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Abstract 

Parents are important socializing agents who influence their children’s development 

throughout childhood and adolescence. The parenting practices they choose to engage in or not 

can have significant impacts on youth outcomes, including mitigating risks associated with 

technology use in adolescence. There is limited research, however, focused on understanding 

factors that influence parents’ decisions to engage in parental mediation (i.e., practices to manage 

youth technology use). As well, few studies have examined how child-factors (perceived parental 

legitimacy and parent-child disagreement about parental messaging) may influence the 

effectiveness of parental mediation on cyberbullying. The objectives of the current research were 

to investigate factors that predict parents’ use of parental mediation and assess the effects of 

mediation strategies (enabling and restrictive) on youth’s online experiences. 

In the first study, a self-report measure of parental mediation grounded in theory 

(Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire; PPMQ) was developed and validated. Results 

indicated that the scale is a psychometrically valid instrument. The second study examined what 

factors best predict parents’ use of mediation strategies, using the newly developed measure from 

Study 1. Findings indicated that attitude and perceived behavioural control emerged as the best 

predictors of parents’ intentions to use both enabling and restrictive mediation. The third study 

assessed the influence of child-factors on the effectiveness of parental mediation in reducing 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization in youth. It found that child-factors (perceived 

parental legitimacy and parent-child disagreement) strengthened this relationship for restrictive 

mediation but not enabling mediation. Together, these findings emphasize the bidirectional 

relationship between parents and children and demonstrate the need to consider both parent and 

child factors when examining youth technology use.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

General Introduction 
 

Parents play a central role in childhood and adolescence and exert significant influence 

on child development, including in youth’s technology use (Livingstone & Helsper, 2008). They 

can mitigate risks associated with youth’s technology use by engaging in parental mediation 

strategies, which refer to parents’ management of children’s media use (Livingstone & Helsper, 

2008). The antecedents of parental mediation, or how parents are influenced to engage in various 

parental mediation strategies, are currently not well understood. Moreover, although research has 

increasingly examined how parental mediation is associated with cyberbullying in adolescence, 

there is little examination of how child-factors influence the effectiveness of parent intervention. 

Child-factors are important to consider as children may influence parents’ technology-related 

behaviors, including rule setting about technology use in the home (van den Bulck, Custers, & 

Nelissen, 2016). Despite recent research in the media/communications field, there remain gaps in 

our understanding about parental mediation for youth online safety. The current dissertation is 

comprised of three studies that investigated predictors of parents’ use of parental mediation 

(including scale development and validation), as well as outcomes (i.e., cyberbullying 

perpetration and victimization) associated with mediation strategies during early/mid-

adolescence. 

By engaging in parental mediation, parents play a critical role in youth’s technology 

behaviours. They provide access to different types of technology (i.e., devices and accounts), 

coaching and feedback on how to behave online, and/or are gatekeepers of the content to which 

their child is exposed (Hong & Craig, 2019). Parents may also have household rules about 

children’s online activities, including rules about for how long or where they can use devices, 
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who the child can chat with online, which sites they are allowed to access, and how to treat 

others while online – particularly for children and younger adolescents. Recent national surveys 

of Canadian (Hong & Craig, 2019) and American parents (Pew Research Center, 2020) suggests 

that many believe parenting has become more difficult because of technology and social media, 

despite their advantages (e.g., more information to parenting, easier to track or reach kids, more 

things to keep kids occupied, etc.). Parents are often concerned about their children’s technology 

use, particularly around exposure to content, time spent online, who they interact with (e.g., risks 

concerning online predators), and what they’re doing online (e.g., concerns about cyberbullying) 

(Pew Research Center, 2020; Hong & Craig, 2019). Technology has introduced a new domain to 

parenting practices (i.e., parental mediation) that is not yet fully understood.  

Literature on parental mediation initially originated in the field of television studies but 

has since evolved to include youth’s online media activity. Historically, parental mediation 

within the context of television was comprised of active mediation (i.e., discussing television 

content with youth), co-use mediation (i.e., viewing television or media with children), and 

restrictive mediation (i.e., rules or restrictions for television viewing). As technology rapidly 

developed and personal devices (e.g., laptops, cell phones, tablets, etc.) became more prevalent 

and accessible to youth, researchers quickly applied extant theories about television viewing to 

internet-enabled activities. In doing so, five strategies for online media were identified and 

validated: 1) active mediation of Internet use: co-use (or active co-use; i.e., practices such as 

talking about internet content and online activities, sitting nearby while the child is online, and 

actively sharing the child’s online experiences); 2) active mediation of internet safety (i.e., 

activities aimed at promoting online safety); 3) restrictive mediation (i.e., setting rules that limit 

time spent online, location of use, as well as content and activities); 4) technical mediation (i.e., 
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use of software and technical tools to filter, restrict, and monitor children’s online activities); and 

5) monitoring (i.e., checking up on children’s online practices after use; Livingstone & Helsper, 

2008; Sonck et al., 2013).  

There has however, been increasing debate in the field about the number and types of 

strategies that parents use, and how they differ based on the type of media examined. More 

recently, Livingstone and colleagues (2017) suggested that these five practices may better cluster 

into two main mediation strategies for Internet use: 1) enabling mediation (i.e., combination of 

active co-use mediation, active safety mediation, technical mediation, and monitoring – all of 

which reflect strategies that build a safe framework to enable children’s positive uses of Internet) 

and 2) restrictive mediation (i.e., enforcing rules about technology use). Despite increasing 

research on the types of mediation strategies that parents use and their effects on youth 

outcomes, there is currently a limited understanding on how parents are influenced to socialize 

their children to technology use, as well as on how children play a role in the socialization 

process.  

Parents are important socializing agents, and attempt to transmit their values, goals, 

skills, and attitudes to their children in a number of different domains (Grusec & Hastings, 

2014).  Generally, parents’ practices and behaviours when raising children are believed to be 

based on a number of factors, including modeling of their own parents’ practices, and knowledge 

acquired through various sources (e.g., books, advice, websites; Grusec & Danyliuk, 2014). As 

well, parents’ attitudes, thoughts, and feelings are believed to be major determinants of parenting 

behaviours, which have subsequent impacts on children’s socioemotional and cognitive 

development (Grusec & Danyliuk, 2014; National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 

Medicine, 2016). Having breadth and depth of knowledge about children’s developmental 
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milestones; how to meet children’s physical and emotional needs; and health and safety may 

provide parents with the confidence or self-efficacy to respond to their children’s needs and 

engage in various parenting behaviours. (NASEM, 2016).  

Similarly, attitudes towards parenting are important in shaping the practices that parents 

use to guide their children’s development. For instance, attitudes about practices that are 

considered acceptable or not, or attitudes about gender roles and parenting roles may have 

implications for whether parents engage in particular practices (NASEM, 2016). Parenting 

behaviours can also be shaped by social ecological factors, including parent factors (e.g., age, 

gender, education, socio-economic status), child factors (e.g., gender, temperament), 

expectations from others in their social networks (e.g., family, friends), and the cultural systems 

within which parents reside (NASEM, 2016). As there are a number of complex and interrelated 

determinants of parenting practices, it may be important to identify key factors that influence 

parents to engage in parenting behaviours within specific domains (e.g., technology use). Thus, it 

may be useful to consider applying theoretical frameworks such as the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1991), which has been widely used to predict decision-making in a 

range of health-related and parenting behaviours, to better understand parental mediation. 

Although socialization is often conceptualized as a top-down process (i.e., with parents 

shaping children), children’s own agency also plays an important role (Baumrind, 1978; Darling 

& Steinberg, 1993; Grusec & Goodnow, 1994). This bidirectional nature of socialization is 

outlined in Darling and Steinberg’s (1993) contextual model of parenting, which provides a 

framework for understanding the relationship between parenting and adolescent outcomes. It 

posits that parental goals, values, and attitudes influence parenting practices, which are the 

behaviors that parents engage in within specific socialization domains. Parenting practices shape 



 
 
 

5 

specific adolescent outcomes, including youth behaviors and characteristics. A key component of 

Darling and Steinberg (1993)’s contextual model of parenting emphasizes the adolescent’s role 

in the socialization process and suggests that the effectiveness of parenting practices depends on 

whether adolescents are willing to be socialized.  

Within the field of media and communication, researchers have recently pointed to the 

importance of investigating the impact of “child-effects”, or the influence that children have on 

parents (Van den Bulck, Custers, & Nelissen, 2016). Youth frequently know more about 

technology than their parents and are often considered experts or “media brokers” of the family 

who help their parents to understand communication technologies (Stafford, 2003; Katz, 2010; 

Livingstone, 2007). This relationship highlights the importance of considering an interactive 

socialization model that accounts for children’s expert role within technological domains. 

Despite youth’s expertise, much of the research examining the relationship between technology-

related parenting practices and youth outcomes do not assess child-effects nor account for 

children’s expert role. Therefore, the contextual model of parenting (Darling & Steinberg, 1993), 

which considers children’s agency, may be especially useful in guiding research on parenting 

practices related to youth’s online technology use – and in particular, to their experiences with 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization.  

Research Objectives 
 

All three studies in this dissertation aim to address the gaps in the current parental 

mediation literature by investigating factors that influence parents’ use and effectiveness of 

mediation strategies in early/mid-adolescence. This developmental period is especially relevant 

for examining parental mediation and cyberbullying experiences, as youth begin to gain greater 

autonomy from parents during this time (particularly over personal domains, such as technology 
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use or peer relationships; Zimmer-Gembeck & Collins, 2003). Cross-sectional research has also 

suggested that cyberaggression incidences tend to increase during this transitional period (i.e., 

between ages 11 and 15) then decrease in late adolescence (Slonje & Smith, 2008; Williams & 

Guerra, 2007). As such, the current dissertation focused primarily on experiences of parents and 

youth in early/mid-adolescence. 

The first study examined the psychometric properties of a new self-report measure. 

Development of this scale was guided by the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1991) 

and assessed key predictors of behaviours (e.g., parents’ attitudes, subjective norms, perceived 

behavioral control, and intentions) within the context of parental mediation. The second study 

applied the measure created in Study 1 to evaluate how the above factors predicted parents’ self-

reported use of mediation strategies with their children. The third study examined how the effect 

of parental mediation strategies on cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, varied based on 

child factors (i.e., children’s perceptions of parental legitimacy, parent-child agreement of parent 

practices). Together, these studies contribute to the literature on parental mediation by applying 

theoretical frameworks to better understand the cognitive processes of technology-related 

parenting strategies and by highlighting the interactivity of parents and children within 

technology domains. 
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Abstract 

This study aimed to improve the assessment of predictors to parental mediation of youth 

technology use by developing and validating a self-report measure of parental mediation 

(Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire; PPMQ) that is grounded in theory (i.e., Theory of 

Planned Behavior; TPB). Data were collected from 998 Canadian parents using an online survey. 

Participants completed the PPMQ in addition to existing measures of negative attitudes about 

technology, perceived self-efficacy around technology use, and levels of digital skills. Data were 

analyzed using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) on a randomly selected half of the sample, and 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the remaining participants. Analyses yielded a four-factor 

solution for the PPMQ, consistent with components of the TPB (i.e., attitudes, subjective norms, 

perceived behavioural control, intention). Each subscale demonstrated good internal consistency 

and were differentially associated with existing measures. The PPMQ is a new, psychometrically 

valid measure that may aid in the assessment of factors that best predict parents’ use of parental 

mediation strategies.  

 

 

Keywords: parental mediation; theory of planned behavior; technology; parenting; adolescence; 

factor analysis 
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Introduction 

Parents differ in their preference for the types of parental mediation strategies (i.e., 

parents’ management of children’s media use) that they use with their children (Livingstone & 

Helsper, 2008). According to Livingstone and colleagues (2017), the different mediation 

strategies best cluster into two main factors: enabling mediation (comprised of active co-use, 

active safety, monitoring, and technical strategies) and restrictive mediation (i.e., setting rules 

what youth can access online). To date, most studies examining predictors of parents’ use of 

mediation strategies (including attitudes towards technology, social background, level of internet 

skills and technology use, and personality traits) are largely atheoretical and descriptive in nature 

(Sonck et al., 2013; Hwang & Jeong, 2015). Recently, the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB; 

Ajzen, 1991) has been proposed as a framework to better understand parents’ decisions to use 

certain mediation strategies (Krcmar & Cingel, 2016). There are, however, a limited number of 

measures that test this theory in relation to parents’ use of parental mediation. Moreover, the 

measures that exist: 1) lack comprehensiveness and do not assess all components of the TPB 

model; 2) have methodological and analytical limitations; and/or 3) have issues regarding 

content and scale development. Therefore, the goal of this research was to develop and validate a 

scale guided by the TPB that can be used in future research to predict intentions to engage in 

parental mediation. 

Parental Mediation, Theory of Planned Behavior, & the Need for New Measures 

The TPB is a predictive model that helps explain factors that affect an individual’s 

behaviours and is potentially a useful theoretical framework to predict parents’ intentions to use 

mediation strategies with their children and adolescents (Krcmar & Cingel, 2016). The TPB 

posits that there are three determinants of behavioural intentions (i.e., a person’s perceived 
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likelihood that he/she will perform a certain behaviour): 1) attitude (i.e., how favorably or 

unfavorably an individual evaluates the behaviour); 2) subjective norms (i.e., the perceived 

social pressures to perform or not perform the behaviour); and 3) perceived behavioural control 

(i.e., the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour). Generally, the more positive 

the attitude, the greater the social pressures (i.e., subjective norms), and the more perceived 

behavioural control towards a specific behaviour or category of behaviours are, the stronger the 

person’s intentions to perform it. Future behaviour may be predicted by behavioural intentions to 

perform the behaviour, as well as by perceived behavioural control. See Figure 2.1 for the TPB 

model. Despite the potential value of the TPB, we currently lack the ability to fully assess this 

theory for parental mediation, as no validated instrument for assessing all predictors of intentions 

exists. Thus, the purpose of the current study is to develop and evaluate the psychometric 

properties of a measure that extracts the four different factors of the TPB (i.e., attitude, 

subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and intentions). This scale may be used in 

future research examining the predictive relationships and application of the TPB to parental 

mediation. 

 
 

Figure 2.1. Model of the Theory of Planned Behavior 
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Lack of Comprehensive Instruments Assessing TPB Components 

There are several limitations of the existing measures examining predictors of parental 

mediation. First, to our knowledge, only one study has assessed perceptual factors (i.e., parents’ 

perceptions and beliefs about media content and/or technology) that evaluate all of components 

in the TPB model (Shin & Kim, 2019). However, Shin and Kim (2019)’s measure only uses one 

item each to assess for attitude (e.g., “how do you feel about explaining to your child why some 

mobile apps and contents are suitable or unsuitable for his/her age”), subjective norms (e.g., 

“how does your [child/spouse/close friend] feel about your engagement in [parental 

mediation]”), self-efficacy (e.g., “how much control do you believe you have over [each parental 

mediation practice]”), and intention (e.g., “In the next few years, how likely is it that you will 

explain to your child why mobile apps and contents are suitable/unsuitable for his/her age?”) 

towards six parental mediation practices. Using the same item to assess different parental 

mediation practices may be an inadequate way to understand each of the TPB constructs (Ajzen, 

2019).  

Similarly, Krcmar and Cingel (2016) also applied the TPB framework to test how 

attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control were associated with different 

parental mediation subtypes. Their measure included three items to assess parents’ attitude (e.g., 

“I think it’s a good idea to control my child’s social media use”), two items to assess subjective 

norms (e.g., “Most of my friends and family with kids the age of mine think it’s smart to keep 

track of what kids are doing on social media”), and three items to assess perceived behavioural 

control (e.g., “I find it easy to limit my child’s behaviour regarding social media”). The 

researchers, however, did not develop items to assess for parents’ intentions. This omission is 

problematic, because according to the TPB model, intentions are the precursors and best 



 
 
 

12 

predictors of human behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011; Francis et al., 2004). Therefore, the 

authors’ measure lacks the ability to comprehensively and accurately test the TPB model for 

parental mediation. 

 While Krcmar and Cingel (2016) and Shin and Kim (2019)’s measures are the only ones 

to map directly onto the TPB, other measures in the literature have been used to assess select 

components of the TPB (i.e., attitude, self-efficacy) when predicting parental mediation use. 

Rasmussen, White, King, Holiday, and Densley (2016) were informed by the Theory of 

Reasoned Action (TRA; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1977) (an earlier version of the TPB that does not 

account for a person’s perceived behavioural control). They developed a 10-item scale to predict 

how attitude towards active mediation and attitude towards restrictive mediation were related to 

the frequency of active mediation and restrictive mediation use, respectively. Similarly, Sanders 

and Parent (2014) developed the Parental Perceptions of Technology Scale (PPTS), a 15-item 

scale that measures parents’ negative attitudes towards electronic devices and their perceived 

efficacy (i.e., perceived behavioural control) in managing their children’s use of these devices.  

The utility of the PPTS may be limited in the assessing the TBP, as it assesses more distal 

factors (i.e., parents’ attitudes and self-efficacy about technology use in general) to predict 

participants’ use of mediation strategies rather than those directly related to the behaviour of 

interest (i.e., attitudes and self-efficacy regarding the use of parental mediation). Nonetheless, 

both scales only assess some components of the TPB and do not fully capture all hypothesized 

predictors of parental mediation. By including only some predictors of the TPB and not others, it 

is possible that researchers could be biasing or overestimating the role of the included TPB 

components, especially as TPB components are often intercorrelated (Ajzen, 2019). Omitting 

some TPB components may also reduce the predictive power of the TPB model (Manstead, 
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2001). Therefore, there is a need for a comprehensive, psychometrically sound instrument that 

includes all components of the TPB to fully test this model within the context of parental 

mediation.  

Methodological & Analytical Limitations of Existing Measures 

 A second limitation of existing measures for predicting parental mediation strategies, is 

that their psychometric properties have not been rigorously examined. For instance, both Krcmar 

and Cingel (2016), and Shin and Kim (2019) developed their survey items but to the best of our 

knowledge, have not validated their measurement items through any psychometric analysis. This 

lack of validation represents a significant methodological issue, as psychometric analyses are 

important in ensuring that measurement scales have theoretical and methodological utility. For 

instance, construct validity and reliability can be assessed using exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA), confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), convergent and discriminant validity, and internal 

reliability (Morgado, Meireles, Neves, Amaral, & Ferreira, 2017). Without conducting the 

appropriate scale development processes, the future applicability and generalizability of any new 

scale – including that of Krcmar and Cingel (2016) and Shin and Kim (2019) – are limited 

(Morgado et al., 2017). Although Rasmussen and colleagues (2016) reported validating their 

two-factor scale, they conducted a principal components analysis (PCA) to do so. Performing a 

PCA rather than a factor analysis can be problematic, as PCAs are useful in data reduction rather 

than in identifying latent constructs (Bentler & Kano, 1990). Moreover, the PPTS (Sanders & 

Parent, 2014) is unpublished and consequently, there is no information on the process that the 

authors used for scale development. There is a clear lack of theoretical and methodological rigor 

in scale development processes in the parental mediation literature – a gap that this current study 

attempts to address.   
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Content & Scale Development Limitations of Existing Measures  

 A final limitation of existing measures is with their content, particularly for those based 

on the TPB and TRA. To best utilize the TPB, the founder of the theory, Icek Ajzen, outlines 

several considerations when constructing a new TPB questionnaire (Ajzen, 2019). When 

assessing attitude towards a behaviour, Ajzen (2002) suggests measuring the instrumental and 

experiential qualities of the target behaviour using adjective pairs such as harmful–beneficial and 

pleasant–unpleasant, as well as measuring the overall evaluations of a behaviour (i.e., whether 

something is good–bad; Ajzen, 2002). Research to date has not taken this approach when 

measuring participants’ attitude towards using parental mediation strategies (Krcmar & Cingel, 

2016; Shin & Kim 2019; Rasmussen et al., 2016). Instead they only have items that assess 

overall attitude which may be problematic and limit the scales’ utility and validity in assessing 

TPB components. Of note, one strength of Rasmussen and colleagues’ (2016) measure is that it 

separately assesses attitudes towards both active and restrictive mediation strategies to account 

for potential differences in parents’ attitudes towards each strategy.  

Ajzen (2002) also recommends constructing questions that assess subjective norms by 

assessing both injunctive norms (i.e., perceptions of whether certain behaviours are approved or 

disapproved by others) and descriptive norms (i.e., whether important others also perform the 

behaviour in question). Both Krcmar and Cingel (2016) and Shin and Kim (2019)’s measures 

suitably assess both injunctive and descriptive norms but are limited by the number of items. 

Francis and colleagues (2004) recommend having at minimum of three items per construct, but 

due to unsatisfactory inter-item correlations, Krcmar and Cingel (2016) reported dropping one 

item, resulting in only two items for the subjective norms subscale. Shin and Kim (2019), on the 
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other hand, used the same item for each type of mediation strategy which does not sufficiently 

assess the construct. 

When assessing the construct of perceived behavioural control, Ajzen (2002) suggests 

developing items that evaluate both self-efficacy (i.e., the difficulty of performing the behaviour 

or the likelihood that the participant could perform the behaviour) and the behaviour’s 

controllability (i.e., people’s beliefs about whether they have control over the behaviour or that 

its performance is not up to them). Both Krcmar and Cingel (2016) and Shin and Kim (2019)’s 

perceived behavioural control subscales only measures participants’ self-efficacy but not the 

controllability of limiting their adolescents’ social media use. Given that Ajzen’s (2002) 

recommendations for scale construction have been used in numerous studies with good empirical 

support (Francis et al., 2004), it may be beneficial for researchers to consult his suggestions to 

ensure that scale items are appropriately developed.  

Current Study 

The TPB may be a parsimonious theoretical framework to facilitate understanding of why 

parents make decisions to use different parental mediation strategies. However, there currently is 

only one limited measure that assesses all of the components of the TPB to predict parents’ use 

of mediation strategies. As well, additional measures that do exist are limited in how they were 

constructed and/or in their psychometric validation. The aim of the current study was to develop 

and validate a questionnaire that assesses parents’ attitude, subjective norms, perceived 

behavioural control, and behavioural intentions to mediate children’s technology use. We 

hypothesized that an eight-factor model would emerge, with four factors (i.e., attitude, subjective 

norms, perceived behavioural control, behavioural intention) for each type of parental mediation 

strategy (i.e., enabling and restrictive). To address the limitations of the current measures 
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predicting parental mediation, we have followed Ajzen’s (2002) recommendations to construct a 

new Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire (PPMQ) using a Theory of Planned Behavior 

Framework.  

Methods 

Participants 

Participants consisted of a sample of 998 Canadian parents (51.4% male, 48.6% female) 

with children between the ages of eight and seventeen. On average, participants were 46.12 years 

old (SD = 7.16) and resided in ten provinces: Ontario (38.4%), Québec (23.8%), British 

Columbia (13.5%), Alberta (10.2%), Manitoba (3.5%), Saskatchewan (3.1%), Nova Scotia 

(2.9%), New Brunswick (2.5%), Newfoundland and Labrador (1.6%), and Prince Edward Island 

(0.4%). The majority of participants self-identified as White/European-Canadian (74.7%). 

Participants also identified as Asian-Canadian (9.6%), Southeast Asian-Canadian (1.6%), South 

Asian-Canadian (3.1%), Middle Eastern-Canadian (1.1%), Black/African-/West Indian-Canadian 

(2.1%), South/Latin American-Canadian (1.4%), Aboriginal/Inuit/First Nations/Métis (1.6%), or 

“Other” (2.3%). An additional 2.4% of participants did not respond. The sample was highly 

educated, with 33% of participants having attended university, 23% of participants having 

completed community college, 18% of participants having attended graduate or professional 

school, and 9% of participants having attended vocational, trade, or business school. Finally, the 

majority of participants reported having one (52.8%) or two (36.3%) children in their care.  

Measures 

Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire (PPMQ). An initial set of 32 items were 

developed for the PPMQ based on recommendations made by Ajzen (2001) and Francis et al. 

(2004). It was reviewed by a focus group and revised for clarity and redundancy. The initial draft 
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of the survey was completed by a pilot sample of 180 parents of children aged 11-14. Items were 

designed to assess the four components of the TPB model: attitude, subjective norms, perceived 

behavioural control, and intentions. Half of the items assessing attitude, subjective norms, 

perceived behavioural control, and intentions were developed for enabling mediation strategies, 

while the other half were designed to assess the same TPB components for restrictive mediation 

strategies. Based on preliminary analyses, we found that two items measuring intention to use 

restrictive mediation strategies (e.g., “I want to restrict my child’s technology use” and “I intend 

to restrict my child’s technology use”) were perfectly positively correlated (r = 1.00). Similarly, 

all 4 items measuring intention to use enabling mediation strategies (e.g., “I want to manage my 

child’s technology use,” “I intend to manage my child’s technology use,” “I will try to manage 

my child’s technology use,” and “I expect to manage my child’s technology use”) were also 

perfectly positively correlated (r = 1.00). Therefore, four items (one from the intention to use 

restrictive mediation strategies and three from the intention to use enabling mediation strategies) 

were removed.  

The PPMQ consisted of a total of 28 items designed to assess the four different 

components of the TPB model: attitude (8 items), subjective norms (8 items), perceived 

behavioural control (8 items), and intentions (4 items) to use parental mediation strategies. 

Participants responded to the 28 items using a 7-item Likert scale with 1 = Harmful, and 7 = 

Beneficial for attitude subscale items, and 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree for all 

other subscale items. Items reflecting negative valences (e.g., “The decision to restrict my child’s 

technology use is beyond my control) were reversed scored, such that higher scores indicated 

more positive attitudes, greater perceived subjective norms, higher perceived behavioural 

control, and stronger intentions to use parental mediation strategies.   
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Parents’ perceptions of technology. Parents’ negative beliefs and perceived self-

efficacy about technology use was assessed using the Parental Perceptions of Technology Scale 

(PPTS; Sanders & Parent, 2014). Items assessed parents’ negative attitude towards technology 

(four items; e.g., “Life was easier before these types of devices became popular) as well as 

parents’ perceptions of difficulty with technology use (six items; e.g., “Electronic media devices 

like computers, tablets, and smartphones are too difficult to use”). Items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree; µ range = .72 to .83). 

Digital skills. Digital skills of parents were assessed using items from the EU Kids 

Online Survey II (Livingstone, Haddon, Gorzig, & Olafsson, 2011). Participants were asked to 

rate their operational skills (five items; e.g., “I know how to open downloaded files”), 

information/browsing skills (five items; e.g., “I find it hard to find a website I visited before”), 

social skills (five items; e.g., “I know how to remove friends from my contacts list”), creative 

skills (five items; e.g., “I know how to design a website”), and mobile skills (3 items; e.g., “I 

know how to install apps on a mobile device”) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all true of me; 

5 = very true of me; µ range = .85 to .89). 

Procedures 

All study procedures were approved by the General Research Ethics Board (GREB) at 

Queen’s University. The study was administered electronically through a secure online link to 

the study, and participants consented online before beginning the survey in accordance with the 

approved GREB procedures. For parents with multiple children in the target age range, one child 

was randomly selected through a computer algorithm while parents were taking the survey, with 

measures asked in reference to parenting specific to the selected child. Most participants 
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completed the survey in English (76.2%) while the rest completed it in French (23.8%). On 

average, parents took between 10 and 25 minutes to complete the survey.  

Data Analyses   

Analyses were conducted in three stages. First, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 

conducted to identify the factor structure of the 28 items of the PPMQ. Analyses were based on a 

randomly selected split of the sample (n = 499) and were conducted in Mplus 8.2 using an MLR 

estimator to account for non-normality in the data (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The eigenvalues-

greater-than-one rule for factor retention was used to determine the number of factors to extract 

from the data (Kaiser, 1960). Next, items with a minimum factor loading of .34 and those that 

did not load onto more than one factor were retained (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). The 

following guidelines used to interpret the magnitude of factor loadings: >.71 excellent, >.63 very 

good, >.55 good, >.45 fair (Comrey & Lee, 2013). The model fit was then examined, using the 

following guidelines: a root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) of less than .10 for 

acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), a comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker– Lewis Index 

(TLI) greater than .90 for good fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980), and a standardized root mean square 

residual (SRMR) less than .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Second, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted on the remaining 

participants (n = 499) of the larger overall sample using Mplus 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). A 

CFA was used to confirm the exploratory model, as it is the method of choice when the factorial 

structure of a scale is hypothesized, based on theory or previous research, including exploratory 

factor analyses of the data (Thompson, 2004). The same goodness-of-fit indices used for the 

EFA were used to assess the degree of fit between the model and the sample.  
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 Finally, after establishing and confirming the factor structure of the data, the reliability 

and validity were assessed. Internal consistency reliability of each extracted factor was assessed 

using Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability. Convergent validity was examining using the 

average variance extracted (AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981). AVEs equal to or greater than .50 

are considered adequate. Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell-Larcker criterion 

(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). If the square root of each construct’s AVE is greater than the 

correlations with other latent constructs, the construct is said to be sufficiently different. As well, 

bivariate correlations between the PPMQ factors and existing measures were used to further 

establish convergent and discriminant validity. 

Results 

Exploratory Factor Analysis    

Number of factors. The eigenvalues-greater-than-one rule suggested a 7- or 8-factor 

model. The first seven eigenvalues were greater than one (8.67, 4.53, 1.94, 1.55, 1.30, 1.19, 1.03) 

and an eight was very close to one (.95) and was initially kept for consideration. Next, the 4-, 5-, 

6-, 7- and 8-factor models were compared for interpretability, theoretical consistency, and 

parsimony (see Table 2.1 for fit initial fit indices). The 4-factor model yielded substantial 

improvement in fit over the 3-factor model and explained the data as well or nearly as well as 

more complex alternative models (e.g., 5-, 6-, 7-factor models). Although the 8-factor model fit 

the data best, factor loading patterns were uninterpretable. Taken together, the 4-factor model 

was selected, yielding the following subscales: attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural 

control, and intention. 

Table 2.1 
 
Fit indices of initial EFA models using all 28 items of the PPMQ 
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Number of Factors Chi-Square RMSEA [90% CI] CFI TLI SRMR 
1 4410.39 0.15, [.14 - .15] 0.44 0.40 0.15 
2 2753.21 0.12, [.12 - .13] 0.64 0.77 0.08 
3 2266.53 0.12, [.11 - .12] 0.71 0.63 0.07 
4 1569.47 0.09, [.09 - .10] 0.81 0.73 0.06 
5 1223.35 0.09, [.08 - .09] 0.86 0.78 0.05 
6 1084.14 0.09, [.08 - .09] 0.87 0.79 0.04 
7 791.91 0.08, [.07 - .08] 0.91 0.84 0.03 
8 533.31 0.06, [.05 - .07] 0.95 0.89 0.02 

 
Model Fit. The 4-factor model was then examined using EFA, using all 28 items in the 

PPMQ. Factor loadings indicated several problematic items from the original item pool (See 

Table 2.2). Items 3 and 15 did not have salient (>.34) factor loadings and were thus removed. 

Additionally, item 13 cross loaded onto two separate factors and was removed. A subsequent 25-

item EFA was then conducted, which found that item 16 did not have a salient factor loading and 

was subsequently removed. Finally, a 24-item EFA was conducted. The model fit the data 

adequately well, c2 (186) = 760.40, p < .001, CFI = .90, TLI = .84, SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .07 

(90% CI .06, .08). All factor loadings were significant (p < .001) and salient (> .34) 

(Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). 

Table 2.2 
 
Standardized factor loadings of the final 24-item model, with deleted items and initial loadings 
shown in the bottom portion of the table 
 

Item Factor 1 – 
attitude 

Factor 2 – 
intention 

Factor 3 – 
subjective 

norms (SN) 

Factor 4 – 
perceived 

behavioural 
control 
(PBC) 

1. Restricting my child’s technology 
use is... Harmful: Beneficial 

.65* .16* -.03 -.06 

2. Restricting my child’s technology 
use is… Good: Bad* 

.58* 
 

.14 -.01 -.01 

4. Restricting my child’s technology 
use is… Worthless: Useful 

.66* .16* -.02 .01 
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5. Managing my child’s technology 
use is… Harmful: Beneficial 

.82* .01 .06 .01 

6. Managing my child’s technology 
use is… Good: Bad* 

.79* -.03 -.01 -.003 

7. Managing my child’s technology 
use is… Pleasant: Unpleasant* 

.38* 0.15* 0.13* 0.21* 

8. Managing my child’s technology 
use is… Worthless: Useful 

.82* .01 -.02 .02 

9. It is expected of me that I restrict 
my child’s technology use 

.26* .37* .27* .04 

17. I want to restrict my child’s 
technology use in the next 6 months 

.07 .84* .001 -.09* 

19. I will try to restrict my child’s 
technology use in the next 6 months 

-.02 .94* -.02 .01 

20. I expect to restrict my child’s 
technology use in the next 6 months 

-.02 .95* .003 .02 

21. I want to manage my child’s 
technology use in the next 6 months 

.18* .65* .13* .04 

10. I feel under social pressure to 
restrict my child’s technology use.  

-.10 .05 .37* -.25* 

11. People who are important to me 
restrict their child’s technology use 

-.02 .06 .85* .01 

12. It is expected of me to manage 
my child’s technology use 

.20* .25* .43* -.001 

14. People who are important to me 
manage their children’s technology 
use 

.02 -.05 .96* -.03 

25. I am confident that I could 
restrict my child’s technology use if I 
wanted to 

-.002 .20* .12* .66* 

26. The decision to restrict my 
child’s technology use is beyond my 
control* 

.05 .10 -.12* .62* 

27. Whether I restrict my child’s 
technology use is not up to me* 

-.02 .02 -.05 .51* 

28. I am confident that I could 
manage my child’s technology use if 
I wanted to 

.12* .04 .09* .63* 

29. The decision to manage my 
child’s technology use is beyond my 
control* 

.09 -.08 -.04 .65* 

30. Whether I manage my child’s 
technology use is not up to me* 

-.02 .01 -.02 .52* 
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31. For me, restricting my child’s 
technology use is extremely easy: 
extremely difficult* 

-.07 -.01 -.02 .84* 

32. For me, managing my child’s 
technology use is extremely easy: 
extremely difficult* 

-.06 -.03 -.003 .83* 

Deleted items and initial loadings     

3. Restricting my child’s technology 
use is… Pleasant : Unpleasant* 

.18* -.05 .08 .30* 

13. I feel under social pressure to 
manage my child’s technology use  

-.01 .03 .40* -.36* 

15. Most people who are important 
to me think that [I should / I should 
not] restrict my child’s technology 
use* 

.29* .22* .15* -.01 

16. Most people who are important 
to me think that [I should / I should 
not] manage my child’s technology 
use* 

.33* .20* .15* .03 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05. 
 
*Note: For ease of interpretation starred items were reverse coded 
 

Latent correlations from the EFA are shown in Table 2.3. The latent correlations between the 

factors ranged from small to moderate, with the largest correlation being between attitude and 

intention.  

Table 2.3 
 
Latent factor correlations  
 
 Factor 1 –  

attitude 
Factor 2 – 
intention 

Factor 3 –  
SN 

Factor 4 –  
PBC  

1. -    
2. .60* -   
3. .31* .41* -  
4. .28* .14* -.04 - 
Scale mean (SD) 5.29 (1.13) 4.84 (1.56) 4.35 (1.39) 4.85(1.27) 

* p < .05. 
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Confirmatory factor analysis 

Figure 2.2 shows the four-factor model of the 24 items with free correlations among the 

latent variables. The inter-correlation of constructs ranged from -.06 to .52. Although the Chi-

square test was significant (c2 (242) = 829.69, p < .001), other indices met the recommended 

criteria for an adequate model fit: RMSEA = 0.07 (90% CI 0.06, 0.07), CFI = .87, TLI = .85, 

SRMR = .07. Items 1 and 4, Items 5 and 8, Items 30 and 27, and Items 31 and 32 were allowed 

to covary due to similarities in wording between items.   

 

Figure 2.2. Confirmatory factor analysis model of the four, distinct factors 
extracted from the PPMQ. *Note: SN = Subjective Norms; PBC = Perceived 
Behavioural Control 
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Reliability and Validity 

Reliability. A reliability analysis was conducted for each of the four subscales of the 

PPMQ. Cronbach’s alpha showed that each subscale had adequate internal consistency: attitude 

(a = .86), intention (a = .91), subjective norms (a = .77), and perceived behavioural control (a = 

.88). As well, as shown in Table 2.4, the composite reliability (CR) values all exceeded the 

suggested level of .70, suggesting good reliability of each latent construct (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981).  

Convergent and discriminate validity. Subsequently, the PPMQ was assessed for 

convergent and discriminant validity. To determine the convergent validity of measurement 

items, the average variance extracted (AVE; Fornell & Larcker, 1981) was used. AVEs equal to 

or greater than .50 are typically recommended; however, AVEs at or above .40 indicate that the 

convergent validity of the construct is still adequate if the composite reliability (CR) of the factor 

is also greater than .60 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). As shown in Table 2.4, AVEs ranged between 

.44 and .64; when the AVE for a given factor was below the recommended .50 cutoff, the CR 

was greater than .60, suggesting that the items in each PPMQ factor are sufficiently related to 

one another.   

 
Table 2.4 

Average Variance Extracted and Composite Reliability of each PPMQ factor 

 AVE CR 
1. PPMQ attitude .44 .84 
2.PPMQ intention .46 .74 
3. PPMQ subjective norms .64 .90 
4. PPMQ PBC .48 .88 
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Discriminant validity was assessed using the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell, Tellis, & 

Zinkhan, 1982). As shown in Table 2.5, the square root of the AVEs for each construct (ranging 

from .66 to .80) exceeded the correlation coefficient of any pair of latent constructs (ranging 

from -.06 to .52), suggesting that the four PPMQ constructs are sufficiently different from one 

another.  

Table 2.5 
 
Discriminant validity of PPMQ constructs 
 

Constructs 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Attitude .66    
2. Intention .52 .68   
3. Subjective norms .13 .38 .80  
4. PBC .38 .17 -.06 .69 

* Note: the square root of AVEs are shown in bold; the other variables represent 
correlations between latent constructs, as calculated from the CFA.  
 

In addition, bivariate correlations between the PPMQ factors and existing measures of 

negative attitudes about technology, perceived self-efficacy around technology use, levels of 

digital skills, and parent age are presented in Table 2.6. As hypothesized, negative attitudes about 

technology was positively associated with attitude, intention, and subjective norms, and was 

negatively associated with perceived behavioural control. In other words, parents with negative 

attitudes towards technology were also likely to endorse having positive attitudes towards using 

parental mediation strategies, have intentions to use parental mediation, feel pressure to use 

parental mediation, and have lower levels of perceived behavioural control over using parental 

mediation.  

Parents’ perceived self-efficacy around technology use also was associated with all four 

factors of the PPMQ, with perceived behavioural control demonstrating the strongest relationship 
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with self-efficacy. Digital skills were differentially associated with PPMQ factors, such that it 

was positively associated with attitude, intention, and perceived behavioural control, with 

perceived behavioural control demonstrating the strongest relationship with digital skills. 

Subjective norms were not associated with digital skills.  

Parent age was differentially associated with PPMQ factors, and was negatively 

associated with attitude, intention, and subjective norms. Younger parents were more likely to 

endorse more positive attitudes towards using parental mediation, having more intentions to use 

the strategies, and feeling greater pressure to use them. Perceived behavioural control was not 

associated with parent age. Although intention (t(992) = -1.09, p = .28), subjective norms (t(944) 

= .36, p = .72), and perceived behavioural control (t(996) = 1.34, p = .18) did not differ based on 

parent gender, mothers were more likely to have more positive attitudes towards using parental 

mediation (t(996) = -2.69, p = .01) than fathers. 

Table 2.6 
 
Bivariate correlations between the PPMQ factors and existing measures in the full sample (N = 
998) 

 
 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Attitude -    
2. Intention .57** -   
3. Subjective norms .24* .49** -  
4. PBC .32** .17** -.10** - 
5. Negative attitude about tech. .10** .13** .13** -.09** 
6. Self-efficacy re: tech. .16** .08* -.13** .43** 
7. Digital skills .15** .07* -.03 .28** 
8. Parent age  -.10** -.14** -.12** -.06 

** p < .01, * p < .05 
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Discussion 

The aim of this study was to develop a psychometrically sound instrument using the TPB 

as a theoretical framework to assess factors that predict parents’ use of parental mediation 

strategies. Consistent with past research using the Theory of Planned Behavior, a confirmatory 

factor analysis showed that the PPMQ is best represented by four factors: attitude, subjective 

norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intentions. To the best of our knowledge, 

this is the first measure that allows for a comprehensive examination of the full TPB model for 

parental mediation.  

Results provide preliminary evidence that the PPMQ is a reliable and valid measure that 

may be used to predict parents’ use of mediation strategies. Scores for each of the four subscales 

were found to be reliable, with good internal consistency. In support of the PPMQ’s construct 

validity, nearly all of the subscales correlated positively with parents’ negative attitudes about 

technology, self-efficacy about technology use, and reported level of digital skills, and were 

negatively correlated with parent age. As appropriate scale development processes were used, the 

PPMQ may be able to be used in future research examining predictors of parental mediation 

strategies.  

Findings did not support the emergence of eight subscales. We hypothesized that attitude, 

subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intentions would emerge as 

separate factors for each type of mediation strategy (i.e., enabling and restricting) for a total of 

eight subscales. Initial findings from the exploratory factor analysis indicated that an eight-factor 

model fit the data well, but the factor loading patterns were uninterpretable.  Therefore, a four-

factor model representing one general construct assessing technology-related parenting strategies 

that was interpretable, had theoretical consistency, and was parsimonious was selected. We 
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followed Ajzen’s (2002) recommendations as closely as possible to construct scale items that 

map onto specific behaviours. It is possible that because use of enabling and restricting strategies 

both part of the same category of behaviours (i.e., parental mediation) the specificity of the items 

may have been too high. Participants may have had difficulty distinguishing between the two 

types of parental mediation strategies (despite providing definitions for each type), as parallel 

language was used for items assessing attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, 

and behavioural intentions for enabling and restricting strategies.  

Limitations and Future Research 

While the limited number of items (24) is a practical strength, requiring only 5-10 

minutes for most parents to complete, the current version of the PPMQ may be too repetitive due 

to the parallel language used to capture behavioural intentions to use both enabling and 

restrictive types of mediation strategies. The repetitive language may have also contributed to 

challenges with interpretability of the initially hypothesized 8-factor model, suggesting that the 

target constructs may not have been sufficiently operationalized. Future researchers may choose 

to develop items that are more general and less specific to various types of mediation strategies 

to decrease redundancy. However, given that the current questionnaire is the first of its kind, the 

PPMQ represents a good initial step in understanding predictors of parental mediation.   

Another limitation of the study was related to the population sampled. Participants were 

selected from a pool of parents who had previously participated in online research studies before. 

These participants likely represent a subset of the population that are highly motivated and 

interested in research studies. Participants were also selected based on their children’s gender 

and age – which allowed for a representative sample of children across the developmental stages. 

Although a strength of the current study is that it validated the PPMQ in a large sample of 
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parents in Canada, it is unknown whether the factor structure also holds for parent samples 

outside of those with North American beliefs. As well, the sample was highly educated with high 

annual incomes, which are associated with greater use of technology-related parenting strategies 

(Livingstone & Helsper, 2008). The results may not be generalizable to samples that are less 

educated and/or have lower average annual incomes. Finally, although Ajzen (2002) 

recommends constructing TPB scales items and presenting them to participants in a random 

order, we grouped the items by the expected factors. This step was done for clarification 

purposes so that we could provide participants with definitions of enabling and restricting 

strategies. It is possible however that not adhering to Azjen’s recommendations may be an 

additional limitation to the PPMQ. Despite these limitations, given many parents’ increased 

concerns about how to manage children’s technology use, the PPMQ may have important 

implications for targeted parenting training and programming about parenting in the digital age.  

Implications and Possible Applications 

There are several potential applications of the PPMQ. First, the PPMQ can be used to 

examine the predictors of parents’ intentions to use parental mediation. It could provide 

information to researchers and partner organizations interested in enhancing safe technology use 

in youth about whether parents’ attitude, subjective norms, or perceived behavioural control 

towards parental mediation need to be addressed and help identify the areas in which parents 

need support. The PPMQ also could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of interventions 

designed to influence parents’ attitudes towards parental mediation or perceived behavioural 

control (i.e., self-efficacy) around these strategies. It may additionally be used to examine how 

attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, and behavioural intentions to use 

parental mediation may differ based on parents’ ages, gender, socio-economic status and/or 
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children’s developmental stage. It is possible that different predictors of behavioural intentions to 

use parental mediation emerge based on these factors, which would be critical to know when 

developing interventions or programming targeting parents’ digital knowledge or ability to 

manage their children’s technology use.  

Conclusion 

This study described the development and validation of the Predicting Parental Mediation 

Questionnaire (PPMQ). It represents an initial effort to improve the assessment of predictors to 

parents’ use of mediation strategies by 1) creating comprehensive measure that includes all 

components of the TPB; 2) using psychometric analyses to assess the validity and reliability of 

the new instrument; and 3) following Ajzen’s recommendations for developing a TPB 

questionnaire. The final PPMQ contained 24 items with 7 items for attitude, 4 items for 

subjective, 8 items for perceived behavioural control and 5 items for intention to use parental 

mediation strategies. The PPMQ showed acceptable psychometric properties, with each factor 

demonstrating good internal consistency and validity with existing measures. With the 

availability of this questionnaire, other researchers may further validate and use this 

questionnaire in their research, which may enhance our understanding of the predictors of 

parents’ use of mediation strategies.  
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Abstract 

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) has been used extensively to predict a wide 

range of human behaviours. The present study examined how Theory of Planned Behaviour 

factors may aid in explaining parents’ decisions to engage (or not) in parental mediation (i.e., 

strategies to manage youth’s technology use). We predicted that attitudes, subjective norms, and 

perceived behavioural control would predict parents’ intention to use parental mediation 

strategies, which would then predict parents’ self-reported use of mediation strategies. Data were 

collected from 331 Canadian parents using an online survey at two points in time, six months 

apart. Participants completed a recently developed questionnaire, the PPMQ, in addition to 

existing measures of negative attitudes about technology, perceived self-efficacy around 

technology use, and levels of digital skills. Theory of Planned Behavior factors explained   

11.6% and 10.7% of the variance in intention to use enabling and restrictive parental mediation 

strategies, respectively. As well, attitude and perceived behavioural control were identified as the 

best predictors of parents’ intentions to use both enabling and restrictive mediation strategies.  
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Introduction 

Parental mediation, the interactions that parents have with their children about technology and 

media use, is an area of research that has emerged in response to increased technology use 

among youth. Parents can mitigate risks and heighten benefits associated with technology use by 

socializing youth to use appropriate online behaviours and providing supervision (Chang et al., 

2015; Lee, 2013; Mesch, 2009). Parents are increasingly expected to actively discuss, monitor, 

and manage their children’s technology use (AAP, 2011; Brown, Shifrin, & Hill, 2015). Factors 

such as parents’ attitude towards technology, social background, and own level of Internet skills 

and technology use have been associated with parental mediation (Sonck et al., 2013). Extant 

research investigating the antecedents of parental mediation have not, however, typically been 

grounded in theory. The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1991) is a predictive model 

that investigates factors affecting an individual’s behaviours and has been frequently used to 

explain and make behavioural changes. The goal of this current study is to test whether the TPB 

can be used to help explain parents’ engagement with parental mediation.  

Parental mediation 

 There are a number of ways of characterizing the approaches parents use to mediate their 

children’s technology use. Recently, Livingstone and colleagues (2017) proposed a two-factor 

model of parental mediation strategies: enabling and restrictive, which differ in how they support 

or protect youth online. Enabling mediation encompasses active co-use (i.e., going online or 

using technology with children), active safety (i.e., engaging children in conversations about 

online safety), monitoring (i.e., checking children’s online activities after use), and technical 

strategies (i.e., using software or technological tools to limit access to time or content online). 

Enabling mediation is associated with increased online opportunities but also with greater risks. 
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On the other hand, restrictive mediation (i.e., setting rules about what children can and 

cannot access on the internet) is associated with reduced online risk but also fewer positive 

online opportunities (e.g., learning experiences and child-initiated requests for help; Livingstone 

et al., 2017). Research also has examined the antecedents of parental mediation. Factors such as 

(a) the child’s age; (b) child’s gender; (c) parents’ social background; (d) family size; (e) beliefs 

about the impacts of media on children; and (f) family communication style have been associated 

with different mediation strategies (Chen & Shi, 2019; Hwang & Jeong, 2015). There is 

however, a limited theoretical understanding of what factors influence parents’ decisions to use 

parental mediation.  

Theory of Planned Behaviour  

The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB; Ajzen, 1991) is a well-known framework that 

has been used to identify predictors of decision-making in a wide range of health-related 

parenting behaviours, including decisions about children’s medication use, vaccinations, 

sweetened beverage consumption, and physical activity levels (Walsh, Edwards, & Fraser, 2009; 

Askelson, Campo, Lowe, Smith, Dennis, & Andsager, 2010; Riebl et al., 2015; Hamilton & 

White, 2012). The Theory of Planned Behaviour suggests that individuals’ behavioural 

intentions (i.e., their motivations to perform certain behaviours) are the proximal determinants of 

their behaviour and can be used to predict future behaviours. The stronger a person’s intentions, 

the more likely they are to perform the particular behaviour. Three constructs – attitude (i.e., how 

favorable or unfavorable an individual evaluates the behaviour), subjective norms (i.e., the 

perceived social pressures to perform or not perform the behavior), and perceived behavioural 

control (i.e., PBC; the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behavior) – predict 

behavioural intention. Perceived behavioural control is also hypothesized to directly predict 
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future behaviour when individuals can accurately assess their ability and required resources to 

perform the behaviour. In sum, attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control 

indirectly predict behaviour through behavioural intention, while behavioural intention and 

perceived behavioural control directly predict behaviour.  

To the authors’ knowledge, only two studies have examined multiple aspects of the TPB 

as it applies to parental mediation (Krcmar & Cingel, 2016; Shin & Kim, 2019). Krcmar and 

Cingel (2016) investigated predictive factors of parental mediation in Dutch and American 

samples and found that attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control 

significantly predicted different types of parental mediation strategies. They did not, however, 

include behavioural intentions as a predictor in their model. Since the TPB model posits that 

attitude and subjective norms are able to predict behaviour only through behavioural intentions, 

Krcmar and Cingel (2016) omitted a crucial factor and did not adequately test the full model. 

More recently, Shin and Kim (2019) examined how Theory of Planned Behavior factors predict 

intentions to use parental mediation and found that self-efficacy (i.e., perceived behavioural 

control) was the strongest predictor of intentions to use parental mediation, regardless of the type 

of mediation. Shin and Kim (2019), however, did not examine how parents’ intentions predicted 

self-reported use of mediation strategies.  

There remains a gap in examining the full TPB model within the context of parent 

mediation. Importantly, neither Krcmar & Cingel (2016) nor Shin & Kim (2019) took into 

account temporal timing (i.e., they used a cross sectional design) and assessed parental mediation 

at the same time as its predictors, despite the TPB’s function in predicting individuals’ 

engagement in future behaviours. These methodological issues may limit the applicability of 

previous research. The current study addresses these limitations by including all components of 
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the TPB model (i.e., attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, behavioural 

intentions, and behaviour) in a longitudinal study design to investigate parental mediation use. 

Attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control toward parental mediation.  

According to the TPB, attitudes are the most robust predictors of behaviours (Ajzen, 

1991). A person’s overall evaluations (i.e., whether something is good or bad), the instrumental 

qualities of the behaviour (i.e., whether something is harmful or beneficial) and experiential 

qualities of the behaviour (i.e., whether something is pleasant or unpleasant) all comprise a 

person’s attitude and influences whether or not s/he engages in the specific behaviour. In the 

context of parental mediation, only a handful of studies have examined the predictive value of 

attitudinal factors. Results generally suggest that parents who hold specific, positive attitudes 

about managing their children’s technology use are more likely to use mediation strategies 

(Rasmussen et al., 2016; Krcmar & Cingel, 2016). Parents’ general attitudes about technology 

(i.e., whether they believed technology was harmful to their children), on the other hand, was 

unrelated to parents’ management of their children’s technology use (Sanders et al., 2016). There 

appears to be a distinction between evaluating attitudes towards technology (more generally) and 

assessing attitudes towards managing children’s technology use that highlights the importance of 

specificity when determining the likelihood of attitudes influencing engagement in parental 

mediation. 

The second TPB factor, subjective norms, influences an individual’s behaviours through 

1) injunctive norms (i.e., perceptions of whether the behaviours are approved or disapproved by 

important others) and 2) descriptive norms (i.e., whether the important others also perform the 

behaviour). In the context of parental mediation, parents are likely to discuss with one another 

how they manage their children’s technology use. These discussions would allow parents to learn 
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about the norms of other households as well as about others’ attitudes towards parental 

mediation, which may increase or decrease perceived social pressures. To date, only three studies 

have investigated the role of subjective norms in predicting parental mediation using the TPB 

(Cingel & Krcmar, 2013; Krcmar & Cingel, 2016; Shin & Kim, 2019).  

In one study sampling parents of very young children, parents’ perceived subjective 

norms were found to be related to children’s media use (Cingel & Krcmar, 2013). In a sample of 

parents with adolescents, however, subjective norms were not predictive of any mediation 

strategies for parents in the Netherlands and were only predictive of restrictive mediation for 

parents in the United States (Krcmar & Cingel, 2016). Other research from the United States 

suggests that descriptive norms, but not injunctive norms, plays a role in parents’ intention to 

engage in mediation (Shin & Kim, 2019). Together, these studies suggest there may be 

developmental and cultural differences in how subjective norms influence parental mediation. In 

this study, we investigate the influences of subjective norms on parental mediation strategies for 

parents of early adolescents. As there is limited research examining antecedents of parental 

mediation in adolescent populations, there is a need for replication using a longitudinal design.  

Finally, perceived behavioural control is believed to influence individuals’ intentions and 

self-reported behaviours through 1) the likelihood or beliefs in their ability to perform the 

behaviour and 2) whether they perceive they have volitional control over the behaviour. Many 

parents report feeling that their children know more about how to use technology than they do 

(Hong & Craig, 2019; Wang et al., 2005), and that they do not have the skills to mediate their 

children’s technology use, despite believing that it is worthwhile to do so (Yardi & Bruckman, 

2011). These beliefs may influence the kinds of mediation strategies parents do or do not use. 

Indeed, although limited, research suggests that parents are more likely to use mediation 
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strategies with their children if they believe themselves to be efficacious in managing their own 

or their children’s technology use (Sanders et al., 2016; Kcrmar & Cingel, 2016; Shin & Kim, 

2019). As perceived behavioural control can be used to both directly and indirectly (through 

intentions) predict future behaviour, this study will examine whether parents who perceive 

enabling and restrictive mediation as being easy to perform show higher intent to perform them 

and subsequent engagement in the behaviours.  

Current study 

Overall, the current study aimed to test the utility of the TPB model in predicting two 

parental mediation strategies – enabling and restrictive mediation. We hypothesized that attitude, 

subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control would significantly predict parents’ 

intentions to engage in both parental mediation strategies, such that more positive attitudes about 

each mediation strategy, more social pressures, and greater perceived behavioural control would 

predict greater intentions to use each mediation strategy. Behavioural intentions would 

subsequently emerge as a significant predictor of each parental mediation strategy six months 

later. As well, we expected that greater perceived behavioural control would directly predict 

future behaviour for both enabling and restrictive mediation. By closely examining how the three 

antecedents influence parents’ behavioural intentions and future use of parental mediation, we 

can gain valuable information on how to target intervention efforts when developing 

programming designed to help keep parents and youth safe online.  

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 331 Canadian parents (13.6% male, 86.4% female) with children 

between the ages of 11 and 14. Participants were recruited in one of three ways. The majority of 
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participants (n = 276; 82.9%) were recruited from an existing participant database containing 

records families who are interested in participating in research studies conducted within the 

Psychology Department. Fifty participants (15.1%) were recruited from the larger community 

through online advertisements (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Kijiji), posters, flyer distribution, and 

word-of-mouth. Seven participants (2.1%) were recruited from another study conducted by the 

investigators that sampled students from four local elementary schools. Of the 970 parents that 

were contacted, 387 (39.9%) consented to participate – of which 333 completed the survey 

(86.0% of total eligible participants) at time 1. All participants had at least two months to 

complete the survey. For the follow up survey, 269 parents completed the survey (80.8% 

retention rate). Although more mothers than fathers completed both surveys (t(87) = -1.43, p < 

.05; Hedges’ g = .22), participants who completed the survey only at time 1 and those who 

completed the surveys at both time points did not differ significantly on any of the key variables 

(i.e., attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control, behavioural intentions, enabling 

mediation, restrictive mediation; all ps > .25).  

Participants identified with the following ethnic/cultural identities: White (87.4%); 

Chinese (3.0%); Black (1.5%) and Filipino (1.2%). One percent or less identified with each of 

the following: South Asian, Japanese, Latin American, First Nations, and Métis. Approximately 

three percent identified as multiracial, selecting two or more ethnic/cultural identities and an 

additional 1.2% chose to write out their ethnic/cultural identity. The sample was highly educated, 

with the majority of participants having attended university (32.7%), community college 

(35.4%), graduate or professional school (20.7%), or a vocational, trade, or business school 

(3.6%). A smaller proportion of participants did not complete high school (1.5%) or graduated 
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from high school or equivalent (6.0%). Most participants (92.2%) were from small to medium-

sized Canadian cities, and 7.8% were from major cities within the same province. 

Measures 

Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire (PPMQ). As there are no existing scales 

that comprehensively assess all components of the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) for 

parental mediation, the 24-item Predicting Parental Mediation Questionnaire (PPMQ; Hong & 

Craig, 2021) was developed for this study. The PPMQ is a scale designed to assess the four 

different components of the TPB model: Attitude (e.g., “Managing my child’s technology use is 

Good/Bad”; 7 items), subjective norms (e.g., “It is expected of me to manage my child’s 

technology use”; 4 items), perceived behavioural control (e.g., “I am confident that I could 

manage my child’s technology use if I wanted to”; 8 items), and behavioural intentions (e.g., “I 

want to manage my child’s technology use”; 5 items) to use parental mediation strategies. 

Participants used a 7-item Likert scale with 1 = Harmful, and 7 = Beneficial to rate attitude 

subscale items, and 1 = Strongly disagree and 7 = Strongly agree for all other subscale items. 

Items reflecting negative valences were reversed scored, such that higher scores indicated more 

positive attitudes, greater perceived subjective norms, higher perceived behavioural control, and 

stronger intentions to use parental mediation strategies. The alpha coefficients ranged from .79 to 

.92. 

Parental mediation. Parental mediation was assessed using 28 items from the EU Kids 

Online Survey II (Livingstone, Haddon, Gorzig, & Olafsson, 2011). The parental mediation scale 

is a self-report measure consisting of five subscales: 1) Active Mediation of Internet use (e.g., 

“When your child uses the Internet, do you talk to him/her about what he/she does on the 

Internet?”; 5 items), 2) Active Mediation of Safety (e.g., “Have you ever explained to your child 
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why some websites are good or bad?”; 6 items), 3) Monitoring (e.g., “Do you sometimes check 

which websites your child visited?”; 4 items), 4) Technical Mediation (e.g., “Do your use 

parental controls or other means of keeping track of the websites your child visits?”; 4 items) and 

5) Restrictive mediation (e.g., “Do you let your child have his/her own social networking 

profile?”; 9 items). Active mediation of Internet use, Active Mediation of Safety, Monitoring, 

and Technical Mediation all fall under one main factor called “Enabling mediation,” while 

Restrictive mediation is a separate factor (Livingstone et al., 2017). As recommended by Durager 

and Sonck (2014), the rating scale was modified such that participants rated each item on a 5-

point Likert scale (0 = never, 4 = always). The alpha coefficients ranged from .72 to .89.  

Procedures 

Study procedures were approved by the General Research Ethics Board. Parents were 

contacted by phone and/or email to determine whether participants were interested in 

participating in the current study. The study was administered online six months apart, with 

participants completing the PPMQ and Parental Mediation at both time points. On average, 

participants took 15-20 minutes to complete the surveys. For parents with multiple children in 

the target age range, one child was selected by the researchers and parents were asked to keep the 

specific child in mind while completing the surveys. To thank participants for their time, they 

were offered a $5 electronic gift card each time they completed the survey.  

Data Analysis 

To investigate the hypothesized relationships among the TPB constructs and parental 

mediation strategies, structural equation modeling (SEM) was conducted using Mplus 8.2 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). The data were analyzed using the two-step approach recommended 

by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). First, two measurement models were tested to examine 
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whether the observed variables reliably reflect the hypothesized latent variables in the research 

model for the 1) TPB and 2) parental mediation constructs. For the TPB constructs, we expected 

that that four factors would emerge (i.e., attitude, subjective norms, perceived behavioural 

control, and behavioural intentions). For the parental mediation constructs, we conducted a 

pooled second order confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), as there is evidence to suggest that the 

parental mediation loads onto a second order construct (i.e., enabling and restrictive mediation; 

Livingstone et al., 2017). The model fit for both measurement models were examined using the 

following criteria: a root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) of less than .10 for 

acceptable fit (Browne & Cudeck, 1992), a comparative fit index (CFI) greater than .90 for good 

fit (Bentler & Bonett, 1980), and a standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) less than .08 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999).  

Next, the structural paths were tested to assess the predictive value of the TPB model 

(i.e., in predicting behavioural intentions and self-reported use of parental mediation). Indirect 

paths from attitude, subjective norms, and PBC to behaviour, through behavioural intentions, 

were tested, as was the direct path from PBC to behaviour. We estimated two structural model – 

one for each main type of parental mediation strategy (i.e., enabling and restrictive), as the two 

constructs were not significantly correlated (r = .11, p - .32). Because the TPB and parental 

mediation constructs are not normally distributed, MLR estimator was used as a non-normal, 

robust estimator in SEM analyses. The same goodness-of-fit indices used for the measurement 

model were used to assess the structural model.  

Results 

Table 3.1 shows the descriptive statistics for the PPMQ at Time 1 and parental mediation 

construct scales at Time 2. In general, parents reported having positive attitudes towards parental 
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mediation, moderate levels of social pressure to use parental mediation strategies, relatively 

perceived ease of using parental mediation strategies, and strong behavioural intentions to use 

parental mediation strategies with their child. Similarly, parents reported that they “sometimes” 

or “often” use enabling mediation strategies, and “rarely” and “sometimes” use restrictive 

mediation strategies.  

Table 3.1  
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 

Descriptive Statistics for PPMQ (T1) 

Subscale Mean SD 

Attitude 6.05 1.20 

Subjective Norms 4.60 1.42 

Perceived Behavioural Control 5.22 1.27 

Behavioural Intention 5.60 1.36 
*Note: Items rated on a scale of 1 to 7 with higher scores indicating higher endorsement of each TPB construct. 

Descriptive Statistics for Parental Mediation Scale (T2) 

Subscale Mean SD 

Enabling 2.46 .68 

Active Co-Use 2.28 .61 

Active Safety 2.73 .75 

Monitoring 1.91 1.05 

Technological 1.42 1.02 

Restrictive 1.52 .91 
*Note: Items rated on a scale of 1 to 4, with higher scores indicating greater use of each parental mediation strategy. 
Enabling mediation is comprised of 4 first order subscales, which are also shown above.  

 
 
Measurement model   

The measurement model for TPB constructs was assessed through a confirmatory factor analysis. 

Items with non-significant loadings (i.e., factor loading of less than .34) were dropped from the 

scale (total of three items). Results confirmed the hypothesized four-factor model on the final 21 
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items, and suggest adequate fit for the data χ2(179)= 599.15, p<.001; RMSEA= .08 (90% CI: .07 

- .09); CFI= .87; SRMR= .06. All factor loadings were significant and above .473 (see Table 

3.2). 

Table 3.2  
 
Measurement model for TPB constructs 
 

Results for measurement model 
Observed variable Latent construct b b SE Two-tailed 

p-value 

Restricting my child’s technology use is… 
Harmful: Beneficial (Att_1) 

Attitude .831 1.00 .050 .000 

Restricting my child’s technology use is… 
Bad: Good (Att_2) 

Attitude .861 1.092 .044 .000 

Restricting my child’s technology use is… 
Worthless: Useful (Att_3) 

Attitude .773 .999 .047 .000 

Managing my child’s technology use is… 
Harmful: Beneficial (Att_4) 

Attitude .804 .987 .056 .000 

Managing my child’s technology use is… 
Bad: Good (Att_5) 

Attitude .820 1.094 .055 .000 

Managing my child’s technology use is… 
Worthless: Useful (Att_6) 

Attitude .743 .955 .069 .000 

People who are important to me restrict 
their children’s technology use (SN_1) 

Subjective norms .782 1.000 .043 .000 

It is expected of me to manage my child’s 
technology use (SN_2) 

Subjective norms .558 .750 .048 .000 

People who are important to me manage 
their children’s technology use (SN_3) 

Subjective norms .946 1.184 .033 .000 

I am confident that I could restrict my 
child’s technology use if I wanted to 
(PBC_1) 

PBC .759 1.000 .039 .000 

The decision to restrict my child’s 
technology use is beyond my control* 
(PBC_2) 

PBC .845 1.198 .024 .000 

Whether I restrict my child’s use is not up 
to me* (PBC_3) 

PBC .601 1.082 .048 .000 

I am confident I could manage my child’s 
technology use if I wanted to* (PBC_4) 

PBC .689 .952 .053 .000 

The decision to manage my child’s 
technology use is beyond my control* 
(PBC_5) 

PBC .801 1.108 .037 .000 

Whether I manage my child’s technology 
use is not up to me* (PBC_6) 

PBC .624 1.079 .047 .000 

For me… Restricting my child’s technology 
use is extremely difficult: extremely easy* 
(PBC_7) 

PBC .592 .921 .040 .000 
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For me… Managing my child’s technology 
use is extremely difficult: extremely easy* 
(PBC_ 8) 

PBC .473 .735 .047 .000 

I want to restrict my child’s technology use 
(Intent_1) 

Intention .815 1.00 .042 .000 

I will try to restrict my child’s technology 
use (Intent_2) 

Intention .909 1.088 .030 .000 

I expect to restrict my child’s technology 
use (Intent_3) 

Intention .880 1.112 .031 .000 

I want to manage my child’s technology use 
(Intent_4) 

Intention .551 .583 .059 .000 

**Note: for ease of interpretation, starred items were reverse coded   
 
 

Similarly, a pooled confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to assess for the 

measurement model for parental mediation strategies. Items with non-significant loadings were 

dropped from the scale (total of three items). Results suggest an adequate fit for the data, with 

active mediation, active mediation of safety, monitoring, and technical mediation all loading 

onto a second order construct of “enabling mediation”, and “restrictive mediation” emerging as a 

separate first order construct, χ2(270)= 481.12, p<.001; RMSEA= .06 (90% CI: .05 to .07); CFI= 

.88; SRMR= .08. All factor loadings were significant and above .35 (see Table 3.3).  

Table 3.3 
 
Measurement model for parental mediation constructs 
 

Results for measurement model – Restrictive parental mediation 
Item Latent 

construct 
b b SE Two-tailed p-

value 

Active Enabling .686 1.000 .101 .000 

Active Safety Enabling .680 1.063 .076 .000 

Monitoring Enabling .824 2.091 .078 .000 

Technical Enabling .476 1.570 .098 .000 

Do you talk to your child about what s/he 
does on the internet? (PM_1) 

Active .615 1.000 .065 .000 

Do you encourage your child to explore and 
learn things on the internet? (PM_2) 

Active .455 .895 .078 .000 

Do you sit with your child while s/he uses 
the internet? (PM_3) 

Active .775 1.368 .067 .000 
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Do you stay nearby when your child uses 
the internet? (PM_4) 

Active .621 1.301 .075 .000 

Do you do shared activities together with 
your child on the internet? (PM_5) 

Active .665 1.260 .057 .000 

Do you help your child when s/he found 
something difficult to do or find on the 
internet? (PM_6) 

Active Safety .546 1.000 .072 .000 

Do you explain why some websites are 
good or bad? (PM_7) 

Active Safety .781 1.390 .036 .000 

Do you suggest ways to use the internet 
safely? (PM_8) 

Active Safety .743 1.255 .046 .000 

Do you suggest ways to behave towards 
other people online? (PM_9) 

Active Safety .701 1.328 .045 .000 

Have you help your child in the past when 
something has bothered him/her on the 
internet? (PM_10) 

Active Safety .724 1.737 .049 .000 

In general, do you talk to your child about 
what s/he would do if something on the 
internet ever bothered him/her? (PM_11) 

Active Safety .757 1.736 .047 .000 

Do you check which websites your child 
visited after s/he uses the internet, 
smartphone, or tablet? (PM_12) 

Monitoring .754 1.000 .046 .000 

Do you check the messages in his/her email 
or instant message account? (PM_13) 

Monitoring .848 1.238 .032 .000 

Do you check his/her profile on a social 
network or online community? (PM_14) 

Monitoring .779 1.209 .053 .000 

Do you check which friends or contacts 
your child adds to their social networking 
profile or instant messaging service? 
(PM_15) 

Monitoring .897 1.411 .026 .000 

Do you use parental controls or other means 
of blocking or filtering some types of 
website? (PM_16) 

Technical .778 1.000 .071 .000 

Do you use parental controls or other means 
of keeping track of the websites your child 
visits? (PM_17) 

Technical .820 1.009 .066 .000 

Do you use a service or contract that limits 
the time your child spends on the internet? 
(PM_18) 

Technical .449 .529 .082 .000 

Do you use software to prevent spam/junk 
mail or viruses? (PM_19) 

Technical .346 .515 .071 .000 

Do you currently let your child have his/her 
own social networking profile? (PM_20) 

Restrictive .746 1.000 .041 .000 

Do you currently let your child use instant 
messaging? (PM_21) 

Restrictive .767 .803 .042 .000 

Do you currently let your child download 
music or films on the internet? (PM_22) 

Restrictive .666 .732 .050 .000 

Do you currently let your child watch video 
clips on the internet? (PM_23) 

Restrictive .540 .349 .062 .000 

Do you currently let your child upload 
photos, videos, or music to share with 
others? (PM_24) 

Restrictive .713 .797 .054 .000 
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Do you currently let your child download 
free apps? (PM_25) 

Restrictive .580 .507 .061 .000 

 

Structural model 

 Overall, fit indices of the structural models indicated an acceptable fit for the TPB as a 

research model for both enabling mediation (χ2(725)= 1590.47, p<.001; RMSEA= .06 (90% CI: 

.05 to .06); CFI= .86; SRMR= .07) and restrictive mediation (χ2(313)= 683.63, p<.001; 

RMSEA= .07 (90% CI: .05 to .08); CFI= .88; SRMR= .06). See Figures 3.1 and 3.2. Although 

the chi-square was significant, other fit indices indicated adequate model fit. 

Our analyses revealed that the two of the three main factors – attitude and perceived 

behavioural control – explained 11.6% of the total variance of parents’ intention to use enabling 

mediation. Behavioural intention accounted for 8.7% of variance in self-reported use of enabling 

mediation strategies. Similarly, attitude and perceived behavioural control explained 10.7% in 

total variance of parents’ intention to use restrictive mediation. Behavioural intention accounted 

for 6.1% of variance in self-reported use of restrictive mediation strategies.  

As shown in Table 3.4, attitude was the strongest predictor of parents’ behavioural 

intention to use enabling mediation strategies (β= .22, p <.01), indicating that the more favorable 

parents’ attitudes towards enabling mediation, the more they had intentions to use these parental 

mediation strategies. Perceived behavioural control predicted parents’ intentions (β= .18, p =.02) 

as well as self-reported use of enabling strategies (β= .17, p =.05); parents who perceive enabling 

mediation as being easy to perform are more likely to be inclined to do it. Unexpectedly, 

subjective norms were not significantly associated with intentions to use enabling mediation 

strategies (β= .07, p = .29). The outcomes of our analyses also indicate that in line with the TPB, 
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parents’ behavioural intentions to use enabling mediation strategies predicted parents’ 

behavioural intentions to perform them 6 months later (β= .20, p =.03). 

 

 
 

Figure 3.1. The Theory of Planned Behavior applied to enabling mediation. Note: PBC = 
perceived behavioural control. 

 
 
Table 3.4 
 
Structural model for enabling parental mediation 
 

Results for structural model – Enabling parental mediation 

Path b b Two-tailed p-value 

Attitude to intention .220 .286 .004 

Subjective norms to intention .072 .074 .292 

PBC to intention .179 .214 .016 
 

PBC to self-reported enabling mediation .173 .045 .049 

Intention to self-reported enabling mediation .200 .043 .031 
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Similarly, attitude was the strongest predictor of parents’ behavioural intention to use 

restrictive mediation strategies (β= .21, p = .03). See Table 3.5. The more positive parents’ 

attitudes were towards restrictive mediation, the more they reported having intentions to use 

them. Perceived behavioural control significantly predicted parents’ behavioural intentions (β= 

.19, p =.03) but not self-reported use of restrictive mediation strategies (β= .13, p =.14), 

suggesting that the influence of perceived behavioural control on restrictive mediation strategies 

is more indirect (i.e., through intentions) than direct. Similar to enabling mediation, subjective 

norms were not significantly associated with intentions to use restrictive mediation strategies (β= 

.01, p = .91). In addition, as hypothesized from the TPB, parents’ behavioural intentions to use 

restrictive mediation strategies predicted parents’ behavioural intentions to perform them 6 

months later (β= .18, p =.02). 

 

 

Figure 3.2. The Theory of Planned Behavior applied to restrictive mediation. Note: PBC 
= perceived behavioural control. 
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Table 3.5  
 
Structural model for restrictive parental mediation 
 

Results for structural model – Restrictive parental mediation 

Path b b Two-tailed p-value 

Attitude to intention .207 .272 .031 

Subjective norms to intention .009 .009 .911 

PBC to intention .194 .247 .029 
 

PBC to self-reported restrictive mediation .130 .139 .135 

Intention to self-reported restrictive mediation .180 .151 .021 

 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was to test the Theory of Planned Behavior and examine the 

efficacy of using the model in explaining parents’ intentions and subsequent self-reported use of 

enabling and restrictive mediation strategies. The results supported that the Theory of Planned 

Behavior provided an adequate theoretical framework for understanding the factors that 

influence parents’ use of mediation strategies. Specifically, we found that attitude and perceived 

behavioural control were the most important antecedents in predicting parents’ intentions to use 

both enabling and restrictive mediation strategies. Subjective norms, on the other hand, did not 

emerge as a significant predictor for either mediation strategy. Perceived behavioural control 

predicted parents’ self-reported use of enabling but not restrictive mediation strategies. Finally, 

intention to use enabling and restrictive mediation significantly predicted parents’ self-reported 

use of both mediation strategies six months later. 

Influence of attitude  

Consistent with previous research on parental mediation (Krcmar & Cingel 2016; 

Rasmussen et al., 2016), attitude predicted parents’ intentions to use both mediation strategies 
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over and above the effects of subjective norms and perceived behavioural control. Results 

suggest that the more positive parents’ attitude about parental mediation, the stronger their 

intentions to engage in enabling and restrictive mediation. Parents’ attitudes about managing 

youth technology use may emerge in a number of ways, including from their own experiences 

(i.e., having positive or negative experiences managing another child’s use); exposure to the idea 

of parental mediation (i.e., seeing public service announcements about how parents can help 

youth use technology); or through observation (i.e., seeing how other parents have implemented 

mediation strategies).  

Given that attitudes, particularly those relating to specific behaviours or situations, are 

malleable and can change based on factors such as motivation, goals, and contextual cues 

(Dasgupta & Greenwald, 2001; Markman, 2010), there may be a number of ways to target this 

factor to influence a person’s behavioural intentions and thereby change his/her future 

behaviours. In the context of parental mediation, intervention efforts (i.e., digital literacy 

programs or resources about technology-related parenting practices) could include lessons or 

modules that address parents’ attitudes towards and experiences related to parental mediation. As 

well, raising awareness in the general public about positive outcomes associated with engaging 

with youth about technology (i.e., through advertisements online, through television or radio) use 

may improve attitudes towards parental mediation and subsequent behaviours. Future research 

can investigate whether improving attitudes motivates parents to further engage in parental 

mediation behaviours, which may have protective effects on youth’s online experiences.   

Influence of perceived behavioural control 

Similar to attitude, perceived behavioural control predicted parents’ intentions to engage 

in both enabling and restrictive mediation strategies. It also predicted parents’ self-reported use 
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of enabling mediation but not of restrictive mediation, suggesting that perceived behavioural 

control may be relevant in enabling mediation. Perceived behavioural control is an important 

predictor of behaviour because it assesses how much control an individual believes s/he has over 

a behaviour. As well, it takes into account the person’s expectations for how successful s/he will 

be in engaging in the behaviour, which may function as a feedback loop. For instance, even if a 

person has positive attitudes towards a behaviour, s/he will only have behavioural intentions or 

engage in the behaviour if s/he feels confident in his/her ability to perform the behaviour (Kraft, 

Rise, Sutton, & Roysamb, 2005).  

Indeed, our findings suggest that parents are motivated to use parental mediation 

strategies when they feel self-efficacious and they have control over implementing mediation 

strategies with their children. To feel self-efficacious in using enabling mediation, parents must 

feel confident in using not only the technical aspects of mediation (e.g., monitoring use, using 

technical software to block youth use, etc.) but also in engaging in difficult conversations about 

technology-related issues (e.g., safety, activities online). Perceived behavioural control can be 

increased by improving awareness, hands-on skills, and access to resources (Ajzen, 2001). 

Intervention efforts may consider empowering parents about their ability to manage youth 

technology use by training them on their role in their children’s technology use and increasing 

parents’ technical expertise. In addition, improving parents’ self-efficacy and controllability 

about enabling strategies may be beneficial, as this type of strategy requires greater parental 

involvement than restrictive strategies. 

Influence of subjective norms 

Subjective norms about parental mediation did not significantly predict parents’ 

behavioural intentions to use either mediation strategy. Although unexpected, this finding may 
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be related to methodological issues. First, the items assessing subjective norms may have lacked 

specificity regarding from whom the social pressures were being perceived. Given that parental 

mediation is a complex, ongoing behaviour with involvement of multiple parties (i.e., co-

parent/spouse, peers, children, children’s peers, etc.) with differing expectations, it may be 

important to more explicitly identify the referent social groups (i.e., who the ‘important others’ 

are). Second, subjective norms consistently have been identified as the least robust predictor of 

behavioural intention because measurement of this factor is often inadequate. Other facets of 

social influence (e.g., identification with relevant groups, personal norms and morals) are 

typically not assessed and thus measures used do not fully capture the impact of social influence 

on behaviour (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999). Third, cross-cultural 

research suggests that the influence of subjective norms on behavioural intention may be 

stronger in collectivist cultures than individualistic cultures due to greater emphasis on social 

cohesiveness and conformity (Cho & Lee, 2015; White Baker, Al-Gahtani, & Hubona, 2007). 

The current sample is from an individualistic culture where self-sufficiency is valued, parents 

may be less likely to discuss parenting practices with others. Further research is needed to better 

understand subjective norms as an antecedent to behavioural intentions before discounting the 

predictive role of this factor for parental mediation.  

Limitations and Future Research 

This study is one of the first to test the full TPB model to investigate the predictors of 

parents’ behavioural intentions and future self-reported use of parental mediation. Despite its 

strength, there are a number of limitations. First, the TPB constructs had a small effect size (i.e., 

accounting for 11.6% and 10.7% of the variance in intention to use enabling and restrictive 

parental mediation strategies, respectively). While the variances in behavioural intention 
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accounted for by the TPB in this study are lower than those found in a meta-analytic review 

across a broad range of behaviours (R2 change = .39; Armitage & Conner, 2001), they are 

consistent with results from Krmar and Cingel’s (2016) analyses of TPB for parental mediation 

(R2 change between .08 and .20).  

It is possible that while the TPB provides a parsimonious framework to understand the 

antecedents of parental mediation, there may be other factors that influence parents’ behavioural 

intentions. For instance, the TPB assumes that a person has full control of whether or not to 

perform the behaviour. Engaging in parenting practices (such as parental mediation), however, is 

rarely completely under one’s volitional control. Rather, social and economic factors; co-parents’ 

beliefs or parenting styles; and children’s temperament may influence an individual’s ability to 

implement parenting practices (NASEM, 2016). This lack of adequate control over parental 

mediation also may explain the ‘intention-behaviour gap’ (i.e., when intention is a poor predictor 

of actual behaviour change) as seen by the relatively low predictive power of behavioural 

intention on both enabling and restrictive mediation (bs= .20 and .18, respectively). In addition, 

other variables that may also influence a person’s behavioural intention – such as mood, strong 

emotions, past experience, parenting stress, etc. – are unaccounted for in the TPB (LaMorte, 

2018).  

 Another limitation of the study includes the use of only self-report measures, which may 

introduce the possibility for social desirability effects. Participants were asked to report on their 

parenting (which can be a potentially sensitive topic), and may have endorsed higher levels of 

positive attitude, perceived self-efficacy, subjective norms, behavioural intentions, and self-

reported use of parental mediation practices than in reality. Researchers however, have found the 

TPB often has greater predictive powers when self-report rather than objective/ observed 
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measures of behaviours are used (Armitage & Conner, 2001; McKenna, 2002). While it may not 

be feasible or ecologically valid to observe parents’ use of mediation strategies in a laboratory 

setting, future research might consider using experience sampling methods to better capture the 

frequency, antecedents, and consequences of parental mediation. 

 Finally, in this study, behavioural intention and self-reported behaviour of parental 

mediation were assessed approximately six months apart. Although a strength of this study is its 

longitudinal design, it is possible that the time interval between measuring intention and 

behaviour was too far apart, which may partially explain the relatively low predictive power of 

behavioural intention on both parental mediation strategies. For some temporally unstable 

behaviours (e.g., studying, attending health-screenings), predicting behaviours from intentions 

becomes less accurate as time passes (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2011). It is currently unknown whether 

parental mediation is a temporally stable or unstable behaviour. Future studies could re-assess 

self-reported parental mediation use at various time points (e.g., 1-month, 3-months, 1-year) after 

measuring intention to determine whether the predictive validity of intentions to behaviour 

declined. Despite these limitations, this study provides an understanding of the factors that 

influence parents’ decision to manage their children’s technology use.  

Conclusion 

The present research demonstrated support for applying the Theory of Planned Behavior 

model to predict parents’ use of parental mediation strategies. By identifying and using a 

theoretical framework, this study expands on prior research that typically focus on individual or 

demographic differences to explain differential use of parental mediation. Specifically, attitude 

and perceived behavioural control, but not subjective norms, were identified as significant 

predictors of behavioural intention to use both mediation strategies – which, in turn, predicted 
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self-reported use of parental mediation six months later. Results from this study provide insights 

into areas for intervention. Digital literacy programs or parent resources could specifically 

address changing parents’ attitudes and increasing parents’ sense of self-efficacy for managing 

youth technology use. Furthermore, future research could consider how additional factors such as 

past behaviours (i.e., past use of parental mediation), parenting style, and other family factors 

(i.e., number of children, birth order of the child that the parent reports on) may influence 

parents’ use of mediation strategies to better understand this important and relevant parenting 

practice. By improving parents’ attitudes and perceived behavioural control, we may be able to 

help parents and youth to have healthy technology and online habits. 
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Abstract 

The influence of child-factors (perceived parental legitimacy and parent-child disagreement 

about parental messaging) were examined as moderators of the relationships between parental 

mediation and cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. Using longitudinal survey data from 

322 parent-child dyads (children aged 11-14 years), we hypothesized that restrictive and 

enabling parental mediation would mitigate risks of negative online interactions, particularly 

when youth perceived their parents’ messaging around technology use as being legitimate and 

when there was greater agreement between parent- and youth-reports of parental mediation 

strategies used at home. Results supported moderation for restrictive mediation but not for 

enabling mediation. Restrictive mediation was predictive of less cyberbullying perpetration for 

all youth, regardless of the level of perceived parental legitimacy. As well, restrictive mediation 

was predictive of less cyberbullying victimization, particularly for youth who reported lower 

levels of discordance about parental mediation rules from parents. Exploratory post-hoc analyses 

examined the role of specific mediation strategies that comprise enabling mediation. The 

findings extend past research on how parental mediation influences youth cyberbullying 

experiences by highlighting the importance of child-effects (i.e., perceived legitimacy and 

parent-child disagreement) when considering how parents socialize youth to technology use. 

 

 

Keywords: parental mediation; cyberbullying; perceived parental legitimacy; parent-child 

disagreement; technology; parenting; adolescence 
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Introduction 

Research on parental mediation suggests that parents can mitigate risks associated with youth 

technology use. Youth whose parents who mediate their children’s technology use may be at less 

risk for experiencing cyberbullying, online risks (e.g., privacy, content, contact risks), and 

Internet addiction than youth whose parents do not mediate their technology use (Chang et al., 

2015; Lee, 2013; Mesch, 2009). Many studies in the field focus on top-down process of 

socialization (i.e., examining how parents influence child outcomes) without considering 

potential child-effects. As outlined in the contextual model of parenting (Darling & Steinberg, 

1993), children play an important part in determining the effectiveness of parenting behaviors on 

child outcomes. Given youth’s technological skills and increasingly common role as the family 

‘expert’ within technological domains (Fletcher & Blair, 2016), it is important that parental 

mediation research examine the interactions between parent and child attributes when assessing 

how parents influence online behaviors. The goal of this current study is to examine whether 

child factors (i.e., perceived parental legitimacy and concordance about rules between parents 

and children) influence the relationships between parental mediation and youth’s online 

experiences.  

Parental Mediation 

Over the years, parental mediation, or parents’ use of various strategies to manage 

children’s technology use (Livingstone & Helsper, 2008), has been characterized in a number of 

different ways. Recently, Livingstone and colleagues (2017) proposed that parental mediation 

strategies best cluster into two main factors, enabling and restrictive mediation, which differ in 

how they support or protect youth online. Enabling mediation encompasses a number of 

strategies that enable youth’s ability to go online, and includes the following strategies: active 
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co-use (i.e., going online or using technology with children), active safety (i.e., engaging 

children in conversations about online safety), monitoring (i.e., checking children’s online 

activities after use), and technical strategies (i.e., using software or technological tools to limit 

access to time or content online). Enabling mediation is associated with increased online 

opportunities but also with greater risks for encountering problematic content or interactions 

online. Restrictive mediation, on the other hand, includes strategies that prevent access to online 

content (e.g., not allowing access to certain websites or social media, limiting access to video 

sharing platforms, etc.). It has been associated with reduced negative online experiences but also 

fewer positive online opportunities and learning experiences (Livingstone et al., 2017).  

Recently, there has been a considerable effort to examine how parental mediation is 

associated with cyberbullying in adolescence. Generally, researchers have found that when 

parents engage in parental mediation strategies, it is associated with less cyberbullying 

perpetration and victimization for youth (Sasson & Mesch, 2017; Wright, 2017; Wright, 2018; 

Mesch, 2009; Chng, Liau, Khoo, & Li, 2014). However, specific mediation strategies have 

emerged as inconsistent predictors of cyberbullying involvement. For instance, Wright (2017) 

found that restrictive mediation was associated with lower levels of cyberbullying perpetration 

but with higher levels of cyberbullying victimization. Use of mediation strategies that 

emphasized active discussions, supervision, and monitoring about technology use, on the other 

hand, were associated with less cyberbullying victimization and perpetration (Wright, 2017). In 

contrast, Chng and colleagues (2014) found that restrictive mediation but not active mediation 

(i.e., strategies that promote communication, evaluation of online content with youth) were 

predictive of cyberbullying perpetration.  
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Research has begun to examine the nuanced relationships between parental mediation 

and cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. Various factors such as youth and parent 

gender and age, parental digital skills, the different tools or technologies through which youth are 

victimized, influences of peer norms, and parent attitudes towards technology appear to 

differentially influence youth outcomes (Sasson & Mesch, 2017; Sasson & Mesch, 2014; Wright, 

2017; Wright, 2018; Lee, 2012). Despite advances in this area, there is a limited understanding 

of how child-effects, or youth behaviours, may influence the effectiveness of parental mediation 

on youth cyberbullying experiences. 

Perceived Parental Legitimacy 

Although parental influences are often conceptualized as top-down processes (parent to 

child), the contextual model of parenting (Darling & Steinberg, 1993) suggests that children’s 

willingness to be socialized is an important indicator of receptivity to parental influences. 

Darling and Steinberg (1993) also posit that this willingness to be socialized is a primary 

explanatory factor in predicting youth outcomes. The concept of receptivity has been explored by 

Baumrind (1978), who studied the legitimacy of parental authority, as well as by Grusec and 

Goodnow (1994) who referred to acceptance of parental message as one of two factors that 

determine the effectiveness of parenting practices. In order for youth to accept parents’ messages 

or behaviors, the child needs to judge it to be appropriate and well-intentioned (Grusec & 

Goodnow, 1994). When adolescents view their parents as being legitimate and having authority 

or expertise within a given domain, they are less likely to break rules set by parents within that 

domain (Darling, Cumsille, & Loreto Martínez, 2007).  

The rules about technology use implemented in the home may differ depending on 

whether the family has a “youth [technology] expert” or a “parent-expert” (Fletcher & Blair, 
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2016). Indeed, Fletcher and Blair (2016) found that in homes where parents were the technology 

experts, youth were able to clearly articulate parental rules and expectations as well as the 

rationale behind such rules. This clarity was in contrast with adolescents from youth-expert 

families, who had difficulty stating parents’ rules around technology or reported that parents did 

not engage in mediation strategies (Fletcher & Blair, 2016). These results suggest that when 

parents are a source of authority on technology in the home (i.e., they are seen as a legitimate 

source of knowledge by children), youth may be more aware of and be in agreement with 

mediation strategies that parents use. Since children are increasingly better skilled and familiar 

with technology at younger ages, parental advice surrounding online media technology may be 

seen as being illegitimate by some youth if parents are not well-versed with technology (Haddon, 

2015). The types of strategies implemented and effectiveness of parental mediation strategies on 

children’s outcomes may depend, in part, on whether youth view their parents as having 

legitimate authority over their technology use. These dynamics may subsequently influence 

youth’s online behaviours. 

Parent-Child Disagreement of Parental Messaging 

In addition to children’s acceptance of parental message (i.e., perceived parental 

legitimacy), Grusec and Goodnow (1994) posit that children’s accurate perception of or 

agreement with parents’ messages is important in examining how parenting practices predict 

child outcomes. If youth accept parental messaging but their perceptions of family rules are 

inaccurate or misaligned with parents’ perceptions, strategies implemented by parents are 

unlikely to have the desired effects on youth behaviours. Within the family communication 

literature, researchers have found that there is often a discrepancy between parent- and child-

reports of the level of family interactions that exist in the home that are related to perceptual 
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differences (Richie & Fitzpatrick, 1990; Tims & Masland, 1985). When parents’ and children’s 

perceptions of their family communication styles are more closely aligned, however, it is 

associated with more mutual understanding of family interactions (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990), 

which may be related to more positive outcomes for youth. 

Despite research suggesting that parents and children differ in their reports of the amount 

and type of parental mediation strategies used in the home, little research has examined how this 

difference in parents’ and children’s perceptions affects the effectiveness of parental mediation 

(Gentile, Nathanson, Rasmussen, Reimer, & Walsh, 2012; Sonck, Nikken, & De Haan, 2013; 

Symons, Ponnet, Emmery, Walrave, & Heirman, 2017). One study has examined the effect of 

parent-child agreement in reporting parental mediation activities. They found that mediation 

strategies targeting media advertisement were effective in reducing materialistic attitudes in 

children when parent-child agreement was high (Buijzen, Rozendaal, Moorman, & Tanis, 2008). 

In other words, the more accurately children perceive parental mediation activities, the more 

effective parents’ practices may be in socializing children. By applying Grusec and Goodnow’s 

(1994) framework of socialization (i.e., how children perceive and agree with parental messages, 

as well as their willingness to accept the message and consider it to be legitimate), to technology 

use, we can gain a better understanding of the relationship between parental mediation strategies 

and children’s online behaviors. Understanding the role of child attributes in technology-related 

parenting behaviors may help increase the effectiveness of parental mediation strategies in 

reducing cyberbullying perpetration and victimization.  

Current Study 

The current study aimed to investigate the longitudinal relationship of how parental 

enabling and restrictive mediation strategies relate to youth’s cyberbullying perpetration and 
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victimization experiences. In particular, it focused on examining how perceived parental 

legitimacy and parent-child disagreement regarding parental mediation in the home could 

moderate the relationships between the different mediation strategies and youth’s online 

experiences. We hypothesized that both enabling and restrictive mediation would be predictive 

of less cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. As well, we expected that youth perceptions 

of their parents’ mediation strategies as being legitimate and parent-child agreement in reported 

mediation strategies would strengthen the effects of enabling and restrictive strategies, such that 

higher perceived parental legitimacy and more parent-child agreement would be negatively 

related to cyberbullying perpetration and victimization – for both enabling and restrictive 

mediation. By examining how youth influence the effectiveness parental mediation, we can gain 

valuable information on how to better elicit youth input when implementing parental mediation.  

Method 

Participants 

Participants were 322 pairs of Canadian youth (47.8% male, 52.2% female), aged 11 to 

14 (mean age = 12.49, SD = 1.13) and their parents (13.6% male, 86.4% female). Participants 

were recruited in one of three ways. The majority of parent-child dyads (n = 270; 83.9%) were 

recruited from an existing participant database containing records families who are interested in 

participating in research studies conducted within the Psychology Department. Forty-five pairs 

(14.0%) were recruited from the larger community through online advertisements (e.g., 

Facebook, Twitter, Kijiji), posters, flyer distribution, and word-of-mouth. Seven pairs (2.2%) 

were recruited from another study conducted by the investigators that sampled students from 

four local elementary schools. All participants had at least two months to complete the survey. 

For the follow up survey, 255 parent-child pairs completed the survey (79.2% retention rate).  
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Attrition analyses indicated that more girls than boys completed both surveys (t(321) = 

2.96, p = .02) and that youth who completed both surveys perpetrated more cyberbullying than 

youth who completed only the first survey t(319) = 1.15, p = .03. The magnitude of this 

difference, however, was small (Hedges’ g = .16). No differences were found between youth 

who completed the survey once and youth who completed both surveys for all other study 

variables (i.e., cyberbullying victimization, perceived parental legitimacy, parent-child 

disagreement index, or parental mediation; all ps > .13). For parents, more mothers than fathers 

completed both surveys (t(87) = -1.43, p < .05; Hedges’ g = .22). Parents who completed the 

survey once and those who completed the surveys at both time points did not differ significantly 

on the key parent variable (i.e., parental mediation; t(329) = .74, p = .81).  

Although we were unable to collect information about children’s ethnic identities, parents 

in the sample identified with the following ethnic/cultural identities: White (87.4%); Chinese 

(3.0%); Black (1.5%) and Filipino (1.2%). One percent or less identified with each of the 

following: South Asian, Japanese, Latin American, First Nations, and Métis. Approximately 

three percent identified as multiracial, selecting two or more ethnic/cultural identities and an 

additional 1.2% chose to write out their ethnic/cultural identity. Most participants (92.2%) were 

from small to medium-sized Canadian cities, and 7.8% were from major cities within the same 

province. 

Measures 

Parental mediation. Participants completed the EU Kids Online Survey II, a parental 

mediation self-report scale with both child- and parent-versions (28 items; Livingstone, Haddon, 

Gorzig, & Olafsson, 2011). Although both parents and their children completed the parental 

mediation scale to compute the parent-child disagreement index (see below), research suggests 
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that youth reports are more accurate in predicting online and technology-related outcomes 

(Gentile et al., 2012). As such, youth reports, rather than the parent reports, were used in this 

study to assess the level of parental mediation used in the home. 

The parental mediation scale consists of five subscales: 1) Active mediation of Internet 

use (e.g., “When you use the Internet, do your parents talk to you about what you do on the 

Internet?”; 5 items), 2) Active mediation of safety (e.g., “Has your parent ever explained to you 

why some websites are good or bad?”; 6 items), 3) Monitoring (e.g., “Does your parent 

sometimes check which websites you visited?”; 4 items), 4) Technical mediation (e.g., “Do your 

parents use parental controls or other means of keeping track of the websites you visit?”; 4 

items) and 5) Restrictive mediation (e.g., “Does your parent let you have your own social 

networking profile?”; 9 items). Active mediation of Internet use, Active mediation of safety, 

Monitoring, and Technical mediation all fall under one main factor called “Enabling mediation,” 

while Restrictive mediation is a separate factor (Livingstone et al., 2017). As recommended by 

Durager and Sonck (2014), the rating scale was modified such that participants rated each item 

on a 5-point Likert scale (0 = never, 4 = always). The alpha coefficients ranged from .70 to .90.  

Parent-child disagreement index for parental mediation. As described above, both the 

child and parent independently rated the level of parental mediation strategies (on the EU Kids 

Online Survey II) used in the home. For each parent-child pair, a disagreement score was 

calculated, reflecting the degree of parent-child disagreement about parental mediation used. To 

do so, the total sum score on the 28-item parental mediation scale for both the parent and child 

were computed for participants who responded to 80% or more of the parental mediation scale. 

Next, the sum of the child score was subtracted from the sum of the parent score. Higher positive 

scores indicated greater levels of disagreement (with parents reporting using more mediation 
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strategies than reported by their child) while scores closer to zero reflected greater agreement. 

Negative scores resulted when children reported that their parents used more mediation strategies 

in the home than did their parents.  

Perceived parental legitimacy. To examine youth’s perceived legitimacy of parents’ 

mediation strategies, six items were adapted from Kam and Pérez Torres’ (2017) scale on 

perceived legitimacy of parents’ anti-substance use messages. Youth participants were asked: 

“When you and your parent(s) have talked about technology use, how often do you…” “…feel 

like what they say applies to you?”, “…believe what they say?”. “…feel like what they say is 

important?”, “…feel like what they say is helpful to you?”, “…feel like what they say is true?” 

and “…ignore what they say?”. Items were rated on five-point scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 4 

(Always). The scale had high internal consistency (µ= .83). 

Cyberbullying perpetration and cybervictimization. Cyberbullying perpetration and 

cybervictimization were measured using the Cyber-aggression and cyber-victimization (CAV) 

scale (Shakpa & Maghsoudi, 2017). To assess for cyberbullying perpetration, youth responded to 

questions like “How often have you… posted or re-posted something embarrassing or mean 

about another person online?”, “…sent or forwarded a hurtful message electronically to 

someone?”, and “…posted or sent messages to purposefully exclude a certain person or group of 

people?” on a five-point scale ranging from 0 (Has never happened) to 4 (Happens every day). 

Corresponding 12 items assessed cybervictimization. The scale had high internal consistency 

(µ= .82 for cyber-aggression, µ = .88 for cyber-victimization).  

Procedures 

Study procedures were approved by the General Research Ethics Board. Parents were 

contacted by phone and/or email to determine whether parents and their children were interested 
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in participating in the current study. The study was administered online six months apart, with 

Time 1 data collected in May/June 2018 and Time 2 data collected in November/December 

2018. This 6-month period was selected to allow new peer groups to form in the next academic 

school year, during which time changes in cyberbullying perpetration and victimization 

experiences may emerge. As well, parents’ mediation behaviours may change across transitional 

periods in their children’s development (i.e., across academic years), with the potential for 

increased independence over digital devices or online activities. At both time points, parents 

completed the Parental Mediation scale and youth completed the Parental Mediation scale, 

Perceived Parental Legitimacy Scale, and the Cyber-aggression and Cyber-victimization scales. 

On average, participants took 15-20 minutes to complete the surveys. For parents with multiple 

children in the target age range, one child was selected by the researchers to complete the survey. 

Parents were asked to keep the specific child in mind while completing the surveys and were 

asked to complete them separately from their child. To thank participants for their time, each 

parent-child pair was offered a $5 electronic gift card each time they completed the survey.  

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were computed using SPSS 24 (IBM Corp. 2016). Confirmatory 

Factor Analyses for (CFA) and Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) were conducted in Mplus 

version 8.2 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). CFAs were used to validate the factor structures of all 

measures used. The structural models were estimated using maximum likelihood with robust 

standard errors, as MLR uses all available data to estimate the model and can handle non-

normality and missing data. Based on sample size recommendations of 5 to 10, or up to 20 

subjects per estimated parameter (Murti, 2016, Bentler & Chou, 1987), the current sample size 

was insufficient for appropriately estimating latent variable structural models. Instead, a path 



 
 
 

70 

analysis was estimated with all measured variables using MLR. All main effects and two-way 

interactions were regressed on cyberbullying and cybervictimization simultaneously. Simple 

slopes (Aiken et al., 1991) were used to probe significant interactions.  

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Overall, 3% of the data were missing at T1 and 10% were missing at T2. A non-significant 

Little’s MCAR test, X2(64) = 73.58, p = .19 indicated that the data were missing at random. Full-

information maximum likelihood was used to handle these missing data. Descriptive statistics 

are presented in Table 4.1. Study variables were approximately normally distributed, with the 

exception of cyberbullying and cybervictimization variables which were positively skewed. This 

non-normality in data was addressed using MLR. Bivariate correlations are presented in Table 

4.2. As expected, cyberbullying and cybervictimization were positively correlated. Youth 

reported that parents engaged in more restrictive mediation M = 1.91, SD = .90) than enabling 

mediation (M = 1.51, SD = .66), t(305) = 6.46, p < .001. 

Table 4.1 
 
Descriptive Statistics 
 

 Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Age 12.49 1.14 11.00 15.00 

Enabling 1.51 .66 .00 3.15 

Restrictive 1.91 .90 .00 3.78 

Disagreement Index T1 19.32 15.13 -10.00 66.00 

Legitimacy T1 2.78 .74 .00 4.00 

Cyberbullying T1 .06 .15 .00 1.14 

Cyberbullying T2 .06 .18 .00 1.17 

Cybervictimization T1 .17 .30 .00 2.00 
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Cybervictimization T2 .15 .28 .00 2.25 

 
Table 4.2  
 
Bivariate correlations 
 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 

1. Age -        

2. Enabling -.06 -       

3. Restrictive -.45** .06 -      

4. Disagreement Index T1 .06 -.59** -.28** -     

5. Legitimacy T1 -.22** .30** .15** -.09 -    

6. Cyberbullying T1 .22** .08 -.23** -.07 -.15** -   

7. Cyberbullying T2 .18** -.01 -.24** .01 -.18** .49** -  

8. Cybervictimization T1 .20** .07 -.26** -.10 -.18** .52** .52** - 

9. Cybervictimization T2 .14* .05 -.24** .03 -.23** .31** .59** .59** 

**p < .01, *p < .05 
 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

A pooled confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to validate the factor structure of 

parental mediation strategies. Results suggest an adequate fit for the data, with active co-use 

mediation, active mediation of safety, monitoring, and technical mediation all loading onto a 

second order construct of “enabling mediation”, and “restrictive mediation” emerging as a 

separate first order construct, χ2(345)= 728.54, p<.001; RMSEA= .06 (90% CI = .05 to .07); 

CFI= .87; SRMR= .07. All factor loadings were significant and above .41. Similarly, a 

confirmatory factor analysis indicated that perceived parental legitimacy yielded a one-factor 

solution with good fit (RMSEA = .06, CFI = .98, SRMR = .04). Cyberbullying and 

cybervictimization yielded a two-factor solution at time one (RMSEA = .05, CFI = .89, SRMR = 

.07) and time two ((RMSEA = .04, CFI = .90, SRMR = .06). Items with non-significant loadings 
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at both time points were dropped from the scale (total of five items for cyberbullying; none for 

cybervictimization).  

Path Analysis   

 To investigate whether perceived parental legitimacy and disagreement index moderate 

the relationships between parental mediation strategies (enabling and restricting) and 

cyberbullying and cybervictimization, a path analysis model was tested using MPlus Version 8.2 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Results indicated that the model fit the data well, χ2(2) = 3.56, p = 

.17; RMSEA= .06 (90% CI = .01 to .07); CFI= .98; SRMR= .03. Enabling mediation, restrictive 

mediation, disagreement index, perceived parental legitimacy, and two-way interactions between 

a) enabling mediation and disagreement; b) enabling mediation and legitimacy; c) restrictive 

mediation and disagreement; and d) restrictive mediation and legitimacy were entered as 

predictors of cyberbullying and cybervictimization at Time 2. Cyberbullying and 

cybervictimization scores at Time 1 were also entered as covariates.  

As shown in the statistical model, Figure 4.1, restrictive mediation (β= -.63, p = .004), 

perceived parental legitimacy (β= -.63, p =.02), and the two-way interaction between restrictive 

mediation and perceived parental legitimacy (β= .61, p =.01) significantly predicted 

cyberbullying perpetration above and beyond cyberbullying  perpetration reported at time 1. As 

well, restrictive mediation (β= -.49, p =.03) and the two-way interaction between restrictive 

mediation and disagreement index (β= .20, p =.04) significantly predicted cybervictimization 

above and beyond cybervictimization reported at T1.  
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Figure 4.1. Statistical model (path analysis). Note: dashed lines indicate non-significant 
paths. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. **p < .01, *p < .05 
 

 
The interaction between restrictive mediation and cyberbullying perpetration was probed 

by examining the relationship at low (–1 SD), medium (mean), and high (+1 SD) levels of 

perceived parental legitimacy. The relationship was significant at each level of parental 

legitimacy (low (b = -.14, p = .02); medium (b = -.12, p = .02); high (b = -.09, p = .02)), with the 

magnitude of the relationship between restrictive mediation and cyberbullying perpetration being 

stronger at lower levels of legitimacy (See Figure 4.2).   
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Figure 4.2. A visual representation of the moderation of the effect of restrictive 
mediation (X) on cyberbullying perpetration (Y) by levels of parental legitimacy (W); 
Variables are grand mean centered. 
 

Next, simple slopes follow up analyses examined the relationship between restrictive 

mediation and cybervictimization at low (–1 SD), medium (mean), and high (+1 SD) levels of 

parent-child disagreement (See Figure 4.3). The relationship between restrictive mediation and 

cybervictimization was significant at low levels of disagreement (i.e., less discrepancy between 

parent- and child-reports of parental mediation strategies used in the home; b = -.17, p = .03) and 

average levels of disagreement (b = -.14, p = .05). The link between restrictive mediation and 

cybervictimization was no longer significant when disagreement was high (i.e., greater 

discrepancies between parent-and child reports; b = -.11, p = .09).  
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Figure 4.3. A visual representation of the moderation of the effect of restrictive 
mediation (X) on cyberbullying victimization (Y) by level of parent-child disagreement 
(W); Variables are grand mean centered. 
 
 
An additional path analysis model was tested to examine a potential 3-way interaction 

between enabling mediation, perceived parental legitimacy and disagreement index, as well as a 

3-way interaction between restrictive mediation, perceived parental legitimacy and disagreement 

index in predicting cyberbullying perpetration and cybervictimization. No significant interactions 

emerged (See Table 4.3). 

Table 4.3 
 
3-way interaction 
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 b b SE 

Predicting Cyberbullying at T2    

Enabling -.42 -.11 .38 

Restrictive -.50 -.09 .37 

Disagreement Index -.01 .00 .60 

Legitimacy -.68 .02 .48 
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Exploratory post hoc analysis 

Contrary to our hypothesis, enabling mediation did not emerge as a significant predictor 

of youth reports of cyberbullying perpetration or victimization. Although a pooled confirmatory 

factor analysis indicated that active co-use mediation, active mediation of safety, monitoring and 

technical mediation all loaded onto enabling mediation (second order construct), it is possible 

that each subscale is differentially related to the outcome measures. As such, we conducted 

exploratory post-hoc analyses to investigate whether individual subscales (i.e., active co-use, 

    

Enabling x Disagreement .14 .001 .17 

Enabling x Legitimacy .64 .04 .47 

Enabling x Disagreement x Legitimacy -.19 -.001 .20 

    

Restrictive x Disagreement -.29 -.002 .92 

Restrictive x Legitimacy .46 .02 .65 

Restrictive x Disagreement x Legitimacy 
 

.34 .001 .89 
 

Predicting Cybervictimization at T2    

Enabling -.09 -.03 .32 

Restrictive -.73* -.21* .36 

Disagreement Index -.07 -.001 .43 

Legitimacy -.33 -.11 .34 

    

Enabling x Disagreement -.54 -.01 .67 

Enabling x Legitimacy .07 .01 .38 

Enabling x Disagreement x Legitimacy .55 .002 .71 

    

Restrictive x Disagreement .75 .01 .52 

Restrictive x Legitimacy .55 .05 .45 

Restrictive x Disagreement x Legitimacy -.60 -.002 .55 
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active safety, monitoring, technical mediation) that comprised enabling mediation were 

predictive of cyberbullying and cybervictimization. The path analysis model was estimated using 

MLR. 

Table 4.4 
 
Descriptive Statistics for Parental Mediation Subscales 
 

Subscale Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Active Co-Use 1.39 .72 .00 3.20 

Active Safety 2.07 1.06 .00 4.00 

Monitoring 1.10 1.03 .00 4.00 

Technological .88 .93 .00 4.00 

Restrictive 1.91 .90 .00 3.78 

 
 
Active co-use mediation, active safety mediation, monitoring mediation, technological 

mediation, restrictive mediation, disagreement index, perceived parental legitimacy, and two-

way interactions between a) active co-use mediation and disagreement; b) active co-use 

mediation and legitimacy; c) active safety mediation and disagreement; d) active safety 

mediation and legitimacy; e) monitoring mediation and disagreement; f) monitoring mediation 

and legitimacy; g) technological mediation and disagreement; technological mediation and 

legitimacy; h) restrictive mediation and disagreement; and i) restrictive mediation and legitimacy 

were entered in the path analysis as predictors of cyberbullying and cybervictimization at Time 

2. Cyberbullying and cybervictimization scores at Time 1 were also entered as covariates.  

As shown in Table 4.5, monitoring mediation (β= -.48, p = .04), restrictive mediation (β= 

-.76, p < .01), perceived parental legitimacy (β= -.66, p = .03), and the two-way interactions 

between a) active safety mediation and disagreement (β= -.35, p = .04), b) technological 

mediation and disagreement (β= -.22, p = .03), and c) restrictive mediation and legitimacy (β= 
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.77, p = .01) significantly predicted cyberbullying perpetration above and beyond cyberbullying 

at T1. In addition, active co-use mediation (β= -.60, p = .05) significantly predicted 

cybervictimization above and beyond cybervictimization at T1, such that more active co-use 

mediation was predictive of less cybervictimization. No other significant interactions emerged. 

Table 4.5 
 
Post-hoc analysis 
 

 b b SE 

Predicting Cyberbullying    

Active co-use -.21 -.05 .38 

Active safety .65 .11 .40 

Monitoring -.48* -.09 .24 

Technological -.21 -.04 .21 

Restrictive -.76** -.15** .26 

Disagreement .06 .001 .24 

Legitimacy -.66* -.15* .31 

    

Active co-use x Disagreement .04 .000 .16 

Active co-use x Legitimacy .13 .01 .38 

Active safety x Disagreement -.35* -.002* .17 

Active safety x Legitimacy -.36 -.02 .40 

Monitoring x Disagreement .08 .001 .23 

Monitoring x Legitimacy .49 .03 .27 

Technological x Disagreement .22* .002* .10 

Technological x Legitimacy .08 .01 .24 

Restrictive x Disagreement .01 .000 .19 

Restrictive x Legitimacy .77** .04* .27 

Predicting Cybervictimization    

Active co-use -.60* -.23 .32 

Active safety -.13 -.03 .46 
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Simple slopes follow up analysis examined the interaction effect of active safety 

mediation and parent-child disagreement in predicting cyberbullying. The relationship, however, 

was not significant at low (–1 SD; b = .15, p = .07), medium (mean; b = .11, p = .12), or high (+1 

SD; b = .07, p = .23) levels of parent-child disagreement. Next, simple slopes analysis were 

conducted to follow up on the interaction between technological mediation and parent-child 

disagreement index in predicting cyberbullying. Again, the relationship was not significant at 

low (–1 SD; b = -.08, p = .11), medium (mean; b = -.04, p = .32), or high (+1 SD; b = -.01, p = 

.85) levels of parent-child disagreement. Finally, the interaction between restrictive mediation 

and cyberbullying perpetration at low (–1 SD), medium (mean), and high (+1 SD) levels of 

perceived parental legitimacy was examined. The relationship was significant at each level of 

Monitoring .09 .02 .22 

Technological .18 .06 .31 

Restrictive -.28 -.08 .25 

Disagreement -.14 -.002 .17 

Legitimacy -.39 -.13 .28 

    

Active co-use x Disagreement .20 .003 .15 

Active co-use x Legitimacy .46 .05 .33 

Active safety x Disagreement -.27 -.003 .15 

Active safety x Legitimacy .31 .02 .49 

Monitoring x Disagreement -.02 .000 .10 

Monitoring x Legitimacy .09 .01 .23 

Technological x Disagreement .02 .000 .09 

Technological x Legitimacy -.31 -.03 .31 

Restrictive x Disagreement .14 .001 .13 

Restrictive x Legitimacy .11 .01 .29 
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parental legitimacy: low (b = -.18, p = .01); medium (b = -.15, p = .01); high (b = -.12, p = .01)), 

with the magnitude of the relationship between restrictive mediation and cyberbullying 

perpetration being stronger at lower levels of legitimacy. See Appendix A for visual 

representations of the exploratory post hoc simple slopes follow up analyses of significant 

interactions. 

Discussion 

The aim of this study was two-fold. First, it sought to examine how enabling and 

restrictive mediation strategies relate to youth reports of cyberbullying perpetration and 

victimization six months later. Second, the study aimed to investigate whether the effectiveness 

of both parental mediation strategies in reducing cyberbullying perpetration and victimization 

would be influenced by 1) the level of agreement between parents and children’s reports of 

parental mediation and 2) children’s acceptance of parental messaging with respect to parental 

mediation (i.e., perceived parental legitimacy of mediation in the home). Overall, the results 

supported that restrictive mediation but not enabling mediation predicted less cyberbullying 

perpetration and victimization. More specifically, restrictive mediation was predicted lower 

levels of cybervictimization among parent-child dyads with low and average levels of 

disagreement with respect to the mediation strategies used in the home. As well, restrictive 

mediation predicted less cyberbullying perpetration for youth who reported low, medium, and 

high levels of perceived parental legitimacy, with the relationship being stronger at lower levels 

of legitimacy.  

Parental Mediation Predicting Cyberbullying Perpetration and Victimization 
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Consistent with previous research on parental mediation, restrictive mediation was 

negatively related to both cyberbullying perpetration (Chang et al., 2015; Wright, 2017; Chng, 

Liau, Khoo, & Li, 2014) and cybervictimization (Mesch, 2009; Navarro, Serna, Martinez & 

Ruiz-Oliva, 2012; Livingstone & Helsper, 2008). Restrictive mediation refers to parents’ use of 

strategies that prevent their children’s access to online content, including youth having their own 

social media profile; sharing photos, videos, content with others; messaging others online; 

sharing personal information online (including geographical information); and accessing and 

watching videos on platforms that can facilitate online interaction. Results suggest that such 

prevention seems to reduce their perpetration of cyberbullying and experiences with 

cybervictimization six months later. Youth who have online profiles on social networking sites 

are at higher risks for experiencing cybervictimization, which in part may be due to increased 

disclosure of personal information which can be used by those who perpetrate cyberbullying 

(Mesch, 2009). Therefore, with respect to cyberbullying perpetration, restricting youth’s online 

activities may reduce their opportunities for perpetrating negative behaviours by limiting their 

online interactions and limiting their ability to access content that may facilitate bullying.  

Similarly, restrictive mediation may be protective against cybervictimization by 

preventing youth from disclosing potentially sensitive personal information on social media as 

well as by reducing their ability to interact with others online. Restrictive mediation may also 

help youth to develop better self-regulatory skills by parents establishing clear boundaries about 

what they may or may not access, which may reduce engagement in bullying (Chng et al., 2014). 

While this strategy appears to be useful in mid-adolescence, further research is needed to support 

parents in managing technology use with older adolescents. Indeed, there is some indication that 
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restrictive mediation may be counterproductive in older youth, with more parental rules being 

associated with riskier online behaviours (Sasson & Mesch, 2014). 

On the other hand, enabling mediation, which refers to a combination of five practices 

that enable children’s positive use of the Internet (Livingstone et al., 2017), was not related to 

youth reports of cyberbullying perpetration or victimization. Additionally, neither moderator 

(i.e., parent-youth disagreement about mediation strategies nor perceived parental legitimacy) 

significantly influenced this relationship. Enabling mediation was hypothesized to be negatively 

associated with both cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, as it requires parents to 

engage in conversations that promote critical thinking about online content, safety, and possible 

risks of certain online activities, in addition to engaging in online activities together, monitoring 

youth’s online activities following use, and implementing technical strategies to block access to 

specific sites or content. We expected that these behaviours would help parents raise awareness 

in youth of the potential dangers of participating in social networking sites and subsequently be 

predictive of reduced bullying behaviours.  

However, it is possible that while parents engaged in mediation strategies that promote 

healthy online behaviours, the frequency or dosage may not have been sufficient to impact youth 

behaviours. Indeed, youth reported that parents used restrictive mediation strategies significantly 

more often than enabling strategies. As well, it is possible that parents were using certain 

mediation strategies (for instance, technical and monitoring) but not engaging in conversations 

with their children about how these strategies are intended to keep them safe online, which may 

have contributed to non-significant findings. In addition, enabling mediation, rather than 

restrictive mediation, may become more effective as adolescents become older (Lwin, Stanaland, 

& Miyazaki, 2008). Further information about the effect of specific strategies that comprise 
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enabling mediation may be useful in identifying the most effective strategies in reducing 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. 

Parent-Child Disagreement about Parental Mediation as a Moderator 

This study also sought to examine whether the effectiveness of parental mediation 

strategies in reducing cyberbullying perpetration and victimization six months later would be 

influenced by the level of disagreement between parents and children in reported levels of 

parental mediation. Results suggest that the effectiveness of restrictive mediation was moderated 

by the level of disagreement between parents and children in reporting mediation, such that 

youth who were more concordant with parents and reported lower levels of disagreement were 

more likely to report lower levels of cybervictimization. When disagreement was high between 

youth and parents, the relationship between restrictive mediation and cybervictimization was no 

longer significant. In other words, restrictive mediation appears to be more protective against 

cybervictimization when youth more accurately perceive their parents’ restrictive mediation 

activities.  

Accurately perceiving parents’ rules and efforts to promote online safety may indicate 

that youth are adhering to and taking in parents’ messaging about technology use, which may be 

related to fewer risky online behaviours. As well, it’s possible that having clear guidelines about 

technology use and accurate perception of those rules may make it less likely for youth to engage 

in online activities they know they are not allowed to access (Darling, Cumsille, & Loreto 

Martinez, 2007). Finally, higher concordance about mediation may reflect open communication 

between parents and youth as well as strong parent-child relationships more generally, which is 

protective against the negative effects of cybervictimization (Kochenderfer-Ladd & Skinner, 

2003; Law, Shapka & Olson, 2010). Lower parent-child disagreement may reflect youth’s 
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accurate understanding of parents’ restrictive mediation activities and improved parent-child 

communication, which is related to less cybervictimization when parents engage in restrictive 

mediation. Conversely, disagreement about parental mediation was not found to be a moderator 

of the relationship between restrictive mediation and cyberbullying perpetration; enabling 

mediation and cybervictimization; or enabling mediation and cyberbullying perpetration.  

Perceived Parental Legitimacy as a Moderator 

The present results also support that youth’s perceptions of mediation strategies as being 

legitimate influences the effect of restrictive mediation on youth cyberbullying perpetration. 

While restrictive mediation was predictive of decreases in cyberbullying perpetration for youth 

across all levels of perceived parental legitimacy, this relationship was unexpectedly stronger at 

lower levels of legitimacy. For youth that report low credibility of parents’ advice about 

technology use, restrictive mediation appears to be a more relevant strategy and preventative 

against cyberbullying perpetration. This finding may demonstrate that despite youth’s rejection 

of parental messaging within the context of technology use, restrictive mediation may be 

particularly protective and effective in limiting access to technology or online content that youth 

may have otherwise used to bully others online. Similarly, for youth who reported high and 

average levels of legitimacy, lack of access to social media may also reduce opportunities for 

cyberbullying perpetration. Additionally, their belief that parents’ views on technology use is 

justified may also influence their online behaviours following use of restrictive mediation. 

Further research is needed to examine the mechanisms by which these relationships emerge.  

As youth enter mid-adolescence, they may begin to question parents’ claims about why 

certain online activities may be unsafe or undesirable, particularly when advice is not clearly 

articulated, lack justifications, or presented in an insensitive manner (Haddon, 2015). Having 
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clear and individualized messaging that are rooted in facts (Haddon, 2015), rather than universal 

advice based on fears about online activity may help parents bolster credibility from their child’s 

perspective. Research examining the effect of parental legitimacy regarding messaging about 

substance use suggests that parenting styles and parents’ own past behaviours play a significant 

role in how parents’ messaging is received (Jackson, 2002; Kam & Torres, 2017). In much the 

same way, parenting style and parents’ own behaviors surrounding technology (i.e., how they 

behave online, the content they share on social media, what content they interact with, etc.), may 

also influence how credible youth view their parents to be within the scope of technology. 

Further research on parent factors that influence children’s views of parental legitimacy, 

particularly within a developmental context, is needed to better understand which parental 

mediation strategies best mitigate risks associated with online activity for which youth. 

Post-Hoc Analyses: Taking a Closer Look at Enabling Mediation 

Contrary to our hypothesis, enabling mediation was not found to be predictive of either 

cyberbullying perpetration or victimization. One potential explanation for this finding may be 

related to differences in perspectives used to assess enabling mediation. Livingstone and 

colleague’s (2017) recent work that established enabling mediation as a separate factor from 

restrictive mediation relied on parents’ perspectives. They determined that these two sets of 

behaviours were conceptually different in how parents managed their youth’s technology use 

(i.e., preventing use of technology versus a series of strategies that enabled or allowed youth to 

engage with technology). In contrast, the current study used youth reports to predict 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, as research supports using the child’s perceptions 

of mediation to predict outcomes related to mediation (Buijzen et al., 2008). It is possible that 

from the youth perspective, individual parental mediation strategies (e.g., using technology 
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together) may be more relevant and salient in their day-to-day functioning, despite analyses 

confirming the factor structure of restrictive and enabling mediation in the current sample. Thus, 

parent- and youth-reports of enabling mediation may differentially be related to youth outcomes, 

particularly within the context of cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. 

To investigate further, we conducted exploratory post-hoc path analysis with all five 

mediation strategies described by Livingstone and colleagues (i.e., restrictive, active co-use, 

active safety, monitoring, technological) to examine whether the individual subscales that 

comprised enabling mediation were better related to youth outcomes. Monitoring mediation and 

restrictive mediation, and two-way interactions between a) active safety mediation and 

disagreement; b) technological mediation and disagreement; and c) restrictive mediation and 

legitimacy emerged as significant predictors of cyberbullying perpetration six months later. 

Upon following up on the significant interactions using simple slopes analyses, the only 

interaction that remained significant was that which was consistent with our original analyses: 

Perceived parental legitimacy negatively moderated the relationship between restrictive 

mediation and cyberbullying perpetration, with the relationship being stronger at lower levels of 

legitimacy. When we examined factors that were predictive of cybervictimization, no significant 

interactions emerged; however, active-co-use mediation was found to be significantly negatively 

associated with cybervictimization. 

In conducting these preliminary analyses, we observed that specific parental mediation 

strategies that are considered to be a part of enabling mediation may have differential effects on 

youth’s online interactions from the child-perspective. In particular, monitoring mediation (i.e., 

parents checking what online activities youth engaged in following use) was negatively 

associated with cyberbullying perpetration, such that more monitoring mediation was predictive 



 
 
 

87 

of less cyberbullying perpetration. When youth are aware that parents monitor their online 

activities, they may be less likely to engage in negative online practices, including cyberbullying 

perpetration. Families that openly use monitoring mediation may also have higher levels of 

communication and youth disclosures, which may be protective against cybervictimization 

(Gomez-Ortiz, Romera, Ortega-Ruiz, & Del Rey, 2018).  

Additionally, active co-use (i.e., parents and youth going online and using technology 

together) was negatively associated with cybervictimization, such that more active co-use was 

associated with fewer reports of youth being victimized online. This may be due to parents 

actively guiding their children away from websites or experiences that may be riskier for online 

harassment. As well, by going online together, parents may be more in tune with the online 

content their youth are interested in or being exposed to, which may lead to opportunities to 

discuss potentially negative online experiences and solutions to mitigate risks in the future. 

Although these results are exploratory, it may provide some insights into specific strategies that 

may be beneficial in reducing harmful online interactions.  

Limitations and Future Research 

 This study provided new insights into the role of child factors (i.e., parent-child 

disagreement about mediation and perceived legitimacy) in understanding the conditions under 

which parental mediation can impact youth’s online behaviours. There are, however, a number of 

limitations that need to be addressed. First, only restrictive mediation and not enabling mediation 

emerged as a significant predictor of cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. There are a 

few of possible explanations for this result, including a lower reported frequency of enabling 

mediation (potentially indicating insufficient ‘dosage’ of these strategies); different perspective 

used to assess mediation (child vs. parent); and a need for further information about how parental 
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mediation is implemented and/or enforced in the home. Regardless, this study demonstrates the 

need to first better understand how parental mediation should be assessed when examining its 

relationship with cyberbullying from the child-perspective.  

 Second, the study relied on self-report variables, which may introduce self-report biases 

and social desirability effects. Prior research has attributed parent-child disagreement to a social 

desirability bias in parents’ responses (Fujioka & Austin, 2003; Rossiter & Robertson, 1975), 

suggesting that discrepancies between parent- and child reports are a result of parents 

overreporting on their mediation activities as they view them as desirable parenting behaviour. 

On the other hand, the discrepancies may reflect a true perceptual difference between parents and 

youth. Future research should consider including a control measure of social desirability bias to 

reduce the potential effects of self-report biases. As well, accounting for all family members’ 

perceptions (i.e., all parents/guardians, siblings, etc.) about mediation used in the home could be 

helpful in providing more objective assessments of engagement in parental mediation. Including 

multiple informants, such as peer-reports, across all study variables (i.e., cyberbullying 

perpetration and victimization) may also be helpful in reducing any biases associated with self-

reports. Relatedly, the current study used youth-reports of mediation to predict their 

cyberbullying experiences; however, it may be useful to examine whether parent-reports are 

more accurate or useful in predicting youth’s online experiences. 

Finally, there may be sample size considerations that may limit this study’s findings. The 

structural equation modeling literature indicates that a sample size exceeding 200 is considered 

large (referred to as the N ³ 100 rule; Kline, 2005), and as such the current study’s sample size 

(N = 322) should be adequate. However, researchers have more recently suggested that this rule 

may be insufficient when estimating interactions. Instead, between 2-4 times or up to 16 times as 
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many participants as initially estimated may be required to detect an interaction effect as a main 

effect (Gelman, 2018; Simonsohn, 2014). Given that the current study was interested in 

investigating interaction effects of parental mediation and youth-factors (i.e., parent-child 

disagreement and legitimacy) on cyberbullying perpetration and victimization, a larger sample 

size may have provided additional power to detect interaction effects. Future research that is able 

to recruit a greater sample size may provide additional power and insights into the moderating 

relationships of perceived legitimacy and parent-child disagreement with parental mediation on 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization.   

Conclusion 

 The current study provides new insights into how parental mediation may predict youth 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization six months later. Findings from this research 

expands on prior work that examines the effects of parental mediation on youth online 

behaviours by 1) using youth-reports of parental mediation and 2) taking into account child-

initiated factors that influence the effectiveness of parenting strategies. Restrictive mediation 

seems to predict lower levels of cyberbullying perpetration across all levels of legitimacy; 

however, the relationship was strongest at lower levels of parental legitimacy. As well, restrictive 

mediation predicted less cybervictimization, particularly at lower levels of parent-child 

disagreement (i.e., when concordance about mediation used at home was higher). Although 

enabling mediation was not predictive of youth outcomes, there is preliminary evidence to 

suggest that specific parental mediation strategies (i.e., monitoring and active co-use mediation) 

that comprise enabling mediation may be differentially related to cyberbullying perpetration and 

victimization. Further research is needed to better understand how to assess parental mediation 

from the child-perspective. The current study suggests that child effects, such as children’s 
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receptivity of parental messaging and accurate perception of or agreement with parents’ 

messages, significantly influence the effect that parental mediation has on youth’s online 

outcomes. By expanding our understanding of how youth are socialized by parents (i.e., 

bidirectionally rather than solely through a top-down approach), we may be better able to 

identify the parental mediation strategies work best to protect youth online for individual 

families.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

General Discussion 
 

The primary objective of this dissertation was to examine the factors that influence 

implementation and effectiveness of parental mediation strategies. Study 1 identified a new self-

report measure that assesses antecedents of parental mediation based on the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour. Study 2 examined how factors identified in Study 1 predicted parents’ use of 

mediation strategies. Finally, Study 3 investigated the effect of parental mediation strategies on 

youth outcomes when child-effects are taken into consideration. Overall, results indicated that 

parents’ engagement and use of parental mediation may be better understood through the 

framework of the Theory of Planned Behaviour. As well, the current studies highlight the 

importance of interactions between parents and children when examining risks associated with 

technology use in youth. These findings may be used to guide future child and adolescent 

developmental research on parental mediation and online risks.   

 This thesis expands upon the parental mediation literature by examining both antecedents 

and outcomes associated with parents’ management of youth technology use. In doing so, it 

provides a broader understanding of the factors that influence and are influenced by parental 

mediation for both parents and youth. Prior research investigating the predictors of parental 

mediation has been atheoretical. Taken together, the results of studies 1 and 2 support the use of 

the Theory of Planned Behaviour (and thus attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived 

behavioural control) to predict parents’ intentions and subsequent use of mediation strategies. 

More specifically, study 1 provided evidence for a psychometrically sound instrument that may 

be used for research and/or programmatic purposes (i.e., for researchers and partner 

organizations wishing to provide parents with tools for promoting online safety). Its utility may 
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be in identifying the area(s) (i.e., attitudes, subjective norms, perceived behavioural control about 

technology use) that should be targeted to increase the likelihood that parents will engage in 

parental mediation. Study 2 built on these results to help clarify which factors predicted parents’ 

use of mediation strategies within the Canadian context. Attitudes and perceived behavioural 

control emerged as key factors to address when determining parents’ intentions to use both 

enabling and restrictive parental mediation. Finally, study 3 examined the effect of parental 

mediation on youth. Restrictive mediation, but not enabling mediation, was predictive of youth 

engaging in less cyberbullying perpetration and victimization in youth. In particular, child effects 

(i.e., youth’s perceptions of parental legitimacy and level of parent-child disagreement about 

mediation implemented in the home) strengthened the effect of restrictive mediation and 

cyberbullying perpetration and victimization. Together, these studies demonstrate the utility of 

examining both how parenting practices impact youth outcomes, as well as how those particular 

parenting behaviours are shaped to expand our understanding of parental mediation.  

Results from these studies emphasize that parenting practices, such as parental mediation, 

can be influenced by a number of factors. The Theory of Planned Behaviour helps demonstrate 

how adults’ parenting behaviours may be shaped or changed as a function of their environment 

and interactions with important others. For instance, existing attitudes may be modified by 

raising awareness; subjective norms can be changed by adopting different referent groups; and 

perceived behavioural control can be changed by providing skills that improve self-efficacy. In 

contrast, research assessing antecedents to parental mediation largely has examined factors that 

are less amenable to change, such as parents’ income level, gender, and personality traits (Sonck 

et al., 2013; Hwang & Jeong, 2015). This approach may make parents’ decisions to engage or 

not in parental mediation (and subsequent associated outcomes) seem fixed and based on parent 
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factors that may not be easily altered. As such, the Theory of Planned Behaviour helps identify 

variables in parenting behaviours that are malleable and can have a positive impact on their 

children’s online experiences.  

In addition to identifying factors that can change parental decision making, all three 

studies highlight how the dynamic relationship between parents and children can also shape the 

effects parenting practices have on youth. If children are not open to socialization by parents or 

have an accurate understanding of rules in the home, they are less likely to be shaped by specific 

parenting practices (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). Children’s perceptions not only have an impact 

on the effectiveness of parenting behaviours, but their attitudes or opinions may also be a part of 

parents’ social referent group (i.e., subjective norms) that pressures them to perform or not 

perform a behaviour. In other words, in line with the Theory of Planned Behaviour, parents may 

be taking into account their children’s beliefs and expectations when deciding whether to engage 

in parental mediation. As such, the bidirectional influences between parents and children, such 

that parental technology use influences youth technology use and youth technology use 

influences parental technology use, need to be further examined (Schuck, Otten, Engles, Barker, 

& Kleinjan, 2012). When research treats parenting practices as being static or as solely a top-

down process, we may miss valuable information about youth’s agency and their own role in 

shaping functioning and development.  

 This group of studies also highlights that despite examining a relatively newer area of 

parenting practices (i.e., managing youth technology use), core parenting principles remain 

relevant. For instance, results from Study 3 suggest that Darling and Steinberg’s contextual 

model of parenting (1993) is a key framework in understanding parental mediation, such that 

children’s willingness to be socialized and concordance/agreement between parents and 
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adolescents influenced effectiveness of parental practices. Given rapid changes in technology 

and novel ways that children engage with others online, parents may require specialized 

knowledge or training about specific skills or information regarding technology use to help keep 

youth safe. Findings from these studies however, highlight the utility of conceptualizing 

parenting practices across a number of youth behaviours (including technology use, adolescent 

substance use, diet and exercise, etc…) as extensions of broad parenting approaches. Parenting is 

often categorized into two well-studied dimensions: 1) support (i.e., how responsive, warm, and 

positive parents are) and 2) structure (i.e., supervision and monitoring of children’s behaviours, 

consistent rule-setting and disciplining behaviours, autonomy-granting behaviours) – both of 

which are needed to promote positive development in adolescence (Steinberg, 2001; Davidov & 

Grusec, 2006; Dishion & McMahon, 1998, Holden & Miller, 1999). Under this broader 

understanding of parenting, parental mediation may be understood as the ways that parents 

provide structure for youth technology use (i.e., implementing rules, discussions, or monitoring 

online content and use). Further research is needed to examine the emotional climate (i.e., 

support) within which parental mediation is implemented to understand the best balance of 

support and structure needed for optimal development and functioning in the context of youth 

technology use. It may be useful for future workshops or informational sessions delivering 

concrete skills and knowledge about technology use to also emphasize the importance of 

fostering positive parent-child relationship. Without a warm, trusting, and responsive parental 

environment, attempts to implement parental mediation may be ineffective, particularly during 

adolescence when youth begin to strive for increased independence. 

Future research 
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Although the current dissertation helped clarified the role and nature of parental 

mediation in adolescent technology use, there are a number of areas that require further 

exploration. There are considerable cultural influences on how individuals engage with 

information and communication technology (Thomas, Haddon, Giligan, Henzmann, & de 

Gournay, 2006) as well as cultural factors that play a role in how children are parented that need 

to be better understood (Giles-Sims & Lockhart, 2005). A recent meta-analysis found that culture 

significantly moderated the effects of parental mediation on children’s technology use, such that 

strategies that involve actively discussing media content and guiding appropriate use were more 

effective in reducing exposure to risky online content and time spent online for youth in Eastern 

countries, compared to youth in Western countries (Chen & Shi, 2019). As well, researchers 

have found variations in use of mediation among individualistic and collectivist countries in 

Europe (Kirwil, 2009). More specifically, Kirwil (2009) found that parents from individualistic 

cultures were more likely to mediate their children’s Internet use than parents from collectivist 

cultures. As such, parents’ preferred use of mediation strategies and effectiveness of strategies 

may depend on cultural norms. To better understand how parental mediation can be most 

effective for youth with diverse backgrounds, culturally specific knowledge may be especially 

important in a multi-cultural country such as Canada.  

Beyond cultural influences, rules about technology may develop differently in single-

parent households, households with multiple children versus one child, multigenerational 

households, re-married families with different approaches to parental mediation across 

households, or in families in which youth may take on additional duties (e.g., language brokering 

for immigrant families). Broadening our understanding of important socio-cultural 
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considerations for parental mediation may help identify the most effective strategies based on a 

variety of parent, child, family and cultural considerations. 

Furthermore, with the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic (at the time of writing), there has 

been an increase in technology use at home for both parents and youth (Drouin, McDaniel, Pater, 

& Toscos, 2020). As schools have shifted to online learning for many school-aged children, 

young people are spending a larger proportion of their day in front of screens. Youth have 

reported increases in technology use, loss of connection with friends, challenges with distance 

learning, and problems accessing internet or necessary technology to do engage in daily activities 

(Ng & Badets, 2020). There is a lack of knowledge however, regarding how patterns of parental 

mediation and youth’s cyberbullying experiences may have changed as a result of this global 

health event. It is possible that as families abruptly shifted to tele-work (when possible) and 

socializing virtually, parents’ own attitudes about technology use in the home and engagement in 

mediation strategies may have shifted. These shifts in parenting practices and increased 

technological expertise for both parents and youth may then have an impact on youth’s 

functioning online and at home. Further research is needed to examine how parents’ use of 

mediation strategies changed during the COVID-19 pandemic and its subsequent impacts.   

Although parents are important exert considerable influence over youth behaviours, peers 

become increasingly important spheres of influence throughout adolescence (Brown & Larson, 

2009). Particularly within the context of technology use, where adolescents are often engaging in 

online content with peers, it is important to examine how friends may also shape one another’s 

technology use. Sasson and Mesch (2017) found that prevailing social norms in a peer group 

significantly increased youth’s risks of experiencing cyberbullying. Specifically, youth who 

believed their friends approve of risky online behaviours were more likely to take risks online 
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themselves, and more likely to be victimized online (Sasson & Mesch, 2017). While research has 

examined how peers can exert negative peer influences, next steps in the research may be to 

clarify how positive injunctive norms about online safety (e.g., peers believing parental 

mediation keeps them safe, parental mediation being normative behaviours in peer groups, etc.) 

may also influence youth’s experiences online. As well, further research is needed investigate 

whether peers’ beliefs and/or behaviours around online safety can moderate the relationships 

between parental mediation and cyberbullying and victimization. By clarifying how peers, in 

addition to the youth’s accurate understanding of rules and perceived parental legitimacy, 

influence the effectiveness of parenting practices, we can better support parents, families, and 

communities to engage in technology as safely as possible.  

Parents are important socializing agents for children and youth across development. As 

such, parental mediation has been a focus of media and communications research in efforts to 

curb risks associated with adolescent technology use. Taken together, this current research has 

expanded our understanding of the antecedents and consequences of parental mediation; clarified 

the importance of using a theoretical framework to examine parenting behaviours; provided 

evidence for the role of parental mediation in cyberbullying perpetration and victimization; and 

highlighted how parents and their children influence one another in their technology use. Both 

parents and their children play a crucial role in creating healthy online practices during 

adolescence.  
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Appendix A:  
 

Exploratory Simple Slopes Follow Up 
 

 

 
 
Figure A1. A visual representation of the moderation of the effect of active safety 
mediation (X) on cyberbullying perpetration (Y) by levels of parent-child disagreement 
(W); Variables are grand mean centered. 
 

 

 
 

Figure A2. A visual representation of the moderation of the effect of technological 
mediation (X) on cyberbullying perpetration (Y) by levels of parent-child disagreement 
(W); Variables are grand mean centered. 
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Figure A3. A visual representation of the moderation of the effect of restrictive mediation 
(X) on cyberbullying perpetration (Y) by levels of perceived legitimacy (W); Variables 
are grand mean centered. 
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