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This 4-wave study among 309 Dutch adolescents and their parents examined changes in adolescent
disclosure, parental solicitation, and parental control and their links with the development of delinquent
activities. Annually, adolescents and both parents reported on adolescent disclosure, parental solicitation,
and parental control, and adolescents reported on delinquent activities and parental support. Latent
growth curve analyses revealed a linear decline in parental control between ages 13 and 16. Adolescent
disclosure decreased gradually in adolescent reports and showed an L-shaped pattern in father reports and
a V-shaped pattern in mother reports. A stronger increase in delinquent activities was related to a stronger
decrease in disclosure in mother and adolescent reports and to lower levels of disclosure in father reports.
The linkages between levels of disclosure and delinquent activities were stronger in families with high
parental support than in families with lower support. Furthermore, in lower parental support families, a
stronger decrease in paternal control was related to a stronger increase in delinquent activities. In high
parental support families, however, a stronger decrease in adolescent-reported parental control was
related to a less strong increase in delinquent activities.
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Many theories have emphasized that inadequate parenting is a
risk factor in the development of delinquency during adolescence
(e.g., social control theory of Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; and
coercive family process theory of Patterson & Yoerger, 1997).
However, a recent series of articles instigated by Stattin and Kerr
(2000; Kerr & Stattin, 2000) has prompted scientific debate about
the role that parental monitoring plays in this process (Fletcher,
Steinberg, & Williams-Wheeler, 2004; Keijsers, Branje, Van der
Valk, & Meeus, in press; Soenens, Vansteenkiste, Luyckx, &
Goossens, 2006). Adolescents’ own voluntary disclosure to their
parents, rather than parental control or questioning, was shown to
be the most important predictor of parental knowledge of adoles-
cents’ activities and was identified as a key factor in relation to
adolescent deviance (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Given this contradic-
tion between theory that emphasizes the importance of parenting
and these recent findings, the issue of whether and how parental
monitoring and adolescent disclosure are related to delinquent
activities is in need of longitudinal examination. Therefore, we
tried to answer two research questions in this four-wave multi-
informant study: How do adolescent disclosure and parental solic-
itation and control develop during middle adolescence, and how
are changes in the parent–child relationship linked to the devel-
opment of delinquent activities?

Changes in Adolescent Disclosure, Parental Solicitation,
and Parental Control in Middle Adolescence

In their course toward becoming adults, adolescents become
more autonomous and independent from their parents. The parent–
child relationship is argued to change accordingly, transforming
from an asymmetrical one in which adolescents are dependent on
their parents in early adolescence, into a more symmetrical one in
late adolescence in which adolescents are treated as autonomous
and adult individuals and in which there is a more equal balance of
power (Collins, 1990; Steinberg, 1990; Youniss & Smollar, 1985).
Children claim more autonomy (among other means) by strategi-
cally managing the information that parents receive (Marshall,
Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005), and parents respond to this need
by granting adolescents the right to make decisions on various
issues without informing them first (Smetana & Asquith, 1994).
Hence, it is normative that adolescents disclose less to their parents
over the course of adolescence.

Under these conditions of decreasing adolescent disclosure,
parents can use several monitoring strategies to obtain knowledge
about their adolescents’ whereabouts, activities, and friendships
(Waizenhofer, Buchanan, & Jackson-Newsom, 2004). Often, how-
ever, parental monitoring is operationalized in two parenting be-
haviors (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). First, parents can exert control, a
rather authoritarian parenting behavior that implies setting rules
and demanding that adolescents keep them informed on what is
going on during their unsupervised hours (Stattin & Kerr, 2000).
For instance, parents can insist that adolescents tell them all about
their activities and whereabouts during unsupervised after-school
leisure time. This type of control, however, becomes less appro-
priate over the course of adolescence. Adolescents not only be-
come more cognitively adept at making well-considered decisions
for themselves (Noller, 1995) but are also in the process of
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changing their relationship with their parents into a more symmet-
rical one. It thus seems normative that parents slacken control
during middle adolescence. Second, parents can try to stay in-
formed by asking questions about their child’s unsupervised ac-
tivities and whereabouts (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Parental solicita-
tion is less authoritarian and can therefore be assumed to fit with
a parent–adolescent relationship that is developing toward more
equality and symmetry.

Unfortunately, longitudinal evidence to substantiate these pro-
posed changes in adolescent disclosure and parental control is
remarkably scarce. One study showed less self-disclosure for older
adolescents than for younger adolescents, especially for boys
(Finkenauer, Engels, & Meeus, 2002), but most cross-sectional
studies did not show age differences in disclosure (for a review,
see Buhrmester & Prager, 1995; for empirical examples, see Dar-
ling, Cumsille, Caldwell, & Dowdy, 2006; Noller & Callan, 1990;
Soenens et al., 2006). There is also some empirical evidence of a
(slight) decrease in parental control during adolescence (Soenens
et al., 2006; Van der Vorst, Engels, Meeus, Deković, & Vermulst,
2006), but to our best knowledge, the development of parental
solicitation in adolescence has not been examined. Therefore, in
the current study we examined these assumptions about normative
development in adolescent disclosure, parental solicitation, and
parental control using a longitudinal design.

Changes in Disclosure, Parental Solicitation, and Parental
Control and Development of Delinquent Activities

Our perspective on changes in parent–adolescent relationships
entails that adolescents disclose less over time to reduce parents’
authority and to gain autonomy. These changes take place at the
same time that many adolescents from well-functioning families
engage in delinquent activities, such as vandalism or theft (Moffitt,
1993; Patterson & Yoerger, 1997), and this raises the question
whether these processes in and outside the family are linked. As
adolescents spend an increasing amount of time unsupervised by
their parents (Dubas & Gerris, 2002; Larson, Richards, Moneta,
Holmbeck, & Duckett, 1996), parents have less direct knowledge
of whereabouts, friends, and (potentially norm-breaking) activities.
Adolescents, much more than children, thus have unique power to
inform parents about crucial events in their lives and can enable
parents to offer guidance and advice. The willingness to disclosure
to parents may thus reflect whether adolescents care about their
parents’ wishes and expectations. According to Hirschi’s social
control theory of delinquency, persons who care about others’
wishes and opinions are more bound by norms and are therefore
less likely to deviate (Hirschi, 1969). From this perspective, a
decline in disclosure should be linked with an increase in delin-
quency.

It has repeatedly been argued that a lack of monitoring (i.e.,
parental control and solicitation) is a risk factor in adolescent
delinquency (e.g., Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Granic & Patter-
son, 2006; Moffitt, 1993). It can facilitate associations with deviant
peers from whom adolescents can learn or imitate antisocial con-
duct (Moffitt, 1993). Our perspective on changing relationships
entails that parental influence on adolescents’ decision making
declines during adolescence. In line with this, recent reinterpreta-
tions of parental monitoring suggest that lack of parental control
and lack of solicitation are less important risk factors than lack of

adolescent disclosure in the emergence of adolescent delinquency
(Stattin & Kerr, 2000). In recent studies, the link between adoles-
cent disclosure and delinquency is quite robustly found (Keijsers et
al., in press; Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin &
Kerr, 2000). However, the negative link of parental monitoring
(i.e., parental control and solicitation) with delinquency that was
repeatedly shown before (for a review, see Loeber & Dishion,
1983) seems to disappear when parental solicitation and control
are operationalized as active parental efforts, instead of parental
knowledge (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). We thus hypothesized a nega-
tive developmental linkage between disclosure and delinquent
activities; that is, we expected to find that decreasing disclosure
goes hand in hand with increasing delinquent activities. Further, in
absence of consistent findings on the link of parental monitoring
with delinquency, we explored whether the development of paren-
tal control and solicitation are linked with the development of
delinquency, after controlling for the linkage between disclosure
and delinquency, without stating explicit a priori hypotheses.

The Role of Perceived Parental Support

It has been argued that parenting practices generally yield more
often positive effects on adolescents’ adjustment in the context of
parenting styles with higher levels of emotional supportiveness
(Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Mounts, 2002), and it may thus very
well be that parental control and solicitation yield different out-
comes under varying levels of parental support (see also Collins &
Laursen, 2004; Soenens et al., 2006). The current study thus
contributes to the discussion on whether parental monitoring is
associated with delinquency (Fletcher et al., 2004) or not (Stattin
& Kerr, 2000) by examining whether parental control and solici-
tation are differentially associated with delinquency under varying
levels of parent–child relationship quality. We hypothesized that
parental control and solicitation are negatively related to delin-
quency in highly supportive families only.

In line with this, it has been argued that the link between
disclosure and delinquency depends on how parents generally
respond to disclosure (e.g., Keijsers et al., in press; Kerr, Stattin, &
Trost, 1999) and the level of parental support (i.e., a measure for
the affective bonding between parent and child). Compared with
supportive relationships, unsupportive relationships are more
likely to involve inadequate or negative parental responses to
adolescent disclosure (Kerr et al., 1999). When adolescents per-
ceive their parents’ reactions, opinions, and expectations about
adolescents’ behavior as supportive, we assume that parental
norms affect adolescents’ behavior more strongly (Hirschi, 1969).
We therefore tested the hypothesis that the association of disclo-
sure and delinquency is stronger in highly supportive relationships
than in less supportive relationships.

Informant Differences and Adolescent Sex Effects

Parents and children live in the same world yet in different
realities, and different informants may hold different views on this
process. We therefore tried to replicate findings using reports of
adolescents, fathers, and mothers. Further, adolescent boys and
girls differ in both their relationship with their parents and their
problem behaviors. Specifically, associations between disclosure
and delinquency could be a reflection of lower levels of disclosure
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and higher levels of delinquency of boys compared with girls
(Finkenauer et al., 2002; Moffitt & Caspi, 2001). To examine this
possibility, we also examined adolescent sex differences.

The Present Study

In sum, this multi-informant longitudinal study addressed the
following three research questions. First, how do adolescent dis-
closure, parental control, and parental solicitation develop during
middle adolescence? We hypothesized that adolescent disclosure
and parental control decrease on average, and we explored whether
similar changes occur in parental solicitation. Second, is the de-
velopment of adolescent disclosure, parental solicitation, and pa-
rental control related to the development of delinquent activities?
We hypothesized that delinquent activities and disclosure are
negatively linked. That is, we expected to find that higher levels of
delinquent activities coincide with lower levels of disclosure, and
that a stronger increase in adolescent delinquent activities overlaps
with a stronger decrease in disclosure. Further, we explored
whether (the development of) parental solicitation and control are
linked with (the development of) delinquent activities when pitted
against adolescent disclosure. Third, does parental support mod-
erate the associations of adolescent disclosure, parental control,
and solicitation with delinquent activities? We hypothesized that
the link between adolescent disclosure and delinquent activities is
stronger in highly supportive relationships than in less supportive
ones. In addition, we argued that the associations of (the develop-
ment of) parental control and solicitation with delinquent activities
are negative in highly supportive families only.

Method

Participants

The current sample was drawn from an ongoing longitudinal
study on relationships of adolescents with parents and peers,
named Conflict and Management of Relationships, or
CONAMORE (Meeus et al., 2004), in which 938 early to middle
adolescents participated. Out of the 656 two-parent Dutch families
that were invited, 401 accepted our invitation to participate in
annual home visits, and 323 families were randomly selected for
financial reasons. At the start of the study, 1 year after the selec-
tion, 309 families were still two-parent families.

These 149 boys and 160 girls came from various high schools in
municipalities located in the center of the Netherlands. At Time 1
(T1) of the current study, 1 year after the initial assessment,
adolescents were in Grade 2 of high school and had a modal age
of 13 (0.3% were 11, 2.9% were 12, 72.2% were 13, 23.9% were
14, and 0.6% were 15). Of the fathers, 1.7% did not finish high
school, 16.6% graduated from high school, 38.1% graduated from
middle or higher level vocational or technical training, and 35.6%
had a university degree. Of the mothers, 0.7% did not finish high
school, 36.0% graduated from high school, 41.9% graduated from
middle or higher vocational or technical training, and 21.1% had a
university degree.

Adolescents of this family sample (n � 309) were compared
with Dutch middle adolescents from two-parent families who were
not participating in family visits (n � 347). The family sample was
not significantly different from this comparison sample in adoles-

cent age, t(645) � �1.88, p � .06, or adolescent sex, �2(1, N �
656) � 0.74, p � .39. Adolescents in the family sample were
slightly less engaged in delinquent activities than their peers in the
comparison sample, t(650) � �2.00, p � .05. Chi-square tests
revealed no differences in educational level of fathers, �2(6, N �
677) � 10.53, p � .10. However, mothers in the family sample
were somewhat higher educated than mothers of the early adoles-
cents in the larger sample, �2(6, N � 676) � 21.44, p � .01. A
maximum of 3.6% of the cases were missing per variable, and
87.7% of the respondents had no missing values over four mea-
surements.

Procedure

Before the study, adolescents and their parents received written
information and provided written informed consent. Adolescents
participated annually in two assessments: school visits after school
hours and home visits in which parents also participated. Families
received the equivalent of $36 per home visit, and adolescents
received the equivalent of $13 per school assessment. At both
assessments, trained research assistants gave verbal instructions in
addition to the written instructions in the large battery of question-
naires. Confidentiality in the treatment of data was explicitly
guaranteed in this written and in verbal information.

Measures

Parental solicitation, parental control, and adolescent disclo-
sure. Items tapping parental solicitation, parental control, and
adolescent disclosure (Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Stattin & Kerr, 2000)
were translated into Dutch. Parental solicitation assessed how
often parents ask adolescents about unsupervised time. The orig-
inal scale of six items was revised for conceptual and statistical
reasons; that is, two items that measured parental questioning of
their child’s friends, or parents of friends, instead of parental
questioning of the adolescents themselves were removed (confir-
matory factor analysis and validity of this new measure in a Dutch
sample are presented by Hawk, Hale, Raaijmakers, & Meeus,
2008). Four items remained, such as “During the past month, how
often have your parents initiated a conversation with you about
your free time?” The six-item parental control scale measured the
way in which parents control adolescents’ activities and friend-
ships. An example item is “Must you have your parents’ permis-
sion before you go out during the weeknights?” Six items on
adolescent disclosure measured adolescents’ voluntary and spon-
taneous revelations to parents about friends, activities, and where-
abouts, such as “Do you spontaneously tell your parents about your
friends (which friends you hang out with and how they think and
feel about various things)?”

Adolescents and both parents completed these measures, and
wording was adjusted for each informant. Answers were rated on
a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (often), and
mean scores were used for analyses. Across informants and mea-
surements, reliability ranged from � � .59 to .77 for parental
solicitation, � � .77 to .88 for parental control, and � � .73 to .82
for adolescent disclosure. One-year stability of these scales ranged
from r � .42 to .72.

Data of four measurements (T1, Time 2 [T2], Time 3 [T3], and
Time 4 [T4]) were available for adolescent-reported data, and data
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of three measurements (T2–T4) were available for parent-reported
data. At T1–T3, adolescents reported on both their parents. At T4,
a subsample of 239 adolescents reported on fathers and mothers
separately, and for these cases we averaged the reports to create a
score of adolescents on both parents.1

Parental support. Adolescents reported support from mothers
and fathers separately, using the Network of Relationships Inven-
tory for each parent (Furman & Buhrmester, 1985). For 12 items,
adolescents indicated on 5-point Likert scales (1 � little to none to
5 � could not be more) the degree to which they perceived support
within their relationship with father and mother. An example of an
item is “Does your mother like or approve of the things you do?”
The correlation between adolescent reports of support from fathers
and mothers was strong (r � .58, .59, .60, and .60 for the four
successive measurements). Reliability was high across measure-
ment waves (between � � .82 and .91), and 1-year stability ranged
from r � .71 to .78.

Adolescent delinquent activities. We assessed adolescents’ en-
gagement in delinquent activities using 14 self-reported items
(adjusted from Baerveldt, Van Rossem, & Vermande, 2003). Re-
spondents indicated on a 4-point scale (0 � never, 1 � once, 2 �
two or three times, and 3 � four times or more) how often they had
committed offenses, such as shoplifting and petty theft in the
previous year. Sum scores were used in the analyses. Reliabilities
of this scale were between � � .80 and .85 across measurements,
and previous analyses have shown that this scale is adequately
one-dimensional in a Dutch sample of low-risk adolescents
(Baerveldt et al., 2003). The one-year stability was high (r � .68,
.72, and .71 for the successive time intervals).

Strategy of Analysis

We successively examined (a) the development of parental
control, parental solicitation, adolescent disclosure, and delinquent
activities over time; (b) associations between the development of
adolescent disclosure, parental solicitation, and parental control on
the one hand and the development of delinquent activities on the
other hand; and (c) moderation by parental support of these asso-
ciations, with use of Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 2006). Models
were estimated with a robust maximum likelihood estimation
method (Satorra & Bentler, 1994), which is a better way to
estimate standard errors when normality assumptions are violated,
as is the case with our delinquency measure (skewness � 3.81;
kurtosis � 20.11).

Because missing data were completely at random—Little’s
(1988) missing-completely-at-random test, �2(506, N � 292) �
541.21, p � .14—we included respondents with missing data in
model estimations (using full information maximum likelihood;
Enders & Bandalos, 2001). We judged model fit using the com-
parative fit index, which should exceed .95, and root-mean-square
error of approximation, which should be below .08 (Hu & Bentler,
1999). Statistical power for this type of analyses was ensured by
having sufficient sample size (i.e., preferably larger than n � 200
but a minimum of n � 100) and setting the alpha level to .05
(recommendations by Kline, 2005).

First, we ran a series of 10 latent growth models for each
variable separately. In latent growth models, the development of a
variable is expressed as the combination of a constant or mean
level (i.e., intercept) and as a growth or change rate (i.e., slope).

Variances around these so-called growth factors are estimated,
which reflect variation between individuals in mean level or rate of
change (for an introduction, see Duncan, Duncan, Strycker, Li, &
Alpert, 1999). We tested both linear and nonlinear patterns. In
linear models, we constrained slope factor loadings at �1, 0, 1, 2,
and in nonlinear models, we fixed the first two slope factor
loadings and freely estimated the rest. The intercept was put on the
same measurement for adolescent and parent reports so that the
mean level of the intercept could be compared between informants.
That is, the slope factor loading of T2, which is the first measure-
ment for parental reports and second measurement for adolescent
reports, was fixed at zero. We chose the best fitting model based
on a robust chi-square difference test (Satorra & Bentler, 2001),
which should be used in conjunction with robust maximum like-
lihood. A nonlinear model is more complex, and has fewer degrees
of freedom, and can only be accepted when it yields a significant
improvement in fit (i.e., a significant lower chi-square value)
compared with the linear model.

We tested adolescent sex differences, on each of these 10
models, using two-group analyses. Mean intercepts and slope
factors were independently constrained to be equal for boys and
girls. A significantly higher chi-square (i.e., worse fit) of the
constrained model compared with the unconstrained model indi-
cates significant sex differences on the growth factor under study.

To test whether results held across informants, we tested for
informant differences in mean intercepts and slopes. To this end,
we used separate models for parental solicitation, parental control,
and adolescent disclosure. All reports on one variable were in-
cluded in the model, and no associations between informants were
included. Basically, the models that were previously estimated for
each informant separately were now run with three informants
included in the analyses. Differences in mean growth factors were
tested by informant pairs. For instance, the mean intercept of
solicitation by mothers was constrained to be equal to the mean
intercept of solicitation by fathers. We compared the chi-square
statistics of such a constrained model with an unconstrained
model. A significantly lower chi-square of the unconstrained
model would indicate that informant differences are present for the
variable and pair of informants under study.

Second, we used multivariate latent growth models to test as-
sociations between growth factors. Models were conducted for
each informant separately. Mean growth factors (and freely esti-
mated slope factor loadings) of the previously estimated univariate
models were thereby imputed. We estimated all correlations be-
tween intercepts (i.e., correlations between levels), correlations
between intercepts and slope factors (i.e., correlations between
levels of one variable with change of another variable), and cor-
relations between slope factors (i.e., co-occurring or overlapping
developmental processes). Hence, in examining the associations of
the growth factors of adolescent disclosure, parental control, and

1 The average score of adolescent reports on fathers and mothers did not
differ from the scores that 79 other adolescents reported on both parents,
which was also true for girls and boys separately. Moreover, adolescent
reports on fathers’ and mothers’ solicitation were (moderately) highly
correlated: r � .45, p � .01, for maternal and paternal solicitation; r � .75,
p � .01, for maternal and paternal control; and r � .70, p � .01, for
adolescent disclosure to fathers and mothers.
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parental solicitation with growth factors of delinquent activities,
we controlled for associations of disclosure, solicitation, and con-
trol with each other.

Adolescent sex differences in associations of control, solic-
itation, and disclosure with delinquent activities were tested.
We again used robust chi-square difference tests to compare
several constrained models in which one association was con-
strained to be equal for boys and girls with an unconstrained
model.

Informant effects on the associations of parental control,
parental solicitation, and adolescent disclosure with delin-
quency were tested by including reports of fathers, mothers, and
adolescents in one model without correlations among reporters.
Then we compared an unconstrained model with several models
in which an association was constrained to be equal across pairs
of informants. For instance, we constrained the association
between disclosure and delinquent activities at intercept level to
be equal for mother-reported disclosure and adolescent-reported
disclosure and compared this constrained model with an uncon-
strained model. A significant increase in chi-square (i.e., worse
model fit) after such modification would indicate that the as-
sociation differs significantly for mother and adolescent re-
ports.

Third, we tested the moderating effects of parental support on
the associations of adolescent disclosure, parental solicitation,
and parental control with delinquent activities. For this purpose,
we created a dichotomous variable that would capture adoles-
cent perceptions of parental support. We therefore differenti-
ated latent classes of growth trajectories using growth mixture
modeling (Muthén & Muthén, 2000), over four measurement
waves of support of fathers and mothers (i.e., reports on fathers
and mothers were included in one model). The model fit (in
terms of sample-size-adjusted Bayesian information criterion;
Sclove, 1987) of the freely estimated model was superior to the
linear model and had an acceptable entropy of .74, and was
therefore selected. The first class, which we labeled “high
parental support,” comprised 154 adolescents (67 boys and 87
girls) with a mean level of 4.02 (SE � 0.05) for mothers’
support and 3.98 (SE � 0.06) for fathers’ support. There was a
slight decrease over time in support from mothers (mean
slope � �.08, SE � .03, p � .01) and in support from fathers
(mean slope � �.10, SE � .03, p � .01). The second class
reported significantly lower levels of support and was therefore
labeled “lower parental support.” It comprised 155 adolescents
(82 boys and 73 girls). Their mean level was 3.25 (SE � 0.07)
on maternal support and 3.11 (SE � 0.06) on paternal support.
There was no significant change in support over time. The
distribution of boys and girls in the two groups was not signif-
icantly different, �2(1, N � 309) � 2.73, p � .10. This dichot-
omization of parental support was used as a grouping variable
in the multivariate growth models. For each association, we
tested moderating effects by constraining the association to be
equal for the high and lower support group and subsequently
testing whether such constraint would increase the chi-square
value of the model (i.e., would worsen model fit). Analyses for
boys and girls were combined because of the limited sample
size in each latent class.

Results

Development of Adolescent Disclosure, Parental
Solicitation, and Parental Control

The first question in the current study addressed the develop-
ment of parental control, parental solicitation, and adolescent
disclosure over time. We hypothesized a decline in adolescent
disclosure and parental control but had no specific hypotheses
regarding change in parental solicitation. Table 1 shows descrip-
tive statistics for adolescent-, father-, and mother-reported data.2

Of the adolescents in our sample, 59% engaged in one or more
delinquent activities during the 4 years of study. At T1, 34%
reported one or more delinquent acts in the previous year, with
most common delinquent activities being graffiti (10%), carrying
a weapon such as a knife (11%), being involved in a fight (20%),
and starting an illegal fire (15%). At T4, 34% engaged in one or
more delinquent activities in the past year. Most common forms to
be reported were graffiti (13%), vandalism (13%), involvement in
fights (15%), and deliberately hitting or kicking someone in school
or on the street (11%).

Table 2 shows the estimated developmental changes during
middle adolescence (graphically displayed in Figures 1, 2, and 3).
Because some slope factor loadings were freely estimated, and the
slope factors thus reflected a nonlinear pattern of change, we ran
additional analyses to clarify this pattern. That is, to test change in
intervals other than the first, we fixed factor loadings of T2, T3,
and T4 parent-reported data at free, 0, 1. For adolescent-reported
data, we fixed factor loadings of T1–T4 at free, free, 0, 1, and at
free, 0, 1, free.

Slope factors of adolescent disclosure were significant for each
informant, indicating significant change according to each infor-
mant. Adolescents reported a gradual decrease in the level of
disclosure over time. From T1 to T2 a significant decrease was
found (see Table 2), from T2 to T3 no significant change occurred
(mean slope � �.04, SE � .03), and from T3 to T4 disclosure
again decreased significantly (mean slope � �.11, SE � .03, p �
.01) Fathers reported an L-shaped pattern, in which disclosure
significantly decreased from T2 to T3 (see Table 2) but not from
T3 to T4 (mean slope � .02, SE � .03). Mothers’ reports of
adolescent disclosure showed a V-patterned change. They reported
a significant decrease in disclosure from T2 to T3 (see Table 2)
and a significant increase from T3 to T4 (mean slope � .09, SE �
.03, p � .001).

No significant changes were found in father- and adolescent-
reported parental solicitation; however mothers’ reports revealed
significant change over time. A significant decrease was found in
mothers’ solicitation between T2 and T3 (see Table 2) and a
significant increase from T3 to T4 (mean slope � .10, SE � .03,
p � .001). Regarding parental control, all reports revealed a
significant linear decline in this parenting behavior during adoles-
cence.

We did not find a significant increase in self-reported delinquent
activities of adolescents. A significant variance around the slope
factor, however, indicates that there is significant variation among
individuals in the rate of change.

2 Correlations tables can be obtained from Loes Keijsers.
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We tried to replicate findings on the development of adolescent
disclosure, parental solicitation, and parental control with use of
different reporters. Some informant differences were found in
mean levels and in shape of developmental processes, but there
was also substantial overlap. On all variables, mothers reported
significantly higher mean levels than fathers, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) �
13.33, ps � .01, and adolescents, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 7.80, ps �
.01, and fathers reported higher values than adolescents, ��SB

2 (1,
N � 309) � 7.80, ps � .01. In addition to these mean-level
differences, developmental patterns were somewhat different.
With respect to adolescent disclosure, mothers reported a
V-shaped change, fathers reported an L-shaped pattern, and
adolescents reported a gradual decrease. Further, mothers’ re-
ports of solicitation changed in a V-shaped pattern, whereas no
change was found in adolescents’ and fathers’ reports. Parents
reported a stronger linear decline in control than adolescents
did, (mothers) ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 14.05, p � .01; (fathers)

��SB
2 (1, N � 309) � 19.38, p � .01, but the decrease in fathers’

and mothers’ reports of control did not differ significantly from
each other.

Similar developmental processes were found for boys and girls.
Girls reported higher mean levels of disclosure, ��SB

2 (1, N �
309) � 8.98, p � .01; parental solicitation, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) �
16.57, p � .01; and parental control, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 12.11,
p � .01, but less delinquent activities than boys did, ��SB

2 (1, N �
309) � 10.45, p � .01. Parents of adolescent girls reported more
adolescent disclosure than parents of boys did, (mothers) ��SB

2 (1,
N � 309) � 11.46, p � .01; (fathers) ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 6.03,
p � .01, but levels of their solicitation or control were not signif-
icantly different. The decrease in self-reported disclosure of ado-
lescent boys was significantly stronger than the decrease in self-
reported disclosure of girls, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 8.87, p � .01.
Further, parents of boys reported a stronger decline in parental
control on average than parents of girls did, (mothers) ��SB

2 (1,

Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Observed Variables for Each Informant

Variable N (range)

Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 4

M SD M SD M SD M SD

Adolescent disclosure (A) 301–309 3.95 0.55 3.76 0.56 3.72 0.58 3.61 0.64
Adolescent disclosure (M) 300–306 4.05 0.52 3.92 0.59 4.01 0.59
Adolescent disclosure (F) 300–304 3.84 0.52 3.74 0.58 3.76 0.54
Parental solicitation (A) 301–309 3.29 0.65 3.26 0.56 3.33 0.60 3.29 0.63
Parental solicitation (M) 301–308 3.88 0.48 3.81 0.47 3.91 0.55
Parental solicitation (F) 299–304 3.48 0.50 3.46 0.55 3.50 0.61
Parental control (A) 301–309 3.58 0.77 3.38 0.77 3.21 0.83 2.93 0.90
Parental control (M) 301–308 3.98 0.87 3.70 0.85 3.36 0.95
Parental control (F) 298–304 3.80 0.77 3.41 0.84 3.13 0.89
Delinquent activities (A) 298–309 1.41 3.05 1.64 3.45 1.64 3.49 1.64 3.72
Maternal support (A) 300–306 3.63 0.57 3.57 0.59 3.50 0.61 3.50 0.59
Paternal support (A) 300–307 3.54 0.62 3.49 0.66 3.38 0.68 3.38 0.65

Note. Informants are indicated in parentheses: A � adolescent; M � mother; F � father.

Table 2
Estimated Levels and Rates of Change Derived From 10 Univariate Latent Growth Models

Model

Intercept (mean level)

Slope (rate of change)

Model fitSlope loadings

M (SE) �2 (SE) M (SE) �2 (SE) Time 3 Time 4 �2 df CFI RMSEA

Adolescent disclosure (A) 3.76 (0.03) 0.21 (0.02)��� �.19 (.03)��� 0.04 (0.02)� 0.24 0.72 2.54 3 1.00 .00
Adolescent disclosure (M) 4.05 (0.03) 0.17 (0.02)��� �.13 (.03)��� 0.10 (0.11) 1.00 0.31 0.29 1 1.00 .00
Adolescent disclosure (F) 3.84 (0.03) 0.17 (0.02)��� �.10 (.03)��� 0.04 (0.02) 1.00 0.80 0.12 1 1.00 .00
Parental solicitation (A) 3.28 (0.03) 0.18 (0.02)��� .01 (.01) 0.00 (0.01) 1.00 2.00 2.90 5 1.00 .00
Parental solicitation (M) 3.88 (0.03) 0.14 (0.01)��� �.07 (.02)�� 0.00 (0.00)a 1.00 �0.51 0.72 2 1.00 .00
Parental solicitation (F) 3.47 (0.03) 0.18 (0.02)��� .01 (.01) 0.00 (0.00)a 1.00 2.00 8.91 3 .98 .08
Parental control (A) 3.38 (0.04) 0.32 (0.03)��� �.21 (.02)��� 0.04 (0.01)��� 1.00 2.00 11.10 5 .98 .06
Parental control (M) 4.00 (0.05) 0.53 (0.08)��� �.32 (.03)��� 0.08 (0.03)� 1.00 2.00 1.40 1 1.00 .04
Parental control (F) 3.79 (0.04) 0.39 (0.06)��� �.34 (.03)��� 0.09 (0.03)�� 1.00 2.00 3.60 1 .99 .09
Delinquent activities (A) 1.54 (0.16) 7.28 (1.72)��� .09 (.07) 1.29 (0.26)��� 1.00 2.00 7.81 5 .99 .03

Note. See also Figures 1–3. �2 is the variance around mean levels and rates of change. Informants are indicated in parentheses: A � adolescent; M �
mother; F � father. Confidence intervals � M 	 (SE 
 1.96). Time 1 slope loadings were fixed to �1, and Time 2 slope loadings were fixed to 0; Time
3 and Time 4 slope loadings are presented in the table. CFI � comparative fit index; RMSEA � root-mean-square error of approximation.
a Variance of this slope factor was constrained to zero to overcome convergence problems.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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N � 309) � 6.06, p � .01; (fathers) ��SB
2 (1, N � 309) � 5.91,

p � .02. No other sex differences were found.

Associations of Adolescent Disclosure, Parental
Solicitation, and Parental Control With Delinquent
Activities

The second question of the present study referred to associations
between the development in adolescent disclosure, parental solic-
itation, and parental control and the development of delinquent
activities among middle adolescents. Results of the multivariate
models to answer this question are shown in Table 3.

Consistent across informants and supporting our hypotheses,
mean levels of delinquent activities were negatively associated
with mean levels of adolescent disclosure. We additionally found
negative associations between levels of parental solicitation and
control and delinquent activities in adolescent reports. However,
the linkage between disclosure and delinquency was significantly
stronger than the linkage between parental solicitation or control
and delinquency. Taken together, most support was found for a
link between high levels of delinquent activities and low levels of
disclosure toward parents.

Extending these findings, we examined associations with
changes in delinquent activities. Support for the hypothesized
opposite developmental pattern of adolescent disclosure and de-
linquent activities was found in negatively associated slope factors
in adolescent- and mother-reported data (Table 3). These negative
linkages can be interpreted as a relation between a stronger decline
or dip3 in adolescent disclosure and a stronger increase in delin-
quent activities. Statistically, however, this negative link can also
be interpreted as a relation between a stronger decline or dip in
disclosure and a less strong decrease in delinquent activities,
because there was no average change in delinquent activities but a
significant variation in change rates. In father-reported data, no
association between slope factors was found, but lower levels of
disclosure were related to a stronger increase in delinquent activ-
ities. Only one association showed a linkage between parental
solicitation and parental control and change in delinquent activi-
ties: Higher levels of control by mothers were related to a stronger
increase in delinquent activities. For the whole sample, we thus
found negative linkages between disclosure and delinquent activ-
ities in reports of adolescents, fathers, and mothers, but we found
much less support for a mean level or developmental link between
delinquent activities and parental solicitation and control.

3 The link between slope factors of mother-reported disclosure and
delinquent activities reflects the association between change in delinquent
activities and the size of the dip in disclosure, because change in mother-
reported disclosure was V shaped.
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Figure 1. Development of adolescent disclosure in middle adolescence
from adolescent reports (four measurement waves) and mother and father
reports (three measurement waves).
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Figure 2. Development of parental solicitation in middle adolescence
from adolescent reports (four measurement waves) and mother and father
reports (three measurement waves).
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adolescent reports (four measurement waves) and mother and father reports
(three measurement waves).
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Generally, the pattern of our multivariate findings was repli-
cated with the use of different informants. However, the strength
of the associations of mean levels of adolescent-reported delin-
quent activities with levels of adolescent-reported disclosure was
stronger than for the associations of adolescent-reported delin-
quent activities with father- or mother-reported disclosure,
��SB

2 (2, N � 309) � 9.42, p � .01, and the same was true for
associations with parental control, ��SB

2 (2, N � 309) � 9.17, p �
.01. With respect to slope–slope associations or slope–intercept
association, we did not find significant differences in the strength
of associations between informants.

We subsequently tested for sex differences in associations of
intercepts and slopes of parental control, solicitation, and disclo-
sure with the intercept and slope of delinquency. We did not find
sex differences in mother- and adolescent-reported data. However,
in father-reported data, the negative association between change in
disclosure and change in delinquent activities was slightly stronger
for boys than for girls, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 4.49, p � .03. Also
the association of change in parental control and change in delin-
quent activities was moderated by sex, ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 5.87,
p � .02, but was nonsignificant for both boys and girls. Generally,
sex effects were thus not very strong.

Moderation by Parental Support

We examined these associations of adolescent disclosure, pa-
rental solicitation, and parental control with delinquent activities

for families with lower and high levels of parental support to
answer our third research question. To give insight in the baseline
differences between these groups, we conducted t tests on T1
levels of adolescent-reported data. Adolescents in the high support
group reported more adolescent disclosure (lower: M � 3.73,
SD � 1.72; high: M � 4.17, SD � 0.47), t(304) � 7.71, p � .01,
d � 0.35; parental solicitation (lower: M � 3.09, SD � 0.65; high:
M � 3.49, SD � 0.59), t(304) � 5.55, p � .01, d � 0.64; and
parental control (lower: M � 3.47, SD � 0.78; high: M � 3.70,
SD � 0.74), t(304) � 2.65, p � .01, d � 0.30, than adolescents in
the lower support group. Adolescents in the lower support group
reported significantly more delinquent activities than their peers in
the high support group (lower: M � 1.99, SD � 3.84; higher: M �
0.80, SD � 1.72), t(296) � �3.41, p � .01, d � 0.40.

Further, we tested whether associations between delinquency on
the one hand and disclosure, solicitation, and control on the other
hand differed for youths with high and lower parental support.
Table 4 displays the results of this two-group multivariate model.
Consistent across informants and in line with our hypothesis, we
found that the negative associations between levels of disclosure
and levels of delinquent activities were significantly stronger in
families with high parental support than in families with lower
support, (adolescent) ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 11.27, p � .01;
(mother) ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 7.61, p � .01; (father) ��SB
2 (1, N �

309) � 5.75, p � .02. Intercept–slope or slope–slope associations
were not significantly moderated by support from parents.

Table 3
Associations Between Growth Factors Derived From Multivariate Models for Adolescent-, Mother-, and Father-Reported Data

Estimated path

Adolescent report Mother report Father report

B SE � B SE � B SE �

Associations with level of delinquent activities
Level of A disclosure �.52 .11 �.44��� �.34 .09 �.30��� �.22 .09 �.19�

Level of P solicitation �.20 .08 �.18� �.09 .07 �.09 �.06 .09 �.05
Level of P control �.31 .10 �.20�� .08 .12 .04 .08 .10 .05
Change in A disclosure �.02 .04 �.04 �.15 .08 �.19 �.11 .08 �.21
Change in P control �.08 .06 �.16 �.15 .08 �.20 �.11 .06 �.14

Associations with change in delinquent activities
Level of A disclosure �.06 .03 �.13 .00 .04 .00 �.07 .04 �.15�

Level of P solicitation �.04 .03 �.10 .01 .02 .04 .04 .04 .07
Level of P control �.03 .05 �.05 .10 .04 .14� .04 .04 .06
Change in A disclosure �.09 .02 �.44��� �.08 .03 �.26� �.03 .04 �.13
Change in P control .03 .03 .17 .01 .03 .03 .01 .03 .03

Other associations at mean levelsa

P solicitation 7 P control .07 .02 .30��� .10 .02 .37��� .06 .02 .21��

A disclosure 7 P control .06 .02 .21�� .04 .02 .14 .04 .02 .15
A disclosure 7 P solicitation .12 .01 .64��� .10 .01 .62��� .07 .02 .41���

Other associations between levels and changea

Level of A disclosure 7 change in P control .01 .01 .07 .01 .01 .05 .00 .01 .00
Level of P solicitation 7 change in P control .01 .01 .12 .00 .01 .00 .01 .01 .05
Level of P solicitation 7 change in A disclosure .02 .01 .27 .00 .01 .00 .02 .02 .26
Level of P control 7 change in A disclosure �.00 .02 �.01 .00 .02 .01 .01 .02 .05

Other related developmental processesa

Change in P control 7 change in A disclosure .02 .01 .48�� .00 .01 .03 �.01 .01 �.11

Note. Because of convergence problems due to zero variance, no paths were estimated with the slope factor of parental solicitation. Estimates were derived
from a multivariate model for each informant separately. Fit statistics indicated adequate model fit for each model: adolescents, �2(103) � 209.55;
comparative fit index (CFI) � .94; root-mean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) � .06; mothers, �2(59) � 72.54; CFI � .99; RMSEA � .03; fathers,
�2(59) � 92.97; CFI � .98; RMSEA � .04; A � adolescent; P � parental.
a These paths were estimated simultaneously, but we had no specific hypotheses regarding these associations.
� p � .05. �� p � .01. ��� p � .001.
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We also hypothesized that parental support would moderate the
association of parental control and solicitation with delinquent activ-
ities. None of the associations of parental solicitation with delinquent
activities was moderated by parental support. Further, no moderation
was found on intercept–intercept or intercept–slope associations. The
association between the rate of change in control and the rate of
change in delinquent activities was, however, significantly moderated
by perceived parental support, and this was found for each informant,
(adolescent) ��SB

2 (1, N � 309) � 6.58, p � .01; (father) ��SB
2 (1, N �

309) � 15.53, p � .01; (mother) ��SB
2 (1, N � 309) � 8.11, p � .01.

In contrast to our hypotheses, the association between change in
parental control and change in delinquent activities had a negative
sign (i.e., parental control and delinquent activities follow opposite
developmental paths) in lower support families. This negative asso-
ciation was significant in father-reported data only. That is, a stronger
decline in paternal control was associated with a stronger increase in
delinquent activities. In high support families, the association between
change in delinquent activities and parental control was positive. This
association, however, was only significant in adolescent-reported
data. In these high support families, a stronger decline in adolescent-
reported parental control thus related to a less strong increase in
delinquent activities.

Discussion

This four-wave multi-informant study aimed to contribute to the
ongoing debate about whether, when, and how adolescent disclosure,
parental solicitation, and parental control are linked to adolescent
delinquent activities (Fletcher et al., 2004; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin
& Kerr, 2000) by addressing this issue longitudinally and by exam-
ining the moderating role of parental support. Findings revealed a
gradual decrease in adolescent disclosure and a clear decline in
parental control during middle adolescence. Further, a stronger de-
cline in mother- and adolescent-reported disclosure and lower levels
of father-reported disclosure were related to a stronger increase in
delinquent activities. Links between parental control and delinquent
activities were moderated by levels of parental support. In lower
support families, a decline in paternal control was related to an
increase in delinquent activities. In highly supportive families, in
contrast, a decline in adolescent-reported parental control was related
to a decrease in delinquent activities. We discuss these findings and
their implications below.

Decline in Adolescent Disclosure and
Delinquent Activities

Previous cross-sectional studies have quite robustly shown that
lack of disclosure about unsupervised activities is a marker for
adolescents involvement in problem behavior (e.g., Stattin & Kerr,
2000) but have not addressed this issue from a longitudinal and
developmental perspective that takes potential discontinuity of
adolescent disclosure into account. Adolescents have an increasing
need for autonomy (Beyers & Goossens, 1999; Steinberg & Sil-
verberg, 1986), and the parent–child relationship changes accord-
ingly. We found that disclosure toward parents changes significantly
during middle adolescence, for both boys and girls (see also
Finkenauer et al., 2002). Adolescents reported a gradual decrease,
fathers reported a decrease between ages 14 and 15 only, and mothers
reported a decrease between ages 14 and 15 and an increase between

ages 15 and 16. Adolescents, fathers, and mothers thus held a some-
what different view on how adolescent disclosure develops, and
mothers, in contrast to fathers and adolescents, reported that the level
of disclosure (and also parental solicitation) was temporarily lower in
middle adolescence. This could reflect that closeness between moth-
ers and adolescents is temporarily lower in middle adolescence,
whereas such a dip is not found for relationships with fathers (De
Goede, Branje, & Meeus, 2009).

More importantly, our results revealed (moderately) strong as-
sociations between a stronger increase in adolescent delinquent
activities and a stronger decrease in disclosure in mother and child
reports and a lower mean level of disclosure in father reports. That
is, the development of disclosure and delinquent activities were
found to be negatively linked. One of the reasons why a stronger
decline in (or lower level of) adolescent disclosure is associated
with a stronger increase in delinquent activities may be that ado-
lescent disclosure is the major source of parental knowledge about
children’s unsupervised activities (Keijsers et al., in press; Kerr &
Stattin, 2000; Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). When
parents have little knowledge, they miss opportunities to give advice
and guidance, because they are largely unaware of activities, friend-
ships, and whereabouts of their child. In addition, children who are
engaging in delinquent activities have more issues to hide from their
parents and therefore have more reasons to refrain from disclosure
(Darling et al., 2006; Kerr et al., 1999), which may cause further
problems for parents because their knowledge declines further. Main-
taining a high level of adolescent disclosure thus seems an essential
aspect of a good parent–child relationship in adolescence.

The negative association between adolescent disclosure and delin-
quent activities was found in families with high and lower levels of
parental support but was strongest in highly supportive families. For
adolescent disclosure to constitute a preventing factor for adolescent
delinquent activities, it is a prerequisite that parents are responsive to
adolescents’ developmental needs and give advice or try to help the
child in staying on track as a response to adolescent disclosure. In
addition, adolescents should listen to and take notice of parental
advice and guidance. When adolescents ignore parents’ responses, or
when parents do not respond in an adequate way, adolescent disclo-
sure may not be related to less delinquent activities. Both prerequisites
can be more easily met in families in which adolescents perceive their
parents as sources of support (Kerr et al., 1999). We thus believe that
adolescent disclosure is an important facet of the parent–child rela-
tionship in adolescence that contributes to healthy development, es-
pecially when there is a positive emotional climate (see also Darling
& Steinberg, 1993) and when parents are thus able to respond in a
positive way to what adolescents disclose.

Decline in Parental Control and Delinquent Activities

Findings clearly revealed that parents relax control during ado-
lescence, suggesting that parents generally acknowledge their
child’s increasing need for autonomy and collaborate in creating a
more egalitarian relationship (Laursen & Bukowski, 1997; Lollis
& Kuczynski, 1997). This decline in parental control was consis-
tently found for boys and girls and in reports of fathers, mothers,
and children. Further, compared with changes in adolescent dis-
closure and parental solicitation, the decline in parental control
was the most pronounced developmental change in the parent–
child relationship in the current study.
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In contrast to our hypotheses, we found a small yet significant
association between a stronger decline in adolescent-reported parental
control and a less strong increase in delinquent activities in highly
supportive families. In less supportive families, however, there was a
small but significant association between a stronger decline in pater-
nal control and a stronger increase in delinquent activities. This does
not fit with the idea of Darling and Steinberg (1993) that parenting
practices may yield more effects in highly supportive family climates.
However, we have also argued that parental control becomes less
appropriate when working toward a symmetrical relationship. Espe-
cially in families with a positive family climate in which children feel
supported by their parents, adolescents are more likely to interpret
parental control as privacy invasive or overly controlling, rendering it
developmentally inappropriate (for a discussion, see Stattin & Kerr,
2000). In line with this, a recent study showed that parental control led
to feelings of privacy invasion mainly in highly supportive families
(Hawk et al., 2008). Further, these feelings of being overcontrolled
were found to relate to hanging out in the streets in the evening, to
delinquent activities (Kerr & Stattin, 2000), and to conflicts between
parents and their children (Hawk, Keijsers, Hale, & Meeus, in press).

This differential effect of parental control under different emo-
tional family climates is interesting in light of a recent controversy
between scholars who have stressed the importance of high levels
of parental control in the prevention of delinquent activities (Got-
tfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Moffit, 1993; Patterson & Yoerger,
1997) and recent findings of Stattin and Kerr (2000; Kerr &
Stattin, 2000) suggesting that the merits of parental control have
been overestimated and that too high levels can be interpreted as
developmentally inappropriate parenting. Our findings suggest
that different ideas about the consequences of parental control
could apply to different family climates.

Lower support families. In families with lower levels of pa-
rental support and somewhat higher levels of delinquent activities,
we found that a stronger decline in father-reported parental control
related to a stronger increase in delinquent activities. This fits the
theory of coercive family processes (e.g., Granic & Patterson,
2006; Patterson & Yoerger, 1997). According to this theory, par-
ents who are overly permissive and do not set firm rules are the
ones to have children who are more delinquent. This theory also
acknowledges that adolescents’ delinquency may negatively affect
parental behavior. Parents reduce control and get overly permis-
sive in an attempt to avoid adolescent defiant reactions or because
they feel unsuccessful in their control efforts (Granic & Patterson,
2006). In addition, parents are less able to control adolescents who
are engaged in delinquent activities because these adolescents are
particularly likely to spend a vast amount of time with their peer
group (Fuligni & Eccles, 1993; Mahoney & Stattin, 2000) and thus
outside the family context (Larson et al., 1996). This negative
effect of delinquency on parental control is substantiated by lon-
gitudinal findings (Huh, Tristan, Wade, & Stice, 2006; Kerr &
Stattin, 2003; Stice & Barrera, 1995). In less supportive parent–
child relationships, a further decrease in the relatively low levels of
parental control may thus be part of a negative cycle of increasing
adolescent delinquent activities and parental withdrawal. In addi-
tion to investing in a good relationship quality to stimulate higher
levels of adolescent disclosure (Finkenauer, Engels, Branje, &
Meeus, 2004), maintaining parental control in these families may
compensate the lack of emotional support that adolescents per-

ceive and thus may have a positive effect on adolescents’ well-
being (see also Mounts, 2002).

High support families. A different process seems to be at work
in highly supportive families, in which levels of parental control
are generally higher. We found that maintaining these high levels
of control was related to an increase in delinquent activities of
adolescents. Moffit (1993) proposed that milder forms of adoles-
cent delinquency can be means by which adolescents claim adult
status in society. We believe that this idea would especially apply
to highly supportive families. Studies show that high levels of
parental control can be interpreted as overly controlling or privacy
invasive, especially in highly supportive families (Hawk et al.,
2008; Kerr & Stattin, 2000). These negative adolescent attributions
to parents’ behavior were found to be related to higher levels of
delinquency (Kerr & Stattin, 2000). As such, overly high levels of
parental control may not help adolescents but rather drive them
away from parents. In turn, this process may be amplified by
parents’ response to finding out about their children’s delinquent
activities. These highly supportive parents may not reduce their
control efforts but rather intensify them to try to keep their child
away from deviancy. These processes can push the parent–child
relationship into an interaction pattern in which parents increas-
ingly impose rules of conduct on their children, leading to further
increases in negative adolescent attributions toward behavior of
parents and an increase in delinquent activities to claim autonomy.
For these highly supportive families, maintaining high levels of
parental control may thus be developmentally inappropriate and
relate to more engagement in delinquent activities.

Strengths and Limitations

The strengths of the current study include the use of a longitu-
dinal design with a large Dutch sample and with multiple infor-
mants. Of course, the study also has its limitations. First, there
were limitations to our measures. Delinquent activities were based
on self-reported data, and although this is considered reasonably
reliable (Jolliffe et al., 2003), including other reporters and official
records may increase the predictive validity (Farrington, Loeber,
Stouthamer-Loeber, Van Kammen, & Schmidt, 1996). Moreover,
adolescents reported on their relationship with both parents,
whereas fathers and mothers are differentially involved in parent-
ing (e.g., Crouter & Head, 2002; Waizenhofer et al., 2004). In
future studies, it would be interesting to further examine the role
that fathers and mother play in this process by asking adolescents
to report on fathers and mothers separately. Further, the disclosure
and parental monitoring scales that were used in the current study
focused on everyday issues like school work and peers and were
not domain specific, whereas previous work (e.g., Hasebe, Nucci,
& Nucci, 2004; Smetana, Campione-Barr, & Daddis, 2004; Smet-
ana & Daddis, 2002; Smetana, Villalobos, Tasopoulos-Chan, Gett-
man, & Campione-Barr, 2009) clearly suggests that parental mon-
itoring and adolescent disclosure vary by domain. For instance,
these studies suggest that parents believe they have more legiti-
macy to control information access to prudential issues, such as
using drugs, than to personal issues, such as how adolescents dress
themselves. Therefore, it would be very interesting to include
different domains in future studies.

Second, because of its focus on overlap in developmental pro-
cesses, we could not precisely address the direction of effects. It
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has been widely acknowledged not only that parents can influence
their children but also that children’s behavior has an impact on
subsequent parenting (Bell, 1968; Lytton, 1990). The current study
did not aim to unravel the direction of effects but rather focused on
overlapping developmental processes. We therefore interpreted
our findings mainly in terms of continuing cycles of interactions
leading to associations between developmental processes (Granic
& Patterson, 2006). Future studies that use, for instance, cross-
lagged panel designs (Kline, 2005) may help illuminate the major
direction of effects.

Third, we found significant heterogeneity in the development of
delinquent activities, suggesting different underlying age crime
curves for different subsamples (Moffitt, 1993). Future research
should thus disentangle this heterogeneity into a limited number of
homogeneous growth trajectories (for instance, with the growth
mixture modeling framework; Piquero, 2008) and link family
processes within these different groups of children to the devel-
opment of delinquency. Moreover, the current study focused on
the development of delinquent activities in a low-risk sample (i.e.,
youth from intact families in the Netherlands). Hence, it is unclear
to which extent our findings generalize to children who come from
disadvantaged neighborhoods or have a history of early and severe
problem behavior. It is thus of importance to replicate these
findings in, for instance, samples with more risk factors and
samples with different ethnic backgrounds and educational levels.

Finally, the current study focused on the association of the
parent–child relationship with delinquent activities, but other risk
factors, such as deviant peers, are important to consider as well
(e.g., Moffitt, 1993; Patterson & Yoerger, 1997).

In sum, our four-wave multi-informant study clearly showed
that parents slacken control during middle adolescence. Adoles-
cent disclosure gradually declined in the perception of the adoles-
cent and the father, but in the perception of the mothers, disclosure
was only temporarily lower at age 15. It further showed a negative
developmental linkage between adolescent disclosure and delin-
quent activities, and this association was stronger in families with
high levels of parental support than in families with lower parental
support. Our findings also showed a positive developmental link
between parental control and delinquent activities in highly sup-
portive families, which can be interpreted as an association be-
tween a stronger decline in adolescent-reported parental control
and a less strong increase in delinquent activities. In contrast, when
parents were perceived as less supportive, we found a negative link
between the development of parental control and delinquent ac-
tivities, showing that a stronger decline in paternal control is
related to a stronger increase in delinquent activities.

As such, our findings highlight the importance of studying
changes in adolescent disclosure and parental control and the
developmental overlap with an increase in adolescent delinquent
activities in different family climates. Examining parenting prac-
tices without considering the emotional climate in which interac-
tions between children and parents take place may distort results
(see also Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Hawk et al., 2008). These
findings also imply that with respect to intervention, there is no
clear-cut answer as to whether parents should control the activities,
whereabouts, and friendships of their adolescent children to pre-
vent delinquent activities. The answer lies in the quality of the
parent–child relationship. On the basis of these results, we would
suggest that parents who have a highly supportive relationship

with their adolescent children should trust them to disclose rele-
vant information. Using authoritarian parenting strategies may be
counterproductive in these relationships. In less supportive rela-
tionships, on the contrary, maintaining parental control (in addition
to creating an environment in which disclosure can take place)
may help prevent adolescents’ engagement in delinquent activities.
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within the context of existing research.

• To select the appropriate reviewers for each manuscript, the editor needs detailed information.
Please include with your letter your vita. In the letter, please identify which APA journal(s) you
are interested in, and describe your area of expertise. Be as specific as possible. For example,
“social psychology” is not sufficient—you would need to specify “social cognition” or “attitude
change” as well.

• Reviewing a manuscript takes time (1–4 hours per manuscript reviewed). If you are selected to
review a manuscript, be prepared to invest the necessary time to evaluate the manuscript
thoroughly.
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