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ABSTRACT 

 The present dissertation examines mediating and moderating factors influencing 

outcomes associated with parental mediation of media content. Specifically, potential 

unintended effects of restrictive and active mediation on attitudes and intentions of youth 

to engage with objectionable content were investigated among a sample of 149 

preadolescents and adolescents (aged 7 to 17 years). Psychological reactance—as a 

process involving freedom threat perceptions, state reactance, and reactance restoration—

was examined as a mediator of the relationships between mediation type and unintended 

outcomes including more negative attitudes toward parents, more positive attitudes 

toward objectionable content, and increased peer viewing of objectionable content. Age 

and trait reactance were examined as moderators of predicted relationships of reactance. 

   No direct or indirect associations were found pertaining to restrictive mediation, 

psychological reactance, and undesirable outcomes. A curvilinear association emerged 

among active mediation and attitudes toward parents, although in a direction counter to 

predictions. Significant interactions did occur such that advanced age and increased trait 

reactance resulted in more intense perceptions of freedom threat in response to both 

restrictive and active mediation. Further, advanced age and restrictive mediation 

interacted to produce intensified reactance restoration intentions. Overall results of the 

study emphasize the importance of accounting for moderating factors and individual 

differences in parental mediation research and in making recommendations about how 

parents interact with their children about mediated messages.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 Parents are key stakeholders in children’s lives (Erikson, 1950). From the 

beginning of children’s lives, parents are entrusted with caring for, guiding, and 

cultivating the physical, psychological (both intellectual and emotional), and social 

development of nascent beings (Erikson, 1950; Ruhl, Dolan, & Buhrmester, 2015). 

Intrinsic to this role is a certain degree of authority over offspring (Erikson, 1950). The 

manner in which this authority is exerted is essential to the quality of parent-child 

relationships and is critically important for healthy child development (Byrne & Lee, 

2011; Valkenburg, Piotrowski, Hermanns, & de Leeuw, 2013). As media is becoming an 

increasingly salient element in contemporary life (Strasburger, Wilson, & Jordan, 2014), 

the impact of parental decisions pertaining to children’s media use and exposure also 

increases (Nathanson, 1999; Strasburger et al., 2014).   

Decades of research support the notion that media content of various types can 

influence consumers’ thoughts and behaviors (see, e.g., Nabi & Oliver, 2009) and youth 

media consumption is on the rise (Strasburger et al., 2014). Many parents attempt to 

manage the influence media has on their children, whether by augmenting the effect of 

educational and prosocial content or by minimizing the effect of objectionable content 

(Nathanson, 1999). Parental intervention in children’s media consumption patterns is 

referred to as parental mediation (e.g., Nathanson, 1999; Valkenburg, Krcmar, Peeters, & 

Marseille, 1999). Common mediation strategies employed by parents include 

conversation—active mediation—and proscription—restrictive mediation (Nathanson, 

1999). Although such intervention is typically implemented with positive intentions, it 
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sometimes results in negative, unintended outcomes (Nathanson, 2002). Researchers note 

these undesired outcomes become prevalent during adolescence when a sense of rebellion 

and strong desire for autonomy become more common (Buijzen, 2009; Laursen, Coy, & 

Collins, 1998; Nathanson, 2002). 

 Previous research examined the relationship between restrictive mediation and 

several unintended outcomes, and determined that psychological reactance significantly 

contributes to a more negative attitude toward parents, a more positive attitude toward 

restricted content, and an increased intent to view restricted content (White, Rasmussen, 

& King, 2015). Psychological reactance—an ephemeral state of anger and negative 

cognition in response to a perceived threat to one’s personal freedom or choice (Brehm, 

1966; Dillard & Shen, 2005)—is especially prevalent during adolescent years (Hong, 

Giannakopoulos, Laing, & Williams, 1994). However, this previous work examined 

adolescence through a retrospective lens by asking young adults to recall past memories, 

as opposed to asking adolescents directly. Further, the previous study focused solely on 

restrictive, and not active, mediation. 

To fill these gaps in this line of research, the purpose of the current project is to 

offer refined explanations about the theoretically derived understanding of how parental 

mediation influences adolescents. Specifically, the present study will address previous 

shortcomings of past research by (1) using a sample of adolescents instead of young 

adults reflecting on adolescence, (2) examine if psychological reactance occurs regardless 

of parental mediation type, and (3) consider potential intervening variables (i.e., trait 
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reactance and age) of this reactance model found to predict unintended outcomes of 

mediation in previous research.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Parental Mediation 

 Parental mediation is any parental attempt to monitor, control, or intervene in a 

child’s media usage (Nathanson, 1999). Mediation is typically achieved through one or 

more of the following strategies: restrictive mediation, active mediation, and coviewing 

(Nathanson, 1999). Restrictive mediation occurs when parents regulate children’s use of 

media, including limiting the amount of time spent with media, defining specific media 

use hours, and prohibiting certain content (Nathanson, 2002; Valkenburg et al., 1999). 

Active mediation is defined as “parent-child discussion of the media or media content 

that is intended to impact how and the extent to which children are influenced by media 

exposure” (Rasmussen, 2013, p. 384). Coviewing refers to simultaneous parent-child 

media use (Nathanson, 1999). Restrictive and active mediation are more strongly 

regarded as intentional intervention strategies implemented with goals in mind than 

coviewing (Valkenburg et al., 2013); therefore, the dissertation study focuses on 

restrictive and active mediation.  

 Restrictive mediation. Restrictive mediation, or rule-setting regarding media 

consumption, can be an effective means of controlling children’s media use in terms of 

both content type and exposure time (Valkenburg et al., 1999). For example, in a sample 

of preadolescents and adolescents, restrictive mediation significantly associated with 

reduced Internet time and reduced online risks (Lee, 2012). Further, these outcomes were 

stronger when the restriction recipient reported having low self-control. As restrictive 

mediation is commonly enforced by parents who hold more negative attitudes toward 
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media (Warren, Gerke, & Kelly, 2002) and who have greater concerns about media 

effects (Valkenburg et al., 1999), these are desirable outcomes.  

However, restrictive mediation is not always effective at achieving desirable 

objectives. For instance, although adolescents who receive more restrictive mediation of 

television content can develop a heightened awareness of potential negative media 

effects, they do not acquire an understanding of the divergence between television’s 

constructed reality and the real world (An & Lee, 2010). From a developmental 

standpoint, this is a shortcoming of restrictive mediation: adolescents are not as adept at 

distinguishing fantasy from reality as adults and thus could benefit from guidance in this 

area (Strasburger et al., 2014).  

In addition to failing to meet desired goals in some studies, evidence suggests that 

restrictive mediation also results in unintended outcomes. Buijzen and Valkenburg (2005) 

found that, for preadolescents, restrictive mediation of advertising exposure did not 

reduce purchase requests or parent-child conflict resulting from purchase requests. 

Furthermore, more frequent restriction of advertising produced the strongest association 

with materialism. Such counterintuitive findings may be attributable to reactance effects, 

wherein restrictions inadvertently increase the intrigue of objectionable content, thus 

increasing the likelihood of preadolescents viewing and attending to restricted content 

when parents are not present. Other studies have shown that parental attempts to restrict 

and control exposure to television advertising negatively impact children’s understanding 

of advertising, making them more vulnerable to persuasive tactics (Bijmolt, Claassen, & 

Brus, 1998). 
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Similarly, preadolescents whose parents restricted exposure to a high-profile, 

violent news event reported heightened levels of fear and worry related to the news event 

when compared to preadolescents who received little or no restriction (Buijzen, Walma 

van der Molen, Sondij, 2007). Nikken and de Graaf (2013) found that the more parents 

practiced restrictive mediation of sexual content the more likely it was that adolescent 

girls had engaged in sexual activity.  

 A similarity across these findings is the role mediation intensity plays in the 

effectiveness of restrictions, and the importance of maintaining sensible restrictions. 

Nathanson (2002) exemplifies this insight with her discovery of a curvilinear relationship 

between violent content restriction and aggressive behavior. She found that very low and 

very high levels of restrictive mediation related to increased aggression, whereas 

moderate levels related to decreased aggression. She posits that imposing stricter 

regulations may elicit hostility from adolescents, manifesting in increased aggression. 

This proposition is supported by Hoffman’s work on moral development as well as 

Brehm’s theory of psychological reactance. Hoffman (1970) asserts that more severe 

threats are less persuasive as they produce anger, hostility, and delinquent behaviors in 

youths. Similarly, Brehm (1966) contends that perceiving a severe threat to one’s 

freedom will produce an intense motivation to restore freedom by any means necessary.   

Restrictive mediation is particularly likely to backfire if parents do not reason 

with adolescents regarding the need for and benefits of restrictions (An & Lee, 2010; 

Buijzen, 2009; Buijzen et al., 2007; Nathanson, 2002). Adolescents experience an intense 

desire for autonomy and a need for their thoughts and feelings to be valued (Laursen et 
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al., 1998). In the absence of a conversation acknowledging the adolescent as an 

individual and explaining rationale for restrictions, adolescents may feel parents are 

imposing unfair regulations (Nathanson, 2002). Such circumstances may lead adolescents 

to develop a less positive attitude toward parents, a more positive attitude toward 

forbidden content, and a stronger intention to view restricted content with peers or when 

parents are otherwise not present (Nathanson, 2002). For adolescents, the possibility of 

engaging with restricted content is heightened due to increased likelihood of using media 

in the bedroom (Christakis, Ebel, Rivara, & Zimmerman, 2004). 

 Previous research evidence provides a theoretical and empirical foundation to test 

the impact of restrictive mediation in producing unintended effects, particularly as the 

level of restriction intensity increases. Thus, the following hypothesis was tested: 

H1:  Increased reports of restrictive mediation experiences will be associated 

with (a) less positive attitudes toward parents, (b) more positive attitudes 

toward objectionable content, and (c) increased viewing of objectionable 

content with friends.   

Active mediation. Active mediation—or parent-child discussion pertaining to 

media—is generally effective at achieving desirable outcomes (e.g., An & Lee, 2010; 

Buijzen 2009; Nathanson, 1999). For example, adolescents whose parents engaged in 

active mediation reported not only increased awareness of possible negative media 

effects, but also exhibited a realization of the disparity between the constructed worlds of 

television and reality (An & Lee, 2010). Active mediation is also associated with 

increased adolescent skepticism of television content (Austin, 1993). Another study 
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provides support for the lasting effect of active mediation by demonstrating that young 

adults who received active mediation of pornography during their adolescent years were 

less susceptible to harmful effects associated with pornography use (Rasmussen, Ortiz, & 

White, 2015). Although active mediation is applicable in either encouraging prosocial 

media effects or deterring negative media effects, in order to be more comparable to 

restrictive mediation, the present dissertation study focuses on the use of active mediation 

to deter negative effects. 

Theoretical explanation for why active mediation may produce positive outcomes 

more often than restrictive mediation comes from self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan 

and Deci, 2000). According to this theory, three basic needs must be met for optimal 

growth, social development, and personal well-being: (1) competence, (2) autonomy, and 

(3) relatedness. Competence can be instilled in children by providing them with feedback 

about their actions and communicating with them about their surrounding environment 

(Ryan & Deci, 2000). In addition to competence, children must perceive their actions to 

be the result of an internal locus of causality, or having acted out of autonomy rather than 

being controlled by external forces (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Finally, competence and 

autonomy are bolstered by a strong sense of maternal security, or relatedness (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000).  Provided that these conditions are met, behaviors and beliefs reinforced by 

parents should be integrated as personal values, and children should develop an intrinsic 

motivation toward such behaviors and beliefs (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Active mediation, 

being based in parent-child interaction and communication, is inherently more inclined 

toward fulfilling these conditions than restrictive mediation, which is instead based 
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outside of the child’s control. This theoretical rationale, as well as the majority of insights 

related to active mediation, relates more to younger children than adolescents 

(Valkenburg et al., 2013). 

While previous research offers insights into intended and positive outcomes 

associated with active mediation of adolescent media use, the overall body of extant 

research on active mediation skews toward young children and preadolescents. 

Examining active mediation in adolescent populations as well is important because there 

is cause to believe that active mediation, as with restrictive mediation, may result in 

unintended effects. As children come into adolescence, the tendency toward rebellion 

against authority figures and desire to make independent choices increase (Laursen et al., 

1998). At the same time, adolescents’ cognitive resources are beginning to mature 

(Bijmolt et al., 1998).  

According to Piaget’s theory of cognitive development (1971), adolescents 

transition out of the concrete operations developmental stage, in which the ability to 

apply logic to concrete problems (e.g., conservation of volume, number, area, and 

orientation) is just developing, at around age 11 (Bijmolt et al., 1998). At this point, they 

begin cultivating sequential logical thinking skills during the formal operations period, 

enabling them to think in abstract or hypothetical terms (Strasburger et al., 2014). 

Similarly, Roedder’s (1981) information-processing framework classifies children ages 7 

to 10 as cued processors, meaning they are capable of storing and/or retrieving 

information when prompted, whereas children 11 or older (strategic processors) can 

spontaneously store and retrieve information without cues (Bijmolt et al., 1998). 
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Development, however, is a continuum and progress in all aspects of development vary 

on an individual basis (Strasburger et al., 2014). Even for adolescents who have highly 

advanced formal cognitive operations, many still fall victim to “pseudostupidity,” or the 

inability to simultaneously evaluate multiple alternatives and make decisions based on 

prioritization and appropriateness of action (Strasburger et al., 2014). Hence, adolescents 

are rapidly advancing toward adulthood and desiring the freedom associated with 

adulthood, while simultaneously suffering from the limited cognitive capacity inherent in 

adolescence. For the case of active mediation, this means that the parental guidance 

afforded by this strategy, despite the probable need for such guidance, is likely to be 

viewed as a threat to autonomy or freedom and thus ignored or rebelled against (Kakihara 

& Tilton-Weaver, 2009).   

Rasmussen (2014) discovered that adolescents responded less favorably to an 

active mediation message when it was delivered after they had already viewed content. 

He suggested that adolescents may perceive the mediation message as a threat to their 

freedom to watch such content in the future and thus may exhibit psychological 

reactance. Evidence, therefore, suggests the potential for active mediation to produce 

unintended effects. As reactance tends to intensify throughout the teenage years (Hong et 

al., 1994), it is important to empirically evaluate the influence of reactance on active 

mediation outcomes in an adolescent population. 

Further, as with restrictive mediation, frequency of enacting active mediation may 

be a critical factor determining its effectiveness. Buijzen and Valkenburg (2005) 

demonstrated that preadolescents whose advertising exposure was actively mediated 
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reported decreased purchase requests and materialism. However, this relationship only 

held for those whose parents rarely employed this strategy, and not for those whose 

parents frequently employed active mediation. In fact, preadolescents whose parents 

frequently actively mediated advertising reported increased parent-child conflict resulting 

from purchase requests compared to less frequent mediation. Wiman (1983) found that 

more frequent active mediation of advertising not only failed to enhance children’s 

understanding of persuasive tactics, but also resulted in a greater divergence between 

parents’ and children’s attitudes toward advertising, as well as increased purchase 

requests. He suggests that more frequent conversations about commercials and 

advertising may create more opportunities for children to ask for products they have seen 

advertised. 

Extant research on active mediation thus suggests the potential for a curvilinear 

relationship between active mediation and intended outcomes, wherein low mediation 

levels convey a lack of parental concern, high mediation levels impart overt parental 

control, yet moderate mediation levels communicate appropriate parental concern and 

structure within the home environment. 

H2:  Reports of very low and very high levels of active mediation will associate 

with (a) less positive attitudes toward parents, (b) more positive attitudes 

toward objectionable content, and (c) increased viewing of objectionable 

content with friends. 

H3:  Reports of moderate amounts of active mediation will associate with (a) 

more positive attitudes toward parents, (b) less positive attitudes toward 
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objectionable content, and (c) decreased viewing of objectionable content 

with friends. 

Psychological Reactance 

Psychological reactance is defined as “the motivational state that is hypothesized 

to occur when a freedom is eliminated or threatened with elimination” (Brehm & Brehm, 

1981, p. 37). The experience and exhibition of characteristics associated with this 

reactant state will be strengthened as the number of threatened freedoms increases, as the 

level of importance or attractiveness of the threatened freedoms increases, and as the 

potential for fulfillment of the threat increases (Brehm 1966; Brehm & Brehm, 1981). 

Psychological reactance theory (PRT; Brehm, 1966) was built on this premise and 

outlines a four-phase process through which individuals progress when experiencing state 

reactance: awareness of a particular freedom, perception of a threat to that freedom, a 

state of reactance, and finally a motivation to restore the freedom, referred to as reactance 

restoration. Applied to parental mediation, media consumption is the existing freedom, 

parental mediation is the threat to freedom, feeling angry and thinking negatively about 

the parent and/or the mediation is state reactance, and acting in opposition to the 

mediation goal is restoration. 

Although state reactance was originally conceptualized as an ephemeral state 

incapable of empirical measurement (Brehm, 1966), evidence compiled by scholars over 

the past decade suggests otherwise. Such empirical work began with thorough explication 

of state reactance in which the concept was proposed as a latent variable comprised of 

both affective and cognitive components (Dillard & Shen, 2005). Specifically, Dillard 
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and Shen (2005) developed the intertwined process model of reactance by measuring 

anger and negative cognitions in response to mediated messages. This was the first time 

in its existence that PRT could be truly tested as opposed to simply providing a 

theoretical framework, and since its creation, both the conceptualization and 

operationalization of the intertwined model have been further validated (Kim, Levine, & 

Allen, 2013; Quick & Stephenson, 2007a; Rains & Turner, 2007). Building on this 

research, scholars used the intertwined process model to measure state reactance in terms 

of the theoretical linkages proposed by the theory.  

The first theoretical linkage outlined by PRT is heightened freedom threat 

perceptions leading to increased state reactance. Evidence exists supporting this 

expectation (e.g., Quick & Stephenson, 2007a, Kim, Levine, & Allen, 2013, 2014). Quick 

and Kim (2009) successfully produced this predicted linkage of state reactance elicitation 

in response to a perceived freedom threat in an adolescent population. Best practices for 

operationalizing threat perceptions as a two-step process involving an initial induction 

check followed by empirical measurement of intertwined state reactance have also been 

established (Quick & Considine, 2008). The second theoretical linkage postulated in PRT 

is that of heightened state reactance leading to increased reactance restoration intentions.  

Reactant individuals typically attempt to reduce their own reactance levels by 

exhibiting restoration behaviors (Brehm, 1966; Quick & Stephenson, 2007b). Reactance 

restoration refers to the process of restoring one’s freedom after a threat is perceived 

(Brehm, 1966). Brehm’s original theoretical conceptualization of reactance restoration 

identifies both direct and indirect routes through which restoration can occur. 
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Theoretically, an individual can restore his/her freedom by acting in direct opposition to a 

threat, by expressing a behavior related to a threat, or by vicariously expressing 

opposition to a threat via watching others do so (Brehm & Brehm, 1981). Foundational 

research to validate this claim began with the development of the reactance restoration 

scale (Quick & Stephenson, 2007b). Empirical support for the association between 

increased state reactance and increased restoration intention has been established in 

recent years using this scale (Quick & Stephenson, 2007b, 2008).  

H4: Higher levels of a) restrictive mediation and b) active mediation will 

increase perceptions of a freedom threat. 

H5: Increased perception of a freedom threat will be associated with higher 

levels of reported state reactance. 

H6: Higher levels of state reactance will increase reactance restoration. 

H7: Increased reactance restoration will associate with (a) less favorable 

attitudes toward parents, (b) more favorable attitudes toward objectionable 

content, and (c) increased viewing of objectionable content with friends. 

Although speculation regarding the mediating role of psychological reactance in 

the relationship between parental mediation and unintended outcomes exists (e.g., 

Nathanson, 2002; Rasmussen, 2014), only one previous study explicitly measures this 

relationship (see White et al., 2015). Through sequential serial mediation analysis, results 

indicated that reactance mediated the relationship between enforcement of restrictive 

mediation and a less positive attitude toward parents, a more positive attitude toward 

restricted content, and stronger resolution to engage with restricted content with friends 
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(White et al., 2015). However, the White et al. study utilized a retrospective methodology 

requiring young adults (i.e., college students) to reflect back on adolescent years, whereas 

the present dissertation pursues the model with a sample of adolescents and 

preadolescents. Additionally, the previous study only examined these relationships in the 

context of restrictive mediation, not active mediation. Thus, this dissertation seeks to 

expand those findings by examining reactance in both restrictive and active mediation 

contexts. The hypothesized model is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Hypothesized sequential serial mediation model depicting the indirect effect of parental 
mediation—restrictive and active—on unintended effects—attitude toward parents, attitude 
toward objectionable content, peer viewing objectionable content—through three sequential 
mediators. 
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content, and (c) increased viewing of objectionable content with friends 

through the causal sequence of psychological reactance variables outlined 

in H4 through H6. 

H9: Higher levels of active mediation will associate with (a) less favorable 

attitudes toward parents, (b) more favorable attitudes toward objectionable 

content, and (c) increased viewing of objectionable content with friends 

through the causal sequence of psychological reactance variables outlined 

in H4 through H6. 

Reactance Moderators 

Reactance researchers have examined a variety of reactance moderators including 

family communication patterns around organ donation (Scott & Quick, 2012), gain- 

versus loss-framed messaging (Cho & Sands, 2011; Quick & Bates, 2010; Reinhart, 

Marshall, Feeley, & Tutzauer, 2007), sensation seeking (Miller & Quick, 2010; Quick & 

Stephenson, 2008), issue involvement (Quick et al., 2011), controlling language (Miller, 

Lane, Deatrick, Young, & Potts, 2007; Xu, 2015), message sensation value (Quick, 2013; 

Xu, 2015), message-induced empathy (Shen, 2010, 2011) and fear (Shen, 2011), 

argument quality (Rains & Turner, 2007), and trait reactance (e.g., Quick et al., 2011; 

Quick & Stephenson, 2008). Despite the wide array of contexts investigated, age has not 

specifically been examined as a moderating influence on state reactance in 

communication research. An increase in trait reactance has been documented with age 

(Hong et al., 1994), but no such investigation has been conducted for state reactance. 

Thus, the current study seeks to fill this gap in the literature. Additionally, although trait 
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reactance has been examined as a moderator of state reactance, it has not consistently 

been found to influence state reactance (e.g., White et al., 2015). This study will thus 

extend the current literature in an attempt to elucidate the role and importance of 

considering trait reactance when examining state reactance effects as they relate to 

parental mediation effects. 

Age. Adolescence is characterized by an increased desire for autonomy, self-

determination, and rebellion against authority and adult control (Grandpre et al., 2003; 

Laursen et al., 1998). Yet this developmental phase is simultaneously perceived as a 

period during which independence is vulnerable to external controlling forces (Miller, 

Burgoon, Grandpre, & Alvaro, 2006). Given these characteristics, adolescents’ may 

perceive parental mediation as an attempt at persuasion or manipulation. Such 

perceptions of explicit persuasive intent may in turn serve as a freedom threat (Kakihara 

& Tilton-Weaver, 2009; White, 1959), further inclining adolescents toward heightened 

state reactance (e.g., Quick & Considine, 2008). The likelihood of this scenario 

manifesting is higher in adolescents than in younger children due to these characteristics 

(Buijzen, 2009).   

H10: Age will interact with restrictive mediation to influence (a) freedom threat 

perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) reactance restoration, where older 

children will experience significantly more of each outcome than their 

younger counterparts. 

H11: Age will interact with active mediation to influence (a) freedom threat 

perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) reactance restoration, where older 
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children will experience significantly more of each outcome than their 

younger counterparts. 

 Trait reactance. Many people have a predisposition toward an intensified 

experience of state reactance (Hong et al., 1994). Trait reactance is associated with 

characteristics such as lack of conformity, dominance, interpersonal mistrust, denial, and 

lack of tolerance (Dowd, Wallbrown, Sanders, & Yesenosky, 1994; Seibel & Dowd, 

2001). Individuals high in trait reactance are more susceptible than low reactance 

individuals to risk behaviors such as tobacco use (Miller et al., 2006), alcohol 

consumption (Dillard & Shen, 2005), unsafe sexual activity (Miller & Quick, 2010), and 

chronic academic procrastination (Malatinacová, 2015). Highly reactant individuals are 

particularly resistant against persuasion (Russell, Russell, Boland, & Grube, 2014; 

Wiium, Aarø, & Hetland, 2009) and express anger in response to perceived persuasive 

attempts (Quick, Bates, & Quinlan, 2009). It is possible that high trait reactant 

adolescents could perceive parental mediation efforts as persuasive or controlling tactics, 

and thus experience anger as a result. 

Higher reported levels of trait reactance are associated with heightened freedom 

threat perceptions (Quick, Scott, & Ledbetter, 2011; Quick & Stephenson, 2008), 

increased state reactance (Dillard & Shen, 2005), and increased reactance restoration 

intentions (Quick & Stephenson, 2007b). For those who possess this characteristic, it 

becomes particularly prominent during adolescence (Hong et al., 1994). 

H12: Trait reactance will be positively associated with age. 
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H13: Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between restrictive 

mediation and (a) freedom threat perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) 

reactance restoration, where more reactant individuals will experience 

significantly more of each outcome than less reactant individuals. 

H14: Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between active mediation 

and (a) freedom threat perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) reactance 

restoration, where more reactant individuals will experience significantly 

more of each outcome than less reactant individuals.  

Contribution  

To summarize, the present dissertation study investigates potential unintended 

effects of parental mediation tactics, but also examines the underlying processes at work 

and the circumstances under which such unintended outcomes eventuate. Examination of 

mediating factors provides estimations of both direct effects resulting from parental 

mediation application, as well as indirect effects that may be occurring. Therefore, a more 

thorough perspective on the processes taking place can be obtained. Although previous 

research has examined psychological reactance as a mediating variable producing 

undesirable outcomes, it did so in a young adult sample required to rely on retrospection 

to provide self-reports. Given that self-report data in any circumstance is susceptible to a 

number of drawbacks, it is desirable to minimize such drawbacks when possible as 

opposed to compounding them. This study thus improves upon past work by examining 

psychological reactance as a mediator of parental mediation in an adolescent sample, a 

sample currently experiencing the phenomena under investigation.  
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 Further, the present study attempts to account for individual differences that have 

potential to cause critical differences in the experience of and reaction to parental 

mediation interventions. Researchers have documented the importance of accounting for 

individual differences including demographic traits in parental mediation research 

(Bybee, Robinson, & Turow, 1982; Nathanson, 2002; van der Voort, Nikken, & van Lil, 

1992; Warren et al., 2002). Thus, in addition to examining age and trait reactance as 

moderators of reactance, this study also accounts for the influence of sex, race, and 

annual household income in the analyses to follow.  

By considering both mediating and moderating factors associated with parental 

mediation and psychological reactance, as well as controlling for characteristics 

demographically inherent to participants, this study makes an important contribution to 

current literature by broadening our understanding of how and when unintended effects 

emanate from administration of parental mediation.   
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CHAPTER III 

 METHOD 

Participants & Procedures 

Recruitment took place in two phases over a six week period in Spring 2016 from 

a regional panel (Northeastern United States) and a national panel. The process began by 

contacting parents via email (see Appendix B) to request the participation of the parents’ 

children. Interested parents/children were directed to an online screening survey (see 

Appendix C) in Qualtrics, an online survey provider, to determine whether their child 

qualified for participation (i.e., the child met the required age specification of 7 to 17 

years old). Study details were provided at the end of this initial screening survey and 

parental consent was collected. Those not consenting were thanked for their time and 

directed out of the survey. 

Once parental consent (see Appendices D and E) was provided, child assent (see 

Appendix F) to participate was collected. Parents and children provided consent and 

assent electronically. Those children agreeing to participate continued into the full online 

survey (see Appendix G). Those not assenting were thanked for their time and directed 

out of the survey. A total of 489 parents participated in the online screener survey in 

Spring 2016 to determine their child’s eligibility for the study (and to provide consent for 

their child’s participation). Of these, 340 were excluded from analyses either because 

their child was outside the target age range (7 to 17 years of age) or because the parents 

failed to complete the screening survey.  

Overall, 149 children (aged 7 to 17 years) participated in the study. Of those 

respondents, 75 were recruited using the regional panel and 74 were recruited using a 
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proprietary, nationally representative panel.  In exchange for participation, respondents 

from the Northeastern region panel were entered into a drawing to win one of five $25 

Amazon gift cards. Respondents from the national panel were compensated by the third-

party providing the sample per their standard practices. Participants responded to the 

measures described below.  

Control Variables 

Demographics. Basic demographic information was collected from participants 

in order to statistically control for any influence exerted on outcome variables including 

age, sex, household income, and race/ethnicity. Additionally, age was examined as a 

moderator as outlined below. Sex was dichotomized as male (0) and female (1), with 

56% of the sample identifying as male (n = 84). The average participant was just over 11 

years of age (M = 11.58, SD = 2.97) and 77% (n = 114) of the sample live with families 

where household family income is greater than $50,000. Fifty-eight percent of 

participants were White (n = 87), 16% were Hispanic/Latin American (n = 24), 15% were 

African American (n = 23), and 4% were Asian (n = 6). For analytic purposes, race was 

dummy-coded as White (1) and non-White (0).  

 Media exposure. Typical weekly media exposure was estimated by creating an 

index based on four questions (see Cantor, Byrne, Moyer-Gusé, & Riddle, 2010). 

Adolescents were asked how much time they spent viewing television (1) on the morning 

of the survey, (2) after school on the preceding day, (3) after dinner on the preceding day 

and (4) on the previous Saturday. Response options provided were none, a few minutes, 

about an hour, and 2 or more hours, which were converted into 0, 15, 60, and 120 
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minutes, respectively. An average week was calculated by summing the morning, 

afternoon, and evening reports, multiplying by 5, then adding twice the Saturday report to 

account for weekends (M = 1244.70, SD = 483.58). Although this technique may produce 

imprecise measures of actual usage, it allows for a comparison of adolescents relative to 

one another. 

Independent Variables 

 Restrictive mediation. Amount of restrictive parental mediation was measured 

using an abbreviated version of the perceived parental media mediation scale 

(Valkenburg, Piotrowski, Hermanns, & Leeuw, 2013). Five items assessed whether 

participants’ parents enforce restrictions on media use and/or content with response 

options rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Participants 

answered questions such as, “How often do your parents forbid you from watching 

certain television shows or movies because they have too much violence in them?” and 

“How often do your parents limit the amount of time you are allowed to spend playing 

video games?” Scores for level of restrictive mediation were created by averaging 

participant responses to all items (M = 3.47, SD = 1.00, α = .88). Higher scores signify 

higher levels of restrictive mediation. 

 Active mediation. Amount of active parental mediation was measured using an 

abbreviated version of the perceived parental media mediation scale (Valkenburg, 

Piotrowski, Hermanns, & Leeuw, 2013). Five items evaluated whether participants’ 

parents discuss various aspects of media content with them. Response options were rated 

on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). Participants answered 
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questions such as, “How often do your parents tell you that there is too much violence 

(fighting, shooting) in the media (for example, in movies or games)?” and “How often do 

your parents tell you that what you see in movies and commercials is different than real 

life?” Scores for level of active mediation were created by averaging participant 

responses to all items (M = 3.59, SD = .97, α = .85). Higher scores indicate higher levels 

of active mediation. 

Mediating Variables 

Perceived freedom threat. Freedom threat perceptions were operationalized 

using a modified version of the four measures established by Dillard and Shen (2005). 

Modification was necessary because the original item wording refers to a message 

whereas it was necessary in this study to instead assess the parent. Participants responded 

to the following items preceded by “When my parents get involved in my media use, 

they…”: threaten my freedom to choose, try to manipulate me, try to pressure me, and try 

to make a decision for me. Response options were provided on a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7) and composites were created by 

taking the average of scores to the four items (M = 2.92, SD = 1.02, α = .88). Higher 

scores convey increased freedom threat perceptions. 

 State reactance. In accordance with the intertwined process model of state 

reactance (Dillard & Shen, 2005), state reactance was assessed by measuring both anger 

and negative cognitions. Anger was measured with four items on a 7-point Likert scale 

anchored with none of this feeling (1) and a great deal of this feeling (7). The participants 

read the prompt, “How do you feel when your parents get involved in your media use?” 
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and responded to the items annoyed, irritated, angry, and aggravated. Again, scores were 

averaged to create composites (M = 2.70, SD = 1.17, α = .93) with higher scores 

representing higher levels of anger. 

 Negative cognitions were evaluated using a thought-listing task in which 

participants responded to a prompt asking them to list every thought they remember 

having in response to parental interventions in their media use. The typical procedure for 

evaluating this type of data is as follows: 

Two trained coders review responses to this task and code each response in a 

four-step sequence (see Dillard & Shen, 2005). First, responses are segmented into 

individual units of thought. Second, as affective statements are redundant with the anger 

items already measured, affective statements are identified using a list of emotion terms 

compiled by Shaver, Schwartz, Kirson, and O’Connor (1987) and removed so only 

cognitive statements are retained. Third, the remaining cognitive statements are coded as 

relevant or irrelevant to the subject matter so that irrelevant noise can be removed from 

the data. Fourth, the remaining thought units are coded as positive, neutral, or negative.  

Positive thoughts are defined as responses that express agreement with parents, 

positive thoughts toward parents, intention to comply with parental interventions, and so 

forth. Negative thoughts are defined as responses that express disagreement with parents, 

negative thoughts toward parents, intention toward non-compliance with parental 

interventions, and so forth. Neutral thoughts are defined as non-evaluative statements. 

Only statements coded as negative are used in subsequent data analyses. 
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In this study, due to the overwhelming number of affective responses provided by 

participants, this procedure was not possible. Additionally, recent studies examining state 

reactance as a latent construct provide evidence that anger is a better predictor than 

negative cognitions, and is sufficient to measure the construct (Carpenter & Pascual, 

2016; Kim, Levine, & Allen, 2014). Thus, only scaled items measuring anger were used 

to create the variable state reactance. 

Reactance restoration. Restoration was measured using an adapted version of 

the reactance restoration scale (Quick & Stephenson, 2007b). Previous research 

measuring reactance restoration has done so in a health communication context focused 

on exercise and sunscreen safety. This study examines restoration in response to parent-

child media-related interactions. Therefore, it was necessary to adjust the wording of the 

scale items to accommodate this shift in context.  

The scale consisted of three items, each followed by four identical semantic 

differential scales. Each of the three items measured a similar latent construct assessing 

the extent to which participants intend to act in compliance with or opposition to parental 

regulations and/or guidance: Boomerang, Vicarious Boomerang, and Related 

Boomerang. The three items were: (1) When my parents get too involved in how I use 

media, I get——to do the opposite of what my parents want; (2) When my parents get 

too involved in how I use media, I get——to be around others who do the opposite of 

what my parents want; and (3) When my parents get too involved in how I use media, I 

get——to do something I’m not supposed to do. The four semantic differential scales 

were responded to on 7-point continuums anchored with unmotivated–motivated, not 
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determined–determined, not encouraged–encouraged, and not inspired–inspired. A 

single composite was created combining the three constructs by averaging responses. 

Higher scores indicate stronger restoration intentions. 

Outcome Variables 

 Attitude toward parents. Attitude toward parents was measured with two items 

adapted from Nathanson (2002): “My parents are really important to me,” and “I like to 

be with my parents.” In order to assess inter-item reliability, a third item, created for this 

study, also measured attitudes toward parents: “I care about my parents.” Responses were 

scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale with response options ranging from strongly 

disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Responses were averaged (M = 4.66, SD = .51, α = 

.75) and higher scores convey a more positive attitude toward parents. 

 Attitude toward objectionable content. Attitude toward objectionable content 

was measured using 12 statements adapted from Nathanson (2002) (e.g., “Violent TV 

shows are important to me;” “TV shows with sexual content are useful to me;” “Violent 

computer games are entertaining to me.”). Responses to these statements were scored on 

a 7-point Likert-type scale with response options ranging from strongly disagree (1) to 

strongly agree (7). Responses were averaged (M = 2.37, SD = 1.24, α = .96) with higher 

scores signifying a more positive attitude toward content. 

 Viewing of objectionable content with friends. Viewing of objectionable 

content with friends was measured with four questions adapted from Nathanson (2002) 

(e.g., “How often do you watch television containing violence with friends?” and “How 

often do you watch television containing sexual content with friends?”). Responses to 
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these questions were scored on a 7-point Likert-type scale with options ranging from 

never (1) to all the time (7). Responses were averaged to create scores for this variable 

(M = 2.46, SD = 1.20, α = .92) with higher scores indicating higher viewing levels. 

Moderating Variables 

 Age. Age (M = 11.58, SD = 2.97) was collected in order to examine its potential 

moderating effect on the relationship between restrictive mediation and freedom threat 

perceptions, and active mediation and freedom threat perceptions. 

Trait reactance. Trait reactance was assessed using an adapted version of the 

refined 11-item Hong Psychological Reactance Scale (Hong & Faedda, 1996). 

Adaptation was necessary to create item wordings comprehensible at a sixth-grade 

reading level. Included in this scale were items such as “I get upset when I am not 

allowed to make my own decisions,” “I become angry when my freedom of choice is 

restricted,” and “Challenging people just because you can is fun.” Items were scored on a 

7-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). Participant 

responses were averaged to provide trait reactance scores (M = 3.29, SD = .82, α = .89) 

where higher scores indicate a stronger predisposition toward reactance. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Prior to testing hypotheses, the correlation matrix (see Table 1) was examined to 

determine whether any demographic variables needed to be controlled to account for 

variance in key study variables that might be identified as improperly influential within 

the tested model. Several significant relationships occurred. Annual household income 

was dichotomized as less than $50,000 per year (0) and $50,000 or more per year (1) 

based on national median household income (DeNavas-Walt & Proctor, 2015). Higher 

income was significantly related to higher trait reactance, r(148) = .17, p = .04, increased 

freedom threat perceptions, r(148) = .30, p < .01, more positive objectionable content 

attitudes, r(148) = .28, p = .001, and increased objectionable content viewing with peers, 

r(147) = .31, p < .001. White participants (race coded as White = 1 and non-White = 0) 

reported significantly increased trait reactance, r(148) = .30, p < .001, perceived freedom 

threat, r(148) = .27, p = .001, state reactance, r(147) = .20, p = .02, restoration intentions, 

r(146) = .27, p = .001, objectionable content attitudes, r(148) = .46, p < .001, and 

objectionable content peer viewing, r(147) = .48, p < .001, yet held more positive 

attitudes toward parents, r(149) = -.20, p = .02. 

Sex (coded as boy = 0 and girl = 1) significantly associated with most variables of 

interest. Boys reported higher levels of trait reactance, r(148) = -.26, p = .002, restrictive 

mediation, r(147) = -.27, p = .001, active mediation, r(148) = -.19, p = .02, freedom 

threat perceptions, r(148) = -.21, p = .01, state reactance, r(147) = -.18, p = .03, 

restoration intentions, r(146) = -.22, p = .009, objectionable content attitudes, r(148) = -

.29, p < .001, and peer viewing, r(147) = -.19, p = .02. Age also produced several 
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significant relationships. Older children reported increased trait reactance, r(148) = .23, p 

= .005, state reactance, r(147) = .18, p = .03, restoration intentions, r(146) = .21, p = .01, 

objectionable content attitudes, r(148) = .30, p < .001, and peer viewing, r(147) = .36, p < 

.001. Younger children reported increased restrictive mediation levels, r(147) = -.28, p = 

.001.  

Increased media usage significantly positively associated with trait reactance, 

r(148) = .25, p = .002, active mediation levels, r(148) = .20, p = .01, restoration 

intentions, r(146) = .23, p = .006, objectionable content attitudes, r(148) = .18, p = .03, 

and peer viewing, r(147) = .17, p = .04. Thus, annual household income, race, sex, and 

media use were included as covariates in all analyses. Age entered into analyses as a 

covariate when it was not being considered as a moderator. Likewise, in all analyses 

where trait reactance was not tested for moderation effects, it was included in the model 

as a covariate. Active and restrictive mediation were rotated from independent variable to 

covariate as appropriate according to each analysis, which follows recommendations by 

Hayes (2013) for testing mediation models with two independent variables. 

Hypothesis Testing 

All analyses and results are reported in detail in this section. However, a visual 

summarization of hypothesis support, or lack thereof, is presented in Table 2. H1a – H1c 

proposed direct effects of increased levels of restrictive mediation on less positive 

parental attitudes, more positive objectionable content attitudes, and increased viewing of 

objectionable content with friends. Three hierarchical linear regression analyses were 
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Table 1. Correlation Matrix 

 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Sex 1.00              

2. Race  -.19* 1.00             

3. Annual HHI -.05 .34** 1.00            

4. Age .12 .25** .09 1.00           

5. Media Use -.05 .08 .09 .21** 1.00          

6. Trait Reactance -.26** .30** .17* .23** .25** 1.00         

7. Restrictive 

Mediation 
-.27** .08 .14 -.28** .09 .28** 1.00        

8. Active 
Mediation 

-.19* .16 .09 -.09 .20* .24** .68** 1.00       

9. Perceived 
Freedom Threat 

-.21* .27** .30** .01 .12 .71** .43** .38** 1.00      

10. State 
Reactance 

-.18* .20* .05 .18* .08 .59** .25** .18* .55** 1.00     

11. Reactance 
Restoration 

-.22** .27** -.00 .21** .23** .52** .33** .27** .47** .46** 1.00    

12. Attitude toward 
Parents 

.10 -.20* -.06 -.16 .11 -.06 .12 .07 -.08 -.20* -.08 1.00   

13. Attitude toward 

Content 
-.29** .46** .28** .30** .18* .66** .23** .24** .64** .44** .61** -.22** 1.00  

14. Peer viewing -.19* .48** .31** .36** .17* .60** .19* .25** .61** .35** .48** -.19* .82** 1.00 

Note: *p < .05  **p < .01  ***p < .001 
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performed to test H1, rotating the dependent variable in each analysis. Control 

variables—age, sex, race, annual household income, and media use—were entered in 

Block 1, with restrictive mediation entered in Block 2. Restrictive mediation was not 

significantly related to less favorable attitudes toward parents, β = .13, p = .30, more 

favorable attitudes toward objectionable content, β = .04, p = .66, nor objectionable 

content viewing with peers, β = .02, p = .79. As a result, results offer no support for H1a 

– H1c. 

 H2 and H3 predicted a curvilinear relationship in which very low and very high 

levels of active mediation were proposed to produce negative outcomes (H2a – H2c), and 

moderate amounts of active mediation were expected to result in positive outcomes (H3a 

– H3c). These hypotheses were tested using nonlinear regression. First, curve estimation 

examined potential linear and quadratic relationships among variables. For attitudes 

toward parent, a linear model proved a poor fit for the data, F(1, 146) = .69, p = .41, R2 = 

.005. As expected, a quadratic model more cleanly fit the data in the expected manner 

(see Figure 2), although the relationship remained nonsignificant, F(2, 145) = 2.74, p = 

.07, R2 = .04. Further, the direction of the relationship was opposite that predicted, 

meaning low and high levels of active mediation related to more positive parental 

attitudes, whereas moderate active mediation levels related to less positive parental 

attitudes. The quadratic equation for attitudes toward parent (y) and active mediation (x) 

follows: y = 5.419 - .545x + .087x2. Next, a curvilinear regression including all covariates 

in the model was conducted. To do this, the squared term for the quadratic equation was  
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Table 2. Hypothesis Support Overview 
H# Hypothesis Supported 

H1a 
Increased reports of restrictive mediation experiences will be associated 
with less positive attitudes toward parents.   

No 

H1b 
Increased reports of restrictive mediation experiences will be associated 
with more positive attitudes toward objectionable content.   

No 

H1c 
Increased reports of restrictive mediation experiences will be associated 
with increased viewing of objectionable content with friends.   

No 

H2a 
Reports of very low and very high levels of active mediation will associate 
with less positive attitudes toward parents. 

No 

H2b 
Reports of very low and very high levels of active mediation will associate 
with more positive attitudes toward objectionable content. 

No 

H2c 
Reports of very low and very high levels of active mediation will associate 
with increased viewing of objectionable content with friends. 

No 

H3a 
Reports of moderate amounts of active mediation will associate with more 
positive attitudes toward parents. 

No 

H3b 
Reports of moderate amounts of active mediation will associate with less 
positive attitudes toward objectionable content. 

No 

H3c 
Reports of moderate amounts of active mediation will associate with 
decreased viewing of objectionable content with friends. 

No 

H4a 
Higher levels of restrictive mediation will increase perceptions of a 
freedom threat. 

No 

H4b 
Higher levels of active mediation will increase perceptions of a freedom 
threat. 

Yes 

H5 
Increased perception of a freedom threat will be associated with higher 
levels of reported state reactance. 

Yes 

H6 Higher levels of state reactance will increase reactance restoration. No 

H7a 
Increased reactance restoration will associate with less favorable attitudes 
toward parents. 

No 

H7b 
Increased reactance restoration will associate with more favorable attitudes 
toward objectionable content. 

Yes 

H7c 
Increased reactance restoration will associate with increased viewing of 
objectionable content with friends. 

No 

H8a 
Higher levels of restrictive mediation will associate with less favorable 
attitudes toward parents through the causal sequence of psychological 
reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 

H8b 
Higher levels of restrictive mediation will associate with more favorable 
attitudes toward objectionable content through the causal sequence of 
psychological reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 

H8c 
Higher levels of restrictive mediation will associate with increased 
viewing of objectionable content with friends through the causal sequence 
of psychological reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 

H9a 
Higher levels of active mediation will associate with less favorable 
attitudes toward parents through the causal sequence of psychological 
reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 

H9b 
Higher levels of active mediation will associate with more favorable 
attitudes toward objectionable content through the causal sequence of 
psychological reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 
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H9c 
Higher levels of active mediation will associate with increased viewing of 
objectionable content with friends through the causal sequence of 
psychological reactance variables outlined in H4 through H6. 

No 

H10a 
Age will interact with restrictive mediation to influence freedom threat 
perceptions, where older children will experience significantly more of 
each outcome than their younger counterparts. 

Yes 

H10b 
Age will interact with restrictive mediation to influence state reactance, 
where older children will experience significantly more of each outcome 
than their younger counterparts. 

No 

H10c 
Age will interact with restrictive mediation to influence reactance 
restoration, where older children will experience significantly more of 
each outcome than their younger counterparts. 

Partial 

H11a 
Age will interact with active mediation to influence freedom threat 
perceptions, where older children will experience significantly more of 
each outcome than their younger counterparts. 

Partial 

H11b 
Age will interact with active mediation to influence state reactance, where 
older children will experience significantly more of each outcome than 
their younger counterparts. 

Not 

H11c 
Age will interact with active mediation to influence reactance restoration, 
where older children will experience significantly more of each outcome 
than their younger counterparts. 

Not 

H12 Trait reactance will be positively associated with age. Yes 

H13a 

Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between restrictive 
mediation and freedom threat perceptions, where more reactant individuals 
will experience significantly more of each outcome than less reactant 
individuals. 

Partial 

H13b 

Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between restrictive 
mediation and state reactance, where more reactant individuals will 
experience significantly more of each outcome than less reactant 
individuals. 

No 

H13c 

Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between restrictive 
mediation and reactance restoration, where more reactant individuals will 
experience significantly more of each outcome than less reactant 
individuals. 

No 

H14a 

Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between active mediation 
and freedom threat perceptions, where more reactant individuals will 
experience significantly more of each outcome than less reactant 
individuals. 

Yes 

H14b 
Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between active mediation 
and state reactance, where more reactant individuals will experience 
significantly more of each outcome than less reactant individuals. 

No 

H14c 
Trait reactance will moderate the relationship between active mediation 
and reactance restoration, where more reactant individuals will experience 
significantly more of each outcome than less reactant individuals. 

No 
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 created by squaring active mediation. The following equation was produced: y = 5.53 –

1.12x + 1.16 x2. This model was significant, F(9, 136) = 2.14, p = .03, R2 = .12. However, 

analyses provide no support for H2a and H3a due to the results trending in opposition to 

study predictions.  

 

Figure 2. Curvilinear relationship between active mediation and attitude toward parents. 

 In the curve estimation analyses for the relationships between active mediation 

and both objectionable content attitudes, F(1, 145) = 8.83, p = .003, R2 = .06, and peer 

viewing, F(1, 144) = 9.51, p = .002, R2 = .06, significant positive linear relationships 

emerged. These results offer no support for H2b-c and H3b-c. However, to examine these 

unexpected linear relationships further, I conducted a series of post hoc hierarchical 

linear regression analyses in the same manner of testing H1. All covariates were entered 

in Block 1, active mediation was entered in Block 2, and the dependent variable was 
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rotated accordingly. However, once all covariates were included in the model, the linear 

relationships between active mediation and attitudes toward objectionable content, β = 

.06, p = .48, and objectionable content peer viewing, β = .12, p = .15, were no longer 

significant.  

For all analyses relevant to H4 through H9, sequential serial mediation analyses 

were performed using the PROCESS extension in SPSS (model 6, see Hayes, 2013). 

Restrictive mediation and active mediation rotated as independent variables as 

appropriate, and were each retained in the model as a covariate when not acting as a 

predictor. The three reactance-relevant variables – perceived freedom threat, state 

reactance, and reactance restoration – served as sequential mediators. Covariates entered 

for these analyses included age, sex, race, annual household income, trait reactance, and 

media use. Each outcome variable received its own analysis for the models. H4 through 

H7 predicted the relationships between variables at each step of the hypothesized path 

model, whereas H8 and H9 predicted the total indirect effect of the model on each 

outcome variable. Coefficients for all paths are available in Table 3. Figure 1 presents the 

paths for the sequential serial mediation model. 

 H4a stated that restrictive mediation would be positively associated with 

perceived freedom threat. This prediction was not supported, a1 = .10, t = 1.18, p = .24, 

95% CI = -.07, .26. H4b posited that active mediation would positively relate to 

perceived freedom threat. In support of H4b, a significant and positive relationship 

emerged, a1 = .16, t = 2.09, p = .04, 95% CI = .009, .32. 
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H5 proposed a significant positive association between perceived freedom threat 

and state reactance. The expected relationship emerged in support of H5, d1 = .34, t = 

2.74, p = .007, 95% CI = .09, .59. H6, which postulated a significant positive relationship 

between state reactance and reactance restoration, was not supported, d2 = .15, t = 1.64, p 

= .10, 95% CI = -.03, .34. 

Table 3. Sequential Serial Mediation Model 
PROCESS path coefficients for OUTCOMES 

  Attitude toward Parents Attitude toward 

Objectionable Content 

Peer Viewing 

Objectionable Content 

R
es

tr
ic

ti
v
e 

M
ed

ia
ti
o
n

 

 B (SE) t B (SE) t B (SE) T 

a1 .10 (.08) 1.18     

a2 .12 (.12) 1.06     

a3 .29 (.13) 2.29*     

b1 -.05 (.07) -.77 .37 (.11) 3.51*** .47 (.11) 4.13*** 

b2 -.09 (.05) -1.87 -.06 (.07) -.85 -.16 (.08) -2.04* 

b3 -.01 (.04) -.21 .29 (.07) 4.36*** .13 (.07) 1.89 

d1 .34 (.12) 2.74**     

d2 .15 (.09) 1.64     

c1 .08 (.07) 1.26 .04 (.11) .33 .02 (.11) .21 

c1’ -.18 (.08) 2.29* -.09 (.10) -.91 -.05 (.11) -.46 

A
ct

iv
e 

M
ed

ia
ti
o
n

 

 B (SE) t B (SE) t B (SE) T 

a1 .16 (.08) 2.09*     

a2 -.10 (.11) -.85     

a3 -.05 (.12) -.41     

b1       

b2       

b3       

d1       

d2       

c1 .01 (.06) .19 .10 (.10) .94 .16 (.11) 1.56 

c1’ .02 (.06) .27 .04 (.09) .40 .08 (.10) .85 

 NOTE: No coefficients are provided for a1, a2, a3, d1, or d2 in the Outcome 2 or Outcome 3 
columns as they are identical to those presented in the Outcome 1 column. No coefficients 
are provided for b, b, or b in the Active Mediation section as they are identical to those 

presented in Restrictive Mediation section. 
  

* p < .05  ** p < .01  *** p < .001 
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H7a – H7c predicted that increased reactance restoration would associate with (a) 

less positive attitudes toward parents, (b) more positive attitudes toward objectionable 

content and (c) increased viewing of objectionable content with peers. H7a was not 

supported as the relationship between reactance restoration and attitude toward parent 

was not significant, b3 = -.01, t = -.21, p = .83, 95% CI = -.10, .08. However, a significant 

positive relationship was found between reactance restoration and attitude toward 

objectionable content, b3 = .29, t = 4.36, p < .001, 95% CI = .16, .43. This result supports 

H7b. H7c, however, was not supported as the relationship between reactance restoration 

and peer viewing was not significant, b3 = .13, t = 1.89, p = .06, 95% CI = -.006, .28.  

H8 and H9 tested a sequential serial mediation model predicting that parental 

mediation would associate with less favorable attitudes toward parents, more favorable 

attitudes toward objectionable content, and increased objectionable content viewing with 

friends, respectively, through the entire reactance process (perceived freedom threat, state 

reactance, and reactance restoration). H8a – H8c pertain to restrictive mediation, whereas 

H9a – H9c focus on active mediation. 

For H8a, with attitude toward parents as the dependent variable, the total effect 

(c1) of restrictive mediation on attitude toward parents was not significant,   = .06, t = 

.93, p = .35, 95% CI = -.07, .19. The direct effect (c1’), removing the effect of the 

mediators, was also not significant,   = .08, t = 1.26, p = .21, 95% CI = -.05, .21. Further, 

the indirect effect through all three mediators was not significant, a1d1d2b3 = .00, 95% CI 

= -.002, .00. Results find no support for H8a. 
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 H8b tested the same mediation model, rotating the dependent variable to attitude 

toward objectionable content. The total effect (c1) of restrictive mediation on 

objectionable content attitude was not significant,   = .04, t = .33, p = .74, 95% CI = -.18, 

.25. The direct effect (c1’), removing the effect of the mediators, was not significant   = -

.09, t = -.91, p = .37, 95% CI = -.29, .11. The indirect effect through all three mediators 

was also not significant, a1d1d2b3 = .002, 95% CI = -.00, .01. The indirect effect of 

restrictive mediation on attitude toward objectionable content was only significant 

through reactance restoration, a3b3 = .09, 95% CI = .02, .19. The results offer no support 

for H8b.   

 H8c again tested the same mediation model, but objectionable content viewing 

with friends was the dependent variable. The total effect (c1) of restrictive mediation on 

peer viewing was not significant,   = .02, t = .21, p = .84, 95% CI = -.20, .24. The direct 

effect (c1’), removing the effect of the mediators, was not significant,   = -.05, t = -.46, p 

= .64, 95% CI = -.26, .16. The indirect effect through all three mediators was also not 

significant, a1d1d2b3 = .00, 95% CI = -.00, .01. H8c was not supported. 

H9a, with attitude toward parents as the dependent variable, the total effect (c1) of 

active mediation on attitude toward parents was not significant,   = .01, t = .19, p = .85, 

95% CI = -.11, .13. The direct effect (c1’), removing the effect of the mediators, was not 

significant,   = .02, t = .27, p = .79, 95% CI = -.11, .14. The indirect effect through all 

three mediators was also not significant, a1d1d2b3 = -.00, 95% CI = -.003, .00. The 

indirect effect was, however, significant through freedom threat perceptions and state 
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reactance only, a1d1b2 = -.01, 95% CI = -.02, -.00, but opposite the expected direction. 

Results did not support H9a. 

 For H9b, the dependent variable in that same mediation model rotated to attitude 

toward objectionable content. The total effect (c1) of active mediation on objectionable 

content attitude was not significant,   = .10, t = .94, p = .35, 95% CI = -.11, .30. The 

direct effect (c1’), removing the effect of the mediators, was also not significant   = .04, t 

= .40, p = .69, 95% CI = -.15, .22. Further, the indirect effect through all three mediators 

was not significant, a1d1d2b3 = .003, 95% CI = -.00, .01. The indirect effect was only 

significant through freedom threat perceptions and restoration, a1d3b3 = .01, 95% CI = 

.00, .05. Thus, H9b received no support 

 H9c tested the mediation model, rotating the dependent variable to viewing of 

objectionable content with friends. The total effect (c1) of active mediation on peer 

viewing was not significant,   = .16, t = 1.56, p = .12, 95% CI = -.04, .37. The direct 

effect (c1’), removing the effect of the mediators, was not significant,   = .08, t = .85, p = 

.40, 95% CI = -.11, .28. Finally, the indirect effect through all three mediators was also 

not significant, a1d1d2b3 = .001, 95% CI = -.00, .01. As was the case with active 

mediation and attitudes toward parents, active mediation and peer viewing was indirectly 

mediated through freedom threat perceptions and anger, a1d1b2 = -.01, 95% CI = -.03, -

.00, but in the opposite direction of that predicted. H9c was not supported. 

 For H10 and H11, simple moderation analyses were performed using the 

PROCESS extension in SPSS (model 1, see Hayes, 2013). H10 predicted an interaction 

effect of age and restrictive mediation on reactance-related outcomes, such that (a) 
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freedom threat perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) reactance restoration would 

increase as age increases. H11 predicted the same interaction with respect to active 

mediation. Independent variables were not mean-centered in these analyses, as age is a 

continuous variable with a meaningful zero point, thus eliminating the need for 

standardization. Sex, race, annual household income, trait reactance, and media use 

entered as covariates in the model. 

For H10a, the overall model was significant, F(9, 135) = 26.79, p < .001, R2 = .64. 

The direct effect of restrictive mediation on freedom threat perceptions was not 

significant, b1 = -.43, t = -1.83, p = .07, 95% CI = -.90, .03, whereas the direct effect of 

age on freedom threat perceptions was significant, b2 = -.20, t = -3.04, p = .003, 95% CI = 

-.33, -.07. The overall interaction between restrictive mediation and age on freedom 

threat perceptions was significant, b3 = .05, t = 2.44, p = .02, 95% CI = .01, .08, R2Δ = 

.02. Examining this interaction at various ages revealed a conditional effect. The 

interaction was not significant at 8.60 years,   = -.04, t = -.41, p = .68, 95% CI = -.24, 

.16, or at 11.54 years,   = .09, t = 1.18, p = .24, 95% CI = -.06, .25. However, the effect 

was significant by 14.49 years,   = .23, t = 2.46, p = .02, 95% CI = .04, .41. Using the 

Johnson-Neyman technique to specify this trend showed that the effect became 

significant at 13.05 years,   = .16, t = 1.98, p = .05, 95% CI = .00, .33, and steadily 

increased through 17.00 years,   = .34, t = 2.76, p = .007, 95% CI = .10, .59. H10a was 

supported (see Figure 3). 

The overall model examining age as a moderator of the relationship between 

restrictive mediation and state reactance (H10b) was significant, F(9, 134) = 9.22, p < 
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Figure 3. Interaction of restrictive mediation and age on freedom threat perceptions. 

 

.001, R2 = .62. Neither the direct effect of restrictive mediation, b1 = -.22, t = -.63, p = 

.53, 95% CI = -.92, .47, nor the direct effect of age on state reactance were significant, b2 

= -.09, t = -.87, p = .39, 95% CI = -.29, .11. The overall interaction between restrictive 

mediation and age on state reactance was also not significant, b3 = .03, t = 1.19, p = .24, 

95% CI = -.02, .09, R2Δ = .01. Examination of the interaction at various ages showed a 

conditional increasing effect that only approached significance at the highest level. The 

interaction was not significant at 8.63 years,   = .06, t = .41, p = .68, 95% CI = -.23, .36, 

or 11.58 years,   = .16, t = 1.34, p = .18, 95% CI = -.08, .39. By 14.51 years, the effect 
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increased in magnitude but was still not statistically significant,   = .26, t = 1.85, p = .07, 

95% CI = -.02, .53. H10b was not supported. 

H10c proposed a simple moderation of age on the relationship between restrictive 

mediation and reactance restoration. This overall model was significant, F(9, 133) = 8.91, 

p < .001, R2 = .38. Neither the direct effect of restrictive mediation, b1 = .11, t = .29, p = 

.77, 95% CI = -.64, .86, the direct effect of age, b2 = .005, t = .05, p = .96, 95% CI = -.20, 

.21, nor the overall interaction between restrictive mediation and age on reactance 

restoration were significant, b3 = .02, t = .62, p = .53, 95% CI = -.04, .08, R2Δ = .001. 

However, inspection of the conditional effect of restrictive mediation on restoration 

uncovered an increasing trend. The interaction at 8.68 years was not significant,   = .27, t 

= 1.70, p = .09, 95% CI = -.04, .59. However, it was significant at 11.59 years,   = .33, t 

= 2.58, p = .01, 95% CI = .08, .58, and at 14.51 years,   = .38, t = 2.56, p = .01, 95% CI = 

.09, .68. The Johnson-Neyman technique revealed that the interaction became significant 

at 9.52 years,   = .29, t = 1.98, p = .05, 95% CI = .00, .58, and increased steadily through 

17.00 years,   = .43, t = 2.15, p = .03, 95% CI = .03, .82. Thus, H10c received partial 

support (see Figure 4). 

H11a proposed a simple moderation of age on the relationship between active 

mediation and freedom threat perceptions. This overall model was significant, F(9, 135) 

= 25.77, p < .001, R2 = .63. The direct effect of active mediation on freedom threat 

perceptions was not significant, b1 = -.20, t = -.84, p = .40, 95% CI = -.65, .26, whereas 

the direct effect of age on freedom threat perceptions was significant, b2 = -.15, t = -2.21, 

p = .03, 95% CI = -.29, -.02. The overall interaction between active mediation and age on 
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freedom threat perceptions was not significant, b3 = .03, t = 1.58, p = .12, 95% CI = -.01, 

.07, R2Δ = .01. As with restrictive mediation, investigating this interaction at various ages 

revealed a conditional effect. The interaction was not significant at 8.60 years,   = .06, t 

= .58, p = .56, 95% CI = -.14, .25, or at 11.54 years,   = .14, t = 1.85, p = .07, 95% CI = -

.01, .29. However, the effect was significant by 14.49 years,   = .23, t = 2.51, p = .01,  

 

Figure 4. Interaction of restrictive mediation and age on reactance restoration. 

 

95% CI = .05, .41. Inspection of the Johnson-Neyman output showed that the interaction 

became significant at 11.86 years,   = .15, t = 1.98, p = .05, 95% CI = .00, .30, and 

increased steadily through 17.00 years,   = .30, t = 2.47, p = .01, 95% CI = .06, .54. 

Therefore, results partially supported H11a (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Interaction of active mediation and age on freedom threat perceptions. 

 

The overall model examining age as a moderator of the relationship between 

active mediation and state reactance (H11b) was significant, F(9, 134) = 9.51, p < .001, 

R2 = .62. Neither the direct effect of active mediation, b1 = -.60, t = -1.76, p = .08, 95% 

CI = -1.28, .08, the direct effect of age, b2 = -.14, t = -1.41, p = .16, 95% CI = -.34, .06, 

nor the overall interaction between active mediation and age on state reactance were 

significant, b3 = .05, t = 1.74, p = .08, 95% CI = -.01, .10, R2Δ = .01. The conditional 

effect of the interaction at 8.63 years,   = -.19, t = -1.34, p = .18, 95% CI = -.48, .09, 

11.59 years,   = -.05, t = -.47, p = .64, 95% CI = -.28, .17, and 14.57 years,   = .09, t = 

.64, p = .52, 95% CI = -.18, .35, was also not significant. H11b was not supported. 
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For H11c, which proposed a simple moderation of age on the relationship 

between active mediation and reactance restoration, the overall model was significant, 

F(9, 133) = 8.84, p < .001, R2 = .61. Neither the direct effect of active mediation, b1 = -

.01, t = -.01, p = .99, 95% CI = -.75, .74, the direct effect of age, b2 = .07, t = .64, p = .53, 

95% CI = -.15, .29, nor the overall interaction between active mediation and age on 

restoration were significant, b3 = -.00, t = -.02, p = .98, 95% CI = -.06, .06, R2Δ = .00. 

However, examination of the conditional effect of active mediation on restoration 

revealed an increasing effect with age. The conditional effect of the interaction was also 

not significant at 8.68 years,   = -.01, t = -.07, p = .94, 95% CI = -.32, .30, 11.59 years,   

= -.01, t = -.10, p = .92, 95% CI = -.26, .23, and 14.51 years,   = -.10, t = -.10, p = .92, 

95% CI = -.30, .27. Therefore, H11c was not supported. 

 H12 through H14 concerned various relationships pertaining to trait reactance. 

H12 predicted a positive correlation between trait reactance and age. Consistent with 

other analyses, a partial correlation analysis controlled for sex, race, annual household 

income, and media use, and resulted in support for H12, r(142) = .17, p = .04. H13 

proposed an interaction between trait reactance and restrictive mediation on reactance-

related outcomes, such that (a) freedom threat perceptions, (b) state reactance, and (c) 

reactance restoration would increase as trait reactance increases. H14 proposed the same 

interaction with respect to active mediation. To test these hypotheses, simple moderation 

analyses were performed using the PROCESS extension in SPSS (model 1, see Hayes, 

2013). Independent variables were mean-centered for these analyses in order to make 

meaningful comparisons among variables with different scales and that lack a true zero 
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point. Age, sex, race, annual household income, and media use entered again as 

covariates in the model. When not being examined as an independent variable, restrictive 

and active mediation, respectively, were retained in the model as covariates. 

 For H13a, which proposed a simple moderation of trait reactance on the 

relationship between restrictive mediation and freedom threat perceptions, the overall 

model was significant, F(9, 135) = 25.80, p < .001, R2 = .63. The direct effect of 

restrictive mediation was not significant, b1 = .13, t = 1.56, p = .12, 95% CI = -.03, .29, 

whereas the direct effect of trait reactance was significant, b2 = .80, t = 10.24, p < .001, 

95% CI = .65, .96. The overall interaction between restrictive mediation and trait 

reactance on freedom threat perceptions was not significant, b3 = .11, t = 1.61, p = .11, 

95% CI = -.03, .24, R2Δ = .01. Inspection of this interaction at various levels of trait 

reactance revealed that it was not significant among low levels,   = .04, t = .40, p = .69, 

95% CI = -.15, .22, or average levels,   = .13, t = 1.56, p = .12, 95% CI = -.03, .29. Yet at 

high levels of trait reactance the interaction was significant,   = .22, t = 2.08, p = .04, 

95% CI = .01, .42. H13a received partial support (see Figure 6). 

H13b proposed a simple moderation of trait reactance on the relationship between 

restrictive mediation and state reactance. This overall model was significant, F(9, 134) = 

8.97, p < .001, R2 = .38. The direct effect of restrictive mediation on state reactance was 

not significant, b1 = .17, t = 1.43, p = .16, 95% CI = -.07, .41, whereas the direct effect of 

trait reactance on state reactance was significant, b2 = .79, t = 6.86, p < .001, 95% CI = 

.56, 1.02. However, the overall interaction between restrictive mediation and trait 

reactance on state reactance was not significant, b3 = .001, t = .01, p = .99, 95% CI = -.20, 
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Figure 6. Interaction of restrictive mediation and trait reactance on freedom threat perceptions. 

 

.20, R2Δ = .00. Further, the conditional effect was not significant at low levels,   = .17, t 

= 1.24, p = .22, 95% CI = -.10, .44, average levels,   = .17, t = 1.43, p = .16, 95% CI = -

.07, .41, or high levels,   = .17, t = 1.12, p = .26, 95% CI = -.13, .48, of trait reactance. 

Therefore, analyses provide no support for H13b. 

The overall model investigating trait reactance as a moderator of the relationship 

between restrictive mediation and reactance restoration (H13c) was significant, F(9, 133) 

= 8.87, p < .001, R2 = .38. The direct effect of restrictive mediation, b1 = .33, t = 2.56, p = 

.01, 95% CI = .07, .58, and the direct effect of trait reactance, b2 = .56, t = 4.54, p < .001, 

95% CI = .32, .81, on restoration were both significant. The overall interaction between 
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restrictive mediation and trait reactance on restoration was not significant, b3 = -.04, t = -

.41, p = .68, 95% CI = -.26, .17, R2Δ = .00. However, the conditional effect of restrictive 

mediation on restoration revealed a trend opposite the predicted direction. The interaction 

effect was significant and strongest at low levels of trait reactance,   = .36, t = 2.48, p = 

.01, 95% CI = .07, .65, followed by average levels,   = .33, t = 2.56, p = .01, 95% CI = 

.07, .58.Yet, at high levels of trait reactance the interaction was no longer significant,   = 

.29, t = 1.77, p = .08, 95% CI = -.03, .61. H13c was not supported. 

 H14a predicted a simple moderation of trait reactance on the relationship between 

active mediation and freedom threat perceptions. This overall model was significant, F(9, 

135) = 27.70, p < .001, R2 = .65. The direct effect of both active mediation, b1 = .20, t = 

2.60, p = .01, 95% CI = .05, .35, and trait reactance, b2 = .78, t = 10.11, p < .001, 95% CI 

= .62, .93, as well as the overall interaction between active mediation and trait reactance 

on freedom threat perceptions were significant, b3 = .22, t = 3.00, p = .003, 95% CI = .07, 

.36, R2Δ = .02. Examination of the conditional effect uncovered the predicted trend. At 

low levels of trait reactance, the interaction was not significant,   = .02, t = .25, p = .81, 

95% CI = -.15, .19. However, the interaction was significant at average levels,   = .20, t 

= 2.60, p = .01, 95% CI = .05, .35, and high levels,   = .38, t = 3.55, p < .001, 95% CI = 

.17, .59, increasing in strength as trait reactance increases. Results supported H14a (see 

Figure 7). 

For H14b, which predicted a simple moderation of trait reactance on the 

relationship between active mediation and state reactance, the overall model was 

significant, F(9, 134) = 9.03, p < .001, R2 = .38. The direct effect of active mediation on  
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Figure 7. Interaction of active mediation and trait reactance on freedom threat perceptions. 

  

state reactance was not significant, b1 = -.02, t = -.20, p = .85, 95% CI = -.25, .21, 

whereas the direct effect of trait reactance on state reactance was significant, b2 = .77, t = 

6.71, p < .001, 95% CI = .54, 1.00. The overall interaction between active mediation and 

trait reactance on state reactance was not significant, b3 = .06, t = .59, p = .56, 95% CI = -

.15, .28, R2Δ = .001. Moreover, the conditional effect was not significant at low levels,   

= -.08, t = -.58, p = .56, 95% CI = -.34, .18, average levels,   = -.02, t = -.20, p = .85, 

95% CI = -.25, .21, or high levels,   = .03, t = .19, p = .85, 95% CI = -.29, .35, of trait 

reactance. Thus, H14b was not supported.   
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 The overall model examining trait reactance as a moderator of the relationship 

between active mediation and reactance restoration (H14c) was significant, F(9, 133) = 

8.84, p < .001, R2 = .37. The direct effect of active mediation was not significant, b1 = -

.01, t = -.11, p = .91, 95% CI = -.26, .23, whereas the direct effect of trait reactance was 

significant, b2 = .55, t = 4.42, p < .001, 95% CI = .30, .80. The overall interaction of 

active mediation and trait reactance on restoration was not significant, b3 = -.004, t = -.03, 

p = .97, 95% CI = -.24, .23, R2Δ = .00. Additionally, the conditional effect of active 

mediation on restoration was not significant at low levels,   = -.01, t = -.08, p = .94, 95% 

CI = -.29, .27, average levels,   = -.01, t = -.11, p = .91, 95% CI = -.26, .23, or high 

levels,   = -.02, t = -.10, p = .93, 95% CI = -.36, .33, of trait reactance. Results did not 

support H14c. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of any research endeavor is to uncover answers to questions, whether 

large- or small-scale. Generally, no single study investigates all facets of a question at 

once. The goal then is to generate answers over time to aggregate those pieces into a 

broader perspective. Toward this end, the present study sought to extend previous 

findings in support of unexpected responses to parental mediation by examining 

mediating factors and moderating influences to better explain and predict the occurrence 

of negative outcomes. The results of this study highlight the importance of considering 

individual differences when investigating parental mediation. 

Previous investigations into parental mediation outcomes have documented the 

significant contribution often made by demographic characteristics (Bybee et al., 1982; 

Nathanson, 2002; van der Voort et al., 1992; Warren et al., 2002). The relationships 

found here are thus not entirely surprising. Admittedly, however, the extent of association 

uncovered in this study was not expected. The results suggest White adolescent males, 

those raised in wealthier households, and youths who regularly consume more media, 

have a stronger tendency toward rebellion, feel more entitled to a media-enriched 

environment, are more aware of potential constraints on their freedom, and are more 

inclined to reclaim their freedom in both thought and action when they perceive their 

parents are restricting or influencing media use or content selection. Given that U.S. 

culture values supporting wealth, materialism, individualism, and White privilege 

(Hossain, 2015; McIntosh, 1989, 2015), these findings are somewhat intuitive. Although 

this study took steps to control for the influence of these variables, parental mediation 
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research moving forward should further explore the depth and breadth of associations 

around sex, race, and wealth. 

 While controlling for individual differences, this study examined direct and 

indirect effects previously found to relate to restrictive mediation including negative 

attitudes toward parents, positive attitudes toward restricted content, and increased peer 

viewing of mediated content. In contrast to previous work, the present study found no 

direct associations between restrictive mediation and these outcomes. As opposed to 

interpreting this to mean these phenomena are entirely unrelated, findings of this nature 

can indicate full mediation of some other variable. However in the present study, and 

again in contrast to previous findings, psychological reactance did not mediate these 

relationships, nor did restrictive mediation positively associate with freedom threat 

perceptions. A number of possible explanations for these findings exist. 

 One possibility concerns the methodology of the previous work that did find 

significant mediation effects. This prior study employed a retrospective methodology 

among a sample of young adults reflecting back on their adolescent years. It is thus 

possible that these young adults unintentionally misattributed or exaggerated the 

influence of restrictive mediation on freedom threats as well as attitudes toward and 

viewing of restricted content. Young adults are beginning to experience and assert their 

independence outside the childhood home. Such circumstances may exacerbate feelings 

of having been controlled by parents while living with them, and lead to increased reports 

of reactance-related effects. Adolescents currently experiencing mediation, however, may 
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be more inclined to accept regulations set by parents, as they have not yet experienced 

true independence in their lives.  

A second possibility is that some other extraneous variable not accounted for in 

this study could be mediating these relationships. Many factors are at play in the complex 

relationships examined in this study. Of particular note is the pre-existing parent-child 

relationship environment and quality. When asking children to report their responses and 

reactions to parental interactions, it is important to consider the context in which such 

interactions would be taking place. The present study did not account for this context, and 

is thus limited in scope and applicability. Finally, in accordance with the general trend of 

this study, these results may be attributable to individual differences, and this explanation 

is deserving of examination by outcome.   

 Overall, restrictive mediation did not affect adolescents’ attitudes toward their 

parents. In fact, the only variable emerging as a major predictor in this relationship was 

race such that non-White respondents reported less positive parental attitudes. The 

explanation for this relationship is beyond the scope of this study, but may be attributable 

to a number of cultural and/or socioeconomic conditions. The takeaway for parents in this 

study, however, is that regulation of adolescents’ media use, at least in many cases and as 

an isolated factor, does not diminish parent-child relationship quality. In fact, children 

and adolescents are more prone to maladjustment in the absence of adequate family 

structure and defined boundaries (Lindahl, Bregman, & Malik, 2012). 

 Restrictive mediation did not directly or indirectly link to positive content 

attitudes or increased peer viewing in the hypothesized manner. In these relationships, 
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however, most individual traits emerged as major predictors. High trait reactance, in 

particular, strongly associated with both outcomes. For content attitudes, other key 

predictors included identifying as non-White, male, and older. Similarly, for peer 

viewing, trait reactance’s contribution increased for older respondents, although 

identifying as non-white actually superseded trait reactance in this relationship. Further, 

restrictive mediation’s influence on content attitudes was significant when mediated only 

by restoration intentions, meaning that adolescents feel more positively toward 

objectionable content in response to parental regulations under the condition that they 

resolve within themselves to disobey such regulations. Thus, although the overall 

relationships were not significant, under certain circumstances, restrictive mediation 

could result in undesirable attitudes and viewing habits.    

 The present study also considered direct and indirect unintended effects 

associated with active mediation, which is a novel direction for parental mediation 

research. Similar to restrictive mediation, direct associations between active mediation 

and content attitudes and peer viewing were not significant. However, a significant 

curvilinear relationship did emerge for attitudes toward parents, although not in the 

predicted direction. The relationship that emerged indicates that low and high levels of 

active mediation related to more positive parental attitudes, whereas moderate levels 

related to more negative parental attitudes, suggesting several explanations.  

Very low levels of active mediation likely do not cross the threshold necessary to 

impact relationship quality. Adolescents likely perceive this similar to passing, erratic, or 

insignificant comments not worthy of cognitive elaboration. Very high levels of active 
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mediation, on the other hand, may signify parental care and concern for adolescents’ 

well-being and understanding of mediated messages, resulting in positive views of 

parents. Conversely, moderate levels of active mediation may appear inconsistent. 

Adolescents may perceive parental attempts to mediate as suiting the parents’ needs or 

desires in the moment as opposed to their own, or being the result of an ephemeral 

parental mood. Adolescents may view inconsistent mediation unfavorably and as erratic 

attempts at controlling adolescents’ thoughts or behaviors. These findings support other 

research emphasizing the importance of consistency in the application of parenting 

strategies (Landry, Smith, Swank, Assel, & Vellet, 2001). 

  For the most part, the indirect relationships pertaining to active mediation 

support the direct effect trend. The overall mediation models for all three outcomes were 

nonsignificant. However, the influence of active mediation on parental attitudes and peer 

viewing of objectionable content were both significant through two mediators—freedom 

threat perceptions and state reactance—but in the opposite direction of that expected. 

Thus, despite active mediation evoking threats to freedom and causing anger, 

adolescents’ attitudes toward their parents remained positive and their engagement with 

objectionable content remained low. Seemingly then, despite whether adolescents agree 

with or are annoyed by parental mediation messages, they recognize and appreciate the 

effort put forth by parents. Intuitively, restoration intentions would not come into play 

since adolescents are not resolving to dislike or disobey their parents.  

With regard to content attitudes, which was significant in the expected direction 

through freedom threat perceptions and restoration intentions, it seems that active 
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mediation can result in more positive attitudes toward objectionable content, although 

evidently not enough to effect noncompliance with mediation messages. Furthermore, the 

argument can be made that even though active mediation may create more favorable 

attitudes toward objectionable content, it is better to equip children with the knowledge 

and critical thinking skills necessary to sensibly process such content than to not discuss 

it at all. 

These results highlight a critical point: active mediation, despite having potential 

to cause ephemeral negative feelings or thoughts in adolescents, does not cause lasting 

damage to parent-child relationships and is an effective strategy for managing media 

influence in the long-term. Further, these results are in accordance with the relatively 

robust literature supporting active mediation’s effectiveness with younger children and 

extend our understanding of the mechanisms of its effectiveness in adolescence. 

In addition to mediators this study also investigated moderating influences, 

predicting that the relationship with parental mediation experience and reactance-relevant 

variables would increase in intensity due to age and trait reactance. With regard to both 

restrictive and active mediation, the interaction with age on freedom threat perceptions 

became significant as children develop into adolescence. Interestingly, active mediation 

begins evoking significant freedom threat perceptions at a slightly earlier age than 

restrictive mediation. In these sensitive years then, the act of discussing and/or explaining 

objectionable content to adolescents can result in feelings of compromised autonomy 

even sooner than placing actual restrictions on their autonomy. Therefore, the content and 

phrasing of such conversations becomes crucially important in order to intervene in 
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adolescents’ media consumption while simultaneously supporting their autonomy and 

effectively enhancing their critical thinking skills. 

Similarly, for both restrictive and active mediation, the interaction with trait 

reactance on freedom threat perceptions was also significant at higher levels of trait 

reactance. More trait reactant individuals then, being more prone toward characteristics 

such as rebelliousness, stubbornness, and uneven temperament, are more likely to 

perceive mediation tactics as overt attempts to control them, as hypothesized. The results 

of this first set of moderation analyses thus bring this discussion back around to the 

importance of accounting for individual differences when examining responses to 

parental mediation practices. 

With regard to state reactance, however, no significant interactions resulted for 

either mediation type or for either moderator. It is likely that these unexpected findings 

are an artifact of inadequate measurement of the construct. Originally, state reactance was 

conceptualized in such a way that it was thought incapable of empirical measurement. 

Over time, researchers developed empirical indicators that seemed to map back onto the 

construct successfully (e.g., Dillard & Shen, 2005; Quick & Stephenson, 2007a). These 

indicators include measuring both anger and negative cognition. Anger has traditionally 

been measured as a scaled variable, whereas negative cognition has been measured using 

a thought- listing task. The results of the thought-listing task in this particular study lacked 

utility due to the highly affective nature of most responses, leaving only the scaled anger 

items to constitute the variable. Thus, despite new evidence that anger is a stronger 

predictor of state reactance than negative cognition (e.g., Kim et al., 2014), it is possible 
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that the construct in this study lacks an important dimension. Moving forward, it may be 

valuable to develop a validated scale for measuring negative cognition as a component of 

state reactance to avoid this scenario in future studies. Inadequate measurement of this 

construct may also explain the unexpected lack of association between state reactance 

and reactance restoration in this study. 

The results pertaining to interaction effects between mediation type and 

moderating variables on reactance restoration are less clear cut. The only significant 

interaction discovered was that of restrictive mediation and age on restoration intentions, 

meaning that the older children get, the more likely they become to act out in 

noncompliance with parental regulations in order to reinstate their freedom. This finding 

is intuitive and in line with typical expectations pertaining to adolescent behavioral 

tendencies (e.g., Laursen et al., 1998), particularly provided that this study also indicates 

that restrictive mediation among older children is likely to be perceived as a threat to 

freedom.  

However, despite finding that more trait reactant adolescents perceive restrictive 

mediation as a freedom threat, they do not report increased restoration intentions as 

would be expected. In fact, the data revealed a trend in the exact opposite direction of that 

predicted, with low and average levels of trait reactance significantly producing 

restoration intentions but not high levels. This is not the first study to produce unexpected 

results pertaining to trait reactance (e.g., White et al., 2015). Thus, further clarity and 

construct validity testing may be in order for trait reactance.  
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On the other hand, the error may instead lie with the measurement of reactance 

restoration. The reactance restoration scale used to measure this construct has not 

received much empirical attention, validated only in work focusing on mediated 

messages (e.g., Quick & Stephenson, 2007b, 2008). The present study, however, used the 

scale in an interpersonal communication context, in which it simply may not be readily 

applicable. If true, this measurement shortcoming explains (in part) the unexpected lack 

of association between reactance restoration and state reactance, as well as between 

reactance restoration and increased peer viewing of objectionable content. Future 

research should seek to develop and validate a version of the reactance restoration scale 

for use in this context.  

Another measurement limitation of the present study is the failure to consider 

potential intended outcomes of parental mediation. The design of this study, as well as 

many similar studies, considers unintended effects of mediation without also considering 

potential intended effects. While the intended effects of parental mediation might vary 

widely depending on parent’s goals and motivations (see e.g., Valkenburg et al., 2013; 

Warren et al., 2002), considering positive effects (and how they are negatively or 

positively impacted through this reactance framework) warrants further consideration by 

researchers interested in adolescents and parental mediation. 

Regarding active mediation’s interactions with the moderators on restoration, 

neither the interaction with age nor with trait reactance was significant. In light of other 

findings in this study pertaining to active mediation, these results are not surprising. 

Active mediation, despite producing some elements of psychological reactance in some 
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circumstances, appears to be more effective at generating desired responses from 

adolescents overall. 

A discussion of the limitation of the present study’s sample merits discussion. The 

results of this study are based on responses compiled from 149 children spanning from 7 

to 17 years old. Ideally, this sample would be larger to accommodate more participants 

per age and provide more confidence in differences emerging between age groups. A 

larger sample size would also provide more statistical power, and some analyses 

currently approaching significance may have crossed that threshold. Further, over half the 

participants in this study live in the Northeastern region of the United States. Therefore, 

although there is some geographic dispersion among the sample, a more representative 

sample would be ideal to ensure that results are not due to some geographically related 

idiosyncrasies.     

A more overarching limitation of this study is the assumption that participants in 

this age range are able to understand their own thoughts and feelings well enough to 

accurately report them, an ability referred to as theory of mind. Typically developing 

children do not demonstrate an advanced theory of mind in relation to more abstract or 

lower intensity emotions (Davidson, Vanegas, & Hilvert, 2015). Additionally, 

development is a multi- faceted continuum, and children of the same age can fall at 

opposite ends of that spectrum on any of those facets. Thus, the children in this sample 

may or may not have been self-aware enough to be able to provide accurate self-report 

information. Given this limitation, it is possible that measuring reactance in this 

population, at least with the best practice measurements in their current form, is not the 



Texas Tech University, Shawna R. White, August 2016 

 

62 
 

appropriate approach. Instead, a more appropriate and productive method for gathering 

this information may be to use a youth-oriented measurement of the appetitive and 

aversive activation systems, the YO-MAM (Kurita, Lee, Nadorff, & Lang, 2007). Future 

research should implement this change in measurement to determine its effectiveness in 

this context.  

Another point of consideration for this study and all studies of this nature, is the 

rapidly changing media environment in which children are immersed. Years ago, parents 

could more easily limit and control children’s use of media by simply managing access to 

radio and television. Now, this task for parents has become much more difficult and 

complex, as children have access to mediated content on multiple devices including 

personal computers, tablets, and smartphones. Even if parents set rules regarding 

children’s television or Internet usage, they may unintentionally neglect to consider other 

avenues through which children are engaging with the mediated environment, or they 

may not feel equipped to regulate such a large media landscape. This may alter children’s 

reactions to parental regulations, in that children are able to maintain some sense of 

agency even amidst limitations. Thus, reactance-related effects may be reduced in this 

context. Future work should seek a better understanding of the role of reactance in regard 

to children’s agency in the contemporary media environment. 

Finally, correcting an analysis limitation could shift some of the conclusions 

drawn in this dissertation. Given the significant interactions of parental mediation 

experiences with age and trait reactance—to differing degree—completing analysis on 

the full moderated sequential serial mediation model would be potentially more useful to 
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determine how, if at all, the comprehensive model specific to parental mediation 

influences the unintended outcomes of these behaviors. Given the small effects of the 

moderation analyses and the mediation analyses there still may be few practical 

implications of these results, but the theoretical implications could provide meaningful 

insights moving forward. 

 

 

  



Texas Tech University, Shawna R. White, August 2016 

 

64 
 

CHAPTER V1  

CONCLUSION 

 The present dissertation study attempted to replicate and extend previous findings 

pertaining to unintended effects resulting from parental mediation strategies. Although 

many previous findings failed to replicate, the study progresses our understanding of 

parental mediation’s unintended effects. This study brought to light the importance of 

accounting for various individual personality and demographic differences in parental 

mediation research, since several previous findings were discounted in this study as a 

function of such individual differences.  

The environment in which humans are immersed, particularly adolescents whose 

life experiences and perspectives are limited, must be considered in order to obtain an 

accurate understanding of real life phenomena. It is unrealistic, if not irresponsible, to 

draw conclusions without considering environmental elements in which children are 

being raised. As a field, communication scholars have been aware of the need for 

audience segmentation and message tailoring to resonate with particular demographic and 

psychographic segments for decades. Yet at times we neglect to consider this same logic 

in our research inquiries. The present study accentuates that parental mediation messages, 

as with any other form of communication, resonate with different children in different 

ways and evoke unique responses from various segments of the population based on 

individual life circumstances. It is, therefore, critical that we continue to advance our 

understanding of how various population segments process and respond to mediation 

messages. 
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In this study, characteristics such as a tendency toward rebellion, age, sex, race, 

and financial status emerged as predictors of adolescents’ perspectives and actions. 

Although the nature of many of these traits is permanent, one thing parents can do is to 

broaden their children’s perspectives by teaching them to be considerate of other people’s 

conditions, in hopes that this may result in more thoughtful, responsible actions. A key 

role of parenting is to guide children, sometimes with regulation and sometimes with 

instruction. Regardless of which route is necessary at any given point, children are 

deserving of an explanation around parental decisions, and are typically more inclined to 

comply when treated like competent, autonomous beings.  

In the words of psychologist Erik Erikson: “Parents must not only have certain 

ways of guiding by prohibition and permission; they must also be able to represent to the 

child a deep, an almost somatic conviction that there is a meaning to what they are doing” 

(p. 259). Thus, parents must restrictively and actively mediate appropriately in 

accordance with a given scenario, but in every scenario parental communication of the 

purpose and rationale behind their decisions creates a deeper understanding, respect for, 

and internal motivation toward compliance with those decisions. In this manner, parents 

teach children about making responsible decisions not only through direct 

communication with them, but also through leading by example.  
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APPENDIX A 

IRB APPROVAL FORM 
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APPENDIX B 

RECRUITMENT EMAIL 

 

 

Get PAID to Play! 
Dear PlayLab Panelists, 
  

We have a project available that you can complete in the comfort of your own home! 

 

We are looking for children and teenagers to participate in an online survey lasting 

approximately 20 minutes. Your child will have the chance to answer some questions about 

his/her media use and tell us what he/she thinks!  

 

If you are interested in participating, please take this survey: [insert screener survey link] 

 

If you qualify, you will be asked to provide permission for your child to participate and then 

directed to the full survey, which your child will complete.  
 
Questions? Contact research@playsciencelab.com 

 
Thank you! 
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APPENDIX C 

SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in our study! We have a few questions to 
see if your child is eligible. 

 
1) Do you have any children? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
 

2) What are the ages of the child(ren) in your household? Please select all that apply. 
a. 0-3 
b. 4-6 

c. 7-10 
d. 11-13 

e. 14-17 
f. 18 or older 

 

3) You indicated that you have at least one child between the ages of 7 and 17. What 
is the age of this child? (If you have more than one child in this age group, you 

will need to complete this survey for each child wanting to participate.) 
a. 7 
b. 8 

c. 9 
d. 10 

e. 11 
f. 12 
g. 13 

h. 14 
i. 15 

j. 16 
k. 17 

 

4) Does your child use any of the following at home (please select all that apply): 
a. TV (broadcast or cable) 

b. Streaming services (e.g., Netflix, Hulu, Amazon, etc.) 
c. Radio 
d. Video games 

e. Internet 
f. Mobile games or apps 

g. Other media (please specify): _____________ 
h. My child does not use any of these 
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5) What is your child’s gender? 
a. Boy 

b. Girl 
 

6) Which of the following best describes your child’s ethnic background? 
a. Asian 
b. African American/Black 

c. Caucasian/White 
d. Hispanic/Latin American 

e. Native American 
f. Other (please specify): ____________________ 
g. I would rather not provide that information 

 
7) What is your annual household income before taxes? 

h. Less than $24,999  
i. $25,000-$49,999 
j. $50,000-$74,999 

k. $75,000-$99,999 
l. $100,000-$149,999 

m. $150,000 or more 

 

Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions! You are eligible for our study.  
 
To continue with participation, please click the arrow below to review details about the 

study and provide permission for your child to participate. 
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APPENDIX D 

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM: PLAYSCIENCE 

Thank you for your interest in this research study. This study is a joint effort between 
researchers at PlayScience and Texas Tech University.  

 
What is this project studying? 

The study examines children’s and teenagers’ opinions about media content and use. 

 
What would my child do if he/she participates in this study? 

Participants in this study will fill out a survey online. It will take about 30 minutes. Your 
child will be asked to share his/her thoughts and feelings. Some questions will ask about 
media programming such as violent or sexual content. Your child can skip any questions 

he/she is not comfortable answering. Your child can stop participating at any point. 
Participants who complete the survey will be entered into a drawing with a chance to win 

a $25 gift card for their involvement in this study. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts involved with being in this study? 

There are no risks associated with this study beyond those experienced in everyday life. 
Participants are welcome and encouraged to ask questions about the study. 

 
How is my child’s privacy being protected? 

Any answers your child gives in this study are confidential. No names or identifying 

information will be collected during the survey. The names given when volunteering for 
this study are kept separately and cannot be connected to survey answers – they will only 

be used to enter your child into the gift card drawing and to contact you if your child wins 
the drawing. 
 

Who should be contacted with questions about this study? 

Feel free to contact Dr. Andy King at andy.king@ttu.edu or 806-834-3535 or 

PlayScience Research Associate Shawna White at shawna@playsciencelab.com with any 
questions about this study. You can also request a copy of this consent form. Texas Tech 
University has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. You 

can call to ask them questions at 806-742-2064, or email your questions to hrpp@ttu.edu. 
 

How will my child benefit from this study? 

The results of this study will add to our understanding of media use and communication. 
There are no other direct benefits of this study. 

 
Would you like your child to participate? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

Great! Please click the following link to have your child complete the survey: [insert 

link] 

mailto:andy.king@ttu.edu
mailto:shawna@playsciencelab.com
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APPENDIX E 

PARENTAL CONSENT FORM: TOLUNA 

Thank you for your interest in this research study. This study is a joint effort between 
researchers at PlayScience and Texas Tech University.  

 
What is this project studying? 

The study examines children’s and teenagers’ opinions about media content and use. 

 
What would my child do if he/she participates in this study? 

Participants in this study will fill out a survey online. It will take about 20 minutes. Your 
child will be asked to share his/her thoughts and feelings. Some questions will ask about 
media programming such as violent or sexual content. Your child can skip any questions 

he/she is not comfortable answering. Your child can stop participating at any point. 
Participants who complete the survey will be compensated via Toluna’s points-based 

incentive system for their involvement in this study. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts involved with being in this study? 

There are no risks associated with this study beyond those experienced in everyday life. 
Participants are welcome and encouraged to ask questions about the study. 

 
How is my child’s privacy being protected? 

Any answers your child gives in this study are confidential. No names or identifying 

information will be collected during the survey. The names given when volunteering for 
this study are kept separately and cannot be connected to survey answers – they will only 

be used for Toluna’s compensation system. 
 
Who should be contacted with questions about this study? 

Feel free to contact Dr. Andy King at andy.king@ttu.edu or 806-834-3535 or 
PlayScience Research Associate Shawna White at shawna@playsciencelab.com with any 

questions about this study. You can also request a copy of this consent form. Texas Tech 
University has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research. You 
can call to ask them questions at 806-742-2064, or email your questions to hrpp@ttu.edu. 

 
How will my child benefit from this study? 

The results of this study will add to our understanding of media use and communication. 
There are no other direct benefits of this study. 
 

Would you like your child to participate? 

a. Yes 

b. No 
Great! Please click the following link to have your child complete the survey: [insert 

link] 

mailto:andy.king@ttu.edu
mailto:shawna@playsciencelab.com
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APPENDIX F 

CHILD ASSENT FORM 

In this project, we want you to tell us a little bit about yourself, about how you use media 
at home, and about your thoughts and feelings. 

 
You will be asked to fill out a questionnaire online. You can skip items you don’t want to 
answer. 

 
Your parent has given permission for you to take part in this project, but helping us is up 

to you. If you decide you don’t want to do this, that’s perfectly fine. Just click “No” 
below. 
 

Please know that your answers to this questionnaire will not be shared, meaning that your 
parents will not know what answers you give. So please be honest with your answers. 

Your name will not be connected to your answers, and your answers will not be shared 
with anyone. 
 

If you want to do this, please click “Yes” below. 
 

Do you want to fill out the questionnaire? 

a. Yes 
b. No  

 
Great! Then let’s get started! 
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APPENDIX G 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Response options to the following 4 questions are none, a few minutes, about an hour, 2 
or more hours. 

1) THIS MORNING, how long did you spend using media (such as watching TV or 
playing on computer, tablet, or smartphone)? 

 

2) YESTERDAY after SCHOOL, how long did you spend using media (such as 
watching TV or playing on computer, tablet, or smartphone)? 

 

3) YESTERDAY after DINNER, how long did you spend using media (such as 
watching TV or playing on computer, tablet, or smartphone)? 

 

4) LAST SATURDAY, how long did you spend using media (such as watching TV 

or playing on computer, tablet, or smartphone)? 

 

Response options to the following 11 items are Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree 

(7). 
5) When there are lots of rules I think about not following them. 

 

6) Challenging people just because you can is fun. 
 

7) When something is not allowed, I usually think "that's exactly what I'm going to 
do." 

 

8) I don't like when people give me advice. 
 

9) I get upset when I am not allowed to make my own decisions. 
 

10) It irritates me when someone points out things which are obvious to me. 
 

11) I become angry when my freedom of choice is restricted. 

 

12) Advice and recommendations make me want to do just the opposite. 

 

13) I resist the attempts of others to influence me. 
 

14) It makes me angry when another person is held up as a model for me to follow. 
 

15) When someone forces me to do something, I feel like doing the opposite. 
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Response options to the following 10 items are never, almost never, sometimes, often, 
very often. 

16) How often do your parents forbid you from watching certain television shows or 
movies because they have too much violence in them? 

 

17) How often do your parents forbid you from watching certain television shows or 
movies because they have sexual content in them? 

 

18) How often do your parents tell you that you are not allowed to play video games 

because they are meant for an older audience? 

 

19) How often do your parents tell you that you are not allowed to watch TV shows or 

movies because they are meant for an older audience? 

 

20) How often do your parents limit the amount of time you are allowed to spend 
playing video games? 

 

21) How often do your parents tell you that fighting and shooting in the media (for 
example, in movies and games) is different than it is in real life? 

 

22) How often do your parents tell you that sexual activity in the media (for example, 
in movies and games) is different than it is in real life? 

 

23) How often do your parents tell you that what you see in movies and commercials 

is different than real life? 

 

24) How often do your parents tell you that the people you see in the media (for 

example, on TV or in movies) are too harsh or rude to each other? 

 

25) How often do your parents tell you that there is too much violence (fighting, 
shooting) in the media (for example, in movies or games)? 

 

Response options to the following 4 items are Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree 
(7). 

26) When my parents get involved in how I use media, they threaten my freedom to 
choose. 
 

27) When my parents get involved in how I use media, they try to manipulate me. 
 

28) When my parents get involved in how I use media, they try to pressure me. 
 

29) When my parents get involved in how I use media, they try to make a decision for 

me. 
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Response options for this set of items are None of this feeling (1) to A great deal of this 
feeling (7). 

30) How do you feel when your parents get involved in your media use? 

a. Annoyed 

b. Irritated 

c. Angry 

d. Aggravated 

 
The following item is a thought-listing task. 

31) Now I want to hear about your thoughts. What do you THINK about your parents 
getting involved in your media use? Please use the space below to write down 
every thought you can remember having when your parents get involved in your 

media use. 
 

The following 3 items are measured using four 7-point semantic differential scales 
anchored with unmotivated–motivated, not determined–determined, not encouraged–
encouraged, and not inspired–inspired.  

32) When my parents get too involved in how I use media, I get——to do the 
opposite of what my parents want. 

 
33) When my parents get too involved in how I use media, I get——to be around 

others who do the opposite of what my parents want. 

 
34) When my parents get too involved in how I use media, I get——to do something 

I’m not supposed to do. 
 

Response options for the following 7 items are Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree 

(7). 
35) My parents are really important to me 

 
36) I like to be with my parents 

 

37) I care about my parents. 
 

38) My parents like to be with me. 
 

39) My parents confide in me. 

 
40) My parents have fun with me. 

 

41) My parents are interested in my opinion. 
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The following 4 items are measured using three 7-point semantic differential scales 
anchored with not important–important, not entertaining–entertaining, and not useful–

useful.  
42) Violent TV shows are __________ to me. 

 
43) TV shows with sexual content are __________ to me. 

 

44) Violent video games are __________ to me. 
 

45) Video games with sexual content are __________ to me. 
 

Response options for the following 4 questions are Never (1) to All the time (7). 

46) How often do you watch television containing violence with friends? 

 

47) How often do you watch television containing sexual content with friends? 

 

48) How often do you play video games containing violence with friends? 

 

49) How often do you play video games containing sexual content with friends? 

 


