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Abstract

The relationship between parental monitoring and parental styles are considered as an
important subject for child development field. The aim of this article is to analyze the perceptions
of the adolescents about their parents’ parental monitoring and parenting styles in terms of the
participants’ gender, family education and family jobs status. The sample size is 252 adolescents
with 158 female nd 94 male students. The data were collected by the Parental Monitoring
Instrument (PMI) and the Parenting Styles Scale. The sample was chosen from one Anatolian high
school in Ankara, one Multi-Programme High School in Cankirt and one Multi-Programme High
School in Yozgat with simple and random sampling. The results showed that there were
statistically significant differences between mother acceptance/warmth and gender scores
t(250)=3,281 and mother control and gender scores t(250)=2,263; p<<0.05. The study also analyzed
the relationship between adolescent ages and grades as well as the number of children, mothers’
ages and fathers’ ages and the parental style with some statistically significant results. The one-way
ANOVA results indicated that there are statistically significant differences between adolescents’
perceptions of parental monitoring sub-scales and the mothers’ parenting styles sub-scales. Except
computer monitoring, in all parental monitoring sub-scales, the mothers parenting styles have
shown statistically significant differences.

Keywords: Parental monitoring; Parenting Style; ANOVA; Adolescents; Turkey.

1. Introduction

Parental monitoring is defined as parental awareness about where their adolescents about,
parents knowing of their children’s activities, parents tracking of their children and parents paying
attention of children’s following the rules(Montemayor, 2001; Dishion and McMahon, 1998: 61;
Dishion and McMahon, 1999: 236). In another definition, it is a parental activity that gives
knowledge and information about adolescents friends, activities, and locations (Cottrell, et al., 2007:
328). Parental monitoring is an appropriate parental intervention technique that helps parents to
determine whether their children use alcohol and drugs and to prevent their children to become
friends to persons that use drugs and consume alcohol. When parents monitor their children
activities more closely, they can more easily recognize the signs of their children risky behaviors and
activities. Families can decrease the adolescents’ risky behaviors by guiding them to the appropriate
way (Stattin, et al., 2010:5). Parents can trust some new practices of family involvement techniques
that include asking questions about adolescents’ activities outside to home, whereabouts, what
he/she is going to do, with whom he/ she spends time and create rules about parental monitoring.
Most adolescents are aware of parental monitoring but they also would like control flow of
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information to their parents (Marshall et al., 2005).Stattin and Kerr (2000) reconceptualized the
parental monitoring and highlighted three processes: parental solicitation, parental control, and
child disclosure (1073). There are three ways to get knowledge about adolescents’ activities. First,
parents directly ask their children questions. Second, a child can give information about his/her
activities by his/ her will without any parental involvement. Third, parents ask questions to their
children friends and peer to get an idea about their children activities (Kerr and Stattin, 2003).

Hayes et al. (2003) indicated that parental monitoring is a dynamic process. They proposed a
process model of parental monitoring that includes a complex interactive process between micro
and macro social levels including parents, adolescents and their environment. The process model
consists of following stages. In the first stage, parents and adolescents behaviors are assessed. In the
second stage, the function of this behavior and its cyclical process are hypothesized. In the third
stage, the parental characteristics that may affect monitoring interactions are evaluated. Fourth,
adolescent characteristics that provide information about monitoring interactions were examined.
Last, the interplay of family context, peer, school, and community is considered (Hayes, et al.,
2003:18).

Family members — mothers, fathers, and children — have affected their behaviors, attitudes and
perceptions directly or indirectly. Indirectly, fathers may mediate and modify mother-child
interaction. Similarly, women may have effects on their children indirectly through their husbands
by modifying both the quality and the quantity of of father-child relationships. Also, children affect
the husband-wife relationship by changing the behaviors of their parents that alters the interaction
between spouses (Ogretir and Ozgelik, 2008; Ozgelik, 2010).

In traditional Turkish family, mothers are seen as the caregivers for children and fathers as the
main providers. There have been changes in the types and structures of the Turkish families
because of rapid urbanization, industrialization, and migration from the villages to the cities. There
has been a tendency to have more closer bonds and intense parent-child interactions in nuclear
families. Adolescents in the nuclear family are more likely enjoy greater independence, initiative and
autonomy in comparison to the extended family. In extended family, individuation and seperation
are restrained and mutualistic relationships are advocated. The authoritarian parental style is
perceived as major characteristic of the extended family type because family members are needed to
readily cooperate in order to survive tough life conditions. In the nuclear family, on the other hand,
family members emphasize individualism that promotes democratic parenting styles. Extended
families provide more constraints and less freedom for children and adolescents to explore their
living environment and function less independently even in their daily routines. This situation often
causes conflict among family members (Erkman and Ekmekci, 2011:33).

With the changing times, Turkish women increasingly involved workforce and the dual-earner
families have been become more reality in the Turkish context together with a greater crossover of
roles in the parenting styles. The wife/mother roles have been modified from a homemaker to co-
provider that have great effects on the domestic division of labour, the role of husband/wife, and
the patterns of mother-child relations. When the mother works, it may create a problem of child
care between age of six and thirteen. According to numbers in 1990s, it is estimated to between two
million to ten million children care for themselves. Because these children often tie their house key
around their neck, they are names as latchkey kids. The studies about the /athkey kids have
conflicting results. Some children perceived more insecure, neglected and rejected by their mothers.
Other studies showed opposite results. Self-care of a child has been affected by various factors such
as the safety of the neighborhood, the maturity of the child, and the stability of the family
(McDonald and McDonald, 1994).

To a large extent, men in Turkish society have been continuing with their traditional roles as
the main provider for the wife and the children. As a result, they have little responsibilities for
everyday involvement in child-rearing and give less support in performing chores at the house even
the women are employed. When the fathers are the head of more traditional family, they engaged
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less in childcare activities and they were less involved in their children’s schooling (Metindogan,
2015:339).

In the last decade, other researchers have begun to criticize the idea that monitoring is only
active and direct behavior of the parents. Instead, they have focused on the idea that parents can
get information and knowledge about their children without any effort (Ryan 2009). According to
Stattin and Kerr (2000), the best way of the parental monitoring is the open communication
between adolescents and parents. Instead of asking adolescent direct questions related to
monitoring their behaviors, it is better that adolescents willingly talk to their parents and
volunteerily give information about their activities. The new approach about the parental
monitoring has emphasized that monitoring is not an activity for parents but mostly for
adolescents. The new definition of parental monitoring is that adolescents volunteerily give
knowledge and information about their activities in their spare time to their parents. The parental
monitoring is related to family interaction and family communication. If family interaction and
communication is in high quality, it means that the parental monitoring is much more successful.
The high quality of intra-family interaction is an indicator for adolescents’ well-being and social and
cognitive development.

In the recent studies, scholars have begun to analyze the relationship between parental
monitoring and adolescents’ problematic and risky behaviors and deterrence effects of the parental
monitoring. In one study, it is shown that there is a positive relationship between direct parental
monitoring and positive adolescent behaviors (low levels of adolescents’ delinquency). With the
internet revolution, there has been a need for new approach about parental monitoring and new
technologies (Internet, smart phones, and social media). Nowadays, parents have increasingly raised
their children in wireless and new apps world. Most adults have used internet and smart phones to
ease their work and social lives. However, they have neglected to use them in their relationships and
communication with their children. How can parents monitor their children online without losing
their confidence? Can parents become Facebook friends to their children? How can parents do
their motherhood and fatherhood via smart phone screens? Those new questions will pose
challenges and opportunities for the future research. It is suggested that parents should be educated
and trained about new technology and parental monitoring and effective and efficient family-based
communication strategies and techniques (Slee et al., 2012:509).

There are three types of monitoring. . First, direct monitoring is that parents directly ask
questions to their children and use direct communication techniques for monitoring. (Metzger, et
al. 2012). Second, indirect monitoring is that parents do not get any information from their children
directly. Instead, they get information from other sources of monitoring such as other parents,
neighbors, and peers and friends of adolescents. Restrictive monitoring is the third category of the
monitoring. In this monitoring, parents enter the adolescents private space without any permission
from them. (Cottrell, et al., 2007: 331).

When parent raise their children, there should be an emotional environment that fosters
children personality characteristics with approptiate socialization mechanisms. According to
Baumrind (1991), there are four parenting styles that are formed by child rearing’s demands and
responsibilities. Democratic family style encourages a child to become independent.
Communication and collaboration is allowed. Families tend to be helpful and warm to their
children development. In this type of family style, there is low level of conflict and high level of
warmth. Authoritarian family style is characterized as restrictive and punitive style with following
families’ rules. This style has low level of warmth and high level of family control over a child’s
behaviors with strict rules. Neglecting/Disengaged family style is associated with disordered
families. These families have low level of control and responsibility and low level of warmth toward
their children. Last, permissive family style has high level of warmth but low level of control over
their children. In this style, children are usually associated with low control over their behaviors.
(Ogretir, 1999). They usually do not follow the rules and resist child rearing limitations. The most


https://doi.org/10.14687/jhs.v14i1.4400

334

Ogtetir Ozgelik, A. D. (2017). Investigating and comparing the relationship between parental monitoring types and

perceived parenting styles of the Turkish students. Jowrnal of Human Sciences, 14(1), 331-345.
doi:10.14687 /jhs.v14i1.4400

approprate parenting style is democratic family style. Some researchers have found that there is
relationship between positive adolescent psychology and family style (Ogretir, 2006; Demitiz and
Ogtetir, 2007)

The adolescents’ perception of monitoring and gender has focused on whether parenting
practices may have different effects on sons and daughters. The study that look at monitoring,
unsupervised time, and perceived parental trust on adolescents’ health risk behaviors found
negotiated unsupervised time had different results of sexual activity, substance use and condom use
between male and female adolescents. For male adolescents, parental monitoring is associated with
less alcohol use, and consistent condom use. However, female adolescents perceived no
relationship between monitoring and health risk behaviors. For adolescent girls, the perception that
parents trusted them is negatively associated with sexual activity, smoking and marijuana use. For
adolescent boys, perceived trust is associated only with less alcohol use. (Borawski, et al. 2003).

2. Methodology

The relationship between parental monitoring and parental styles are considered as an
important subject for child development field. The aim of this article is to analyze the perceptions
of the adolescents about their parents’ parental monitoring and parenting styles in terms of the
participants’ gender, family education and family jobs status. The vast majority of the research in
this area usually covers parenting styles and adolescents behavioral outcomes. There is a lack of
research on studying the relationship between parenting monitoring and parental style typologies.
Also, most studies only focus on parental monitoring by using self-reporting from mothers only
perspective. It is important to analyze the parenting style and parental monitoring from different
cultural values and different type of communities. This study aims to contribute a vital gap in this
area not only in Turkey but also in child development literature. One of the innovations in this
research is to incorporate the different types of parental monitoring into different types of
parenting style.

In this study, “Personal Information” that was prepared by the researcher, “the Parental Styles
Questionnaire” (Stimer and Gling6r, 1999), and “the Parental Monitoring Instrument” (Cottrell,et
al., 2007;Karatas and Oztiirk, 2011) has been applied to the research samples of 251 adolescents
with 158 female and 94 male students.The sample was chosen from one Anatolian high school in
Ankara, one Multi-Programme High School in Cankirt and one Multi-Programme High School in
Yozgat with simple random sampling.

In order to measure adolescents rearing styles, Simer and Gungor (1999) “the Parental Styles
Questionnaire” were used. This questionnaire that was based on Maccoby and Martin (1983)’s
suggested dimensions and Lamborn et al. (1991) studies were adopted to the Turkish language by
Stimer and Giing6r (1999). The Questionnaire consists of 22 items in a 5-point Likert scale. It was
implemented separately mother and father. It has two sub dimensions. The mother and father
acceptance/warmth sub-dimension is measuted by 11 items and the mother and father controlling
style is measured by 11 items questions (total of 22 questions). Parent acceptance/warmth is used
to measure parent accepting and understanding their children as well as their love and care toward
their children. The controlling style measure parents’ restrictions of their children behaviors as well
as monitoring and disciplining their children (Simer and Glngoér, 1999).1f a person get a high score
in a sub-dimension, it shows the parental styles for mother or father. Researcher has applied simple
present tense in the questions because the participants were high school students who can
remember their parent styles in the past (For example, he/she controls my all behaviors).

The Parenting Style Questionnaire can be analyzed in dimensional and categorical. In
dimensional basis, it has acceptance/warmth and controlling. In categorical basis, if both
dimensions ate above median score, it is categorized as explanatory/authoritative. If both
dimensions ate below median score, the parenting style is permissive/neglectful. If
acceptance/warmth dimension above median and controlling below median, the parenting style is
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permissive/indulgent. If acceptance/warmth dimension below median and controlling above
median, it is categorized as authoritarian style (Stimer and Giingor, 1999).

If the scotes of both sub-dimensions (acceptance/warmth and controlling) are below the
median score, it is categotized as permissive/negligent. If they are above the median score,
authoritarian/explanatory. There are acceptance/warmth and controlling has also other sub-
categories but the researcher has not used them in her analyses. Giingor (2000) provided internal
consistency scores of the mother acceptance/warmth and controlling scores are .81 and .79,
respectively. For father acceptance/warmth and controlling scores of internal consistence are.91
and .90, respectively. The Cronbach’s Alpha score in this study for mothers parenting style was
.757. The cronbach’s alpha score in this study for the fathers parenting style was .786. The
Cronbach’s Alpha score of the mother acceptance/warmth was .798. The Cronbach’s Alpha scotre
of father acceptance/warmth was .803. The Cronbach’s Alpha scotre of mother control was .657.
The Cronbach’s Alpha score of father control was .648.

In order to measure the parents getting knowledge about risky behaviors of their children and
adolescents and asking questions about their children activities, the researcher were used Cottrell, et
al. (2007)’s “the Parental Monitoring Instrument”. The instrument were adopted to Turkish by
Karatas and Oztiitk (2011). It consists of 27 items that measure how frequently parents monitor
their children in the last 4 months and what kinds of monitoring strategies and techniques they
were used (Stattin and Kerr, 2000). It is a 4-point Likert scale (1=0 times, 4=5 or more times). It
has seven sub-dimensions including direct monitoring (1-7 items), indirect monitoring (8-10 items),
school monitoring (11-14 items), health monitoring (15-18 items), computer monitoring (19-22
items), telephone monitoring (23-24 items), and restrictive monitoring (25-27 items). Explanatory
factor analysis revealed that the Instrument has seven factors and % 48 explains total variance. All
factors were above 0.69 for all seven sub-dimensions. The validity, consistency and reliability scores
were high for the Turkish version of the PMI (Karatas and Oztiirk 2011). The Cronbach’s Alpha
score for this study was .884. For the sub-dimensionsi the Cronbach’s Alpha scores were as
follows: Direct monitoring was .731, indirect monitoring was .815, school monitoring was .723,
health monitoring was .752, computer monitoring was .7306, telephone monitoring was .749 and
restrictive monitoring was .785.

3. Findings and Results

Findings obtained from the study conducted to determine the relationship between parenting
style and demographic variables are presented in the tables. Also, the study presents the relationship
between parenting monitoring sub-scales and parenting style sub-scales in following findings and
results.
Table 1. Results of Demograhic Variables of Adolescents and Their Parents

Demograhic Variables N (252) Yo
Adolescents Gender Female 158 62.5
Male 94 37.2

14-15 years old 23 9.1
Adolescents Age Range 16-17 years old 166 065.6
18-19 years old 63 24.9
9t orade 31 12.3
10t grade 48 19.0
Adolescents Grades 1% grade 135 534
12t grade 38 15.0

One Child 6 24
Two Child 55 21.7

Number of Children Three Child 72 28.5
Four Child 64 253

Five + Child 55 21.7
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30-35 years old 34 13.4

31-35 years old 89 35.2

Adolescents Mothers Ages 41-45 years old 79 313
46 and over 50 19.8

30-35 years old 11 43

31-35 years old 52 20.6

Adolescents Fathers Ages 41-45 years old 102 40,3
46 and over 87 34.4

No Education 39 154

Mothers Educational Primary School 141 55.7
Backgrounds Secondary School 48 19.0
High School 24 9.5

No Education 8 3.2

Fathers Educational Primary School 106 419
Backgrounds Secopdary School 70 27.7
High School 58 22.9

University 10 4.0

Housewife 185 73.1

Mothers Occupation Civil Servant 3 3.2
Self-employed /Artisan 59 233

Self-employed /Artisan 136 53.8

Fathers Occupation Civil Servant 48 19.0
Farmer 68 26.9

Out of the total number of 252 participants, there were 152 female (62.5%) and 94 male
(37.2%) adolescent students. The results indicated that 9.1 % of adolescents were 14-15 year old,
65.6 % of them were 16-17 years old and 24.9 % of them were 18-19 years old. If they were divided
by their class, 9" grades were 31 (12.3%), 10" grades were 48 (19%), 11st grades were 135 (53.4%)
and 12th grades were 38 (15%). Adolescents’ mothers age and education status were as follows:
35.2 % of them were 31-35 years old. 55.7 % of them were primary school graduates. 15.4 % of
them were uneducated. 55.7 % of them were primary school and only 9.5 % of them were high
school graduates. Adolescents’ fathers age and education status showed that 40.3 % of them were
41-55 years old. 41.9 % of them were primary, 3.2 % of them were noneducated, 27.7 % of them
were middle school, 22.9 % of them were high school and only 4.0 % of them were university
graduates. The majority of the adolescents’ mothers were housewives (73.1 %). The majority of
adolescents’ fathers were self-employed (53.8 %).

Table 2. t-test Results of Parenting Styles by Gender

Gender Female (n=158) Male (n=94) t-Test Results
Parenting Style Subscales x Std Dev i Std Dev t p
Mother Acceptance/  42.00 8.29 38.56 7.62 3.281 .001
Warmth

Mother Control 34.85 7.19 32.68 7.66 2.263 024
Father Acceptance / 33.51 7.41 32.84 7.56 .690 491
Warmth

Father Control 38.50 9.13 37.02 7.75 1.318 189

Adolescents parenting sytle sub-dimensions (acceptance/warmth and controlling) scores by
gender ate given at Table 2. The comparison of mothers’ acceptance/warmth scotes between
gender showed statistically significant results. [t(252)= 3.281, p<.001]. The mean scores of mothers
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acceptance/warmth of female adolescents (Y = 42.00) were much higher than the mean scores of

mothers’ acceptance/warmth of male adolescents (X = 38.56). When the results for mothers
control scores were compared, the results indicated statistically significant differences between
gender [t(252)=2.263, p<.024]. The mothers control scores of females (Y:34.85) were higher
than the mother control scores of males (Y =32.68). However, there is no statistically significant

differences between father acceptance/warmth [t(252)=0.690, p<.491] and father controlling
[t(252)=1.318, p<.189] by gender.

Table 3. One-way ANOVA Results of Parenting Styles by Adolescents Age

Gender 14-15 16-17 years 18-19 years F-Test
years (n=23) (n=166) Results

(n=03)
Parenting v Ss Ss ¥ Ss F p
Style

Subscales

=

Mother 38.00 889 40.70 8.20 41.76 7.87 1.781 171
Acceptance/
Warmth

Mother 29.65 7.25 34.25 7.66 35.07 6.33 4.839 .009
Control

Father 36.13 8.89 38.52 8.33 37.11 9.37 1.169 312
Acceptance /
Warmth

Father 2991 716 33.74 7.38 33.20 7.57 2.702 .069
Control

It is interesting to note that there are statistically significant differences between parenting
style subscales and adolescent ages. The results presented mother control sub-scale had much
higher scotres for 18-19 years old (X =35.07) adolescents than 14-15 years old (X =29.65)
[F(2,249)=2.263, p<.024]. In other three sub-scales, there were no statistically significant
differences for the adolescents age groups.

Table 4. One-way ANOVA Results of Parenting Styles by Adolescents Grades

Gender 9th orade 10t grade 11thgrade 12th orade F-Test
(n=31) (n=48) (n=135) (n=38) Results

Parenting X Std X Std X Std i'd Std F p

Style

Subscales

Mother 38.87 7.79 37.87 9.07 41.37 798 4350 7.02 4355  .005

Acceptance/

Warmth

Mother 31.06 8.73 3291 8.05 35.21 698 3373 630 3252 .022

Control

Father 36.77 8.26 35.47 9.03 38.84 8.67 3886 804 2143  .095

Acceptance

/ Warmth

Father 3141 7.85 32.97 791 3396 7.38  32.63 06.78 1.141 333

Control
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Table 4 presented the one-way ANOVA results of parenting styles by adolescent grades. Analysis
obtained from “Parenting Style Scale” seemed to be higher for mother acceptance/warmth

subscale among the four groups. The 12" grade students ( X =43.50) had higher mother acceptance

scores than 10" (Y =37.87) and 9" grade students (Y =38.87) [F(2,249)=4.355, p<.005]. In
mother control subscales, it has been determined that there were a statistically significant results in

favor of 117 grade students (X =35.21) than 107 (X =32.91) and 9" (X =31.06) grade students
[F(2,249)=3.252, p<.022].

Table 5. One-way ANOVA Results of Parenting Styles by the Number of Children

Gender One Child Two Child Three Child Four Child Five or More  F-Test
(n=0) (n=>55) (n=72) (n=064) (n=55) Results

Parenting X Std X Std X Std X Std X Std F p

Style

Subscales

Mother 35.6 1232 4134 623 4222 803 4010 87 394 884 171 147

Acceptance/ 6 1 0 4

Warmth

Mother 30.6 6.88 35.01 6.65 3476 756 3385 7.8 327 752 117 324

Control 6 2 0 1

Father 331 1110 39.70 6.75 3836 891 3814 9.0 359 9.09 1.81 .126

Acceptance 6 0 6 9

/ Warmth

Father 27.6 8.14  33.60 34.25 748 3489 74 303 7.62 425 .002

Control 6 6.32 3 4 5

When Table 5 is analyzed, it is observed that one-way ANOVA results were meaningful at
F(2,249)=3.252, p<.022 level for father control sub-scale. The fact that one-way ANOVA results
were meaningful shows that there is a relationship between the number of children and father
control sub-scale. When the number of children were analyzed accordingly, it is possible to observe

that if there is 5 or more child (Y =30.34) in the family, interestingly the father control is
decreasing in a statistically significantly than two, three or four children (X =34.89) families.

Table 6. One-way ANOVA Results of Parenting Styles by Mothers Age

Gender 30-35 years 36-40 years 41-45 years 46 + years F-Test
(n=34) (n=89) (n=79) (n=50) Results

Parenting i'd Std X Std i Std 'd Std F p

Style

Subscales

Mother 39.88 8.66  42.02 7.31 41.84 823 3878 9.11 1.819 144

Acceptance/

Warmth

Mother 33.47 7.38  35.23 7.46 34.73 683 3122 775 3570  .015

Control

The comparison between mother parenting style and mother age showed statistically significant
results for mother control subscale F(2,249)=3.570, p<.015. If the mothers have 46 years and older

ages (Y =31.22), they had lower score on mother control subscale than 36-40 years mothers (X
=35.23).
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Table 7. One-way ANOVA Results of Parenting Styles by Fathers Age

Gender 30-35 years 36-40 years 41-45 years 46 + years F-Test
(n=11) (n=52) (n=102) (n=87) Results

Parenting X Std X Std X Std X Std F p

Style

Subscales

Father 30.54 548  35.05 742 3378 685 3191 8.14 2.643 050

Acceptance  /

Warmth

Father Control ~ 36.77 8.26 35.47 9.03 38.84  8.67  38.86 8.04 2143 095

In order to find whether there is a statistically significant result between father age and father
parenting style, the study conducted one-way ANOVA analysis. The results showed that 36-40

years old fathers (Y =35.05) had much higher scores for father acceptance/warmth sub-scale than
30-35 years old fathers ( X =30.54), F(2,249)=2.643, p<.050.

Table 8. The Percentages of the Parents’ Four Sub-Parenting Styles (n=252)

Parental Explanatory/ | Permissive/ Permissive/ Authoritarian Total
Styles Authoritative Neglective Indulgent
Fathers n 82 64 49 57 252
% 32.4 25.3 19.4 22.5 100.0
Mothers n 74 66 54 58 252
% 29.2 26.1 21.3 22.9 100.0

Table 8 presented the percentages results of four parenting styles for mother and father separately.
As it can be expected, the fathers were much more explanatory/authoritative and authoritatian than
the mothers. The adolescents’ mothers were much more permissive/neglective and permissive
indulgent than the adolescents’ fathers.

Table 9. t-test Results of Adolescents’ Perceptions of Parental Monitoring by Gender

Female Male t Test
Parental Monitoring Sub-scales I Mean  StdDev. n Mean SDt(eiV . b

Indirect Monitoring 158 12.50 3.69 94 1154 427 1.876 0.396

Direct Monitoring 158 7.92 2.95 94 6.56 258 3.701 0.000

School Monitoring 158 9.10 2.98 94 925 330 -.381 0.704

Health Monitoring 158 7.99 3.33 94 697 3.05 2412 0.017
Computer Monitoting 158 6.13 2.80 94 631 3.09 -490 0.624
Telephone Monitoring 158 3.27 1.81 94 3.02 173 1.105 0.270
Restrictive Monitoring 158 4.17 2.10 94 4.07 224 343 732

In the Table 9, the independent t-test for direct monitoring and gender revealed statistically
significant differences between female and male students, t(250)=3,701; p<0.000. Female students (

X =7,92) have perceived higher direct monitoring than male students (Y =06,50). The perceptions
of the female (X =7,99) students about health monitoring is statistically much higher than the
petrceptions of the male (X =6,97) students, t(250)=2,412; p<0.017.
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Table 10. The one-way ANOVA Results of Parental Monitoring Types and Mothers’ Parental Styles
Dimensions and Categories

Parental Parenting  Styles | X Std. Deviation | N F p
Monitoring ~ Sub- | (Mothers)
scales

Explanatory/ 13,12 343 74

Authoritative
Indirect Monitoring | Permissive/ 10,31 3,10 66 7,294 ,000

Neglective

Permissive/ 12,77 431 54

Indulgent

Authoritarian 12,37 4,39 58

Explanatory/ 8,67 2,65 74

Authotitative
Direct Monitoting | Permissive/ 5,80 2,34 66 15,544 ,000

Neglective

Permissive/ 8,16 3,04 54

Indulgent

Authoritarian 6,94 2,65 58

Explanatory/ 10,10 3,05 74

Authoritative
School Monitoring | Permissive/ 7,80 2,83 66 9,508 ,000

Neglective

Permissive/ 10,07 2,89 54

Indulgent

Authoritarian 8,63 3,01 58

Explanatory/ 927 3,18 74

Authotitative

Permissive/ 6,06 2,35 66 13,524 ,000
Health Monitoring | Neglective

Permissive/ 7,74 345 54

Indulgent

Authoritarian 7,15 312 58

Explanatory/ 6,82 312 74

Authoritative
Computer Permissive/ 5,60 2,86 66 2,500 ,060
Monitoting Neglective

Permissive/ 5,83 2,32 54

Indulgent

Authoritarian 6,43 3,06 58

Explanatory/ 3,60 1,95 74

Authotitative
Telephone Permissive/ 2,81 1,56 66 4,769 ,003
Monitoring Neglective

Permissive/ 2,66 1,54 54

Indulgent

Authortitarian 3,53 1,83 58

Explanatory/ 4,02 2,01 74

Authotitative
Restrictive Permissive/ 431 2,50 66 5,060 ,002
Monitoring Neglective

Permissive/ 331 79 54

Indulgent

Authotitarian 4,82 2,52 58
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The means and standard deviations results of the parental monitoring categories and the
mothers’ parenting style types were presented in order to analyze the comparison of parenting
styles and parental monitoring by using one-way ANOVA. The analysis indicated that there were
statistically significant difference between adolescents’ perceptions of all except computer parental
monitoring and the mothers’ parenting styles in Table 10. [Wilks' Lambda=0.687, F= (9,
273)=4,619 , p< .05]. Only computer monitoring has shown no statistically significant difference
for the parenting styles [F(3,248)= 2,500, p>.05]. The reason why the computer monitoring has no
statistically significant difference may be related to the mothers’ digital abilities and competences.
Most mothers have very little knowledge about how to monitor their children on computer.

In other six parenting monitoring types, the difference between four groups is statistically
significant for indirect monitoring [F(3,248)= 7,294, p< .05]. The Scheffe test results showed that

the mean score of indirect monitoring of mothers’ who atre explanatory/authoritative (X =13,12) is
much higher than the mean score of indirect monitoring of mothers who permissive/neglectful (

X =10,31). The other results can be seen at the above table 10.

4. Discussion

Parental involvement and intra-family communication are important factors to design
parental intervention and to change family dynamics and parents behaviors. When parents are
changed their behaviors in positive ways, the adolescents problematic behaviors such as
delinquency, bullying, and risky sexual activities begin to decrease. In child development field,
parents can positively affect adolescents’ developmental and behavioral problems and this can be
explained by the parenting style. In Turkey, there is little research on parenting styles and family
intervention techniques. In addition, it is relatively low level of studies on parenting styles and
parental monitoring. The purpose of the current study was to determine whether the association
between parental monitoring types and parenting styles dimensions of the Turkish adolescents’ self-
reported perceptions.

This study makes contribution on previous research of Kerr and Stattin (2000) on parental
monitoring by surveying adolescents’ about the relationship with their parents. In other studies
about the impact of parental monitoring, parental communication and parenting style, Huebner and
Howell (2003) found no direct relationship between parental communication, parenting style or the
demographic characteristics of gender, age, or race on the sexual risk behaviors (defined as number
of lifetime sexual partners and condom use during last sexual intercourse). In another study, Pettus
(2003) found that parental actions of monitoring were as important women as for men. In their
interactions with their parents, men tended to have more positively influenced by their parents on
men’s social adjustment and connection to the college. For women respondents, the acceptance by
their peer seemed to be more important for their performance and satisfaction in college (113).

Parenting styles and parental monitoring have been mostly studied in Western contexts.
The current study is important contribution for research about non-Western cultures, parenting
monitoring and parenting styles. Most Western cultures emphasize “individualistic” traits that stress
independence, individual achievement, self-reliance, and competitiveness. Most Eastern cultures
can be grouped under collectivistic that seek to foster interdependence, respect group norms,
harmony and elders and even put families’ needs and desires before children’s own (Ogretir, 2008).
Also, parenting styles may have different constructs for Western and non-Western cultures. In the
Western cultures, authoritarian parenting style connotes with “parental rejection and lack of
warmth” and even in some situation negative outcomes with physical strictness and punishment. In
the Eastern cultures, authoritarian style can be tolerated by the children “without the negative
connotations and consequences” (Venkatraman, et al., 2010: 90-92).
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Almost in all studies about parental monitoring, the researchers found statistically
significant differences between gender. It was indicated that mothers are more active and more
successful monitors than fathers (Belle and Philips, 2010: 69).

The comparison of parenting style and gender, family education and family job status has
given interesting results. The study is examined interactions between the parenting style dimensions
and parents’ socioeconomic status (education and job) and gender. The results showed society-
based family approach that can explain why mothers acceptance/warmth and mother controlling
scores were higher for female than male students. Culturally, the Turkish adolescents perceived
their mothers’ both accepting and controlling. In the Western culture, the scientific studies have
shown that the parents controlling can restrict adolescents’ freedom, autonomy and independence.
However, in the “high-context cultures” (collectivist cultures) (Ogretir, 2008) like Turkey, it is
possible to interpret that the parents controlling has a positive effect to improve family relations
and communication. The findings also supports by cross-cultural studies that found out the
coexistence of strong parental affection/warmth and controlling (Kagitcibast, 2007). The
interdependent family model reiterates that “late adolescents consent that a person can be both
autonomous and closely attached to someone” (Kagitcibasi, 2005: 4106).

The findings about parental monitoring demonstrate that a pattern of direct and health
monitoring for females than males. This is an indication for the protective association of parental
monitoring with eating habits and healthy lifestyle. The most interesting finding to emerge from
this analysis was a trend for parental monitoring to be related to females than males. Female
adolescents were perceived more parental monitoring than male adolescents. This shows that
parents may need to be more vigilant to protect their female children engaging in deviant behaviors.

5. Conclusion

Parenting can be difficult today for several reasons, some of which is that work and parent
roles are often conflict, society-wide conditions affect the parent-child relationship and the
parenting practice of monitoring and peer relations have an influence on patent/child attachment.

Strength of this study includes operationalizing monitoring variables that focus on seven
types of monitoring. This study also has several limitations. The study was cross-sectional;
therefore, it was not possible to examine how links between measures of monitoring and parenting
style change over time. In addition, most of data in this study were only gained through self-report
measures. A multi-method approach to assessing parental monitoring and parenting style would
have been more informative. In conclusion, the present study provides evidence to support the link
between parental monitoring and parenting styles especially for mothers. The one-way ANOVA
results for mothers between parental monitoring and parenting style variables were statistically
significant.

This study suggests some important lessons for parents/teachers/school counselors, etc.
First, trust and communication are important element for promoting improved parental
monitoring. Teachers, schools and peers may have impact on effective and reciprocal parental
monitoring if they address issues of trust and communication. Second, teachers, schools,
counselors, and peers should involve more on parental monitoring in order to mitigate
externalizing behaviors of adolescents. If parents know their friends, where their teen is, and having
a check in time, it is possible to decrease delinquent behaviors. Third, teachers, school
administration and counselors should consider developing a comprehensive parental monitoring
program in order to address the risky behaviors of adolescents.

The results of this study can be used to develop parental monitoring programmes aimed at
supporting adolescents’ attachment needs for security and autonomy. As a result, adolescents
enhance their overall adjustments and improve their ability to realize more academic and social
success. An increased understanding of parenting style and parenting monitoring can assist parents
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in focusing more on attachment and developmental issues that include trust, relationship building,
and self-esteem issues that are important for adolescent population.
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