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Abstract
Parent, child, and family characteristics were @rauohin relation to monitoring and control
strategies parents use with adolescents who usetdraet. American parents (n = 1100) and
their 12 to 17 year old children completed teleghsurveys in late 2004 regarding parenting
strategies and beliefs about teen internet useny@uparents, parents of younger adolescents,
and parents with negative attitudes more often esedoparenting strategies. Use of some
strategies was less common among parents of gittkparents of fewer children. Parents deploy
multiple strategies in coordination, and variatissensitive to child developmental level,

parental attitudes about online risks, and peripapsntal cohort effects.
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Parenting Adolescents Who Go Online: Difference®hagent, Child, and Family Characteristics

Recent national survey data indicate that 74% &b 8-8-year-olds live in a home with
internet access and 96% have been online (Rolbersyr, & Rideout, 2005). Since adolescents
most often use the internet from home (74%; Lenéiaal., 2005), parents may be able to
influence children’s online behavior and prote@nthfrom online risks. The present study
considered parents’ monitoring and control straegelated to adolecents’ internet use, and how
these efforts differ by parent, child, and famihacacteristics.

Adolescent Internet Use: Risks and Benefits

Internet access presents youth with potentiallytpesopportunities. For example,
internet use recently was found to increase edutatattainment in an experimental study of
youth from low-income families (Jackson, von Eye&dga, Barbatsis, Zhao, & Fitzgerald,
2006). Anonymity online also appears to enableestants to seek out information and support
regarding sensitive topics, such as sexual andrgkinealth (Gray, Klein, Noyce, Sesselberg, &
Cantrill, 2005; Suzuki & Calzo, 2004). Furthermoyeung people who report obtaining such
information indicate that it has played a rolehrit health behavior change (Kaiser Family
Foundation, 2001). Parents of online teens appsgrestognize potential benefits of internet use
as the majority believe it “has been a good thiiog'their child overall (Macgill, 2007).

Relative to research on benefits, the potentiahtdszof child internet use have received
more attention. Many parents believe that dangeregative influences exist online, and
approximately two thirds of parents believe thantdo things online that they wouldn’t want
their parents to know about (Lenhart, 2005). Comeanclude sexual victimization (Finkelhor,

Mitchell, & Wolak, 2000), exposure to sexual madefe.g. Peter & Valkenburg, 2006), impacts
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on social relationships and well-being (e.g. Woldiktchell, & Finkelhor, 2003), disclosure of
personal and identifiable information (e.g. Ybaksexander, & Mitchell, 2005), online
harassment and bullying (e.g. Ybarra & Mitchellp2)) and participation in online communities
that may normalize and encourage harmful behaeigr Whitlock, Powers, & Eckenrode,
2006). While none of these threats are uniquedortternet (Greenfield, 2004), online
environments may involve a unique combinatdmexperiences that disinhibit risk-taking or
deviance. Critical developmental tasks and featof@slolescence (e.g. autonomy and identity;
sexual maturation; peer culture orientation; déirherg & Silk, 2002) also may impact how
youth select, shape, and experience online envieatsnand increase their vulnerability to
negative influences. Thus, parents may have amateonitoring and protecting youth who go
online.
Parental Monitoring and Behavioral Control

The present study is guided by theory and reseaditating that parental monitoring
and behavioral control are powerful predictors adipve (e.g. Petit, Bates, Dodge, & Meece,
1999) and negative (e.g. Ary, Duncan, Duncan, & $1d®99) outcomes for youth. Monitoring
includes parents’ active efforts to gain awarerméshildren’s behavior, whereabouts, and
associates. Such information may guide parentsbtibehavioral control, such as limiting youth
access to environments that positively reinforabfam behavior (e.g. Patterson, Reid, &
Dishion, 1992). Online parental monitoring and bhetial control parallels offline parenting,
and includes active efforts to observe and infleectald internet use (e.g. what content youth
view and present to others online, with whom thegract, when, and for how long). Goals of

online parenting may include limiting exposure ¢g@-anappropriate content, preventing internet
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use from impinging on social and academic develop@nd protecting the child and family
from exploitation and liability.

Surprisingly little is known about how parents atf# to monitor and influence
adolescents’ online behavior. Even basic questiersin relatively unexplored. For example,
though surely relevant to parenting, it is unkndemvhat extent parents of online youth go
online themselves or know that their children gbren Research on specific parenting strategies
is primarily descriptive. Findings from nationaligpresentative samples of parents and their 10-
17-year-old children in 1999-2000 and 2004 sugtiegtparents commonly report having
filtering/blocking software on their home computeaying rules about the time of day and
amount of time children can be online. Additionafparental checking of the web sites their
children visit, and talking to children about sgfetsues online are commonly endorsed, as is
placing the home computer from which adolescentesecthe internet in an open (versus
private) family location (Finkelhor et al., 2000ehhart, 2005; Macgill, 2007). Notably, it is
taken for granted that these behaviors and comditawe part of a concerted parenting effort. For
example, having blocking/filtering software on th@me computer may be a relatively passive
condition rather than a deliberate parental belmafAarthermore, parents may have rules about
internet use because multiple family members needss to the computer, and may place the
home computer in an open area for pragmatic reggogslocation of outlets and jacks), rather
than as a strategy of influencing youth online véra Thus, establishing whether specific
parental behaviors are associated with one anatitewith parental attitudes about teen internet
use would further the field. Similarly, consideacattiof parent-child agreement regarding whether
parents monitor adolescents’ online behavior maldyimportant information about how this

active form of parenting occurs in families. Foample, parents may check the web sites their



Parenting Online Adolescents 6

child visits without their knowledge in the hopds'@atching” inappropriate behavior.
Alternatively, parents may tell their children the&yl be doing so periodically in order to
encourage self-restraint. Understanding the extewhich children know that their online
behavior is not being monitored may inform growregearch and guidance on this domain of
contemporary parenting.
Correlates of Parenting Behaviors

Assuming that past research has tapped importéatvimgs, national survey data support
that parent, child, and family characteristics malgite to the strategies parents use with internet-
using adolescents (hereafter referred to as “omarenting”). For example, parents’ internet
use, income, education, age, and gender, and adalssage and gender have each been found
to relate to proposed online parenting behaviags (eenhart, 2005). However, these and other
key characteristics are known to be non-independremtexample, older parents and parents of
older children less often endorse online pareniehniques (Lenhart, 2005). Yet, parent and
child age are confounded (i.e. younger parentsnare likely to have younger children), thus
rendering interpretation impossible. For this reagxamining these trends simultaneously
would advance the field. This approach has beed big®nly a few researchers (e.g. Mitchell et
al., 2005; Wang, Bianchi, & Raley, 2005), and,fesisons that are discussed, replication and
extension of such work is needed. A number of gacdnld, and family characteristics that are
expected to be associated with online parentinglisissed next.

Parent ageNotably, with respect to internet use, age marksonty individuals’
location in development, but also in history, aseanber of a cohort of individuals interacting
with a rapidly evolving sociocultural phenomenornvén that adolescents use the internet for

different purposes than adults (Fox & Madden, 20863 are perceived to know more about it
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than their parents (Lenhart, Rainie, & Lewis, 20@bme have suggested that a generation gap
may exist within some families with respect to péseand children’s online experiences and
computer/internet savvy (e.g. Gallo, 1998). A settgeneration gap” may exist between older
and younger parents that could affect parentingeBan the sample considered in the present
study, Lenhart’s (2005) findings were suggestivéhed. That is, parents over age 40 years were
less likely than younger parents to report usiragkihg/filtering software. Whether these age
effects are explained by confounded factors (énidd @age) has not been answered. Prior work
based on a similar sample (Wang et al., 2005) stgghdhat older parents were less likely to
report having checked the web sites their adolésdead visited than were younger parents,
after controlling for numerous potential confoungarental age was not independently
associated with using monitoring software, or vintving family rules about internet use.
However, identifying and understanding parental effgcts was not a goal of Wang et al.
(2005), and thus from this standpoint, these model® not conclusive. The present study
clarifies the magnitude of parental age effectguaifrom covarying demographic factors, and
attempts to account for them.

Mediators of parent age effectSohort effects may underlie this second generajam
between younger and older parents with respeatlineoparenting efforts. Older adults may not
have used the internet during their educationppehtertainment and social purposes in their
youth, and may be less likely to do so as aduhsisTit is possible that such parents with less
frequent, broad, and deep exposure to internenasebe less aware of risks to children (e.g.
Greenfield, 2004). In support of this view, a recgmdy indicated that older parents less often

endorse the belief that teens do things onlinettieat wouldn’t want their parents to know about

! The term “generation” is used loosely here. Definjenerations based on online experience mayrassignuch
weight to the role of the internet in culture anstdry (e.g. Buckingham, 2006).
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(Lenhart, 2005). Additionally, older parents whagedo cohort effects relating to less experience
and immersion in online environments, also may taekconfidence or ability to regulate or
monitor their children’s online behavior. Thusisippossible that parental internet use and
experience and beliefs about online risks to adel&s may account for parent age effects on
online parenting.

Unfortunately, two recent studies that consideraepts’ use, knowledge, and beliefs
about youth internet use in relation to online ptirg efforts report did not yield consistent
results. Wang et al. (2005) found that parents udex the internet were no more likely to have
rules about internet use than non-using parenta/eder, these parents more often reported
checking the web sites their children visited asshg monitoring software. In contrast, Mitchell
et al. (2005) did not find parental use or knowkeddgpout the internet to predict use of
filtering/blocking software. With regard to parelnaliefs about teen internet use, Wang et al.
(2005) found that parents’ belief that the interdmad been “good” for their child or not was not
associated with use of online parenting strategiesvever, parents’ beliefs about potential
negative influences would be expected to more gtyamotivate online monitoring and control
than would the absence of positive attitudes. ldde#line parenting research supports that the
strategies parents use are related to parent®p@ros of threats from outside influences
(reviewed in Bugental and Goodnow, 1998). Finding#itchell et al. (2005) are consistent
with this view, as parents’ concern about youthosxpe to sexual material online was
associated with their reported use of filteringdkimg software. Further research is needed that
utilizes improved measurement of parental belibfsuateen internet use to predict multiple

indicators of online parenting, and does so incii@ext of other salient predictors. Such
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advances would permit an examination of whethegmgat internet use and beliefs
independently predict online parenting and whethey explain parental age effects.

Adolescent agddolescent age is hypothesized to be negativelyciest®d with parental
limit-setting and monitoring of online behavior. fibsure to computer media increases with age
(Roberts et al., 2005), and online parenting iseetgx to follow the same normative trends
observed for general (i.e. “offline”) parenting.aths, beginning in mid-adolescence, youth are
typically permitted to spend more time outside ioéct parental supervision (Steinberg & Silk,
2002). Older adolescents also may object to inteutes and monitoring, and may demand
greater privacy and autonomy (Mitchell et al., 2008 turn, parents of older adolescents may
avoid provoking conflict and become more permissi¥ensistent with these expectations,
Mitchell et al. (2005) found that adolescent ags wagatively associated with parents’ use of
monitoring/filtering software. Similarly, Wang et £005) found this effect for software use
and for parental reports of having family rules @hiaternet use. Surprisingly, they did not find
support for the more expected pattern that pareatsd less often check the web sites that older
adolescents had visited. Again, however, their mads based on 2000 data, and their
controlling of other parent behavior may have obsduhese findings.

Adolescent gendethere also are reasons to study differences imemlarenting
behavior by child gender. General parenting behraana its effects on youth adjustment
sometimes differ by child gender (Steinberg & S#R02). Furthermore, boys and girls use the
internet for different purposes and may encountérént risks (e.g. Lenhart et al., 2005). For
example, Peter and Valkenburg (2006) found thakeasdent boys (71%) more often reported
exposure to sexually explicit material online tlueh girls (40%), and boys’ frequency of

exposure was positively associated with puberglist Lenhart, Lewis, & Rainie (2001) also
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found that adolescent boys (19%) more often thda ({i1%) reported having lied about their
age in order to gain access to a web site. Pameayde aware of the differences in sons’ and
daughters’ online activities, and therefore maylalegifferent strategies.. Importantly, while
two prior studies did not find child gender to pot@nline parenting behaviors (e.g. Mitchell et
al., 2005; Wang et al., 2005), the expected pattas supported by the 2004 survey on which
the present study is based (Lenhart, 2005). Shmsddtter study did not conduct multivariate
analyses, and the former studies require clariboads well as replication in a more recent
sample, child gender was included in the presemtatscas a potential predictor of online
parental monitoring and behavioral control.

Parent genderGeneral interest exists in child development on hwathers and fathers
differ in their efforts and effects on childrengePhares et al., 1992). A review of (offline)
parental monitoring by Crouter and Head (2002)adatkd that mothers tend to be more
knowledgeable than fathers about their childre@itydactivities, and that mothers and fathers
acquire such information through different meanghWespect to online parenting efforts,
mothers and fathers also might be expected tordifie to the differences between men’s and
women’s online experiences and interest in techyo(&allows, 2005). Yet, studies of online
parenting have not yielded consistent results.Heeiiitchell et al. (2005) nor Wang et al.
(2005) found parent gender to relate to use d@trfilg software use. The latter group found that
fathers more often checked the web sites theireadeht children had visited, but were no more
likely to report having family rules about internege. Yet, a more recent study described by
Lenhart (2005) indicated that mothers more oftg@ored having filtering software and rules

about the timing and duration of internet use,that mothers and fathers did not differ on
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checking the web sites their children visited. Hegre since fathers came from households with
higher incomes, confidence in these findings istechin the absence of multivariate analysis.

Family characteristicsln addition to child and parent factors, severalifg
characteristics have been studied as predictarslofe parenting; these are described only
briefly here because of their general failure &ld/isignificant effects in past work. Family
income and parental education have been hypotltegzaredict online parental monitoring,
based on findings on offline monitoring (see Crou§eHead, 2002) and parenting related to
television watching (e.g. Lugaila, 2003). Howewiang et al. (2005) found that higher levels of
parental education predicted only use of monitosofjware, and not other online parenting.
Furthermore, neither they nor Mitchell et al. (2p6%und income to relate to online parenting.
Similarly, while a case can be made for why onpaeenting may differ by race (e.g.
Vandewater, Park, Huang, & Wartella, 2005) or ptlemarital status (see Crouter & Head,
2002), neither Mitchell et al. (2005) nor Wang ket{2005) found support for such effects on
online parenting. Still, these potential effects eonsidered in the present study, in order to
replicate previous work, and because many of theders (income, education, race) could be
confounded.

A final important feature of families that has bewglected in prior research on online
parenting is the number of children in the housghak reviewed by Furman and Lanthier
(2002), parents with multiple children may havesleme and energy for parenting each
individual child, may instead focus on the famis/awhole, and may be less encouraging of
children’s autonomy. It is hypothesized presenibt online parenting will be more restrictive in
families with multiple children in order to shigyj@dunger children from age inappropriate

material accessed by older children. Additionalyg|uding the number of children in the home
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in multivariate models may help clarify the effeofsassociated circumstances (e.g. parental
education; Furman & Lanthier, 2002) on parentingtiiovho go online.
The Present Study.

The present study draws upon a large, nationgtisesentative sample of American
adolescents and their parents. It contributesdditérature by first answering basic but critical
guestions about online parenting: namely, to wiktdrd parents are aware that their adolescent
children go online, and adolescents are awarelieatparents do or do not check the web sites
they visit. Also considered is whether specificgraal behaviors reflect a coordinated parenting
effort. This would be supported if parenting belbasishowed a consistent pattern of
associations with 1) one another, 2) parentauai$ about internet use, and 3) parent, child, and
family factors.

Beyond these basic questions, the present stullgrali@s on this emerging field in a
number of ways. First, multivariate analyses walhter greater confidence in effects of parent,
child, and family demographic predictors of onlpeenting initially identified in Lenhart
(2005). Second, given how rapidly the internet ¢teanged, it is possible that data on online
parenting in 2000 (e.g. Mitchell et al., 2005; Waat@l., 2005) need to be updated. Thus, since
the present study is based on data collected id4,206erves as a needed replication of prior
work. This aim is strengthened by the fact thatgresent study and that conducted by Wang et
al. (2005) were based on Pew Internet & Americda (PIAL) data using a nearly identical
sampling strategy and measurement approach, méhkuliggs more directly comparable. Third,
the present study builds upon work by Wang et24l06) in important ways. Notably, these
authors considered parents’ use of the interndt thigir child as a predictor in all models, and

found it to be strongly associated with three anlparenting strategies. However, this behavior
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itself could be considered a form of parenting, tmé may have obscured important findings
regarding the effects of parent, child, and farchyaracteristics on other aspects of online
parenting. Fourth, the present study utilizes improved messent of parental attitudes about
child internet use as a potentially important petmti of online parenting. Finally, parental
attitudes and internet use and experience aredesnesi as potential mediators of parental age
effects on online parenting.

METHOD

Study methodology is summarized below. Furtheribesa be found atvww.pewinternet.org

Participants

Parentsr{= 1,100) and their adolescent children participatethe Pew Internet &
American Life (PIAL) Project “Parents and Teens £0@lephone survey. The sample was
designed to be nationally representative of childrges 12 to 17, and of parents living with
adolescent children with respect to age, sex, emucaace, Hispanic origin, marital status, and
geographic region, based on 2003 U.S. CensusPatants were age 44.19 years old on average
(SD = 7.50), and ranged from less than 35 year$3¥?o) to 55 or older (7.9%). Adolescents
were age 12 to 17 years (mean age = 14.52 years, ISID); groups defined by age expressed
as a whole number were approximately equally reptesl. Median annual family income in the
full sample was $50,000-74,999, and ranged from tlean $20,000 (7.8%) to $100,000 or more
(19.9%). Primary analyses concerned the 907 pavdamsndicated that their adolescent child
used the internet. Further demographic informadiorthis subsample is reported in Table 1.

Measures

2 Indeed, these publicly available daltétg://www.pewinternet.org/PPF/r/11/dataset_disglag support that this
behavior is uniquely predicted by many of the festoypothesized to predict other online parentielgaviors:
parent gender, age, education, internet use, ditublatabout child internet use, and child age.
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In order to facilitate comparison with Wang et(@D05), recoding of demographic
variables and handling of missing data were appredm the same manner. Percentages of
respondents within each category of demographietnet use, attitude, and online parenting
variable are reported in Table 1.

Demographic predictordParent and adolescent gender were coded 1 forandl® for
female. Parent and adolescent ages in years veatedras continuous measures. Missing values
for the two parents who did not report their ageeneplaced with the mean. Parent
race/ethnicity was recoded 1 for non-Hispanic WhoteO for other race/ethnicity. Five parents
did not report their race; these were recoded thi@modal category. Marital status was coded O
for divorced, separated, widowed, or never maroietl for married or living as married. Four
categories of parent education were created: ligba or below, some college, college
graduate, or postgraduate education; the firsgcayewas used as the referent in regressions.
The one parent who did not report his/her educatias assigned to the modal category (some
college). Three categories of annual family incomeee created: under $50,000 (referent),
$50,000-74,999, or $75,000 or more. The 79 pamhtsdid not report income were assigned to
the modal category ($50,000-74,999); this groumisking values was sizeable enough to
necessitate inclusion of a flag in regression®firfcome missing, 0 for non-missing). Family
size was categorized into parents with one (refgrémo, or three or more children.

Adolescent and parent internet ugdl. adolescents and parents were asked whether the
adolescent ever uses the internet (coded 1 forOyfes,no). Parents also answered whether they
ever use the internet (1 for yes, 0 for no), arsbifhow many years they have had access, and
the frequency with which they go online from horasifg seven-point Likert scales, ranging

from never to several times a day). Parental yefirsternet access was recoded into four
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comparably sized categories: non-user, 5 yearsaardess (referent), 6-9 years of access, or
10 or more years of internet access. Frequencgrainpal internet use from home was recoded
into four rational groupings, since there was neiols distinction between parents in the largest
category who use the internet from home daily veraultiple times daily; the categories were
non-user, daily user (referent), weekly user, teas weekly user.

Parental online rules and monitoringarents who indicated that their child uses the
internet 6 = 907) were asked (coded 1 for yes, 0 for no)ydnr home, are there rules about
when or for how long this child can go online?” fté your child has been on the internet, do
you ever check to see what web sites he/she wehtand regarding their home computer or
internet account, “do you have monitoring softwara filter that keeps people from going to
some types of internet web sites?” [*have Americairi@” (n = 10) was recoded as “yes” since
the service offered filtering]. For brevity, thdsehaviors are referred to m$ernet rules
checking web sitegandmonitoring softwareMost adolescents = 971) reported using the
internet. Those who reported using the internehffmme = 868) were asked, “After you go
online, do your parents ever check to see whatsieb you went to?” (coded 1 for yes, 0O for
no) and whether the computer they used at home tmtine was “in a private area like your
own bedroom, or in an open family area, like anlgvroom, den, or study?” (coded 1 for open, O
for private location). These outcomes are refetoegischecking web sitemndopen computer
location

Since responses regarding potential online parmgi@haviors were dependent variables,
missing values (“don’t know” or “refused”) were naotputed. Few parents responded this way
regarding child internet use (0.4%), rules (0.6&tnitoring software (4.7%), or checking web

sites (1.2%). Although few adolescents answerect #aow/refused regarding open computer
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location (0.3%), a larger number did so with respechecking web sites (8.3%). Thus, this was
considered as a potentially meaningful responseine analyses.

Parents’ beliefs regarding teen internet uBarents were asked “Overall, do you think
email and the internet have been a good thingdar ghild, a bad thing, or haven’t they had
much effect one way or the other?” In keeping witkding by Wang et al. (2005), responses to
this item (termedjood thing)were recoded as 1 for good and O for all othgvarses. The 28
parents who answered “don’t know” or refused tonsrswvere recoded with the modal category
(1 for good). Parents also were asked whether othey agreed with each of the following
seven statements about teen internet use (all@oeled 1 for agree, O for disagree, don’t know,
or refuse): 1keeping up with peers‘If a child isn’t using the internet by the timieety start
school, they will fall behind their peers;” 2arelessness-“Most teens are not careful enough
about the information they give out about themselwaline;” 3)social benefits—“Teens who
use the internet to stay in touch with their friefindive better social lives than teens who don’t
use the internet to do this;” Wasting time—"Teens waste a lot of time online, when they could
be doing more important things;” 8¢hool benefits-“The internet helps teens do better in
school;” 6)cheating—“Too many teens today use the internet to cheahein schoolwork;” and
7) private/deviant behavier“Most teens do things online that they wouldn’tnvéheir parents
to know about.”

For data reduction purposes, parents’ beliefs ateaut internet use were subjected to an
exploratory factor analysis. A principal componesnslysis supported a two factor solution
(eigenvalues = 1.89 and 1.35). Results of a faamafysis with promax rotation were consistent
with “negative” and “positive beliefs” factors thatre modestly correlated € -.19). Iltems that

loaded on the negative attitudes factor were: easseless (.61), wasting time (.59), cheating
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(.58), and private/deviant behavior (.69). Itemet tbaded on the positive attitudes factor were
keeping up with peers (.58), social benefits (.6thool benefits (.69), and good thing (.62).
This latter item showed the strongest factor ctoading (-.32 on negative attitudes), but not to
an extent considered problematic. Internal constsés for negative and positive attitude
factors, based on Kuder-Richardson-20 (KR-20) eciefit were modest (.50 and .48,
respectively), but judged adequate given the pislny nature of the study, the limited number
of dichotomous items consider&dand the acceptable item-total correlationsgail> .20).
Thus, corresponding scales based on means wetedfeause in analyses.
Procedure

Telephone samples were drawn from a PIAL Projentlacted in 2003 and 2004; a
random sample of families who had had a child yeutigan age 18 were recontacted in late
2004 for the present study. Up to 10 attempts weade to contact sampled telephone numbers
at different times of day and days of the week. Wim®re than one eligible child (i.e. age 12 to
17) resided in a household, a target child wasamogndomly. A parent or guardian was
interviewed, followed by the target child. Attempasinterview fathers or male guardians were
made first in order to ensure better representatidathers. The response rate was 49.1%.
Data Analyses

All analyses used unweighted data. Interrelationeray dichotomous measures were
examined using phi or kappa (for identical pardnlecitems). Logistic regressions were used to
predict dichotomously coded parenting behaviorfirék set was run in order to predict parental
reports of internet rules, checking web sites, moditoring software from the same variables

used in Wang et al. (2005), except for parent-chdd of the internet together, which was not

% For example, based on the Spearman-Brown forrtheaaddition of three items with similar item-total
correlations would bring internal consistency eaties to .64 and .62, respectively.
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measured in the 2004 survey. Second, logistiessgons were used to test questions unique to
the present study. Specifically, parental ruled) site checking, use of monitoring software, and
open computer location were regressed on pareid, eind family demographics (parent and
child age and gender; race, parental marital statiiscation, family income, missing income
flag, and family size, which has not been examim@diously); in subsequent blocks, parental
internet use and experience (block 2) and pargotstive and negative attitudes about teen
internet use (block 3) were entered as potentediptors. With respect to hypothesized
mediational processes, ANOVAs and correlations weed first to test whether associations
between parental age and proposed mediators exsstetessary condition before mediation
could be further considered.
RESULTS

Parent and Child Internet Use and Agreement on éslteénts’ Internet Use

Most parents (86.0%) of online youth went onlinentiselves? (df =2, n=1099) =
47.6,p < .001]. Parents and youth modestly agreed reggndhether adolescents went online
[kappa = 1100) = .41p < .001]. Of the 971 parents whose children regog@ng online,
88.5% knew so. However, 58.0% of the 193 parents vdtieved their child did not go online
had a child who reported doing so.
Correlations Among Parenting Behaviors

Parent-reported rules were significantly associatitl checking web sites and
monitoring softwarephi = .29 and .23p < .001); these latter behaviors were modestly
correlated ghi = .14,p < .001).Parent-reported parenting behaviors were not agelwith
adolescents’ reports of open computer locatpin € .02 to .04). Agreement between parents

and adolescents on parental checking was signifi&appa = .20p < .001), but weak. A
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minority (40.9%) of the 450 adolescents who wernadpenonitored knew so; 82.2% of the 281
adolescentsot being monitored knew 8o
Associations Between Parent, Child, and Family @hteristics and Online Parenting

Partial replication of Wang et al. (2009pespite parallel sampling and measurement,
and a nearly identical statistical model (exceptli@ present exclusion of the variable “parent
and child use internet together”), results of lagisegressions differed from those reported by
Wang and colleagues (2005). First, Wang et al.dabnat parents of a younger adolescent and
parent-child use of the internet together predig@ental reported internet rules. The present
results also supported that parents of a youngdescent B = -.28, SE(B) = .05, Exponentiated
B =.76,p <.001, more often reported internet rules. Addisilly, mothers, B = -.31, SE(B) =
.15, Exp(B) = .74p < .05, and parents who believed the internet lesha good thing for their
child, B =-.34, SE(B) = .17, Exp(B) = .74 < .05, were more likely to report rules.

Second, Wang et al. (2005) reported that youngemps, fathers, parents who used the
internet, and parents who used the internet weir tthild more often reported checking the web
sites their adolescent visited. The present asalyglded similar results with respect to
younger parents, B =-.03, SE(B) = .01, Exp(B) % ©< .01, and parents who use the internet,
B =1.13, SE(B) = .26, Exp(B) = 3.08< .001, but also found that parents who reported
checking web sites had younger adolescents, B2 SE(B) = .05, Exp(B) = .89 < .05, had
boys, B = .53, SE(B) = .15, Exp(B) = 1.fx .001, and self-identified as non-White and/or
Hispanic, B = -.47, SE(B) = .22, Exp(B) = .25 .05. The race/ethnicity difference seemed to
owe to the tendency for Hispanic parents (80%gpwrt web site checking significantly more

often than non-Hispanic parents (61%)= 6.70,p < .05; parents who were Black, Native

* If all missing adolescent data were assumed talde't know” responses, then 36.9% of adolescertad
monitored knew so, and 75.7% of those not beingitoad knew so.
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American, or who identified their race as “othenbs/ed similarly (though non-significant)
increased tendencies to check web sites, relaiiVéiite parents.

Finally, according to Wang and colleagues (200&jepts of a younger teen, and parents
who were more educated, used the internet, andius&tth their child were more likely to
report having monitoring software. Present findirtge, supported such an effect for parents of
younger adolescents, B = -.09, SE(B) = .05, Exp{B)1,p < .05, but not for parental education
or internet use. Additionally, younger parents, BG5, SE(B) = .01, Exp(B) = .99,< .001, and
mothers, B = -.33, SE(B) = .15, Exp(B) = .p% .05, more often reported use of monitoring
software.

Evaluation of present hypothes@mne study hypothesis concerned potential mediators
parent age effects. Therefore, an initial step wwansider a precondition: whether parental age
was associated with the proposed mediators. RINMDVAs indicated that parental age was
significantly associated with frequency of paremisine internet use and with years of internet
access, but not in the hypothesized directién@[ 903) = 3.96 and 6.89, respectivady; .005].
That is, parents who used the internet were yoyrgegmot significantly so, compared to non-
users. Furthermore, among internet users, botluérexy of internet use and years of access
were significantly and positively associated witrgntal age. Thus, these characteristics of
parental internet use could not have mediated ltserged associations between parental age and
online parenting in the expected manner. Secomrde tvas a positive but weak correlation,
(907) = .07p < .05, between parent age and positive attitubdestaeen internet use; this effect
proved too small to be a credible or meaningful isted. Parental age and negative attitudes
were not significantly correlated. Thus, measufggacental internet use, experience, and

attitudes were not examined further as potentialiaters of parental age effects on online
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parenting. Still, in keeping with study goals, th@seasures were considered as potential unique
predictors of online parenting in subsequent models

Consideration of hierarchical logistic regressitreg blocked in demographics (block 1)
followed by parental years of internet access (pbR)cand positive and negative attitudes (block
3) suggested that significant contributions of kb2 and 3 to prediction of parenting outcomes
were independent of (i.e. did not diminish) effezt®lock 1 predictors). The effect of parent
gender on parent reported rules about internetimsmished from Exp(B) = .76 in the models
used to replicate those of Wang et al. (2005)4anthese final models. Such a reduction was
not hypothesized, and was considered too smak thdoretically significant. Thus, the results
presented from logistic regressions are basedmoultsineous entry of study predictors.

Logistic regressions of the four potential onlirsggnting strategies on child, parent, and
family demographics, years of parental interneeagcand parental positive and negative
attitudes about teen internet use are reporteclimer2.

Adolescent age was associated with multiple puegbohline parenting strategies.
Specifically, parents of younger teens more ofegported having rules about internet use,
checking the web sites their child had visited, hading software on the computer that monitors
or blocks access to certain kinds of web sitesefarof boys more often reported checking web
sites. Independent of adolescent age effects, {@ge was negatively associated with
checking websites and monitoring software. Fatheyee often reported monitoring software.
Parents who identified as White and non-Hisparss t&ten reported checking web sites than

did parents of other races/ethnicities. Again, #ffsct seemed to be comprised of differences

® As described previously, the two parental intetrset variables could not be entered simultaneolrsly.
preliminary analyses, frequency of parental honteriret use was a significant predictor of pareweh site
checking and open computer location. However, i lsases the effects owed to the distinction betvireternet
users and non-users. Since this effect also wasreapby the parental years of internet accessbia; frequency
of parental internet use was not considered further
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between White/non-Hispanic parents and multipleothcial/ethnic groups that were in the
same direction, though individually statisticallyderpowered. There were no effects for
parental education.

With respect to family characteristics, there waoesffects for parent marital status or
family income. Parents living in households withltimle children more often reported
monitoring software and more often had an adoldsebo reported using the internet on a
computer in an open versus a private location @hitme. Parental years of internet access
showed an interesting pattern of predictions. Rar@ho had used the internet for 5 years or less
more often reported checking the websites thelddiad visited and more often had a child who
reported an open computer location compared tnpaveho did not use the internet. However,
compared with parents who had had access for 5 gedess, parents who had had access for 10
years or more were even more likely to report checlweb sites, but their children were less
likely to report an open computer location. Finapigrents with negative beliefs about teen
internet use more often reported internet rulescetking web sites; parents’ positive beliefs
were associated with a decreased tendency to repartg internet rules.

DISCUSSION

The present study takes important steps towardgjimgcthe literature on parenting with
what parents and scientists are just beginningamlabout online parenting in the
developmental and family context. A major strengftthe current study is the large and
nationally representative sample of parents ofest@nt internet users on which results were
based. The sample offered sufficient statisticalgrao examine multiple and simultaneous
associations, and to permit added confidence ihfimgings; the composition of the sample

enhances generalizability. The present study &lglicates prior research based on data
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collected in 2000 (Mitchell et al., 2005; Wang kt 2005), but builds upon this work by
examining more recently collected data, considendfiple online parenting strategies,
clarifying the magnitude of effects of potentiatignfounded demographic variables (e.g. parent
and child age), and improving measurement of pararernet use and salient positive and
negative attitudes.

One aim of the present study was to take a stelpazad, in a sense, from the
information that has been released by large sugveyps in order to answer some basic
guestions about online parenting. First, most garg9%) were aware that their child went
online. Notably, however, 58% of parents who haetheir child did not go online had a child
who reported doing so. Second, most parents (86%nlme youth went online themselves.
Other parents may be in a difficult position, sipegents with less internet experience also have
been found to register more concern about teergieohehavior (Lenhart, 2005). These
findings are important, as parents who do not kttwat their child goes online and those who do
not go online themselves may have limited abilitetfectively influence their child’s online
behavior.

Another basic finding sheds light on parental cheglof the web sites adolescents visit,
a specific online parenting strategy that is eneldtsy the majority of parents (Lenhart, 2005).
Agreement between parents and adolescents onatgatdbehavior was significant, but
relatively modest. Indeed, a minority (41%) of youtho were being monitored by their parent
knew so. Some parents may wish to monitor youthegtitiously, perhaps to “catch”
misbehavior or to avoid conflict over violating delecents’ privacy. Although this “one-sided”
monitoring may inform socialization efforts, it mbgss effectively capitalize on two important

mechanisms of protective effect: (1) that youthlesieents who know they are being monitored
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may be more likely to exercise self-restraint, é)dhat by making monitoring explicit, parents
demonstrate their involvement in their childrem®s$, and communicate that responsible
internet use demands caution and judgment. Not8BBg of the 281 adolescemtst being
monitored knew so, a state of “free reign” that mayfoster responsible online behavior.
Unfortunately, the present study lacked data pémygitonsideration of this question.

Findings generally supported that previously exadiparent behaviors are part of a
coordinated strategy of online parental monitoang behavioral control. Specifically, parents’
rules regarding the timing and duration of interns, use of blocking/filtering software, and
checking which websites their adolescent child iaded were significantly interrelated.
Additionally, each behavior was associated withlestent age or gender in hypothesized
directions, and two were associated with negatitreides one would expect to motivate
parenting. Parental web site checking was the aciiye behavior that was examined, and
contrasted with simply having rules about intewns (which does not indicate that rules are
enforced) or having software installed (which mayabdefault setting on certain internet
applications and may not be actively used, cheokeddjusted by parents). Thus, while not
entirely surprising, these findings help identighaviors that likely constitute online parenting.
To be sure, this point was brought into relief by tesults suggesting that another behavior
presumed to reflect online parenting (e.g. Lenl2005) was not associated with other parenting
efforts. That is, whether the computer that yowgldito go online was located in a private or
open area of the home did not relate to other piagestrategies, parent or adolescent
demographic predictors, or negative attitudes atemrt internet use. Rather, a less private
computer location was more likely among parents wéed the internet, those who had used it

for fewer years, and those who had more childnandiin the home. Although data do not
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directly address the point, this pattern may indichat the home computer location is often a
pragmatic decision. Perhaps for families in whicdnmindividuals want to use the computer it
is not practical to place the computer in privaid kess accessible area of the home. For parents
who have used the internet for many years, the abenpnay be such an integral family tool that
there are several machines in the home, includngesn more private areas. Notably, prior
work has indicated that the location of the fansibynputer is associated with different on- and
offline youth behaviors (e.g. Lenhart, 2005). Erample, children age 8 t018 who had a
computer in their bedroom were found to spend tagEenuch time using computers and to
spend significantly less time reading comparecdhitwieen without a computer in their room
(Roberts et al., 2005). Moreover, the ecology oflimén the home may be an implicit
communication of parental values (Dorr et al., 20@8d thus may have implications for
adolescent online behavior regardless of how deltbly “parental” it may be.

Following resolution of these more basic reseguastions, attention turned to the
parent, adolescent, and family predictors of onfiaeental monitoring and behavioral control.
An important goal of the study was to examine tkter® to which older versus younger parents
report online parenting efforts. Older parents l&$sn reported checking the websites their child
had visited and having blocking or filtering soft@aThese effects persisted after controlling for
multiple potent demographic covariates, such asl @ge, education, and income. The
possibility of a second “generation gap” (i.e. ddaion to the gap between parents and children)
has been suggested but not explicitly tested wr pvork based on this sample (e.g. Lenhart,
2005). One prior study found an effect of parerd ag web site checking (Wang et al., 2005),

but this and another study reported that paregis’aand software use were unassociated
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(Mitchell et al., 2005). Parent age effects aretypically reported for general parenting but,
because of the historical and sociocultural condéxtternet use, are thought to be meaningful.
In general, findings were consistent with a pacattort effect on online parenting
behaviors, though specific differences between geuand older parents that account for these

effects were not identified. That is, the presesuits did not support that older parents’
decreased tendencies to report online parentiatggies are explained by less frequent use of or
more recent access to the internet; less negatinece positive beliefs about teen internet use
did not account for the association either. Irretipe of these broad measures of current and
past internet use, however, younger parents maydse immersed in internet environments, as
reflected in having spent not just time, per sethaninternet, but time for social, entertainment,
and learning purposes. These behaviors were nessss in the present study. However, such
activity may be linked with greater awareness din@risks to adolescents, practical knowledge
of how to mitigate such risks, or confidence in #fsdity to do so effectively.

Clear and consistent evidence was found for effeicéglolescent age on parental reports
of online parenting, again, controlling for othergortant covariates. Findings uphold earlier
reports of these effects by Lenhart (2005) by destrating that child and parent age effects are
independent. Parents of younger adolescents mtae @ported having internet rules, checking
the web sites youth had visited, and having momigpor filtering software on the computer that
prevents access to some kinds of web sites. Sinegailts were reported by Mitchell et al.
(2005) with respect to software use, and by Waral. ¢2005) regarding software use and
internet rules. However, these latter authors faiatl adolescent age and parental web site
checking were not associated. It seems likelytthadifferences between findings from this

study and those from Wang et al. (2005) are expthlyy their inclusion of parent-child use of
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the internet together as a predictor of parent svebchecking. In any case, this is an important
finding, as parental web site checking was perlia@snost active and unequivocally “parental”
behavior considered, and adolescent age and gandgrarental web site checking were the
only variables that specified a particular childe$ent findings are consistent with general
findings in the field that parents engage in lessitoring and control as adolescents mature
(Steinberg & Silk, 2002). Unfortunately, data ofliné parenting and on- and offline adolescent
behavior were unavailable. Therefore, it is notsgas to infer whether parents grant this
autonomy prematurely or out of synch with other-sgjated changes in parenting, or whether
they do so in a developmentally appropriate andaesive manner. Older adolescents may
encounter more risks online, but also may be mquepped to handle them. Child cohort effects
also may help explain adolescent age effects aenpiag. Allen and Rainie (2002) note that in
2000, younger teens (12 to 14) had more often éehhow to use the internet from their parents
(41%) than had older adolescents (22%). Thus, épebgtween parents and children in skill and
comfort online may be shrinking, and may transiate widespread and more effective online
parenting of younger cohorts of youth.

Parents of boys more often reported checking thie sites that adolescents had visited.
This may reflect parental awareness that boys attenv higher levels of misbehavior than girls
or may be more likely to seek out or otherwise Xigosed to pornography online (Peter and
Valkenburg, 2006). Findings are important, as gan@renting research suggests poor
monitoring is more strongly related to boys’ tharsgproblem outcomes (c.f. Leaper, 2002).
Prior studies have not found adolescent gendexl&berto online parenting (Mitchell et al., 2005;
Wang et al., 2005), perhaps due to differencesitoames or models. Changes from 2000 to

2004 in parents’ awareness of differences in bagg'’ girls’ online behavior can not be ruled out
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Next, mothers more often reported monitoring/fitig software than did fathers, but
contrary to univariate parent gender effects regubimh Lenhart (2005), were no more likely to
report having rules about internet use. The presaaings also contrasted with those of Wang et
al. (2005) who reported that fathers more ofterckbe web sites their child had visited.
However, present findings and those of Wang €R805) regarding parent gender differences
must be interepreted with some caution. Both studamtrolled for key demographic variables;
yet, it remains possible that the sampling appraaitbhduced potentially meaningful differences
between households of mother and father respond&sitsith offline parenting (c.f. Crouter &
Head, 2002), differences in the information thatimees and fathers receive and the ways they
receive it may impact parenting efforts. Futureeeesh may identify differences between men'’s
and women’s experiences online (Fallows, 2005) ity explain such differences.

Other parent and family characteristics examinetl vaspect to online parenting yielded
interesting effects. First, in contrast to priardses, White, non-Hispanic parents were found to
less often report checking the web sites theidcen had visited than other parents. Findings
suggested a pattern wherein Hispanic, Black, artdv&lAmerican parents, and those who
indicated they belonged to an “other” race categooye often reported this behavior than did
non-Hispanic and White parents. This result is spive, given that, compared to White non-
Hispanic individuals (71% of whom use the internttpse who identify as Black or Hispanic
less often report using the internet (60% and S&%pectively; Fox & Livingstone, 2007).
Findings are considered tentative, however, giham the effect was not hypothesized, was
evident for only one of four outcomes, and was otlast magnitude.

Second, having more children in the household apgeae an important, and

previously unexplored predictor of monitoring scdte and open computer location. Both
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behaviors could be considered “blanket” approatbgsotecting children at a range of
developmental levels from inappropriate materialcontrast, rules and checking strategies may
be more tailored to a specific child. Findings emasistent with theory that, in larger families,
the good of the whole may be a guiding parentirg),ggven the limited resources available for
individual children’s needs (c.f. Furman & Lanthi2f02).

Third, consistent with prior work, neither familygome nor parental marital status were
associated with parent behaviors (Mitchell et2005; Wang et al., 2005). Wang et al. (2005)
found that more educated parents more often regppoge of monitoring software, but not other
parenting behaviors. The present results did not fiarent education to predict online parenting
behaviors. These latter findings could be consilerecouraging, as parents with greater
contextual stressors often have more difficulty rraring their children’s offline behavior
(Crouter & Head, 2002).

Though not a primary focus of the present studwai$ notable that parents’ attitudes
about teen internet use tended to cluster intatigesand negative factors that were only
modestly associated. Thus, parents may possesiaieus positive and negative attitudes
reflecting their complex views on the benefits aislls associated with adolescents’ internet use.
Parents may find it difficult to balance their etfoto protect children with their desires for
children to reap the many benefits of internet U$es issue has been examined with respect to
blocking and filtering software, and whether itegffively screens out inappropriate websites,
while still allowing youth to access appropriatetenal (e.g. Rideout, Richardson, & Resnick,
2002). Relatedly, parents may hesitate to interfetie the development of children’s computer
and internet “literacy” that may promote future @eaic and occupational success. Indeed,

nearly half of parents in the present sample erdblogliefs related to the importance of child
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internet use for “keeping up with peers” (Lenhaf05). The complexity of the task of helping
youth successfully navigate online experiences rsodees the importance of further research in
this domain to inform future parenting recommeroati
Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Future research must determine whether online palreronitoring and behavioral
control predict adolescent risk behavior. Perhps tesearch can address whether the parenting
behaviors examined here are protective with redpdatoader adolescent adjustment, as has
been shown repeatedly for offline parental monigi(e.g. Ary et al., 1999). Scale development
IS a necessary next step. Comprehensive measupesariting behaviors are needed that reflect
the multitude of goals parents have for their aleifdboth online and offline. Likewise, scales are
needed that tap online behaviors considered appte@and inappropriate for youth. Subsequent
research also must establish the incrementalyutifibnline parenting, since neglecting to be
involved in children’s online experience may simpylect more general, poor offline
monitoring and permissive parenting, and/or of wef@rts to control and limit media exposure.
For some parents, however, a lack of effort orcaffy in this contemporary parenting domain
may be anomalous. Determining this is importanthase latter parents might be more likely to
respond to focused education efforts that targetadgaphic groups. Intervention based on the
present findings, however, would be premature ttesngts to alter family processes that are not
well understood could exacerbate family confliotl @etract from benefits of internet use.

The present study helps bridge the literature dmefparenting with what we are just
beginning to learn about online parenting. Thereewleowever, a number of limitations. First,
dichotomous measures did not permit inferencestaheurequency or consistency of parental

efforts, limited testing of proposed mediators, amy have biased models toward measures
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with more variance. Parenting measures also lackpdrtant nuance and content. For example,
parental rules about the timing of internet useenssmsessed, whereas rules about the types of
web sites that could be accessed were not. Separeht attitude measures showed weak
internal consistency. Furthermore, most attituties were examined pertained to teens in
general rather than to parents’ own children. Algith the exception of web site checking,
parenting efforts were not assessed with respexparticular child. Thus, these issues likely
limited the specificity of study models. Third, urdwn differences due to family participation
and survey sampling approach may have impactednattealidity. Fourth, technology changes
rapidly, and so too may risks, parental and adel@senline behavior and attitudes. Thus, the
generalizability of findings based on data from 20@ay be limited. However, a PIAL survey
based on a subset of questions suggests that parerd only slightly more likely to check the
websites their adolescents had visited in 2006 {§86%n in 2004 (62%), despite the fact that
fewer parents thought the internet was “a goodgthiiar their child (59%, compared in 67% in
2004; Macgill, 2007). Finally, the current studysleamed internet use as potentially hazardous,
and conceptualized online parenting efforts asgatiéis of youth maladjustment. However,
positive impacts of internet use have been dematestr(e.g. Jackson et al., 2006). Some have
argued that scapegoating the internet and exagugitt impact on youth may distract parents,
scientists, and policy-makers from other powenfifiluiences on youth maladjustment
(Buckingham, 2006). Yet, assuming that the inteph&ys a weak role in contemporary
socialization of youth also is imprudent. Indeedoipmedia “scapegoats” (e.g. violent television
and videogames) have been found to predict malaa@rg beyond other salient influences (e.g.

Huesmann, Moise-Titus, Podolski, & Eron, 2003).

® Percentages reported in the present study diftgrtly due to use of the unweighted dataset.
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Table 1. Percentages of respondents in analysessamgl each value on categorical variables.

Variables N = 907)* %

Online parenting strategies
Parents who report

Having internet rules 63.0
Checking web sites 61.0
Having monitoring software 53.3
Adolescents who report
Open computer location (N 865) 74.9
Parent checks web sitéd = 868)
Yes 30.8
No 60.9
Don’t know 8.3
Demographic characteristics
Parent of adolescent boy 49.2
Father 42.9
Parent White non-Hispanic 84.6
Parent married or living as married 84.0
Parent Education
High school or below 26.7
Some college 30.3
College graduate 25.6
Postgraduate 17.4
Family Annual Income
Under $50,000 28.8
$50,000 - $74,999 215
More than $74,999 41.0
Income not reported 8.7
Number of children in the home
One 63.2
Two 29.2
More than two 7.6

Parent internet use characteristics
Frequency of home internet use

Does not use internet 10.3
Uses internet, but less than weekly 11.0
One or more times weekly but less than daily 26.8
One or more times daily 51.9
Years of internet access
Does not use internet 10.3
5 or fewer years 34.6
6-9 years 294
10 or more years 25.7

Parent attitudes about teen internet use.
Parents who agree with statement regarding

Internet good thing for child 68.9
Keeping up with peers 45.3
Carelessness 80.8
Social benefits 33.8
Wasting time 73.2
School benefits 84.5
Cheating 22.5
Private/deviant behavior 59.5

* N =907 (unweighted) for all variables, except fowde reported by adolescents.
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Table 2. Prediction of parent-reported online pangnstrategies: Results of logistic regressions.

Internet rules Checking web sites Monitoring software Open computer location
B SEB Exp(B) B SEB Exp(B) B SEB Exp(B) B SE HExp (B)
Child
Age -.28 .05 [ 75%* -12 .05 .89* -.09 .05 .91* -08 .05 .92
Gender (1 hoy) -17 A5 .85 .56 A5 1,75% .07 14 1.07 -00 .16 1.00
Parent
Age -.02 .01 .98 -.03 .01 .97 -.05 .01 .95 .01 .01 1.01
Gender (1 #athen -.28 A5 .76 24 16 1.27 -.34 A5 .71 26 .17 1.30
Race (1 =on-Hispanic White -.16 21 .85 -.50 22 .61* -.26 21 .77 30 .22 1.36
Married (1 =married .26 21 1.29 =27 22 .77 .10 21 1.10 A5 .24 1.16
Education (vs. high school or below)
Some college .00 .20 1.00 -.05 20 .95 .09 .20 1.09 .05 .22 1.05
College grad -.06 22 .95 13 22 1.14 -11 22 .89 -.18 24 .84
Postgrad -.03 25 .97 -21 25 81 .01 25 1.01 A6 .29 1.17
Family
Income (vs. under $50K)
$50K-$74,999 .04 22 1.04 22 22 1.25 .00 .22 1.00 .06 .24 1.06
> $74,999 -14 21 .87 24 21 1.27 21 21 1.23 .04 23 1.04
Income Flag (1 #missing .16 .30 1.18 .09 .30 1.09 .24 29 1.28 52 .35 1.68
Children in home (vs. 1 child)
2 children .01 16 1.01 31 17 1.36 .54 A6 1.72% 23 .19 1.26
>2 children .58 31 1.78 .35 29 141 77 29 2.16% 90 .40 2.45*
Parent internet use (vs.5 years access)
Non-user of internet -.28 27 .76 -1.03 27 .36 -.01 30 .99 -1.16 .28  .31***
6-9 years access -.06 19 .95 .10 19 111 -.14 .18 .87 -.33 22 .72
10+ years access .01 .20 1.01 46 .20 1.59* 12 .20 1.13 -.48 .23 .62*
Parent attitudes
Positive attitudes -.28 A3 .76* =17 A3 .84 .01 A3 1.01 -.09 14 .92
Negative attitudes 37 A2 1.45* 27 12 1.31* A1 A1 1.12 .07 .13 1.07
Constant 5.87 .81 3.76 .79 4.16 7 1.64 .85
N 902 896 864 865
Model Nagelkerke R2 .126 134 .096 .062

*p < .05. *p < .0L. **p < .001.
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