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Abstract
This study examined concurrent and longitudinal associations between peer deviance, parenting
practices, and conduct and oppositional problems among young girls ages 7 and 8. Participants were
588 African American and European American girls who were part of a population-based study of
the development of conduct problems and delinquency among girls. Affiliations with problem-prone
peers were apparent among a sizeable minority of the girls, and these associations included both
males and females. Although peer delinquency concurrently predicted disruptive behaviors, the
gender of these peers did not contribute to girls’ behavior problems. Harsh parenting and low parental
warmth showed both concurrent and prospective associations with girls’ disruptive behaviors.
Similar patterns of association were seen for African American and European American girls. The
findings show that peer and parent risk processes are important contributors to the early development
of young girls’ conduct and oppositional behaviors. These data contribute to our understanding of
girls’ aggression and antisocial behaviors and further inform our understanding of risk processes for
these behaviors among young girls in particular.

In recent years, researchers, practitioners, and policymakers have become increasingly
attentive to the problem of aggressive and antisocial behaviors by girls (American Bar
Association, 2001;Pepler, Madsen, Webster, & Levene, 2005; Putallaz & Bierman, 2004).
Traditionally, much of the original theoretical work did not include girls and these behaviors
were thought to be fairly uncommon. However, there is no lack of data showing that relative
to boys, girls are becoming increasingly involved in the juvenile justice system (Snyder,
2003). In the last decade, arrests for girls have seen a dramatic increase; in 2004, girls made
up 30% of all juvenile arrests, up from 20% only a decade ago (Snyder, 2003, 2006). Because
our current intervention models are based on studies that were done on boys, it remains
unknown whether risk processes operate similarly for girls. This study focuses on childhood
onset of disruptive behaviors and two aspects of a child’s social ecology – peer affiliations and
parenting behaviors – and their links with these behaviors among a population-based sample
of young girls. In this way, the study focuses on a sorely understudied population and informs
our understanding of risk factors that contribute to the development of disruptive behaviors
among girls.
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Although there is limited research on girls’ disruptive behavior in general, there has been
particularly sparse attention given to these behaviors among girls in the childhood years. This
dearth is in sharp contrast to the fairly large literature base on childhood onset behavior
problems among boys (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Loeber & Farrington, 2001). This set
of work generally focuses on boys who exhibit an ‘early starting’ or ‘life-course-persistent’
pathway of antisocial behavior that is characterized by disruptive and aggressive behaviors
early in childhood (Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998; Moffitt, 1993; Patterson, Capaldi, &
Bank, 1991; Moffitt; 1993). These behaviors develop into more serious adolescent antisocial
activity that then persists into adulthood, with early starting boys accounting for a
disproportionate amount of serious and violent juvenile crime. Indeed, samples upon which
these formulations were posited were based on all male samples (Loeber & Farrington, 2001;
Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989).

However, only limited attention has been given to studying girls with childhood onset of
antisocial behavior. Some researchers have questioned the relevance of these early behavior
problems among girls. One case in point was Silverthorn and Frick’s (1999) assertion that girls’
antisocial behavior followed a single, delayed-onset pathway. Moffitt and colleagues (2001),
reporting on data from the Dunedin Longitudinal Study, identified only six life-course-
persistent girls. More recent studies from all-female samples applying a broader set of
disruptive behaviors have identified a small group of girls with high levels of aggressive-
disruptive behaviors in the elementary school years (Bierman et al., 2004; Côté, Zoccolillo,
Tremblay, Nagin, & Vitaro, 2001; Schaeffer, Petras, Ialongo, Masyn, Hubbard, Poduska, &
Kellam, 2006). One contribution of this study is its focus on disruptive behaviors among girls
in childhood and associated risk processes. Although gender comparisons cannot be made, we
examine whether risk processes found in studies of boys are similarly found in an all-female
sample of young girls.

A key aspect of the child’s social context contributing to the development of childhood onset
antisocial behaviors is parenting practices (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Loeber & Farrington,
2001; McMahon, Slough, & Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group [CPPRG], 1996).
In their widely acclaimed coercive model, Patterson and colleagues (Patterson et al., 1989,
1991) outlined how stressful conditions in families (e.g., financial stress, parental
psychopathology or criminality, marital instability), set the stage for parenting problems.
Parents of children with early onset antisocial behavior have difficulty setting consistent limits
and have less positive involvement with their children. Such parents may also be overly critical
and harsh and use more punitive strategies. Over time, parents and children become immersed
in a coercive cycle whereby children respond with negative, resistant behavior and parents
become increasingly beleaguered and give in to children’s aversive behavior. Although
Patterson’s model was not limited to boys, formulations were based on work with the all-male
Oregon Youth Study sample

Also implicated in the development of childhood onset antisocial behaviors are affiliations
with peers (Dodge, Coie, & Lynam, 2006; Loeber & Farrington, 2001). The contribution of
peers to antisocial activity is construed as two sequentially linked processes (Coie & Miller-
Johnson, 2001). First, children who are aggressive and disruptive are rejected by their peers,
and this experience of social rejection in the early school years adds to the risk for early starting
conduct problems (Miller-Johnson, Coie, Maumary-Gremaud, & Bierman, 2002). Next,
aggressive, disruptive children gravitate towards each other, creating deviant peer groups that
maintain and amplify antisocial behaviors. It is well documented that antisocial, delinquent
behaviors are most likely to occur in concert with other peers rather than in isolation (Dishion,
Andrews, & Crosby, 1995; Thornberry & Krohn, 1997; Warr, 1996). Indeed, peer delinquency
is one of the strongest correlates of one’s own delinquent behavior (Elliot & Menard, 1996;
Pratt & Cullen, 2000; Warr, 2002). Again, work has generally been formulated from studies
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of boys, including rich, observational studies of peer social influence processes (Dishion et al.,
1995; Dishion & Owen, 2002; Patterson, Dishion, & Yoerger, 2000).

Most typically, deviant peer influences have been studied in relation to adolescent delinquency.
However, recent research by Snyder and colleagues (1997, 2005) has revealed that deviant
peer processes emerge in the early elementary school years. In an initial study of a mixed-
gender sample, young children ages 4 to 5 were found to be quite discriminating in their
affiliations (Snyder, Horsch, & Childs, 1997). Accordingly, highly aggressive children were
found to spend the large majority of their time with children who were also aggressive. A more
recent study (again, mixed-gender) followed children longitudinally at four time points across
kindergarten and first grade (Snyder, Schrepferman, Oeser, Patterson, Stoolmiller, et al.
2005). . Particularly noteworthy was the availability of observational data of peer interactions,
including coding of ‘deviancy training’ where peers responded positively (e.g., agreement,
laughter, reciprocation of deviant talk) to talk about deviant content (e.g., stealing, cheating,
lying, swearing, authority defiance). The findings showed that both deviant peer affiliations
(who they ‘hung out’ with) and deviancy training (positive response to deviant talk) predicted
growth in conduct problems over a one-year period. Findings from these studies show that not
only are young aggressive children selective in affiliating with other aggressive children, but
that these peer processes may contribute to development of aggressive, antisocial behaviors.

It remains an open question as to whether risk processes for antisocial behavior found in boys
are also found in girls. Some theorists, particularly those in the juvenile justice field, have
essentially called for a bifurcation and contend that gender-specific models are needed to
explain the development of girls’ antisocial behavior (Acoca, 1998; Bloom, 2003; Chesney-
Lind & Pasko, 2004). In contrast, others maintain that risk processes for antisocial behavior
are the same across gender groups, and that there is no need for gender-specific models
(Fergusson & Horwood, 2002). One important question asked in this study is whether peer and
parenting risk processes found in other studies are also seen in this sample of young girls.

One peer-related process that has shown some gender sensitivity is the role of opposite-gender
peers in delinquent behavior. Studies show that although boys’ antisocial activity generally
occurs with same-gender peers, girls’ delinquent activity is more linked with mixed and
opposite-gender affiliations. In an early study of an all-female sample, Giordano (1978) found
that girls’ delinquency most often occurred in a mixed-gender context. Similarly, Warr
(1996), reporting on data from the National Youth Study, found that whereas boys offended
with other boys, girls’ delinquency occurred in the company of both genders. Studies of mixed-
gender samples also suggest that partners may play a relatively stronger role in instigating and
influencing delinquent behavior for girls more so than for boys (Haynie, Giordano, Manning,
& Longmore, 2005; Moon, Hecht, Jackson, & Spellers, 1999). In this way, whereas boys’
delinquent behavior is linked with only same-gender peers, the delinquent activity of both
genders appears to be linked with male affiliates. However, studies examining the gender of
delinquent peers have focused on adolescent samples. The current study adds to the existing
literature by evaluating links between the gender of peer affiliations and antisocial activity
among young girls.

This study further adds to the literature in its examination of the use and outcomes of parenting
practices across ethnic groups. Parents from different ethnic backgrounds may differ in their
values and goals, and these differences may impact the expression of parenting practices
(Deater-Deckard & Dodge, 1997). Cultural values fostered within African American families
include a value on interdependence, perseverance, and collective goals (Barbarin, McCandies,
Coleman, & Hill, 2005). Accordingly, African American parents may rely on a firm, ‘no-
nonsense’, authoritarian parenting style (Brody & Flor, 1998). Such strategies may also have
functional value as African American parents help their children deal with race-related stressors
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(McLoyd, 1998). By comparison, goals and values within European American families that
value individualism, competition, and achievement may promote greater use of democratic
parenting strategies that emphasize reasoning and discussion. Clearly, these broad ethnic
variations are not dichotomous, nor do they reflect demarcated, fixed boundaries, and there is
considerable variability within ethnic groups. Nevertheless, parents from varying ethnic groups
may ascribe different affective meanings to discipline strategies that may influence how a child
interprets parenting strategies (Mason, Walker-Barnes, Tu, Simons, & Martinez-Arrue,
2004).

More important than mean level differences, however, is the question of whether predictive
associations between parenting and behavior problems vary as a function of ethnicity. These
studies have generally been conducted with mixed-gender samples and have focused on
questions of ethnic (rather than gender) differences. Early on, Baumrind (1972) found that in
contrast with European American families, an authoritarian parenting style was not associated
with poor child outcomes in African American families. More recent debate has ensued about
whether associations between harsh discipline and externalizing problems vary between
African American and European American children. In a seminal study, Deater-Deckard,
Dodge, Bates and Pettit (1996) found that the expected positive association between harsh
discipline and externalizing problems held for European American children, but not for African
American children. Furthermore, this pattern extended longitudinally into adolescence
(Lansford, Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 2004). A number of studies have
corroborated these findings (Gunnoe & Mariner, 1997; McLeod, Kruttschnitt, & Dornfeld,
1994), although other research has failed to find ethnic differences (Lau, Litrownik, Newton,
Black, & Everson, 2006; McLoyd & Smith, 2002; Whiteside-Mansell, Bradley, Owen,
Randolph, & Cauce, 2003). Further complicating the picture is that ethnic differences have
sometimes only been apparent for teacher ratings of externalizing problems (e.g., Deater-
Deckard et al., 1996; Polaha, Larzelere, Shapiro, & Pettit, 2004). Within this discussion, it is
also important to recognize that any differences do not reflect mutually exclusive groups, but
rather average differences within heterogeneous ethnic groups. With this caveat in mind, the
study includes both parent and teacher ratings of disruptive behaviors and in this way, can
further inform whether previous findings relate to the data source in understanding whether
ethnicity moderates associations between parenting practices (harsh parenting in particular)
and disruptive behavior.

The present study extends previous research by focusing on concurrent and longitudinal
associations among peer deviance, parenting behaviors, and disruptive behavior within a
population-based sample of young girls. Thus, the findings have implications for understanding
the early development of these behaviors in an understudied population that is increasingly
garnering the attention of researchers, practitioners, and policymakers. Given the scarcity of
research on deviant peers among young girls, we first report on the prevalence and gender of
these affiliations. We then determine whether there are ethnic differences in mean levels of
parenting behaviors between African American and European American girls. We next
evaluate the joint effects of parenting practices and peer delinquency, and consider the
simultaneous and independent impact on disruptive behaviors. Next, we examine whether
conduct problems vary as function of the gender composition of the reported problem-prone
peers, controlling for the level of peer delinquency and examining whether peer delinquency
moderates the impact of gender composition on disruptive behaviors. Last, we determine
whether parenting strategies show similar patterns of association with disruptive behavior for
European American and African American girls. Based on previous research, we hypothesize
that harsh parenting, poor parent-child communication and limited time together, low parental
warmth, and peer delinquency will be related to disruptive behaviors. We further hypothesize
that girls whose problem-prone peers are mixed-gender will show higher levels of conduct
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problems. Given the equivocal nature of findings on ethnic differences in parenting, we do not
have specific hypotheses.

Methods
Participants

The participants were from the Pittsburgh Girls Study (PGS; Hipwell, Loeber, Stouthamer-
Loeber, Keenan, & Raskin-White, 2002), a multi-cohort, longitudinal study of the development
of conduct problems and delinquency among girls. The PGS is comprised of 2,451 girls who
were recruited into four age-based cohorts at ages 5, 6, 7, and 8. The girls were selected based
on a two-step enumeration of 103,238 households in the city of Pittsburgh. In the first step,
city neighborhoods were divided into 23 ‘disadvantaged’ (>25% of households living in
poverty) and 66 'non-disadvantaged’ neighborhoods based on 1990 Census data. Next, the
disadvantaged neighborhoods were sampled at a rate of 100%, whereas the advantaged
neighborhoods were sampled at 50%. This sampling methodology was applied in order to
increase the prevalence of externalizing problems and has been used in other studies (Bird et
al., 1988; Costello et al., 1996). This process resulted in the identification of 3,241 girls ages
5 – 8 (representing 83.7% of the girls identified by the 2000 Census).1 Of the 2,876 who were
actually age-eligible and able to be located, 2,451 (85.3%) agreed to participate (see Hipwell
et al. 2002 for more detailed information). Given the over-sampling of disadvantaged
neighborhoods, the analyses were conducted using weighting procedures in order for the results
to be representative of girls living in Pittsburgh. Specifically, a weight variable was calculated
by comparing the proportions of neighborhoods represented in the study to the proportions of
neighborhoods in Pittsburgh, based on data from the 2000 Census. This weight was then applied
in order to correct for the over-representation of low-income neighborhoods such that findings
were reflective of girls living in Pittsburgh.

This study relied on data from girls in the youngest cohort (N = 588; age 5 in their first year
of the PGS) in their third and fourth years of the study, or when they were 7 and 8 years old.
We selected this cohort and age (rather than the younger ages) because this period is when the
data on the measures of interest, most notably the peer delinquency measure, were first
available. The retention of participants was very high over the follow-up assessments. Of the
original 588 girls in the cohort, either parent or child data were available on 95% of the potential
participants at ages 7 and 8.

Of the 588 girls in this cohort, 51.3% were African American, 43.0% were European American,
and 5.7% were of another race (e.g., multiracial, Asian, Native American, or Pacific Islander).
Given our interest in potential ethnic variations, we restricted our analyses to African American
and European American girls and families (n = 576). By caregiver report, 31% of the families
received public assistance and 41% percent were single-parent households. A little less than
half of the parents (48%) reported having less than 12 years of education.

Procedures
All study procedures were approved by the University of Pittsburgh Institutional Review
Board. Written informed consent from the caregiver and verbal assent from the child were
obtained prior to data collection. Interviews were completed in the home with the parent/
caregiver and daughter separately by trained interviewers. The large majority of parent
respondents were biological parents (94%). Six percent of the respondents were other
caregivers (e.g., aunt, uncle, grandparent, or adoptive parent). Of the biological parents, 94%

1The enumeration process (to identify neighborhood status) was completed in 1999, therefore it was based on 1990 Census data. The
2000 Census data was then used to determine the proportion of girls age 5–8.

Miller et al. Page 5

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



were the mother (88% of the entire sample).2 The interview questions were read aloud and the
responses were entered by the interviewer into a laptop computer. The participants were
reimbursed for their involvement in the study.

Measures
The measures in the current study included assessments of peer delinquency, parenting
practices, and conduct/oppositional problems. Parenting practices were rated by the parent/
caregiver; girls provided ratings of peer delinquency. For all parenting measures, the items
were averaged to create a continuous score. Parent ratings were available for both conduct and
oppositional problems; child ratings were available only for conduct problems. Also analyzed
were teacher ratings of conduct and oppositional problems. All measures were coded such that
a high score indicates poorer functioning. All of the measures have been used extensively in
the Pittsburgh Youth Study (Loeber, Farrington, Stouthamer-Loeber & van Kammen, 1998).
Covariates included binary ratings of parent education (less than 12 years of education/12 years
or greater, public assistance – yes/no, and single parent status – yes/no, ethnicity – African
American or European American).

Peer delinquency and gender of delinquent peers—The girls were asked a series of
10 questions about the degree to which their friends were involved in a variety of delinquent
behaviors (e.g., ‘taken something from school that belonged to a teacher or to other students’,
‘hit an adult, like their teacher or a parent’, ‘hit other kids or gotten into a physical fight with
them’). The measure was adapted from a version used in the Pittsburgh Youth Study (Loeber
Farrington, Stouthamer-Loeber, & van Kammen, 1998). The items were rated on four-point
scales (0 = none of their friends; 1 = one of them; 2 = some of them; 3 = all of their friends).
The items were summed to create a total score. The scale evidenced very good reliability (α
= .85).

For each of the peer delinquency items that were endorsed (i.e., score of 1 or more), the girls
were also asked the gender of the friends (boy, girls, both). In other words, the gender of a
girl’s delinquent friends was rated only for those items where having delinquent peers were
endorsed. Each of the possible 10 items was coded as follows: 0 = all girls; 0.5 = mixed boys
and girls; 1 = all boys. The endorsed items were then averaged to create a gender of delinquent
peers composite (range = 0 to 1; higher scores indicating that more endorsed items were boys).

Harsh parenting—Parents completed the Conflicts Tactics Scale: Parent-Child version
(CTSPC; Straus, Hamby, Finkelhor et al., 1998), a commonly used measure of harsh parenting.
The items began with the stem ‘when your child does something that she is not allowed to,
how often do you…’ and were scored on a three-point scale (1 = often; 2 = sometimes; 3 =
never). We used a six-item scale of verbally and physically aggressive behaviors from the
parent to the child (e.g., ‘call her dumb or lazy’, ‘spank or hit, ‘shout, yell, or scream at her’).
The internal consistency of the scale was acceptable (α = .73).

Low parental warmth—was assessed using six items from the Parent-Child Rating Scale
(Loeber et al., 1998). The parent was asked about positive (e.g., felt proud of her, enjoyed
spending time with her) feelings towards their daughter. Each item was rated on a 3-point scale
(1=almost never, 2=sometimes, 3=often) and scored such that a higher score indicated low
warmth. The scale evidenced adequate reliability (α = .68).

Positive parenting—Parents/caregivers completed the nine-item Positive Parenting Scale
(PPS; Loeber et al., 1998). The items began with the stem ‘when your child has done something

2The analyses were repeated in the subsample of biological mothers, and the pattern of results was consistent with the larger sample.
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you like’ and were followed with various affirming and encouraging behaviors from the parent
(e.g., ‘give a hug, pat on the back, or kiss’, ‘say something nice about it; give praise or
approval’). The items were rated on a four-point scale (0 = a lot; 1 = sometimes; 2 = almost
never; 3 = never). The reliability of the scale was acceptable (α = .76).

Supervision and involvement—Parents/caregivers completed the Supervision and
Involvement Scale (SIS) that included subscales assessing communication, parent-child time
together, and supervision (Loeber, et al., 1998). The communication scale consisted of five
items. Four of the items asked specific questions about when or how often the parent talked
with his/her daughter; these items were rated on four-point scales (two ‘when’ items:
1=yesterday; 2 = within the last week; 3 = within the last month; 4 = more than one month ago;
two ‘how often’ items: 1 = almost every day; 2 = at least once a week; 3 = at least once a month;
4 = less than once a month). One item asked about how often the parent talked with the daughter
about school; this item was rated on a three-point scale (1 = often; 2 = sometimes; 3 = almost
never). This last item was re-scaled to a four-point scale in order to maintain a consistent metric.
The reliability of this scale was acceptable (α = .73).

The time together scale was assessed with seven items. The items began with the stem ‘how
often do you and your child’ and included a variety of activities (e.g. ‘have a friendly chat’,
‘do things together on a weekend’). Parents were asked two questions each about how much
time they were together and how much of that time they were doing something together on
weekdays and weekends (for a total of four items). These items were rated by parents on a five-
point scale (1=30 minutes or less, 2=30 – 60 minutes, 3=1–3 hours, 4=3–6 hours, 5=more than
6 hours). Three items (find time to listen when she wants to talk to you, do things together at
home, have a friendly chat) were rated on a three-point scale (1=almost never, 2=sometimes,
3=often). These three items were re-scaled to a five-point scale in order to maintain a consistent
metric. The reliability of this scale was acceptable (α =.74).

The supervision scale was not included in analyses due to low internal consistency (α = .53).

Conduct/oppositional problems—Conduct and oppositional problems were assessed
using the Child Symptom Inventory (CSI-4, Gadow & Sprafkin, 1994). The CSI-4 items
assessed the severity of clinical symptoms of Conduct Disorder (CD; 11 items – e.g., started
physical fights, destroyed property, bullied/threatened/intimidated others) and Oppositional
Defiant Disorder (ODD; 8 items – e.g., taken out anger on others; blamed others for
misbehavior, refused to do what told) consistent with DSM-IV criteria (American Psychiatric
Association, 1994).3 The parent and child items were scored on 4-point scales (1='never' to
4='very often'). Parent ratings were available for both CD (α’s = .70) and ODD (α’s = .83)
problems; child ratings were available only for CD problems (α’s = .70). For conduct problem
ratings, we derived a ‘best estimate’ score by taking the higher of the parent or child rating for
each item. This multi-informant procedure assumes that each rater provides specific knowledge
about a child’s behavior, and has been used with other measures of child psychopathology
(Frick et al., 2005; Loney & Lima, 2003). A composite CD/ODD score was then derived by
summing across the CD and ODD scores.

Teachers completed the same eight ODD CSI items that were administered to the parent. These
items were scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 to 3. To evaluate conduct problems,
teachers rated eight items at age 7 and nine items at age 8 (the truancy item was not available
until the age 8 assessment). With two exceptions, CD was assessed using items from the CSI
and scored on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 to 3. Two behaviors (physical fights and

3Although CSI includes a small number of additional items, we used 11 items in order to maintain consistency across the raters and the
age 7 and age 8 assessment points
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destruction of property) were assessed via teacher ratings of the girls’ behavior on the Self
Reported Antisocial Scale (SRA; Loeber et al., 1989). These items were rated on a 3-point
scale (‘never,’ once/twice,’ ‘more often’). The ‘physical fights’ behavior was assessed using
two separate SRA items (‘hit, slapped, shoved, pulled hair of teacher/grown up’; ‘hit, slapped,
shoved, pulled hair of kid’). The higher score of the two items was used for this behavior. These
SRA items (‘physical fights’ and ‘destruction of property’) were then standardized to match
the 0 to 3 scoring of the other items. All items were then summed to create a CD composite.

Results
Descriptives

A central issue concerns the extent to which young girls report having friends involved in
delinquent activity. The majority of girls reported that one or more of their friends were
involved in some type of deviant activity; at ages 7 and 8, 68% and 70% of girls reported that
at least one of their friends was involved in any of the ten delinquent behaviors. There was
considerable variability across the individual items, with reports of delinquent peer activity
ranging from 7% (i.e., 93% reported ‘none’) to 52% (i.e., 48% reported ‘none’) across the
different behaviors. Endorsements of peer delinquency were highest for more minor delinquent
acts, such as having friends who ‘lied and disobeyed’ (48% and 52%) and who ‘hit other
kids’ (41% and 46%). Nevertheless, about 1 in 10 girls reported that at least one of their friends
was engaged in more serious behaviors, such as drinking alcohol and stealing.4

Next, we present descriptive data on the gender of the girls’ delinquent peers through an
examination of the frequency distribution of the gender composition variable. Across the
endorsed items, 39% of the girls reported that their delinquent peers were all girls (i.e., all of
the endorsed items were girls, for a composite score of 0). A much smaller proportion (13%)
reported that their delinquent peers were all boys. The remainder of the girls – nearly half (48%)
- reported a mix of boys and girls (composite score > 0 and < 1).

Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and correlations for the study variables by
ethnicity. With some exceptions, the general pattern of associations did not vary across African
American and European American girls. The association between public assistance and parent
education was significant for European American girls only. By comparison, the correlations
between peer deviance and CD/ODD were significant only for African American girls. The
parenting scales exhibited low to moderate correlations between the different domains. The
associations between peer delinquency and the parenting scales were generally low.
Correlations between the parenting scales and conduct/oppositional problems were highest for
low parental warmth and harsh discipline.

We were also interested in whether parents of African American and European American
parents reported mean level differences in parenting practices. Using bivariate t-tests, parents
of African American girls reported higher scores in three of the five domains: poor
communication, t (546) = −6.40, p <.001, harsh parenting, t (546) = −7.14, p < .001, and low
parental warmth, t (546) = −5.65, p <.001. Ethnic differences were not apparent for positive
parenting and time together. The analyses were then repeated using analyses of variance,
controlling for parent education, public assistance, and single parent status. The results were
consistent with the bivariate results.

4Reports of delinquent activity across the individual items are available from the first author.
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Parenting Behaviors and Peer Deviance as Predictors of Conduct/Oppositional Behaviors
For our first research question, we examined parenting behaviors and peer delinquency as
predictors of conduct/oppositional problems. Separate analyses were conducted for parent/
child ratings and for teacher ratings. We examined this question concurrently at age 7, as well
as longitudinally with age 7 parenting and peer deviance as predictors of conduct/oppositional
problems at age 8 controlling for conduct/oppositional problems at age 7 (see Table 2). The
analyses controlled for ethnicity, parental education, public assistance, and single parent status.
Simultaneous regressions were conducted, with all variables in the model at the same time.

For parent/child ratings of conduct/oppositional problems, concurrent analyses at age 7
revealed that low parental warmth and harsh parenting were significant predictors of girls’
conduct/oppositional problems. Girls who reported having more delinquent friends also
exhibited more conduct/oppositional problems. A more stringent test of the effects of peer
delinquency and parenting entailed examining predictive associations prospectively,
controlling for baseline levels of conduct/oppositional problems. These results showed that
both harsh parenting and low parental warmth at age 7 continued to predict conduct/
oppositional problems one year later. In contrast, peer deviance at age 7 no longer predicted
conduct/oppositional problems one year later. Results for the other parenting domains were
not significant.

Prediction of teacher ratings revealed a somewhat different pattern of association between
parent behaviors and peer deviance and conduct/oppositional problems. For concurrent
analyses, only peer delinquency was related to teacher ratings of conduct/oppositional
problems. However, controlling for conduct/oppositional problems at age 7, only low parental
warmth at age 7 predicted higher levels of conduct/oppositional problems at age 8. Prospective
results for peer delinquency and the other parenting domains were not significant.

Prediction of Conduct/Oppositional Problems from Peer Delinquency and the Gender of
Delinquent Peers

Next, we were interested in, along with the level of peer delinquency, whether the gender of
girls’ delinquent peers contributed to the prediction of conduct oppositional/conduct problems.
We were further interested in whether the gender of girls’ delinquent peers amplified the impact
of peer delinquency on conduct/oppositional problems. As noted, we created a composite score
that indicated the gender composition of their delinquent peers, with a higher score indicating
more boys and a lower score indicating more girls. We conducted multiple regression analyses
within the subsample of girls reporting having delinquent peers. Independent variables were
peer delinquency and the gender composition of the delinquent peers. To test moderation, we
created an interaction term of the product of peer delinquency and the gender composition of
a girl’s delinquent peers. We examined these predictive relations both concurrently at age 7
and prospectively at age 8, controlling for age 7 conduct/oppositional problems (see Table 3).

As expected, peer delinquency was concurrently associated with child/parent ratings of
conduct/oppositional problems, t (335) = 3.30, p <.01. The gender composition of delinquent
peers did not contribute to the prediction of conduct/oppositional problems, t (335) = −1.74,
ns. In addition, the gender composition of the delinquent peers did not moderate the effect of
peer delinquency on conduct/oppositional problems, t (335) = −0.92, ns. In the prospective
analyses, peer delinquency at age 7 no longer predicted child/parent ratings of conduct/
oppositional problems at age 8 (controlling for prior levels of conduct/oppositional problems,
t (327) = 0.24, ns). The longitudinal effects for gender composition, t (327) = 0.85, ns, and the
interaction of peer delinquency and gender composition, t (327) = 1.10, ns, were also not
significant. For prediction of teacher ratings of conduct/oppositional problems, concurrent and
prospective results for all variables were non-significant (main effect peer delinquency - age
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7: t (307) = 1.83, ns; age 8: t (273) = 1.28, ns; main effect gender of delinquent peers - age 7:
t (307) = −0.35, ns; age 8: t (273) = −0.04, ns; interaction of these two variables - age 7: t (307)
= −0.35; age 8: t (273) = −0.04, ns.

Ethnicity as a Moderator of the Link between Parenting Behaviors and Conduct/Oppositional
Problems

For our last research question, we examined whether ethnicity moderated the association
between parenting practices and conduct/oppositional problems, both concurrently at age 7
and longitudinally predicting to age 8 (controlling for age 7 conduct/oppositional problems).
Consistent with previous studies (Deater-Deckard et al., 1996), we tested moderation by
creating an interaction term of ethnicity (European-American vs. African-American) and
parent behaviors. We ran separate models for parent/child and teacher ratings of conduct/
oppositional problems.

For parent/child ratings, the results from the concurrent model indicate that harsh discipline
and low parental warmth were significantly related to higher levels of conduct/oppositional
problems (see Table 4). However, associations between parenting practices and conduct/
oppositional problems were not moderated by ethnicity. In other words, the effect of parenting
behaviors on conduct/oppositional problems appeared to operate similarly for European-
American and African-African girls.5 For the prospective analyses, low parental warmth
continued to have a significant and incremental effect on conduct/oppositional problems at age
8, even after controlling for conduct/oppositional problems at age 7. In addition, the interaction
of ethnicity and positive parenting was significant. We then ran the regression analyses
separately for European American and African American girls. The effect of positive parenting
on conduct/oppositional problems was not significant for either ethnic group (European
American: t (1,233) = 1.76, ns, African American t (1,298) = −1.49, ns).

For teacher ratings of conduct/oppositional problems, neither the main effects of parenting nor
the interactions of parenting with ethnicity were significant for either concurrent or prospective
analyses.

Discussion
This study extends previous research done on boys in its examination of peer and parenting
risk processes related to childhood onset of disruptive behaviors in a large, ethnically diverse
sample of 7 and 8 year old girls. As has been found with boys, peer and parent risk factors were
found to be important predictors of the evolution of disruptive behavior among young girls. In
this way, the findings inform the small but growing knowledge base on the early development
of these behaviors among a highly understudied sample.

Two specific domains of parenting were found to contribute to the prediction of early disruptive
behavior – low parental warmth and harsh discipline. These findings support contentions that
risk processes for girls’ antisocial behavior are similar to those found in boys (Moffitt, 1993;
Webster-Stratton, 1996). The salience of these parenting domains is further buttressed by the
more stringent test of prospective associations. Even after controlling for prior levels of
disruptive behaviors (which explained a good deal of the variance), harsh parenting and low
parental warmth at age 7 continued to predict disruptive behaviors one year later.

5Separate analyses were also conducted for each parenting variable separately, as well as with the specific spanking item on CTS. With
the exception of the significant interaction between positive parenting and ethnicity that was found previously, all other interactions
between parenting practices and ethnicity were non-significant in predicting conduct/oppositional problems. When positive parenting
was analyzed separately by gender (as the only parenting variable in the model), the association with conduct/oppositional problems was
significant for European American girls, but not for African American girls.
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These findings corroborate the importance of these two parenting domains in children’s
adjustment (Bradley & Corwin, 2007; Denham, Workman, Cole, Weissbrod, Kendziora, &
Zahn-Waxler, 2000). Harsh treatment by parents serves as a model for aggressive behavior
and contributes to coercive parent-child interactions (Reid, Patterson, & Snyder, 2002).
Furthermore, children internalize standards for behavior and cognitive and emotional
modulating through exposure to harsh interactions with parents, such as yelling, arguing, and
slapping. In this way, punitive, negative discipline by parents leads to cognitive and emotional
dysregulation by children and displays of anger and defiance (Dodge & Pettit, 2003; Grolnick
& Farkas, 2002). Further contributing to children’s behavioral and emotional dysregulation is
a lack of parental warmth. The failure of parents to form a warm, supportive relationship with
their child impedes the development of emotional understanding and empathy (Denham et al.,
2000; Olson, Sameroff, Kerr, Lopez, & Wellman, 2005). This lack of sensitivity hampers
children’s ability to share and consider the feelings of others, which further hinders parent-
child communication and cooperation. And as shown in this study, these two parenting domains
are orthogonal to each other, with each providing a unique contribution in predicting disruptive
behaviors.

Independent of contributions by parenting practices, peer delinquency also made an additive
contribution to girls’ disruptive behaviors. In this way, the findings corroborate documented
findings from studies of adolescents (e.g., Elliot & Menard, 1996; Pratt & Cullen, 2000; Warr,
2002), as well more recent studies of younger children (Snyder et al., 1997, Snyder et al.,
2005). However, the more stringent prospective test of predictive associations controlling for
baseline levels of conduct/oppositional problems failed to find effects for peer delinquency. In
part, the lack of prospective findings may be due to the high temporal stability of prior conduct/
oppositional problems. The lack of longitudinal findings may also reflect a lack of stability
and constancy in girls’ delinquent peer affiliations. Particularly in childhood, girls’ closest and
more intimate friends are most likely to be girls, and girls are less likely to be delinquent than
boys (Maccoby, 1998). Thus, affiliatives who are delinquent may be more peripheral and
transient in girls’ peer networks, and therefore less likely to have an enduring impact on
behavior. Nevertheless, we do see evidence for concurrent associations with disruptive
behaviors. Further research is needed to gain a more in-depth understanding of the role of peer
delinquency in girls’ antisocial behavior.

In terms of peer delinquency, the study also delved further into characteristics of these affiliates,
such as type of behavior and gender of the peers. Affiliations with problem-prone peers were
not uncommon – most of the girls reported that at least one of their friends was involved in
some type of delinquent activity. As expected given the young age and gender of the sample,
these problem-prone peers were most likely to be involved in minor delinquent acts, such as
hitting and noncompliance. Less anticipated, however, was that a sizeable minority of the girls
(about 1 in 10) reported having friends who were involved in more serious delinquent activity,
such as alcohol use and stealing. These findings suggest the need to recognize the less than
benign nature of young girls’ peer relations.

The results also revealed a fair amount of variability in the gender of girls’ problem-prone
friends. Across the individual delinquent acts, nearly half of the girls reported that their
delinquent peers were a mix of girls and boys. A somewhat smaller proportion, about 4 in 10,
reported that their delinquent peers were all girls, with the remainder reporting having all male
delinquent peers. These findings are intriguing and appear to run contrary to developmental
research outlining the sex-segregated nature of children’s peer relations (Maccoby, 1998;
Thorne, 1993; Underwood, 2003). The basic tenet of these theories is that boys and girls
manifest distinct play styles and cultures. For example, girls’ encounters emphasize social
relationships, while boys’ social groups center on structured games and activity. Consequently,
children in middle childhood show social preferences for same-sex playmates and their peer
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groups are largely segregated by gender. One possible explanation for these findings is that
the girls were reporting not so much on close friendships, but rather on more diffuse, less
intimate social affiliations. Unfortunately, the study did not have more detailed measures of
peer relations, such as friendship quality, frequency of contact, peer nomination ratings, or peer
network structure. As such, it was not possible to ascertain the relative position and importance
of these affiliative ties and how girls’ delinquent peers were embedded in their broader social
context. Nevertheless, the results build on work by Snyder et al. (1997, 2005) in confirming
that young children do indeed affiliate with delinquent peers, and add to the literature in
showing that young girls are associating with problem prone peers of both genders.

Although young girls were found to have delinquent peers, the gender of these peers did not
contribute to their disruptive behavior. Instead, the findings showed that the impact on
disruptive behavior was due to the extent or number of delinquent peers, rather than whether
the peers were boys or girls. It may be that opposite gender peers are more likely to be influential
in early adolescence, as compared to in childhood when girls’ social ties are characterized by
more intimate same-gender friends who will be less antisocial than male affiliatives (Maccoby,
1998). By comparison, in the transition to adolescence, affiliations shift from same-sex to
mixed-gender peer groups and romantic partners emerge as new, salient relationship contexts
(Brown, 1999; Connolly, Furman, & Konarski; 2000). Young adolescents in particular are
attracted to the allure of this new social context, and opposite-gender affiliations may represent
an opportunity for involvement in unfamiliar, yet enticing risky behaviors (Giordano, Manning,
& Longmore, 2005; Shulman & Scharf, 2000). These peer networks also include a mix of
antisocial and prosocial peers, and children are differentially influenced by individuals in their
social networks (Haynie, 2002).

One additional contribution of this study is its examination of outcomes of parenting practices
across ethnic groups. The findings here do not provide any support for differential associations
between harsh parenting and disruptive behaviors, and all tests of moderation were non-
significant. It is difficult to reconcile the equivocal findings seen across various studies. Since
the original findings by Deater-Deckard et al. (1996), a number of other studies have failed to
validate those results (Kilgore, Snyder, & Lentz, 2000; Polaha et al., 2004; Whiteside-Mansell
et al., 2003). Particularly noteworthy are findings from a population-based sample (National
Youth Study; McLoyd & Smith, 2002) and a large multi-site sample of maltreated children
(Longitudinal Studies of Child Abuse and Neglect [LONGSCAN]; Lau et al., 2006). Clearly,
additional work is needed to evaluate the generalizability of associations between parenting
(in particular, harsh discipline) and disruptive behaviors across ethnic groups. More
importantly, studies are needed that move beyond the question of ethnicity as a moderator to
more detailed study of the meaning and intention of parenting across ethnic groups, and how
these translate into actual behaviors (Mason et al., 2004). In this way, it is important to discern
the context and meaning of parenting behaviors and how cognitive and affective construals are
related to children’s adjustment (Lansford, Chang, Dodge, Malone, Oburu, Palmérus et al.,
2005). Moreover, within group homogeneity should not be assumed, and work is needed that
explores patterns of association within ethnic groups (Hill, 2006). In this way, studies can
uncover the within group relations among ethnic, socioeconomic, and cultural factors and how
interactions among these characteristics impact children’s outcomes.

With a few exceptions, parenting practices and peer delinquency were not significant predictors
of teacher ratings of disruptive behaviors. In part, this may reflect the source of the data. In
other words, stronger associations would be expected when parent ratings contributed to both
the predictor and outcome variables, as compared to when the outcome was based on teacher
ratings. Additionally, a child’s functioning across home and school settings may differ in the
frame of reference and the behavior itself. It is well established that parent and teacher ratings
of children’s behavior show only low to moderate correlations (Achenbach, McConaughy, &
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Howell, 1987; Youngstrom, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2000). Teachers are more likely
to evaluate children based on same-age classmates, whereas parent ratings may reflect different
behavioral expectations, values, and other background characteristics. Furthermore, children’s
behavior may vary across home and school, and children may misbehave in only one setting
(Mattison, Carlson, Cantwell, & Asarnow, 2007).

The study does have a number of limitations. First, this study included only girls, and therefore
we were not able to make any conclusions on whether these patterns are similar or different to
boys. Furthermore, data were not available on other important peer domains that have been
shown to be important contributors to antisocial activity. Specifically, the study did not include
sociometric or social network measures that would provide a more fine-grained analysis of
rejection by peers, the total proportion of peers that were male, and the relative centrality and
the total proportion of prosocial and antisocial peers. The peer deviance measure also relied
on girls’ own reports of their friends, and such ratings are confounded by a child’s perceptions
of their own involvement in problem behaviors (Bagwell, Coie, Terry, & Lochman, 2000). Our
conclusions were also based in part on concurrent data which limits the inference or any causal
influences. As a result, these data are limited in the extent to they can go beyond suggesting
predictive relations worthy of additional investigation. Indeed, studies have shown reciprocal
influences between parenting practices and children’s behavior, and parents may respond to
girls’ disruptive behavior by becoming increasingly harsh and negative (Huh, Tristan, Wade,
& Stice, 2006; Laird et al., 2003).

Despite these limitations, the large, population-based sample and the young age of the girls are
features that make these findings important. The findings substantiate the important
contribution of harsh parenting and low parental warmth to young girls’ disruptive behaviors.
The results further contribute to the debate about ethnic differences in associations between
parenting behaviors and disruptive behaviors in failing to find variations between African
American and European American girls. These data also suggest that affiliations with problem-
prone peers are present in childhood among girls and support the need for attention to this issue
at younger ages than is currently the norm.

References
Acoca L. Outside/inside: The violation of American girls at home, on the streets and in the juvenile justice

system. Crime & Delinquency 1998;44(4):561–589.
American Bar Association. Justice by gender. The lack of appropriate prevention, Diversion and treatment

alternatives for girls in the justice system. 2001
American Psychiatric Association. Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders. Vol. Fourth

Edition. Washington, DC: APA; 1994.
Bagwell CL, Coie JD, Terry RA, Lochman JE. Peer clique participation in middle childhood: Associations

with sociometric status and gender. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly 2000;46:280–305.
Barbarin, OA.; McCandies; Coleman, C.; Hill, NE. Family practices and school performance of African

American children. In: McLoyd, VC.; Hill, NE.; Dodge, KA., editors. African American family life:
Ecological and cultural diversity. Vol. Vol. 3. New York, NY: Guilford Press; 2005. p. 227-244.

Baumrind D. An exploratory study of socialization effects on Black children: Some Black-White
comparisons. Child Development 1972;43:261–267. [PubMed: 5027666]

Bierman, KL.; Bruschi, C.; Domitrovich, C.; Fang, G.; Miller-Johnson, S. the Conduct Problems
Prevention Research Group. Early disruptive behaviors associated with emerging antisocial behavior
among girls. In: Putallaz, M.; Bierman, KL., editors. Aggression, antisocial behavior, and violence
among girls. New York: Guilford Press; 2004. p. 137-161.

Bird HR, Canino G, Rubio-Stipec M, Gould MS, Ribera J, Sesman M, et al. Estimates of the prevalence
of childhood maladjustment in a community survey in Puerto Rico: The use of combined measures.
Archives of General Psychiatry 1988;45:1120–1126. [PubMed: 3264147]

Miller et al. Page 13

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Bloom, BE., editor. Durham, NC: Carolina Academic Press; 2003. Gendered justice: Addressing female
offenders.

Bradley RH, Corwyn RF. Externalizing problems in fifth grade: Relations with productive activity,
maternal sensitivity, and harsh parenting from infancy through middle childhood. Developmental
Psychology 2007;43:1390–1401. [PubMed: 18020819]

Brody GH, Flor DL. Maternal resources, parenting practices, and child competence in rural, single-parent
African American families. Child Development 1998;69:803–816. [PubMed: 9680686]

Broidy LM, Nagin DS, Tremblay RE, Bates JE, Brame B, Dodge KA, et al. Developmental trajectories
of childhood disruptive behaviors and adolescent delinquency: a six-site, cross-national study.
Developmental Psychology 2003;39(2):222–245. [PubMed: 12661883]

Brown, BB. "You're going out with who?" Peer group influences on adolescent romantic relationships.
In: Furman, W.; Brown, BB.; Feiring, C., editors. The development of romantic relationships in
adolescence. New York: Cambridge University Press; 1999. p. 291-329.

Chesney-Lind, M.; Pasko, L., editors. The Female Offender: Girls, Women, and Crime. Vol. 2nd ed..
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications; 2004.

Coie, JD.; Miller-Johnson, S. Peer factors in early offending. In: Loeber, R.; Farrington, D., editors. Child
delinquents: Development, intervention, and service needs. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications;
2001. p. 191-210.

Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group. A developmental and clinical model for the prevention
of conduct disorder: The FAST Track Program. Development and Psychopathology 1992;4:509–
527.

Connolly J, Furman W, Konarski R. The role of peers in the emergence of heterosexual romantic
relationships in adolescence. Child Development 2000;71:1395–1408. [PubMed: 11108103]

Costello EJ, Angold A, Burns BJ, Stangl DK, Tweed DL, Alaattin E, Worthman CM. Archives of General
Psychology 1996;53:1129–1136.

Cote S, Zoccolillo M, Tremblay RE, Nagin D, Vitaro F. Predicting girls' conduct disorder in adolescence
from childhood trajectories of disruptive behaviors. Journal of the American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry 2001;40:678–684. [PubMed: 11392346]

Deater-Deckard K, Dodge KA, Bates JE, Pettit GS. Physical discipline among African American mothers:
Links to children's externalizing behaviors. Developmental Psychology 1996;32:1065–1072.

Denham SA, Workman E, Cole PM, Weissbrod C, Kendziora KT, Zahn-Waxler C. Prediction of
externalizing behavior problems from early to middle childhood: The role of parental socialization
and emotional expression. Development and Psychopathology 2000;12:23–45. [PubMed: 10774594]

Dishion TJ, Andrews DW, Crosby L. Antisocial boys and their friends in early adolescence: relationship
characteristics, quality, and interactional process. Child Development 1995;66(1):139–151.
[PubMed: 7497821]

Dishion TJ, Owen LD. A longitudinal analysis of friendships and substance use: Bidirectional influence
from adolescence to adulthood. Developmental Psychology 2002;38:480–491. [PubMed: 12090479]

Dodge, KA.; Coie, JD.; Lynam, D. Aggression and antisocial behavior in youth. In: Eisenberg, N., editor.
Handbook of child psychology. Vol. 6th ed.. Vol. Vol. 3. New York: Wiley; 2006.

Dodge KA, Pettit GS. A biosocial model of development of chronic conduct problems in adolescence.
Developmental Psychology 2003;39:349–371. [PubMed: 12661890]

Eaves CS. Heroin use among female adolescents: The role of partner influence in path of ignition and
route of administration. American Journal of Drug & Alcohol Abuse 2004;30:21–38. [PubMed:
15083552]

Elliot, DS.; Menard, S. Delinquent friends and delinquent behavior: Temporal and developmental
patterns. In: Hawkins, JD., editor. Delinquency and crime: Current theories. New York: Cambridge
University Press; 1996. p. 28-67.

Fergusson DM, Horwood LJ. Male and female offending trajectories. Developmental Psychopathology
2002;14(1):159–177.

Frick PJ, Stickle TR, Dandreaux DM, Farrell JM, Kimonis ER. Callous-unemotional traits in predicting
the severity and stability of conduct problems and delinquency. Journal of Abnormal Child
Psychology 2005;33:471–487. [PubMed: 16118993]

Gadow, KD.; Sprafkin, J. Child Symptom Inventories manual. Stony Brook, NY: Checkmate Plus; 1994.

Miller et al. Page 14

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Gavazzi SM, Yarcheck CM, Chesney-Lind M. Global risk indicators and the role of gender in a juvenile
detention sample. Criminal Justice and Behavior 2006;33:597–612.

Giordano PC. Girls, guys, and gangs: The changing social context of female delinquency. Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology 1978;69:126–132.

Giordano PC, Manning WD, Longmore MA. The romantic relationships of African-American and White
adolescents. Sociological Quarterly 2005;46:545–568.

Grolnick, WS.; Farkas, M. Parenting and the development of children's self-regulation. In: Bornstein,
MH., editor. Handbook of parenting. Vol. 2nd ed.. Vol. Vol. 4. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 2002. p.
89-110.

Gunnoe ML, Mariner CL. Toward a developmental-contextual model of the effects of parental spanking
on children's aggression. Archives of Pediatrics and Adolescent Medicine 1997;151:768–775.
[PubMed: 9265877]

Haynie DL. Friendship networks and delinquency: The relative nature of peer delinquency. Journal of
Quantitative Criminology 2002;18:99–134.

Haynie DL, Giordano PC, Manning WD, Longmore MA. Adolescent romantic relationships and
delinquency involvement. Criminology 2005;43(1):177–210.

Hill NE. Disentangling ethnicity, socioeconomic status and parenting: Interactions, influences and
meaning. Vulnerable Children and Youth Studies 2006;1:114–124.

Hipwell A, Loeber R, Stouthamer-Loeber M, Keenan K, White HR, Kroneman L. Characteristics of girls
with early onset disruptive and antisocial behaviour. Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health
2002;12:99–118. [PubMed: 12357260]

Huh D, Tristan J, Wade E, Stice E. Does problem behavior elicit poor parenting? A prospective study of
adolescent girls. Journal of Adolescent Research 2006;21:185. [PubMed: 16528407]

Kilgore K, Snyder J, Lentz C. The Contribution of Parental Discipline, Parental Monitoring, and School
Risk to Early-Onset Conduct Problems in African American Boys and Girls. Developmental
Psychology 2000;36:835–845. [PubMed: 11081706]

Konopka, G. The adolescent girl in conflict. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.; 1966.
Laird R, Pettit GS, Bates JE, Dodge KA. Parents' monitoring-relevant knowledge and adolescents'

delinquent behavior: Evidence of correlated developmental changes and reciprocal influences. Child
Development 2003;74:752–768. [PubMed: 12795388]

Lau AS, Litrownik AJ, Newton RR, Black MM, Everson MD. Factors affecting the link between physical
discipline and child externalizing problems in black and white families. Journal of Community
Psychology 2006;34:89–103.

Lansford JE, Chang L, Dodge KA, Malone PS, Oburu P, Palmérus K, et al. Physical discipline and
children's adjustment: Cultural normativeness as a moderator. Child Development 2005;76:1234–
1246. [PubMed: 16274437]

Lansford JE, Deater-Deckard K, Dodge KA, Bates JE, Pettit GS. Ethnic differences in the link between
physical discipline and later adolescent externalizing behaviors. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry 2004;45:801–812. [PubMed: 15056311]

Loeber RD, Farrington P, et al. Male mental health problems, psychopathy, and personality traits: Key
findings from the first 14 years of the Pittsburgh Youth Study. Clinical Child & Family Psychology
Review 2001;4:273–297. [PubMed: 11837460]

Loeber, R.; Stouthamer-Loeber, M.; Van Kammen, WB.; Farrington, DP. Development of a new measure
of self-reported antisocial behavior for young children: Prevalence and reliability. In: Klein, M.,
editor. Cross-national research in self-reported crime and delinquency. Dordrechyt, Netherlands:
Kluwer: Nijhoff; 1989. p. 203-224.

Loeber R, Stouthamer-Loeber M. Development of juvenile aggression and violence: Some common
misconceptions and controversies. American Psychologist 1998;53:242–259. [PubMed: 9491750]

Loeber, R.; Farrington, DP.; Stouthamer-Loeber, M.; van Kammen, WB. Antisocial behavior and mental
health problems: Explanatory factors in childhood and adolescence. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates; 1998.

Loeber, R.; Farrington, DP. Child delinquents: Development, intervention, and service needs. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.; 2001.

Miller et al. Page 15

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Loney, BR.; Lima, EN. Classification and assessment. In: Essau, CA., editor. Conduct and oppositional
defiant disorders: Epidemiology, risk factors, and treatment. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates; 2003. p. 3-31.

Maccoby, EE. The two sexes: growing up apart, coming together. Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of
Harvard University Press; 1998.

Mason CA, Walker-Barnes CJ, Tu S, Simons J, Martinez-Arrue R. Ethnic differences in the affective
meaning of parental control behaviors. Journal of Primary Prevention 2004;25:59–79.

Mattison RE, Carlson GA, Cantwell DP, Asarnow JR. Teacher and parent ratings of children with
depressive disorders. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral Disorders 2007;15:184–192.

McCabe KM, Lansing A, Garland A, Hough R. Gender differences in psychopathology, functional
impairment, and familial risk factors among adjudicated delinquents. Journal of the American
Academy of child and Adolescent Psychiatry 2002;41:860–867. [PubMed: 12108812]

McLeod J, Kruttschnitt C, Dornfield M. Does parenting explain the effects of structural conditions on
children's antisocial behavior? A comparison of Blacks and Whites. Social Forces 1994;73:575–604.

McLoyd VC. Socioeconomic disadvantage and child development. American Psychologist 1998;53:185–
204. [PubMed: 9491747]

McLoyd VC, Smith J. Physical discipline and behavior problems in African American, European
American, and Hispanic children: Emotional support as a moderator. Journal of Marriage and Family
2002;64:40–53.

McMahon, RJ.; Slough, NM. Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group. Family-based intervention
in the Fast Track Program. In: Peters, RD.; McMahon, RJ., editors. Preventing childhood disorders,
substance abuse, and delinquency. Vol. Vol. 3. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.; 1996.
p. 90-110.

Miller-Johnson S, Coie JD, Maumary-Gremaud A, Bierman K. Peer rejection and aggression and early
starter models of conduct disorder. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology 2002;30:217–230.
[PubMed: 12041708]

Moffitt TE. Adolescence-limited and life-course-persistent antisocial behavior: A developmental
taxonomy. Psychological Review 1993;100(4):674–701. [PubMed: 8255953]

Moffitt, TE.; Caspi, A.; Rutter, M.; Silva, PA. Sex differences in antisocial behavior: Conduct disorder,
delinquency, and violence in the Dunedin Longitudinal Study. New York, NY: Cambridge University
Press; 2001.

Moon DG, Hecht ML, Jackson KM, Spellers RE. Ethnic and gender differences and similarities in
adolescent drug use and refusals of drug offers. Substance Use and Misuse 1999;34:1059–1083.
[PubMed: 10359222]

Olson SL, Sameroff AJ, Kerr DCR, Lopez NL, Wellman HM. Developmental foundations of
externalizing problems in young children: The role of effortful control. Developmental
Psychopathology 2005;17:25–45.

Patterson, G.; Capaldi, D.; Bank, L. An early starter model for predicting delinquency. In: Pepler, DJ.;
Rubin, KH., editors. The development and treatment of childhood aggression. Hillsdale, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc; 1991. p. 139-168.

Patterson GR, DeBaryshe BD, Ramsey E. A developmental perspective on antisocial behavior. American
Psychologist 1989;44(2):329. [PubMed: 2653143]

Patterson GR, Dishion TJ, Yoerger K. Adolescent growth in new forms of problem behavior: Macro-
and micro-peer dynamics. Prevention Science 2000;1:3–13. [PubMed: 11507792]

Pepler, DJ.; Madsen, KC.; Webster, C.; Levene, KS., editors. The development and treatment of girlhood
aggression. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates; 2005.

Polaha J, Larzelere RE, Shapiro SK, Pettit GS. Physical discipline and child behavior problems: A study
of ethnic group differences. Parenting: Science and Practice 2004;4:339–360.

Pratt TC, Cullen FT. The empirical status of Gottfredson and Hirschi's general theory of crime: A meta-
analysis. Criminology 2000;38(3):931.

Putallaz, M.; Bierman, K., editors. Aggression, antisocial behavior, and violence among girls. A
developmental perspective. New York: Guilford Press; 2004.

Miller et al. Page 16

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Reid, JB.; Patterson, GR.; Snyder, J., editors. Antisocial behavior in children and adolescents: A
developmental analysis and model for intervention. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association; 2002.

Schaeffer CM, Petras H, Ialongo N, Masyn KE, Hubbard S, Poduska J, Kellam S. A comparison of girls'
and boys' aggressive-disruptive behavior trajectories across elementary school: Prediction to young
adult antisocial outcomes. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology 2006;74:500–510.
[PubMed: 16822107]

Shulman S, Scharf M. Adolescent romantic behaviors and perceptions: Age- and gender-related
differences, and links with family and peer relationships. Journal of Research on Adolescence
2000;10:99–118.

Silverthorn P, Frick PJ. Developmental pathways to antisocial behavior: The delayed-onset pathway in
girls. Development and Psychopathology 1999;39:189–200.

Snyder, H. Juvenile arrests. Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention;
2003.

Snyder, HN. Juvenile arrests 2004. Washington, D.C.: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention; 2006.

Snyder J, Horsch E, Childs J. Peer social relationships of young children: Affiliative choices and the
shaping of aggressive behavior. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology 1997;26:145–156. [PubMed:
9169375]

Snyder J, Schrepferman L, Oeser J, Patterson G, Stoolmiller M, Johnson K, Snyder A. Deviancy training
and association with deviant peers in young children: Occurrence and contribution to early-onset
conduct problems. Development and Psychopathology 2005;17:397–413. [PubMed: 16761551]

Stattin, H.; Magnusson, D. Pubertal maturation in female development. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates; 1990.

Straus MA, Hamby SL, Finkelhor D, Moore DW, Runyan D. Identification of child maltreatment with
the Parent-Child Conflict Tactics Scales: development and psychometric data for a national sample
of American parents. Child Abuse and Neglect 1998;22:249–270. [PubMed: 9589178]

Thornberry, TP.; Krohn, MD. Peers, drug use, and delinquency. In: Stoff, DM.; Breiling, J.; Maser, JD.,
editors. Handbook of antisocial behavior. New York: Wiley; 1997. p. 218-233.

Thorne, B. Gender play: Girls and boys in school. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press; 1993.
Underwood, MK. Social aggression among girls. New York, NY: Guilford Press; 2003.
Warr M. Age, peers, and delinquency. Criminology 1993;31:17–40.
Warr M. Organization and instigation in delinquent groups. Criminology 1996;34:11–37.
Warr, M. Companions in crime. The social aspects of criminal conduct. New York: NY: Cambridge

University Press; 2002.
Webster-Stratton C. Early-onset conduct problems: Does gender make a difference? Journal of

Consulting and Clinical Psychology 1996;64(3):540–551. [PubMed: 8698948]
Whiteside-Mansell L, Bradley RH, Owen MT, Randolph SM, Cauce AM. Parenting and children's

behavior at 36 months: Equivalence between African American and European American mother -
child dyads. Parenting: Science and Practice 2003;3:197–234.

Youngstrom E, Loeber R, Stouthamer-Loeber M. Patterns and correlates between parent, teacher, and
male adolescent ratings of externalizing and internalizing problems. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology 2000;68:1028–1050.

Miller et al. Page 17

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Miller et al. Page 18
Ta

bl
e 

1
St

ud
y 

V
ar

ia
bl

es
: M

ea
ns

, S
ta

nd
ar

d 
D

ev
ia

tio
ns

, a
nd

 C
or

re
la

tio
ns

 b
y 

Et
hn

ic
ity

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

E
ur

op
ea

n 
A

m
e.

 –
 M

ea
n

0.
38

0.
21

0.
22

1.
12

1.
65

1.
35

1.
07

1.
48

2.
00

0.
42

25
.8

0
25

.8
1

2.
19

0.
82

E
ur

op
ea

n 
A

m
e.

 –
 S

.D
.

0.
49

0.
40

0.
41

0.
25

0.
45

0.
28

0.
14

0.
30

2.
94

0.
40

4.
47

4.
12

4.
15

2.
05

1.
 P

ar
en

t e
du

ca
tio

n
--

0.
33

**
*

0.
05

0.
05

−0
.0

6
−0

.0
9

0.
10

0.
07

0.
12

0.
12

−0
.0

0
0.

03
0.

10
0.

06

2.
 P

ub
lic

 a
ss

is
ta

nc
e

0.
09

--
0.

16
*

0.
07

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
3

0.
09

−0
.0

0
0.

10
0.

01
0.

08
0.

16
*

0.
01

0.
11

3.
 S

in
gl

e 
pa

re
nt

0.
05

0.
13

*
--

0.
17

*
0.

10
0.

07
0.

09
0.

08
0.

04
0.

07
0.

10
0.

08
0.

21
**

0.
15

*

4.
 P

ar
en

t-c
hi

ld
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n
0.

12
*

0.
05

0.
12

*
--

0.
46

**
*

0.
17

**
0.

23
**

*
0.

07
0.

13
0.

01
0.

05
0.

13
*

0.
20

**
−0

.0
9

5.
 P

ar
en

t-c
hi

ld
 ti

m
e 

to
ge

th
er

0.
01

−0
.0

2
0.

05
0.

34
**

*
--

0.
29

**
*

0.
17

**
−0

.0
2

−0
.0

3
0.

08
0.

14
0.

17
**

0.
11

0.
03

6.
 P

os
iti

ve
 p

ar
en

tin
g

−0
.0

1
−0

.0
3

0.
01

0.
21

**
*

0.
25

**
*

--
0.

05
−0

.0
3

0.
03

0.
03

0.
00

0.
03

0.
06

−0
.0

6

7.
 P

ar
en

t w
ar

m
th

0.
12

*
0.

07
0.

10
0.

34
**

*
0.

36
**

*
0.

18
**

--
0.

07
−0

.0
6

0.
01

0.
18

**
0.

29
**

*
0.

21
**

0.
16

*

8.
 H

ar
sh

 d
is

ci
pl

in
e

−0
.0

5
0.

09
0.

09
0.

04
0.

14
*

0.
09

0.
02

--
0.

06
0.

14
0.

11
0.

17
**

0.
09

0.
11

9.
 P

ee
r d

ev
ia

nc
e—

 a
ge

 7
0.

10
0.

11
0.

12
*

0.
02

0.
01

−0
.0

7
0.

04
0.

13
*

--
0.

17
0.

00
0.

05
−0

.0
9

0.
00

10
. G

en
de

r c
om

po
si

tio
n-

de
lin

qu
en

t p
ee

rs
−0

.0
7

−0
.0

1
−0

.1
5*

−0
.0

6
−0

.1
5*

−0
.1

1
−0

.1
2

0.
02

0.
02

--
−0

.0
4

−0
.0

9
0.

03
0.

03

11
. C

D
/O

D
D

-p
ar

en
t/c

hi
ld

ra
tin

gs
-a

ge
 7

0.
04

0.
17

**
0.

18
**

0.
09

0.
07

0.
10

0.
25

**
*

0.
21

**
*

0.
26

**
*

−0
.0

9
--

0.
57

**
*

0.
17

*
0.

22
**

*

12
. C

D
/O

D
D

—
pa

re
nt

/c
hi

ld
ra

tin
gs

-a
ge

 8
0.

07
0.

11
0.

14
*

0.
12

*
0.

10
0.

03
0.

22
**

*
0.

19
**

*
0.

18
**

0.
03

0.
65

**
*

--
0.

13
0.

10

13
. C

D
/O

D
D

-te
ac

he
r r

at
in

gs
-

ag
e 

7
0.

10
0.

01
0.

14
*

0.
04

−0
.0

4
−0

.0
1

0.
05

−0
.0

0
0.

14
*

−0
.1

4*
0.

23
**

*
0.

20
**

--
0.

42
**

*

14
. C

D
/O

D
D

-te
ac

he
r r

at
in

gs
-

ag
e 

8
0.

09
0.

04
0.

14
*

0.
08

0.
10

0.
01

0.
14

*
0.

05
0.

18
**

−0
.0

5
0.

26
**

*
0.

19
**

0.
56

**
*

--

1
2

3
4

5
6

7
8

9
10

11
12

13
14

A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

e.
 –

 M
ea

n
0.

56
0.

40
0.

57
1.

29
1.

74
1.

35
1.

16
1.

67
5.

16
0.

38
26

.4
6

26
.2

8
4.

61
2.

52

A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

e.
 –

 S
.D

.
0.

50
0.

49
0.

50
0.

42
0.

57
0.

32
0.

23
0.

31
5.

51
0.

35
5.

63
5.

50
5.

72
4.

18

N
ot

e:
 T

he
 fi

rs
t f

ou
r v

ar
ia

bl
es

 w
er

e 
co

de
d 

0/
1 

as
 fo

llo
w

s:
 ra

ce
 –

 E
ur

op
ea

n-
A

m
er

ic
an

/n
on

 E
ur

op
ea

n-
A

m
er

ic
an

; p
ar

en
t e

du
ca

tio
n 

– 
12

th
 g

ra
de

 e
du

ca
tio

n 
or

 h
ig

he
r/l

es
s t

ha
n 

12
th

 g
ra

de
 e

du
ca

tio
n;

 p
ub

lic
 a

ss
is

ta
nc

e 
– 

no
/y

es
, s

in
gl

e 
pa

re
nt

 –
 n

o/
ye

s. 
Th

e 
pa

re
nt

in
g 

m
ea

su
re

s w
er

e
co

de
d 

su
ch

 th
at

 a
 h

ig
he

r s
co

re
 in

di
ca

te
s p

oo
re

r p
ar

en
tin

g.
.

C
or

re
la

tio
ns

 fo
r E

ur
op

ea
n 

A
m

er
ic

an
 g

irl
s a

re
 a

bo
ve

 th
e 

di
ag

on
al

; c
or

re
la

tio
ns

 fo
r A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

 g
irl

s a
re

 b
el

ow
 th

e 
di

ag
on

al
.

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Miller et al. Page 19
Ta

bl
e 

2
R

eg
re

ss
io

ns
: P

ar
en

tin
g 

B
eh

av
io

rs
 a

nd
 P

ee
r D

ev
ia

nc
e 

an
d 

A
ss

oc
ia

tio
ns

 w
ith

 C
on

du
ct

/O
pp

os
iti

on
al

 P
ro

bl
em

s

C
D

/O
D

D
-P

ar
en

t/C
hi

ld
 R

at
in

gs
C

D
/O

D
D

-T
ea

ch
er

 R
at

in
gs

A
ge

 7
A

ge
 8

A
ge

 7
A

ge
 8

t
β

SE
t

β
SE

t
β

SE
t

β
SE

Et
hn

ic
ity

−2
.7

8**
−0

.1
4

0.
50

−1
.2

5
−0

.0
5

0.
40

2.
54

*
0.

13
0.

53
1.

29
0.

06
0.

34

Lo
w

 e
du

ca
tio

n
−1

.1
7

−0
.0

5
0.

44
−0

.3
2

−0
.0

1
0.

35
2.

40
*

0.
11

0.
47

0.
55

0.
02

0.
30

Pu
bl

ic
 a

ss
is

ta
nc

e
1.

47
0.

07
0.

50
0.

37
0.

01
0.

40
−0

.5
1

−0
.0

2
0.

52
1.

43
0.

06
0.

33

Si
ng

le
 p

ar
en

t
2.

20
*

0.
10

0.
48

0.
08

0.
00

0.
39

2.
60

**
0.

13
0.

50
0.

85
0.

04
0.

32

C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n

−0
.3

6
−0

.0
2

0.
73

0.
66

0.
03

0.
58

1.
02

0.
05

0.
75

−0
.3

9
−0

.0
2

0.
46

Ti
m

e 
to

ge
th

er
0.

61
0.

03
0.

49
0.

83
0.

03
0.

40
−0

.7
7

−0
.0

4
0.

51
1.

44
0.

07
0.

33

Po
si

tiv
e 

pa
re

nt
in

g
−1

.4
8

−0
.0

7
0.

81
−0

.1
6

−0
.0

1
0.

65
−0

.8
8

−0
.0

4
0.

86
−1

.8
2

−0
.0

9
0.

54

Pa
re

nt
 w

ar
m

th
3.

82
**

*
0.

18
1.

24
1.

98
*

0.
08

1.
00

1.
24

0.
06

1.
32

2.
11

*
0.

10
0.

82

H
ar

sh
 p

ar
en

tin
g

5.
47

**
*

0.
24

0.
70

3.
44

**
*

0.
14

0.
57

0.
89

0.
04

0.
73

1.
16

0.
05

0.
45

Pe
er

 d
ev

 –
 a

ge
 7

4.
03

**
*

0.
18

0.
05

0.
95

0.
04

0.
04

2.
32

*
0.

11
0.

05
1.

56
0.

07
0.

03

C
D

/O
D

D
 –

 a
ge

 7
--

--
--

13
.3

9**
*

0.
53

0.
04

--
--

--
10

.2
3**

*
0.

45
0.

03

* p 
<.

.0
5

**
p 

<.
01

**
* p 

<.
00

1

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Miller et al. Page 20
Ta

bl
e 

3
Et

hn
ic

ity
 a

s a
 M

od
er

at
or

 o
f t

he
 A

ss
oc

ia
tio

n 
be

tw
ee

n 
H

ar
sh

 D
is

ci
pl

in
e 

an
d 

C
on

du
ct

/O
pp

os
iti

on
al

 P
ro

bl
em

s

A
nt

is
oc

ia
l B

eh
av

io
r-

Pa
re

nt
/C

hi
ld

 R
at

in
gs

A
nt

is
oc

ia
l B

eh
av

io
r-

T
ea

ch
er

 R
at

in
gs

A
ge

 7
A

ge
 8

A
ge

 7
A

ge
 8

t
β

SE
t

β
SE

t
β

SE
t

β
SE

Et
hn

ic
ity

−1
.3

8
−0

.4
7

3.
51

1.
35

0.
39

2.
72

1.
98

*
0.

76
3.

85
−1

.2
3

−0
.4

5
2.

44

Lo
w

 e
du

ca
tio

n
−0

.8
4

−0
.0

4
0.

44
0.

37
0.

01
0.

34
2.

65
**

0.
13

0.
47

0.
68

0.
03

0.
31

Pu
bl

ic
 a

ss
is

ta
nc

e
2.

53
*

0.
11

0.
48

0.
93

0.
03

0.
37

−0
.3

8
−0

.0
2

0.
52

1.
83

0.
08

0.
34

Si
ng

le
 p

ar
en

t
2.

61
**

0.
12

0.
47

−0
.1

8
−0

.0
1

0.
37

2.
83

**
0.

14
0.

51
1.

32
0.

06
0.

33

C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n

−0
.8

8
−0

.0
8

1.
34

0.
13

0.
01

1.
03

0.
46

0.
05

1.
58

−0
.2

9
−0

.0
3

0.
98

Ti
m

e 
To

ge
th

er
1.

42
0.

11
0.

77
0.

42
0.

03
0.

59
0.

10
0.

01
0.

94
0.

47
0.

03
0.

58

Po
si

tiv
e 

Pa
re

nt
in

g
−0

.6
9

−0
.0

5
1.

12
1.

70
0.

09
0.

86
−0

.1
8

−0
.0

1
1.

20
−1

.6
7

−0
.1

1
0.

74

Pa
re

nt
 W

ar
m

th
2.

03
*

0.
16

2.
08

2.
67

**
0.

17
1.

60
1.

74
0.

15
2.

29
0.

51
0.

04
1.

41

H
ar

sh
 p

ar
en

tin
g

2.
84

**
0.

17
0.

97
1.

60
0.

08
0.

75
0.

42
0.

03
1.

04
0.

57
0.

04
0.

65

Et
hn

ic
ity

 ×
 c

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n
0.

79
0.

17
1.

60
0.

55
0.

10
1.

21
0.

12
0.

03
1.

81
0.

22
0.

05
1.

12

Et
hn

ic
ity

 ×
 ti

m
e 

to
ge

th
er

−1
.4

6
−0

.2
7

1.
00

−0
.0

9
−0

.0
1

0.
78

−0
.6

1
−0

.1
3

1.
22

1.
22

0.
25

0.
80

Et
hn

ic
ity

 ×
 p

os
iti

ve
pa

re
nt

in
g

−0
.4

3
−0

.0
9

1.
59

−2
.2

8*
−0

.4
2

1.
24

−0
.8

7
−0

.2
1

1.
72

−0
.1

6
−0

.0
4

1.
13

Et
hn

ic
ity

 ×
 p

ar
en

t w
ar

m
th

1.
14

0.
34

2.
57

−1
.2

1
−0

.3
0

1.
97

−1
.0

8
−0

.3
6

2.
83

0.
92

0.
29

1.
77

Et
hn

ic
ity

 ×
 h

ar
sh

 p
ar

en
tin

g
1.

21
0.

28
1.

38
0.

92
0.

18
1.

07
0.

11
0.

03
1.

47
0.

25
0.

06
0.

93

C
on

du
ct

/o
pp

os
iti

on
al

--
--

--
15

.1
0**

*
0.

55
0.

03
--

--
--

8.
97

**
*

0.
40

0.
08

* p 
<.

05

**
p 

< 
.0

1

**
* p 

< 
.0

01
.

N
ot

e:
 S

E 
= 

st
an

da
rd

iz
ed

 e
rr

or

J Abnorm Child Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2010 February 1.


