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SoK: The Design Space of Usable Privacy Interventions for Parents:
A Systematization of Knowledge

Ann-Kristin Lieberknecht

Goethe University Frankfurt

Abstract

Privacy and security risks increasingly emerge through ev-
eryday family technology use, requiring families to navigate
complex decisions about children’s data and digital participa-
tion. Parents play a central role in these processes, interpret-
ing risks, configuring technologies, and negotiating privacy
practices with children while adapting to rapidly evolving
digital environments. Research addressing these challenges
spans multiple communities, including usable privacy, fam-
ily human—computer interaction, and digital literacy, yet re-
mains fragmented across studies of parental experiences, be-
havioral determinants, and intervention design. This paper
presents a systematization of knowledge synthesizing how re-
search has approached supporting parental privacy practices.
We compile a focused corpus combining evaluated interven-
tions, parent-focused empirical pre-studies, and quantitative
investigations of behavioral determinants. We develop an an-
alytic framework distinguishing intended parental learning
outcomes from the design features through which support is
operationalized, enabling comparison across heterogeneous
evidence. Mapping interventions against this framework and
relating them to empirical patterns reveals how knowledge
about parents’ privacy challenges is selectively translated into
implemented forms of support. The results highlight recur-
ring concentrations and gaps in parental privacy interventions
and illuminate the practical challenges of enabling privacy
practices within everyday family life.
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1 Introduction

Children’s digital privacy has become a critical societal con-
cern as data about children is increasingly generated, col-
lected, and shared through everyday family interactions with
digital technologies [7,37]. Regulatory enforcement under the
GDPR and empirical audits alike reveal persistent deficien-
cies in protecting children’s personal data, including unlawful
processing by major platforms [8, 13, 14] and widespread
practices such as undisclosed data collection, third-party shar-
ing, and inadequate privacy protections in children’s apps
[17,47,49]. This evidence suggests that risks to children’s
privacy are embedded in the digital ecosystems families rely
on rather than arising from isolated failures [7].

Within these ecosystems, parents act as primary proxy
decision makers for their children across diverse contexts
[22,25,27,44]. These decisions shape children’s data traces
and influence exposure to profiling and long-term privacy
risks [7], yet parents must navigate opaque data flows, asym-
metric power relations, and institutional requirements with
limited insight into how children’s data are actually collected,
processed, or shared [15,17,27,47,49,60]. As a result, even
motivated parents may struggle to make informed or consis-
tent privacy decisions [60].

Supporting parents under these conditions has emerged as
an important goal for privacy research and design [22, 25,27,
29,44]. Yet although parents’ central role is widely recog-
nized and concerns about children’s privacy are consistently
reported [9, 15,32,61], only a small number of interventions
have been explicitly designed and evaluated with parents as
the primary target group [27,29]. Relevant research is further
fragmented across partially disconnected strands, including
empirically evaluated privacy interventions, quantitative stud-
ies examining determinants of parental privacy behavior, qual-
itative and mixed-methods work eliciting parents’ needs and
concerns, and design guideline papers addressing children’s
privacy more broadly [15,59,60]. This fragmentation makes
it difficult to compare approaches, synthesize heterogeneous
findings, or translate empirical insights into concrete design
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decisions for those seeking to support parents. Systematiza-
tion is therefore needed not only to organize existing work
but also to surface the gaps and absences shaping the parental
privacy intervention design space.

This paper presents a Systematization of Knowledge (SoK)
on designing privacy interventions for parents. Our goal is to
organize and synthesize design-relevant knowledge on how
privacy interventions can support parents in making privacy
decisions for their children under real-world constraints. This
encompasses identified parental support needs, proposed de-
sign features, mechanisms for parental assistance, and em-
pirically evaluated interventions. Beyond organizing existing
work, the synthesis aims to explain how empirical knowledge
about parental privacy practices is translated into implemented
forms of support, thereby revealing structural patterns shaping
the emerging intervention design space.

This SoK makes the following contributions.

* A systematic identification and synthesis of the empirical
evidence base related to parental privacy interventions
and parental privacy behavior.

e A design criteria framework distinguishing intended
learning outcomes from design features of parental pri-
vacy support, enabling systematic comparison of how
interventions are conceptualized and operationalized
across studies.

* A mapping and gap analysis of existing interven-
tions that identifies recurring concentrations, conceptual—
operational gaps, and underrepresented areas within the
current intervention landscape.

* An analysis of structural tensions shaping the interven-
tion design space, including trade-offs between simpli-
fication for accessibility and the development of reflec-
tive judgment, between parental responsibility and dis-
tributed family expertise, and between depth of support
and scalability.

2 Background and Related Work

2.1 Parental Privacy and Security as a Design
Context

Prior work in usable privacy and security has already devel-
oped design frameworks and educational models aimed at
fostering children’s privacy literacy and digital autonomy.
These approaches conceptualize privacy learning as the devel-
opment of individuals’ ability to interpret data practices, un-
derstand information flows, evaluate risks, and make informed
decisions in digital environments (e.g., [26,52]). Reviews of
cybersecurity education tools similarly emphasize instruc-
tional strategies designed to increase awareness, knowledge,
and decision-making competence among end users through

structured learning activities and interactive educational for-
mats [59]. These frameworks provide important conceptual
and pedagogical foundations that are also relevant to par-
ents, who must develop comparable understandings in order
to guide children’s digital participation and support privacy
learning within everyday family life.

However, parents represent a distinct design context for
privacy and cybersecurity interventions. Unlike individuals
managing only their own personal information, parents act
as proxy decision-makers for children [22,25,27,44] while
also shaping children’s data traces through their own dis-
closures [5, 25, 48]. Communication Privacy Management
theory conceptualizes these situations as involving shared
ownership of information and negotiated privacy boundaries
within relationships [43]. Parental privacy decisions are em-
bedded in networks of stakeholders, co-parents, extended fam-
ily members, educators, and online platforms, each bringing
different expectations and norms regarding information shar-
ing [25]. Further, they are shaped by competing concerns: the
imperative to support children’s participation and autonomy,
and the desire to protect children from harm [5, 7, 25, 27].
Parents may simultaneously fear the consequences of under-
protection and over-control, navigate disagreements with chil-
dren or co-parents, and operate with incomplete understand-
ing of the technological systems mediating their children’s
lives [15,17,27,60]. However, these tensions are not resolved
once but revisited repeatedly as children develop and digital
environments change [27]. As a consequence, effective pri-
vacy support for parents requires approaches that go beyond
one-time risk communication or isolated skill-building. In-
stead, it must account for the recurring, emotionally charged,
and relationally embedded conditions under which privacy
and security decisions are made in everyday family life, span-
ning both the supervision of children’s activity and the shared
management of family information.

2.2 Empirical Work on Supporting Parents’
Privacy and Security Decisions

Research addressing parental privacy and cybersecurity sup-
port spans multiple empirical traditions. Only a small number
of studies introduce and evaluate interventions explicitly de-
signed to support parents or families in privacy and cybersecu-
rity contexts, employing diverse educational, interactive, and
collaborative formats, including [2,3, 11, 18,46, 50]. A larger
body of work examines how parents understand and manage
privacy and cybersecurity challenges in everyday family con-
texts, primarily through qualitative interviews and family stud-
ies. They document a range of strategies parents employ to
navigate these challenges, including active discussion, moni-
toring, restrictions, and technical controls [33,34,40,56], with
research highlighting developmental trade-offs: restrictive
approaches may reduce short-term exposure to risks, while
conversational and instructive approaches support children’s
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development of privacy awareness and coping skills [10,33].
Studies also document challenges such as declining adoles-
cent engagement and difficulties discussing abstract privacy
concepts [4,53]. Other work situates privacy management
within broader family dynamics, showing how families em-
ploy combinations of technological safeguards, rules, com-
munication, and social support networks when addressing
online risks [39]. Parenting style, digital literacy, and house-
hold role distribution further influence coping strategies and
responsibility allocation [23, 45]. Similarly, studies of par-
ent—child dyads indicate that conversational approaches can
support deeper understanding of privacy concepts among chil-
dren [54]. Quantitative studies further identify parental self-
efficacy as a central predictor of mediation behaviors, with
technical skills as an important antecedent and confidence
declining as children grow older [19, 28].

Together, these strands generate substantial knowledge rel-
evant to designing privacy and cybersecurity support for par-
ents. Yet this knowledge remains fragmented across partially
disconnected research traditions, motivating the systematic
synthesis presented in this paper.

3 Methodology

3.1 Systematic Literature Identification

To synthesize existing knowledge on interventions supporting
parents in privacy- and cybersecurity-related decision-making,
we conducted a systematic literature identification and screen-
ing process following PRISMA 2020 guidelines [41]. The
search targeted four major peer-reviewed digital libraries:
ACM Digital Library, IEEE Xplore, SpringerLink, and El-
sevier ScienceDirect, which together cover primary publi-
cation venues for usable privacy and security research, hu-
man—computer interaction, and interdisciplinary work on tech-
nology use in families and educational contexts. The search
was limited to English-language peer-reviewed publications
published from 2015 onward to reflect contemporary digital
platforms and privacy challenges.

The search string combined three conceptual components:
(1) intervention and learning support, (2) privacy and cyber-
security context, and (3) parent and family relevance. Search
terms were applied to titles and abstracts as follows:

Title:(("training" OR "education" OR "literacy" OR
"intervention" OR "learning" OR "curriculum" OR
"course" OR "support*") AND ("privacy" OR "se-
cur*" OR "cybersecurity" OR "data protection"
OR "online safety” OR "digital safety” OR "me-
dia" OR "internet" OR "social media")) AND Ab-
stract:("parent*" OR "family" OR "caregiver*")

The search yielded 517 records. Screening was conducted
in three stages: (1) title screening to remove clearly irrele-
vant work, (2) abstract screening when relevance could not be

determined by title alone, and (3) full-text screening when el-
igibility remained unclear. Two independent screening stages
were conducted, and borderline cases were conservatively
deferred to full-text review. Cohen’s Kappa for the screening
process was 0.80. Screening followed predefined inclusion
criteria:

1. Target population: Studies explicitly focused on par-
ents or caregivers. Child-focused studies were included
only when parents actively participated beyond logistical
support. During full-text screening, 7 child-only stud-
ies were excluded because they did not involve active
parental participation, although some were retained as
contextual background references.

2. Intervention relevance: Studies proposing, implement-
ing, evaluating, or empirically informing approaches in-
tended to support parents in managing children’s privacy
and cybersecurity were included. This encompassed stud-
ies generating design-relevant knowledge, such as iden-
tified parental support needs, proposed design features,
mechanisms for parental assistance, or evaluated forms
of support. Purely descriptive studies reporting aware-
ness, concerns, or attitudes without deriving actionable
implications for parental support or intervention design
were excluded.

3. Publication quality: Only peer-reviewed papers were
included. No exclusions were made based on publication
labels (e.g., full papers, short papers, workshop papers).
However, the final corpus consisted exclusively of full
papers. Papers lacking sufficient methodological detail
were excluded during full-text screening

Duplicate and overlapping studies were manually identified
through comparisons of titles, authors, study descriptions, and
reported methods. In cases of overlapping publications, the
most complete version was retained unless multiple papers
contributed distinct empirical findings.

After screening, 119 papers remained for full-text analy-
sis, of which 22 papers were included in the final corpus.
Backward and forward citation searches were conducted on
11 papers [4,6,11,21,24,29,31,51,57,58, 62] to mitigate
limitations of keyword-based search in this interdisciplinary
domain. These papers were selected based on their centrality
and relevance to parental privacy and cybersecurity interven-
tions. Additional records from citation searching underwent
the same screening procedure and inclusion criteria.

The final corpus consists of seven evaluated plus one pro-
posed parental privacy and security interventions, 13 parent-
focused pre-studies eliciting needs and expectations, and one
quantitative studies examining determinants of parental behav-
ior. A PRISMA flow diagram summarizes the identification
and screening process (cf. Figure 1). Because the reviewed
intervention literature remains comparatively small and het-
erogeneous, the resulting framework and mappings should
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Figure 1: Flow diagram of literature screening process follow-
ing [41].

be interpreted as analytical structures for identifying emerg-
ing patterns and design directions rather than as exhaustive
categorizations of the field.

3.2 [Evidence Synthesis

The unit of analysis was a design-relevant evidence snippet,
defined as any passage articulating a design choice, assump-
tion, constraint, or observed outcome related to parental pri-
vacy or cybersecurity support that could inform the design or
operationalization of interventions.

The framework was developed through an iterative qualita-
tive process. Initial familiarization with the corpus informed
the inductive development of a preliminary codebook, which
was collaboratively refined by three researchers to improve
conceptual clarity and coverage. Pilot coding on a subset of
studies supported iterative revision of codes and category def-
initions through discussion. Final coding was conducted by
the primary author and independently reviewed by a second
researcher, with discrepancies resolved through consensus.
Framework development did not employ formal inter-rater
reliability measures, as the process involved iterative and in-
terpretive qualitative coding rather than fixed classification,
consistent with established qualitative research practices in
CSCW and HCI [38].

The two analytical dimensions, intended learning outcomes
and design features of parental privacy support, emerged dur-
ing the coding process and were found to consistently cap-
ture design-relevant aspects across both empirical and inter-
vention studies. Learning outcomes captured capabilities or
orientations that support mechanisms aimed to foster (e.g.,
conceptual understanding or technical skills). Design features
captured how support was operationalized, including partic-
ipation structures, learning arrangements, and engagement
strategies. Coding was interpretive and qualitative and was

applied consistently across evaluated interventions, parent-
focused pre-studies, and complementary empirical work. Tags
were intentionally non-exclusive to preserve overlap between
concepts during evidence extraction.

Each snippet was additionally coded for whether a design
aspect was implemented, conceptually proposed, or explicitly
reported as absent. Absence was coded only when explicitly
stated by the original authors.

Following extraction, coded elements were iteratively com-
pared across papers to identify recurring dimensions along
which existing work varied in conceptualizing or operational-
izing parental privacy support. These dimensions were refined
into a set of analytic design criteria that organize design-
relevant knowledge reflected in the literature rather than pre-
scribing intervention strategies. The resulting criteria form
the basis of the framework presented in Section 4 and the
subsequent mapping and gap analysis in Section 5.

Existing design guideline papers related to children’s and
family privacy were examined as a conceptual reference layer
but were not included in the coding process, as they do not
constitute empirical evidence of parental support needs or in-
tervention designs. They are instead discussed comparatively
in Section 6.

4 Design Criteria Framework

4.1 State of Evidence Base

The final corpus comprises three strands of research address-
ing parental privacy and cybersecurity in family contexts from
distinct empirical and design perspectives.

Pre-studies: The largest strand consists of formative em-
pirical research examining how parents navigate digital risks
in family contexts. Rather than evaluating interventions, these
studies investigate motivators of parental privacy engagement,
parent—child communication practices, and constraints related
to skills, responsibilities, and social roles. Evidence from this
strand makes visible contextual conditions and behavioral
mechanisms shaping the design space for parental privacy
and cybersecurity support.

Interventions: Intervention studies examine support-
oriented approaches intended to strengthen families’ engage-
ment with privacy and cybersecurity challenges. These in-
clude educational programs, facilitation approaches for par-
ent—child communication, virtual learning environments, col-
laborative games, and in-home toolkits designed to render
data practices visible within everyday family settings. While
broader digital or Al literacy initiatives exist, this review fo-
cuses on interventions explicitly oriented toward parental
privacy and cybersecurity.

Parental Control: Research on parental control technolo-
gies addresses similar risk domains but focuses on techno-
logical mechanisms structuring parent—child oversight and
mediation. This strand provides an important reference point
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for prevailing design assumptions surrounding parental in-
volvement in digital safety. Recent work increasingly explores
alternatives to unilateral monitoring, describing collaborative
or negotiated oversight models emphasizing shared decision-
making and joint engagement. Of the 22 papers in the corpus,
eight examine parental control technologies through imple-
mented systems or analytical investigations of existing tools
and practices.

Taken together, the evidence base suggests three strands of
research that appear to have developed unevenly and largely
in parallel. Formative studies characterize how parents ex-
perience and navigate privacy and cybersecurity challenges,
while only a limited number of studies translate these insights
into evaluated forms of support. Research on parental control
technologies represents a more developed body of work but
concentrates on a comparatively narrow design space centered
on structuring oversight of children’s digital environments.
Knowledge about parental privacy and cybersecurity therefore
appears distributed across studies addressing related problems
from different perspectives without consistently connecting
their design assumptions or contributions.

A comprehensive overview of all included studies is pro-
vided in the Appendix A.

4.2 Overview of the Framework

This section presents the primary analytic outcome of the
evidence synthesis: a design criteria framework organizing
design-relevant knowledge from existing research on parental
privacy and cybersecurity. The criteria represent analytic con-
structs capturing recurring considerations, constraints, and
dimensions of variation reflected in how prior work concep-
tualizes and operationalizes parental privacy support. The
framework distinguishes two complementary analytical per-
spectives observed across the literature: 1) intended learn-
ing outcomes, describing capabilities families develop or
exercise, including conceptual understanding, evaluative re-
flection, technical enactment, parental self-efficacy, and par-
ent—child communication, and 2) design features, capturing
how support is operationalized through participation orga-
nization, learning structure, and engagement environments.
Certain themes appear across both perspectives, most notably
communication, though each addresses a distinct analytical
object: communicative practices within families on the one
hand, and how interventions configure interaction and partic-
ipation environments on the other. Distinguishing between
these two perspectives allows the framework to reveal how in-
tended learning objectives are reflected in the design choices
through which interventions are realized.

Table 1: Overview of design criteria and representative aspects
identified across the evidence base. Aspects are illustrative

rather than exhaustive.

Design Criterion

Representative Aspects (Examples)

Understanding of
Privacy Risks and
Data Practices

Reflective Evalua-
tion in Digital Pri-
vacy Situations

Technical Enact-
ment of Privacy
Protection

Parental Self-
Efficacy in Privacy
Management

Parent—Child Pri-
vacy Communica-
tion

Organization of
Privacy Support

Designing Learn-
ing in Privacy Sup-
port

Communication
and Engagement
in Privacy Support

Risk Awareness; Platform Data Prac-
tices; Tracking and Data Collection;
System-Level Understanding; Privacy
Consequences; Everyday Scenarios
Self-Reflection on Practices; Con-
textual Risk Evaluation; Everyday
Decision-Making; Perspective Com-
parison; Ecosystem-Level Reflection
Privacy Setting Configuration; Per-
mission and Access Management;
Tool-Based Controls; Guided Walk-
throughs; Hands-On Practice
Confidence Building; Reducing Tech-
nological Anxiety; Supported Sense
of Agency; Collaborative Compe-
tence Building; Adaptive Parental
Role Support

Open Privacy Dialogue; Joint Pri-
vacy Interpretation; Negotiation of
Privacy Decisions; Reciprocal Par-
ent—Child Learning; Shared Respon-
sibility Framing

Parent-Only Participation; Joint Par-
ent—Child Participation; Facilitated
or Institutional Support; Artifact-
Guided Interaction; Community or
Peer-Based Support

Structured Learning Progression; De-
velopmentally Adapted Learning;
Guided Practice Activities; Differen-
tiated Learning Paths

Narrative or Scenario Framing; Re-
latable Everyday Contexts; Interac-
tive Engagement Formats; Tangible
or Visual Representations; Playful or
Gamified Engagement; Emotionally
Moderated Framing

4.3 Design Criteria Related to Intended Learn-
ing Outcomes

Research characterizes parental privacy mediation as a con-
stellation of interrelated yet analytically distinct capability
dimensions identified across studies. Although closely con-
nected in practice, these distinctions reflect analytical perspec-
tives emerging from the literature rather than a sequential or
hierarchical progression of competencies.

4.3.1 Understanding of Privacy Risks and Data Practices

Understanding of privacy risks and data practices captures
how studies describe parents’ conceptual understanding of
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online privacy and cybersecurity, including awareness of data
practices and recognition of threats. A recurring observation
concerns parents’ limited awareness of personal data genera-
tion and platform data processing [29, 50]. Evidence further
indicates misaligned threat perceptions, with risks frequently
attributed to unknown external actors rather than everyday so-
cial interactions [29]. Limited technological understanding is
described as constraining parents’ ability to interpret privacy
settings or recognize available protection strategies [29, 50].
Studies further link these knowledge gaps to family dynam-
ics: as children develop greater platform familiarity, parental
proficiency may decline relative to children’s expertise. This
shift in perceived competence is associated with shifts in au-
thority within family privacy discussions [1,46]. Evidence
indicates that conceptual awareness alone rarely translates
directly into effective mediation, instead functioning as an
informational foundation requiring contextual interpretation
within family decision-making situations [29, 50]. Research
therefore characterizes conceptual understanding as founda-
tional yet limited when detached from everyday application
contexts.

4.3.2 Evaluative Judgment in Digital Privacy Situations

Evaluative judgment in privacy contexts emerges in the litera-
ture as parents’ ability to interpret privacy situations, reflect
on practices, and form context-sensitive judgments within
family life. Research describes evaluative judgment as extend-
ing beyond conceptual awareness toward interpretation of
implications in everyday contexts. Privacy aware behavior is
frequently linked to reflection on personal practices, including
decisions about sharing children’s information or selecting
privacy-respecting services [27]. Reflective awareness is asso-
ciated with increased engagement in mediation practices [28].
A consistent theme involves evaluation as a situated interpre-
tive process shaped through lived experience rather than ab-
stract knowledge alone. Collaborative interaction frequently
provides contexts in which such reasoning emerges despite
distributed expertise [54]. Intervention-oriented studies like-
wise describe reflective activities structured around narratives,
scenarios, and shared deliberation under ambiguity [4,30,50].

4.3.3 Technical Enactment of Privacy Protection

A recurring theme across studies concerns parents’ ability to
translate privacy intentions into procedural actions such as
configuring settings or managing permissions. Findings indi-
cate that privacy-related mediation places substantial techni-
cal demands on parents, with procedural competence showing
stronger associations with self-efficacy than abstract knowl-
edge alone [27-29]. Awareness-oriented approaches are fre-
quently described as insufficient when practical configuration
knowledge is lacking. Parents are repeatedly described as
valuing actionable, application-specific guidance supporting

real-world task execution [11,53]. Research therefore char-
acterizes this capability as grounded in situated procedural
competence rather than abstract knowledge alone. Studies re-
port it appearing both indirectly through familiarity-building
and directly through interaction with configurable environ-
ments [1,3,11,16, 18]. Translating intended protections into
sustained practice is described as challenging, positioning
procedural engagement with everyday digital environments
as an ongoing rather than one-time achievement.

4.3.4 Parental Self-Efficacy in Privacy Management

Self-efficacy in privacy management is positioned in the lit-
erature as parents’ perceived capability and legitimacy to act
in managing privacy challenges. Across studies, parental self-
efficacy emerges as a central psychological factor shaping en-
gagement with mediation. Evidence links technological anxi-
ety and perceived lack of competence to reduced engagement,
while higher confidence is associated with more diverse medi-
ation practices [27,29]. Findings further indicate perceived ca-
pability may influence behaviour more strongly than concern
alone [28]. Research also portrays self-efficacy as relation-
ally shaped within family dynamics. Parents are frequently
described as engaging in collaborative learning with children
under conditions of distributed expertise [54]. Increasing child
autonomy is associated with declining parental confidence
linked to reduced visibility into online activity [28]. Design-
oriented studies illustrate how interaction structures influence
perceived authority and competence depending on how re-
sponsibility is distributed within systems [1-3, 16, 20]. Taken
together, the literature portrays self-efficacy as a socially nego-
tiated perception of agency emerging within evolving family
relationships.

4.3.5 Parent—Child Privacy Communication

Parent—Child privacy communication captures how research
portrays families’ ability to engage in meaningful dialogue
about privacy and cybersecurity. A recurring observation
concerns difficulties sustaining concrete privacy discussions,
with conversations often remaining abstract and limiting
shared understanding [53]. Communication challenges are
linked to asymmetries in awareness, parental uncertainty,
and adolescents’ resistance to authority-driven discussions
[1,4,11,27,53]. At the same time, evidence consistently as-
sociates reciprocal communication with positive outcomes.
Studies describe shifts from one-directional guidance toward
collaborative exchanges in which children contribute knowl-
edge and initiate discussions [4,30,50]. Shared experiences
and common reference points are described as facilitating
dialogue even when parents lack technical expertise [39, 54].
Communication is therefore portrayed as a relational capa-
bility enacted through situated interaction practices enabling
families to interpret and negotiate privacy decisions.
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4.4 Design Criteria Related to Design Features

Across design-feature criteria, variation is described in how
participation, learning activities, and engagement environ-
ments are organized.

4.4.1 Organization of Privacy Support

Studies suggest privacy support benefits from organizational
embedding rather than passive information availability. Evi-
dence indicates parents rarely seek privacy resources proac-
tively, suggesting engagement depends on outreach integrated
into familiar environments [29]. Privacy support is there-
fore frequently situated within institutional contexts such as
schools or community services as well as incidental everyday
environments [29]. Informal learning spaces may similarly
integrate privacy engagement into exploratory family activ-
ities [30]. Research further portrays privacy mediation as
socially situated within collective dynamics shaping adoption
and practice. Peer environments influence implementation of
protective behaviors, while informal networks function both
as barriers and diffusion channels [29]. Participation struc-
tures vary between parent-only and joint parent—child engage-
ment, with many studies describing parents as co-learners
rather than sole instructors [11, 30]. Interaction with exist-
ing family authority structures and expertise distributions is
also documented [1, 3]. Some approaches rely on external
facilitators guiding interaction [53], whereas others embed
facilitation within collaborative systems [46].

4.4.2 Designing Learning in Privacy Support

Research portrays learning design as responding to heteroge-
neous family conditions rather than assuming uniform learn-
ers. Studies document developmental shifts motivating dif-
ferentiated learning structures aligned with evolving parental
roles and child autonomy [28, 54]. Some approaches frame
privacy learning as ongoing developmental adaptation rather
than a single instructional event [16]. Learning activities are
frequently described as progressive and differentiated, incor-
porating incremental challenges, parallel learning tracks, and
adaptation to varying literacy levels [11,28,46]. These ap-
proaches position privacy learning as cumulative and individ-
ualized. Variation also reflects differing mediation philoso-
phies, ranging from collaborative exploration to rule-based
guidance [23,27]. Across studies, learning design emerges as
a primary source of variation shaping how families engage
with privacy support.

4.4.3 Communication and Engagement in Privacy Sup-
port

Research describes communicative and experiential design
elements as central mechanisms through which privacy sup-
port becomes accessible and engaging. Privacy concepts are

frequently portrayed as difficult to grasp when presented ab-
stractly, motivating approaches grounded in relatable every-
day contexts [4,30,53]. Narrative and scenario-based framing
emerges as a recurring strategy translating abstract risks into
recognizable experiences [11, 18,46]. Facilitation-based for-
mats structure engagement through guided discussion and
conversational scaffolds [4, 53]. Tangible artifacts and vi-
sualizations materialize otherwise invisible data practices,
enabling shared interpretation [30, 50]. Interactive partici-
pation formats such as games and hands-on environments
are described as supporting active engagement and discus-
sion [30, 46, 50]. Studies further describe variation in emo-
tional framing, ranging from risk-oriented messaging to play-
ful or facilitative approaches designed to reduce discomfort
and sustain participation [11, 18, 28, 53]. Across this body
of work, communication and engagement are characterized
as design dimensions shaping how families experience and
remain involved in privacy learning over time.

5 Coverage and Gaps in Existing Interventions

5.1 Opverview of Interventions

The corpus includes seven evaluated interventions plus one
design proposal that address parental privacy and cyberse-
curity support through three broad approaches: structured
educational programs targeting parents as individual learn-
ers, facilitated formats engaging parent—child dyads through
guided activities or institutional settings, and parental-control
approaches for restructuring oversight.

Educational programs. Chen et al. [11] developed a six-
episode video curriculum delivered to parents over 14 weeks,
covering security and privacy basics, platform-specific risks,
and strategies for supporting adolescents in navigating these
online. Grounded in motivation theory, the program was evalu-
ated through a randomized controlled trial measuring changes
in parental security awareness, self-efficacy, and internet-
specific mediation behavior across four sub-dimensions. Flo-
res et al. [18] addressed a Spanish-speaking audience in
Ecuador through a Moodle-based virtual learning environ-
ment combining video content, gamified activities, and 3D-
animated scenarios across four cybersecurity modules. The
platform targeted a joint audience of children, parents, and
teachers, with learning outcomes assessed through pre/post
module quizzes and platform performance metrics.

Facilitated family interaction. Wen et al. [53] facilitated
two-hour sessions with parent-child dyads using structured
perspective-taking exercises, with the aim of shifting privacy
conversations away from one-directional instruction toward
collaborative interpretation. The study identified three recur-
ring communication patterns impeding productive dialogue:
abstract framing, reliance on absolute statements, and declin-
ing adolescent engagement, and examined how the facilitation
approach addressed these by drawing on children’s own dig-
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ital expertise. Liu et al. [30] contribute a design proposal
rather than an evaluated artifact, positioning informal learn-
ing spaces such as museums and science centers as a largely
untapped channel for family privacy education. Their analysis
identifies four properties of these environments as particularly
relevant: the quality family time they afford, the embodied
experience of physical and interactive exhibits, their support
for exploratory learning, and the lasting discussions they tend
to prompt beyond the visit itself. Quayyum and Jaccheri [46]
designed CyberFamily, a collaborative board game in which
parent—child pairs work through scenario-based cybersecu-
rity challenges using role-differentiated cards and narrative
framing, inviting discussion without presupposing technical
knowledge on either side. Wang et al. [50] developed the
KOALA Hero Toolkit, combining a mobile tracker app with
physical data cards and structured worksheets to make app-
level datafication visible to families through investigation of
their own devices. The toolkit positions critical questioning
of data practices as the core activity rather than delivering
content instructionally.

Parental control approaches. Akter et al. [2, 3] evalu-
ated CO-oPS, an Android application enabling community
members, including family groups, to share information about
installed apps and permissions in support of collective pri-
vacy management. A four-week field study found increases in
transparency, awareness, and self-efficacy across participants.
A secondary analysis of the same dataset showed that self-
efficacy gains were significantly stronger among caregivees
than caregivers. Dumaru et al. [16] pursued a design critique
approach by developing a low-fidelity prototype that reframes
Google Family Link around open communication and child
self-regulation rather than restriction. In a mixed-methods
study comparing the redesign against the original interface,
they examined whether shifting the framing of control mech-
anisms influences parents’ mediation orientations. Parents
rated the redesigned interface significantly higher across all
three design principles, with the most pronounced effects for
open communication features tied to YouTube activity and
location monitoring.

5.2 Mapping Interventions to Criteria

Interventions were mapped against the design criteria frame-
work to examine how support is distributed across learning
outcomes and design features. While Table 2 presents an
overview of the mapping, a detailed mapping is provided in
Appendix A. The resulting mapping reveals structural regular-
ities in how parental privacy support is operationalized across
existing approaches and illustrates how empirical insights
are reflected in implemented intervention designs, rather than
detailing individual systems.

Within the reviewed interventions, implementation patterns
most frequently concentrated on understanding of privacy
risks, evaluative judgment, and parent—child communication,

with nearly all interventions including awareness-oriented
components and facilitating family dialogue [11, 16, 18, 30,
44,50, 53]. Evaluative judgment appears frequently but typ-
ically as part of discussion- or scenario-based activities. In
contrast, technical enactment and parental self-efficacy appear
less consistently: procedural activities occur only in a subset
of interventions [11, 18] and remain limited in scope, while
confidence or agency development is rarely articulated as a
primary learning objective.

Implementation patterns similarly cluster across design fea-
tures. Interventions predominantly rely on joint parent—child
participation and engagement-oriented communication for-
mats such as relatable scenarios, interactive activities, and nar-
rative framing. Most also employ structured facilitation, i.e.
defined activity sequences, guided tasks, or phased session de-
signs, though explicit curriculum-style learning progressions
are limited to a smaller subset [11, 18].

Overall, the reviewed interventions suggest a convergence
around awareness-building, collaborative discussion, and
engagement-focused learning formats while operationalizing
procedural and capability-oriented components more selec-
tively. Rather than combining criteria uniformly, interventions
emphasize recurring constellations of support: some fore-
ground conceptual understanding through structured explana-
tion, others center reflective dialogue and joint interpretation,
and a smaller subset engages families directly in procedural
interaction with privacy tools or settings. These distributions
describe how interventions are currently realized and moti-
vate closer examination of areas that remain comparatively
underrepresented within the design space.

5.3 Conceptual-Operational Gaps and Struc-
tural Blind Spots

Comparing intervention implementations with empirical find-
ings suggests differences in how identified parental needs are
translated into operational support. While prior work positions
privacy mediation as shaped by contextual interpretation, rela-
tional dynamics, and evolving family practices, implementa-
tions tend to instantiate these needs through bounded learning
formats and structured activities. Understanding of privacy
risks is widely addressed, yet operationalization primarily
emphasizes structured knowledge acquisition. Implementa-
tions emphasize recognition and explanation of risks and data
practices, whereas literature findings position understanding
as meaningful mainly when applied within ongoing every-
day decision-making contexts [1, 11, 18,29,30,46,50,53]. A
similar translation pattern appears for evaluative judgment.
Although prior work positions evaluation as an ongoing inter-
pretive capability emerging through lived experience, inter-
ventions operationalize reflection mainly as episodic activities
embedded in learning sessions or omit explicit scaffolding al-
together [29, 50, 54]. Technical enactment was addressed less
consistently across interventions. While empirical research
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Table 2: Mapping of evaluated intervention studies to design criteria dimensions. Filled circles indicate that a study addresses the
respective criterion; empty circles indicate it does not. Studies are grouped by intervention type.

LEARNING OUTCOMES DESIGN FEATURES
Under- Evaluative Technical — Self-  parent—child | Or&ani- Designing  comm. &
standing  judgment skills efficacy  commun. zation  learning engagement
Educational Programs
Chenetal. [11] o o o o o o o o
Flores et al. [18] o O o @) o o o o
Facilitated Family Interaction
Wen et al. [53] [ ) o O O o o o o
Liuet al. [31] * [ ) [ ) O O [ ) o o o
Quayyum & Jaccheri [44] [ [ O O o o o o
Wang et al. [50] o o O o o o o o
Parental Control Approaches
Dumaru et al. [16] @) @) o o o o @) o
Akter et al. [2,3] O o o o @) o O o

@ criterion addressed O not addressed  * design proposal

positions procedural competence as necessary for translat-
ing privacy intentions into action, implementation practice
frequently prioritizes awareness and discussion, with only
a subset enabling direct configuration or hands-on interac-
tion with privacy controls [2,3, 11, 16, 18,27-29]. Parental
self-efficacy follows a comparable pattern. Prior work posi-
tions perceived capability and legitimacy to act as key deter-
minants of engagement, yet implementation practice rarely
operationalizes confidence-building explicitly. Where agency
support appears, it emerges indirectly through collaborative
interaction or system design rather than dedicated learning
mechanisms [50, 54], with [11] as a notable exception. In
contrast, parent-child privacy communication shows closer
alignment between knowledge and implementation. Both lit-
erature and intervention practice emphasize dialogue, joint
interpretation, and collaborative reasoning grounded in ev-
eryday situations, although implementations typically situate
these interactions within bounded intervention encounters
rather than sustained family practices [11, 18,30,46,50,53].

Translation differences also appear across design-feature
criteria. While prior work positions privacy support as so-
cially embedded across institutional and community con-
texts, implementations predominantly organize participation
through artifact-centered parent-child activities with limited
sustained organizational embedding, except [18] (schools)
and [30] (museum). Likewise, adaptive learning described
in the literature is operationalized primarily through struc-
tured progression and guided practice within predefined learn-
ing environments. Communication and engagement design
shows stronger correspondence, as both literature and im-
plementation consistently rely on relatable contexts, interac-
tive participation, and experiential framing to support engage-
ment [2,3,11,16,18,30,46,50,53].

Several dimensions remain sparsely represented across in-
tervention formats, indicating structural blind spots rather

than isolated limitations of individual approaches. Across
the reviewed studies, a consistent pattern emerges in which
interventions privilege awareness-building, communicative
engagement, and structured learning activities, while under-
emphasizing sustained institutional embedding, reflective
practice as an ongoing process, and explicit mechanisms for
strengthening parental self-efficacy. Taken together, this re-
flects a design logic oriented toward bounded, session-based
learning and short-term engagement, where privacy support
is primarily enacted through discrete activities rather than
embedded, longitudinal capability formation within family
and institutional contexts.

6 Discussion

6.1 Design Space Dynamics

The design criteria framework and mapping presented in Sec-
tion 4 and Section 5 reveal a fragmented but patterned land-
scape of parental privacy support. Rather than reflecting iso-
lated design decisions, the observed concentrations and gaps
suggest recurring tensions shaping how support is conceptu-
alized and operationalized. The discussion interprets these
structural patterns by considering broader dynamics emerging
across research strands.

6.1.1 Supporting Action Without Oversimplifying

Privacy and cybersecurity challenges in family contexts are
inherently complex and situational. Parents navigate evolving
platforms, conflicting norms, and uncertain consequences,
often relying on contextual judgment rather than fixed rules [4,
27,30,39]. Interventions widely respond to this complexity by
prioritizing accessibility and lowering barriers to engagement
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through narrative framing, relatable scenarios, and awareness-
oriented instruction.

Yet this emphasis on accessibility comes at a cost. The gap
analysis shows that while conceptual understanding is broadly
addressed, evaluative judgment remains comparatively thin.
Where reflection appears, it tends to be episodic rather than a
skill families can draw on independently [30,53]. Importantly,
the empirical literature consistently positions evaluative judg-
ment, rather than awareness alone, as what enables families
to act on privacy challenges [4,39]. As a result, interventions
risk providing a surface-level understanding of privacy and
cybersecurity issues while falling short of fostering the deeper
capacity to reason through unfamiliar privacy dilemmas and
make informed decisions in future, unanticipated contexts.

6.1.2 Individual Responsibility Within Distributed Fam-
ily Expertise

A second recurring dynamic concerns how responsibility and
expertise are distributed within families. Much prior work
implicitly assumes parents as primary decision-makers re-
sponsible for managing children’s digital privacy and security.
However, empirical studies repeatedly describe situations in
which children possess greater platform familiarity or tech-
nical knowledge, creating asymmetries that challenge tradi-
tional models of parental authority [30,39,53]. The framework
highlights the prominence of parent—child communication as
a learning outcome, with collaborative dialogue, joint inter-
pretation, and negotiated decision-making suggesting a shift
from unilateral mediation toward shared family sense-making.
At the same time, parental self-efficacy remains compara-
tively less explicitly supported, indicating tensions between
expectations of parental responsibility and the realities of dis-
tributed expertise. Interventions addressing these dynamics
often structure participation to facilitate dialogue or shared
reflection. While structured interaction can enable inclusive
discussion, it may also introduce challenges related to auton-
omy and coordination, particularly as adolescents increasingly
participate as active contributors rather than passive recipi-
ents of guidance. The resulting landscape reflects an ongoing
transition from models centered on parental control toward ap-
proaches emphasizing collaborative mediation and negotiated
privacy practices.

6.1.3 Scalability Constraints in Designing Support

The distribution of intervention designs further suggests a ten-
sion between scalability and depth of support. Many interven-
tions adopt self-contained formats, such as short video series,
digital tools, or game-based activities, that can be deployed
with minimal facilitation and reach diverse audiences at rela-
tively low cost [2,3, 11,16, 18,44,50]. While these approaches
promote accessibility, they may offer fewer opportunities for
sustained, experiential engagement with privacy practices and

system behaviors. This limitation is particularly salient given
that parents often report feeling overwhelmed by technical
topics, highlighting the need for more guided support when
navigating this aspect of privacy protection [27,28]. A similar
trade-off emerges between immediate action and transferable
competence: highly guided interventions can facilitate pro-
tective behaviors in the moment, whereas concept-focused
approaches may foster broader reasoning skills without nec-
essarily translating into practice. The comparatively limited
presence of interventions that combine sustained support, ex-
periential engagement, and scalable delivery suggests that
balancing these objectives remains a central challenge within
the current design space.

This challenge is compounded by the fact that privacy prac-
tices are socially embedded, shaped by institutional contexts,
peer norms, and ongoing family dynamics [27, 28, 39, 53].
Supporting such processes often requires adaptation to devel-
opmental stages, literacy levels, or household circumstances.
Facilitation-based or highly tailored interventions can accom-
modate these differences but are typically resource-intensive
and difficult to scale. Standardized formats support broader
dissemination while potentially reducing contextual respon-
siveness.

6.2 Understanding the Landscape of Parental
Privacy Support

Taken together, the identified dynamics indicate that observed
gaps in the intervention landscape do not merely reflect ne-
glected topics but emerge from competing demands inher-
ent to designing privacy support for families. Interventions
repeatedly balance accessibility with complexity, authority
with collaboration, and scalability with contextual adapta-
tion. These tensions help explain why awareness-oriented and
communication-focused approaches are widely represented,
while procedural enactment, sustained organizational support,
and explicit self-efficacy development remain less consis-
tently operationalized. By organizing evidence across learn-
ing outcomes and design features, the framework makes these
structural dynamics visible across previously disconnected
strands of research. Viewing interventions collectively high-
lights how different approaches address similar challenges un-
der varying constraints, revealing both areas of convergence
and persistent limitations in how parental privacy and cy-
bersecurity support has been realized to date. At the same
time, these patterns illuminate characteristics of the broader
research landscape. Across the corpus, formative and ex-
ploratory studies outnumber contributions evaluating concrete
forms of support, leaving comparatively limited empirical ev-
idence of how insights into parental needs and constraints
translate into sustained intervention approaches. This imbal-
ance suggests that the field remains in an intermediate stage
of development in which problem articulation has progressed
further than intervention validation. The comparatively thin in-
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tervention evidence base observed in this review thus reflects
not only a limitation of available work but also an empiri-
cal signal regarding the current maturity and orientation of
research on parental privacy and cybersecurity support.

6.2.1 Contextualising the Framework

The framework can be situated within broader traditions of
media literacy research (e.g. [21,35,36,57]), which empha-
sise individuals’ capacity to critically understand, navigate,
and act within complex digital environments. Within these
traditions, privacy and autonomy are typically conceptualised
as capacities of individual learners. The parental interven-
tions reviewed here, however, position parents simultaneously
as learners, mediators, and proxy decision-makers, bearing
responsibility for children’s protection while navigating tech-
nological uncertainty, balancing safeguarding and autonomy,
making decisions despite incomplete expertise, and maintain-
ing trust within ongoing relationships.

Trepte et al.’s OPLIS framework [42], Kumar and Byrne’s
5Ds framework [26], and Wang et al.’s Digital Autonomy
framework [52] provide particularly useful lenses for inter-
preting the learning outcomes identified in our review. The
learning outcomes align closely with established privacy liter-
acy conceptualisations. Trepte et al.’s declarative/procedural
distinction maps onto understanding privacy risks and enact-
ing privacy-protective behaviours, while Kumar and Byrne’s
emphasis on evaluating information flows within social con-
texts corresponds closely to the reflective evaluation crite-
rion. However, the transition from declarative understanding
to procedural competence remains underoperationalised in
the parental intervention landscape. Comparatively few inter-
ventions provide sustained opportunities to develop practical
privacy skills, suggesting procedural competence is a dis-
tinct design challenge rather than an automatic outcome of
increased knowledge.

Both OPLIS and the 5Ds framework focus primarily on in-
dividual learners, yet the interventions reviewed here point to
additional requirements: parental self-efficacy, parent—child
communication, and proxy decision-making on behalf of chil-
dren. Supporting children’s privacy therefore requires not
only literacy development but also relational and caregiving
capacities these frameworks address only indirectly.

A similar pattern emerges for digital autonomy. Engage-
ment strategies identified in our framework—storytelling,
gamification, scaffolding, and guided interaction—correspond
closely to mechanisms in Wang et al. [52] and cybersecurity
education research [59]. Yet these traditions focus on indi-
vidual learners, whereas parental privacy support involves
coordinating learning, decision-making, and responsibility
across family members. Parental self-efficacy consequently
emerges as a distinct consideration that is not explicitly fore-
grounded in child-autonomy frameworks.

Taken together, existing frameworks explain what privacy-

literate or autonomous actors should know, evaluate, or do,
while the present framework complements them by specify-
ing the relational, organizational, and capability conditions
under which such competencies can be developed and enacted
within family life. Privacy support thus extends beyond knowl-
edge and judgment to fostering confidence in parental roles,
enabling negotiation with children, and supporting practical
enactment across interdependent family roles. The framework
thereby extends existing literacy and autonomy frameworks
to account for the distinctive demands of parental privacy
support, where learning, mediation, and caregiving responsi-
bilities are deeply intertwined.

6.2.2 Operationalizing the Framework

The framework provides a structure for analyzing existing
parental privacy interventions and reasoning about new in-
tervention concepts. It can be applied to intervention con-
cepts, prototypes, or implemented interventions. Researchers
may use it retrospectively to analyze existing approaches or
prospectively to inform the design of new forms of parental
privacy support. The framework can be applied through four
complementary steps: First, Table 1 can be used to identify
relevant design dimensions. Researchers may begin by con-
sidering which intended learning outcomes their interven-
tion seeks to support (e.g., understanding of privacy risks,
technical enactment, parental self-efficacy) and which design
features are envisioned for delivering that support. The rep-
resentative aspects listed for each criterion provide a starting
point for locating specific intervention objectives within the
broader framework. Second, Figure 2 can be used to examine
how similar dimensions have previously been operationalized.
Once relevant criteria have been identified, the intervention
mapping highlights existing studies that address comparable
areas. This allows researchers to explore concrete examples
of how particular learning outcomes or design features have
been implemented and evaluated in prior work. Third, the
gap analysis in Section 5 can be used diagnostically to sit-
uate a proposed intervention within the broader landscape.
Researchers can assess whether their approach addresses di-
mensions that are already commonly represented or whether it
engages comparatively underrepresented areas. The purpose
of this comparison is not to privilege novelty over established
approaches, but to support reflection on how a proposed in-
tervention relates to existing patterns in the literature. Finally,
the design space dynamics discussed in Section 6.1 can in-
form interpretation of design choices. The recurring tensions
identified across the evidence base provide a lens for consider-
ing potential trade-offs associated with different intervention
directions. Rather than prescribing particular solutions, these
dynamics can help researchers articulate the assumptions and
constraints shaping their design decisions.

Used in combination, the different elements of the frame-
work provide a way to characterize interventions, compare
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approaches, and situate new work within the existing land-
scape. As such, the framework can support both diagnostic
and reflective use.

6.3 Limitations and Future Work

The scope of this SoK reflects boundaries inherent to the cur-
rent state of research on parental privacy and cybersecurity
interventions. The final corpus includes seven evaluated inter-
ventions plus one design proposal, which represents a compar-
atively small empirical base. This limited number means that
individual studies strongly shape observed patterns and con-
strains the ability to identify stable design tendencies across
intervention types. At the same time, the small intervention
corpus constitutes an empirical observation in itself, indi-
cating that translation from formative research on parental
privacy into evaluated support approaches remains compara-
tively limited within the current research landscape. Likewise,
the heterogeneity of study contexts, intervention formats, and
evaluation approaches limits quantitative comparison while
highlighting the diverse conditions under which parental pri-
vacy support is currently explored. The findings should also
be interpreted in light of methodological boundaries inherent
to qualitative evidence synthesis. Although the literature iden-
tification followed a systematic procedure, relevant work may
exist outside the selected venues or disciplinary keywords due
to the interdisciplinary nature of family privacy research. In
addition, the design criteria framework represents an analytic
abstraction derived from recurring patterns across studies
rather than an exhaustive taxonomy of possible intervention
characteristics. The framework therefore supports compar-
ative interpretation of existing work but does not claim to
capture all potential forms of parental privacy support.

These limitations point to concrete directions for future re-
search. Addressing the observed emphasis on awareness over
enactment may require longitudinal investigations of how
parental capabilities develop beyond short-term outcomes.
The distributed nature of family expertise suggests opportuni-
ties for formats explicitly supporting collaborative learning
and shared decision-making. More broadly, advancing this
area may depend on reconciling context-sensitive family prac-
tices with scalable support structures, reflecting the tensions
between simplification, participation, and sustainability dis-
cussed in Section 6.1. These directions reflect challenges
inherent in translating empirical knowledge into sustainable
intervention designs.

7 Conclusion

This paper systematized research on parental privacy and
cybersecurity support by synthesizing evidence across pre-
studies, evaluated interventions, and related work on parental
control technologies. The resulting design criteria framework

distinguishes between intended learning outcomes and the de-
sign features through which privacy support is operationalized,
enabling comparison across previously fragmented strands
of research. Applying this framework highlighted recurring
concentrations and absences within the existing intervention
landscape. The reviewed interventions predominantly empha-
size awareness-building, communication, and engagement-
oriented learning formats, while procedural enactment, sus-
tained organizational support, and explicit development of
parental self-efficacy remain comparatively less operational-
ized. Rather than reflecting isolated design choices, these
distributions may reflect broader structural conditions shap-
ing how parental privacy support is translated from empirical
knowledge into implemented interventions. By organizing
heterogeneous evidence within a shared analytical lens, this
SoK provides an interpretive account of the emerging design
space for parental privacy and cybersecurity interventions.
The framework functions as a diagnostic structure that makes
visible how different approaches address similar challenges
under varying constraints, clarifying areas of convergence
as well as persistent translation gaps across the literature. In
doing so, the paper contributes a clearer understanding of
the current maturity and orientation of research on parental
privacy support, offering a foundation for cumulative investi-
gation of how families can be supported in navigating privacy
and cybersecurity challenges.
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