diiatien
strategies is different than if the aim is to pobfeom media
(Livingstone, 2007).

Mediation strategies are not unequivocal in theieated effects
(Nathanson, 1999), however in general some tenegicaws up. Media co-
using enhance children happiness, because chili#e=mnto operate together
with parents and that unites the family. On theeotiand, fact, that the plot
is not discussed can create growth of negative anefféct in children. For
example in cases, when media reports contain \eleaggression and
pornography, media usage together with parentsowitlany discussions,
can create a positive approval to transfer suchianedntent in real life
(Nathanson, 1999). It is noted that this type ofliaton strategy in general
is not focused on children's development of medimpmetence, because it
does not provide a critical reflection (Austinaét 1999).

Restrictive mediation strategy is based on theeptie or protectionism
media upbringing approach (Mendoza, 2009). Withia mediation strategy
parents can fully forbid to use any of the mediaestrict the time, place or
content. Often, parents have the idea that bancliiigren from using the
media, they automatically meet the good, respomgilairent image. Their
research reflects the conflict between parentschiidren statements - often
the parents indicate that they are limiting childtese of media more than it
appears in children's responses (Buckingham, 188a8ngstone, 2007).
Restrictive mediation may result in children aseeffof "forbidden fruit",
which is reflected in the children's perseverar@édypass parents settled
rules (Buckingham, 1993). Studies have shown thiatrediation strategy
is used most often with younger children and witisgmore than boys
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(Buckingham, 1993; Nathanson, 1999). This mediasmupportable, if it is

related on restricting inadequate media contentcfoldren, for example,

violence, aggression or pornography. The mediatoategy in its extreme
form, when the child is denied to access the madidull, cannot be

accepted, because it does not contribute childreméglia competence.
Restrictive mediation for parents pretty often sedmbe the simplest and
most convenient way to regulate children's and &nedmbiguous

relationship, because it does not require particziley and active

participation in upbringing process.

As K. Mendoza pointed out, parental involvement ahiddren's media
relations with the active mediation assistance s#nk highest potential in
children's media competence development (MenddG)2

Active mediation means discussions, plot explanatianswering to
questions. Theoretically active mediation includdsee task groups:
1) categorization (example, whether and how medrdeants reflect reality),
2) confirmation (example, confirmation or condenmraibf media contents),
3) improving (emphasizing of necessary informatma bonding with other
extra information) (Vittrup, 2009).

Methodology and execution of the pilot research

In order to find out what tendencies exist in thgplecation of media
upbringing methods or mediation strategies in tilies of Latvia, from
March 2011 till July 2011 a small pilot project waeried out.

Quantative data collection methadas used in the research. In order to
measure mediation strategies inventory questioanaas structured from
three parts each measuring one of the types ofatiexlistrategy. Each scale
consisted of 20 arguments that can be evaluateckile 1 - 6 where 1 means
‘never true’ and 6 ‘always true’. Internal consistg of questionnaire was
tested using Chronbach’s alpha method, for allescadsults was satisfactory
and allowed further analysis of those factors. [Medademographical
information was collected in order to better ddserinediation strategies and
research findings.

Research basidamilies that have children of age 1 to 12. Itak®0
parents agreed to participate in this study remylgample total of 20
respondents. Parent's age varies from 26 to 40syela; both males and
females from different social and geographical paft Latvia. Data were
collected on self-response paper based questi@snalata analysed using
SPSS Statistics program.

The results of the pilot studhow average scores for mediation strategies
as follows: co-using 3.23; restrictive 3.51 andwact.01. For whole sample
active mediation scores are higher than for coeusind restrictive scores.
However there are no standardized scores to compile it can be
hypothesized that active mediation strategy doragat Latvian culture.

When comparing mediation strategies (using indepengdamples T-test
method) with parent’s gender males showed stadifisignificant (t=-2.58;
p>0.05, n=20) lower scores for restrictive strategimales: 2.84; females:
3.79) and slightly higher for active (males: 4.#nhles: 3.95) and co-using
(males: 3.39 females: 3.16) strategies. Due taicdshs of this study in
terms of small sample size this conclusion canrtadyaed as tendency that
needs to be evaluated in larger sample.

Statistically significant correlation using Pearsoporrelation method
was found between co-using scores and active gieatescores (r=0.52,
n=20, p>0.05) for whole sample. This means thapriesent strategies of
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tested respondents both co-using and active mediatrategies are rather
used together or shows similar patterns in behawibyarents. Restrictive
strategy is rather opposite technique.

Also weak correlation was found between child’s agel co-using
strategy (r=0.30) and active strategy (r=0.29) hetlveen parent's age and
active mediation strategy (r=0.29); negative catieh between parent’'s age
and restrictive mediation scores (r=-0.39). Thoseretations are not
statistically significant in tested sample, but iddal testing in larger
sample is necessary. Larger sample also can lesghrah to clarify
insignificant correlations and differences in prasgata.

Statistically significant (t=-2.23; p>0.05, n=20gher scores for active
mediation strategy was found for families with mtran one children (4.39)
than for those with one children (3.70). This careliplained as parents with
more than one child have more knowledge of pargnand are more
sophisticated with their actions as they tend te n®re active mediation
strategies. This finding can be related to previoumentioned weak
correlation between child’s age and active mediasivategy used. In order
to establish scientific model for these correlagioa larger sample is
necessary.

Conclusions

The study revealed that most actual mediationegiyafor tested sample is
active way of mediation that means parents arengilio actively take part
in child’s media experience and support them withilable knowledge in
particular media.

As the pilot study revealed several tendenciesata dhere are clear
future research goals and methodology. It is sugde® validate parental
mediation strategy inventory questionnaire to adjiged arguments and test
its validity for broader use. By expanding sampiee sthere can be set
standards for different population groups for medrastrategies that can be
used in future as a reference point. Suggestedandsesample should
include data from both parents as the study shaliféelences in parent’ s
gender related to mediation strategy used. It shaldo include data about
all children in family as there was slight corredat with child’s age and
mediation strategies. It is unclear for the momeokes the parent's
mediation strategies differ for younger and oldgldren or are the same.

In extension of this research there should be @ssidered measures of
media used at home as parental mediation strategiesvary for different
media sources. Also parent’s lifelong experienct wifferent media types
must be measured as it dictates ones attitude ramall&dge about particular
media source. Even more tendencies can be fourfdnnly mediation
strategies if grandparents and siblings were tekiednedia literacy and
mediation strategies as parents aren’t the onlggoer who interact with
children in their media experience at home and lfaimirather a system than
a one way interaction. As mentioned above childsemetimes have more
experience and knowledge in some forms of media tha parents do. In
those cases mediation strategies can work diffigraststated.

It is predicted based on these findings that siggnift gender differences
exist in mediation strategies both in parents dnldien genders. Thus it can
be valuable to form future research sample relabv@opulation distribution
in terms of gender distribution.
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It is hypothesized that parental mediation straegiary depending from
child’s age. More extensive study must be accometisto gain strength in
these arguments.
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