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ABSTRACT 
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Parents hold the most focal role in supporting early language development as they usually are the primary 

source of language input for young children. Better parental knowledge about language development may lead 

to a richer cognitive and language environment, facilitating language development. Parents can support and 

scaffold language learning in interactions with their child. Yet, some parental habits, such as technoference, 

impede upholding such high-quality interactions.  

 

The objective of this study is to investigate parental perceptions and awareness of their role in early 

language development, including the impact of parental support and screen use. The data are collected via a 

mixed-method online survey. The participants consist of 86 parents of one- or two-year-old children. The 

responses are analyzed statistically to look for correlations and compare demographic groups and, for open-

ended questions, summative content analysis is used. 

 

The results show that participants are adequately aware of how different factors affect language 

development. There is variation in how participants think their screen use interferes interacting with their child 

even though they mostly recognize that it may be harmful to language development. Most parents, however, 

reported doing conscious actions that support their child’s language development. Parent-related factors need 

to be acknowledged in child language development. Investigating parental knowledge and behavior enables 

proper professional guidance for parents to focus on supportive actions and reducing harmful habits.  
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Vanhemmilla on keskeinen rooli varhaisen kielenkehityksen tukemisessa, sillä he ovat yleensä eniten 

vuorovaikutuksessa pienen lapsensa kanssa. Laajempi vanhemman tietoisuus kielenkehityksestä johtaa 

todennäköisemmin rikkaampaan kognitiivis-kielelliseen kasvuympäristöön ja siten lapsen kielellisiin kykyihin. 

Vanhemmat voivat tukea kielen omaksumista vuorovaikutustilanteissa lapsensa kanssa. Kuitenkin 

vanhempien toiminta, kuten laitteiden käytöstä johtuvat katkot vuorovaikutustilanteissa voivat haitata kyseisiä 

laadukkaita vuorovaikutustilanteita. 

 

Tässä tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan vanhempien käsityksiä ja tietoisuutta roolistaan varhaisessa 

kielenkehityksessä, mukaan lukien vuorovaikutuksen tuen ja vanhemman ruudun käytön vaikutusta. Aineisto 

kerätään verkkokyselyllä. Osallistujina on 86 vanhempaa, joilla on yksi- tai kaksivuotias lapsi. Tilastollinen 

analyysi koostuu korrelaatioiden tarkastelusta ja demografisten tekijöiden perusteella muodostettuja ryhmiä 

vertailemalla. Avointen kysymysten vastauksiin käytetään summatiivista sisällönanalyysia.  

 

Tulosten mukaan osallistujat ovat pääsääntöisesti varsin tietoisia kielenkehitykseen vaikuttavista tekijöistä. 

Osallistujien näkemykset ruutuajan häiritsevyydestä vuorovaikutukseen lapsen kanssa vaihtelivat, vaikka he 

pääosin tunnistivat sen haitallisuuden kielenkehitykselle. Suurin osa vanhemmista raportoi kuitenkin keinoja, 

joilla tietoisesti tukevat lapsensa kielenkehitystä. Vanhempiin liittyviä tekijöitä tulee huomioida lapsen 

kielenkehitykseen liittyen. Vanhemman tietoisuutta ja käyttäytymistapoja tarkastelemalla voidaan mahdollistaa 

sopivaa ammatillista ohjausta, jotta vanhemmat voivat paremmin tukea lapsensa kielenkehitystä.  

 

Avainsanat: kielenkehityksen tukeminen, ruutuaika, technoference, vanhemman tietoisuus, varhainen 

kielenkehitys 

 

Tämän julkaisun alkuperäisyys on tarkastettu Turnitin Originality Check -ohjelmalla. 

  



 

iii 
 

USE OF AI IN THESIS 

 

I have utilised AI tools in my thesis: 

 

☒  No  

☐  Yes 

 

 

I acknowledge that I am fully responsible for the entire content of my thesis, including the parts generated 

by AI, and accept accountability for any violations of ethical standards in publications. 

 



 
 

 
 

CONTENT 

1 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................... 1 
 

2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND ............................................................................................... 2 

2.1 Early Language Development .................................................................................................... 2 

2.2 Parental Involvement in Early Language Development .............................................................. 4 

2.3 Parental Knowledge and Evaluation of Early Language Development ......................................... 6 

2.4 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Child Language Development ....................................... 8 
 

3 OBJECTIVES ....................................................................................................................... 11 
 

4 METHODS ......................................................................................................................... 12 

4.1 Study Design .......................................................................................................................... 12 

4.2 Participants ............................................................................................................................ 13 

4.3 Data Collection ....................................................................................................................... 14 

4.4 Data Analysis.......................................................................................................................... 15 

4.5 Research Ethics ...................................................................................................................... 17 
 

5 RESULTS ............................................................................................................................ 18 

5.1 Early Language Support Measures .......................................................................................... 18 

5.2 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Interaction ................................................................. 21 

5.3 Parental Perception of Their Child’s Language Development.................................................... 25 
 

6 DISCUSSION ...................................................................................................................... 26 

6.1 Review of the Results ............................................................................................................. 26 

6.1.1 Early Language Support Measures ........................................................................................ 26 

6.1.2 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Interaction .............................................................. 29 

6.1.3 Parental Perceptions of Their Child’s Language Development ............................................... 31 

6.2 Methodological Considerations............................................................................................... 32 

6.3 Clinical Relevance and Further Research ................................................................................. 34 
 

7 REFERENCES ...................................................................................................................... 37 

Appendices ..............................................................................................................................  
Appendix. 1 Survey Form (in Finnish) ......................................................................................................................  
Appendix 2. The Study Handout (in Finnish) ...........................................................................................................  
Appendix 3. Survey Questions (Translated into English).........................................................................................  
Appendix 4. Answer Distribution to Q18 ................................................................................................................  

 



 
 

1 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Early language development is a significant time period where children learn the basis to 

understand and use language. Due to language being acquired in interaction, parents 

usually have the most central role modeling language to their young child and thus 

supporting their early language development (Paavola-Ruotsalainen & Rantalainen, 2020). 

Parent and child can share many activities during which parent can offer scaffolding and 

include behaviors that promote language development. However, some parental behaviors 

such as technoference, meaning interruptions caused by device use (McDaniel & Coyne, 

2016), may impair parent-child interactions and thus language learning environment 

(Braune-Krickau et al., 2021; Gaudreau et al., 2022; Krapf-Bar et al., 2022; Mikhelson et al., 

2024; Morris et al., 2022; Reed et al., 2017). Parents may be increasingly aware of the 

harmful effects of child screen use but their own screen-related behavior, especially related 

to knowledge and impact on early language development has not been examined that much.  

 

The aim of this thesis is to investigate parental understanding of the impact of different 

interactional factors and what parents consciously do to support their child’s early language 

development. Secondly, parental perceptions of their screen use and its impact on 

interacting with their child are examined. Lastly, parental and professional concerns of early 

language development are discussed. The data are collected by an online mixed-method 

survey and analyzed statistically and qualitatively. 

 

In clinical settings with young children, especially, parents are closely involved in the process 

and parent-related factors thus need to be acknowledged. It is essential to recognize what 

parents already know about early language development and help them reflect on their own 

behavior, particularly related to technology use. 
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

2.1 Early Language Development 

Early language development is an important period in language development as the first 

three years of human life are the busiest period in neural development (Paavola-

Ruotsalainen & Rantalainen, 2020). Typically developed physiological and cognitive 

structures are the basis for language, speech and communication development (Hoff, 2014). 

These properties that enable language and speech acquisition start to develop early in the 

womb and therefore at birth, children are equipped with foundational social, perceptual, 

processing and cognitive skills for the development to commence (Levey, 2024). Still, 

infants’ physiological structures of the vocal tract and brain, including the neural structures 

of the auditory sense, are not alike with an adult’s (Iivonen, 2012). The social, sensory and 

cognitive abilities and skills of children develop rapidly in the first years as their brain forms 

new connections at a rapid pace through experimental learning (Levey, 2024). It is found 

that the neural plasticity of young children’s brain and the early tuning for speech perception 

make them effective language acquirers.  

 

At birth, infants are wired for communication as they have a biological urge to interact with 

their environment. Therefore, they have an innate objective to communicate with people as 

infants have the abilities of being drawn to human faces and of social gating that enables 

drawing attention to human speech among other sounds (Hoff, 2014; Paavola-Ruotsalainen, 

2020). It is evident that children are able to be interactive long before they use spoken 

language as their primary communication tool. Some of the ways children communicate 

prelinguistically are early vocalizations, eye gaze, gestures, first words and play (Watt et al., 

2006). This time, when children interact with their environment primarily non-verbally, is 

called the prelinguistic stage. The prelinguistic vocalizations start at 0–2 months with 

reflexive crying and vegetative sounds (Kunnari & Savinainen-Makkonen, 2012). At this 

time, infants can distinguish both universal speech and language-specific speech (Välimaa 

& Haapala, 2020). This is because auditory learning starts already in the womb, and fetus 

can detect the native language’s intonation, emphases and rhythm after the 24th gestational 

week. Therefore, right after birth infants start to distinguish prosody and phonemes (Välimaa 
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& Haapala, 2020). From here on, infants proceed to cooing and at around six months old 

laughter and vocal play start, where infants test their vocal limits and move on to increasingly 

intentional vocalization (Hoff, 2014; Iivonen, 2012).  

 

Before the first year of life comes to an end, infants typically start canonical babbling, which 

includes individual canonical syllables and repeating babbling (Kunnari & Savinainen-

Makkonen, 2012). At this time, infants start to recognize more words and their receptive 

vocabulary starts to grow as their language processing has evolved with more developed 

perception, attention and memory (Levey, 2024). Finally, before forming their first words at 

around one year old, infants go on to non-reduplicated babbling which is often followed soon 

by first words (Hoff, 2014). At one year old, children can distinguish vowels and consonants 

of their native language (Välimaa & Haapala, 2020). During the transition from babbling to 

words children often produce protowords, meaning sound sequences that children use with 

consistent meaning even though they do not resemble the word in the target language. With 

first words, they reach a point in language development where not only their receptive but 

also expressive vocabulary starts to grow. Studies show that early and prelinguistic 

language skills can promote later language skills (Määttä et al. 2016; Patrucco-Nanchen et 

al., 2019). Määttä et al. (2016) found that the level and growth of prelinguistic skills at two 

years old predict language outcomes at school age. Also, Patrucco-Nanchen et al. (2019) 

found that language comprehension at 22 months correlated with general language skills at 

28 months and production skills at 29 months predicted production skills at 36 months.  

 

Children go on to learn new words and sometime around one and a half years old, they have 

a vocabulary spurt which is a period where expressive vocabulary grows rapidly with even 

over thirty new words monthly (Gómez Díaz et al., 2024). At this time, children also start to 

produce two-word utterances (Levey, 2024). By three years old, children can produce longer 

sentences, ask questions, have more developed phonemic accuracy and their speech is 

more intelligible and complex. Throughout childhood, both receptive and expressive 

language develops at an individual pace. It is important to note that individual differences 

are normal and if children do not follow one “textbook” schedule of language development, 

it does not mean automatically that their development is delayed. 
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Merely functional vocal tract and nervous systems are not enough to acquire language and 

speech. All the developmental stages in the first years of life require the language model 

provided by their environment and the social model to use the language (Lehtihalmes, 

2012). Language is learned through experience and acquired in interaction with other people 

(Levey, 2024). During the first years of life primary caregivers are naturally the most 

significant source of input for young children. Merely hearing language does not qualify as 

high quality input, as children are more likely to process language when it is heard in a 

communicative interaction (Hoff, 2014). Parent-child interactions therefore hold great 

significance in early language development.  

 

2.2 Parental Involvement in Early Language Development 

Parent-child interactions hold many features that may support or hamper children’s speech 

and language development and in the first years of life, the responsibility to uphold high-

quality interaction features is on the parent (Paavola-Ruotsalainen & Rantalainen, 2020). 

Parental interactive sensitivity is necessary for language development. Parental 

responsiveness is closely related to sensitivity. Sensitive-responsive parenting has been 

found to be connected to children’s language abilities in various studies (Madigan et al., 

2019). Parental responsiveness and its contiguity and contingency promotes communicative 

skills even before children start producing speech (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2014). Reciprocal 

interaction between parent and child begins at birth, and infants’ progressively refined 

interactive abilities develop with the model and support of the interactive partners (Kunnari 

& Paavola, 2012). In addition to parents talking to their child, communication between the 

two relays on gestures, facial expressions, eye contact and, with this non-verbal 

communication, sharing each other’s attention. Joint attention skills start developing around 

the age of six months, where infants are able to respond to joint attention, meaning they can 

follow another person’s gaze and pointing (Kunnari & Paavola, 2012; Paavola-Ruotsalainen 

& Rantalainen, 2020). From there on, infants are progressively interested in influencing other 

people’s attention and actions, thus the ability to initiate joint attention develops. In a 

longitudinal study by Ataman-Devrim et al. (2023), it was found that two-year-old toddlers 

whose fathers are more active at following their child’s attention and initiating joint attention 

showed higher expressive language skills at three years old.  
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There are many activities between a parent and a child which promote language 

development. For instance, book reading, playing together, being musical and conversing 

about everyday topics and surroundings create an opportune chance for high-quality 

interactions and thus language development. Mustonen et al. (2024) found that linguistic 

activities, frequent book reading, singing and storytelling were all connected to higher 

expressive language abilities, and reading and storytelling were connected to higher 

phonological skills. Similarly to many other linguistic activities, starting shared book reading 

early is encouraged (Niklas et al., 2016). Longitudinal studies show results of musicalness 

and parental singing promoting early language development (Määttä et al., 2016). Overall, 

a home environment where reading, creativeness, music, playing and other shared activities 

are current at three years old has shown to be related to higher language scores later 

(Lovčević, 2025).  

 

During these activities and situations, parental scaffolding offers children interactive support 

to promote language and communicative skills, including both their expressive and receptive 

vocabulary (Hoff, 2014). Slower speech rate, clear articulation, higher pitched voice and 

overall overemphasized speech, i.e. child directed speech, makes it easier for children to 

orientate their attention to speech and acquire new words (Välimaa & Haapala, 2020). 

Lexically rich input in parent’s speech furthers language acquisition. Research has shown it 

would be beneficial if parents incorporated diverse vocabulary when speaking to their 

toddlers as versatile input has been found to be connected to better later vocabulary abilities 

(Rowe, 2012).  

 

Treating infants as conversational partners from very early on, for example responding to 

babbling and other pre-speech vocalizations, has found to be beneficial as social interaction 

is the basis for language development (Donnelly & Kidd, 2021). Donnelly and Kidd’s study 

(2021) showed a bidirectional relationship between conversational turn-taking and 

vocabulary growth measured at 9 and 24 months. Explaining things happening around the 

child boosts language development. Naming, modeling words, expanding child’s utterances 

and asking questions help children to connect language contextually, build vocabulary and 

learn grammatically correct, increasingly more complex language (Stolt & Salmi, 2020; 

Surakka, 2020). Moreover, these behaviors by parents uphold and enrich meaningful 

interactions between parent and child. Instead of highlighting their child’s mistakes in 
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speech, parents should provide a model of rich and correct language (Surakka, 2020). 

Parental responsibility and influence are underlined for a reason as there is a linear 

relationship between time spent interacting with an adult and language development 

(Sundqvist et al., 2021). 

 

2.3 Parental Knowledge and Evaluation of Early Language Development 

Parental understanding of early language development has been studied to some extent. 

An Argentinian study found that the examined parents know moderately about language and 

cognitive development in early childhood (Urtasun et al., 2025). In another study, mothers 

of 9-month-old infants knew unexpectedly little about the development of infants (Rowe et 

al., 2016). Parental understanding of early language development among low 

socioeconomic status (SES) parents was tested by asking about it one week after birth, 

66.4% of the parents thought that during the first half a year of their lives, infants’ language 

is barely developing (Leung & Suskind, 2020). Most of them, however, recognized infants’ 

common means of communication, such as crying and babbling, as replicated in Urtasun et 

al. (2025) and more than half believed that parental responsiveness is important in cognitive 

and language development (Leung & Suskind, 2020). Parents think that television watching 

may aid vocabulary development on infants and toddlers (Leung & Suskind, 2020; Urtasun 

et al., 2025).  

 

Leung and Suskind (2020) found that the more parents know about cognitive and language 

development one week post-birth, the more likely their child is surrounded by cognitive and 

language-related input in their first year of life. Some factors such as low-SES have been 

found to be linked with lower levels of knowledge of development (Rowe et al., 2016; Urtasun 

et al., 2025). Parental knowledge may also explain why higher parental education and higher 

child language skills are connected (Rowe et al., 2016). As for the number of children, 

instead, the results did not significantly differ between parents of one or more children, 

perhaps indicating that parents do not automatically learn about cognitive and language 

development (Leung and Suskind, 2020).  
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Inspecting a specific aspect of early language development, Ferjan Ramirez (2024) studied 

the knowledge and use of parentese on parents with children under 25 months old, meaning 

higher-pitched, slower and simpler speech directed towards small children, usually known 

as child-directed speech. The knowledge levels varied a lot which possibly indicates that 

some participants were not aware of the impact of child-directed speech on language 

development or their own use of it. Nearly 50% of the participants believed that child-directed 

speech does not assist language development. Although, based on observation, everyone 

used it, mothers more than fathers but when self-reporting, the results did not differ much 

between the two groups. Nearly half of the participants think that they talk like adults to their 

children. 

 

Parental evaluation is already widely used in the assessment of early language 

development. For instance, the Communicative Development Inventories (CDIs) use 

parental reporting to assess their child’s early communicative and language development 

(Law & Roy, 2008). They are also widely standardized and validated in Finnish population 

(e.g. Stolt & Vehkavuori, 2018). One study found that there is a significant correlation 

between Finnish short version CDI (FinCDI-SF) and the Reynell Developmental Language 

Scales III (RDLS III) testing expressive and receptive language skills (Vehkavuori & Stolt, 

2018). At the age of 2;0, parental evaluation and RDLS III scores were similar. Björn et al. 

(2014), as well, comparing parental reporting and expert evaluation, noticed that when the 

child was one year old, maternal and expert assessment did not differ much. Even though 

the parents overestimated their child’s developmental challenges, Björn et al. (2014) 

emphasize that parental reporting should be included in the assessment of their child 

because the parents know their child well, after all. Vehkavuori & Stolt (2018) also add that 

according to their study, any concern that parents may have about their child’s language 

development should be acted upon because it reflects the realistic stage of the child’s 

language development. Surakka et al. (2023) found that parental evaluation not only aids 

the assessment of early language development at one measure point but can also predict 

later language skills; receptive language skills measured at the age of 2;0 had significant 

correlation with receptive, expressive and general language skills at a later age. Thus, 

parental knowledge not only helps at one time point but can also have long-term effects on 

the child’s language development. 
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Many factors, such as parental experiences, expectations towards their child and comparing 

their child to other children, like siblings, may hamper the reliability and validity of parental 

evaluation (Fabus et al., 2017). If parents are taught methods to support language 

development, it is positively associated with their child’s language abilities regardless of 

duration, frequency or type of intervention (Roberts et al., 2019). Nitsche et al. (2021) 

investigated a program to inform parents about early language development and, as a result, 

it efficiently improved parental self-efficacy and understanding around the topic. Accessible 

everyday programs such as this aim for primary prevention of later language-developmental 

challenges.  

 

2.4 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Child Language Development 

Parental screen time as a relatively newly recognized phenomenon needs more awareness, 

especially related to children’s language development. Technology and social media have 

been increasingly present in everyday life in the past decades and therefore it is relevant to 

examine the possible effects of the emergent presence of parental device use in the context 

of language development. Parents may use devices to get a break from stress and tough 

situations and feelings of raising a child but the use, at the same time, causes stress 

(Radesky et al., 2016). Devices are most commonly used for social media and 

communication, for instance (McDaniel et al., 2023; Yuan et al., 2019).  

 

The amount of parental screen time have been examined with children of different ages. For 

example, parents of under 12-month-olds used their smartphones for around 307 minutes 

(5.12 hours) per day and for nearly a third of the total time spent with their infant (McDaniel 

et al., 2023). The total duration of smartphone use of parents with 1–5-year-old children was 

234.4 minutes (around 3.9 hours) a day and the amount of daily phone checks 66.8, on 

average (Yuan et al., 2019). When self-reporting, nearly half of the parents (47.4%) 

underestimated their daily screen time and there were some parents who thought that they 

checked their phones less than 10 times per day while the mean of the accurate number of 

checks was 52.3 (Yuan et al., 2019). Thus, parental self-reporting may not be entirely 

trustworthy. Around 40% of the participants did, however, correctly recall their phone use 

and 32% of them the amount of daily phone checks (Yuan et al., 2019). 
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Parental screen time impacts child screen time. The more parents used television, 

computers, smartphones or tablets, the more their 24-month-old or younger child used the 

same device, especially TVs and computers (Lauricella et al., 2015). Similarly, the more 

positive attitude parents have towards technology, the more TV and computer use there is 

in this age group. Overall, the more positive outlook on screen use and its effects the parents 

have on a certain device, the more their child spends time on the specific device type. 

Parental engagement in devices and child’s troublesome media use are also associated 

(Komanchuk et al., 2023). The risk for such difficulties is bigger when both parents are 

engaged in their devices (Zhang et al., 2025) which results in more technoference, meaning 

daily occurring disruptions caused by using technological devices during interaction 

situations (McDaniel & Coyne, 2016).  

 

Child screen time may have consequences on language development. Kim and Chung 

(2021) found that between 14 and 26 months of age, a great quantity of exposure to TV may 

have a negative impact on language development. Sundqvist et al. (2021) concur that with 

children at the age of two, watching TV is negatively associated with children’s language 

development. Despite device type, Bal et al. (2024), combining multiple studies on the topic, 

found that passive watching is harmful whereas educational and interactive watching 

support cognitive and language development. Low amounts of use and parental active 

presence and guidance during screen activities are significant for the development of 

language and executive functions in young children (Bal et al., 2024; Silva Junior et al., 

2025). 

 

Parental technology use may interfere with interaction situations between parent and child. 

Due to parental screen time, such as smartphone use, parental responsiveness and 

sensitivity, gaze following and joint attention behaviors are reduced (Braune-Krickau et al., 

2021; Morris et al., 2022). Technoference may lead to less questions asked by caregivers 

(Gaudreau et al., 2022), less responsiveness (Braune-Krickau et al., 2021; Krapf-Bar et al., 

2022), less sensitiveness (Braune-Krickau et al., 2021) and children not learning words 

(Reed et al., 2017). Nonetheless, Braune-Krickau et al. (2021) note that it is not known how 

long-lasting the effects of hampered sensitivity and responsiveness are and how much the 
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parent needs to use screens to gain the effect. Caregivers also may speak less while using 

a device (Mikhelson et al., 2024) or if there is noise coming from devices at home (Suarez-

Rivera et al., 2024). As established before, these factors are all fundamental to language 

learning.  

 

As for language outcomes due to parental screen time, if mothers used devices over one 

hour per day with their child present, their child scored lower on language tests than those 

with no technoference at around 24 months of age (Ogata et al., 2025). Parental screen time 

and leaving the screens on associated with smaller expressive vocabulary at 24 months 

(Asikainen et al., 2021). Sundqvist et al. (2021) found in their review that parents using 

devices with their child present was negatively related to child language development. Morris 

et al. (2022) note that straightforward connections between the aforementioned factors and 

language development cannot be drawn as more longitudinal studies in this subject are 

needed.  

 

As established, parental interaction with their child is usually the most crucial environment 

for language development. Parental engagement with screens affects parent-child 

interaction quality measures such as responsiveness and joint attention. In a qualitative 

study, parents themselves describe that using technology in family life requires balancing 

and is stressful and they recognize that it is more difficult to respond to their children’s bids 

while they are using screens (Radesky et al., 2016). Overall, parental knowledge on the 

effects of their own screen use habits needs to be examined in more contexts, especially 

related to knowledge on early language development.  
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3 OBJECTIVES  

Interactions between a parent and a young child hold great importance in early language 

development. As parents are usually the primary source of language exposure and support 

to young children, it is important to understand the impact different parental behaviors have 

on early language development. This is why the focus in this thesis is on both supportive 

and hampering parental interaction habits, especially technoference. 

 

The objective of this study is to examine parental perceptions and awareness of their role in 

early language development, including behaviors related to early language support and 

screen use. The data will be collected via a cross-sectional survey and analyzed statistically 

and qualitatively. The information this study provides can be used by professionals to better 

understand level of parental awareness, and furthermore, guide parental behavior. This way, 

parents can become more aware of their impact on language development and provide 

better language environment for their young children.   

 

The research questions are the following: 

1. What kind of early language support do Finnish parents find significant? 

2. How do Finnish parents view their screen time and its impact on interaction 
situations? 

3. How do Finnish parents view their one- or two-year-old child’s language 

development? 
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4 METHODS 

4.1 Study Design 

The study was conducted as a cross-sectional mixed-method online survey. A mixed-

method study contains both quantitative and qualitative methodology (Lam et al., 2023). 

Mixed-method study offers flexibility but researchers’ decisions on how to implement both 

quantitative and qualitative methodology impacts the data interpretation (Clark-Gordon, 

2019). Therefore, a viable course of research must be determined at the beginning of the 

process to accomplish the two methods complementing each other, and both quantitative 

and qualitative data must be analyzed synchronously. 

 

A survey is a research method that consists of systematic data collection (Sapsford, 2007). 

It aims to represent a natural population and to find construct conclusions and patterns that 

arise from the data. The process of conducting a survey starts with defining the study 

objectives and is followed by a literature review and consulting experts (Sue & Ritter, 2016). 

Next, survey research methods and sampling are defined, after which the process of drafting 

and piloting are followed by publication of the finished survey. This process, used also in the 

study in question, is presented in Figure 1.  

 

One approach to conducting survey research is a self-administered online survey (Fowler, 

2013). Online surveys have the advantage of reaching a larger group of people easily at a 

low cost and giving the participants the opportunity to share their answers, in this study’s 

case, anonymously without an interviewer present, which can make the collection of data 

more valid without interviewer bias (Fowler, 2013; Sue & Ritter, 2016).  
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Figure 1.  

Flowchart of Survey Research Process. 

 

 

4.2 Participants 

The inclusion criteria for participation were that the participant is a parent to a typically 

developed one- or two-year-old (12–35 months) child to exclude development-related 

factors that may affect language development such as innate neurological deficits as the 

focus is on environmental, especially parental influence. Choosing this age range is 

reasoned by the emergence of expressive language and therefore the need for parental 

support during this age period. The survey was sent out in social media, such as a Facebook 

group for parents of young children and to a Finnish daycare. The participants were 

arbitrarily selected from the rather large target groups, imitating sampling by selection 

method (Lam et al., 2023). The expectation for the sample size was at least 50 participants, 

which was fulfilled as there were 86 responses to the survey in total. If a respondent did not 

send out the survey at the end of completing it or discontinued filling it, the results were not 

saved. It is not known either how many only opened or started filling out the survey. Hence, 

the completion rate cannot be calculated. The average response time was 15:45 minutes 

(range 2–268 minutes).  
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Table 1.  

Demographic Information of Participants. 

  n                     % 
Role in family 

Mother 

Father 

 

70                  81.4 

16                  18.6 

Age 

20–24 years  

25–29 years 

30–34 years 

35–39 years 

40 or older 

 

16                  18.6 

25                  28.1 

28                  32.6 

15                  17.4 

 2                    2.3 

Highest level of education 

Comprehensive school 

High school or vocational school 

Bachelor’s degree 

Master’s degree 

 

 2                    2.3 

37                  43.0 

34                  39.5 

13                  15.1 

Number of children  

1 

2 

3 or more 

 

44                  51.2 

23                  26.7 

19                  22.1 

Language in family 

Finnish only 

Multilingual  

 

73                  84.9 

13                  15.1 

Profession related to language development 

No 

Yes 

 

75                  87.2 

11                 12.8 

 

4.3 Data Collection 

The data for this study were collected as a cross-sectional mixed-method online survey. The 

survey consisted of close-ended, such as opinion-based questions using Likert scale, 

dichotomous response items and open-ended questions (Lam et al., 2023). Before sending 

it out to possible participants, the survey was piloted by other logopedics students, non-

logopedics and the supervisor of this thesis. Changes were made based on the comments 

received. The complete survey can be found in Appendix 1. 

 



 
 

15 
 

The survey form was made with Microsoft 365 Forms. It was divided into six sections, which 

were Suostumus tutkimukseen osallistumiseksi (Consent for participation), Esitiedot 

(Preliminary information), Ruutuaika (Screen time), Lapsen kielenkehityksen tukeminen 

(Supporting language development), Kokemuksesi (Experiences) and lastly, a reminder to 

send out the survey and thanking for participation in their own section.  

 

The survey was shared via the authors’ Instagram accounts, a Facebook group 

(Vauva2024) and a local daycare. The survey was published on the third of October in 2025 

and was open for three weeks and two days, which was estimated to be a sufficient amount 

of time to collect the wanted number of answers.  

 

4.4 Data Analysis 

The data analysis in this study was carried out by using both qualitative and quantitative 

methods. Open-ended questions of the questionnaire were analyzed with qualitative 

methods and other question types with quantitative methods. The answers to questions 23 

and 24 were excluded from the analysis as they were not relevant to the research questions 

and the contents of the study needed to be limited.  

 

Summative content analysis is used for categorizing the answers to open-ended questions. 

The individual answers are first collected from data and, secondly, coding is performed by 

identifying keywords (see Figure 3). Then, word frequencies are manually calculated and 

patterns and trends are finally identified. The process was implemented collaboratively 

between the two researchers. Summative content analysis allows researchers to identify 

and quantify data to explore trends and frequencies of contents (Brekovic, 2023). 

Frequencies and relative frequencies based on content analysis of language development 

worries, what parents use their devices for and parental reporting of ways they consciously 

support their child’s language development are reported.  

 

Quantitative analysis begins with data coding after which the tests will be run in SPSS 

software (version 30.0.0.0). To look for correlations between different questions, Spearman 
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correlations are calculated and results are compiled into a correlation matrix (Tähtinen et 

al., 2020). Mann-Whitney U-test is used to compare how two different demographic groups 

have answered the survey questions (Tähtinen et al., 2020). The groups of mothers and 

fathers, number of children (one child vs. more than one child), parental age (under 30 vs. 

over 30), level of parental education (minimum of bachelor’s degree vs. below), professional 

background (professionals in the field of early language development vs. non-professionals) 

and languages in family (monolingual vs. multilingual) will be compared. The limit of highly 

statistically significant results reported in this study is set to p ≤ .005 to limit the content of 

this research as several results show statistical significance, so only the most significant 

results are discussed in the results section. The criteria for correlation strength in this study 

are presented below and are based on Tähtinen et al. (2020). Because of the sample size 

in this study (n=86), some values below 0.3 can be interpreted as moderate.  

Weak rs ≤ 0.3 Moderate 0.3 < rs < 0.7  Strong rs ≥ 0.7 

 

Figure 2.  

An Example of Identifying Keywords in Summative Content Analysis of the Answers to 

Question 22.  
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4.5 Research Ethics 

According to Finnish National Board of Research Integrity (2023), reliability, honesty, 

respect and responsibility are the basic principles of good research practices. In this thesis, 

reliability is ensured by thorough planning, choosing and utilizing the research method and 

the analysis of the data. The results as well as the whole thesis process are documented 

transparently, objectively and fairly and are thus replicable. Through correct use of 

references from previous studies on the topic, other researchers and authors and their work 

are respected. The responsibility of making this thesis does not end when it has been 

accepted as it will be available and accessible to others on the internet for an undefined 

amount of time. 

  

Participation in this study was based on voluntariness and it included filling out the survey. 

It was explicitly indicated in both the Study Handout (Appendix 2) and the introductory text 

at the beginning of the survey (complete survey with introductory text in Appendix 1) that 

the participant can discontinue filling out the survey at any point and that the answers will 

not be saved unless the survey is submitted.  

 

As no personal data were collected, data protection notice did not have to be made. On 

every open-ended question, the participant was reminded not to include any personal 

information in their responses either. This instruction was obeyed. Before sending out the 

survey and before the thesis writing process, data handling and storage were discussed. 

The collected data will be kept for two years by the supervisor of this thesis, starting from 

the completion of this thesis. The data are protected via Microsoft 365 two-factor 

authentication.  
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5 RESULTS 

There were 86 answers to the survey for this thesis that consisted of both multiple choice 

and open-ended questions. Multiple choice questions were analyzed statistically, using 

Spearman correlation and Mann-Whitney U-test. Summative content analysis was used for 

open-ended questions to count frequencies and look for patterns in qualitative data.  Based 

on the responses, the results are divided into three sections imitating the research 

questions. 

 

5.1 Early Language Support Measures 

Participants were most agreeable on reading and explaining mundane activities being the 

most positive factors to affect language development. In contrast, using child’s own word 

forms, independent play, completing child’s sentences and sign-supported speech divided 

the responses most.  Screen time related items were especially of interest in this thesis. 

Participants were generally like-minded on how they see child screen time, parental screen 

time and joint screen time impact child language development (see Table 2). The distribution 

of all responses to question 18 is displayed in Appendix 4. 
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Table 2.  

Participants’ Perceptions of Child Screen Time, Parental Screen Time and Joint Screen 

Time Affects in Child Language Development. 

 Does not affect 

language 

development or 

even hampers it 

May affect 

language 

development 

positively 

Affects 

language 

development 

somewhat 

positively 

Affects 

language 

development 

considerably 

positively 

Child 

screen time 

36% 

n=31 

57% 

n=49 

5.8% 

n=5 

1.2% 

n=1 

Parental 

screen time 

89.5% 

n=77 

8.1% 

n=7 

2.3% 

n=2 

0% 

n=0 

Joint 

screen time 

19.8% 

n=17 

68.6% 

n=59 

11.6% 

n=10 

0% 

n=0 

 

Another mentionable item, yielding statistically significant results, is responding to babbling. 

71 participants (82.6%) think that it affects language development considerably positively, 

nine participants (10.5%) somewhat positively and six participants (7%) think that it may 

affect language positively. Responding to babbling correlated negatively with role in family 

(rs = -0.506, p < .001), positively with parental age (rs = 0.401, p < .001) and level of 

education (rs = 0.316, p = .003). According to mothers’ estimates, responding to babbling is 

more significant to language development than in fathers’ estimates (U(84) = 282.5, Z = -

4.67, p < .001). Over 30-year-old participants considered responding to babbling more 

significant to language development than the younger group (U(84) = 625, Z = -3.90, p < 

.001). Responding to babbling was considered more significant for participants with a higher 

level of education than the lower education group (U(84) = 684, Z = -3.10, p = .002). Mothers 

considered parental screen time less significant to language development than fathers 

(U(84) = 442, Z = -2.89, p = .004). Mann Whitney U-tests did not yield highly statistically 
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significant outcomes between monolinguals vs. multilinguals or professionals vs. non-

professionals. 

 

54 participants (62.8%) agreed that they consciously do something to support their child’s 

language development and 30 participants (34.9%) somewhat agreed. One participant 

(1.2%) somewhat disagreed and one (1.2%) disagreed with the question. 64 participants 

(74.4%) reported actions they use to consciously support their child’s language development 

in an open-ended question. The most frequently reported actions are reported in Table 3. 

Other actions mentioned were eating-related (n=4; 6.3%), parent repeating child’s 

utterances (n=4; 6.3%), parent limiting their own screen time (n=3; 4,7%), asking child to 

repeat after parent (n=2; 3.1%), completing child’s sentences (n=2; 3.1%), being present 

(n=2; 3.1%) and being patient while waiting for child’s answers (n=2; 3.1%). Actions 

mentioned once were playing games, using gestures, using pictures, goofing around, clear 

articulation and correcting child’s speech. Two respondents did not follow the question. 

 

Table 3.  

Most Mentioned Actions of Language Support Reported by Parents (a total of 64 answers). 

  

f 
 

 

f (%) 

Reading 46 71.9 

Interacting 33 51.6 

Singing and rhyming 30 46.9 

Explaining 28 43.8 

Naming 14 21.9 

Playing 14 21.9 

Question asking 13 20.3 

Modeling 6 9.4 

Encouraging to talk or interact 5 7.8 

Listening to music 5 7.8 

Responding to child’s bids 5 7.8 

Socializing with others 5 7.8 

Teaching words 5 7.8 

Watching videos 5 7.8 
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5.2 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Interaction 

This research question focused on parental perspectives on their screen time and its effects 

on the ability to support early language development. First, participants were asked to 

evaluate the amount of their own screen time overall and with child present. 18 participants 

(20.9%) responded that they used screens for 0-2 hours, 45 participants (52.3%) 3-4 hours, 

14 participants (16.3%) 5-6 hours, four participants (4.7%) 7-8 hours and five participants 

(5.8%) more than eight hours per day. The median for the self-reported amount of parental 

screen time was 3–4 hours per day (see Figure 3). Based on these figures, 52% of the 

participants used screens for 0–2 hours, 31% for 3–4 hours and 3% for 5–6 hours a day with 

their child present. Participants gave their opinion on the amount of their own screen time. 

23 participants (26.7%) think the amount is sufficient, 48 participants (55.8%) slightly 

excessive and 15 participants (17.4%) too excessive (see Figure 4). No participant chose 

the fourth option “low”.  

 

Participants evaluated the effects of their own screen time on communicating with their child. 

When given the statement “My screen time interferes with interacting with my child”, 28 

participants (32.6%) disagreed, 20 participants (23.3%) somewhat disagreed, 24 

participants (27.9%) somewhat agreed, and 14 participants (16.3%) agreed (see Figure 5). 

The statement “My screen time affects the ability to react to my child’s bids” yielded the 

following answers: 30 participants (34.9%) disagreed, 22 participants (25.6%) somewhat 

disagreed, 20 participants (23.3%) somewhat agreed, and 14 participants (16.3%) agreed 

(see Figure 6).  
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Figure 3.  

Parental Screen Time per Day  

 

 

Figure 4. 

Opinion of the Amount of Own Screen Time 
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Figure 5. 

Screen Time Interfering with Interaction. 

 

 

Figure 6. 

Screen Time and Reacting to Child’s Bids 
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For 36 participants (41.9%), their self-reported screen behavior differs a lot with their child 

present and for 37 (43.0%) a little. 12 participants (14.0%) answered that their screen 

behavior does not differ much and for one respondent not at all. Those whose screen 

behavior differs with their child present, parents use different devices or functions on devices 

(n=40; 62.5%), spend less time on screens (n=29; 45.3%) or use screens while their child 

is doing something else (n=5; 7.8%). Two responses (3.1%) mentioned being present with 

their child but did not fully answer the question. 

 

Questions 11, 19 and 20 significantly and positively correlated with each other (see Figure 

7). Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare mothers’ and fathers’ responses. A 

statistically significant result was that fathers think that the amount of their screen time is 

more excessive (U(84) = 338.5, Z = -2.75, p = .006). Comparing the number of children in 

family, parents with more than one child think the amount of their screen time is more 

excessive (U(84) = 622.5, Z = -2.91, p = .004). 

 

Figure 7. 

Spearman Correlations between Questions 11, 19 and 20. 

 

 

 



 
 

25 
 

5.3 Parental Perception of Their Child’s Language Development 

74.4% (n=64) of the participants have not, at any point, been concerned about their one- or 

two-year-old child’s language development. 22.1% (n=19) have been concerned at some 

point, 2.3% (n=2) often and 1.2% (n=1) always. Of the nineteen participants who elaborated 

their concerns, 42.1% (n=8) were concerned of their child’s few words or lack thereof, 31.6% 

(n=6) compared their child’s language development to other children such as siblings, 15.8% 

reported speech or language delay and 9.5% (n=2) were unsure of typical language 

development. Concerns mentioned once were pacifier use, articulation difficulties and child 

refusing to speak at daycare. One respondent did not follow the question. 

 

When asked whether there was any professional concern about the child’s language 

development, five participants (5.8%) answered “yes”, one (1.2%) “I do not know” and 

everyone else “no” (n=80; 93.0%). The professionals mentioned were speech-language 

pathologist (n=2), daycare teacher (n=2) and early special education teacher (n=1). The 

concern was about delayed speech or language development (n=3). Personal and 

professional concerns positively correlated (rs = 0.390, p < .001). Participants with lower 

level of education reported more professional concern (U(84) = 775.5, Z = -2.77, p = .006). 
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6 DISCUSSION 

The objective of this study was to examine parental knowledge of their role in early language 

development and especially the impact of their screen use behavior. 86 parents participated 

in the study. The data were collected via an online survey and analyzed statistically and 

qualitatively. Based on the results, participants are adequately informed about factors 

affecting language development. The majority of the parents consciously support their 

child’s early language development and use actions such as reading, interacting, singing 

and explaining to do so. Less than half of the parents in this sample find their screen use 

interfering interacting with their child even though they recognize that it may be harmful to 

language development. Participants who assess their screen time to be more excessive feel 

that technoference disrupts interacting with their child more. Fathers are more prone to 

estimate their screen use to negatively impact interaction situations with their child than 

mothers. A quarter of parents have been worried about their child’s language development 

at some point, most often because of their child’s few words or lack thereof and comparison 

of language development to other children. 

 

6.1 Review of the Results 

The review of the results is divided into three sections according to the research questions. 

First, early language support measures are discussed, followed by parental screen use and 

its impact on interaction situations between parent and child. Lastly, parental views of their 

child’s language development are examined. 

 

6.1.1 Early Language Support Measures 

Participants were most agreeable on reading and explaining mundane activities being the 

most important for language development among the answer options of the question. These 

assessments align with research as both activities are found to be promotive for language 

development (Donnelly & Kidd, 2021; Lovčević, 2025; Mustonen et al., 2024; Niklas et al., 

2016). Participants were also quite agreeable on question asking, musicality, playing 
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together, modeling speech and eating together being beneficial for child’s language 

development, which are all also found to promote language development (Harding et al., 

2013; Lovčević, 2025; Määttä et al., 2016; Stolt & Salmi, 2020; Surakka, 2020).  

 

Participants also considered activities such as child directed speech, having eye contact 

and using sign-supported or picture-supported speech to affect language development 

positively with some variation among the answers. However, it is interesting that although 

participants assessed these to be beneficial, they did not report these activities when 

queried about the actions they take to consciously support their child’s language 

development. Ferjan Ramírez (2024) found by observing parents’ use of child directed 

speech from daylong recordings that while talking to their under two-year-old child, mothers 

used child directed speech 81% of their speech while fathers 70%, on average. Still, in the 

same study, almost half of the parents did not think that child directed speech supports 

language learning. This result is contrary to the results of this study as all participating 

parents assessed child directed speech at least may affect language development positively 

and of those, 82.6% assessed that it affects language development considerably positively. 

As to why participants did not report child directed speech might be explained by the fact 

many do it naturally with children without even realizing it. In the study by Ferjan Ramírez 

(2024), almost half of the participants felt that they did not talk differently to their child 

compared to adults and this impression was conflicting with the observational results. Using 

signs or pictures to support speech might not be that common in homes as much as it is in 

day care, for example, which might explain why these were not mentioned. It can be 

assumed that maintaining eye contact with their child is an action that parents do not think 

of mentioning when answering the question while still doing this in their day-to-day lives.   

 

Most answer variation in question 18 occurred regarding using child’s own words, child’s 

independent play and completing child’s sentences. This is understandable as it is in dispute 

whether these have an effect or even might be disadvantageous in supporting language 

development. Regularly using child’s own word forms does not provide the correct 

phonological or morphosyntactic model for child. Parents should not correct speech by 

telling a child that they have made a mistake but rather repeat and model the correct word 

for them (Surakka, 2020). Regularly completing child’s sentences might also disrupt verbal 
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development and hamper their confidence in communication attempts. Nevertheless, 

patient modeling and support can help child’s sentence building skills. As for independent 

play, there is plenty of research supporting the fact that play and language acquisition are 

linked positively (Quinn et al., 2018), however, there seems to be lack of research on child's 

independent play in relation to language development. The social aspect of playing supports 

language development. Still, as children’s play becomes more imaginative and diverse when 

they mature, independent play can also develop narrative and imagination skills similarly to 

social playing.  

 

Multiple statistically significant results rose regarding responding to babbling in question 18. 

Results show that the older the parents were and the higher they were educated, the more 

they found responding to babbling significant for language development. In comparison, 

mothers found babbling more significant than fathers did. All in all, 82.6% of the participants 

in this study evaluated that responding to babbling affects language development 

considerably positively, with the rest evaluating that it at least may affect language 

development positively. It is shown that continuity and constancy of mothers responding to 

babbling creates a favorable environment for infant learning and parental responsiveness 

scaffolds infants’ pragmatic understanding and lexical learning (Albert et al., 2018; Tamis-

LeMonda et al., 2014). Therefore, participants’ overall positive view of the relationship of 

responding to babbling and language development is a good indication of parents treating 

their young children as conversational partners in the prelinguistic stage which, as proven, 

is key for infant learning. 

 

A clear majority of participants consciously support their child’s language development as 

62.8% agreed and 34.9% somewhat agreed with the statement. All but those who disagreed 

(1.2%) were asked to answer what actions they take to support their child’s language 

development. However, only 74.4% of all the participants reported their actions. This can be 

because the question was not set as mandatory in the survey form and therefore not all 

participants who reported consciously supporting language development answered the 

open-ended question even though it was targeted at them. It is important to acknowledge 

that the question concentrated on conscious deeds. Parents may take actions that support 

language development without consciously thinking or knowing the developmental benefit. 
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In addition, there is a high probability that some participants forgot to mention every action 

they may take. Lastly, because of the question order in the questionnaire, when asked about 

actions participants take to support their child’s language development, parents were 

possibly inspired by items in question 18 although not every item listed necessarily support 

language development. For instance, terms found in question 18 that can be considered as 

more professional language, such as modeling or expanding, appeared in multiple parents’ 

answers to the open-ended question. 

 

Most frequently reported actions participants do to consciously support their child’s language 

development (see Table 3) are found to be beneficial in previous studies. Therefore, parents 

are mostly doing things consciously that are considered right for optimal language 

development support. However, some reported actions are controversial in terms of being 

useful in supporting language development, such as completing child’s sentences, watching 

videos or correcting child’s speech. Nevertheless, taking into account this study’s parental 

assessment of early language support and reported conscious actions to support early 

language development, the general impression is that the participants’ knowledge base is 

quite adequate. Moreover, based on the study’s participants’ self-reported behavior, they 

actively aim to interact with their young child rather than just being available for them.  

 

6.1.2 Parental Screen Time and its Impact on Interaction 

Most participants reported that they used screens for 3–4 hours a day. Similarly, Yuan et al. 

(2019) found that parents used their smartphones around 3.9 hours per day, on average. 

However, instead of phone use only, all devices were included in the total daily amount in 

this study, and responses were chosen from predetermined answer scales. Yuan et al. 

(2019) concluded that almost all parents thought that they used and checked their 

smartphones for a lower amount of time than in reality. This phenomenon may be possible 

in this study, as well. Nevertheless, it was not specified that participants should only include 

their leisure time screen use, not working or studying. But because the answered amounts 

of total use were surprisingly low, it can be assumed that most participants thought of their 

free time use only. The assessed amounts of screen time with child present were lower than 

total screen use. However, the impact of technoference on interaction and responding to 
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child’s bids divided the respondents. It seems that parents in this sample have very differing 

views of their abilities to interact in the presence of screens. Fathers seemed more self-

critical compared to mothers regarding the self-assessed amount and opinion of their screen 

time, meaning that fathers’ estimates of the amounts were higher and they recognized more 

excessive screen use than mothers, the latter result being statistically significant. Fathers 

also estimated that parental screen time interferes with interacting with their child and 

reacting to child’s bids more than mothers. Although, in the latter, it was not specified that 

the impact on interaction situation is necessarily negative, but it can be assumed so as 

established in previous research (e.g. Lederer et al., 2022).  

 

Nearly all of the participants reported that their screen behavior differs a lot or a little with 

their child present, meaning that they use different devices or functions on a device, less 

screens overall or only use screens while their child is doing something else. It appears that 

many parents try to be present with their child regardless of their screen use habits. It is 

questionable if it is socially acceptable to use screens in any interaction situation, no matter 

the age of interlocutor. Parents may also want to model proper screen behavior to their 

children either consciously or subconsciously; it has been found that parental modeling of 

screen time habits and toddlers’ screen time are associated (Lee et al., 2018). Generally, 

young children learn efficiently through observing their parents (Gaskins & Paradise, 2011). 

However, 13 parents answered that their screen behavior does not differ much or at all. With 

one- or two-year-old children, some may think that they do not understand much about what 

is going on or parents do not consciously distinguish their screen habits with or without their 

child present.  

 

Participants were asked to evaluate the effect of parental, child and joint screen time on 

language development in Question 18. Results show that participants were most optimistic 

about joint screen time as 80.2% found that it at least may affect language development 

positively. Additionally, 64% found that child’s own screen time also at least may affect 

language development positively. Participants were clearly most critical about parental 

screen time as 89.5% found that it does not affect language development or hampers it. This 

evaluation is fair as the developmental benefits of parental screen time in the context of 

child’s language development are very difficult to justify, as previous studies show. Yet, 
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parents should use caution when it comes to joint screen time and child’s independent 

screen time. High use of screens often correlates with poorer language skills in children; for 

example Sunqvist et al. (2021) found more digital content and parents using digital devices 

during daily family routines were negatively associated with language development in 2-

year-olds. Mustonen et al. (2022) also found in their study that higher young children’s 

independent screen time and higher mothers’ screen time were connected to weaker lexical 

skills and weaker general language development in children. Evidence shows that excessive 

and unsupervised screen use has negative effects on language (Silva Junior et al., 2025). 

It is, however, clear that the impact on language development largely depends on the 

context and quality of screen use. There is evidence that higher-quality content and parental 

monitoring and support reduces some of the possible disbenefits of child’s screen time (Bal 

et al., 2024; Silva Junior et al., 2025).  

 

Opinions on the amount of own screen time, screen time interfering interacting with child 

and screen time affecting reacting to child’s bids significantly correlated with each other. In 

other words, excessive screen time, more interference in interaction and more effects on 

reacting to child’s bids coexist; participants who assessed their screen time to be excessive 

think that technoference disrupts interacting with their child more. It has been found in 

multiple studies that due to maternal smartphone use, mothers respond less to their child’s 

bids or do not even notice them (e.g. Krapf-Bar et al., 2022; Lederer et al., 2022; Radesky 

et al., 2016). Mothers may also talk less to their children and turn-taking may decrease 

(Lederer et al., 2022). Van den Heuvel et al. (2026) found interference in interaction on 

infant-mother dyads, as well. They elaborate that “brain-to-brain synchrony” becomes 

interrupted due to technoference but, yet, is restored after the interruption. 

 

6.1.3 Parental Perceptions of Their Child’s Language Development 

In this study, 25.6% of the parents have been concerned about their one- or two-year-old 

child’s language development at some point whereas in another study, 16% of parents were 

concerned about their 24-month-old child’s communicative abilities, specifically indistinct or 

incoherent speech (Mulderry et al., 2024). Parents may easily compare their children to 

peers, especially in terms of word production, as established here; most frequently 
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mentioned reasons of concern were child’s few words and comparing language 

development to other children. Even though there might not be developmental concerns, 

some parents could benefit from getting information about typical language development, 

as mentioned in two answers. The development proceeds individually, and differences 

between children usually fall into normal variation. The focus of language development may 

be word-centric as spoken words are easy to notice. Fabus et al. (2017) note that this kind 

of peer comparison may distort the reliability of parental evaluation. However, in this thesis, 

parental and professional concerns positively correlated, meaning that their evaluations 

were similar, as found in Björn et al. (2014) and Vehkavuori and Stolt (2018). Also, lower 

level of education yielded more professional concern. SES predicts academic success which 

is related to language acquisition and learning, meaning that lower SES and lower language 

skills are associated (Abo Hamza et al., 2024; Rowe et al., 2016). Rowe et al. (2016) found 

that higher parental education may result in the parent knowing more about development 

and offering a richer language environment to their child than the less educated. 

 

The groups of professionals mentioned being concerned about language development are 

typical to this age group as in Finland every child is entitled to regular visits at child health 

clinic (neuvola) and a daycare placement. In addition, nearly half (42.9%) of 1-year-old 

children and 77.6% of 2-year-olds attended daycare in Finland in 2024 (Tilastokeskus, 

2025). These two pathways are thus the most important contacts in this age group in the 

country through which speech-language pathologists can be consulted if there are concerns 

about language development. Therefore, mentioning speech-language pathologist, daycare 

teacher and early special education teacher were not surprising in this context. 

 

6.2 Methodological Considerations 

The study for this thesis was conducted as a mixed-method survey and the data were 

collected via an anonymous online survey. This thesis has been written in compliance with 

the basic principles of good research practices (Finnish National Board of Research 

Integrity, 2023). Objectivity, replicability and data privacy have been successfully carried out 

throughout the process, and the research steps have been reported transparently and 

accurately. The methodological considerations will be discussed next.  
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Methodologically, self-administered online questionnaires are limited as they can raise 

issues with sample control, questionnaire design and participants meeting question 

objectives. Firstly, the sample of this study consists of 86 Finnish speaking parents. As the 

online questionnaire was published on social media, anyone who saw the notice could 

voluntarily answer the survey and, due to the fact, the survey only reached those who saw 

the notice online. It has also been found that people who are more interested in the survey 

topic are more motivated to answer and therefore can be more pre-aware of the issue at 

hand (Fowler, 2013). In addition, the relatively small sample does not accurately represent 

a larger population; for example, mothers were more prone to participate than fathers, even 

though all parents of one family were asked to participate individually. This study surveyed 

parental gender, age, level of education, number of children, languages in the family and 

profession around the topic of language development as demographic information. Other 

influencing background variables such as child gender, birth order and SES could not be 

taken into account in this study. Additionally, one of the survey criteria was typically 

developed children. Taking all this into account, the sample is specific, and caution should 

be used regarding the generalization of the results. 

 

The data of this study relied entirely on parental assessments and opinions of their own 

behavior as well as abilities and factors concerning their child. One limitation concerning 

reliability is how truthful the participants were, especially considering their own screen time 

habits. This topic may be sensitive to some and there might have already been unsuccessful 

efforts to limit own screen use, for instance (Radesky et al., 2016). This point also applies 

to questions concerning parental screen time influencing parent-child interaction. In addition, 

when evaluating their own child’s language skills, response error is possible due to divergent 

expectations for each individual child (Fabus et al., 2017). Another concern about self-

administered questionnaires is if the respondents meet the question objectives (Fowler, 

2013). This issue was raised in this survey’s open-ended questions where there were 

answers that did not follow the question and therefore could not be taken into account. 

However, these kinds of answers were marginal in this study. 
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An online survey is an efficient and quick method to reach participants for a study (Fowler, 

2013) and in this study, a desirable number of participants was reached rather quickly. 

Besides, most participants elaborated their answers in subsequent open-ended questions, 

so valid qualitative data were received in addition to the good number of participants. The 

absence of an interviewer, as typical in these kinds of surveys, may yield more personal 

responses (Fowler, 2013). The data collection process in this thesis has been described 

thoroughly, ensuring replicability. Self-administered data collection enables including asking 

multiple questions with the same answer options (Fowler, 2013), such as Q18 in the survey 

in this study. Online questionnaires allow the participants to think about their responses 

(Fowler, 2013).  

 

As for data analysis, besides Spearman correlation and Mann-Whitney U-test, other kinds 

of statistical tests such as regression analysis could have been run, as well. Nonetheless, 

the initial aim was to investigate correlations and differences between the chosen groups. 

The selected tests measured what was intended to be examined. Overall, data has been 

handled carefully throughout analyses, and the results have been checked multiple times. It 

has been ensured that there is no distortion in the results.  

 

6.3 Clinical Relevance and Further Research 

Child screen time is highly studied and there are national recommendations for children on 

the use of digital devices, such as the new Finnish recommendations by Finnish Institute for 

Health and Welfare [THL] (2026). About parental screen time, there is only a mention 

reminding parents that they act as role models to their children about screen use. Lauricella 

et al. (2015) note that these kinds of guidelines should not only look at child screen time but 

rather examine technology use at home overall. The goal is to encourage parents to redefine 

their habits of technology use and instruct them about the factors affecting screen time of 

children, such as different uses of technology, as child and parental screen times are closely 

connected. Coyne et al. (2017) in their review concur with looking at family culture of 

technology use as a whole. Instead of only focusing on children’s own screen use it is thus 

relevant to investigate the screen habits of those close to children who support children’s 

language acquisition as they also model technology use (Lauricella et al., 2015; Lee et al., 
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2018; Schoeppe et al., 2017). As child screen time is a topic of great interest, parental screen 

time cannot be disregarded. 

 

This study provides information about parents’ self-evaluated behaviors and their 

suppositions and knowledge base of early language development. With this information at 

hand, professionals can recognize the need for education on the topic. In this age group, 

parental guidance is focal in child health care, including speech and language therapy. 

Screen habits can be modified through education and increasing knowledge, and this can 

have positive effects on children’s language environment. Parents need to be offered help 

if they themselves cannot restrict or contain their screen use. This is another reason to raise 

awareness on the topic and to remind professionals to ask parents about their own screen 

time habits as well as prompt technology-free interactions between the parent and their child 

(Radesky et al., 2016). Clinically speaking, information about parental knowledge on 

language development and their behaviors, both positive and negative, concerning 

language development can be used to regularize parental guidance for example in child 

health clinic visits or in young children’s speech therapy. Evaluating and guiding speech 

therapy clients’ communicative partners is a recommended practice in speech therapy and 

in the case of children, parents are usually the ones to focus on (Tarvainen et al., 2024). 

Therefore, the information this study provides can be utilized to recognize the need of 

guidance families possibly have and highlight parental screen times effects on children’s 

language development instead of only focusing on child screen time. 

 

It can be assumed that if a person is told that their screen time or use is being observed, 

that they naturally take notice of their behavior and likely reduce screen use, which can 

create a distortion compared to reality. This could be identified and taken into account 

methodologically. Passive methods capturing realistic amounts of device use could be 

utilized, such as phone applications like Moment or Minuku in Yuan et al. (2019) instead of 

only recalling based on self-report. This possibility fell outside the scope of this thesis. 

Ideally, measured amounts and types of parental screen use and related behaviors could 

be studied in relation to children’s linguistic performance on standardized tests 

longitudinally. This type of setting could provide more reliable and generalizable results on 

the topic. 
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The proportion of paternal participation was marginal compared to mothers in this study. In 

2024, fathers used 20,9% of the year’s parental allowance days in Finland, and their 

proportion has been steadily increasing over the last decade (Kansaneläkelaitos, 2025). As 

fathers are increasingly on parental leave, it is evident that they spend more time with their 

young children and thus should be better represented in future studies. Better representation 

of fathers would make comparisons between mothers and fathers more reliable and the 

differences between the results of these groups could be studied more accurately. 

Demographic factors such as ethnicity, child gender and socioeconomic status were not 

considered in this study. In future studies, factors like these could be included as they have 

been proven to have an effect on language development (Fernald et al., 2013; Paavola-

Ruotsalainen & Rantalainen)  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix. 1 Survey Form (in Finnish) 
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Appendix 2. The Study Handout (in Finnish) 
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Appendix 3. Survey Questions (Translated into English) 

 

Consent to participate in the study 

1. I have read the study handout and I consent to participate 

 

Preliminary information 

2. Role in the family 

- Mother 

- Father 

- Other 

 

3. Age 

- Under 20 years old 

- 20–24 years old 

- 25–29 years old 

- 30–34 years old 

- 35–39 years old 

- 40 years old or older 

 

4. Highest completed degree 

- comprehensive school  

- high school or vocational school  

- bachelor's degree  

- master’s degree  

- other  

 

5. Number of children in the family 

- 1 

- 2 

- 3 or more 
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6. What is the primary language spoken in your family? Are there other languages 

spoken in your family?   

7. Do you work among children’s language development, e.g. early childhood education 

or speech-language pathology?  

- No 

- Yes 

 

Screen time 

8. Thinking of last week, how much did you use screens in a day, on average?  

- 0–2 hours  

- 3–4 hours  

- 5–6 hours  

- 7–8 hours  

- More than 8 hours  

-  

9. How much of this screen time is spent with your child awake and present? 

- Less than 25 %  

- 25–50 %  

- 51–75 %  

- More than 75 %   

 

10.  What is your child’s screentime in a day, on average?  

- 0–1 hours  

- 2–3 hours  

- 4–5 hours  

- 6 hours or more 

 

11.  In your opinion, is the amount of your screen time...  

- too low 

- sufficient 

- slightly excessive  

- too excessive   
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12.  Does your screen behavior differ with your child present (e.g. do you use different 

devices or different activities on same devices) ? 

- not at all  

- not much  

- a little 

- a lot  

 

13.  If yes, how does it differ? [open-ended question] 

 

Supporting language development 

14.  Have you, at any point, been concerned about your child’s speech or language 

development?  

- never  

- sometimes  

- often  

- all the time 

 

15.  If yes, how have you been concerned? [open-ended question] 

16.  Has any professional noticed any challenges regarding your child’s speech or 

language development?  

- No 

- Yes 

- I do not know 

-  

17.  If yes, what kind of professional (e.g. a speech-language pathologist or psychologist) 

and what kind of challenges? [open-ended question] 

18.  How do you think the following factors affect children’s language development? 

- Does not affect language development or even hampers it  

- May affect language development positively  

- Affects language development somewhat positively  

- Affects language development considerably positively 
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• Imitating child’s facial expressions 

• Responding to babbling 

• Making eye contact  

• Child-directed speech  

• Explaining mundane activities 

• Parental question-asking 

• Reading to child 

• Listening to children’s music 

• Singing to child 

• Using child’s own words 

• Eating together 

• Playing together 

• Child’s independent play 

• Child screen time 

• Parental screen time 

• Joint screen time 

• Completing child’s sentences 

• Modeling correct word forms and expanding child’s utterances 

• Sign-supported speech 

• Picture-supported speech 

 

Your experiences 

19.  My screen time interferes with interacting with my child 

- disagree  

- somewhat disagree  

- somewhat agree  

- agree  

 

20.  My screen time affects the ability to react to my child’s bids 

- disagree  
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- somewhat disagree  

- somewhat agree  

- agree  

 

21.  I consciously do something to support my child’s language development 

- disagree  

- somewhat disagree  

- somewhat agree  

- agree  

 

22.  If yes, how do you support language development? [open-ended question] 

23.  In your opinion, have you gotten enough information and support regarding your 

child’s language development? [open-ended question] 

24.  Would you like more information or support regarding children’s language 

development? If yes, what kind? [open-ended question] 
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Appendix 4. Answer Distribution to Q18 

 

 

 

 


