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BEHAVIOR 

     

    Tara M. Augenstein, Master of Science, 2014 

 

Thesis directed by: Andres De Los Reyes, Ph.D., Associate Professor 

Department of Psychology 

 

 Research has identified links between parents’ poor monitoring of adolescents’ 

whereabouts and activities and adolescents’ increased engagement in delinquent 

behaviors.  This study extended prior work by examining differential relations between 

parental monitoring measures (i.e., behavioral vs. knowledge measures) and informants 

(parent vs. adolescent) and adolescent self-reported delinquency.  Seventy-four 

caregivers and adolescents completed survey measures of parental monitoring and 

parental knowledge, and adolescents completed self-report surveys of delinquent 

behavior.  Adolescents’ delinquent behavior related to measures of parental monitoring 

behaviors and parental knowledge; however, the magnitudes of these relations varied by 

informant.  That is, I observed stronger magnitude relations between adolescent 

delinquent behavior and parental knowledge measures for parent-report relative to 

adolescent-report.  Conversely, I observed stronger magnitude relations between 

adolescent delinquent behavior and measures of parental monitoring behaviors for 

adolescent-report relative to parent-report.  These findings inform measurement selection 

in research and clinical assessments of parental monitoring and adolescent delinquent 

behavior.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Researchers commonly conceptualize parental monitoring as a construct 

encompassing the behaviors a parent actively employs to track her or his adolescent’s 

whereabouts, activities, and peer associations (Dishion & McMahon, 1998).  These 

behaviors may range from setting explicit rules to restrict an adolescent’s engagement in 

certain activities (e.g., “You can’t go out with your friends tonight.”), to structuring an 

adolescent’s environment in a way that assists in tracking his or her whereabouts (e.g., a 

parent driving an adolescent to activities vs. giving him or her the car keys).  Several 

decades of research has consistently linked low levels of parental monitoring to increased 

risk for adolescents’ engagement in maladaptive behaviors, such as early-onset substance 

use, deviant peer relationships, and severe antisocial behaviors (e.g., fire setting) 

(Smetana, 2008).  Consequently, programs designed to prevent adolescent delinquent 

behavior, substance use, and other risk-taking behaviors commonly seek to increase 

parental monitoring behaviors (e.g., Pantin et al. 2009; Stanton et al. 2000, 2004; Wu et 

al. 2003).  

Yet, researchers have called into question the relation between parental 

monitoring and adolescent delinquent behaviors due to previous measurement obstacles 

related to assessing parental monitoring (Stattin & Kerr, 2000).  Specifically, traditional 

approaches to measuring parental monitoring largely consist of questions probing for 

information about the processes leading to low versus high parental monitoring (e.g., a 

parent’s knowledge of her or his adolescent’s actions or whereabouts; an adolescent’s 

propensity to disclose information to parents about their whereabouts), rather than 

information about specific parenting behaviors indicative of monitoring (Kerr & Stattin, 
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2000).  In other words, some measures of parental monitoring have actually been 

assessing what or how a parent knows about his or her adolescent’s activities, and others 

assess what specific behaviors a parent expresses to monitor the adolescent (e.g., limit-

setting).   

Researchers often use the same term (i.e., parental monitoring) to describe the 

seemingly distinct constructs of parental knowledge and parental monitoring, leading to 

inconsistencies across studies in operational definitions of parental monitoring.  In fact, a 

recent review highlighted these concerns (Racz & McMahon, 2011).  In this review, 

across 46 “parental monitoring” studies, roughly one-quarter assessed parental 

knowledge, but incorrectly defined their assessments as reflecting parental monitoring 

behaviors; only seven of the 46 studies correctly assessed parental monitoring behaviors.  

These findings highlight inconsistencies in empirical work and the operational definitions 

of parental monitoring.  The result of these inconsistencies is a diminished capacity to 

accurately estimate the relation between parental monitoring and adolescent delinquent 

behavior, thus hindering the identification of effective delinquency prevention programs.  

The distinction between parental monitoring and parental knowledge is an 

important one to make for two reasons.  First, both approaches have informed the 

development of distinct assessment methods.  For example, items comprising the Poor 

Monitoring/Supervision subscale of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Frick, 

1991) assess overt parental monitoring behaviors (e.g., “You don't check that your child 

comes home at the time she/he was supposed to.”).  In contrast, the Parenting Practices 

Scales (PPS) developed by Stattin and Kerr (2000) contain items that appear to assess 

parental knowledge (e.g., “Do you know what your child does during his/her free 
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time?”).  In fact, some researchers suggest that the term parental monitoring should be 

reserved for specific, active behaviors a parent engages in to monitor their adolescent’s 

actions and whereabouts (e.g., rule-setting; Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Stattin & Kerr, 

2000).  In contrast, researchers propose that the term parental knowledge should reflect 

mechanisms through which parents gain knowledge of their adolescent’s activities or 

whereabouts (e.g., an adolescent’s disclosure of his or her activities to his or her parent).  

For clarity, I collectively refer to parental monitoring behaviors and parental knowledge 

as monitoring-relevant constructs.   

Second, parental monitoring and parental knowledge represent correlated but 

distinct parenting dimensions.  For instance, recent longitudinal work examining 

monitoring-relevant constructs in a sample of early-to-mid adolescents finds that 

increased levels of an adolescent’s disclosure to his or her parent about his or her 

activities predicts increased levels of parental knowledge (Kerr, Stattin, & Burke, 2010).  

Yet, recent work also indicates that increased adolescent disclosure longitudinally 

predicts increased levels of parental solicitation, or a parent actively soliciting 

information about his or her adolescent’s whereabouts from friends and friends’ parents 

(Keijsers, Branje, VanderValk, & Meeus, 2010).  Figure 1 provides an illustration of the 

observed relations between monitoring-relevant constructs.  Given the interrelations 

among monitoring-relevant constructs, one key aim of this study was to examine 

similarities and differences among measures of these constructs and their links to 

adolescent delinquent behavior.  
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Multi-Informant Assessment of Monitoring-Relevant Constructs 

Common practices within psychological assessment further complicate our 

understanding of the relation between monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent 

delinquent behavior.  Specifically, clinicians and researchers frequently collect 

information about adolescent and family functioning from multiple informants’ 

perspectives (Hunsley & Mash, 2007).  Typical informants include the adolescent, their 

parents, and their teachers, although clinician ratings and record reviews (e.g., police and 

school records) may augment assessments (De Los Reyes, 2013).  Taking a multi-

informant approach to assessing monitoring-relevant constructs carries with it both 

strengths and challenges.  Specifically, a key strength of this approach is that it informs 

our understanding of an adolescent’s behavior from multiple perspectives and contexts 

(Dirks, De Los Reyes, Briggs-Gowan, Cella, & Wakschlag, 2012).  Adolescents may 

behave differently across contexts and informants differ in how or under what 

circumstances they observe adolescents, and thus reports gathered from multiple 

informants typically only yield low-to-moderate correspondence (Achenbach, 

McConaughy, Howell, 1987; De Los Reyes, Thomas, Goodman, & Kundey, 2013; 

Kraemer et al., 2003).  In fact, parent and child/adolescent reports of monitoring-relevant 

constructs also evidence these low-to-moderate correspondence levels (e.g., De Los 

Reyes, Ehrlich et al., 2013; De Los Reyes, Goodman, Kliewer, & Reid-Quiñones, 2008, 

2010; De Los Reyes, Salas, Menzer, & Daruwala, 2013; Lippold, Greenberg, & Feinberg, 

2011; Reynolds, MacPherson, Matusiewicz, Schreiber, & Lejuez, 2011).  Yet, in addition 

to differences among parents and adolescents in the contexts in which they may observe 

behaviors indicative of monitoring-relevant constructs, parents and adolescents vary in 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=MacPherson%20L%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21229444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=MacPherson%20L%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21229444
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Schreiber%20WM%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21229444
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their perspectives of the family environment generally.  That is, a robust finding in 

adolescent development work is that on average, parents tend to view the family in far 

more positive terms relative to adolescents (Fung & Lau, 2010; Gaylord, Kitzmann, & 

Coleman., 2003).  Further, as adolescents progress from early to middle and late 

adolescent periods, they tend to view the family in increasingly negative terms relative to 

parents (Ohannessian, Lerner, Lerner, & von Eye, 2000; Ohannessian & De Los, Reyes, 

2014).  Researchers surmise that these increasingly negative views held by adolescents 

reflect normative developmental processes among adolescents, namely increased identity 

development (Blakemore, 2007, 2008; Smetana & Villalobos, 2009).  Additionally, 

researchers propose that these changes may hold adaptive implications for the adolescent 

such as contributing to the adolescent’s development of increased autonomy from the 

family as he or she moves towards adulthood (Zimmer-Gembeck  & Collins (2003).  Yet, 

despite the increasing interest in the use of multi-informant approaches to assessing 

monitoring-relevant constructs, we know relatively little about how to interpret the low 

correspondence among reports when estimating links between measures of these 

constructs and adolescent delinquent behavior.   

Recently, researchers examined the role of multi-informant assessments in 

relations observed between monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent delinquent 

behavior (e.g., Keijsers, et al., 2010; Kerr, Stattin, & Burke, 2010).  Yet, previous studies 

have suffered from key limitations.  Specifically, prior work relied on a single measure to 

examine monitoring-relevant constructs, namely the PPS (Stattin & Kerr, 2000).  

Although the PPS is a widely used measure, certain measurement characteristics such as 

the type of response scale provided, the type of behaviors or symptoms assessed, and the 
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wording of specific items have been shown to affect an individual’s reports on his or her 

own behaviors (Schwarz, 1999).  The potential consequences of such measurement 

effects hold clear implications for the measurement of monitoring-relevant constructs.  

For example, items on commonly used measures of monitoring- relevant constructs may 

differ in the valence of how the question is perceived (i.e., positively or negatively 

valenced).  In fact, items on the PPS are worded in a positive direction (e.g., “Do you 

know which friends your child hangs out with during his/her free time?.”), whereas items 

on the APQ are more negatively valenced (e.g., “You get so busy that you forget where 

your child is and what he/she is doing.”).  In light of the developmental literature 

discussed previously, it is possible that parents and adolescents interpret these questions 

differently and may respond differently to positively- versus negatively-valenced 

questions (see also De Los Reyes, Ehrlich et al., 2013).  

Similarly, a parent’s report of his own solicitation efforts with the adolescent may 

be influenced not only by his ability to accurately recall such behaviors or the valence of 

the questions but also by the way items are worded on the measure the parent completes.  

That is, a parent’s response when asked “How often do you forget to ask your child about 

where he/she is going before he/she leaves the house?” may vary dramatically compared 

to “Do you ask your child to tell you where he/she is going before he/she leaves the 

house?”  Importantly, these effects may also differ by informant, as parent- and 

adolescent-reports may be influenced by different memories of events and/or different 

interpretations of the same measurement items, in part, because they hold different 

perspectives when observing the behaviors assessed (see Kraemer et al., 2003).  

Consequently, a second key aim of this study involved assessing monitoring-relevant 
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constructs using parent- and adolescent-reports across two commonly used scales of 

monitoring-relevant constructs, namely the Kerr and Stattin PPS scales and the Poor 

Monitoring/Supervision subscale of the APQ (Frick, 1991).  

Purpose and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study is to extend the literature on the assessment of 

monitoring-relevant constructs within a multi-informant framework and the relation 

between these constructs and adolescent delinquent behavior.  Given the limited nature of 

prior literature examining these issues using multi-measure, multi-informant designs, I 

tested several specific hypotheses as well as a series of exploratory research questions.  

First, I examined differences between parent- and adolescent-reports on two commonly 

used measures of parental monitoring (i.e., APQ; Frick, 1991) and parental knowledge 

(i.e., parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).  As 

adolescence progresses, adolescents tend to perceive family functioning more negatively, 

relative to parents’ perspectives on family functioning (Fung & Lau, 2010; Gaylord et al., 

2003; Ohannessian et al., 2000; Ohannessian & De Los, Reyes, 2014).  Thus, I 

hypothesized that parents would report higher scores on positively-valenced questions 

than adolescents (i.e., items on the PPS), whereas adolescents would report higher scores 

on negatively-valenced questions than parents (i.e., items on the APQ).   

Second, I explored how monitoring-relevant constructs relate to adolescents’ self-

reported delinquent behavior. Consistent with prior work (Smetana, 2008), I expected 

that both lower levels of parental knowledge (i.e., PPS) and greater levels of poor 

parental monitoring (i.e., APQ) would relate to increased adolescents’ self-reported 

delinquent behavior.  However, I conducted exploratory analyses to test whether the 
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magnitude of the relation between monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent 

delinquent behavior is qualified by the type of monitoring domain assessed (i.e., parental 

monitoring, parental knowledge) and/or the informant providing the report (i.e., parent, 

adolescent).  With regard to monitoring domains, the complex set of interrelations among 

monitoring-relevant constructs (e.g., Figure 1) results in difficulty making specific 

predictions. One possible outcome is that I identify a stronger-magnitude link between 

low levels of parental knowledge and increased adolescent delinquent behaviors, relative 

to the link between increased poor monitoring and increased adolescent delinquent 

behavior. These results would help support recent claims that previously reported 

relations between parental monitoring and adolescent delinquent behavior occurred 

because researchers mistakenly reported results for parental monitoring when they were 

in fact measuring parental knowledge (see Kerr & Stattin, 2010).  In other words, the 

significant relation between parental knowledge and adolescent delinquent behavior may 

have been masking the true nature of the relation between parental monitoring and 

adolescent delinquent behavior. Alternatively, I might observe a stronger link between 

increased levels of poor parental monitoring and increased adolescent delinquent 

behaviors, relative to the link observed between low parental knowledge and increased 

adolescent delinquent behavior. These results would suggest that despite the concerns and 

criticisms raised around previous operationalizations of parental monitoring, a significant 

relation does exist between monitoring behaviors and adolescent delinquency over and 

above the relation between parental knowledge and adolescent delinquent behavior. 

Given the possible domain effects on the relation between monitoring-relevant constructs 

and adolescent delinquent behavior, I examined whether the magnitude of the relation 
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between these constructs and delinquent behavior depends, in part, on whether the 

domain assessed reflects parental knowledge versus poor monitoring behaviors.  

Despite the predictions described previously regarding parent- and adolescent-

reports of monitoring-relevant constructs, one also encounters difficulty making specific 

predictions around the extent to which these hypothesized informant differences would 

affect the relations between monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent delinquent 

behavior.  Specifically, one possible outcome was that the magnitude of the relation 

between measures of monitoring-relevant constructs (i.e., parental knowledge vs. poor 

monitoring behaviors) and adolescents’ self-reported delinquent behavior would not 

differ based on informant. For example, perhaps specific poor monitoring behaviors are 

easier for all informants to observe, relative to behaviors indicative of parental 

knowledge (see also Achenbach et al., 1987).  If true, this might indicate that regardless 

of informant, measures of poor monitoring behaviors evidence stronger-magnitude 

relations with adolescent delinquent behavior, relative to links observed between 

adolescent delinquent behavior and parental knowledge.  Alternatively, as described 

previously, adolescents might endorse negatively-valenced monitoring behaviors to a 

greater extent than parents, whereas parents might be more likely than adolescents to 

endorse positively-valenced monitoring behaviors.  Within this scenario, the magnitude 

of the relation between measures of monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescents’ self-

reported delinquent behavior would differ based on informant.  That is, adolescent reports 

of poor monitoring behaviors (i.e., negative-valence on the APQ) would evidence 

stronger-magnitude links with adolescent delinquent behaviors relative to links observed 

between adolescent delinquent behavior and adolescent reports of parental knowledge 
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(i.e., positive-valence on the PPS). In contrast, parent reports of parental knowledge (i.e., 

positive-valence on the PPS) would evidence stronger-magnitude links with adolescent 

delinquent behaviors, relative to links observed between adolescent delinquent behaviors 

and  parent reports of poor monitoring behaviors (i.e., negative-valence on the APQ).  

Thus, similar to test of monitoring domain, I examined whether the magnitude of the 

relation between monitoring-relevant constructs and delinquent behavior depends, in part, 

on whether adolescents versus parents completed reports about monitoring-relevant 

constructs. 
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Chapter 2: Method 

Participants 

Participants included 74 caregiver and adolescent (28 boys, 46 girls) dyads who 

each participated in one of two community studies within which participants completed 

similar measures and tasks (De Los Reyes, Salas et al., 2013; De Los Reyes, Thomas et 

al., 2012).  The sample consisted of 5 male caregivers and 69 female caregivers who self-

identified as the adolescent’s biological mother/father (93%) or another caregiver (7%; 

e.g., adoptive, step, or grandparent, aunt, or cousin).  For the purposes of the current 

paper, I refer to these caregivers as “parents.”  The adolescent participants ranged in age 

from 14-17 years (M = 15.3, SD = 1.05, and self-identified as African American or Black 

(52.7%), Caucasian or European American (39.2%), Hispanic or Latino/a (6.8%), Asian 

American (2.7%), American Indian (1.4%), or Other (2.7%).  Of note, these values 

surpass 100% because some parents self-identified as more than one racial/ethnic 

category.  

Parents’ reported marital status varied with 60.8% married, 20.3% divorced, 6.8% 

never married, 5.4% living together, 4.1% widowed, and 2.7% separated.  All parents 

completed at least a high school education, and the majority of the parents (95.9%) had 

completed some higher education beyond high school (e.g. associate’s, vocational, or 

bachelor’s degree).  Parents reported weekly household income across 10 categories that 

varied by $100 increments (i.e., Less than $100 per week through 901+ per week).  Based 

on this scale, 13.7% of the families had a weekly household income of $500 or less, 

24.4% had a weekly income between $501 and $900, and 61.6% earned $901 or more per 

week.       
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Measures 

Adolescents and parents completed measures assessing domains of adolescent and 

family demographics as well as a counter-balanced battery of measures assessing 

monitoring-relevant constructs (i.e., parental monitoring, parental knowledge).  In Table 

1, I reported means, standard deviations, and internal consistency (α) estimates for all 

measures of monitoring-relevant constructs.  Additionally, adolescents self-reported on 

their engagement in delinquent behaviors.   

 Adolescent and family demographics.  Demographic data were obtained 

through parent reports of adolescent age and gender, family/ethnicity/race, and family 

income via a computerized demographics questionnaire.  

Monitoring-relevant constructs.  To assess perceived parental monitoring, 

parents and adolescents provided independent reports on parallel versions of the Poor 

Monitoring/ Supervision subscale of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; Frick, 

1991). The Poor Monitoring/Supervision subscale consists of 10 items rated on a five-

point scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always), with greater scores reflecting poorer 

monitoring. Parents and adolescents completed this subscale as part of the larger 42-item 

APQ which includes a variety of additional domains of parenting including positive 

parenting, parental involvement, corporal punishment, and inconsistent discipline. In the 

current study, one item was excluded from the measure (“You hit your child with a belt, 

switch, or other object when he/she has done something wrong” for the parent report; 

“Your parents hit you with a belt, switch, or other object when you have done something 

wrong” for the adolescent report) due to ethical considerations and confidentiality 

precautions.   
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To assess perceived parental knowledge, parents and adolescents completed 

parallel versions of two widely used scales, each of which contain items that are scored 

on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 and have extensive evidence attesting to 

their internal consistency and validity in samples of adolescents and their parents (e.g., 

De Los Reyes et al., 2008, 2010; De Los Reyes, Salas et al., 2013; Kerr & Stattin, 2000).  

First, the Parental Knowledge scale consists of 9 items (example item: Do your parents 

know what you do during your free time?), with greater scores indicating greater parental 

knowledge.  Second, the Adolescent Disclosure scale consists of 5 items (example item: 

Do you keep a lot of secrets from your parents about what you do during your free 

time?), and was chosen for the current study due to prior evidence suggesting adolescent 

disclosure significantly informs parental knowledge to a greater extent than other aspects 

of parental knowledge typically assessed (e.g., parental solicitation; see Kerr, Stattin, & 

Burke, 2010).  

 Adolescent self-reports of delinquent behavior.  Adolescents completed self-

reports of delinquent behavior using the Problem Behavior Frequency Scales (PBFS; 

Farrell et al., 2000).  The PBFS includes 51 items representing a variety of problem 

behavior domains including drug use, physical, nonphysical and relational aggression, 

and delinquent behaviors.  On the PBFS, adolescents provide reports based on behaviors 

expressed within the previous 30 days.  For the current study, I examined self-reported 

scores on the Delinquency subscale (α = .70).   

Data-Analytic Plan  

      Preliminary analyses.  I conducted preliminary analyses to test for deviations 

from normality.  Additionally, I calculated internal consistency estimates across each 
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measure of monitoring-relevant constructs (i.e., parental knowledge, parental monitoring 

behaviors) for both adolescent self-report and parent-report (see Table 1).  In light of 

work reviewed previously on low informant correspondence in reports of monitoring-

relevant constructs, I computed between-subject correlations to examine the 

correspondence between parent and adolescent reports (Table 2).  Further, I conducted 

paired samples t-tests to assess mean differences between parent- and adolescent-reports 

of monitoring-relevant constructs (Table 1).   

Composite scoring for parental knowledge.  I observed significant and positive 

relations between/among within-informant reports of domains of parental knowledge 

(i.e., parental knowledge, adolescent disclosure). Specifically, within-informant reports of 

parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure yielded Pearson r correlations of .51 

(parent-reports) and .62 (adolescent-reports; Table 2), whereas between-informant reports 

of parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure yielded correlations ranging from .41 

(parental knowledge) to .42 (adolescent disclosure; Table 2).  As mentioned previously, 

adolescent disclosure plays a key role in informing a parent’s knowledge about his or her 

adolescent’s whereabouts and activities.  In line with prior work, my preliminary analyses 

supported integrating the Adolescent Disclosure and the Parental Knowledge subscales 

developed by Stattin and Kerr (2000) into a comprehensive assessment of parental 

knowledge. Specifically, the moderate correlations between parent- and adolescent-

reports of parental knowledge confirmed that although the cross-informant reports were 

correlated, the information provided by each informant was not redundant with that 

endorsed by the additional informant.  Therefore, to create my criterion variables of 

parental knowledge, I created composite scores by first converting the within-informant 
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scores of parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure into z-scores and then averaging 

these scores into a single composite score for each participant.  The aim of this composite 

variable was to capture the full extent of a parent’s knowledge of his or her adolescent’s 

activities by including both the measured knowledge itself as well as the additional 

information about parental knowledge gained by measuring adolescent disclosure.1 

 Scoring for adolescents’ self-reported delinquent behavior.  Adolescent self-

reported engagement in delinquent behavior on the PBFS (M = 0.23, SD = 0.40) 

exhibited significant skewness (skewness = 2.35). Of note, the Delinquency subscale was 

positively skewed due to the modal endorsement of no engagement in delinquent 

behaviors. Prior research has demonstrated that transforming skewed data wherein zero 

represents the majority of responses fails to adequately correct resulting skewness 

(Atkins & Gallop, 2007). Therefore, adolescents were grouped dichotomously into those 

who self-reported no engagement in delinquent behaviors (N = 40) during the preceding 

30 days and those who reported any engagement in delinquent behaviors (N = 34).2  This 

                                                           
1 To confirm that neither the parental knowledge nor the adolescent disclosure subscale 

was driving any subsequent statistical effects, I also ran all parental knowledge composite 

analyses with the parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure subscales individually. 

Of note, the general pattern of results acquired when examining the composite variable 

remain the same when examining the individual subscales separately. For a full report of 

secondary analyses, please contact the author. 

2 To provide a more conservative calculation of reported delinquent behavior, the groups 

were also organized independently as (1) adolescents endorsing the largest amount of 

delinquent behavior (i.e. the top 23%; N = 17) versus (2) adolescents endorsing less or no 

reported engagement in delinquent behavior (i.e. the bottom 77% (N = 57). All analyses 

were repeated with this coding scheme, and the results remained consistent with the 

original group design. 
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dichotomous variable served as the key independent variable used in tests of my main 

hypotheses.  

 Hypothesis testing.  Tests of my main hypotheses involved examining multiple 

informants’ (parent and adolescent) parallel reports of monitoring-relevant constructs.  It 

would be difficult to assume these measures are independent observations.  That is, 

parent and adolescent reports often disagree yet still significantly correlate in the low-to-

moderate range (e.g., De Los Reyes, Ehrlich et al., 2013; De Los Reyes et al., 2008, 

2010; De Los Reyes, Salas et al., 2013; Lippold et al., 2011; Reynolds et al., 2011).  

Thus, this correlated data structure violated key assumptions underlying general linear 

modeling (GLM) of data.  Due to this, I tested my primary aims regarding links between 

monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent delinquent behavior using generalized 

estimating equations (GEE): an extension of the GLM that assumes correlated 

observations of dependent and/or independent variables (Hanley, Negassa, Edwardes, & 

Forrester, 2003).  For GEE modeling, I used an identity binary logistic link function with 

an unstructured correlation matrix.  The binary logistic link function reflected the 

dichotomous repeated-measures dependent variable, which I will describe next. I 

employed an unstructured correlation matrix in light of the small number of dependent 

variables used in each analysis and the fact that I obtained complete data on all constructs 

for the 74 families I examined.  

Although delinquency status may intuitively present as the dependent variable for 

analyses, GEE requires a repeated-measures variable to function as the dependent 

variable.  Therefore, in my GEE model I entered delinquency status as an independent 

variable. Given the cross-sectional nature of the hypotheses, the direction of the relation 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed?term=Reynolds%20EK%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=21229444
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between the independent and dependent variables does not affect subsequent 

interpretation. Consistent with GEE modeling procedures I created a nested, repeated-

measures (i.e., two informants provided reports per variable, per family) dependent 

variable consisting of measures of parental knowledge (i.e., parent and adolescent 

composite scores of Parental Knowledge and Adolescent Disclosure) and parental 

monitoring (i.e., parent- and adolescent-reports on the APQ Poor Monitoring/ 

Supervision scale).  These measures employ different scaling methods and thus result in 

different response value ranges and estimates of central tendency.  Consequently, to place 

these measures on the same scale, I created median splits for each parent and adolescent 

measure of parental knowledge and parental monitoring behaviors.  Of note, the measures 

of parental knowledge and parental monitoring assessed these constructs in opposing 

directions.  Thus, I reverse-coded the parental monitoring measures so that higher scores 

reflected poorer monitoring and higher scores on the parental knowledge composite 

variable reflected lower parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure.  Thus, for all 

measures of monitoring-relevant constructs, I coded relatively high 

monitoring/knowledge (i.e., positive monitoring levels, greater levels of parental 

knowledge and disclosure) as 0 and relatively low monitoring (i.e., poor monitoring 

levels, lower levels of parental knowledge and disclosure) as 1.   

To test the primary hypotheses, I statistically modeled the dependent variable as a 

function of several independent variables: (a) Informant (parent coded as 0 and 

adolescent coded as 1), (b) Domain of the measure (parental monitoring behaviors coded 

as 0 and parental knowledge coded as 1), (c) Adolescent Self-reported Delinquent 
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Behavior Status (no reported delinquent behavior as 0 and any delinquent behavior as 1), 

(d) all possible 2-way interactions, and (e) all possible 3-way interactions. 
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Chapter 3: Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Normality assumptions and internal consistency.  Before testing the main 

hypotheses, I tested for deviations from normality.  With the exception of the PBFS 

Delinquency Subscale mentioned previously, all measures conformed to normality 

assumptions (i.e., skewness and kurtosis; see Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).   

Correspondence between parent and adolescent reports of monitoring-

relevant constructs.  To examine correspondence among informants’ reports of 

monitoring-relevant constructs, I conducted bivariate correlations between informants’ 

reports on the APQ Poor Monitoring/Supervision, Parental Knowledge, and Adolescent 

Disclosure scales (Table 2).  Consistent with prior work (De Los Reyes, 2011, 2013), I 

observed low-to-moderate correspondence between parent and adolescent reports of 

monitoring-relevant constructs.         

 Mean differences between parent and adolescent reports of monitoring-

relevant constructs.  In addition to examining between-informant correspondence, I 

examined mean differences between informants’ reports of monitoring-relevant 

constructs.  Specifically, I conducted paired-sample t-tests to compare means of parallel 

parent- and adolescent-reports on the APQ Poor Monitoring/Supervision, Parental 

Knowledge, and Adolescent Disclosure scales (Table 1).  Consistent with prior work (De 

Los Reyes, Ehrlich, et al., 2013; De Los Reyes, Salas et al., 2013; Laird & De Los Reyes, 

2013; Reynolds et al., 2011), parents reported significantly lower mean levels of poor 

monitoring than adolescents reported, and parents reported relatively higher levels of 

both parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure than adolescents reported. 
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 Differences in parent- and adolescent-reports of monitoring-relevant 

constructs as a function of adolescent delinquent behavior.  As a preliminary test 

before addressing our main hypotheses, I examined mean differences between reports of 

monitoring-relevant constructs for adolescents who did not report engaging in delinquent 

behavior and for adolescents who did report engaging in delinquent behavior (Table 3).  

Specifically, I conducted independent samples t-tests to compare means of parent- and 

adolescent-reports on the APQ Poor Monitoring/Supervision, Parental Knowledge, and 

Adolescent Disclosure scales (Table 3).  Consistent with prior work (Smetana, 2008), 

relative to adolescents who did not report engaging in delinquent behavior, adolescents 

who did report engaging in delinquent behavior evidenced significantly greater levels of 

poor monitoring and significantly lower levels of both parental knowledge and adolescent 

disclosure, regardless of parental monitoring informant.  The one exception to these 

findings was for adolescent-reports of adolescent disclosure, which did not significantly 

differ by adolescent delinquent behavior status.  Importantly, effect size estimates of 

these mean differences indicate that measures of parental monitoring behaviors evidenced 

medium effects based on parent-reports and large effects based on adolescent-reports, 

based on Cohen’s (1988) effect size conventions (i.e., small: d = 0.2; medium: d = 0.5; 

large: d = 0.8).  Conversely, effect size estimates for parental knowledge measures 

indicated medium-to-large effects for parent-reports and low-to-moderate effects for 

adolescent-reports.  These findings provide further justification for testing my main 

hypothesis.   

Parent- and Adolescent-Reports on Measures of Parental Knowledge and Parental 

Monitoring Behaviors and Links with Adolescents’ Delinquent Behavior Status 
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 I examined the relations among parent- and adolescent-reports on measures of 

parental knowledge and parental monitoring behaviors with adolescents’ self-reported 

delinquent behavior using the GEE modeling procedures described previously (Table 4).  

I observed non-significant main effects of adolescent age, gender, informant, and domain.  

I also observed non-significant Informant × Domain, Domain × Adolescent Delinquent 

Behavior Status, and Informant × Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status interaction 

effects.   

 Consistent with my hypotheses and the preliminary analyses reported in Table 3, I 

observed a significant main effect of adolescent delinquent behavior status, reflecting a 

significantly greater likelihood of adolescents who reported engaging in delinquent 

behavior to evidence greater levels of poor monitoring, relative to adolescents who did 

not report engaging in delinquent behavior.  However, the main effect of adolescent 

delinquent behavior status was qualified by a significant Informant × Domain × 

Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status interaction.  Specifically, for monitoring-relevant 

construct reports provided by parents, measures of parental knowledge related to 

adolescents’ self-reported delinquent behavior at greater magnitudes relative to measures 

of parental monitoring behaviors.  In contrast, for monitoring-relevant construct reports 

provided by adolescents, measures of parental monitoring behaviors related to 

adolescents’ self-reported delinquent behavior at greater magnitudes relative to measures 

of parental knowledge (Figure 2).  



22 

 

Chapter 4: Discussion 

Main Findings 

 The purpose of this study was to extend the literature on the assessment of 

parental monitoring and the relation between parental monitoring and adolescent 

delinquent behavior.  I observed three main findings.  First, consistent with previous 

literature (e.g., De Los Reyes, 2011, 2013), low-to-moderate correspondence rates 

between parent- and adolescent-reports of monitor-relevant constructs were observed.  

This finding suggests that although parents and adolescents evidence some agreement on 

the presence of parental knowledge and parental monitoring behaviors, their reports are 

not redundant. Therefore, parent- and adolescent-reports offer unique information over 

and above the other report. Additionally, as hypothesized, parent- and adolescent-reports 

also differed based on the type of domain assessed. Specifically, parents reported 

significantly lower mean levels of poor monitoring than adolescents reported, and parents 

reported relatively higher levels of both parental knowledge and adolescent disclosure 

than adolescents reported.  

 These results are consistent with prior work (e.g., De Los Reyes, Ehrlich, et al., 

2013) and may be accounted for by several interpretations. For instance, these reporting 

differences may reflect that adolescents and parents differ in their endorsement of 

positively- versus negatively-valenced items. As mentioned previously, measurement 

characteristics such as the valence of questions on a self-report questionnaire may 

influence reporting patterns (Schwarz, 1999).  Therefore, these results may simply be a 

function of measurement characteristics, and future research should examine informant 

differences of monitoring-relevant constructs using multiple measures with both 
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positively- and negatively-valenced questions. Alternatively, these discrepancies may 

highlight different perspectives held by parents and adolescents regarding a parent’s 

active monitoring behaviors and his or her knowledge of an adolescent’s activities. 

Specifically, assuming both parent- and adolescent-reports of monitoring-relevant 

constructs are valid, these results highlight that parents may believe they are engaging in 

more monitoring behaviors and have more knowledge of their adolescents activities than 

they adolescent believes. A parent’s inflated belief in the amount of his or her monitoring 

and knowledge may ultimately decrease the likelihood the parent will initiate increased 

monitoring efforts or actively seek additional knowledge. In other words, if a parent 

believes he or she is already engaging in a large amount of monitoring behaviors and is 

knowledgeable about his or her activities, the parent may be less motivated to increase 

his or her monitoring efforts.  Previous literature has demonstrated that informant 

discrepancies in the assessment of monitoring-relevant constructs (a) remain consistent 

over time and (b) predict poor childhood outcomes over and above a single informant’s 

reports alone (De Los Reyes, et al., 2010). Given these implications and the remaining 

questions about how best to interpret the informant discrepancies observed in this study, 

future research would benefit from further investigating the underlying cause of 

discrepancies between parent- and adolescent-reports of monitoring-relevant constructs.  

 Second, parent- and adolescent-reports of monitoring-relevant constructs were 

significantly related to adolescent self-reported delinquent behavior. In other words, 

significantly higher levels of parental knowledge and monitoring were reported for 

adolescents who did not report engaging in delinquent behaviors compared to adolescents 

who did report engaging in delinquent behaviors (Table 3).  These findings support the 
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previously reported links between parental monitoring and adolescent delinquent 

behavior. However, a third set of findings from this study clarify this relation. 

Specifically, I observed that measures of monitoring-relevant constructs differentially 

related to adolescent self-reported engagement in delinquent behaviors, depending on the 

kind of measure and informant completing the measure. For parent-reports, measures of 

parental knowledge related to adolescent delinquent behavior at greater magnitudes than 

measures of parental monitoring behaviors.  Conversely, for adolescent-reports, measures 

of parental monitoring behaviors related to adolescent delinquent behavior at greater 

magnitudes than measures of parental knowledge (Figure 2).  

 Lastly, the observed three-way interaction between domain of monitoring-

relevant construct, the informant, and adolescent delinquent behavior supported my initial 

hypothesis that informants adopt differing perspectives around monitoring-relevant 

constructs. As discussed previously, adolescents and parents tend to disagree on aspects 

of family-related functioning as adolescents increase with age (e.g., family satisfaction, 

communication) (Ohannesian & De Los Reyes, 2014).  Additionally, adolescents have 

been shown to view family-related factors more negatively than their mothers 

(Ohannesian & De Los Reyes, 2014).  As discussed previously, different perspectives 

held by adolescents and their parents on level of family functioning may help explain the 

informant effects observed in this study. Specifically, my findings indicate that 

adolescents endorse more negatively-valenced monitoring-relevant items than parents 

and parents endorse more positively-valenced items than adolescents.  Therefore, the 

different reporting patterns on the measures between parent- and adolescent-reports may 

reflect differences in parents and adolescents observing or recognizing positive versus 
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negative monitoring-related patterns. In other words, perhaps adolescents are more likely 

than parents to attend to the lack of parental monitoring behaviors being enforced relative 

to parents’ awareness, whereas parents are more likely than adolescents to attend to 

amount of knowledge they have about their adolescent’s whereabouts and activities.   

 In sum, these findings indicate that measures of monitoring-relevant constructs 

relate to adolescent delinquent behavior, but that the nature and extent of these relations 

depends on the type of parental monitoring measure completed and the informant 

providing monitoring reports. 

Limitations 

 There are a few limitations to this study which warrant consideration. First, I only 

compared parent- and adolescent-reports of monitoring-relevant constructs to a single 

measure of adolescent delinquent behavior. Several factors contributed to the use of self-

reported delinquent behavior status within the current study. For instance, inconsistent 

findings exist surrounding the incremental validity of collecting multi-informant reports 

of delinquent behaviors during adolescence. While traditionally, it has been believed that 

parents are strong reporters of disruptive behavior symptoms during childhood (Dirks et 

al., 2012), during adolescence, adolescents themselves are seen as vital reporters in the 

assessment of delinquent behaviors as they are privy to the presence of antisocial or 

delinquent symptoms across a much wider variety of contexts than parents (Hartung et 

al., 2005). Additionally, prior research examining both parent- and adolescent-reported 

adolescent engagement in delinquent behaviors has demonstrated that adolescents 

endorse higher levels of delinquent behaviors than parents report about their adolescent 

(Laird et al., 2003). These findings suggest self-reports of adolescent delinquent 
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behavior, relative to parent reports, may provide greater statistical power to detect our 

hypothesized effects.  At the same time, future research should examine whether these 

effects extend to studies in which adolescent delinquent behavior is assessed using 

measures other than adolescent self-report (e.g., official records of judicial contact). 

 This self-report measure of adolescent delinquent behavior yielded scores that 

exhibited significant skewness, with the majority of adolescents in the sample endorsing 

no engagement in delinquent behaviors.  Consequently, I chose to dichotomize the 

reports to test our main hypotheses.  It is unclear whether these findings would generalize 

to other methods of assessing adolescent delinquent behavior, including measures relying 

on parent- or teacher-report or official records (e.g., police contacts, arrest records).  I 

encourage future researchers to augment the assessment of adolescent delinquent 

behavior by including both self-report measures as well as measures not reliant on self-

report.     

 Second, low levels of monitoring-relevant constructs have consistently been 

identified as a risk factor for the development of delinquent behaviors (Racz & 

McMahon, 2011).  These findings indicate that measures aimed at assessing monitoring-

relevant constructs differentially relate to the presence of adolescent delinquent 

behaviors, depending on the types of measures and informants used within a cross-

sectional study.  A key issue is whether these findings extend to use of these measures 

and informants within longitudinal studies.  Thus, I encourage future research to use 

these promising findings as a resource for conducting prospective longitudinal research 

on the relations between multi-informant assessments of monitoring-relevant constructs 

and the development of delinquent behaviors during adolescence. 



27 

 

 Third, although these results conform to the previously detailed developmental 

theory explaining how adolescents begin to view family-related factors more negatively 

than their parents (e.g., Ohannessian, et al., 2000), certain measurement characteristics of 

this study warrant further examination. Specifically, the valence differences between 

items on the APQ (i.e., negatively-valenced) and the PPS (i.e., positively-valenced) 

introduce some confusion when interpreting the three-way interaction. In particular, it is 

unclear whether the observed reporting differences are confounded by measurement 

effects caused by the differences in the valence of the items. In other words, are the 

reporting differences solely attributable to the perspectives held by each informant, or are 

the valence differences between measures affecting the results as well? To further clarify 

the underlying nature of these informant differences, future research should extend the 

methods used in this study to experimentally investigate the impact of these measurement 

characteristics on the multi-informant assessment of monitoring-relevant constructs. For 

example, do findings I observed in my study generalize to study circumstances in which 

parental monitoring is assessed with positively-valenced items in lieu of the negatively-

valenced items comprising the APQ?  

 Lastly, I opted to specifically focus on assessing broadly-defined delinquent 

behaviors. Some prior researchers have included drug use behaviors in their 

operationalization of delinquent behaviors (e.g., Keijsers, et al., 2010); however, drug use 

was excluded from my analyses due to a general lack of drug use endorsed by the 

participants in this study. Specifically, preliminary analyses revealed that the majority of 

the adolescent participants in the study (n = 55) reported having engaged in no recent 

drug use.  Future research may benefit from applying methods similar to those used in 
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this study to examine the previously established links between monitoring-relevant 

constructs and adolescent drug use due to the presence of remaining questions around the 

true nature of these relations. Specifically, similar to the issues raised previously, 

operationalization issues in the parental monitoring literature may have contributed to 

confusion around the exact relations between monitoring behaviors and parental 

knowledge and adolescent drug use.  

Implications for Clinical Research and Practice 

 These findings have important implications for assessing the relation between 

monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent delinquent behaviors. Specifically, the 

findings inform the clinical assessment of monitoring-relevant constructs.  Indeed, prior 

research has consistently supported the link between poor parental monitoring and 

adolescent delinquent behavior (Smetana, 2008).  Yet, these findings indicate that several 

aspects of the assessment affect the relation between monitoring and delinquent behavior.  

For example, use of measures that tap into parental monitoring behaviors versus parental 

knowledge may dictate the magnitude of the relation between monitoring-relevant 

constructs and delinquent behavior.  

 Furthermore, these findings suggest that the relation between parental monitoring 

and delinquent behaviors varies by informant.  That is, different informants may hold 

unique perspectives on monitoring-relevant constructs (e.g., De Los Reyes, Ehrlich et al., 

2013; De Los Reyes et al., 2008, 2010; De Los Reyes, Salas et al., 2013; Reynolds et al., 

2011; Lippold et al., 2011).  In other words, these findings indicate that measures of 

monitoring-relevant constructs may vary on whether they focus on aspects of monitoring 

(e.g., monitoring behaviors vs. parental knowledge) “fit” the perspective of the informant 
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completing the measure. Similarly, these findings help clarify which specific measure 

yields the strongest relation to delinquent behavior depends on the informant completing 

the measures (e.g., parent versus adolescent).  Consequently, different perspectives held 

by the adolescent and parent on the relation between aspects of parental monitoring and 

delinquent behaviors may hold valuable information for treatment planning for the 

adolescent.  For example, if an adolescent and his or her parent provide discrepant reports 

of monitoring-relevant constructs, the clinician can use this information to probe for the 

aspects of monitoring or knowledge that the adolescent and parent report as being present 

versus absent.  The clinician can then use this information to foster consensus on 

treatment goals and on aspects of the parent-adolescent relationship that might be most 

amenable to change from the perspectives of both the parent and adolescent (e.g., 

increasing parent-adolescent communication).  Indeed, parents are more likely than 

adolescents to be the source of clinical referral for adolescents’ mental health concerns 

(Hunsley & Lee, 2010).  Therefore, discrepant information gathered from reports of 

monitoring-relevant constructs completed by the parent and adolescent may prove 

especially useful in providing the clinician with valuable insight into the areas of concern 

specific to the adolescent’s perspective, in addition to the referral concerns initially 

identified by the parent.   

Concluding Comments 

In sum, measures of monitoring-relevant constructs relate to adolescents’ self-

reported delinquent behavior.  However, links between monitoring and adolescents’ 

delinquent behavior vary by the kind of monitoring measure and the informant 

completing the measure.  Specifically, for adolescent-reports, measures of parental 
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monitoring behaviors more strongly relate to adolescents’ delinquent behavior than 

measures of parental knowledge.  For parent-reports, measures of parental knowledge 

more strongly relate to adolescents’ delinquent behavior than measures of parental 

monitoring behaviors.  These findings hold important implications for the clinical 

assessment of parental monitoring and its links with adolescents’ delinquent behavior, as 

the findings may inform how clinicians may tailor treatment planning to the specific 

perspectives held by family members. These findings also inform our understanding of 

important parameters that may modulate the relations observed between monitoring-

relevant constructs and the presence of adolescent delinquent behavior.  I encourage 

future research seeking to understand whether the links between informants’ reports of 

monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent delinquent behavior relate to informants’ 

underlying attributions for the causes of adolescents’ delinquent behavior. 
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Table 1   

Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), and Internal Consistency (α) Estimates of Survey Measures of Monitoring-Relevant 

Constructs (n = 74) 

 APQ: 

Poor 

Monitoring/Supervision 

Subscale 

Kerr and Stattin 

Parental Monitoring 

Scales 

  

Variable M SD α  M SD α Paired t Test  p 

APQ        -6.04  p < .001 

    Parent Report 18.90 4.58 .72        

    Adolescent Report 23.35 5.94 .77        

Parental Knowledge        5.58  p < .001 

    Parent Report    38.32 4.10 .80     

    Adolescent Report    34.58 6.06 .84     

Adolescent Disclosure        2.77  p < .05 

    Parent Report    18.90 3.72 .68     

    Adolescent Report    17.50 4.32 .72     
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Table 2  

Correlations among Survey Measures of Parental Monitoring-relevant Constructs  (n = 74) 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6   

1  APQ, Parent Report  -.62** -.36**  .30** -.28* -.26*   

2  Parental Knowledge, Parent Report    .51** -.41**  .41**  .23   

3  Adolescent Disclosure, Parent Report    -.22  .18  .42**   

4  APQ, Adolescent Report     -.59** -.44**   

5  Parental Knowledge, Adolescent Report       .62**   

6  Adolescent Disclosure, Adolescent Report         

         

Note.  APQ = Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Poor Monitoring/Supervision subscale; *p < .05; **p < .01. 
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Table 3   

Mean Differences on  Survey Measures of Monitoring-Relevant Constructs (n = 74) as a Function of Adolescent Delinquent  

Behavior Status (No Self-Reported Delinquent Behavior [n = 40] vs. Self-Reported Engagement in Delinquent Behavior [n = 34]) 

 Adolescents Not Self-

Reporting Engagement 

in Delinquent Behavior 

Adolescents Self-

Reporting Engagement in 

Delinquent Behavior 

Independent 

Samples 

t Test 

  p         Cohen’s d 

Variable M SD 

  

M SD    

APQ            

    Parent Report 17.65 4.13 20.38 4.69  -2.66  p < .05 -0.62  

    Adolescent Report 21.02 5.43 26.09 5.37  -4.01  p < .001 -0.94  

Parental Knowledge           

    Parent Report 40.00 3.20 36.35 4.20  4.23  p < .001     0.97  

    Adolescent Report 36.07 6.44 32.82 5.14  2.37  p < .05     0.56 

Adolescent Disclosure           

    Parent Report 19.95 3.50 17.67 3.65  2.73  p < .01     0.63  

    Adolescent Report 18.20 4.75 16.67 3.65  1.55  p = .12     0.36 

            

Note.  APQ = Alabama Parenting Questionnaire-Poor Monitoring/Supervision subscale. 
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Table 4 

Generalized Estimating Equations Predicting Parent and Adolescent Reports of Monitoring-Relevant Constructs as a 

Function of Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status (no delinquent behavior vs. any; n = 74) 

Factor   Wald 

X2        

OR B (SE) 95% CI p 

Main and Interaction Effects      

 Adolescent Age 1.04 1.20 0.18 (0.18) [-.17, 0.54] 0.30 

 Adolescent Gender 1.54 0.65 -0.43 (0.34) [-1.11, 0.25]     0.21 

 Informant  

Domain 

0.85 

0.07 

0.69 

0.89 

-0.36 (0.39) 

-0.11 (0.41) 

[-1.13, 0.41] 

 [-0.92, 0.69] 

0.35 

0.78 

 Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status 

            Informant × Domain 

            Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status × Domain 

4.25 

2.07 

0.90 

2.77 

1.98 

1.67 

1.02 (0.49) 

0.68 (0.47) 

0.51 (0.54) 

[0.05, 1.99] 

[-0.25, 1.62] 

[-0.54, 1.58] 

p<.05 

0.15 

0.34 

 Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status × Informant 2.21 2.50 0.92 (0.61) [-0.29, 2.12] 0.13 

         Informant × Domain × Adolescent Delinquent Behavior         

Status 

5.75 0.19 -1.65 (0.69) [-3.00, -0.30] p<.05 

Note.  Overall Parental Monitoring was calculated by creating a within-subject composite variable combining each 

participant’s reports of parental monitoring behaviors (i.e., poor monitoring/supervision) and parental knowledge (i.e., parental 

knowledge, adolescent disclosure). OR = Odds Ratio; B = Unstandardized beta; SE = Standard error; 95% CI = 95% Wald 

confidence interval.  Factor contrasts based on comparisons in descending order, with the Informant factor coded Parent = “0” 

and Adolescent = “1”.  Domain is coded Monitoring = “0” and Knowledge = “1”. Adolescent Delinquent Behavior Status is 
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coded No Reported Engagement in Delinquent Behavior = “0” and Reported Engagement in Delinquent Behavior = “1”.  For 

statistical tests of main and interaction effects, p values and 95% CIs reported reflect significance tests for the reported 

unstandardized betas.  
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 Figure 1.  Parental Monitoring-Relevant Constructs. Overview of the relation between  

parental monitoring and parental knowledge and how various active monitoring efforts 

may confound this relation. 
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Figure 2. Graphical representation of the interaction between informant providing the  

report (i.e., parent, adolescent) and domain assessed by each parental monitoring measure 

(i.e., parental monitoring behaviors, parental knowledge) on the relation between reports 

of monitoring-relevant constructs and adolescent self-reported delinquent behavior.  On 

the y-axis, greater scores indicate greater likelihood of poorer parental monitoring.  On 

the x-axis, I report adolescents’ self-reported delinquent behavior based on whether the 

adolescent did not endorse delinquent behavior (i.e., “None”) or did endorse delinquent 

behavior (i.e., “Any”).  Two lines represent distinctions between adolescents’ delinquent 

behavior status and likelihood of low levels of parental monitoring.  The solid lines 

indicate distinctions between adolescents’ delinquent behavior status on likelihood of 

poor levels of parental monitoring when based on measures of parental monitoring 

behaviors.  The dotted lines indicate distinctions between adolescents’ delinquent 

behavior status on likelihood of poor levels of parental monitoring when based on 

measures of parental knowledge.  As indicated in the figure, when based on parent 
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reports (left column), parental monitoring knowledge measures evidence a stronger 

relation to adolescent delinquent behavior status than do parental monitoring behaviors 

measures.  Conversely, when based on adolescent reports (right column), parental 

monitoring behaviors measures evidence a stronger  relation to adolescent delinquent 

behavior status than do parental monitoring  knowledge measures.       
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