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This study assesses the relationship between parental supervision and children’s 

delinquency. Data used in this study came from interviews with 99 parents from the 

Denton city area of Texas in 2003. A probability sample of 53 was contacted by way of 

randomly selected residential telephone numbers. In addition, 46 parents were non-

randomly selected. Parents were asked about how much time they spent supervising and 

engaging in activities with their children and whether or not the oldest child exhibited 

delinquent behavior such as fighting, playing hooky, and being sent to detention or the 

principal’s office. The study found that the more time parents spend in supervision and in 

engaging activities with their daughters, the less likely these children were to exhibit 

delinquent behavior. This was consistent with previous research. However, the level of 

delinquency of boys increased with the increase in the amount of parental supervision 

time, especially by fathers.    
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

The first chapter of this study contains three sections. The first section consists of 

an introductory statement to the study. The second section, History of Delinquency, 

shows the different stages of delinquency that led to the creation of the juvenile court. 

The third section addresses information on relevant and practical intervention programs 

to deal with child delinquency. 

 
 

Introductory Statement 
 

Child delinquency is a perpetual problem for society (Fischer, 1983). The creation 

of a juvenile jurisdiction in 1899 in the state of Illinois marked the seriousness of the 

American government in wanting to solve the social phenomenon that is child 

delinquency. What motivated the foundation of a separate court of justice for youths was 

the belief that a juvenile offender is different from an adult violator of the law. The 

difference between both types of offenders is based on two main criteria: age and mental 

maturity (U.S. Department of Justice, 1999b). Due to the fact that a child is 

developmentally inferior to an adult, it became important to send young offenders to a 

special institution capable of punishing them appropriately, according to their level of 

understanding and degree of maturity (U.S. Department of Justice, 1999b). 

Juvenile justice, at its creation, had two main goals. One was to punish young 

delinquents, and the other was to turn these delinquents into productive citizens for the 

future, through treatment (Fritsch, Caeti & Hemmene (n.d.); Parry, 2005). Despite the 

fact that the system of juvenile justice used the combination of punishment and 

rehabilitation in dealing with child delinquency, the latter was overwhelmingly used more 
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than the former. The tendency of juvenile justice being oriented mainly toward 

rehabilitative options became questionable with the increase in the number of 

delinquents. For example, between 1990 and 1999, the number of juvenile drug offenders 

increased by 168%; public order offense cases committed by children increased by 74%; 

and person offense cases, by 55% (U.S. Department of Justice, 2003d). These statistics 

illustrate the gravity of the problem of child delinquency and give an idea of the 

magnitude of the loss engendered by delinquents to the community. 

The increase in the delinquency rate worries the American public and provokes 

the curiosity of many researchers. Despite the criticism of some researchers, the majority 

of findings point to a social origin of child delinquency (U.S. Department of Justice, 

2003a; Peeples & Loeber, 1994). More specifically, the results of concordant conclusions 

of studies show that the causes of child delinquency need to be sought in the social 

environment of the young. This social condition is composed of family factors, peer 

factors, and school and community factors. Among the social factors that are risks 

favoring the development of child delinquency, the family environment draws the 

attention of many scholars.  

The importance of the interest of researchers in the institution of the family lies in 

the decisive role and responsibility of parents in their children’s lives. To understand the 

behaviors exhibited by a child, it is important to look at the family in which he or she is 

raised. In other words, the behaviors of children depend largely on the education they 

received from their parents. Due to the correlation between the way parents shape their 

children and the level of delinquency, many studies identify parental supervision as one 

of the most effective solution to the problem. 
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Most studies on child delinquency conclude that parental supervision is a 

powerful predictor of children’s behaviors. Thus, it becomes imperative for parents to 

monitor their children’s activities in order to shield them from inappropriate or antisocial 

behavior. The importance of this study lies in the fact that it seeks to evaluate the 

relationship between the amount of time parents spend supervising children and the level 

of delinquency in the geographic context of Denton, Texas. The city of Denton and the 

time of the survey (spring 2003) constitute substantial factors that give the study its 

originality. 

 In terms of the geographic situation, Denton is located in the southwest and at 

about 40 miles from Dallas. Denton has many characteristics (e.g., social, demographic 

and delinquency level) that differentiate it from other cities in the state of Texas. 

Concerning the demographic aspect, Denton has a total population of 80, 578 (U.S. 

Census Bureau, Census 2000). The distribution of the population by sex indicates that 

females represent 50.9% and males 49.1%. Focusing on the race of the population of 

Denton, the examination of the data collected by the U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000 

reveals that the majority of the residents are Whites (76%). In terms of age, the category 

21 and over constitutes the majority (69.4%). From a social consideration, many people 

in Denton are singles (61.6%). Concerning the educational level, it appears that the 

population of Denton is in general learned: most people in Denton have either their high 

school diploma or more (83.2%). This relatively high percentage of educated people 

might be the result of the presence of two state universities (University of North Texas 

and Texas Woman’s University). Another point that characterizes Denton (county) is the 

relatively large number of the juvenile population of 0 to 17 years old. In 2004, this 
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population was about 433,000. Among this population, 128,300, (which represent 30%) 

were brought to the juvenile court for delinquent behavior (Puzzanchera, Finnegan, & 

Kang, 2004).       

 Despite these specificities related to the geographic context of the study, it shares 

with other studies some common points, such as its purpose. The ultimate goal of the 

analysis of the association between child delinquency and the amount of parental 

supervising is to deepen the understanding of child delinquency in order to reduce its 

prevalence in society.  

 

History of Delinquency 

The concept of juvenile delinquency resulted from several reforms in the criminal 

justice system. The term child delinquency was established only after the separation of 

juvenile jurisdiction from the criminal court. Until then, juvenile and adult offenders were 

taken to the same criminal court and received the same punishments. However, in 1899 

there was a shift in the way courts handled juvenile cases. The juvenile offenders were 

reported to the juvenile justice, and the adult offenders to the criminal court. The main 

criterion of differentiation between juvenile and adults offenders resides in their ages. 

While every state uses the criterion of age to define juvenile delinquency, its (age) range 

varies, according to each state. For some states the maximum age beyond which the 

juvenile justice cannot intervene is 15 years (e.g., Connecticut, North Carolina). For 

others, it is either 16 (e.g., Georgia, Illinois, Texas) or 17 years of age (e.g., Alabama, 

Oklahoma, Nebraska, Florida). Among these maximum ages, the most common one 

shared by the majority of the states (38) is 17 (Taylor, Fritsch, & Caeti, 2002). On the 
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other hand, the minimum age common to most states is 7. Thus, for the majority of the 

states, the juvenile court’s intervention is limited in the range of ages 7 and 17 inclusive 

(U.S. Department of Justice, 1999a; U.S. Department of Justice, 1999b; Taylor et al., 

2002). 

Basically, a delinquent act is merely a criminal act that would have been punished 

by the law if committed by an adult (U.S. Department of Justice, 2003b). The distinction 

between criminality and delinquency suggests different treatment for adult offenders and 

child offenders. While criminals were sent to prisons or jails, delinquents were assigned 

to suitable “family homes” or training schools like a house of refuge, for instance (Parry, 

2005). 

 

 Intervention Programs 

As an alternative to jails or prisons, the house of refuge was established with the 

purpose of inculcating moral and religious principles to delinquent children. Separating 

troubled children or those at risk for delinquency from corrupting association, as well as 

training them to earn a decent living legally, was also part of the mission of the house of 

refuge (Parry, 2005). The adoption of the concept of parens patriae in 1839 by the 

criminal justice system participated enormously in the creation of the house of refuge. 

Parens patriae resulted from the adoption of the common law and means “father of the 

country” or “parent of the country,” according to Parry (2005). It referred to the notion of 

the obligation of the state to intervene in the process of the supervision and control of 

children in general, especially delinquent children. The adoption of the common law gave 

the house of refuge a legal foundation to assume the guardianship role of the biological 
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parents of delinquent children. Thus, parental supervision was superceded by the control 

and the supervision of the state incarnate in an institution such as a house of refuge. 

Despite its legal objective, which consisted in removing an incorrigible child with 

vicious conduct from his or her home to a safer place with effective supervision, the 

house of refuge was criticized for the rigidity or the severity of its discipline. The 

tendencies of the house of refuge to force children to be hard at work for long periods of 

time, associated with long periods of solitary confinement, are an example. These critics 

were responsible for the reforms that generated the organization of “child savers.” 

Created in reaction to the dissatisfaction with the treatment received by the 

children in the house of refuge, “child savers” promoted the penalization and the 

reformation of the delinquent child. In addition to the reform aspect, “child savers” 

differs from the house of refuge in its massive participation of women. The presence of 

women in the “child savers” explained the caretaking orientation of this organization. 

Beside the general purpose of “child savers,” which is the care of children, there were 

other specific objectives. In order to save children from delinquency, the institution used 

strict supervision of children’s recreation and attempted to reduce illicit pleasure (Parry, 

2005). 

An examination of these early institutions (house of refuge and “child savers”) 

shows that both stressed supervision as an approach dealing with child delinquency. This 

notion of supervision, traditionally highly praised, still has value today. Indeed, the term 

probation commonly used in juvenile justice refers to the same notion of supervision 

(Parry, 2005). In other words, probation is the more structured form of the initial parental 

supervision. Established in 1899, juvenile justice arose from the reform initiated by the 
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organization of “child savers” (Taylor et al., 2002). Like the preceding institutions, house 

of refuge and “child savers,” juvenile court is based heavily on a rehabilitative approach 

in treating child delinquency (Anderson, 1992; Feld, 1980; Krisberg, Schwartz, Litsley, 

& Austin, 1986). 

The rehabilitative approach in juvenile justice is comprised of intervention and 

prevention programs that can be classified in three categories (Taylor et al., 2002). One 

of them is an early pre-delinquent intervention and prevention programs. This category of 

programs is designed for pregnant mothers and children in the very early stage of life. 

The idea of early intervention is based on the assumption that preventing delinquency is 

more effective and less expensive than dealing with it later (Taylor et al., 2002). An 

example of this early type of programs is the Perry preschool program. The Perry 

preschool program is a 2-year project conceived for children of 3- or 4- year-olds from 

low socioeconomic families. Specifically, the project consists of two hours of home 

visitation every day, 5 days a week. The analysis of this project and other programs in the 

category of early prevention demonstrated that they are cost-effective for two reasons. 

First, they reduce child delinquency effectively, and second, they save the system 

(juvenile justice) millions of dollars. 

Another category of prevention and intervention is diversion. The term diversion 

groups all programs of intervention and prevention together, the objective of which is to 

keep the first-time young offenders away from the juvenile court. With the idea that 

contact with the formal juvenile justice can cause more harm than good (Taylor et al., 

2002), this category of programs has as its mission to divert the juvenile first-time 

offenders toward social services. In accordance with their goal, these programs are very 
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selective; only first-time offenders and minor recidivists whose age is under 14 years are 

eligible. These criteria of eligibility ipso facto exclude all juveniles guilty of violent 

offenses, sexual offenses, weapons offenses, drug offenses, and serious property offenses. 

The young delinquents who are not accepted in this second category of program are sent 

to the third one. 

The third category of prevention and intervention programs provides treatment to 

juvenile offenders who are eligible for neither the first (early pre-delinquent prevention 

and intervention) nor the second (diversion) programs. The third category is comprised of 

several varieties of programs (mentoring programs, job service programs, recreational 

and occupying programs) and teen courts. The school-based programs use teachers to 

determine the children at risk in order to appropriately and effectively direct the treatment 

toward those who need it. The community-based programs are multifaceted. They 

include mentorship programs, the purpose of which is to train individuals in the 

community to be role models for children at risk for delinquency. The job services 

program is another community-based program established with the goal of training 

disadvantaged youths to face multiple barriers to employment. Besides mentorship and 

job services programs, recreational and time occupying is also part of the community-

based programs. The recreational and time occupying is designed to divert children from 

delinquent activities by occupying them with after-school and evening recreation at a 

park. The last example in the third category of prevention and intervention, after school-

based and community-based programs, is teen court. Staffed mostly by juveniles with the 

assistance of adults from law enforcement, schools, and the district attorney’s office 
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(Taylor et al., 2002), the teen court has the merit of increasing the awareness of the law 

among young children and encouraging respect for it. 

Compared with the punishment model, the prevention and intervention programs 

present some advantages. The cost-effectiveness analysis applied to these programs 

yields interesting results. Not only can the programs substantially reduce the rate of child 

delinquency, but they can also save money for the juvenile system. For example, the 

early prevention and intervention programs can produce a benefit of $13,000 to $18,000 

per family. The diversion programs yield more profit to American government than the 

“three strikes” approach, the benefit of which is estimated at $5.5 billion a year.      

 

Summary 

This chapter gives an overview of the acuity of the problem of child delinquency 

in the United States as well as the purpose and the specificity of the study. The purpose of 

the study is the evaluation of the association between child delinquency and the amount 

of parental supervision time. The history of delinquency and the creation of juvenile 

justice separate from the criminal court are also presented as are intervention programs 

and practical examples of approaches which deal with child delinquency. Chapter 2 

focuses on the literature review and the theories that support the study. 
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         CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORY 

This chapter reviews relevant previous research and the theory used in the study. 

Several individual characteristics have been associated with delinquency. The section on 

neighborhood characteristics and delinquency presents literature that documents the 

relationship between neighborhoods and delinquency. The third section, Peers 

Association as Risk Factor, gives an overview of literature that considers association with 

peers as a possible cause of delinquency. The family as Risk Factor section explains how 

a family can foster child delinquency. The last part is concerned with the theoretical 

background of the study. 

 

Individual Characteristics and Delinquency 

In order to have a better understanding of child delinquency, (U.S. Department of 

Justice, 2003C) conducted a causal analysis on the phenomenon. They found that some 

characteristics of the individual (child), such as genetics, emotion, cognition, and 

physical makeup, can lead to delinquency. By using causal analysis, Haapasalo and 

Tremblay (1994) in their study identified physical aggression in kindergarten as a strong 

predictor of later child antisocial behavior, such as property crime (Tremblay et al., 

1998). 

The relationship between poor cognitive development and delinquency has been   

documented by many researchers. For instance, Fergusson and Horwood (1995) and 

Maguin and Loeber (1996) argued that poor academic achievement influences child 

delinquency. For example, delinquents have lower mean global IQs and perform poorly 
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in school as compared to non-delinquents. It has been established that hyperactivity is a 

strong predictor of child delinquency. 

Restless children are more likely to present signs of antisocial behavior 

(Farrington, Loeber & Van Kammmen, 1990; Lahey, McBurnett & Loeber, 2000 Lynam, 

1997). These researchers have also investigated the link between academic self-concept 

and antisocial behavior. The results of these studies suggest that there is an impact of 

academic self-concept on delinquency through the mediating effect of attention deficit or 

hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) (Pisecco, Wristers, Swank, Silva, & Baker, 2001). Other 

studies are more precise about the relationship between academic performance and 

delinquency. For example, it has been proven that students with learning disabilities, 

especially reading problems, are more likely to exhibit a high frequency of disruptive 

behavior (Hinshaw, 1992; Pisecco, Baker, Silva, & Brooke, 1996). 

The link between the characteristics of the individual and delinquency is complex. 

In “Linking Community Factors and Individual Development,” Earls (1998) argued that 

factors like social environment, which include social, formal, informal, and parental 

supervision, can modulate the relationship between the individual characteristic and 

delinquency. The idea is that the lack or the insufficiency of these factors in the social 

environment can precipitate the development of child delinquency. The possible 

mediating effect of social environment on the relationship between individual 

characteristics of the child and delinquency suggests the necessity of exploration of the 

influence of the neighborhood on child delinquency. 
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Neighborhood Characteristics and Delinquency 

The relationship between the neighborhood and individuals’ behavior is a well 

documented fact (Wilson, 1980a; Gray-Ray & Ray, 1990). The neighborhood can foster 

or discourage antisocial behaviors (Earls & Visher, 1997). One of the most recent and 

well-known studies on the topic is the project of human development in a Chicago 

neighborhood. This research was conducted in order to explain the fact that some 

neighborhoods have more delinquent children than others. To evaluate the relationship 

between neighborhoods and child delinquency, variables such as perceived violence, 

neighborhood decline, stability and cohesion, signs of disorder, economic and political 

structure, neighborhood resources, and social control, formal as well as informal, were 

analyzed. The interpretation of the data enabled the identification of two key variables in 

the comprehension of the phenomenon in the study. These variables are concentrated 

disadvantage and residential stability. The findings of the research project revealed that 

the correlation between concentrated disadvantage and residential instability with 

juvenile delinquency is strong (Sampson, 1997; Obeidallah-Davis, 2002).  

Areas in large cities with concentrated disadvantage are predominantly inhabited 

by minorities. In addition to minorities, concentrated disadvantage is associated with 

characteristics such as poverty, unemployment, and female-head families. These 

attributes of highly disadvantaged areas, combined with the variable of residential 

instability, negatively affect the informal social control in the neighborhood (Earls & 

Visher, 1997). Specifically, a high concentration of disadvantaged area plus a high 

residential instability weaken the informal social control which helps keep children 

within the limit of the social norms.  
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 H. Wilson (1980a) also provided documentation on the contextual influence on 

child delinquency. The author identified two types of neighborhoods: inner city and 

suburban areas. In the inner city, where poorer people reside, the crime rate is higher than 

in suburban areas, which are predominantly populated by affluent people. The antisocial 

character of the children living in the inner city is explained by the laxness of parental 

supervision. More clearly, the conclusion of the study established the association between 

socioeconomic status, parental supervision, and child delinquency. The relationship 

between these variables is defined as follow: Parental economic deprivation is associated 

with low parental supervision, which in turn leads to children’s misconduct. 

 From the theoretical viewpoint of the influence of neighborhood characteristics on 

child behavior, some researchers (e.g., Gray-Ray & Ray, 1990; Peeples & Loeber, 1994) 

clarifed the reasons behind the high rate of criminality in the Black community. To some 

extent, the argument of Peeples and Loeber (1994) is similar to H. Wilson (1980a). The 

findings of these two studies suggest that the Black community is primarily composed of 

lower-class families, which are characterized by parental rejection, low parental 

supervision, and unstable family structure. 

 Parents with low socioeconomic status tend to reject their children more often 

than higher status groups (Farnworth & Lieber, 1989). The lack of love between parents 

and children can lead to delinquency. Parental supervision is not as effective in poor 

neighborhoods as it is in rich ones. The reason for this is that poor parents, who are 

generally domestics or employees in restaurants (fast food) and on farms with low wages, 

need to work two or three jobs in order to take care of their families. Left to themselves 

during the absence of their parents, children often join any type of peer group. Even when 
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present, parents are often too tired to supervise their children effectively. Long hours of 

parental absence from home, combined with tiredness, negatively affect the parent-child 

attachment and weaken parental supervision. Low parental supervision is correlated with 

child delinquency (Elliott et al., 1996). 

 The structure of many households within poor neighborhoods favors the 

delinquency of children. Family structure in poor neighborhoods is mostly characterized 

by single-parent head of household, generally female. The factor of single-parenting 

added to the low socioeconomic status reduces the effectiveness of parental supervision. 

 Gray-Ray and Ray (1990), as well as Peeples and Loeber (1994), questioned the 

theory of the impact of the neighborhood on delinquency. Like the previous studies, the 

research conducted by Peeples and Loeber evaluated the influence of neighborhood on 

delinquency rate by controlling for ethnicity. The specificity of the study resides in the 

fact that the authors elaborated a comparison between the children of Black Americans 

and Whites. The goal was to examine the difference between the level of delinquency of 

White and Black American children living in non-underclass neighborhoods. The 

findings suggest that the qualities of neighborhoods (underclass, middleclass, and upper-

class neighborhoods) significantly affect the ethnic difference in the delinquency rate. 

 The main idea in the literature on neighborhoods is that the correlation between 

the level of child delinquency and the social environment is high. For example, poor 

neighborhoods with their corollaries of economic deprivation, broken homes (with 

female as household head), non-marital births, and high rate of unemployment, (Wilson, 

1987) are associated with a disorganized community. Two characteristics define 

neighborhood disorganization: residential instability and low informal social control. The 
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conjugated effects of both factors considerably reduce the social bonds that normally 

keep children from becoming involved in delinquent behavior (Bursik & Grasmick, 

1993). Community disorganization also affects child delinquency indirectly. In this last 

case it negatively impacts outcome behavior through the variable of parental supervision 

(Yang & Hoffmann, 1998). By attenuating the socialization effect of parenting on 

children, the two factors of community disorganization reduce the effectiveness of 

parental supervision and control on children. The resulting effects of lax parental 

supervision are weak social attachment and involvement in conventional behavior that 

lead to a high rate of child delinquency. The literature on neighborhood characteristics 

and child delinquency has frequent references to the concepts such as parents, family, and 

peers. In respect to this, the next two sections of the literature review document the 

relationship between peers factors and family factors and child delinquency.   

 

Peer Association as Risk Factor 
 

Besides neighborhood characteristics, association with peers constitutes another 

key variable correlated with delinquency. However, there is no direct causality between 

children’s disruptive behavior and association with peers. The concordant findings of 

many studies are that peer association can play a supportive role in the continuity of 

delinquent behavior (Ary et al., 1999; O’Donnell, Hawkins, Catalano, Abboot, & Day, 

1995; Snyder, Horsch, & Childs, 1997). 

In their study, Farmer and Cadwallader (2000) identified two main types of peer 

association. In the context of preschool, for example, children associate with others who 

are similar to them. Aggression represents the central characteristic in the process of 
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association with or selection of peers. In this case, peer association with aggressive peers 

contributes to the reinforcement of delinquent behavior (Farmer & Hollowell, 1994; 

Kinney, 1993). The other type of peer association describes delinquent children 

associating with non-delinquent classmates or schoolmates. In the latter type, it appears 

that the non-delinquent can develop disruptive behavior by spending time with delinquent 

peers (Elliot & Menard, 1996; Keenan, Loeber, Zhang, Stouthamer-Loeber & Van 

Kammen, 1995).  The association with peers is a risk factor for child delinquency as well 

as the opposite (Sampson, 1987; McLanahan & Booth, 1989). Rejection by peers also 

represents a favorable factor for the development of antisocial behavior. In the context of 

peer association or peer rejection, the solution to the problem is parental supervision or 

parental control (which includes parental attachment and involvement in their children’s 

education), according to H. Wilson (1980a). The concept of parental control and 

supervision refers to the institution of family. 

 

Family as Risk Factor 

The institution of family is found to be connected with child delinquency. 

Characteristics such as family structure or family deprivation affect the outcome behavior 

of children. Bank and Forgatch (1993) studied the relationship between a single mother 

and her children’s behavior. The focus of the study was to determine the correlation 

between the single-mother family and child delinquency. The conclusion of the research 

reveals that single mothering per se does not cause child delinquency. However, 

combined with low socioeconomic status, single mother parenting practices become a 

powerful factor that fosters the development of antisocial behavior in children (Blum, 
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Boyle, & Offord, 1988; Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, & Visher, 1986; Capaldi & Patterson, 

1991; Wells & Rankin, 1991). 

 Economic deprivation increases the stress level of single-mothers that can cause 

their antisocial behaviors (Forgatch, Patterson, & Skinner, 1988) such as use and abuse of 

drugs and alcohol, prostitution, cursing, and shoplifting. From this viewpoint, it appears 

that the low socioeconomic status of a single-mother is strongly associated with antisocial 

behavior and in turn negatively affects child delinquency. 

An analogous study (Cookston, 1999) was conducted in order to determine 

whether the single mother, single father, or intact families put children at risk for 

delinquency. To establish the influence of these different types of family structures and 

children’s behavioral problem, the research connects them with a specific level of 

supervision. The result indicates that supervision was lowest in the single father home, 

slightly higher in single mother homes, and highest in intact families. The findings also 

suggest that alcohol and drug behaviors, as well as delinquency rates were highest in 

single father homes.    

The importance of the role of the single mother compared to the one of the single 

father is not obvious in all research dealing with child delinquency. It has been 

demonstrated that children in single mother household could have serious behavioral 

problems. For example, a socioeconomically disadvantaged mother was less effective at 

disciplining her son, and he was at risk for an antisocial behavior problem, according to 

Bank and Forgatch (1993).  

The merit of this study (Bank & Forgatch, 1993) resides in the fact that it 

uncovered some negative contextual factors that associate single mother parenting with 
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fostering antisocial behavior. One of those negative conditions is the high level of stress 

of a single mother, which does not encourage her to be self-disciplined or self-controlling 

(Forgatch et al., 1988). Another point is the diminished financial resources of the single 

mother, which is usually associated with antisocial personality (Lahey, Hartdagen et al., 

1988; Lahey Piacentini, McBurnett, Hartdagen, & Hynd, 1988; Weitzman, 1985). A 

single mother experiences economic struggle and stress that can push her toward 

antisocial behavior. Consequently, the single mother with antisocial behavior puts her 

boys at a higher risk for delinquent behavior. 

Mcleod, Kruttschnitt and Dornfeld (1994) also documented the influence of 

parenting on children’s antisocial behavior. This study differs from previous studies by 

the introduction of the control variable race. Like Forgatch et al. (1988), Mcleod et al. 

established the relationship between poverty, single parenthood, and child delinquency. 

Besides this similarity, the studies adopt different models to explain the relationship 

between the variables. Mcleod et al. (1994) argued that poor parents have higher levels of 

stress as compared to non-poor. Due to the fact that poverty is severe among Black single 

mothers, they experience more stress than their less poor counterparts. 

 The main sources of stress for single-mothers are essentially social and economic 

factors. The social disadvantage and economic deprivation of single-mothers, especially 

Black ones, constitute the stressors that negatively affect their parenting practices. The 

stress decreases the strength of the parent-child relationship as well as the parental 

control and supervision that keep the child from committing delinquent acts. The severity 

of the social and economic conditions of Blacks makes children living with Black single-

mothers at a greater risk. 
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 It has been established that the level of delinquency differs according to the 

marital status of parents responsible for the children. Families with stepfathers, those with 

stepmothers and those with two biological parents affect children’s outcome behavior 

differently. To evaluate the impact of these types of families, the delinquency level of 

children from each category was analyzed. The result of the comparative study reveals 

similarity between children living in stepmothers and two-parent biological families. It 

was suggested that children are at lower risk of delinquency in two-parent biological 

families and families with stepmothers than in families with stepfathers (Fisher, Leve, 

O’Leary, & Leve, 2003). The high level of delinquency associated with step-fatherhood 

can be explained by lower level of supervision and control. 

The low level of child monitoring and disciplining results from the 

permissiveness that characterizes most stepfather relationships with their stepchildren. 

The adoption of this laissez-faire character is an attempt by stepfathers to reduce any 

tension between them and their stepchildren. Thus, in order to maintain a good 

relationship and to avoid conflict between them and their stepchildren, stepfathers adopt 

lax supervision and control, as well as lower degree of discipline. By decreasing the level 

of supervision, stepfathers are exposing their stepchildren to a high risk of delinquency.    

   At the family level, parental supervision represents an important concept. Many 

studies that deal with child delinquency identify parental supervision as strongly 

connected with the disorderly conduct of juveniles. The findings support the argument 

that the level of parental supervision determines the degree of delinquency. Thus, lack of 

or lax parental supervision is more likely to favor delinquent behavior than intermediary 
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and strict supervision (Wilson & Herbert, 1978; Wilson, 1978; Wilson, 1980a, 1982a, 

1982b). 

Dealing with child delinquency such as physical aggression and use and abuse of 

alcohol and illegal substances, studies indicate that lack of family attachment and 

parental supervision constitute the most relevant explanations to the problem (Wang, 

Qiao, Hong, & Zang, 2002; Forsyth & Barnard, 2000). The causes of the lack of parental 

supervision have been documented. In some cases, the lack or the insufficiency of 

parental supervision is attributed to economic deprivation (Hanson, McLanahan, & 

Thompson, 1997) and parents’ jobs characteristics (Wadsworth, 2000).  

 

Theoretical Foundation 

Two types of theories, namely social control and social learning, are used in this 

study. These theories help in the understanding of the phenomenon being studied, which 

is how child delinquency is related to the amount of parental supervision time. 

 The social control theory, according to Hirschi (1969), is based on the concepts of 

social bond, attachment, and commitment (Jiang & D’Apolito, 1999). From the social 

control viewpoint, attachment, commitment to, and involvement in conventional 

institutions can reduce the risk of delinquency. Hirschi specified more explicitly this link 

between social bond and delinquency by arguing that an individual with strong social 

bonds is less likely to exhibit delinquent behavior (Brook, Brook, Gordon, Whiteman, & 

Cohen, 1990; Kempf 1993; Krohn & Massey, 1980; Newcomb & Bentler, 1988). The 

opposite statement is that people with weak bonds to social institutions are more or less 

free from social constraints that keep them from behaving delinquently (Hirschi, 1969; 
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Matza, 1964; Nye, 1958; Reckless, 1961). Not being under the influence of social values 

and norms or social control leads to antisocial behavior. From a social control perspective 

it is clear that the lack of social or self-control constitutes the main reason for children’s 

deviant behavior. 

 Two notions are important for the control theorists: inner control (or self-control), 

and outside control (or social control) (Steel & Price, 2004). The inner control of the 

individual includes internalized morality, such as conscience, religious principles, and 

concepts of right and wrong. Fear of punishment, feelings of integrity, and the desire to 

be a good person are also part of the inner control. At the center of the notion of outside 

controls, it appears that people who act in a deviant manner lack attachment to their 

social environment, which is the source of social control. Therefore, they are unable to 

predict the reaction of the members of their group to their misbehaviors. 

 In the context of a social institution such as family, for instance, parents represent 

the influential element of social control. Parents impact the child’s perception of the 

outside world through the attachment between them. By having a strong attachment to 

their parents, children can internalize identities, belief values, and attitudes of the society. 

In the same way, parental involvement or bond with children allows them to develop 

socially accepted behavior by the process of imitation. 

 The notion of imitation refers to the concept of socialization that involves the 

process of learning. Given the attachment between parents and children, the latter learn 

from the former by imitation. This link between the concepts of attachment and imitation 

justify the utilization of social learning framework in the present study. 
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 Whereas social control theory emphasizes social bond and attachment, social 

learning theory stresses the importance of social environment. Close attention is given to 

the factors of neighborhood and the subculture of children. These two elements of the 

social life also impact child delinquency. For example, children living in neighborhoods 

where many delinquents exist have the tendency to become delinquents too (Wilson, 

1980b). According to this theory, children learn deviant or delinquent behavior by 

interacting with people around them, especially their peers (Agnew, 1993; Akers & 

Cochran, 1985; Benda & DiBlasio, 1991; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Elliott, Huizinga, 

& Ageton, 1985; Hawkins & Weis, 1985). 

 Parental supervision as an approach to dealing with child delinquency is based on 

the conventionality of the institution of family (Jiang & D’Apolito, 1999). However, 

some studies question the conventionality of family as a social institution. More 

specifically, these studies on child delinquency evaluate the influence of parental 

supervision by controlling for conventional or unconventional parental behavior (Foshee 

& Bauman, 1992). The result of these studies indicates the possibility of negative effect 

of parental supervision or control on child delinquency. Thus antisocial children may be 

facilitated by unconventional parental behavior (Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992; McCord, 

1991; Thompson, Mitchell, & Dodder, 1991). 

 The introduction of this new dimension, conventional or unconventional parental 

behavior in the study of delinquency, allows one to distinguish between two different 

effects of parental supervision. With the traditional foundation of family as a 

conventional institution, it appears that the more time parents spend with children, either 

supervising or doing activities with them, the less likely the children will show antisocial 
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behavior (Fischer, 1983; Wilson, 1974, 1975, 1980b). One can then deduce the opposite 

statement, which is that the less time parents spend with their children, the more likely 

the children are to have delinquent behavior (Glueck & Glueck, 1950, 1970; Jensen, 

1972; Singer, 1974; Stanfield, 1965-1966; West & Farrington, 1973, 1977; Nye, 1958; 

Olweus, 1980; Olweus, Block, & Radke-Yarrow, 1986; Reid, Taplin, & Loeber, 1981; 

Wilson & Hernstein, 1985).        

 The widespread view of the positive influence of parental supervision on 

children’s behavior is based on the assumption of the pro-social character of the parents. 

It is now clear that parental supervision will yield fruitful results in cases where parents 

have socially accepted manners. On the other hand, parents with antisocial behavior put 

their children at high risk for delinquency. Parental supervision, in this case, can be the 

risk factor that encourages children to adopt antisocial behavior. Furthermore, for 

children who are already delinquent, supervision by parents with antisocial behavior may 

reinforce the level of delinquency. 

 

Summary 

The preceding chapter in general identifies several causes of child delinquency. 

The first four subdivisions document the relationship between peers association, 

individual, neighborhood, family characteristic, and child delinquency. Besides the 

literature review on child delinquency and its relationship to parental supervision, chapter 

2 contains the theoretical framework that explains the relationship between the variables 

of child delinquency and parental supervision in regards to time spent with children. Two 

theoretical perspectives, namely social control and social learning, are used. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

The first section presents the hypothesis of the study. The second section is 

related to the conceptualization of the terms delinquency and parental supervision. The 

third section provides information about the dependent, the independent, and the control 

variables. The remaining three sections deal with the techniques of the survey, the 

analysis and the interpretation of the data as well as the influence of the control variables.  

 
Hypothesis 

The amount of supervision time is inversely related to the level of child delinquency. 

 

Clarification of the Concepts 

Delinquency 

 In this study, the terms child delinquency and juvenile delinquency are used 

interchangeably. The term child delinquency is used to differentiate the young offenders 

from the adult ones. It is a neologism that followed the establishment of a separate court 

of justice for juvenile offenders. The definition of the term juvenile delinquency differs 

from one state to another; however, in general in the U.S. children delinquency is used to 

designate juvenile offenders (Griffin & Griffin, 1978; Gray-Ray & Ray, 1990), whose 

ages range in general between 7 and 17, inclusive (Taylor et al., 2002). From this general 

definition of child delinquency, another definition of delinquent behavior or acts can be 

deduced. A child delinquent act is a behavior that would be a crime if committed by an 

adult (U.S. Department of Justice, 2003b). In others words, delinquency corresponds to 

the term of criminal for the adults’ misconduct.  
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 The research on child delinquency can be classified into two main categories. On 

one side are those who think that society is to blame for the antisocial behavior of the 

juvenile. On the other are researchers who support the argument of the lenient tendency 

of the justice system as a possible cause of juvenile delinquency. 

In the context of this study, delinquency can be identified as bad behavior, as 

opposed to good behavior or pro-social behavior. Delinquency is referred to as antisocial 

behavior, such as fighting (Katz, 1994), skipping school or playing hooky from school 

(Tankersley & Kamps, 1996), and having detentions in the principal’s office at school. 

 

Parental Supervision 

The main point of agreement for the quasi-totality of research dealing with child 

delinquency is the variable of parental supervision. Although found strongly to correlate 

with child delinquency, parental supervision has a different significance according to the 

research. In the context of some studies, parental supervision is described as watching the 

child and being concerned and close to him or her. The purpose of parental supervision in 

this sense is to effectively control the behavior of the child (West & Farrington, 1973; 

Wilson, 1987). Contrary to the perception of parental supervision as being centered on 

the strictness in enforcing the social rules, this concept has a more lax connotation in 

other studies. This second conception of parental supervision refers to knowledge by 

parents of their child’s activities (Riley & Shaw, 1985). 

The present study takes into consideration both models of parental supervision. 

More specifically, supervising a child includes being involved in activities with the child, 

having knowledge of what the child is doing, and where and with whom he or she is 
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playing. Thus, supervision implies not only watching or knowing, but also engaging in 

one-on-one activities with the children for a better monitoring in order to take appropriate 

action against antisocial behavior. 

 

Variables 

Independent Variables 

The study has four independent variables: (a) amount of time spent by parents 

doing activities with the children, (b) taking them to school, (c) supervising or watching 

them, and (d) being together as a family. For the variable amount of time parents spent 

doing activities with the children, the question asked was: About how many hours per 

week would you guess you spend with your children in one-on-one activities such as 

playing, reading, and conversion? The variable amount of time spent by parents taking 

children to school is measured by the question that deals with the number of hours per 

week the respondents or their partners spend taking children to activities and school. To 

measure the variable amount of time parents supervise or watch their children, the 

respondents were asked the following question: About how many hours per week would 

you guess you spend with your children supervising or watching or being nearby them? 

To collect the information on the variable being together in family, the question used is 

the following: About how many hours per week would you guess your entire family 

spends together doing joint family activities? 
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Dependent Variables 

The study contains three categories of dependent variables. The dependent 

variables that measured delinquency in this study are (a) number of times children 

skipped school or played hooky from school, (b) were involved in fights in school, and 

(c) had detention in principal’s office at school. The first dependent variable is measured 

by the question dealing with the approximate number of times children (sons or 

daughters) skipped school or played hooky from school during the last year. For the 

second one, the measurement was based on the following question: Approximately how 

many times during the last school year were your oldest sons or daughters involved in 

fights at school? The third dependent variable asked parents questions about the 

approximate number of times during the last school year their daughters or sons were sent 

to detention in principal’s office. 

 

Control Variables 

Nine control variables were used in this study to test the strength and the direction 

of the relationship between the independent and the dependent variables. These control 

variables are gender, total income for last year, social class, nationality or race, highest 

level of education, religion, parents’ participation in religious activities, child’s 

participation in religious activities, and age of parent. The information describing these 

variables was gathered through the following series of questions: What is your gender? 

(variable gender), What category best describes you and your 

(husband’s/wife’s/partner’s) total income last year? (variable income), To what social 

class do you feel you and your family presently belong? (variable social class), What is 
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your nationality or race (variable race), What was the highest level of education you 

completed in school? (variable highest education), What is your religion? (variable 

religion), How often do you participate in religious activities? (variable parents’ 

participation in religious activities), How often does (do) your child(ren) participate in 

religious activities? (variable child’s participation in religious activities), and How old are 

you? (variable age of parent). 

 

Survey of Parents 

Data were gathered using a questionnaire developed, pretested, and primarily 

administered by graduate students taking a sociology research methods at the University 

of North Texas during the spring of 2003.  The data were gathered in two different ways. 

First, randomly selected phone numbers were used to contact parents residing in or near 

the mid-sized city of Denton, located in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan area of 

Texas.  The telephone survey gathered data from a mother or father in each household 

who had at least one child under the age of 17 living with them.  Whether to request an 

interview with the father or the mother was predetermined by alternately assigning 

telephone numbers as they were randomly selected.  If only one parent resided in the 

household, that parent was asked to participate. Telephone numbers were called up to 

four times over several weeks.  Randomly generated telephone numbers (N=1862), 

selected by a software package, were called to reach 70 appropriate households.  From 

these, 53 parents agreed to be interviewed and 17 refused or were unable to participate.  

The completion rate was 76% and included 39 mothers and 14 fathers.   

28 



 

Second, to enlarge the sample, additional, non-randomly selected parents (n=46) 

were interviewed by class members to bring the total sample size to 99 cases. These 

parents had to meet the same eligibility requirements as the random sample and were 

contacted by the researchers individually. 

Most of the questions were asked in similar surveys taken in 1989 and 1994. 

Copies of the questionnaire are available by request from the author. Data collection was 

supervised by Rudy Ray Seward. Students in the spring 2003 course were Yawo Bessa, 

Karen Bisset, Cristian De La Rosa, Eric Degrove, Kathy Dreyer, Gail Markle, and 

Kamau McKoy. Deborah Cosimo also did telephone interviews for the random sample, 

and Clara Girado did interviews in Spanish for the random sample and non-probability 

sample. David Mallari, Alex Potemkin, and Deborah Cosimo helped with the data entry 

and verification.   

   

          Analysis and Interpretation of the Data 

Description of Sample 

Table 1 contains the general characteristics of the sample used in the present 

study, such as the parents’ religion, participation in religious activities by them and their 

children, age, highest level of education completed, race, social class, income, and 

gender. 
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistic of the Sample of the Respondents 

 

                                                                    %                                      Mean               Std. dev 

Religion (n= 95) 
Catholic                                                      26.3  
Jewish                                                           1.1 
Protestant                                                    65.3   
None                                                             3.2 
Others                                                           4.2                     
 
Participation in religious activities (n=98) 
Once a year or less                                       11.2     
On major religious holidays                          9.2 
About once a month                                    10.2 
Several times a month                                 12.2 
About once a week                                      29.6 
Several times a week                                   27.6 
 
Child’s participation in 
 religious activities (n=98) 
Once a year or less                                       9.2    
On major religious holidays                         6.1 
About once a month                                    10.2 
Several times a month                                 14.3 
About once a week                                      29.6 
Several times a week                                   30.6 
 
Age (n=95) 
21- 30 years                                                 19.2                                    38.24                8.98 
32- 40 years                                                 39.4 
41- 49 years                                                 32.3  
51- 59 years                                                   9.1  

 
 
                                                                                                                    (table continues)            
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Table 1(continued) 

 

                                                                    %                                      Mean               Std. dev 

Highest level of  
education completed (N=99) 
Grades 0- 11                                                 12 
High school degree                                      10.1  
Some college, but did not graduate             26.3  
Trade school or associate degree                  6.1 
College degree                                             28.3  
Graduate work, but did not graduate             9.1 
Masters degree, but not Ph.D                        8.1 
 
 
Nationality or race (N=99) 
White                                                              55.6 
African-American                                            8.1 
Asian-American                                                0 
Hispanic                                                          33.3 
Native American                                               2 
Others                                                                1 
                           
Social class (N=99)  
Lower class                                                      33.3  
Middle class                                                     61.6 
Upper class                                                        5.1 
 
Total income for last year (n=98) 
Under $ 10,000 - 30,000                                   20.2                              
$ 30,000   -          60,000                                   37.4 
$ 60,000   -          80,000                                   42.4 
 
Gender (n=98) 
Female                                                              66.7 
Male                                                                  33.3                                                            
 
 

Table 1 shows a predominance of the Protestant religion (65.3%) over Catholic, 

which represents 26.3%. The table reveals that 9.2% of the respondents participate in 

religious activities only during major religious holidays, compared to 6.1% for the 
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respondents’ children. Among the respondents, the highest participation in religious 

activities is 29.6%, which is associated with the category once a week, whereas the 

corresponding percentage for their children is 30.6 in the category of several times a 

week. However, in general, the majority of parents (57%) and children (60%) 

participated in religious activities about once a week or more. The average age of 

respondents is 38.24 years, with a standard deviation of 8.98, showing that the 

distribution in age of the sample is not homogeneous. Furthermore, 26.3% of the 

respondents have some college education, but did not graduate; 8.1% among them have 

their master’s degree; and 12% have a level between 0 to 11 grades. In general, 78% of 

the respondents have some education beyond high school. Regarding race, the majority of 

respondents classified themselves as White (55.6%), 8.1% are African-American, 33.3% 

are Hispanic, and 2% are Native American. In terms of social class, Table 1 shows three 

categories. Most (61.6%) responded that they belong to the middle class. The rest either 

belong to the lower class (33.3%) or to the upper class (5.1%). 

The distribution of the respondents by their total income for last year shows that 

42.4% have income between $ 60,000 and $ 80,000; 37.4% are between $ 30,000 and $ 

60,000, and 20.2%, under $ 10,000 and $ 30,000. However, most of the respondents 

(about 80%) have incomes equal or superior to $ 30, 000. The distribution by sex 

indicates that 66.7% of respondents are mothers versus 33.3%, which are fathers. 
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  Table 2 presents the distribution of the number of hours spent by the parents with 

their children. 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics of Independent Variables 

 

                                                      N                      Mean             Std. dev 
                                                                                                    (Std. error)                                  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)               98                    16.98                  21.12                                                         
                                                                                                         (2.13) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)               78                    12.29                 11.08                                                               
                                                                                                        (1.25) 
Hours/week spent taking 
Child to activities (R)                    98                      4.91                  4.90                  
                                                                                                         (.50) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                    77                      3.31                  3.28                   
                                                                                                          (.37) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                  98                      32                      31.84                   
                                                                                                          (3.22)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                  78                       20                     19.02                   
                                                                                                          (2.15) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                            99                       14.26                18.60                   
                                                                                                                                              (1.87) 
 
Note. R stands for respondents and P for respondents’ partners. 

   

An examination of Table 2, which deals with the frequency of parental interaction 

with children, shows that respondents as well as their partners spend an average of 32 

hours a week supervising their children. The highest average time respondents’ partners 

spent with the children is located in the same category, supervising or watching. Partners 
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spend an average of 20 hours supervising or watching children. The lowest category 

indicated by Table 2 is the number of hours spent by parents taking child to activities and 

school. The average time for the respondents in this category is around 5 hours, compared 

to 3 hours for the partners. The standard deviations of 31.84 (for 32 hours), 19.02 (for 20 

hours), 4.90 (for 4.91), and 3.28 (for 3.31) depict the average time spent supervising them 

or taking them to activities and school, was widely spread around the mean. The closer 

the standard deviations are to the means suggests a smaller variation in the hours spent by 

parents with children.  

 Table 3 contains a general comparison between girls’ and boys’ number of 

delinquency acts. 

Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics of Dependent Variables for Sons (S) and Daughters (D) 

 

                                          Mean                     Std. dev.              Range               Mode 
                                  S                D                S            D          S          D           S            D    

 

Detention or  
principle’s office      .83            .51              1.78     1.39        10            6           0            0 
                                 (n=66)     (n=49)  
 
Skipped or  
played hooky            .12            .51               .41      1.85          2          10            0           0 
                                (n=65)      (n=49) 
Involved in  
fights                         .26            .41               .62     1.26          3           6              0          0  
                                (n=65)      (n=49) 
 
Note. S stands for Son and D for Daughters.   
     
 
  Table 3 globally shows that respondents’ daughters present more signs of 

delinquency than their sons. The average number of times daughters skipped school or 
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played hooky (.51) is about four times higher than the sons, which is .12. The average 

number of time that daughters are involved in fights, which is .41, is about twice as high 

as the corresponding number among sons (.26). Whereas daughters frequently skipped 

school or played hooky and were more involved in fights than boys, the result of number 

of times children were sent to detention or the principal’s office shows a reverse scenario. 

The respondents’ daughters were sent to detention or principal’s office (.51) about half as 

much as the boys (.83). Closer attention to Table 3 reveals that the values of the standard 

deviation are higher than the values of the means for both sons and daughters. This 

important discrepancy between means and standards deviation suggests the existence of 

extremely high numbers of acts reported by some parents. 

The analysis of the range identifies 10 as the highest value in the cases of sons or 

daughters. For the boys, the variable associated with the highest range 10 is the “number 

of time the boys were sent to detention or principal’s office.” For the girls, the highest 

range (10) is associated with the number of time girls skipped school or played hooky at 

school. Beside the range, the mode on the other hand is 0 for each one of the dependent 

variables and for both daughters and sons.  A zero as mode indicates that the majority of 

parents affirmed that their children (sons or daughters) were never sent to detention or 

principal’s office, skipped school, or played hooky and involved in fights.  
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Table 4 presents the result of Pearson’s r correlations between the dependent 

variables and the independent ones. 

Table 4 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time  

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky                               

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                  -.057                       -.078                            -.013                                           
                                                       (n=66)                   (n=65)                         (n=65)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                   .040                       -.108                             .069                                            
     (n=50)                   (n=49)                         (n=49) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .009                        .123                             -.027      
                                                       (n=66)                   (n=65)                          (n=65) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                       .189                       .147                              -.055          
                                                       (n=49)                   (n=48)                          (n=48) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                     -.013                       .000                              -.127          
                                                        (n=65)                    (n=64)                          (n=64) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .112                       .220*                              -.035      
                                                        (n=49)                   (n=48)                            (n=48) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                -.042                      -.003                                -.082          
                                                                           (n=66)                   (n=65)                            (n=65) 
 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
 
 

Table 4 reveals only one significant correlation coefficient between the two types 

of variables for the sons.  The significant and positive correlation of .220 represents the 
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association between the number of hours partners spent supervising or watching children 

and the number of time they skipped school or played hooky. In addition, Table 4 also 

shows some positive and relatively weak relationships between the number of hours 

partners spend taking children to activities such as school and the number of times 

children were sent to the principal’s office (.189), as well as the number of time children 

skipped or played hooky (.147). 

 Besides the positive relationships, there are a couple of negative ones. For 

example, -.127 indicates a very weak and negative correlation between the number of 

hours the respondents spent supervising or watching their children and the number of 

times they were involved in fights. However, this relationship is not significant. 

Concretely, this negative association, although very weak, suggests that the more time 

parents spend watching their children, the less likely the children are to be involved in 

fights.    
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Table 5, on the level of girls’ delinquency by the amount of parental supervision, 

contains the result of Pearson’s r correlations between parental supervision and child 

delinquency acts. 

Table 5 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                  .006                         .003                           .053                                              
                                                      (n=49)                    (n=49)                       (n=49) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                 -.022                        -.075                           .068                                            
    (n=35)                    (n=35)                       (n=35) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                      .092                         .023                           .152      
                                                      (n=49)                    (n=49)                       (n=49)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                     -.098                        -.066                          -.112          
                                                      (n=34)                    (n=34)                       (n=34)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                      -.23*                        -.18                            -.21          
                                                      (n=49)                    (n=49)                       (n=49)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                    -.26*                         -.24                            -.29*      
                                                      (n=34)                    (n=34)                       (n=34)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                              .075                        -.006                            .084          
                                                                        (n=49)                    (n=49)                       (n=49) 
 
   
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

   

Conversely to Table 4, three of the associations in Table 5 are statistically 

significant and all are negative. The first one, -.23 symbolizes the correlation between the 
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number of hours per week respondents spend supervising or watching their children 

(daughters) and the number of times these children were sent to detention or the 

principal’s office. The same dependent variable is associated with the number of hours 

per week respondents’ partners spent supervising or watching their daughters (-.26). The 

degree of correlation between the number of hours the partners spent supervising or 

watching and the number of times their daughters were involved in fights is -.29. The 

negative signs of the correlation coefficients suggest that the more time the respondents 

or their partners spend supervising or watching their children (daughters), the less often 

these children exhibited delinquent behavior. 

The interpretation of the data in Tables 4 (sons) and 5 (daughters) indicate some 

associations, which are relatively weak. Table 4 shows that there is a positive and 

relatively weak relationship between the variables of delinquency and the amount of 

parental supervision time. Table 5, on the other hand, reveals a negative and relatively 

weak relationship between the dependent and the independent variables. The results of 

Tables 4 and 5 lead to two general conclusions. The first one is deduced from Table 4 and 

suggests that the more time parents spend with their sons, the more signs of delinquency 

these boys present. The second is related to Table 5 and proposes that the more time 

parents spend with their daughters, the less these girls exhibit delinquent behavior. 

                                   

Influence of the Control Variables 

The introduction of the control variables is to test the consistency of the 

relationship between the amount of parental supervision time (independent variable) and 

the level of child delinquency (dependent variable). The control variables in general 
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modulate the impact of the independent and the dependent variables. Sometimes, the 

intervention of a third variable reinforces the initial relationship between the two main 

variables and sometimes produces the contrary effect. With the purpose of making the 

analysis succinct and coherent with the variable mentioned in the literature review, this 

section focused more on control variables, such as parents’ gender, total income for last 

year, social class, nationality or race, and highest level of education completed. However, 

the influence of the rest of the variables listed in Table 1 on the bivariate relationship is 

explored. In order to avoid any lengthy analysis, only significant results of the partial 

correlations tables are represented in this section. 

To determine the influence of the control variables on the bivariates relationships 

depicted in Tables 4 and 5, the analysis would have been much shorter if the regression 

technique was used. However, the small size of the sample (N= 99) compared to the 

number of the independent and control variables make the analysis inappropriate. 

Because of these reasons, partial correlations are used instead. This technique of analysis 

helps to evaluate the effect of a third variable on the bivariate relationship, but it does not 

provide specification. As solution to this limitation, cross tabulation was performed in 

order to identify the most relevant attributes of variables. To avoid a lengthy discussion 

only the partial tables for sons are presented as they had more statistically significant 

results and higher correlations.  The comparable tables for daughters are presented in 

Appendix B. 
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Control Variables from Previous Research 

Gender of Parent 

 Table 6 presents the data on the association between the amount of time spent by 

parents with their boys and the level of delinquency of these boys when controlling for 

the gender of the parent. 

Table 6  

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Gender of Parent 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.111                    .030                            .083                                              
                                                        (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                      .06                     -.063                           .069                                               
      (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                        .073                    .498*                           .006      
                                                        (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .240*                   .149                            -.060          
                                                        (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .004                    .287*                           -.012          
                                                        (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .112                     .216                             -.02      
                                                        (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                -.035                    -.154                            -.044          
                                                                           (n=44)                (n=44)                        (n=44) 
  
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
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Controlling for gender of parent, the association between the amount of parental 

supervision time and the level of child delinquency reveals some changes. For example, 

gender helps in stressing the relationship between the number of hours respondents spend 

taking their sons to activities and school and the number of times these boys skipped 

school or played hooky. In Table 4, the association between these two variables was .123, 

but when controlling for gender, it changes to .498 for the respondents. The cross 

tabulation of the variables aforementioned, which correlation coefficient equals .498, 

indicates that the more time (7 to 29 hours per week) fathers spent with the boys, taking 

them to activities and school, the higher the rate of school skipping or hooky playing 

among these boys. On the other hand, the level of delinquency of boys decreases when 

the amount of fathers’ supervision time decreases (0 to 6 hours per week). Another 

example of association that increases is the one between the number of hours per week 

the respondents spend supervising or watching their sons and the number of times these 

children skipped school or played hooky. Initially .000 (see Table 4), the relationship 

between the two variables increases to .287 under the influence of gender. The partial 

Table 6 contains many other examples showing the impact of the gender that sometimes 

increases or decreases the association between the dependent and the independent 

variables. Previously .189, the coefficient of correlation between the number of hours per 

week spent by partners taking their child to activities and school and the number of times 

the boys were sent to detention or principal’s office changes to .240. Due to the fact that 

.498, .287, and .240 are statistically significant, the analysis is focused on them. These 

statistics indicate the existence of a relatively strong and positive association between the 
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amount of parental supervision time and the level of child delinquency. It appears from 

these results that the more time fathers spend with their sons the more delinquent 

behavior these boys exhibit. 

Concerning the daughters, the partial correlation helps to evaluate the impact of 

the control variable gender on the bivariate associations of Table 5 that deals with 

parental supervision time and the level of delinquency of the respondents’ daughters. 

Controlling for gender, the relationship between the independent and the dependent 

variables yields some statistically significant coefficients such as -.338, -.334, and -.323 

(see Table A1 in Appendix B). The first coefficient -.338 represents the association 

between the number of hours per week that respondents spend supervising or watching 

their daughters and the number of times these girls were sent to detention or the 

principal’s office. The second coefficient -.334 is the association between the number of 

hours per week spent by the respondents supervising or watching their daughters and the 

number of time these children skipped school or played hooky. The relationship between 

the number of times the respondents’ daughters were involved in fight and the number of 

hours per week parents spend supervising or watching these children corresponds to the 

last coefficient, which is -.323. With respect to these results, it appears that the more time 

the respondents (who are fathers) spend with their daughters; the lower is the level of 

delinquency of their girls. 
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Income 

The partial table 7 gives information on how the control variable income 

influences the relationship between the amount of parental supervision time and the level 

of boys’ delinquency. 

Table 7 
 
Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 
 
Time When Controlling for Income 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.072                         .022                             -.098                                       
                                                        (n=44)                    (n=44)                          (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .051                         -.063                              .107                                        
      (n=44)                    (n=44)                           (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .081                         .516 *                            .029      
                                                        (n=44)                    (n=44)                           (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .193                         .148                              -.050          
                                                        (n=44)                    (n=44)                          (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .040                        .262 *                            -.001          
                                                        (n=44)                    (n=44)                          (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .105                         .217                              -.015      
                                                        (n=44)                    (n=44)                          (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 -.022                       .158                              -.021          
                                                                           (n=44)                   (n=44)                          (n=44) 
  
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
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The variable income, like gender, reinforces the relationship between the amount 

of parental supervision time and the level of child delinquency shown in Table 4. The 

association between the dependent variable and the independent variable when 

controlling for the variable income shows relatively strong (.516) and relatively weak 

(.262) correlation coefficients that are both statistically significant. The highest (.516) 

represents the association between the number of hours per week the respondents spend 

taking their boys to activities such as school and the number of times these children 

skipped school or played hooky. The cross tabulation analysis applied to these three 

variables, with a correlation coefficient of .516, indicates that in terms of income, the 

boys’ level of delinquency increases with the increase in the amount of supervision time, 

especially in the case of families with low income (under $10,000 to $30,000). 

 The second statistic, .262, is the correlation between the number of times that the 

boys skipped school or played hooky and the number of hours per week spent by the 

partners supervising or watching their sons. These suggest that the more time parents 

with lower incomes spend with their sons the higher is their level of delinquency.  

Applied to Table 5, the variable income confirms the relationship between the 

amount of parental supervision and the level of delinquency of the daughters. The 

introduction of the control variable income revealed some statistically significant 

correlation coefficients such as -.249, -.263, and -.286 (see Table A2 in Appendix B). The 

association between the number of hours spent by the respondents’ partners supervising 

or watching the girls and the number of times these girls were sent to detention or the 

principal’s office is -.263. The association between the same independent variable and the 

number of times the girls were involved in fights is -.286. The relationship between the 
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number of time the respondents’ daughters were involved in fights and the number of 

hours their respondents spend supervising or watching their daughters is -.249. The 

increase in the amount of supervision time corresponds to the decrease in the level of 

delinquency among the girls whose parents are poorer. 

      

Social Class 

The next partial Table 8 addresses the correlation between the dependent variable 

(level of boys’ delinquency), the independent variable (amount of parental supervision 

time), and the control variable (social class). 

Table 8 

Correlations Between the Level of Boys’ Delinquency and the Amount of Parental 

Supervision Time When Controlling for Social Class  

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principle’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.086                      -.020                            .034                                            
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .039                       -.052                            .073                                            
      (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .072                       .503 *                          .006      
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .191                      .161                            -.047          
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
 
 

                                                                                                                     (table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued)  

                                                

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principle’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                      .035                       .238 *                          -.048          
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       .104                       .228 *                          -.010      
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                -.027                     .153                             -.044          
                                                                          (n=44)                 (n=44)                         (n=44) 
  
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

 

The intervention of the variable social class introduces some changes in the 

bivariates relationship between the amount of parental supervision and the level of 

delinquency of boys. One of the examples of these modifications is the noticeable 

increase in the strength of the association between the number of hours per week spent by 

the respondents taking their boys to activities such as school and the number of times that 

these boys skipped school or played hooky. In Table 4, the coefficient of these variables 

was .123, but the influence of the control variable social class increases it to .503. Given 

this result and the predominance of the positive direction in the correlation coefficients 

(e.g., .238 and .228), one can deduce that the social class confirms the initial conclusion 

on the relationship between the amount of parental supervision and the level of the boys’ 

delinquency as depicted in Table 4. Against all expectations, the cross tabulation of the 

three variables aforementioned for which the partial correlation coefficient is .503 shows 
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that the more time parents from the middle social class spend with their boys the higher is 

the level of delinquency of these children. 

    Table 8, showing the association between parental supervision time and the 

level of delinquency of the girls when accounting for social class, yields many results, but 

the most significant are -.264, -.270, and -.294 (see Table A3 in Appendix B). The 

association between the number of hours spent by the respondents supervising or 

watching their daughters and the number of time these daughters were sent to detention 

or principal’s office is symbolized by -.264. The correlation coefficient -.270 represents 

the relationship between the number of times that the girls were sent to detention or 

principal’s office and the number of hours per week spent by the respondents’ partners 

supervising or watching their daughters. The coefficient of -.294 for the correlation 

between the number of hours per week the respondents’ partners spend to supervise or 

watch their daughters and the number of times that these girls were involved in fights. 

The correlation coefficients of -.264, -.270, and -.294 indicate that the more time parents 

spend with their daughters the less is the delinquency level of these girls. This suggestion 

confirms the result of the Table 5. 

 

Race 

 Table 9 contains the data on the impact of the control variable race on the 

bivariate relationship between the amount of parental supervision time and the level of 

boys’ delinquency. 
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 Table 9 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Race  

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.071                       .023                            .091                                           
                                                        (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .049                        -.056                            .070                                          
      (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .086                        .501 *                          .013      
                                                        (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .186                       .146                            -.066          
                                                        (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .043                       .263 *                          -.001         
                                                        (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .119                        .219 *                         -.014      
                                                        (n=44)                   (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .026                       .167                             -.013          
                                                                           (n=44)                  (n=44)                         (n=44) 
  
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

 

Testing the consistency of the relationship between the dependent and the 

independent variables the control variable race emphasizes the correlations between two 

variables. The association between the number of hours per week the respondents spend 

taking their children (boys) to activities such as school and the number of times these 
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kids skipped school or played hooky increases from .123 to .501. The cross tabulation 

analysis of these three variables, which partial correlation coefficient is 501, helps to 

identify Hispanics as those most affected by the positive correlation between the amount 

of parental supervision time and the level of boys’ delinquency. 

 Another coefficient stressed by race is .263, which is the correlation between the 

number of hours per week spent by the respondents supervising or watching their boys 

and the number of time they skipped school or played hooky. The third coefficient, .219, 

portrays the association between the numbers of hours spent by the respondents’ partners 

supervising or watching the boys and the number of times these boys skipped school or 

played hooky. The results of these partial correlation coefficients converge toward the 

previous conclusion on the length of parental supervision and the degree of delinquency 

of boys. 

 The analysis of the girls’ level of delinquency correlates with the length of 

parental supervision time when controlling for race is focused on the following 

coefficients: -.247, -.270, and -.290 (see Table A4 in Appendix B). These statistics 

represent the combinations of the number of hours per week the respondents’ partners 

spend to supervise or watch their daughters and the three dependent variables describing 

the level of delinquency of the girls. The correlation of -.270 is for the independent 

variables and the number of times the girls were sent to detention or principal’s office, 

while -.247 is the correlation coefficient of the number of times that the girls skipped 

school or played hooky. The last one, -.290, is the association between the same 

independent variable and the number of time girls were involved in fights. These results 
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confirm the effect of parental supervision time and the girls’ outcome behavior, as 

portrayed in Table 5. 

Highest Education Level Completed 

 Table 10 deals with the association between the control variable highest education 

level completed and the dependent and the independent variables. 

Table 10 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Highest Education Level Completed 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.071                       .029                            .085                                            
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .042                       -.051                            .061                                           
      (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .065                       .491 *                          .012      
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .183                      .136                             -.058          
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .045                       .273 *                         -.006         
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .104                       .220 *                         -.022      
                                                        (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 -.032                     .144                             -.039          
                                                                           (n=44)                 (n=44)                         (n=44) 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
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Three associations are the focus of the analysis shown in Table 10. One of these 

associations is the correlation between the number of hours spent by the respondents 

taking their children (boys) to activities and school and the number of times that these 

boys skipped school or played hooky (.491). The cross tabulation analysis applied to the 

variables, which partial correlation is .491, suggests that the education group affected by 

this relationship between the amount of parental supervision time and the level of boys’ 

delinquency is 0 to 11 grades. In other words, .491 indicates that for parents whose 

education level is 0 or up to 11 grades, the increase of the number of times they spend 

taking their boys to activities and school is associated with the increase of the number of 

times these boys skipped school or played hooky. 

 Another association is the relationship between the number of hours per week 

that the respondents spent supervising or watching their sons and the number of times the 

boys skipped school or played hooky (.273). The last is the relationship between the 

number of hours spent by the respondents’ partners supervising or watching and the 

number of times the boys skipped school or played hooky (.220). 

 To illustrate the influence of the control variable highest education level 

completed on the bivariate associations of Table 5 for daughters, the correlation 

coefficients such as -.230, -.251, and -.300 (see Table A5 in Appendix B) were analyzed.  

The highest two (-.251 and -.300) are the relationships between the independent variable 

the number of hours spent by the respondents’ partners to supervise or watch their 

daughters and two dependent variables. These two dependent variables are respectively 

the number of times that the girls were sent to detention or the principal’s office and the 

number of time that these girls were involved in fights. These partial correlation 
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coefficients on the girls, like those on the boys, support the different and initial bivariates 

relationships they are tested for. 

 In summary, the goal of the utilization of a third variable is to assess the 

consistency of the relationship between the dependent and independent variables in 

Tables 4 and 5. After testing the solidity of the bivariate relationship in Tables 4 and 5, it 

appears that the control variables help confirm the same conclusions initially reached in 

the case of boys and girls. 

 

Other Control Variables 

 Besides the control variables above used to test the relationship between the 

dependent and the independent variables, the study identified others such as religion, 

parent’s participation in religious activities, child’s participation in religious activities, 

and age. Although the literature did not document the influence of these variables on 

child delinquency, it is possible that they might have some impact on the relationship 

between the amount of time spent by parents supervising their children and the resulting 

outcome behavior for boys and girls. For these control variables, the analysis of their 

effect is limited to the direction of the partial correlation, with an emphasis on the 

statistically significant and highest correlations. 

 

Religion of Parent 

The bivariate Table 4 with the introduction of the control variable religion 

changed into Table 11. Table 11 shows several coefficients, which are predominantly 

positive. The three significant correlation coefficients, which in decreasing order are 
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.512, .305, and .235, are also positive. Under these considerations, it appears that the data 

confirm the conclusion of the boys’ behavior in relation to the length of their parents’ 

supervision time, for Catholics especially. As in the preceding cases, the identification of 

Catholics as an attribute of the variable religion results from the cross tabulation analysis 

of the following variables: number of hours per week parents spent taking their boys to 

activities and school, number of times that these boys skipped from school or played 

hooky, and the control variable religion of parents. Applied to Table 5, the religion 

variable also confirms the conclusion about the relationship between the level of 

delinquency of the girls and the amount of their parents’ supervision. Conversely to the 

coefficients of Table 4, which are generally positive, most of these variables shown in 

Table 5 are negative, including the two highest and statistically significant coefficients   

(-.302, and-.270,) (see Table A6 in Appendix B). 

Table 11 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Religion  

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky                               

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.033                     .062                           .177                                              
                                                        (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .050                      -.071                          .052                                              
      (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43) 
 
                                                                                                                    (table continues) 

 

54 



 

Table 11 (continued) 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky                               

Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                         090                      .512 *                        -.038      
                                                        (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .221                     .146                           -.067          
                                                        (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .073                      .305 *                         .028         
                                                        (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .124                     .214                            -.027      
                                                        (n=43)                 (n=43)                       (n=43) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 -.041                    .235 *                        -.011          
                                                                           (n=43)                 (n=43)                      (n=43) 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

 

Parent’s Participation in Religious Activities 

For the control variable parent’s participation in religious activities, the 

statistically significant coefficients in Table 12 are .513 and .302 in the case of boys. The 

directions of these coefficients confirm the suggested relationship between boys’ 

behavior and the amount of supervision time. The association was strongest specifically 

for parents who participated in religious activities once a year or less and for those who 

participate about once a week based upon the cross tabulation of the variables, which had 

a partial correlation coefficient equal to .513. The three highest and also the most 

significant coefficients for girls when controlling for parent’s participation in religious 
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activities are -.335, -.330, and -.320 (see Table A7 in Appendix B). These negative 

coefficients suggest a consistency with the initial conclusion on girls and their parents 

(Table 5). 

Table 12 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Parent’s Participation in Religious Activities 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.053                    .040                              .080                                             
                                                        (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .014                     -.079                            .088                                             
      (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .084                     .513 *                           .002      
                                                        (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        .099                     -.082                            -.011          
                                                        (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       .073                     .302 *                           .023         
                                                        (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                         .001                    .163                              .072      
                                                        (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 -.041                    .145                             -.020          
                                                                           (n=43)                (n=43)                         (n=43) 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

 

Child’s Participation in Religious Activities 
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In Table 13, the highest and only statistically significant correlation coefficient 

(.495) deals with the increase in parental supervision time and the increase in the level of 

delinquency of boys whose religious activities participation frequency corresponds to 

several times a week. 

 In addition to this coefficient, the majority of the remaining correlations are also 

positive. These conditions lead to the conclusion that the more time parents spend with 

their boys the more delinquent behavior these boys exhibit (conclusion based on Table 4). 

The same control variable, child’s participation in religious, confirms the relationship 

depicted in Table 5 that deals with daughters’ level of delinquency and parental 

supervision. The analysis of the coefficients, such as -.300, -.282, and -.271(see Table A8 

in Appendix B) support the finding of Table 5 by indicating that the level of delinquency 

of the girls diminish when the amount of parental supervision time increases. 

Table 13 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

Time When Controlling for Child’s Participation in Religious Activities 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.047                        .015                            .075                                          
                                                        (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .013                         -.057                            .068                                          
      (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
 
                                                                                                                     
                                                                                                                       (table continues) 
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Table 13 (table continued) 

  

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .108                         .495 *                         -.005      
                                                        (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                         .166                        .154                            -.051          
                                                        (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                        .057                        .260                            -.011         
                                                        (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                        .035                         .235                            -.005      
                                                        (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                               -.054                         .156                            -.038          
                                                                          (n=43)                    (n=43)                        (n=43) 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 

 

Age of Parent 

The relationship between the dependent and the independent variables still holds 

after accounting for the age of the parent. For the boys, the statistically significant 

coefficients such as, .492, .360, and .252 contained in Table 14 reinforce the finding of 

Table 4. The concordance of the direction of these coefficients indicates the existence of 

a positive association between the boys’ level of delinquency and the amount of 

supervision time for parents who were 44 years old or older. The selection of the age of 

44 is the result of analysis of the cross tabulation of the variables, which partial 

correlation is .492. For the girls, the consistency of the bivariate relationship in Table 5 is 
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based on the analysis of the predominant signs (negative), as well as the following 

coefficients: -.280, -.251, and -.233 (see Table A9 in Appendix B). These coefficients 

suggest the presence of a negative and relatively weak relationship between the amount 

of time spent during parental supervision and the level of delinquency of the girls. Such 

findings show the relationship between the two variables, dependent and independent, is 

not spurious. 

Table 14 

Correlations Between Level of Boys’ Delinquency Amount of Parental Supervision Time 

When Controlling for Parent’s Age 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          Principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                  -.024                      .063                            .091                                              
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44)  
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    .067                      -.040                            .064                                             
     (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                      .056                       .492 *                          .005      
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        .168                       .131                            -.063          
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       .137                      .360 *                          -.001         
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                        (n=44) 
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       .148                       .252 *                           -.021      
                                                       (n=44)                  (n=44)                         (n=44) 
Hours/week family  
spends together                                .010                        .167                             -.042          
                                                                         (n=44)                   (n=44)                         (n=44) 
 
Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
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Summary 

The preceding chapter contains six sections. The hypothesis, which is the heading 

of the first section, predicted the existence of the inverse relationship between child 

delinquency and amount of time of parental supervision. The second section described 

and specified two key concepts in the study, which are delinquency and parental 

supervision. The third section on the variables gave a brief description of the 

independent, dependent, and control variables used in the study. Sections 4 and 5 dealt 

with the technique used to collect the data and the method used to proceed to its 

interpretation. Section 6 presented the evaluation of the influence of the control variables 

such as gender, income, social class, race, and highest education level completed on the 

relationship between the level of child delinquency and the amount of parental 

supervision. Chapter 4 presents a discussion of the findings of the study. 
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         CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents an overview of the findings of the study. The first section of 

the chapter gives a summary of the findings. The second section deals with the evaluation 

of the hypothesis. The third section is concerned with the significance of the study, and 

the fourth section focuses on the implications of the study. 

 

Findings 

The bivariate analysis applied to these indicators reveals a discrepancy between 

the results of sons and daughters. Concerning the sons, the interpretation of the data in 

Table 4 shows some very weak correlation coefficients, such as .220, .189, and .147, with 

the highest one being statistically significant. These statistics respectively symbolize the 

direction and the strength of the relationship between the number of hours per week 

partners spent supervising or watching their children and the number of times the 

children skipped school or played hooky, and the number of hours parents spent taking 

their children to activities such as school and the number of times the children were sent 

to detention and the principal’s office or skipped school and played hooky. These 

coefficients of correlation globally indicate a positive association between the amount of 

parental supervision and the level of delinquency of the sons. The positive coefficient 

suggests that the boys’ level of delinquency increases with the amount of time their 

parents spend with them. Specifically, the more time the respondents’ partners spent with 

boys, the higher the level of delinquency of these children. In the same way, the more 

time parents spent taking their children (sons) to activities such as school, the higher the 
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frequency with which these children were sent to detention or the principal’s office, 

skipped school, or played hooky. 

In the case of girls the majority of the correlation coefficients are negative, and 

three are statistically significant. More specifically, the data indicate that the daughters’ 

rate of delinquency (being sent to detention or principal’s office, skipping school or 

playing hooky, as well as being involved in fights) decreases arithmetically with the 

number of hours parents spent doing activities with them. In other words, daughters who 

exhibited more signs of misconduct spent less time with their parents doing activities. 

This pattern for daughters is not consistent with the conclusion of Table 4, which deals 

with parental supervision time and boys’ level of delinquency. It appears then that the 

amount of parental supervision time has an influence on girls different from that on boys. 

For the boys, the more time parents spent with them, the higher the delinquency rate. For 

the girls, on the other hand, the more time parents spent with them, the lower the level of 

delinquency.  

 

Evaluation of the Hypothesis 

The hypothesis that has guided this study is that the amount of parental 

supervision time is inversely related to the level of child delinquency. Deduced from the 

literature on child delinquency, this hypothesis predicted a negative correlation between 

amount of parental supervision time and child delinquency. It suggests that the increase 

in the amount of time parents spent in supervising will engender a decrease in the level of 

their children delinquency. In other words, it was thought that the more time parents 

spend with children supervising them, the lower the level of delinquency of these 
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children. This hypothesis, compared with the results of the analysis and the interpretation 

of the data, reveals differential impacts of the amount of parental supervision time. On 

one side, the result of the girls’ study provided the strongest support of the hypothesis. 

On the other, the analysis of the bivariate relationship on the boys did not. This dual 

finding establishes that the increase of the amount of supervision time increases the level 

of delinquency of the boys and decreases the level among the girls. The data on the boys 

support the rejection of the hypothesis, while the data on the girls support the prediction 

formulated at the beginning of the study. Thus, the amount of parental supervision time is 

inversely proportional to the level of delinquency among the girls. 

The relationship between the amount of parental supervision time and the 

differential level of delinquency of the children (boys and girls) is tested by controlling 

for the gender of the child. To test for spuriousness, the variables such as parents’ 

religion, participation in religious activities, age, level of education completed, race, 

social class, income, gender, and child’s participation in religious activities were 

considered as control variables. The result of the test consistently supports the initial 

relationship found between the level of delinquency of boys and the amount of time their 

parents spend with them. 

In addition to the test of spuriousness, the introduction of the control variables 

helps in specifying the relationship between the dependent and the independent variables. 

More specifically, the specification leads to the conclusion that the relationship between 

the amount of parental supervision and the level of boys’ delinquency increases in the 

same direction for certain attributes. The examples of these conditions are the following: 

gender (father, see Table 6), income (under $ 10,000 to $30,000, see Table 7), social 
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class (middle class, see Table 8), race (Hispanic, see Table 9), highest education level 

completed (0 to 11 grades, see Table 10), religion (Catholic, see Table 11), parents’ 

participation in religious activities (‘once a year or less’ and ‘about once a week’, see 

Table 12), child’s participation in religious activities (several times a week, see Table 13) 

and age of parent (44 years, see Table 14). In other terms, the relationship between the 

boys’ delinquency and the amount of parental supervision time is more strongly 

associated with these attributes of the control variables in parentheses.   

 

Significance of the Study 

The preceding section showed that the hypothesis is neither totally rejected nor 

supported by the data. The negative correlation between the amount of parental 

supervision time and child delinquency proposed by the hypothesis holds only in the case 

of parents and their daughters. The hypothesis is not confirmed when dealing with 

parental supervision time and the level of delinquency of boys. The dualistic character of 

the finding sets this study apart from the conclusions of the majority of research on child 

delinquency. Indeed, previous works on the topic pointed to the direction of parental 

supervision as a substantial solution to the problem (Wilson, 1975, 1980b; Fischer, 1983; 

(U.S. Department of Justice, 2003C)). Parental supervision represents an important and 

determinant factor in previous studies on children’s outcome behavior. However, the 

present study proposes another view of the function of parental supervision that 

challenges the concept in the mainstream studies. The gap between the uncommon aspect 

of this finding and previous findings can be attributed to the several reasons mentioned in 

the limitations section. 
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Given the fact that the relationship between the girls’ level of delinquency and the 

amount of parental supervision time corresponds to the conclusions reached by most of 

the previous studies, the focus in this section is on the unexpected association. The results 

shown in Table 4, according to which the level of delinquency of boys increases with the 

increase in the amount of parental supervision, is quite unusual. The difference between 

the results of boys and girls raises the question of the influence of gender on child 

delinquency. Bank and Forgatch (1993) also noticed the differential influence of gender 

on child delinquency. They argued that mothers, especially single ones, can put their sons 

at risk of delinquency. Conversely to the findings of Bank and Forgatch, the present study 

identifies the fathers as parents who increase the delinquency level of their boys. The 

unusual character of the level of delinquency of boys that increases with the increase of 

the amount of parental supervision time (especially for fathers) can be explained by two 

possible factors: First, lax control (discipline) toward boys, and second, the behavior’s 

quality of the respondents’ partners (mostly fathers), who obviously spend a lot of time 

with the children.  

This uncommon effect of parental supervision on boys’ level of delinquency 

corroborates to some extent the positions of some existing studies (Jensen, 1972; Jiang & 

D’Apolito, 1999; McCord, 1991) that reached the same conclusion. Although rare, the 

finding has a theoretical foundation that backs it up. It fits the theoretical perspectives of 

social control and social learning.  

The majority of previous studies that identified parental supervision as a predictor 

of child delinquency had parental conventional behavior as the premise. In the context of 

this study, the conventional behavior may have been abandoned for the opposite, which is 
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unconventionality. Parents with conventional or socially accepted behavior can positively 

impact the level of delinquency of their children. Thus, under the consideration of the 

conventional behavior of parents, it appears clear that their supervision can decrease the 

level of their children’s antisocial behavior. By the same assumption, children are better 

off with the increase of parental supervision time. 

However, a change in the base assumption yields a different or even an opposed 

result. If instead of the conventionality, the unconventionality is assumed, then the 

findings also shift. With the assumption of unconventional parental behavior, it is 

possible that an increase in the amount of supervised time, instead of producing the 

expected effect could increase the level of child delinquency. In this order of thought, 

parents with antisocial behavior expose their children to risks for delinquency (Thompson 

et al., 1991). For parents with socially unacceptable behavior, if they increase the amount 

of time they spend supervising their children, the level of delinquency will increase. It 

has been well established that child and adolescent delinquency is related to the antisocial 

behavior of one or several members of the family (Jiang & D’Apolito, 1999). Children 

who use and abuse illegal substances internalize the antisocialness by the process of 

imitation, not exclusively from peers but also from significant members of the family 

such as parents. It follows then that children can learn deviant behavior from outside as 

well as from within the institution of the family.  

If, according to the social learning theory, children internalize the norms and 

values of their environment through the process of socialization, especially by imitation, 

it is clear that unconventional parental behavior can be reflected in the children’s 

outcome behavior. Being around parents who have deviant behavior (e.g., shoplift, use 
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drugs, cheat, lie, curse, get drunk, and batter their spouse, etc.) can easily push children to 

act in the same manner. From this viewpoint, parental supervision becomes a factor that 

encourages and reinforces child delinquency. Thus, the finding of this study, which 

argues that the more time parents spend doing activities or supervising their sons the 

more delinquent behavior these boys exhibit, may be justified. 

An empirical investigation of parental and peer influence on delinquency (Jiang & 

D’Apolito, 1999) mentioned the case of parents with antisocial behavior who do not 

condone the delinquency of their children. The attitude of parents, which consists in 

forbidding children to imitate bad behaviors that they witness at home, is conceivable.  

However, in reality it is very difficult and sometimes impossible to make children adopt 

values and norms different from the ones they are exposed to at home with parents. 

Parents with unconventional behavior need to spend a lot of energy and time making their 

children adopt conventional attitudes. In most cases, such a project has a slight chance of 

success because parents with unconventional attitudes have internalized antisocial 

behavior so much that they confound accepted values with unaccepted ones. 

Furthermore, not only will parents with unconventional attitudes be uncomfortable 

teaching accepted values to their children, but also these children will not be receptive to 

their parents’ social educations. 

 

Implications of the Study 

The objective of this study was to determine the strength and the direction of the 

relationship between parental supervision and child delinquency. Despite the fact that the 

data failed to totally support the hypothesis and the most common conclusion, which is 
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that parental supervision is a protective factor that shields children against disruptive 

behavior, the study is still relevant for three reasons. First, the combined use of 

criminological and sociological frameworks, namely social control and social learning 

perspectives in the understanding of the social phenomenon of child delinquency is 

positive for both disciplines. The sociological view brings some insight of criminological 

analysis on the problem. In the same vein, it brings a sociological aspect to the 

criminological way of conceptualizing the problem of child delinquency. 

Second, the study, with its explanation of child delinquency and parental 

supervision relationship, broadens the level of knowledge of the phenomenon of 

delinquency. The findings of the study bring a new view, different from the conclusions 

usually reached by many researchers. This new way of looking at child delinquency can 

generate new perspectives as well as new practical interventions to solve the problem. 

The society is undergoing many changes in all sectors. For example, there is a    

gender shift in the pattern of crime involvement: Females are now more involved in 

criminal acts (Farrington, 1988; Taylor et al., 2002). Until recently, crime was almost 

exclusively masculine. Besides criminal changes, social changes are occurring with the 

subsequent transformation of social life in general. It is possible that the findings of this 

study are a sign of the change in the pattern of the relationship between parental 

supervision and child delinquency. If so, this study is an alert to increase the awareness of 

parents regarding their influence on their children’s behavior. The third implication 

consists in making parents understand the possible negative consequences of their 

supervision on children’s behavior and allows them to avoid such consequences.  

68 



 

This study, through its findings, can help address the problem of child 

delinquency (especially among boys) and calls for a particular intervention program. 

Given that programs with a holistic tendency are more effective in reducing child 

delinquency, it might be helpful to try the following suggestions. First, at a macro-level, 

it might make a difference in the rate of child delinquency if legislators promulgate laws 

in which joint custody of the children is the first preference in cases of divorce followed 

by preference for mothers. Second, at meso-level, the integration of boys who live or 

spend a lot of time with their fathers in mentoring or coaching programs may make a 

positive change in the delinquent boys’ behavior. The primary purpose of these programs 

of coaching and mentorship is the social transformation with social conformance of 

delinquent boys who spend most of their time or live with their fathers. Third, at micro-

level, in addition to the counseling programs that can help fathers to effectively supervise 

their boys, economic assistance to the single-father household in particular can be a step 

in the resolution of the problem of child delinquency. 

        

Summary 

Chapter 4 addressed the findings of the study. The first section presented in brief 

the result of the analysis of the data that the more time parents spend with boys, the more 

delinquent behaviors these boys exhibited, while the increase of the amount of parent 

supervision time was key in decreasing the level of delinquency of girls. Section 2 

focused on comparing the hypothesis formulated at the beginning of the study and the 

two findings exposed in section. Sections 3 and 4 are related to the significance and the 
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implication of the study. Chapter 4 revealed the mixed findings of the study and its 

importance; chapter 5 concludes the study. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION AND LIMITATIONS 

This chapter of the study has three sections. The first section constitutes a general 

conclusion of the study. The second section deals with the limiting factors of the study, 

and the third gives the orientation for future research. 

 

Conclusion 

Two different findings result from the study. One is compatible with the 

hypothesis, and the other is not. The data, in addition to the relationship between the 

amount of parental supervision time and the level of child delinquency predicted by the 

hypothesis, reveal another one. From analysis of the data, it appears that parental 

supervision does not affect girls and the boys in the same way. Concerning girls, the 

study suggests that the increase of the amount of supervised time corresponds to decrease 

in the level of delinquency in girls. However, the relationship between the two variables 

changes when dealing with boys. Conversely to the girls, the increase of the boys’ level 

of delinquency evolves in the same direction with the increase of the amount of time 

parents (mostly fathers) spent supervising these boys. The data on the girls confirmed the 

hypothesis, and the data on the boys rejected it. 

 Although unusual, the result for boys that indicates that the more time parents 

spend supervising their sons, the higher the level of delinquency, the result for the girls 

better fits the usual interpretations of the social learning and social control perspectives. 

From both theoretical points of view, it appears possible to hold parents partially 

accountable for the level of their child’s delinquency. In the specific case of the 

delinquency of boys, the study pointed out that fathers have a part of the responsibility. 
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Beside the boys’ parents’ (especially fathers) influence, the unexpected character of the 

result on boys can be explained by the limitations of the study. 

   

Limitations 

The objective of this study is to evaluate the influence of parental supervision on 

children’s outcome behavior. To reach that objective, it was hypothesized that there is a 

negative correlation between the amount of time parents spend with children and their 

level of delinquency. However, the analysis of the data yields two types of relationships. 

In addition to the relationship predicted by the hypothesis, the data reveal another, which 

is the opposite of the initial one (in the hypothesis). This other aspect of the findings 

show that the more time parents spend with their children, the more likely that they will 

exhibit delinquency behavior. The uncommon character of this result might be caused by 

several factors. 

One of the factors that can be considered a limitation of this study is related to the 

size of the sample. The relatively small size of the sample (99 respondents) can 

contribute to the result of the study. Perhaps with a larger sample size, the finding would 

have been different. A comparison with the studies on child delinquency indicates that 

the quasi-totality of them have interviewed more than 100 individuals. In light of this 

comparison, it appears that the small size of the sample added to the fact that it is not all 

representative, could have caused the discrepancy between the findings of this study and 

the conclusions of the majority of the research on children’s behaviors. 

Besides the sample size, the contents of the questionnaire also constitute a 

limiting factor for the study. The fact that the questionnaire was conceived to gather data 

on multiple topics, such as children and daycare, the elderly, parents’ works and 
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children’s education, it contains few variables related to child delinquency. In fact, the 

multidirectional character of the questionnaire is not negative per se. However, in the 

context of this study, it did not collect more detailed information to efficiently and 

comprehensively measure both child delinquency and parental supervision. The limited 

number of variables on parental supervision and children delinquency makes it difficult 

to explore in a profound manner the social phenomenon that is child delinquency. The 

study could have been improved by integrating more questions, which would favor a 

better understanding of the relationship among the key variables under observation. 

Another type of limitation is related to the methodological aspect of the study. 

The methods section indicates that only parents were interviewed. Because only the 

opinions of the parents were considered during the survey, it is possible that that fact 

could have precipitated the result in one direction instead of another. In other words, the 

responses of the parents might have contained some bias concerning their children’s 

behavior or the amount of supervision time. Concerning the first point of delinquent 

behavior, parents could have failed to report their children’s misbehavior or been 

unaware of it. For the second point, parents could easily have been wrong about the 

amount of time spent supervising their children. In order to rectify those possible biases, 

the study would have to compare parents’ responses to their children’s. Besides children, 

teachers or principals would have been an excellent source with which parents’ responses 

could have been compared. 

The final limitation of this study is related to the time reference of the questions. 

Some of the questions ask parents how many times or how many numbers of hours their 

children have done this or that up to 12 months earlier. These types of questions, 
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designated to glean year-old information, are a factor that could limit the study. Asking 

parents to remember the actions of their children so far in the past could be a source of 

inaccuracy when it comes to the result of the study. Thus, reducing the time from 12 

months to fewer would have been helpful for the research. 

 

Future Studies 

Future studies in general need to work on decreasing these limitations. To be 

more specific, future investigations on the subject should be oriented in two directions. 

First, the study had too few indicators and variables describing child delinquency and 

parental supervision. Thus, in addition to these indicators and variables, future research 

should also include a variable on parent-child attachment. Second, the idea of the 

negative impact of parental supervision on child delinquency deserves further research. 

There is abundant literature on child delinquency; however, little sociological and 

criminological theory focuses on the possible negative link between parental supervision 

and children’s social behavior.   
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE USED TO OPERATIONALIZE THE VARIABLES 
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Operationalization 

Indicators of child delinquency were based on the following survey questions:  

Approximately how many times during the last school year has your oldest son done the 

following: 

 Been sent to detention or the principle’s office?               (number of times) 

 Skipped or played hooky?                   . 

 Been involved in fights?                      .                  

Approximately how many times during the last school year has your oldest daughter done 

the following: 

 Been sent to detention or the principle’s office?               (number of times) 

 Skipped or played hooky?                   . 

 Been involved in fights?                      .                  

 

 Indicators of parental supervision were measured by using the following 

questions: 

 About how many hours per week would you guess you spend with child(ren) on 

one-on-one activities, such as playing, reading, and conversation? 

 .                   Hours/week.  

 About how many hours per week would you guess your (husband/wife/partner) 

spends on one-on-one activities, such as play, reading, and conversation? 

 .                    Hours/week. 

 About how many hours per week would you guess you spend taking your 

child(ren) to (his/her/their) activities and school? 
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 .                      Hours/week. 

About how many hours per week would you guess your (husband/wife/partner) 

spend taking your child(ren) to (his/her/their) activities and school? 

.                      Hours/week. 

About how many hours per week would you guess spend you with your child(ren) 

supervising or watching or being nearby (him/her/them)? 

.                       Hours/week. 

About how many hours per week would you guess your (husband/wife/partner) 

spends supervising or watching or being nearby (him/her/them)? 

.                       Hours/week. 

About how many hours per week would you guess your entire family spends 

together doing joint family activities? 

.                       Hours/week. 
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Tables 

 

Table A1 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Gender of Parent 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.084                        -.124                          -.031                                           
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    -.012                       -.080                           .084                                           
      (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .075                        -.062                           .114      
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        -.048                        .000                           -.063          
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       -.338 *                    -.334 *                        -.323 *          
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       -.258                        -.233                           -.281      
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .025                       -.060                             .054          
                                                                           (n=31)                   (n=31)                        (n=31) 
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Table A2 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Income 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.003                      -.010                           .028                                            
                                                        (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                   -.003                       -.050                           .075                                            
      (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .122                        .003                           .135      
                                                        (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        -.095                      -.060                           -.114          
                                                        (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       -.243                       -.211                          -.249 *          
                                                        (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       -.263 *                    -.241                          -.286 *      
                                                        (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .057                       -.012                            .070          
                                                                           (n=31)                   (n=31)                       (n=31) 
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Table A3 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Social Class 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   -.012                        -.035                           .040                                           
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    -.005                       -.074                           .092                                          
      (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                        .076                        -.058                           .115      
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        -.100                        -.058                          -.103          
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       -.264 *                     -.243                          -.250          
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       -.270 *                     -.245                         -.294 *     
                                                        (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .036                        -.042                           .065          
                                                                           (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31) 
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Table A4 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Race 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          Principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                  .012                          -.003                            .054                                         
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                -.003                          -.067                           .100                                           
     (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                      .147                         .022                              .173      
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                      -.096                         -.064                           -.111          
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                   -.223                           -.196                           -.218          
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                    -.270 *                       -.247                           -.290 *      
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                               .102                         -.032                            .116          
                                                                         (n=31)                    (n=31)                        (n=31) 
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Table A5 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When controlling for Highest Education Level Completed 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   .001                         -.020                           .044                                           
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                  -.034                         -.104                           .070                                           
     (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .138                          .006                           .163      
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                       -.102                        -.070                           -.115          
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                      -.230                        -.208                           -.224          
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                      -.251                         -.226                           -.300 *      
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                .066                         -.012                           .087          
                                                                         (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
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Table A6 

Correlation Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Religion of Parent 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   .085                      .057                            .117                                               
                                                       (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                   .027                      -.036                           .104                                               
     (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                      .225                      .140                            .180      
                                                       (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                       -.048                     -.018                          -.105          
                                                       (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                      -.233                     -.224                          -.227          
                                                       (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                      -.270 *                  -.243                          -.302 *      
                                                       (n=29)                 (n=29)                       (n=29)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .227                    -.091                            .227          
                                                                          (n=29)                (n=29)                        (n=29) 
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Table A7 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Parent’s Participation in Religious Activities 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                  -.013                        -.036                           .037                                            
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                 -.077                         -.164                            .038                                           
     (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                      .147                         .021                            .173      
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                      -.088                        -.053                           -.104          
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                     -.242                        -.224                           -.228          
                                                       (n=31)                    (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                    -.330 *                      -.320 *                         -.335 *      
                                                       (n=31)                   (n=31)                        (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .042                      -.041                            .073          
                                                                         (n=31)                   (n=31)                        (n=31) 
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Table A8 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Child’s Participation in Religious Activities 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          Principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                    -.024                   -.050                           .032                                               
                                                        (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                    -.070                    -.150                          .045                                              
      (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
 child to activities (R)                       .188                     .040                            .215      
                                                        (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                        -.004                    -.037                          -.034          
                                                        (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                       -.271                    -.252                          -.247          
                                                        (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                       -.282 *                 -.256                          -.300 *      
                                                        (n=31)                (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                 .040                    -.051                           .073          
                                                                           (n=31)               (n=31)                        (n=31) 
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Table A9 

Correlations Between Level of Girls’ Delinquency and Amount of Parental Supervision 

When Controlling for Age of Parents 

 

 

                                                          Detention or          Skipped or              Been involved  
                                                          Principal’s             played                     in fights 
                                                          office                     hooky  

Hours/week doing 
activities with child (R)                   .017                         -.021                           .060                                           
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week doing 
activities with child (P)                   -.008                         -.071                          .100                                          
     (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (R)                       .087                          -.040                           .130      
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week spent taking 
child to activities (P)                       -.093                        -.063                           -.108          
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (R)                     -.233                         -.224                           -.226          
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)   
Hours/week supervising 
or watching child (P)                      -.251                         -.233                           -.280 *      
                                                       (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31)  
Hours/week family  
spends together                                .048                         -.032                           .076          
                                                                         (n=31)                     (n=31)                       (n=31) 
 

 

Note. * correlation is significant at the 0.1 level (2-tailed) for all the preceding tables. 
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