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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Prior to the 1970s, the period of early adolescence used to be typified as a period 

of 'storm and stress ' with many conflicts for both the adolescents and their families 

(Bios, 1967; Erickson, 1968; Steinberg, 1990; Henricson & Roker, 2000; Steinberg, 

2001). During the late 1960s and early 1970s, however, several community studies 

found that approximately three quarters of adolescents and their families had happy 

relationships and a rather trouble free period (e.g., Kandel & Lesser, 1972). This does 

not mean that only a quarter of adolescents shows problem behavior, considering the 

fact that nowadays more than 60% of adolescents get involved in some kind of problem 

behavior in the course of adolescence (Moffitt, 1993). These behaviors are usually 

preceded by former problem behavior and /o r are influenced by personal factors and 

factors within the social environment, such as family and friends. 

The early adolescence is an especially vulnerable period because of the multiple 

and simultaneously occurring changes both within and outside of the young 

adolescent (physical and emotional changes, socio-cognitive development, school 

transition, etc.). This is indicated by an increase in prevalence of a variety of clinical 

disorders and behavior problems during and following puberty (McCord, 1990; Moffitt, 

1993; Siegel & Scovill, 2000). Considering the high amount of problem behavior during 

this period, it is important to study the determinants of these behaviors. In the present 

thesis, the focus is on adolescent problem behavior and two important environmental 

factors: parenting and friends behavior. 
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The introduction will continue with an elaboration of important 

concepts /aspects that are dealt with in chapters 2 to 4. Afterwards, a summary of the 

research questions will be given and a short outline of the subsequent chapters will be 

provided. 

1.1 Externa l i z ing and internal iz ing problem behavior 

Most of the studies on problem behavior of adolescents have focused on various 

types of externalizing problem behavior, including delinquency and aggression (Kazdin, 

1997). A second large group of problem behavior, internalizing problems (e.g., anxiety 

and depression), has received less attention. A possible reason might be that 

externalizing problem behavior is more visible and has more direct consequences for 

the community. Another reason might be that externalizing problems are more 

prevalent. However, it has been found that between 7% and 3 3 % (depending on its 

definition and assessment) of the adolescents show depressive feelings. Furthermore, 

depression is one of the leading predictors of adolescent suicide (Petersen et al., 1993). 

Given this high prevalence and the serious consequences, this type of problem 

behavior too deserves research attention. In this thesis, both types of problem behavior 

will be examined. 

1.1.1 Assessment of problem behavior 

Two approaches exist to assess problem behavior (see Kamphaus et al., 1999; 

Sprock, 2003). The first is a categorical approach, in which children are classified in 

terms of whether or not they have a disorder. The application of the Diagnostic and 

statistical manual of mental disorders, 4 th ed. text revision (DSM-IV-TR; American 

Psychiatric Association, 1994) exemplifies such an approach. The second approach is a 

dimensional approach, which provides scores of all children on one or more 

dimensions. The full range of child behavior becomes clearer, since it does not exclude 

the children that are not diagnosed (Kamphaus et al., 1999). Overall, the dimensional 

approach seems to have more predictive validity, represents borderline cases better, 

and comorbidity can be better understood (e.g., Widiger & Frances, 1994; Fergusson & 

Horwood, 1995; Clark, 1999; Kamphaus et al., 1999). Illustrative of this approach is 

the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL: Achenbach, 1991a; Verhuist, van der Ende, & 
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Koot, 1996), a questionnaire that is designed to assess problem behavior and social 

competencies of children as reported by parents. 

In the present thesis, problem behavior is measured with the Dutch version of 

the Youth Self-Report (YSR: Achenbach, 1991b; Verhuist, van der Ende, & Koot, 1997), 

a questionnaire that is derived from the CBCL. The YSR is filled out by the adolescents 

themselves (between 11- and 18-years old). Although parents (and also teachers) are 

important informants for determining the level of problem behavior of children, the 

child's own report becomes more important as he or she becomes older. Parents and 

teachers do not monitor every behavior of the adolescent and many problems of the 

adolescent might remain unnoticed (Youngstrom, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2000). 

In line with this reasoning, Verhuist and Van der Ende (1992) found that adolescents 

reported more problems than their parents did. 

In origin, the CBCL is developed for the clinical practice. By means of patients ' 

files (children and adolescents) and descriptions of problem behavior and emotional 

problems from the literature, a list of items was developed. Parents with children who 

were referred to clinical institutes and social workers of these institutes assessed these 

items. This resulted in a total of 118 questions about behavioral and emotional 

problem behaviors that could be categorized in eight 'small-band' syndrome scales. 

Five of these syndrome scales belong to two 'broad-band' syndromes, Externalizing and 

Internalizing. The Externalizing syndrome consists of the scales Delinquent Behavior 

and Aggressive Behavior. The Internalizing syndrome consists of Anxious/ Depressed, 

Withdrawn, and Somatic Complaints. 

Because in this thesis a normal population of adolescents is examined, 

additional questions were added to the YSR in order to expand the range of 

externalizing problems with problem behaviors that occur frequently in non-clinical 

groups during this developmental period. Two new scales were developed in 

conformance with the YSR format (Reitz, Dekovic, & Meijer, 2003), School Problems 

and Disobedience, consisting of seven and eight items respectively. Items were selected 

from the literature based on face validity (e.g. Brack, Brack, & Orr 1994; Fletcher, 

Steinberg, & Sellers, 1999; Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, Day, Moore, & Abbott, 1991; 

Maggs, Almeida, & Galambos, 1995) and were reformulated in correspondence with the 

items of the YSR. 
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1.1.2 Structure of problem behavior 

When we talk about the construct of problem behavior, what do we mean 

exactly? Should one consider different types of problem behavior as belonging to one 

single factor of general deviance, or should one consider them as multiple phenomena? 

The majority of research that examined the structure of problem behavior only 

examined externalizing problem behavior. In the 1970s, Jessor and Jessor (1977) 

concluded that different types of externalizing problems (drinking, drug use, 

delinquent behavior, and precocious sexual intercourse) constitute a 'syndrome' of 

problem behavior. This finding is replicated many times later (Allen, Leadbeater, & 

Aber, 1994; Ary, Duncan, Duncan, & Hops, 1999; Ary et al., 1999; Donovan & Jessor, 

1985; Donovan, Jessor, & Costa, 1988; Farrell, Danish, & Howard, 1992; Flannery, 

Williams, & Vazsonyi, 1999). 

Other studies, however, found support for a multi-factor structure of 

externalizing problem behavior (Farrell, Kung, White, & Valois, 2000; Gillmore, 

Hawkins, Catalano, Day, & Moore, 1991). These studies do show that a 'syndrome' of 

problem behavior might exist as a second-order factor, instead of a first-order factor, 

as was previously found. 

When both externalizing- and internalizing problem behavior are examined, 

studies find consistently two-factor models, including an externalizing- and an 

internalizing factor (Brack, Brack, & Orr, 1994; Hartman et al., 1999; Ingersoll & Orr, 

1989). None of these studies checked to see whether there would be a general second-

order factor of general deviance. Because externalizing- and internalizing problem 

behavior are often highly interrelated which suggests the existence of comorbidity 

(Angold & Costello, 1993; Loeber & Keenan, 1994; McConaughy & Skiba, 1993; Zeitlin, 

1999; Zoccolillo, 1992), it would be highly plausible that there is a higher-order factor. 

The study in chapter 2 examines the structure of both externalizing- and internalizing 

problem behavior and compares three different factor models, including a one-factor 

model to examine whether externalizing- and internalizing problem behavior belong to 

one single factor of general deviance, a two-factor model to examine whether both 

types of problems should be considered as separate constructs, and a two-factor 

higher-order model to examine whether problem behavior should be conceptualized as 

two separate constructs belonging to one factor of general deviance. The structure is 

examined on two measurement waves and gender differences are also examined. 
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1.1.3 Stability of problem behavior 

Behavioral and emotional problems during adolescence are quite stable 

(Ferdinand, Verhulst, & Wiznitzer, 1995). There are different ways to conceptualize or 

operationalize stability. A distinction can be made in absolute and relative stability 

(Alder & Scher, 1994; Holsen, Kraft, & Vitterso, 2000; Loeber, Drinkwater, Yin, 

Anderson, Schmidt, & Crawford, 2000). Absolute stability indicates the extent to which 

a const ructs absolute level remains consistent across time. This type of stability is 

often assessed at the aggregate level by comparing the mean level of problem behavior 

for a particular group at one time with the mean level for the same group at another 

time. Relative stability on the other hand measures the extent to which individuals 

retain their rank order or relative position within a group. Conceptually, relative 

stability is independent of absolute stability. When there is change (or stability) in the 

absolute level of problem behavior over time, this does not necessarily mean that there 

is (no) change in the relative position of individuals within the group. Both types of 

stability for externalizing and internalizing problem behavior are examined in Chapter 

2. 

1.1.4 Gender differences in problem behavior 

During childhood, boys exhibit more internalizing problems than girls. During 

adolescence, however, girls increasingly show internalizing problem behaviors and are 

twice as likely as boys to become anxious and depressed (Lewinsohn et al., 1993; 

Nolen-Hoeksema & Gircus, 1994; Zahn-Waxler, Klimes-Dougan, & Slattery, 2000). 

Externalizing problem behavior, on the other hand, is more prevalent in boys than in 

girls, both during childhood and adolescence (e.g., Elliott, 1994; Zahn-Waxler, Klimes-

Dougan, 8& Slattery, 2000). During adolescence, boys show higher levels of problem 

behavior like antisocial behavior and conduct disorder (Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 

2001). Because of these gender differences in the prevalence of different types of 

problem behavior, the structure and stability is examined for boys and girls separately 

(see Chapter 2). 
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1.2 Effects of family and friends o n problem behavior 

Parents influence their children. This perspective is not always shared. Critics of 

research on parenting have drawn heavily on behavior genetics and state that the role 

of parents in influencing the child's development is overemphasized (Harris, 1998; 

Rowe, 1994). While this might be partially true, for some aspects of development 

(personality, IQ), there is much evidence from several theoretical approaches (e.g., 

social learning, cognitive) that parents have an unmistakable influence on their child's 

behavior. Of course, parents are not the only source of influence on children's 

development. Following the ecological perspective (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986), the 

child is viewed as being nested within a complex network of interconnected systems. 

Child characteristics, such as biological, temperamental, and cognitive characteristics, 

are considered the most proximal influences on behavioral development. The child's 

family, the peer group and the neighborhood are more distal variables that can either 

exert their influence through more proximal variables or directly. Although many 

factors within the ecological network can relate to problem behavior one way or the 

other, the focus here will be on the family and the friends of the adolescent. 

1.3 Fami ly 

At the level of the family, many studies have identified family variables that 

covary with problem behaviors (e.g., Loeber et al., 2001; Steinberg, 2001). One of the 

most important family factors that relates to the behavior and well being of adolescents 

is the quality of the parent-child relationship: the absence of a warm, nurturing, and 

supporting relationship with parents (Dekovic, 1999; Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts, 

1989). Another family factor consistently found as important in predicting problem 

behavior is parental control (e.g., Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 

These two key concepts, support (i.e., involvement, at tachment, warmth) and 

control (i.e., monitoring, supervision, discipline), can also be aggregated into parenting 

styles (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Baumrind, 1991; O'Connor, 2002). For example, four 

types of parenting styles can be operationalized using different combinations of 

parental support and control: authoritative parenting (high support and high control), 

authori tarian parenting (low support and high control), indulgent parenting (high 

support and low control), and neglectful parenting (low support and low control) 

(Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994). Authoritative parents are 

6 



warm and involved, but firm and consistent in establishing and enforcing guidelines 

and limits. This parenting style is consistently linked with a healthy development of 

children and adolescents, whereas the three other parenting styles are often related to 

adjustment problems (e.g., Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, 

Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994). 

In contrast to the examination of the effects of parenting styles, some studies 

have integrated different parenting dimensions as unique predictors of adolescent 

problem behavior (e.g., Galambos, Barker, & Almeida, 2003). These studies find 

distinct associations between support and control measures and problem behavior. It 

seems important to examine several dimensions of parenting as unique predictors of 

problem behavior, instead of combining them into parenting styles. This permits us to 

discern the relative and unique influence of these dimensions on adolescent problem 

behavior. 

Nowadays, there seems to be a general agreement that there are at least three 

relevant dimensions of parenting behavior instead of two, including parental support, 

behavioral control, and psychological control (Barber, 1996; Pettit et al., 2001; 

Pomerantz, 2001; Galambos, Barker, & Almeida, 2003). Parental support includes 

several parenting behaviors aimed at a positive parent-child relation, such as 

responsiveness, warmth, and at tachment. These behaviors are consistently negatively 

related to different types of adolescent problem behavior. High levels of at tachment 

(Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 2000), warmth (Greenberger, Chen, Tally, & Dong, 2000), 

and family bonding (Anderson & Henry, 1994), for instance, are all related to lower 

levels of externalizing and /o r internalizing problems. 

Behavioral control refers to parenting behaviors that attempt to regulate the 

adolescent's behavior by means of supervision and behavioral management. 

Monitoring of the adolescent's whereabouts, activities, and companions, and level of 

parental strictness are important components of this type of control (Patterson, Reid, 86 

Dishion, 1992; Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, & Steinberg, 1993; Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 

1994). Higher levels of parental knowledge are related to lower levels of delinquency 

(Reid & Patterson, 1989; Jacobson & Crockett, 2000) and depression (Barber et al., 

1994; Jacobson & Crockett, 2000), whereas higher levels of parental strictness are 

related to higher levels of depression and withdrawal (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). 

In contrast, psychological control refers to control of the adolescent's behavior 

through keeping the adolescent emotionally dependent on the parent by intruding or 

interfering with the adolescent's psychological and emotional development and the 

development of independence or autonomy. This type of control affects the adolescent 
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development negatively by impeding the development of autonomy. In general, higher 

levels of parental psychological control are related to more internalizing problem 

behavior of the adolescent (Baumrind, 1991b; Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994) or, 

alternatively, higher levels of emotional autonomy granted to the adolescent by his or 

her parents are associated with less internalizing and externalizing problems (Gray & 

Steinberg, 1999; Garber & Little, 2001; Pettit et al., 2001). Chapter 3 describes a study 

where different types of parenting behaviors are examined simultaneously in relation 

with adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior to investigate the 

relative and unique effects. 

1.3.1 Child behavior as moderator 

Although it is often assumed that the direction of effects is from the parent to 

the child, many studies that examined the relation between parenting and problem 

behavior are cross-sectional in nature and do not allow any conclusions about causal 

relations (e.g., Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994; Gray & Steinberg, 1999). The parent-

child relation is created by two people interacting over time, and the behaviors of both 

persons are intertwined in cycles of reciprocal causality (Lollis & Kuczynski, 1997). 

Many theoretical models recognize the interactional nature of parent-child 

relationships and state that both parent and child influence each other in the course of 

development. In the Transactional Model (Sameroff, 1975), developmental outcomes 

are seen as a product of the combination of the individual and the context in which an 

individual is growing up. Not only parents influence children's behavior, but children 

also influence parenting as well. Additionally, parents may have varying effects on 

children who exhibit different levels of problem behavior. The Goodness-of-fit Model 

(Thomas & Chess, 1977) describes interactive processes in terms of goodness-of-fit 

between the parent and child within the context in which they are embedded. 

Patterson's coercion model (1982) refers to coercive cycles within the family, where an 

aversive st imulus of one member of a dyad is contingent on the behavior of the other 

person. Finally, Bell's (1977) control systems theory states that parent and child are 

sensitive to the behavior of the other and both adapt to each other's behavior level. 

Despite these theoretical models/theories, the predominant focus of research 

has been on the unidirectional relation from the parent to the child. When parent-child 

interaction effects are considered, mostly child characteristics such as gender, 

temperament or personality are examined (Bates et al., 1998; O'Connor & Dvorak, 
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2001; Prinzie et al., 2003). Also, most studies are conducted during childhood instead 

of adolescence (Lytton, 1990; Campbell et al., 1996). Pomerantz (2001) did include 

problem behavior of the adolescent as a moderator in predicting depressive symptoms. 

In this study however, the interaction between problem behavior and parenting was 

only included as a control on other interactions (parental intrusive support x children's 

self-evaluative processes) that were the aim of the study. To extend the study, the 

explicit aim of Chapter 3 was to examine the interactions between problem behaviors 

of the adolescent and parenting, where it is assumed that parenting effects may 

depend on the adolescent's previous level of problem behavior. For example, 

inadequate parenting might have an even more negative effect on subsequent levels of 

problem behavior of a child who already shows high levels of problem behavior, than in 

case of a child who does not show high levels of problem behavior. In other words, high 

levels of problem behavior may increase adolescent's vulnerability to parenting; high 

levels of problem behavior can strengthen the relation between negative parenting and 

subsequent levels of problem behavior. 

1.3.2 Child behavior as predictor 

In addition to the examination of moderator effects, where parenting effects may 

vary as a function of the child's previous level of problem behavior, child effects (with 

child behavior as predictor) also have been investigated in the present thesis. Studies 

found evidence for both parenting and child effects regarding parental discipline and 

antisocial behavior of preadolescent boys (Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson, 1992), 

regarding parental control and support and adolescent drinking and drug use (Stice & 

Barrera, 1995), and regarding harsh, inconsistent, and nur turant parenting and 

adolescent problem solving (Rueter & Conger, 1998). Regarding internalizing problem 

behavior, a study of Belsky, Rha, & Park (2000) showed child effects of 3-year-olds on 

parenting. No studies have been found that examined child effects regarding parenting 

and internalizing problem behavior during adolescence. In addition to the examination 

of child behavior as moderator of parenting effects on problem behavior, Chapter 3 also 

examines child behavior as predictor of parenting. 

9 



1.4 Fr iends 

During the transition into adolescence, adolescents spend an increasing amount 

of time with their peers and less time with their parents (Berndt, 1982; Larson & 

Richards, 1991; Brown et al, 1993; Engels et al., 1997). Susceptibility to peer pressure 

seems to increase and reliance upon parents ' opinions declines (Berndt, 1982). Thus, 

peers become more important for the adjustment of adolescents. Although it is true 

that peers can have positive influences, for instance, adolescents with prosocial peers 

increased their involvement in school (Berndt & Keefe, 1995), the predominant focus of 

research has been on the negative influences of peers on adolescent adjustment. 

One of the most potent predictors of adolescent problem behavior seems to be 

the association with deviant peers (Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Keena et al., 1995; 

Fergusson & Horwood, 1999). Adolescents with deviant peers engage in higher levels of 

problem behavior over time (Simons et al., 2001; Scaramella et al., 2002). Two 

processes can explain the association with deviant peers: influence and selection. 

These processes will be explained in the following paragraph. 

The focus of this thesis will be on the adolescents and their best friends, instead 

of peers, because studies showed that close friends have more influence on 

adolescents than other peers have (e.g., Urberg, 1992). Friends enjoy proximity and 

interaction with each other, whereas peers do not always have a personal relationship 

(Regnerus, 2002). Spending time with youth who show problem behavior leads to 

higher rates of subsequent problem behavior of the adolescent (Agnew, 1991; Wallace 

& Bachman, 1991; Osgood et al., 1996). Assuming that adolescents spend more time 

with a best friend than with peers, friends are expected to have more effect on 

adolescent adjustment. 

1.4.1 Influence and selection 

Adolescents and their friends tend to be similar on various attitudes and 

behaviors (Kandel, 1978; Bauman & Fisher, 1986; Tolson & Urberg, 1993). When 

friends show high levels of deviancy, it is more likely that the adolescent will show 

higher levels of problem behavior too. Two processes can explain this friend 

homogeneity: influence and selection. The influence process suggests that homogeneity 

results from socialization processes in which two friends that are associated with each 

other, influence each other over time to create a more satisfying relationship (Moreland 
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86 Levine, 1992; Ennett & Bauman, 1994). Selection processes indicate that friends 

select each other on the basis of common attributes ('assortative pairing') (Kandel, 

1978; Bauman & Fisher, 1986; Bauman & Ennett, 1996). 

Some studies find more evidence for friends influence (Berndt & Keefe, 1995; 

Urberg, Degirmencioglu, & Pilgrim, 1997), whereas others suggest that selection plays 

the most important role in similarity among friends (Ennett & Bauman, 1994; Engels 

et al., 1997). Of course, the two processes are not mutually exclusive and both might 

be differently important at different stages of friendships, including formation, 

maintenance, and friendship termination (Kandel, 1978; Urberg, Degirmencioglu, & 

Tolson, 1998). Results of a review of Bauman and Ennett (1996) on adolescent drug 

use suggests that selection processes are initially the most important in creating 

similar drug behavior among friends, whereas peer influence may reinforce common 

behavior once friendships are formed. Chapter 4 describes a study where both 

processes in relation with externalizing and internalizing problem behavior are being 

examined. 

1.4.2 Friends' self-reports 

Many studies conducted in the early nineties or before, that examined the 

association with deviant friends, assessed peer deviance by asking adolescents to 

report on their friends' behavior, rather than asking the friends themselves to report on 

their own behavior (Bauman & Ennett, 1996). A problem with these 'perceived' reports 

is projection: "the principle that people project their own attributes, including their 

own behavior, to others" (Bauman & Ennett, 1996, p. 188). Adolescents might project 

their own behavior to their friends, which can cause adolescent reports about their 

friends' behavior to be more strongly related to problem behavior than reports of the 

friends themselves. It is shown that adolescents tend to inflate the degree of similarity 

between themselves and their friends (Mounts & Steinberg, 1995), thus the strong 

association between peers' and adolescents' deviance that is usually found might 

partly be a methodological artifact. Having friends reporting on their own deviance 

increases the validity of the measures and might lead to more realistic estimations of 

peer effects. 

Findings from recent studies using friends' self-reports about their own behavior 

(e.g., Urberg, Degirmencioglu, & Tolson, 1998; Little, Brendgren, Wanner, & 

Krappmann, 1999; Brendgen, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 2000; Cui, Conger, Bryant, & Elder, 
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2002; Maxwell, 2002), still show moderate effects of the association with deviant 

friends on adolescent problem behavior. Bauman and Fisher (1986) and Aseltine 

(1995), however, compared friends' reports on their own behavior with adolescents' 

reports on friend behavior and showed that the magnitude of effect is much or even 

significantly lower when friends' self-reports are used. Kandel (1996) even concludes 

tha t t rue peer effects based on perceptions of the peers themselves are about one fifth 

of the size of the effect when adolescents' perceptions of the peers are used. 

The study in Chapter 4 examines the relation between adolescent problem 

behavior and their best friends' deviance, using self-reports of these friends about their 

own behavior. 

1.4.3 Quality of friendship relation 

Friends' influence processes might be magnified when friendships are higher in 

quality (Berndt, 1999). High-quality relationships, characterized by high levels of 

prosocial behavior and intimacy, and low levels of conflict and rivalry, may be more 

worthwhile for the adolescent, who then may be more likely to change behavior to 

create a more satisfying relationship (Urberg et al., 2003). Because these friendships 

involve mostly positive interactions, they are often quite stable over time (Berndt, 

1999). It has been found that stable friends are more similar in behavior than unstable 

friends (Kandel, 1978; Urberg et al., 1998). The study in Chapter 4 examines whether 

friends' influence differs for stable and unstable friendships. 

1.5 P a r e n t s and fr iends 

As can be concluded from the findings presented above, both parents and 

friends have an effect on adolescent problem behavior. During the transition into 

adolescence, however, when adolescents spend an increasing amount of time with 

their peers and less time with their parents, it is often assumed that parental influence 

decreases because of the rising counterinfluence of peers. The relative effect of deviant 

friends on adolescent problem behavior seems to be higher than the relative effect of 

parents on problem behavior (e.g., Bauman, Carver, & Gleiter, 2001; Beal, Ausiello, & 

Perrin, 2001; Dekovic, Reitz, & Meijer, 2002). A meta-analysis of Allen, Donohue, 

Griffin, Ryan, and Mitchell-Turner (2003) shows that peer effects on substance use are 
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substantially larger than the effects for parents. Also, in a study of Dekovic (1999) the 

association with deviant peers is found to be a stronger predictor of both externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior, than parenting. 

Although these studies seem to suggest that, at least in this developmental 

period, peers are more influential than parents, it remains possible that peer effects 

are overestimated. A reason might be that most studies have used adolescents' reports 

about their friends' behavior, instead of reports of the friends themselves. As is stated 

in paragraph 1.4.2, adolescents tend to project their own behavior to their friends, 

which might lead to an overestimation of the association between friends' and 

adolescents' deviance. The study in Chapter 4 examines the relative effect of parenting 

and friends' deviance by using actual self-reports of friends' deviant behavior. 

1.6 Research q u e s t i o n s 

In the previous sections, the most important concepts/aspects regarding 

adolescent problem behavior, family, and friends are described, which form the 

elements of the present thesis. The relevance of examining these concepts has now 

been clarified and, to summarize, a short overview will be presented of the research 

questions that are investigated in Chapters 2 , 3 , and 4: 

Chapter 2: 

What is the structure of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior during 

early adolescence and is that structure identical over time? 

Is adolescent problem behavior stable over time? (relative and absolute stability) 

- Are there gender differences in structure and stability of problem behavior? 

Chapter 3: 

Do different parenting dimensions have unique effects on adolescent exter

nalizing and internalizing problem behavior one year later? 

Are there interaction effects of parenting and adolescent problem behavior on 

subsequent levels of problem behavior? (child behavior as moderator) 

Are there child effects on parenting over time? (child behavior as predictor) 

- Are there interaction effects of parenting and adolescent problem behavior on 

subsequent levels of parenting? 
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Chapter 4: 

What are the effects of parenting and best friends' behavior (self-reports friends) 

on adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior one year later? 

Are there reciprocal effects between parenting and adolescent problem behavior 

over time? 

Are there reciprocal effects between friends' deviance and adolescent problem 

behavior over time? 

Are there differences in parenting and friends effects between stable and 

unstable friends and between boys and girls? 

1.7 R e s e a r c h des ign 

To answer the research questions, data from early adolescents were collected 

two times with a one-year interval. Three secondary schools participated that were 

located in medium- to large-sized municipalities in the Netherlands (Weesp, Almere, 

and Lelystad). The sample on the first measurement wave (Time 1) consisted of 650 

adolescents between 12 and 15 years old from the 8 , h Grade. The distribution of boys 

and girls was about equal. The self-reported ethnicity was mostly Dutch (88%). The 

adolescents completed a battery of questionnaires during regular school hours. 

One year later (Time 2), the same adolescents were tested again during school 

hours . Those who could not be reached at school received the questionnaires at home, 

including a letter containing instructions and a postpaid return envelope. When they 

did not return the envelope, they were called at home to ask if they would fill out the 

questionnaires and send it back. A total of 563 adolescents participated again at Time 

2. More information regarding the sample and instruments used to assess central 

concepts are to be found in the proceeding three empirical chapters. 

1.8 Out l ine of t h e p r e s e n t thes i s 

In sum, the present thesis continues with three chapters in which different 

systems (child, family, peers) within the ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986) 

are examined using longitudinal data. In Chapter 2, the focus is on characteristics of 

the adolescent self: his or her own problem behavior. The chapter concentrates on 
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different types of problem behavior, and the structure and stability of externalizing and 

internalizing problem behavior during early adolescence is examined. 

In Chapter 3, the system most proximal to the child is investigated, namely 

parenting behaviors of the adolescent's parents. The relations are examined between 

parenting and externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, including child 

behavior as moderator and child behavior as predictor. 

Chapter 4 combines the family system with the more distal system of 

friendships and examines the relation between parenting and best friends' deviance, on 

the one hand, and adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, on the 

other hand. Differences in relations are studied between stable and unstable 

friendships and between boys and girls. 

Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes and discusses the empirical findings and 

concludes with limitations and recommendations for future research. 
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Chapter 2: 

The Structure and Stability of Externalizing and 
Internalizing Problem Behavior During Early Adolescence 





C h a p t e r 2 : The Structure and Stability of Externalizing and 

Internalizing Problem Behavior During Early Adolescence 

Reitz, E., Dekovic, M., & Meijer, A. M. 

(submitted for publication) 

This study examines the structure and stability of externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior during early adolescence. First, we examined whether both types of 

problem behavior belong to one single factor of general deviance (one-factor model), 

whether they should be considered as two separate constructs (two-factor model), or 

whether they can be conceptualized as two separate constructs belonging to one factor of 

general deviance (two-factor higher-order model). Second, we examined whether the 

structure of problem behavior and problem behaviors themselves are stable over a one-

year period. A total of 650 13- to 14-year-olds filled out the Youth Self Report two times 

within a one-year period. Confirmatory factor analyses showed that a two-factor model 

with a higher-order factor provided the best fit at Time 1 and Time 2. Relative stability of 

problem behavior is high for boys and girls. Absolute stability for both externalizing and 

internalizing problems appears to be higher for boys scoring in the non-clinical range. 
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2 . 1 I n t r o d u c t i o n 

More than 60% of children get involved in some kind of problem behavior in the 

course of adolescence. The early adolescence is an especially vulnerable period 

because of the multiple and simultaneously occurring changes both within and outside 

of the young adolescent (pubertal development, cognitive changes, school transition, 

etc.). This is indicated by an increase in prevalence of a variety of clinical disorders and 

behavior problems during and following puberty (McCord, 1990; Moffitt, 1993; Siegel & 

Scovill, 2000). 

There has been much debate about whether different problem behaviors during 

adolescence reflect a single underlying dimension or whether they are better conceived 

as multiple phenomena (e.g., Jessor & Jessor, 1977; Donovan & Jessor, 1985; 

Donovan, Jessor, & Costa, 1988; Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, Day, & Moore, 1991). 

Use of different ins t ruments and various age groups makes it hard to compare the 

outcomes of studies that examined the structure of problem behavior. Also, the 

majority of the results apply to the structure of criminal, delinquent, or otherwise 

overtly disturbing problem behavior including antisocial behavior, substance use and 

precocious sexual behavior. However, these concern only one aspect of adolescent 

problem behavior. Nowadays, adolescent problem behavior is conceptualized as two 

empirically derived syndromes: externalizing problems (including delinquency and 

aggression) and internalizing problems (including depression, anxiety, and withdrawal) 

(Achenbach, 1991). Little is known about the structure of internalizing problem 

behavior. Accordingly, the first aim of this study is to examine the structure of 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior during adolescence. 

Jessor & Jessor (1977) were one of the first authors who found a one-factor 

s t ructure underlying adolescent externalizing problem behavior. Drinking, problem 

drinking, marijuana use, delinquent behavior, and precocious sexual intercourse 

correlated positively with each other and correlated negatively with conventional 

behavior including church attendance and academic performance. The authors 

proposed that these behaviors might constitute a 'syndrome' of problem behavior in 

adolescence. That is, they suggest that there is a single factor of unconventionality 

underlying adolescent problem behavior. Indeed, some studies found support for a 

one-factor structure of externalizing problems in adolescence (Allen, Leadbeater, & 

Aber, 1994; Ary, Duncan, Biglan, Metzler, Noell, & Smolkowski, 1999; Ary, Duncan, 

Duncan, & Hops, 1999; Donovan & Jessor, 1985; Donovan, Jessor, & Costa, 1988; 

Farrell, Danish, & Howard, 1992; Flannery, Williams, & Vazsonyi, 1999). 
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In contrast, other studies show support for a multifactor structure (Farrell, 

Kung, White, & Valois, 2000; Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, Day, & Moore, 1991). 

These multiple factors are often interrelated, which suggests that there might be a 

unitary factor of general deviance at a higher order of analysis (Gillmore et al., 1991). 

Findings of McGee and Newcomb (1992) supported the existence of a syndrome of 

problem behavior or general deviance as a meaningful second-order (but not first-

order) factor from early adolescence into adult life. More recently, Farrell et al. (2000) 

found a three-factor structure that differentiated drug use, delinquency, and 

aggression. However, another model in which these three factors loaded on a higher 

order factor (Problem Behavior) fitted the data equally well, suggesting that each 

behavior is, in part, a manifestation of a more general tendency of deviance and, in 

part, a unique phenomenon. 

The above studies exclusively focused on externalizing problem behavior. 

Studies that examined both externalizing and internalizing problems consistently 

found two separate factors. For instance, results of Ingersoll and Orr (1989) show a 

Behavioral Risk and an Emotional Risk factor. The Behavioral Risk factor consisted of 

items that clustered in three categories: substance abuse (e.g., use of alcohol, use of 

drugs), sexual behaviors (e.g., had sex, pregnancy), and delinquent behaviors (e.g., 

arrested, suspended). The Emotional Risk factor was composed of eight items and 

reflected feelings of being upset, lonely, tense, sad, etc. Brack, Brack, & Orr (1994) 

found two dimensions that corresponded to internalizing problem behavior (poor 

health s tatus , lonely, tense, upset, and nervous) and externalizing problem behavior 

(substance use, school problems, sexual intercourse, running away, and arrest). 

Hartman et al. (1999) used the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991a) 

and compared several models with a confirmatory factor analysis. They found that the 

two-factor model, including externalizing problems and internalizing problems, 

provided the best fit of the data. 

These three studies indicate that externalizing and internalizing behavior should 

be considered as separate forms of problem behavior. However, many researchers have 

shown positive associations between emotional (or internalizing) problems and conduct 

(or externalizing) problems, which suggest an existence of comorbidity (see for reviews: 

Angold & Costello, 1993; Loeber & Keenan, 1994; McConaughy & Skiba, 1993; Zeitlin, 

1999; and Zoccolillo, 1992). The reviews show no doubt about the existence of a co

occurrence between externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. However, the 

results are mixed with regard to the strength of the association, depending on whether 

the measured behaviors are general or specific. For instance Zoccolillo (1992) reported 
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a comorbidity-rate of 48% to 69% for emotional disturbance and conduct disorder 

(CD)/oppositional disorder (OD), two rather general behaviors, but reported smaller 

percentages between CD/OD and more specific internalizing behaviors like depression 

(15% to 31%) and anxiety disorders (7,1% to 30,5%). Also, Angold and Costello (1993) 

reported a high rate of comorbidity between depression and CD/OD, ranging from 22% 

to 83%, but a study of Overbeek, Vollebergh, Meeus, Engels, and Luijpers (2001) 

showed a very weak co-occurrence between emotional disturbance and delinquency, 

correlation coefficients ranging from 0.08 to 0.10. 

These differences in findings could be explained by the samples studied, the 

types of behaviors measured, and types of instruments used. For instance, clinically 

referred children or adolescents may show more co-occurrence between externalizing 

and internalizing problems than children or adolescents from the general population, 

because subjects with multiple disorders are more likely to be hospitalized than those 

with single disorders, the so-called Berkson's bias (Berkson, 1946; Zoccolillo, 1992). 

Thus, it can be hypothesized that adolescents from the general population will 

have a relative weak co-occurrence between externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior and the structure of problem behavior will therefore result in a two-factor 

model. However, considering the fact that each behavior can be, in part, a 

manifestation of a more general tendency and, in part, a unique phenomenon (Farrell 

et al., 2000), a higher-order factor structure can also apply to problem behavior. The 

present study therefore examined which conceptualization of problem behavior 

provides a better fit of self-reported problems during adolescence in a community 

sample. Three models were tested: a one-factor model (general deviance), a two-factor 

model (externalizing and internalizing problem behavior), and a two-factor model with 

a higher-order factor of general deviance. Though gender differences in prevalence of 

different types of problem behavior are well established (e.g., Allgood-Merten, 

Lewinsohn, & Hops, 1990; Leadbeater, Kuperminc, Blatt, & Hertzog, 1999; Moffitt, 

Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001), gender differences in the structure of problem behavior 

are examined less often. Therefore, in the present study gender differences regarding 

the s t ructure were also tested. 

A second aim of this study is to examine how problem behaviors develop as a 

function of age or time; whether these behaviors change or remain stable. Research 

shows substantial stability over time of problem behavior of children and adolescents 

using adults ' or teachers ' reports (Verhulst & Althaus, 1988; Koot & Verhulst, 1990; 

Verhulst & Van der Ende, 1991). One of the first reports on the stability of self-

reported problem behaviors of 11 to 16-year-old adolescents also shows a high stability 
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over a two-year period (Verhuist & Van Wattum, 1993): The stability coefficient for 

total problem scores on the Youth Self-Report was 0.63. The average stability of the 

total sample was 0.60/0.61 for internalizing and externalizing problem behavior 

respectively and stability was higher for girls than for boys. 

Also, Ferdinand, Verhuist, and Wiznitzer (1995) assessed the 4-year course of 

behavioral and emotional problems from adolescence into young adulthood in a 

general population sample, who were initially assessed with the Youth Self-Report 

(YSR; Achenbach, 1991) and reassessed with the Young Adult Self-Report (YASR; 

Achenbach, 1990) at follow-up (aged 15 to 18 years at the beginning of the study). 

They found an average 4-year stability coefficient for total problem scores of 0.49. The 

stability coefficients of the separate syndrome scores of the YSR ranged from 0.31 to 

0.47. Boys and girls did not differ significantly. 

The above-mentioned results about the stability of problem behavior all apply to 

relative stability (i.e., the consistency of an individual's rank order within a group). 

Another way to conceptualize or operationalize stability is the so-called absolute 

stability (i.e., the consistency in a construct's absolute level when that construct is 

measured over time. Conceptually, relative stability is independent of absolute stability 

(Alder & Scher, 1994; Holsen, Kraft, & Vitterso, 2000; Loeber, Drinkwater, Yin, 

Anderson, Schmidt, & Craford, 2000). 

Both studies of Verhulst et al. (1993) and Ferdinand et al. (1995) also examined 

the absolute stability and show similar results: 42% versus 36% of the adolescents 

who initially scored in the deviant range remained deviant, whereas more than 70% of 

the adolescents in both studies who scored in the non-deviant range, remained non-

deviant. The percentage of adolescents who move from the deviant range to the non-

deviant range is thus higher than the percentage of adolescents who moved from non-

deviant to deviant. Still, more than two third of the adolescents remain deviant over 

time, which is fairly stable. 

In sum, the present study focuses on two main questions. First, we will examine 

the structure of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior during early 

adolescence by testing three competing models in a community sample. The structure 

of problem behavior will be tested for both genders. Second, we will examine the 

relative and absolute stability of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior over 

a one-year period. Because the early adolescence is the most turbulent time during 

adolescence as many changes are occurring within (pubertal development) and outside 

of the individual (for instance school transition), it could be expected that the stability 

of problem behavior is lower for these adolescents than for older adolescents. 
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2.2 Method 

2.2 .1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample was drawn from three secondary schools in the Netherlands. At 

Time 1 the sample consisted of 650 adolescents between 12 and 15 years old (M = 

13.36; SD = 0.55 years) from the 8 , h Grade. All adolescents obtained passive consent 

from the parents to participate in the study. Adolescents completed a battery of 

questionnaires during regular school hours. Researchers stayed in the classroom 

during completion. 

After a one-year interval, the same adolescents were tested again. The schools 

were visited again and questionnaires were sent to the homes of the adolescents who 

had left school or could not be reached at school (due to sickness or truancy), 

including a letter containing instructions and a postpaid return envelope. 

Nonresponders were called at home to ask whether they could still fill out the 

questionnaire and send it back. A total of 563 adolescents participated again at Time 

2, i.e. the attrition rate was 13%. The distribution of boys and girls for both waves was 

about equal (T1/T2: N boys = 328/272; N girls = 322/291) and the self-reported 

ethnicity was mostly Dutch (Tl = 88.4%; T2 = 89.5%). 

The 87 nonresponders at Time 2 were between 13 and 15 years old (M = 13.67; 

SD = 0.62 years). There were more boys than girls (N boys = 56; N girls = 31). To 

examine whether the attrition group differed from the main group on problem 

behavior, t tests were performed. Significant differences were found only on Delinquent 

Behavior (t = 3.72; p < .001), with the attrition group scoring higher. 

2.2.2 Instruments 

Problem Behavior. The Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991b; Verhuist, 

Ende, & Koot, 1996) was used to obtain adolescent reports on their own 

behavioral/emotional problems. The YSR assesses two broad-band syndromes, 

Externalizing and Internalizing. The Externalizing syndrome consists of the scales 

Delinquent Behavior and Aggressive Behavior. The Internalizing syndrome consists of 

Anxious/Depressed, Withdrawn, and Somatic Complaints. These five scales were used 

in this study. All items were rated on a 3-point Likert scale where 0 indicates 

responses of "not true", 1 "somewhat or sometimes true", and 2 "very true or often 
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true". Alpha's for this study for Time 1/Time 2 are .67/ .69 for Delinquent Behavior, 

.82/ .82 for Aggressive Behavior, .84/ .87 for Anxious/Depressed, .65/ .68 for 

Withdrawn, and .73/ .76 for Somatic Complaints. 

In addition, two new scales were developed in conformance with the YSR format 

to expand the range of externalizing problems with problem behaviors that occur 

frequently in non-clinical groups during this developmental period. The two scales 

assess School Problems (e.g., Brack, Brack, & Orr, 1994; Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, 

Day, Moore, & Abbott, 1991) and Disobedience (Maggs, Almeida, & Galambos, 1995; 

Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). Items were selected from questionnaires used in previous 

studies that examined problem behavior and were drawn from the literature based on 

face validity. A total of 7 items were used to measure School Problems, for example "I 

have been send out of class for misbehavior" (Gillmore et al., 1991) and "I copy 

homework from others" (Fletcher, Steinberg, & Sellers, 1999). Alpha's of this scale for 

Time 1/Time 2 are .65/ .74. 

The second scale, Disobedience of parents, includes 8 items. Examples are "I 

refuse to do domestic tasks" (Peeters, 1994) and "I ignore prohibitions from my 

parents" (Dekovic, 1999). The internal consistencies for Time 1/Time 2 are .71/ .74. 

The items of both scales were also rated on a 3-point Likert scale used in the YSR. 

2.2.3 Plan of analysis 

To test the structure of problem behavior we conducted Confirmatory Factor 

Analyses (CFA) using LISREL 8.53 (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993). Three models were 

tested: a one-factor model, a two-factor model without a higher-order factor, and 

finally, a two-factor model with a higher-order factor. The first model specifies 7 

externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors underlying one single factor of 

problem behavior. The two-factor model differentiates between externalizing problem 

behavior, including delinquent behavior, aggressive behavior, school problems, and 

disobedience as indicators, and internalizing problem behavior, including 

anxiety/depression, withdrawal, and somatic complaints as indicators. The third 

model is similar to the two-factor model but includes a single factor of problem 

behavior at a higher order level (see Figure 1). 
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DB AB SP DO A/D WD SC 

Figure 2.1 Two-Factor Higher-Order Model 

DB: Delinquent Behavior; AB: Aggressive Behavior; SP: School Problems; DO: 

Disobedience; A/D: Anxious/Depressed; WD: Withdrawn; and SC: Somatic Complaints 

Because our data are somewhat skewed, violating the normality assumption 

that is needed for the maximum likelihood estimation method, an unweighted least 

squares (ULS) estimation method is used (Wolins, 1995). Correlation matrices are used 

as input . Model fit was evaluated using (1) the chi-square likelihood ratio statistic, (2) 

the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), (3) the Non-Normed Fit Index 

(NNFI), and (4) the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). The chi-square provides a significance 

test of the null hypothesis that the model is correct. Because this statistic is strongly 

dependent on sample size and may cause small differences to be significant, other fit 

indices were included to evaluate the fit of a model. The fit was to be judged acceptable 

by an RMSEA of less than .07 and by NNFI and CFI values greater than .90 (Hartman 

et al., 1999). 

To test which of the three competing models fits the data best at Time 1 and 

Time 2, the models were compared using a standard "decrement-to-chi-square" test in 

which the respective goodness of fits (and degrees of freedom) of two models are 

differenced (Willett & Sayer, 1994). The model that best describes the data (in terms of 

parsimony and goodness of fit) is then selected. This selected model is used for 

multigroup (boys versus girls) comparison tests, to examine gender differences in the 

magnitude of the structural coefficients. 

Next, we examine the stability of externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior. The relative stability was examined by evaluating the correlation coefficients 
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between individual scores on Time 1 and Time 2 for the same constructs. The absolute 

stability was examined in two ways. First, analysis of variance was used to examine 

changes in the absolute level of (continuous) scores over time. Second, the problem 

behavior scores were trichotomized (clinical, subclinical, and normal range) and these 

three groups were compared over time. 

2 .3 R e s u l t s 

2.3.1 Structure of Problem Behavior 

The Pearson correlations on which the factor analyses were based are reported 

in Table 2 .1 , separately for boys and girls at Time 1 and Time 2. Chi-square tests and 

fit indices for the one-factor model, two-factor model, and two-factor model with 

higher-order factor at Time 1 and Time 2 for the total sample are reported in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.1 

Intel-correlations Among Indicators of Problem Behaviors at Time 1 and Time 2 for Boys and 

Girls Separately 

Girls Boys 

Problem Behaviors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Delinquent Behavior 

2. Aggressive Behavior 

3. School Problems 

4. Disobedience 

5. Anxious/Depressed 

6. Withdrawn 

7. Somatic Complaints 

.45 

.57 

.58 

.53 

.38 

.34 

.35 

.67 

.59 

.55 

.46 

.51 

.33 

.39 

.64 

.61 

.53 

.40 

.24 

.24 

.25 

.56 

.57 

.45 

.56 

.26 

.30 

.16 

.37 

.47 

.29 

.26 

.54 

.71 

.55 

.32 

.32 

.21 

.24 

.74 

.54 

.42 

.42 

.47 

.31 

.35 

.50 

.41 

.60 

J . 5 0 

.57 

.59 

.61 

.13° 

.22 

.28 

.61 

.61 

.58 

.58 

.34 

.25 

.26 

.61 

.58 

.48 

.50 

.12D 

.22 

.17 

.49 

.59 

.40 

.56 

.17 

.24 

.29 

.21 

.33 

,07a 

.34 

.57 

.62 

.32 

.20 

.28 

.14b 

.29 

.64 

.60 

.30 

.24 

.32 

.17 

.19 

.40 

.36 

.49 

Note. Intercorrelations at Time 1 for boys and girls are below the diagonal; 

Intercorrelations for Time 2 are above the diagonal. 

Stability coefficients are on the diagonal. 

a not significant; b p < .05; all other correlations significant at p < .01. 
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In general, results were consistent across both waves. The one-factor model did 

not adequately fit the data. For both Time 1 and Time 2, the chi-square was significant 

and other indices also showed poor fit. The second model improved significantly in fit 

over the one-factor model and although the chi-square was still significant, the fit 

indices show acceptable fit. The fit of the third model was even better. Comparison of 

the goodness of fits (and degrees of freedom) of this model with the second model 

showed a significant improvement of the third model over the two-factor model. This 

indicates that a two-factor model with a higher order factor is the best fitting model for 

the total sample at Time 1 and Time 2. 

After evaluating the overall fit of the model combining data for boys and girls, 

multigroup comparison tests were performed to test whether the two-factor higher-

order factor structure was consistent across gender groups. First, all parameters were 

estimated separately within each group (unconstrained model). Then parameters are 

constrained to be identical for boys and girls (constrained model). Specifically, factor 

loadings of the latent variables on their indicators of problem behavior (= A.) were set 

equal and loadings of the higher-order factor on the externalizing factor and the 

internalizing factor (= y) were set equal for both genders. 

Table 2.2 

Model Fit Indices and Model Comparison Tests for Time 1 and Time 2 

Model Label 

Model 1: one-factor 

Model 2: two- fac tor 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

Model 3: higher order factor 

Model 1 versus Model 3 

Model 2 versus Model 3 

Model 1 : one-factor 

Model 2 : two- factor 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

Model 3: higher order factor 

Model 1 versus Model 3 

Model 2 versus Model 3 

df 

Model Fit Indices Model Comparison Tests 

X2 p RMSEA NNFI CFI Adf A%2 p(d) 

Time 1 (N = 650) 

14 631.17 .000 .260 0.82 0.90 

13 95.54 .000 .099 0.99 0.99 

11 11. .370 .012 0.98 0.99 

Time 2(N = 563) 

14 520.92 .000 .250 0.86 0.91 

13 74.21 .000 .092 0.99 0.99 

11 26.66 .005 .050 0.98 0.99 

1 535.63 p<.001 

3 619.19 p<.001 

2 83.56 p<.001 

1 446.71 p<.001 

3 494.26 p<.001 

2 47.55 p-c.001 
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It appeared that the higher-order factor model is not identical for boys and girls 

for both Time 1 and Time 2 (see Table 2.3). The results of the chi-square differences 

test indicated that the model in which the loadings were set to be equal differed from 

the unconstrained model. This means that the factor loadings of boys and girls differ 

and thus that there are gender differences in structure. 

For both Time 1 and Time 2 the results show that two of the three indicators of 

internalizing problem behavior, including Anxious/Depressed and Somatic 

Complaints, have somewhat higher factor loadings for girls as compared to boys. 

Furthermore, the correlations of the two first-order factors with the higher-order factor 

are also higher for girls than for boys on both waves. Because of these gender 

differences in results, in the next section we will analyze the stability of problem 

behavior for boys and girls separately. 

Table 2.3 

Two Factor Higher-Order Multigroup Analysis for Boys and Girls at Time 1 and Time 2 

Model Fit Indices Model Comparison Tests 

Model Label df x2 p RMSEA NNFI CFI Adf A*2 p(d) 

22 

29 

23.32 

63.18 

Time 1 (N = 650) 

.380 .014 

.000 .060 

0.97 

0.98 

0.99 

0.99 

Model 1: Unconstrained model 

Model 2: Constrained model 

Model 1 versus Model 2 7 39.86 p<.001 

Time 2(N = 563) 

Model 1: Unconstrained model 22 27.56 .190 .030 0.97 0.98 

Model 2: Constrained model 29 65.98 .000 .067 0.98 0.99 

Model 1 versus Model 2 7 38.42 p<.001 

2.4.1 Stability 

Stability of structure. The higher-order factor structure showed the best fit at 

Time 1 and Time 2 for boys and girls. However, we cannot conclude from these cross-

sectional findings that the model is stable over time. In order to test the stability of the 

model the two measurement points were combined in one factor-analysis. The latent 

variables were allowed to load only on the variables within their own time frame. The 

measurement errors of the same construct were allowed to correlate over time (e.g., 
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error of delinquent behavior at Time 1 with the error of delinquent behavior at Time 2). 

The same first-order factors and the higher-order factor were also allowed to correlate 

over time. 

For boys, this model yielded the following fit: x2 (69) = 127.34, p < .000; RMSEA 

= .056; NNFI = 0.99; CFI = 0.99. The fit indices show an acceptable fit and thus can be 

concluded that the higher-order factor model is stable over time. The same result holds 

for girls (x2 (69) = 133.26, p < .000; RMSEA = .057; NNFI = 1.00; CFI = 1.00). 

Relative stability. To determine to what extent individuals tended to maintain 

their rank order irrespective of changes in mean level of the group scores, Pearson 

correlation coefficients were computed. These stability coefficients are shown in Table 

2.1 on the diagonal of the two matrices. The coefficients range from .45 to .61 and 

according to Cohen's criteria most of them can be regarded as large (> .50) and three of 

them can be regarded as medium (between .30 and .50). To test whether there are 

gender differences in stability coefficients, Fisher Z-transformations were used. No 

significant differences were found between boys and girls, both groups show equal 

stability in their problem behavior. 

Table 2.4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Indicators of Problem Behaviors at Time 1 and Time 2 for 

the Total Group and for Girls and Boys separately 

Problem Behavior 

1. Delinquent Behavior 

2. Aggressive Behavior 

3. School Problems 

4. Disobedience 

5. Anxious/Depressed 

6. Withdrawn 

7. Somatic Complaints 

Time 1 

Girls Boys 

M 

.29 

.40 

.39 

.35 

.39 

.42 

.58 

SD 

.21 

.23 

.26 

.28 

.31 

.35 

.36 

M 

.35 

.42 

.35 

.35 

.26 

.33 

.37 

SD 

.23 

.28 

.28 

.31 

.23 

.29 

.27 

Time 2 

Girls Boys 

M 

.35 

.38 

.42 

.37 

.38 

.41 

.56 

SD 

.25 

.26 

.32 

.32 

.33 

.33 

.35 

M 

.36 

.38 

.40 

.40 

.23 

.33 

.30 

SD 

.24 

.24 

.32 

.30 

.23 

.32 

.28 

Time 

10.39** 

9.38** 

10.67** 

6.65* 

2.59 

0.18 

12.07** 

F-value 

Gender 

3.51 

0.06 

1.96 

0.28 

39.79** 

10.18** 

85.06** 

Note. * p < .05; * * p < .01 

Absolute stability. The extent of individuals' consistency in the absolute level of 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior over time is measured with a repeated 

measures model (General Linear Model) with one within-factor (Time) and one between-
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factor (Gender). Means and standard deviations for time and gender and significant 

differences are reported in Table 2.4. Results showed main-effects for Time and 

Gender. 

For all problem behaviors, with the exception of Anxious/Depressed and 

Withdrawn, differences were found in the problem scores between Time 1 and Time 2. 

Scores on Delinquent Behavior, School Problems, and Disobedience were higher at 

Time 2 compared to Time 1. Scores on Aggressive Behavior and Somatic Complaints 

were lower at Time 2 compared to Time 1. Girls scored higher than boys on all three 

internalizing problems but not on externalizing problems. Post hoc analysis showed 

that the two groups differed from each other both at Time 1 and Time 2. Not a single 

problem behavior showed an interaction-effect. 

These mean scores differences say little about the clinical relevance of these 

changes (Verhuist & Van Wattum, 1993). In the next step we examined the extent of 

boys' and girls' consistency in the absolute level of externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior over time by comparing adolescents who scored in the clinical, 

subclinical, and normal range of problem behavior. 

Following the norms of Achenbach (1991) T-values are used as cutoff scores 

that mark the three different problem areas 'clinical', 'sub-clinical', and 'normal'. 

Adolescents with T-values of 64 and higher are considered to be deviant, adolescents 

with T-values of 59 and lower as functioning well, and adolescents with T-values in 

between are on the border of clinical and non-clinical scores (= subclinical). Using 

these cutoff scores makes it possible to detect clinically relevant changes in 

adolescents' functioning across time. Because there are no norm scores for the two 

newly developed scales (School Problems and Disobedience), only the two scales of the 

YSR (Delinquent Behavior and Aggressive Behavior) are analyzed for externalizing 

problem behavior. 

Figure 2.2 shows the pathways of the boys and girls who scored in the deviant 

or normal range at Time 1 and their changes in position at Time 2. Of the 24 boys who 

scored in the deviant range of externalizing problem behavior at Time 1 (panel a), 37% 

remained deviant, 42% improved considerably and scored in the normal range, and 

2 1 % scored in the subclinical range at Time 2. The girls, on the other hand, show a 

less positive picture (panel b): of the 26 girls who scored in the deviant range, 58% 

remained in that range, 23% improved to the normal range, and 9% scored in the 

subclinical range. These differences between boys and girls however, were not 

significant (x2 (2) = 2.42, p > .05). 

31 



Furthermore, 84% of the 194 girls who scored in the normal range of 

externalizing problems at Time 1 remained in that range at Time 2 and 10% of the girls 

increased considerably in problem behavior and scored in the deviant range at Time 2, 

as compared to 9 1 % and 3% of the boys, who remained in the normal range and 

increased, respectively. Here, boys and girls did significantly differ in stability (x2 (2) = 

20.76, p < .000), with boys being more stable. 

With regard to internalizing problem behavior (panel c and d) it can be seen that 

more girls than boys scored in the deviant range, as was expected. Boys showed more 

stability in the deviant range than girls (59% versus 43%), although differences in 

stability were not significant (x2 (2) = 4.87, p > .05). Boys showed also more stability 

t han girls in the normal range (93% versus 82%). There were more girls than boys who 

showed an increase in problem behavior: 10% versus 5% scored from the normal range 

at Time 1 in the deviant range at Time 2. These distributions appeared to be 

significantly different (x2 (2) = 10.33, p < .01) with girls showing more changes than 

boys. 

(a) 

T64 

Time 2 

9 (37 %) 

5 (3 %) 

5 (21 %) 

.12.(6 %) T 5 9 

10 (42 %) 

169 (91 %) 

(b) 

Time 1 

194 ™ ^ ^ ^ 

Time 2 

15(58 %) 

19 (10 %) 

5 (19 %) 

11 (6%) 

6 (23 %) 

164 (84 %) 

T64 

T59 
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Time 2 

(c) 

T64 

T59 

(d) 

Time 2 

20 (43 %) 

16 (10 %) 

11 (24 %) 

13 (8 %) 

15 (33 %) 

128 (82 %) 

T64 

T59 

Figure 2.2 Developmental Pathways of Adolescents who Scored Above and Below the 

Cutoff scores for Deviant and Normal Behavior at Time 1, Separately for Boys and Girls and 

for Externalizing and Internalizing Problem Scores. Dotted lines indicate the T64 border 

(deviant range) and the T59 border (normal range). Percentages are in parentheses, (a) 

Stability of externalizing problem behavior of boys; (b) Stability of externalizing problem 

behavior of girls; (c) Stability of internalizing problem behavior of boys; and (d) Stability of 

internalizing problem behavior of girls. 
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2 . 5 D i s c u s s i o n 

Previous research has focused mainly on the structure of a limited range of 

problem behavior, namely externalizing problems, and found mostly support for a one-

factor s tructure. The present study extended this research by studying not only 

externalizing but also internalizing problems. We examined whether both types of 

behaviors belonged to one single factor of general deviance (one-factor model), whether 

they should be considered as two separate constructs (two-factor model), or whether 

they can be conceptualized as two separate constructs belonging to one factor of 

general deviance (two-factor higher-order model). Results showed that the third model 

fitted the data best. This indicates that externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior are separate constructs, but ultimately belong to the same factor of general 

deviance. The same model holds for both Time 1 and Time 2. Multigroup comparisons 

tests (boys versus girls) were used to examine gender differences in the magnitude of 

the structural coefficients. It appeared that there are differences, with girls showing 

higher factor loadings regarding internalizing problems and also higher correlations of 

the first-order factors with the higher-order factor. It is known that the prevalence of 

internalizing problems is higher for girls than for boys (e.g., Allgood-Merten, 

Lewinsohn, & Hops, 1990) and a s a result, factor loadings can be higher in this group. 

Also, because girls mature earlier than boys, they may experience more stress related 

to the multiple changes occurring during early adolescence (pubertal development, 

school transition) (Leadbeater et al., 1999; Petersen, Sarigiani, & Kennedy, 1991). It is 

found that this stressful developmental period makes girls more likely to become 

depressed (Hops, Sherman, & Biglan, 1989; Rutter, 1986). 

Evidence is scarce regarding the factor structure of both externalizing and 

internalizing problem behavior. A study of Loeber et al. (1998) examined eight problem 

behaviors in three different age groups. In an exploratory factor analysis, all eight 

problems had substantial weightings on the first factor, which suggests an underlying 

syndrome of problem behavior. However, weightings on the second factor distinguished 

delinquency and physical aggression at one extreme from depressed mood and 

shy/withdrawn behavior at the other. This supports the idea of distinct (but 

interrelated) internalizing and externalizing syndromes. A higher-order factor structure 

has not been tested. 

Three other studies that incorporated both types of problems (Brack, Brack, & 

Orr, 1994; Hartman et al., 1999; Ingersoll & Orr, 1989) also did not test whether there 

was a higher-order factor of general deviance. Results of these studies do show that 
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different types of externalizing or internalizing problems should not be considered as 

separate constructs, but as constructs belonging to the same factor of externalizing or 

internalizing problem behavior. The same holds for our results at a first-order level. 

Our findings extended this conclusion by adding a higher-order factor at a second-

order level. 

Most studies on the structure of problem behavior were conducted with cross-

sectional data and thus , have not examined the stability of their best fitting model. 

Results of the present study showed that the higher-order factor model appeared to be 

stable over time when analyzed for boys and girls separately. Future research is 

needed to verify our findings on other samples. In addition, it is not clear whether this 

structure holds for every developmental period within a child's life or even within 

adolescence (early, middle, and late adolescence). More measurement points will be 

needed to investigate this question. 

In the present study, we found the relative stability of the different problem 

behaviors ranging from 0.45 to 0.61. This is in accordance with other research about 

the stability of problem behavior (Verhuist & Van Wattum, 1993). However, coefficients 

seem to be somewhat higher than those of Ferdinand et al. (1995) (ranging from 0.31 

to 0.47), which can be explained by the fact that the stability of their study is over a 4-

year period instead of a one-year period as is conducted in our study. Stability tends to 

be lower over a longer time period. Because of the turbulent time-period for early 

adolescents (school transition, pubertal development, etc.) we expected to find less 

stability for this group of early adolescents than for older adolescents, but we did not 

find great changes in problem behavior in contrast to the somewhat older subjects in 

the other two studies. However, findings from a study of Osgood, Johnston, O'Malley, 

and Bachman (1988) with data from high school seniors and thus from an older age 

group than in the present study (18 to 22-years-old), show stability coefficients over a 

3-year period ranging from 0.53 to 0.93 (!). This seems to indicate that stability 

becomes higher as adolescents become young adults. 

With regard to the absolute stability, changes within clinical, subclinical, and 

normal groups were assessed over a one-year period. The percentage of adolescents 

that remained in the deviant range from Time 1 to Time 2 was disturbingly high: 37% 

of the boys and 58% of the girls for externalizing problems and 59% of the boys and 

4 3 % of the girls for internalizing problems. Girls show more increases in problem 

behavior than boys (non-deviant to deviant range), both for externalizing and 

internalizing problems. Again, a reason might be that girls mature earlier than boys 

and therefore experience more stress, which manifests itself in problem behavior (e.g., 
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Leadbeater et al., 1999; Petersen, Sarigiani, & Kennedy, 1991). Also, there might be 

the possibility of a gender paradox: The gender with the lower prevalence of a disorder 

actually is at higher risk of poor outcomes (Tiet et al. 2001). 

Two other studies that examined the absolute stability (Verhuist & Van Wattum, 

1993; Ferdinand et al., 1995) did not distinguish between boys and girls and used the 

Total Problem Score of the YSR instead of externalizing scores and internalizing scores 

as we did. Because it is interesting to know whether our group differed from their 

studied groups, we calculated the average percentages over the two genders and the 

two problem behaviors (internalizing and externalizing). When we compared these 

percentages with the findings of the two studies, it appeared that our group seemed to 

be somewhat more stable in deviant behavior (49% against 36% and 42%), but also 

more stable in non-deviant behavior (87,5% against 73% and 74%). Furthermore, 3 3 % 

of our group decreased from the deviant to the non-deviant rage, compared to 24% and 

9% of the other studies and 7% of our group increased from the non-deviant to the 

deviant range, compared to 2% and 1% from the other studies. 

Several limitations of the present study are worth noticing. First, findings are 

based on self-report data of adolescents. It is possible that different patterns of 

findings would be obtained if other informants were used. On the other hand, because 

many problems that adolescents experience remain unnoticed by their parents or 

teachers (Verhuist, Van der Ende, 1992; Youngstrom, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 

2000), it is important to have their own report on their behaviors. 

A second limitation concerns the availability of only two data points. A more 

reliable assessment and a more sophisticated analytic technique, such as LGM, can be 

used when three or more measurement points are available (see for example Dekovic, 

Buist, 86 Reitz, 2003). 

A third limitation considers the attrition group. This group scored higher on 

Delinquent Behavior than the group of adolescents on which the analyses are based. 

This might have influenced the results. Regardless of this fact, we still found quite a 

high percentage of boys and girls who scored in the deviant range of problem behavior. 

Finally, our sample is quite homogenous, consisting of mostly Dutch 

adolescents. It is therefore not possible to generalize the results to other ethnic groups. 

Replication of these findings is needed in ethnically more diverse samples. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, this study is one of the first that 

systematically tried to answer the question about the structure of both externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior, including effects of both gender and time. It is 

obvious from the literature that both types of problems are interrelated and therefore 
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research should include externalizing as well as internalizing problems in trying to 

answer the questions about the structure, especially regarding the period of 

adolescence where both types of problems are quite prevalent. Also, research should 

focus on the determinants for changes from non-deviant behavior to deviant behavior 

and the other way around, to help the clinical practice in understanding and 

predicting change in boys as well as in girls. 
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C h a p t e r 3 : Relations Between Parenting and Externalizing and 
Internalizing Problem Behavior in Early Adolescence: 
Child behavior as Moderator and Predictor 

Reitz, E., Dekovic, M., & Meijer, A. M. 

(submitted for publication) 

In this longitudinal study we investigated relations between parenting and externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior during early adolescence. First, we examined 

parenting effects on problem behavior, including child behavior as a moderator. Second, 

we examined child behavior as predictor of parenting, also including moderator effects. A 

total of 650 13- to 14-year-olds filled out the Youth Self-Report and questionnaires about 

parenting at two times within a one-year interval. Relations between parenting and 

problem behavior appeared to be stronger for externalizing than for internalizing problem 

behavior. Both parenting effects and child effects were found. Parenting significantly 

predicted an increase in externalizing problem behavior one year later. Adolescent's 

previous level of problem behavior predicted changes in parenting (involvement and 

decisional autonomy granting). In addition, parenting and child characteristics interacted 

in predicting outcome. 
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3 . 1 I n t r o d u c t i o n 

The question which parenting factors play a role in the etiology of different types 

of problem behavior during adolescence has guided a wealth of theory and research. 

Two key dimensions of parenting, relevant for adolescent problem behavior, are 

support (i.e., involvement, attachment, warmth) and control (i.e., monitoring, 

supervision, discipline) (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Baumrind, 1991a; O'Connor, 2002). 

Parental support can be seen as a n umbrella, under which a variety of related 

phenomena might be grouped together, including responsiveness, warmth, acceptance, 

support , and nur turance (Barnes & Farrell, 1992; Stice, Barrera, & Chassin, 1993; 

Stice & Barrera, 1995). Studies using different measures of support have found 

consistently negative relations with different types of problem behavior. High levels of 

a t tachment (Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 2000), warmth (Greenberger, Chen, Tally, & 

Dong, 2000), and family bonding (Anderson & Henry, 1994), for instance, are all 

related to lower levels of externalizing and /or internalizing problems. 

Nowadays, there seems to be a general agreement that parental control consists 

of two dimensions, behavioral control and psychological control (Barber, 1996; Pettit et 

al., 2001; Pomerantz, 2001; Galambos, Barker, & Almeida, 2003). Behavioral control 

refers to parenting behaviors that attempt to regulate, supervise, and manage behavior 

of adolescents. An important component of behavioral control is parental knowledge of 

adolescent's whereabouts, activities, and companions (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 

1992; Brown, Mounts, Lamborn, & Steinberg, 1993; Kerr & Stattin, 2000). Overall, 

higher levels of parental knowledge are related to lower levels of delinquency (Reid & 

Patterson, 1989; Jacobson & Crockett, 2000) and depression (Barber et al., 1994; 

Jacobson & Crockett, 2000). 

Level of strictness, defined as the amount of parental autocratic domination of 

the parent-adolescent relationship (Fuligni & Ecclcs, 1993), can be considered as 

another component of behavioral control (Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994). Although 

parental knowledge seems to have a positive effect on adolescent adjustment, 

restrictive parenting on the other hand, appears to have a negative effect. High levels of 

strictness during adolescence do not seem to be appropriate in that period, for strict 

parenting appears to restrict the psychosocial development of adolescents (Baumrind, 

1991a). For example, overly restrictive parenting has been found to be related to 

adolescent withdrawal and depression (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). 
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A second aspect of control, psychological control, refers to control attempts that 

keep the adolescent emotionally dependent on the parent by intruding or interfering 

with adolescent's development of independence or autonomy. From this perspective, 

the opposite of psychological control might be viewed as the relative degree of 

emotional autonomy that parents allow. In general, higher levels of parental 

psychological control are related to more internalizing problem behavior of the 

adolescent (Baumrind, 1991b; Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994) or, alternatively, higher 

levels of emotional autonomy granted to the adolescent by his or her parents are 

associated with less internalizing problems (Gray & Steinberg, 1999; Garber & Little, 

2001). Some studies also found these relations for externalizing problem behavior 

(Garber & Little, 2001; Pettit et al., 2001). 

In addition to this affective dimension, a second dimension of autonomy 

granting can be distinguished that concerns behavior rather than emotion: the degree 

to which parents allow adolescents to make independent decisions (Bosma et al. 1996; 

Beyers & Goossens, 1999). High levels of decisional autonomy granting in adolescence 

have been found to predict greater deviance and lower academic competence and 

school grades (Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996; Beyers & Goossens, 1999). 

Few studies have examined three or more parenting dimensions simultaneously, 

as unique predictors of adolescent problem behavior (e.g., Galambos, Barker, & 

Almeida, 2003). These studies find distinct associations between support and control 

dimensions, on the one hand, and problem behavior, on the other hand. These 

findings suggest that it is important to examine several dimensions of parenting as 

unique predictors of problem behavior, instead of studying them in isolation or 

combining them into parenting styles. The present study attempts to discern the 

relative and unique effects of different parenting dimensions on adolescent 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. 

3 .1 .1 Interrelations between dimensions 

Although parental support and control dimensions are often treated as 

orthogonal constructs, different measures of these dimensions may correlate with each 

other. Constructs like relationship quality, limit setting, and positive involvement are 

sometimes found to be highly interrelated (Patterson et al., 1992). Dishion and 

McMahon (1998) conceptualized a 'parenting triad' where motivation, parental 

monitoring, and behavioral management are embedded within the parent-child 
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relationship. Because of the possible relations between support and control measures, 

we will examine the structure of the different parenting dimensions prior to the 

subsequent analyses regarding the link between parenting and problem behavior. 

3 . 1 . 2 Child behavior as moderator 

The parent-child relation is created by two people interacting over time, and the 

behaviors of both persons are intertwined in cycles of reciprocal causality (Lollis 86 

Kuczynski, 1997). This interactional nature of relations has long been described in 

existing models (e.g., the Transactional Model; Sameroff, 1975) and theories (e.g., 

Patterson, 1982). Still, the predominant focus of research has been on the 

unidirectional relation from the parent to the child. Moreover, many studies that 

examined the relation between parenting and problem behavior are cross-sectional in 

nature , preventing any conclusions about causal relations (e.g., Barber, Olsen, & 

Shagle, 1994; Gray & Steinberg, 1999). 

It is reasonable to assume that certain child characteristics interact with 

parent ing in predicting developmental outcome. The studies that included interaction 

effects, however, mostly focus on child characteristics such as gender, temperament, 

or personality as moderator variables, instead of problem behavior of the child (Bates 

et al., 1998; O'Connor & Dvorak, 2001; Prinzie, 2003). Furthermore, most studies that 

examined moderator effects are conducted during childhood instead of adolescence 

(Lytton, 1990; Campbell et al., 1996). 

Pomerantz (2001) included problem behavior of the adolescent as a moderator, 

but only to be "ensured that the effect of the target interaction was not due to a 

concurrent interaction involving children's depressive symptoms at Wave 1" (p. 516). 

The study was thus not aimed at the specific interaction between parenting and 

problem behavior, where it is assumed that parenting may have varying effects on 

children who exhibit different levels of problem behavior. High levels of problem 

behavior may increase adolescent's vulnerability to parenting; high levels of problem 

behavior can strengthen the relation between negative parenting and subsequent levels 

of problem behavior. The present study extends previous studies by examining 

parenting effects on adolescent problem behavior, including moderator effects of 

adolescents ' previous levels of problem behavior. 
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3 . 1 . 3 Child behavior as predictor 

In addition to the examination of child behavior as a moderator, we also 

examine child behavior as predictor. Studies that have investigated both parent and 

child effects, found evidence for reciprocal relations between parental discipline and 

antisocial behavior of preadolescent boys (Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson, 1992), 

between parental control and support and adolescent drinking and drug use (Stice & 

Barrera, 1995), and between harsh, inconsistent, and nur turant parenting and 

adolescent problem solving (Rueter & Conger, 1998). Studies that showed child effects 

regarding parenting and internalizing problem behavior are mostly conducted during 

childhood (e.g., Rubin et al., 1997; Belsky et al., 2000). It is unclear whether child 

effects will be found during the period of early adolescence. In the present study, child 

externalizing as well as internalizing problem behavior will be examined as predictor of 

parenting. Once more, interactions between parenting and problem behavior will be 

included to examine moderator effects. 

3 . 1 . 4 Hypotheses 

We expected that different parenting dimensions would uniquely contribute to 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior: measures of emotional autonomy 

would be strongly related to internalizing problem behavior, and measures of 

behavioral control would be more strongly related to externalizing problem behavior. 

Support measures were hypothesized to have an effect on both types of problems. In 

addition, we expected that the child's level of problem behavior would interact with 

parenting in predicting subsequent problem behavior: adolescents with higher levels of 

problem behavior would be more vulnerable for less adequate parenting, than 

adolescents who show lower levels of problem behavior. When examining child effects 

we hypothesized that problem behavior of the adolescent would be a predictor of 

parenting. Also, previous levels of parenting were expected to interact with adolescent's 

problem behavior in predicting parenting one year later: higher levels of problem 

behavior would have negative effects on parenting, especially when parenting is already 

less adequate. 
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3 . 2 M e t h o d 

3 . 2 . 1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample was drawn from three secondary schools in the Netherlands. At 

Time 1 the sample consisted of 650 adolescents between 12 and 15 years old (M = 

13.36; SD = 0.55 years) from the 8 ,h Grade. In 71,5% of the cases, the adolescent was 

living with both parents , 14,3% with the mother alone, 2% with their father alone, 

7,5% with the mother and stepfather, 0,6% with the father and stepmother, 2,4% half 

the time with their mother and half the time with their father, and 1,7% with someone 

other than their parents . All adolescents obtained passive consent from their 

caretakers to participate in the study. Adolescents completed a battery of 

questionnaires during regular school hours. 

After a one-year interval, the same adolescents were tested again. The schools 

were visited once more and questionnaires were sent to the homes of the adolescents 

who had left school or could not be reached at school (due to sickness or truancy), 

including a letter containing instructions and a postpaid return envelope. 

Nonresponders were called at home to ask whether they could still fill out the 

questionnaire and send it back. A total of 563 adolescents participated again at Time 

2, i.e. the attrition rate was 13%. The distribution of boys and girls for both waves was 

about equal (T1/T2: N boys = 328/272; N girls = 322/291) and the reported self-

classification was mostly Dutch (Tl = 88.4%; T2 = 89.5%). 

Among the 87 nonresponders, there were more boys than girls (N boys = 56; N 

girls = 31). Significant differences between the attrition group and the group that 

participated on both waves were found on one problem scale and three parenting 

scales: Delinquent Behavior (t = 3.72; p < .001), with the attrition group scoring higher, 

and Parental Knowledge (t = -2.30; p < .05), Strictness [t = 2.71; p < .01), and 

Decisional Autonomy Granting {t = 2.97; p < .01), with the attrition group scoring lower 

on the first scale and higher on the latter two scales. 

3 . 2 . 2 Instruments 

Problem Behavior 

The Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991b; Verhuist, Endc, & Koot, 1997) 

was used to obtain adolescent reports on their own problem behavior. The YSR 
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assesses two broad-band syndromes, Externalizing and Internalizing. The Externalizing 

syndrome consists of the scales Delinquent Behavior and Aggressive Behavior. The 

Internalizing syndrome consists of Anxious/Depressed, Withdrawn, and Somatic 

Complaints. All items were rated on a 3-point Likert scale where 0 indicates responses 

of "not true", 1 "somewhat or sometimes true", and 2 "very true or often true". Alpha's 

for this study for Time 1/Time 2 were .67/ .69 for Delinquent Behavior, .82/ .82 for 

Aggressive Behavior, .84/ .87 for Anxious/Depressed, .65/ .68 for Withdrawn, and 

.73/ .76 for Somatic Complaints. 

In addition, in order to expand the range of externalizing problems with problem 

behaviors that occur frequently in non-clinical groups during this developmental 

period, two new scales were developed conform the YSR format (Reitz, Dekovic, & 

Meijer, 2003). The two scales assess School Problems (e.g., Brack, Brack, & Orr, 1994; 

Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, Day, Moore, & Abbott, 1991) and Disobedience (Maggs, 

Almeida, & Galambos, 1995; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). A total of 7 items were used to 

measure School Problems, for example "I have been send out of class for misbehavior" 

(Gillmore et al., 1991) and "I copy homework from others" (Fletcher, Steinberg, ÖB 

Sellers, 1999). Alpha's of this scale for Time 1/Time 2 were .65 and .74. The second 

scale, Disobedience of parents, includes 8 items. Examples are "I refuse to do domestic 

tasks" (Peeters, 1994) and "I ignore prohibitions from my parents" (Dekovic, 1999). The 

internal consistencies for Time 1/Time 2 were .71 and .74. The items of both scales 

were also rated on a 3-point Likert scale used in the YSR. 

Bivariate correlations between the four externalizing problems ranged from .46 

to .58 at Time 1 and from .41 to .65 at Time 2. Correlations between the three 

internalizing problems ranged from .40 to .69 at Time 1 and from .40 to .70 at Time 2. 

The subsequent factor analyses yielded a two-factor solution on both waves (with 

factor loadings of .68 and higher) (see for the factor structure of problem behavior also 

Reitz, Dekovic, & Meijer, 2003). 

Parenting 

Parenting was assessed with instruments that are frequently used in previous 

studies in the Netherlands (e.g., Gerris et al, 1993), separately for mothers and for 

fathers. Given the strength of associations between maternal and paternal scores 

(correlation varied between .46 and .68 at Time 1 and between .44 and .66 at Time 2) 

in the following analyses their scores were averaged to provide a parental score. 
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Support 

Responsiveness. The responsiveness scale from the Child-Rearing Questionnaire 

(NOV; Gerris et al., 1993) was used that included 8 items measuring the amount of 

parental warmth and support (e.g., "When I talk to my mother/father about my 

problems, she /he really helps me"). Adolescents rated their parent on a 6-point Likert 

scale ranging from 'completely disagree' (1) to 'completely agree' (6). Alpha's for Time 

1/Time 2 were .92 and .94. 

Quality of Parent-Adolescent Relation. A short version of the Inventory of Parent 

and Peer Attachment (1PPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; Raja, McGee, & Stanton, 

1992) was used to determine the quality of affectional bonds between the adolescent 

and his or her parents. The scale consists of 12 items for each parent and all items are 

rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 'almost never' (1) to 'almost always' (4). 

The IPPA measures the quality of communication, the degree of trust, and alienation in 

the parent-adolescent relationship (e.g., "I tell my mother/father about my problems 

and worries"). A high score indicates a more positive quality of relation of the 

adolescent with his or her parents . Alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .87 and .89. 

Control 

Parental knowledge. The 6-item scale measures the extent to which parents 

supervise the adolescent and monitor their daily activities. The adolescents were asked 

to indicate on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from 'almost nothing' (1) to 'almost 

everything' (4), how much their mother and father know about the adolescent's 

whereabouts after school, leisure time, who the adolescent's friends are, etc. The 

alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .87 and .88. 

Strictness. The Parental Strictness scale (PS; Fuligni & Eccles, 1993) was used 

to measure the level of strictness of parents . The scale consists of 5 items for each 

parent and items are rated on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 'completely disagree' 

(1) to 'completely agree' (6). An example is "My mother/father wants me to follow their 

direction even if I disagree with their reasons". Alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .66 and 

.66. 

Emotional Autonomy Granting. The autonomy scale from the Child-Rearing 

Questionnaire (NOV; Gerris et al., 1993) was used, including 7 items measuring the 

degree to which parents encourage emotional autonomy. Adolescents rated their 

mother/father on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 'completely disagree' (1) to 

'completely agree' (6). An example is "My mother/father says that I am personally 

responsible for what happens to me" and alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .84 and .86. 
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Decisional Autonomy Granting. Items from two different scales (Teen Timetable; 

Feldman & Rosenthal, 1991, and the Developmental Timetables for Adolescence; 

Dekovic, Noom, & Meeus, 1997) were combined to form a decisional autonomy 

granting scale. Eleven items are rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 'never' (1) 

to 'always' (4), indicating how many times an adolescent is allowed to make own 

decisions. Examples are "Decide for yourself what clothes you buy" and "Decide for 

yourself what time you come home". Alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .73 and .67. 

Intercorrelations between the six parenting practices were analyzed. 

Examination of the bivariate correlations showed that Responsiveness, Quality of 

Relation, and Parental knowledge correlated relatively high with each other both a t 

Time 1 (correlations ranging from .55 to .78) and at Time 2 (correlations ranging from 

.61 to .82). Because of these high correlations between the three measures, factor 

analyses were performed to examine the structure of the six parenting practices. Two-, 

three-, and four-factor solutions were examined for Time 1 and Time 2. The four-factor 

structure seemed to be the best interpretable solution on both waves (see Table 3.1 for 

the factor loadings). 

Table 3.1 

Structure Matrix for Factor Analysis of Parenting at Time 1 and Time 2 

Variable 

Responsiveness 

Quality of Relation 

Knowledge 

Emotional Autonomy 

Decisional Autonomy 

Strictness 

Note. Boldface factor loadings 

Involvement 

T l 

.91 

.92 

.75 

.01 

-.10 

.10 

are the 

T2 

.89 

.88 

.86 

.11 

-.20 

-.01 

primary varic 

Emotional Autonomy 

Tl 

.11 

.00 

-.00 

.99 

.01 

.01 

bles contribut 

T2 

.24 

.11 

-.01 

.98 

.01 

.01 

Decisional Autonomy 

T l 

-.00 

.00 

-.35 

.01 

.97 

-.00 

ng to each factor. 

T2 

-.11 

-.01 

-.17 

.01 

.97 

-.13 

Strictness 

Tl 

.18 

-.00 

.01 

.01 

-.00 

.99 

T2 

-.01 

-.28 

.14 

.00 

-.13 

.98 

The three scales Responsiveness, Quality of Relation, and Parental knowledge 

loaded on the first factor, which we labeled Involvement. Although parental knowledge 

is often conceptualized as an aspect of parental control, other studies also found a 

high association between parental knowledge and the quality of the parent-child 

relationship (Dishion & McMahon, 1998). The other three parenting measures, 

Emotional Autonomy Granting, Decisional Autonomy Granting, and Strictness, loaded 
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each on a different factor and were consequently treated as separate constructs. In the 

subsequent analyses the four parenting variables Involvement, Emotional Autonomy 

Granting, Decisional Autonomy Granting, and Strictness, and the two problem 

behaviors Externalizing and Internalizing were used. 

3.3 Results 

Table 3.2 shows the intercorrelations, means, and standard deviations of all 

assessed constructs at Time 1 and Time 2. 

Table 3.2 

Intercorrelations, Stability, Means, and Standard Deviations of Assessed Variables on Both 

Waves 

Factor 

Time 1 

1. Externalizing 

2. Internalizing 

3. Involvement 

4. Emotional Aut. 

5. Decisional Aut. 

6. Strictness 

Time 2 

1. Externalizing 

2. Internalizing 

3. Involvement 

4. Emotional Aut. 

5. Decisional Aut. 

6. Strictness 

Mean* 

SDa 

1 

.33" 

-.32" 

.01 

.29" 

-.01 

. 6 2 " 

.19" 

-.30" 

.06 

.28" 

-.10' 

-.01 

.80 

2 

-.10 

-.06 

.01 

.12" 

.17" 

. 6 4 " 

-.10 

-.04 

.03 

.12' 

-.00 

.83 

Time 1 

3 

_ 
.09 

-.24" 

.16" 

-.23" 

-.18" 

. 7 0 " 

.09 

-.16" 

.09 

.01 

.86 

4 

_ 
.18" 

.16" 

.09 

-.06 

.11' 

.56" 

.15" 

-.05 

3.52 

.89 

5 

_ 
-.13" 

.26" 

-.01 

-.19" 

.10' 

. 53 " 

-.12' 

2.60 

.45 

6 

— 

.12' 

.18" 

-.14' 

.04 

-.12' 

. 3 6 " 

3.55 

.75 

1 

_ 
.41" 

-.43" 

.07 

.34" 

.16" 

-.00 

.82 

2 

-.29" 

-.08 

.03 

.23" 

-.01 

.83 

Time 2 

3 4 

_ 
• 17" _ 

-.28" .07 

-.15' .04 

.01 3.59 

.89 .92 

5 

-.24" 

2.68 

.45 

6 

— 

3.17 

.79 

Note. Boldface correlations are the stability coefficients of each measure from Time 1 to Time 2. 

Afe range from 563 to 650. ' p < .05. ** p< .01. 

a Means and standard deviations for Externalizing, Internalizing, and Involvement are based on standardized factor scores. 
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There is a high stability of all six variables over time (correlations ranging from 

.36 to .70). Parental involvement and adolescent externalizing problem behavior are 

negatively related. Both cross-sectionally and longitudinally, higher levels of decisional 

autonomy granting are related to an increased engagement in externalizing problems 

and higher levels of parental strictness are related to an increment of internalizing 

problems. Allowing emotional autonomy is unrelated to both externalizing and 

internalizing problem behavior. 

The magnitude of associations between parenting and problem behavior seems 

to be larger for externalizing problem behavior than for internalizing problem behavior. 

Both at Time 1 and Time 2, significant differences in strength of associations were 

found for two out of four pairs of correlations: parental involvement (Fisher's Zfri) = 

3.246, p < .001; Zmi = 2.249, p < .05) and decisional autonomy granting (Fisher's Z(Ti) = 

-4.550, p < .001; Zfi-2) = -2.198, p < .05). These differences were also found for 

longitudinal associations (Fisher's Zjinvoivement) = 2.775, p < .01; Zjdccisionai autonomy) = -3.876, 

p < .001). Interestingly, it appears that the strength of the association between 

parental involvement and internalizing problem behavior increases over time (Fisher's 

Z= -2.784, p < .01). 

3 . 3 . 1 Parenting effects on problem behavior and child behavior as moderator 

To examine the effects of parenting at Time 1 on externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior at Time 2 hierarchical regression analyses were used, separately for 

the two types of problem behavior. In the first step, the control variable gender was 

entered. To examine main effects, the second and the third step included the 

adolescent's problem behavior at Time 1 (second step) and the four parenting 

behaviors at Time 1 (third step). Finally, the interaction terms were computed (problem 

behavior at Time 1 with the four parenting behaviors at Time 1) and were entered, one 

at the time, in the last step as recommended by Cohen and Cohen (1993). All the 

independent terms were standardized, and statistically significant interactions were 

interpreted by plotting simple regression lines for high (M + SD) and low (M- SD) levels 

of variables (see Aiken & West, 1991). The results of the regression analyses are 

reported in Table 3.3. 
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Table 3.3 

Hierarchical Regression Analyses Predicting Early Adolescent Externalizing and Internalizing 

Problem Behavior (PB) at Time 2 from Parenting (Pa) at Time 1 

Step 

1 Controls 

Gender 

2 PB Main effects (Time 1) 

Problem behavior 

3 Pa Main effects (Time 1) 

Involvement 

Emotional Autonomy 

Decisional Autonomy 

Strictness 

41 Interaction effects (Time 1) 

4a PB x Involvement 

4b PB x Emotional Autonomy 

4c PB x Decisional Autonomy 

4d PB x Strictness 

Externalizing T2 

13 AR2 

Internalizing T2 

B AR2 

-.06 

.52* 

-.12» 

.12* 

.09 

.01 

.36» 

.07 

.61* 

-.05 

-.00 

.01 

.09 

.06* 

.36* 

,05* .01 

.02 

.02 

.08 

01 

.00 

.00 

.01 

.00 

.09* 

.07 

-.06 

.10* 

.01 

.01 

.00 

.01 

Note. Interactions have been tested separately for each moderator variable in steps 4a, 

4b, 4c, and 4d. 

* p < . 0 5 . * * p < . 0 1 . * * * p < . 0 0 1 . 

The previous levels of problem behavior appeared to be the best predictors of 

both externalizing and internalizing problem behavior one year later. Given the high 

stability coefficients this is not surprising. Whereas the inclusion of parenting at Time 

Some studies found curvilinear relations between parental support and control 

measures and adolescent problem behavior (Baumrind, 1991a; Stice, Barrera, & Chassin, 

1993; Kurdek & Fine, 1994). We tested these relations by entering the quadratic effect of the 

parenting practices in the fourth step (one at the time), instead of the interaction effects. No 

evidence was found for curvilinear parenting effects on problem behavior. 
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1 significantly increased the percentage of explained variance of externalizing problem 

behavior, this was not the case for internalizing problems. Lower levels of parental 

involvement and higher levels of decisional autonomy granting significantly predicted 

an increase in externalizing problem behavior one year later. 

Significant interaction effects were found only for internalizing problem 

behavior: between internalizing problem behavior and parental involvement and 

between internalizing problem behavior and parental strictness (see Figure 3.1). 

-•—Involvement Low - - • • -Involvement High 

(a) 

(b) 

Low High 
W l Internalizing 

•Strictness Low - - • - -Strictness High 

Wl Internalizing 

Figure 3.1 Interactions between Internalizing Problem Behavior T l and Involvement T l 

(Panel a) and Strictness T l (Panel b) Regarding Internalizing Problem Behavior T2. 

Surprisingly, for adolescents with high levels of internalizing problem behavior, higher 

levels of parental involvement lead to an increment of problems over time. In contrast, 
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for adolescents with low levels of internalizing problem behavior, lower levels of 

parental involvement lead to an increment of problems over a one-year period 

(although the level of problem behavior remains low) (see Panel a). Parental strictness 

seems to be especially important for adolescents who exhibit high levels of problem 

behavior. For these adolescents, higher levels of strictness lead to increasing 

engagement in internalizing problem behavior over time (Panel b). 

3 . 3 . 2 Child behavior as predictor and moderator effects 

To examine child effects on parenting behavior hierarchical regression analyses 

were conducted separately for each of the four parenting practices. The first step of the 

regression analyses included the control variable gender. In the second and third step, 

main effects of parenting at Time 1 (second step) and externalizing and internalizing 

problems (third step) were entered. The fourth step consisted of the interaction terms 

(parenting at Time 1 with the two problem behaviors at Time 1), included one at the 

time (Cohen & Cohen, 1993). Results can be seen in Table 3.4. 

In all four analyses, previous levels of parenting were a significant predictor of 

parent ing one year later. The inclusion of externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior at Time 1 significantly increased the percentage of explained variance of 

Involvement and Decisional Autonomy Granting. Lower levels of internalizing problem 

behavior and higher levels of externalizing problem behavior significantly predicted an 

increase in parental involvement, whereas only higher levels of externalizing problem 

behavior significantly predicted an increase in decisional autonomy granting. The 

inclusion of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior did not have an effect on 

parental strictness and emotional autonomy granting. 

Significant interaction effects were found for parental involvement and 

decisional autonomy granting regarding externalizing problem behavior (Figure 3.2). 

Highly involved parents tend to become less involved over a one-year period, when 

adolescents show higher levels of externalizing problems, whereas parents who are less 

involved tend to become more involved, when adolescents show higher levels of 

externalizing problem behavior (Panel a). In other words, higher levels of adolescent 

externalizing problem behavior appears to have different effects on parental 

involvement, depending on the previous levels of involvement. 
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'Externalizing Low - • • - -Externalizing High 

(a) 

(b) 

Low High 

W l Involvement 

• Externalizing Low - - • • • Externalizing High 

Low High 

W1 Decisional Autonomy 

Figure 3.2 Interactions Between Involvement T l and Externalizing Problem Behavior T l 

(Panel a) and Between Decisional Autonomy Granting T l and Externalizing Problem Behavior 

T l (Panel b) Regarding Involvement T2 and Decisional Autonomy Granting T2 

Concerning decisional autonomy granting, adolescent's externalizing behavior 

problems seems to have more effect on parents who grant less autonomy (Panel b). 

Those parents tend to grant more decisional autonomy over a one-year period when 

adolescents show high, rather than low levels of externalizing problem behavior. 

Parents who grant high levels of decisional autonomy, on the other hand, seem to be 

less affected by the degree of adolescent externalizing problems. 
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3 . 4 D i s c u s s i o n 

In the present longitudinal study, relations were examined between parenting 

and externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. First, parenting effects were 

examined, including child behavior as a moderator. Second, we examined child 

behavior as predictor of parenting, also including moderator effects. 

The magnitude of the relation between parenting and problem behavior 

appeared to be larger for externalizing problem behavior than for internalizing problem 

behavior. There are several possible explanations for this finding. First, externalizing 

problem behavior is more visible. This will provoke more reactions from the parent to 

the child than for less visible behaviors like depression and anxiety. Second, the 

dimensions of parenting assessed in this study are perhaps more important for 

externalizing problems than for internalizing problems. 

As children approach adolescence, it is often assumed that parents exert less 

influence on their children, whereas other factors or relations (e.g., school, friends, 

etc.) outside the parent-child relation become an important source of influence 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Henggeler, Melton, & Smith, 1992). However, our results show 

the opposite relation, at least for internalizing problem behavior. Correlations 

demonstrated that the strength of the association between parental involvement and 

internalizing problems increases over time, which indicates that parental involvement 

in relation with this type of problem behavior, becomes more important when the 

adolescent matures. 

3 . 4 . 1 Parenting effects on problem behavior and child behavior as moderator 

Despite the fact that previous levels of problem behavior were the best 

predictors of problem behavior over time, inclusion of parenting still significantly 

increased the percentage of explained variance of the regression model for externalizing 

problem behavior. Lower levels of involvement and higher levels of decisional autonomy 

granting, put the adolescent at risk for externalizing problem behavior. These results 

are consistent with findings from previous research (e.g., Laible, Carlo, & Rafaelli, 

1998; Beyers & Goossens, 1999). Whereas no main effects were found for internalizing 

problem behavior, two significant interaction effects were found for parental 

involvement and strictness. 
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Unexpectedly, it appeared that higher levels of parental involvement increase 

internalizing problem behavior of adolescents who already show high levels of such 

problems. This seems to be in contrast with previous research that shows that higher 

levels of warmth or responsiveness (Greenberger, Chen, Tally, & Dong, 2000), 

a t tachment (Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 1998), and parental knowledge (Jacobson & 

Crockett, 2000), are related to lower levels of internalizing problem behavior. These 

results refer to main-effects however, whereas the finding in our study concerns an 

interaction effect. Our result seems to suggest that adolescents with high levels of 

internalizing problems tend to have parents who might be overinvolved, which causes 

adolescents to react with even higher levels of problems, a result that has also been 

found during childhood (e.g., Rubin, Stewart, & Coplan, 1995). This is also in 

agreement with the Expressed Emotion (EE) model, where high levels of parental EE 

act as a stressor that increase symptoms in the child. Results of previous studies show 

that one of the subtypes of EE, emotional overinvolvement of the parent, is particularly 

related to internalizing problem behavior of the child (Stubbe et al., 1993; Hirshfeld et 

al., 1997). The findings, however, all concern children instead of adolescents. A recent 

s tudy of Nelson, Hammen, Brenna, and Ullman (2003) did not find a relation between 

parental overinvolvement and internalizing problem behavior for adolescents. More 

research is needed to examine this association in adolescence. 

Higher levels of strictness lead to an increment of internalizing problems over a 

one-year period. The results support the assumption that overly strict parenting is not 

appropriate during adolescence, a period where adolescents need sufficient space for 

their psychosocial development (Baumrind, 1991a). 

3 . 4 . 2 Child behavior as predictor and moderator effects 

Consistent with the stability coefficients, previous levels of parenting were the 

best predictors of parenting over a one-year period. Both child main effects as well as 

interaction effects were found for parental involvement and decisional autonomy 

granting. Regarding parental involvement, lower levels of internalizing problem 

behavior were related to higher levels of involvement. Higher levels of externalizing 

problem behavior, on the other hand, were associated with higher levels of 

involvement. The significant interaction effect shows that subsequent levels of 

parenting depend on previous levels of both externalizing problem behavior and 

parental involvement. It seems that highly involved parents dampen their levels of 
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involvement in response to negative behavior of the adolescent, whereas externalizing 

problem behavior elicits increased involvement attempts from parents who are less 

involved over a one-year period. 

For decisional autonomy granting, higher levels of externalizing problem 

behavior are related to higher levels of decisional autonomy granting. The interaction 

effect shows that parents who grant low levels of decisional autonomy tend to allow 

more autonomy to adolescents with high, rather than low levels of externalizing 

problem behavior. It is found in earlier studies that adolescent decision-making is 

associated with higher involvement in deviant behavior and lower academic 

competence (Baumrind, 1991a; Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996; Beyers & 

Goossens, 1999). When problem behavior is already high, allowing decisional 

autonomy will only increase problem behavior. Thus, low levels of parental control of 

the adolescent's decision-making steers the adolescent in a more deviant direction. It 

should be noted that in the present study decision-making is defined as unilateral 

decision-making. Adolescents seem to be better adjusted when parents and 

adolescents make joint decisions. This indicates an open and flexible communication 

style, which corresponds more with an authoritative parenting style and is associated 

with less deviance (Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996). Further research should 

investigate how different types of decision making relate to problem behavior. 

Although previous research suggested that negative relations exist between 

emotional autonomy granting and problem behavior (e.g., Gray & Steinberg, 1999; 

Garber & Little, 2001), in the present study no relation was found between these 

constructs. It might be that the process of individuation from parents becomes more 

important during middle adolescence than in early adolescence, when the adolescent 

becomes more mature and is more striving for independence from parents. Another 

reason for the differences in results might be the different ways emotional autonomy 

granting is conceptualized. Some studies conceptualize emotional autonomy granting 

as the reverse of psychological control, where all or most of the items are reversely 

scored (Gray & Steinberg, 1999; Garber & Little, 2001). In this study, a high score 

indicates a high level of emotional autonomy received from parents. 

In general, it should be noted that the proportions explained variance that are 

found in the present study are not high for the significant main- and interaction-effects 

(maximum of 5%). This suggests that other factors play also a role in influencing 

problem behavior (e.g., school, friends) and parenting (e.g., temperament of the child). 
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The following limitations of the present study are worth noticing. First, all of the 

da ta derive from adolescents ' self-reports, which makes it difficult to untangle the 

contribution of method variance to the found relations. Inclusion of multiple sources of 

da ta can counteract this problem. On the other hand, it has been demonstrated that 

adolescent reports on how they perceive their family behavior is not inherently inferior 

to more objective measures (Steinberg et al., 1994; Chen et al., 1998). Moreover, some 

authors have argued that children's perceptions of their parents ' behavior are as 

important influences on their behavior as are parents ' actual behavior (e.g., 

Bronfenbrenner, 1979). 

A second limitation considers the attrition group. This group scored higher on 

delinquent behavior, lower on parental knowledge, and higher on strictness and 

decisional autonomy granting than the group of adolescents on which the analyses are 

based. Attrition of problematic youth has also been a problem in other research: 

'dropouts ' scored lower on nur turant and involved parenting (Scaramella et al., 2002) 

and higher on externalizing and internalizing problem behavior (Aseltine, 1995). Thus, 

the most seriously troubled youths are underrepresented in the prospective analyses, 

which might have influenced the results. 

Finally, our sample is quite homogenous, consisting of mostly Dutch 

adolescents. It is therefore not possible to generalize the results to other ethnic groups. 

Replication of these findings is needed in ethnically more diverse samples. 

Regardless of these limitations, this is a prospective study that makes use of a 

large community sample. The results show that the four dimensions of parenting exert 

different effects on problem behavior and that the effects vary for externalizing and 

internalizing problem behavior. Parental involvement and strictness seem to be 

important for both externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, whereas 

decisional autonomy granting seems only important for externalizing problem 

behavior. Furthermore, both moderator effects and child predictor effects are found, 

emphasizing the importance of incorporating these factors in future research. 
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C h a p t e r 4 : A Longitudinal Examinat ion of Parent ing and Best 

Fr iends ' Effects on Problem Behavior During Early 

Adolescence 

Reitz, E., Dekovic, M., Meijer, A. M., & Engels, R. C. M. E. 

(submitted for publication) 

In this longitudinal study the relations are examined between parenting and friends' 

deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior, on the other hand. Of the 650 adolescents (13- to 14-year-olds) who filled out 

the Youth Self-Report and questionnaires about their parents at two times within a one-

year interval, 382 adolescents could be paired, at both assessments, with a best friend 

who also filled out the questionnaires. The results suggest that previous research that 

used adolescents' reports on their friends' behavior might have overestimated peer 

effects. When friends' own reports are used parenting and peer effects were comparable. 

Furthermore, reciprocal relations were found between parenting and problem behavior, 

whereas only unilateral relations existed between friends' deviance and problem 

behavior. Differences between stable and unstable friendships and between boys and 

girls indicate that parent and peer effects are not equally important for all adolescents. 
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4.1 Introduction 

The importance of family factors in the etiology of different types of problem 

behavior has been well documented. Research has demonstrated associations between 

maladaptive parenting and different types of problem behavior, including antisocial 

behavior (e.g., Dishion & McMahon, 1998), substance use (e.g., Anderson & Henry, 

1994), aggression (e.g., Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 2000), and depression and anxiety 

(e.g., Ge et al., 1996; Jacobson & Crockett, 2000). It seems that high levels of parental 

warmth, responsiveness, a good quality of relationship, and high levels of parental 

monitoring and supervision are characteristics of the most beneficial parenting in 

adolescence. High levels of attachment (Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 1998), warmth 

(Greenberger, Chen, Tally, & Dong, 2000), and parental knowledge (Kerr & Stattin, 

2000), for instance, are all related to lower levels of externalizing and /o r internalizing 

problems. 

When children enter adolescence, it is often assumed that parental influence 

decreases because of the rising counterinfluence of peers. Early adolescents spend an 

increasing amount of time with peers without adult supervision (Mounts & Steinberg, 

1995) and peers become the most important reference group (Brown, Mounts, 

Lamborn, & Steinberg, 1993; Meeus & Dekovic, 1995). Harris (1995) even argues that 

parents do not have long-term effects on children's psychological characteristics and 

that peer groups are the primary environmental influence on psychological 

functioning. Association with deviant peers is often seen as a major cause of 

adolescent problem behavior (e.g., Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Keena et al., 1995; Fergusson 

& Horwood, 1999). The relative effect of deviant peers on adolescent problem behavior 

seems to be higher than the relative effect of parents on problem behavior (e.g., 

Bauman, Carver, & Gleiter, 2001; Beal, Ausiello, & Perrin, 2001; Dekovic, Reitz, & 

Meijer, 2002). A meta-analysis of Allen, Donohue, Griffin, Ryan, and Mitchell-Turner 

(2003) shows that peer effects on substance use are substantially larger than the 

effects for parents. Also, in a study of Dekovic (1999) the association with deviant 

peers is found to be a stronger predictor of both externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior, than parenting. 

Although these studies seem to suggest that, at least in this developmental 

period, peers are more influential than parents, it is possible that peer effects are 

overestimated. In these studies, peer effects are mostly defined as association with 

deviant peers, that is, the degree to which adolescent peers show problem behavior. 
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Reports on peer deviance are, however, often assessed by asking adolescents to report 

on their friends' behavior, rather than asking the friends themselves to report on their 

own behavior (Bauman & Ennett, 1996). It has been found that adolescents tend to 

inflate the degree of similarity between themselves and their friends (Mounts & 

Steinberg, 1995), thus the strong association between peers ' and adolescents' deviance 

might partly be a methodological artifact. Having friends reporting on their own 

deviance increases the validity of the measures and might lead to more realistic 

estimations of peer effects. 

Nowadays, studies increasingly use friends' self-reports about their own 

behavior (e.g., Urberg, Degirmencioglu, & Tolson, 1998; Little, Brendgren, Wanner, & 

Krappmann, 1999; Brendgen, Vitaro, 86 Bukowski, 2000; Cui, Conger, Bryant, & Elder, 

2002; Maxwell, 2002). Findings from these studies still show moderate effects of the 

association with deviant friends on adolescent problem behavior. Bauman and Fisher 

(1986) and Aseltine (1995), however, compared friends' reports on their own behavior 

with adolescents' reports on friend behavior and showed that the magnitude of effect is 

much or even significantly lower when friends' self-reports are used. Kandel (1996) 

even concludes that true peer effects based on perceptions of the peers themselves are 

about one fifth of the size of the effect when adolescents' perceptions of the peers are 

used. 

In addition, few studies examined longitudinal relative effects of parents and 

peers, and hereby often neglect the reciprocal influence that adolescents can have on 

their social environment (e.g., Steinberg, Fletcher, & Darling, 1994; Engels et al., 1999; 

Bauman, Carver, & Gleiter, 2001). Relations, however, are created by two people 

interacting over time, and the behaviors of both persons are intertwined in cycles of 

reciprocal causality (Lollis & Kuczynski, 1997). Evidence is found for bidirectional 

relations between parental discipline and antisocial behavior of preadolescent boys 

(Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson, 1992), between parental control and support and 

adolescent drinking and drug use (Stice & Barrera, 1995), and between harsh, 

inconsistent, and nur turant parenting and adolescent problem solving (Rueter & 

Conger, 1998). 

Reciprocity also exists between adolescents and their best friends. Friends tend 

to be similar on various attributes. Two processes often explain this homogeneity. First 

are reciprocal influence processes, where individuals attempt to change each other to 

create a more satisfying friendship (Moreland & Levine, 1992; Ennett & Bauman, 

1994). Second are selection processes, that is, individuals select each other on the 

basis of common attributes ('assortative pairing') (Kandel, 1978; Bauman & Fisher, 
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1986; Bauman & Ennett, 1996). Some studies find more evidence for peer influence 

(Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Urberg, Degirmencioglu, & Pilgrim, 1997), whereas others 

suggest that selection plays the most important role in similarity among friends 

(Ennett & Bauman, 1994; Engels et al., 1997). Results of a review of Bauman and 

Ennet t (1996) on adolescent drug use suggests that selection processes are initially the 

most important in creating similar drug behavior among friends, whereas peer 

influence may reinforce common behavior once friendships are formed. 

Friends' influence processes might be magnified when friendships are higher in 

quality (Berndt, 1999). High-quality relationships, characterized by high levels of 

prosocial behavior and intimacy, and low levels of conflict and rivalry, may be more 

worthwhile for the adolescent, who then may be more likely to change behavior to 

create a more satisfying relationship (Urberg et al., 2003). Because these friendships 

involve mostly positive interactions, they are often quite stable over time (Berndt, 

1999). It has been found that stable friends are more similar in behavior than unstable 

friends (Kandel, 1978; Urberg et al., 1998). In the present study, the relations are 

examined between parenting and friends' deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent 

problem behavior, on the other hand. Differences will also be examined between stable 

and unstable friendships. 

Most studies on parent and peer effects on adolescent problem behavior have 

focused on externalizing problem behavior (e.g., Kim, Hetherington, & Reiss, 1999). 

Although much research is conducted regarding the association between parenting 

and internalizing problems (e.g., Jacobson & Crockett, 2000), little is known about the 

association with deviant peers in relation with internalizing problems. Furthermore, 

few researchers examined reciprocal effects. In the present study, both types of 

problem behavior will be examined regarding the relation between parenting and 

friends on problem behavior. 

Generally, empirical research indicates that girls show higher levels of 

internalizing problem behaviors than boys (e.g., Lewinsohn et al., 1993), whereas boys 

show higher levels of externalizing problem behaviors than girls (e.g., Zahn-Waxler, 

1993). There is also evidence for gender differences regarding the effects of parenting, 

and to some extent of peer relations, on externalizing and internalizing problems (Kim, 

Hetherington, & Reiss, 1999; Scaramella, Conger, & Simons, 1999). These include, for 

instance, stronger associations between parental caregiving and externalizing problems 

for boys than for girls, and stronger relations between deviant friends and conduct 

disorder for boys than for girls. We will examine whether parenting and peer effects on 

adolescent problem behavior differ for boys and girls. 
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To summarize, this longitudinal study examines the relations between parenting 

and friends' deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior, on the other hand. A first aim is, by comprising actual self-reports 

of friends' deviant behavior, to examine more comprehensively the effects of both 

parents and friends on adolescent problem behavior. It is expected that deviant friends 

will have smaller effects than are normally found in studies that use adolescents' 

reports about their friends' behavior. 

A second aim is to examine the reciprocal effects between parents and 

adolescent problem behavior and between friends' deviance and problem behavior. In 

previous studies, reciprocity is found between parenting and externalizing problem 

behavior. It is less clear whether these relations also exist for internalizing problem 

behavior. Regarding the reciprocal effects between friends' deviance and problem 

behavior, we hypothesize the following. In the present study we focus on early 

adolescence, when the adolescent changes school and new friendships are beginning to 

form and are starting to develop. We expect that during this period, the influence of 

adolescent problem behavior on friends' deviance will be stronger than the influence of 

friends' deviance on adolescent problem behavior, suggesting a selection process. 

The third aim is to examine whether the effects of parents and friends on 

problem behavior differ for stable and unstable friends. It is expected that the 

influence of friends' deviance on adolescent problem behavior will be stronger for 

stable friends than for unstable friends. Finally, gender differences will be examined. 

4 . 2 Method 

4.2.1 Sample and Procedure 

The sample was drawn from three secondary schools in the Netherlands. At 

Time 1 the sample consisted of 650 adolescents between 12 and 15 years old (M = 

13.36; SD = 0.55 years) from the 8 th Grade. All adolescents obtained passive consent 

from their parents to participate in the study. Adolescents completed a battery of 

questionnaires during regular school hours. 

After a one-year interval, the same adolescents were tested again. The schools were 

visited once more and questionnaires were sent to the homes of the adolescents who 

had left school or could not be reached at school (due to sickness or truancy), 

including a letter containing instructions and a postpaid return envelope. 
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Nonresponders were called at home to ask whether they could still fill out the 

questionnaire and send it back. A total of 563 adolescents participated again at Time 

2. The distribution of boys and girls for both waves was about equal (T1/T2: N boys = 

3 2 8 / 2 7 2 ; N girls = 322/291) and the self-reported ethnicity was mostly Dutch (Tl = 

88.4%; T2 = 89.5%). 

4.2 .2 Friendship nomination 

On both waves, adolescents were asked to write down the names and classes of 

their three best friends in school, in order of importance. Adolescents were paired with 

a best friend using the program MAKEDYAD (Thissen-Pennings & Bendermacher, 

2003). A large number of adolescents could be paired with a close friend who was also 

participating in the study (79% on both waves). The friend used is the one highest on 

the list who also completed the questionnaires, regardless whether the friendship was 

reciprocal or not. The remaining 21% could not be paired with a close friend for several 

reasons: 1) they were friendless; 2) they named friends who did not participate in the 

study because they were in a higher or lower grade that was not tested; or 3) their 

friends were absent from school on the days of data collection. 

The 137 adolescents who could not be paired at Time 1 (M age = 13.55; SD = 

.67; N boys = 78; N girls = 59) differed significantly from the 513 adolescents who 

could be paired on the following variables: Delinquent Behavior (t = 2.72; p < .01), 

Aggressive Behavior (t = -2.14; p < .05), Responsiveness (t = -3.75; p < .001), and 

Quality of Parent-Adolescent Relation (t = -3.14; p < .01). The first group scored higher 

on Delinquent Behavior and lower on the other three variables. 

Of the 513 paired adolescents at Time 1 (M age = 13.30; SD = .51), 382 

adolescents could also be paired at Time 2. Among these adolescents, 142 adolescents 

were paired with the same friend at both waves (stable friends) and 240 adolescents 

were paired with different friends at both waves (unstable friends). Among the 131 

adolescents who were only paired at Time 1, there were more boys than girls (N boys = 

82; N girls = 49). The attrition group differed significantly from the group that was 

paired on both waves on Delinquent Behavior (t = 2.66; p < .01), with the attrition 

group scoring higher, and Parental Knowledge (t = -2.78; p < .01), with the attrition 

group scoring lower. 
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4.2.3 Instruments 

Problem Behavior 

The Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991b; Verhulst, Ende, & Koot, 1997) 

was used to obtain adolescent reports on their own problem behavior. The YSR 

assesses two broad-band syndromes, Externalizing and Internalizing. The 

Externalizing syndrome consists of the scales Delinquent Behavior and Aggressive 

Behavior. The Internalizing syndrome consists of Anxious/Depressed, Withdrawn, and 

Somatic Complaints. All items were rated on a 3-point Likert scale where 0 indicates 

responses of "not true", 1 "somewhat or sometimes true", and 2 "very true or often 

true". Alpha's for this study for Time 1/Time 2 were .67/ .69 for Delinquent Behavior, 

.82/ .82 for Aggressive Behavior, .84/ .87 for Anxious/Depressed, .65/ .68 for 

Withdrawn, and .73/ .76 for Somatic Complaints. 

In addition, in order to expand the range of externalizing problems with problem 

behaviors that occur frequently in non-clinical groups during this developmental 

period, two new scales were developed in conformance with the YSR format (Reitz, 

Dekovic, & Meijer, 2003). The two scales assess School Problems (e.g., Brack, Brack, & 

Orr, 1994; Gillmore, Hawkins, Catalano, Day, Moore, & Abbott, 1991) and 

Disobedience (Maggs, Almeida, & Galambos, 1995; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). School 

Problems consists of 7 items, for example "I have been sent out of class for 

misbehavior" (Gillmore et al., 1991) and "I copy homework from others" (Fletcher, 

Steinberg, & Sellers, 1999). Alpha's of this scale for Time 1/Time 2 were .65 and .74. 

The second scale, Disobedience of parents, includes 8 items. Examples are "I refuse to 

do domestic tasks" (Peeters, 1994) and "I ignore prohibitions from my parents" 

(Dekovic, 1999). The internal consistencies for Time 1/Time 2 were .71 and .74. The 

items of both scales were also rated on a 3-point Likert scale used in the YSR. 

Friends' deviance 

For those adolescents who could be paired, friends' deviance is measured with 

the problem behavior scales for externalizing and internalizing problem behavior as is 

described above. 

Parenting 

Parenting was assessed with instruments that are frequently used in previous 

studies in the Netherlands (e.g., Gerris et al, 1993), separately for mothers and for 
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fathers. Given the strength of associations between maternal and paternal scores 

(correlation varied between .46 and .68 at Time 1 and between .44 and .66 at Time 2) 

in the following analyses their scores were averaged to provide a parental score. 

Responsiveness. The responsiveness scale from the Child-Rearing Questionnaire 

(NOV; Gerris et al., 1993) was used that included 8 items measuring the amount of 

parental warmth and support (e.g., "When I talk to my mother/father about my 

problems, s h e / h e really helps me"). Adolescents rated their parent on a 6-point Likert 

scale ranging from 'completely disagree' (1) to 'completely agree' (6). Alpha's for Time 

1/Time 2 were .92 and .94. 

Quality of Parent-Adolescent Relation. A short version of the Inventory of Parent 

and Peer Attachment (IPPA; Armsden & Greenberg, 1987; Raja, McGee, & Stanton, 

1992) was used to determine the quality of affectional bonds between the adolescent 

and his or her parents. The scale consists of 12 items for each parent and all items are 

rated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 'almost never' (1) to 'almost always' (4). 

The IPPA measures the quality of communication, the degree of trust, and alienation in 

the parent-adolescent relationship (e.g., "I tell my mother/father about my problems 

and worries"). A high score indicates a more positive quality of relation of the 

adolescent with his or her parents . Alpha's for Time 1/Time 2 were .87 and .89. 

Parental knowledge. The 6-item scale measures the extent to which parents 

supervise the adolescent and monitor their daily activities. The adolescents were asked 

to indicate on a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from 'almost nothing' (1) to 'almost 

everything' (4), how much their mother and father know about the adolescent's 

whereabouts after school, leisure time, who the adolescent's friends are, etc. The 

alpha 's for Time 1/Time 2 were .87 and .88. 

4.2 .4 Plan of analysis 

To test simultaneously the reciprocal influences between parenting and friends' 

deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent problem behavior, on the other hand, we 

applied Structural Equation Modeling with multiple indicators for the three latent 

variables Problem Behavior, Parenting, and Friends' Deviance. The LISREL 8.53 

program was used for estimation of the models (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) with 

covariance matrices as input and maximum likelihood estimation method. Models were 

tested separately for externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. The models 

include stability paths for the three latent variables (Time 1 -> Time 2). In addition, 
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four cross-lagged paths were also included: two paths to measure reciprocal relations 

between parenting and adolescent problem behavior, and two paths between friends' 

deviance and adolescent problem behavior. Measurement errors of the same indicators 

over time were allowed to correlate (e.g., responsiveness Time 1 with responsiveness 

Time 2) and correlations were estimated between latent variables within each time 

frame (Farrell, 1994). 

Model fit was evaluated using (1) the chi-square likelihood ratio statistic, (2) the 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), (3) the Non-Normed Fit Index 

(NNFI), and (4) the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). The chi-square provides a significance 

test of the null hypothesis that the model is correct. Because this statistic is strongly 

dependent on sample size and may cause small differences to be significant, other fit 

indices were included to evaluate the fit of a model. The fit was to be judged acceptable 

by an RMSEA of less than .07 and by NNFI and CFI values greater than .90 (Hartman 

et al., 1999). 

Multigroup comparison tests were performed to examine differences between 

stable and unstable friendships and between boys and girls in the magnitude of the 

structural coefficients. 

4.3 Results 

Because the problem behavior scales were somewhat skewed, log 

transformations were performed and these new scales were used in the analyses. 

Pearson correlations between all measured variables are reported in Table 4.1 

(externalizing problem behavior) and Table 4.2 (internalizing problem behavior). In 

both tables, stability coefficients of all variables were moderate to high except those for 

friends' deviance, which were lower in magnitude. The correlations between the 

separate indicators for adolescent problem behavior, friends' deviance, and parenting 

are all significant, suggesting that they are good indicators of these latent constructs. 

All associations are in the expected direction. 

4.3.1 Model testing 

The structural equation models for externalizing and internalizing problem 

behavior are shown in Figures 4.1 and 4.2. For externalizing problem behavior, the 
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Tl T2 

RE OR KN RE OR KN 

DB AB SP DO DB AB SP DO 

Figure 4.1 A Longitudinal Latent Variable Model of the Relations Between Adolescent 

Externalizing Problem Behavior and Parenting Behaviors and Friends' Deviance (/V = 382). 

RE = Responsiveness; QR = Quality of Relation; KN = Knowledge; DB = Delinquent Behavior; 

AB = Aggressive Behavior; SP = School Problems; DO = Disobedience 
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Tl T2 

Figure 4.2. A Longitudinal Latent Variable Model of the Relations Between Adolescent 

Internalizing Problem Behavior and Parenting Behaviors and Friends' Deviance (/V = 382). 

RE = Responsiveness; QR = Quality of Relation; KN = Knowledge; A/D = Anxious/ 

Depressed; WD = Withdrawn; and SC = Somatic Complaints 
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model yielded the following fit: yj (186) = 469.36, p < .000; RMSEA = .052; NNFI = 

0.96; CFI = 0.97. For internalizing problem behavior, the fit indices were comparable: 

X2 (114) = 296.46, p < .000; RMSEA = .053; NNFI = 0.96; CFI = 0.97. In both models, 

the chi-square test was significant, but the other fit indices were acceptable. It can be 

concluded that the model accurately describes the data for both types of problem 

behavior. 

As could be expected, given the results in Table 1 and 2, the stability over time 

is high for problem behavior and parenting and somewhat lower for friends' deviance. 

Parenting, that is, low levels of responsiveness, parental knowledge, and quality of 

relation, was associated with higher levels of externalizing problems at Time 2. The 

effect of adolescent problem behavior on parenting one year later was not significant. 

In contrast, reciprocal effects were found for internalizing problems. Both cross-lagged 

pa ths between parenting and problem behavior were significant, which indicates that 

parenting behaviors and internalizing problem behavior negatively influence each other 

over time. 

No evidence is found for an influence process of deviant friends: the relation 

between friends' deviance at Time 1 and externalizing and internalizing problems at 

Time 2 is not significant. A significant relation is found, however, for problem behavior 

at Time 1 and friends' deviance at Time 2 for both types of problem behavior, 

suggesting a selection process. 

Additional analyses were performed to examine whether the effects for parenting 

on problem behavior were larger than the effects for friends' deviance on problem 

behavior. Model comparison tests were performed, where the models presented in 

Figures 1 and 2 were compared with the models where the beta-coefficients between 

parenting Time 1 and problem behavior Time 2 and between friends' deviance Time 1 

and problem behavior Time 2 were set equal. No significant differences were found 

between models, indicating that parenting does not show larger effects on externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior than does friends' deviance. 

4.3 .2 Multigroup analysis: Stable versus unstable friendships 

After evaluating the overall fit of the model combining data for all adolescent 

friendships, multigroup comparison tests were performed to test whether the model for 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior was consistent across stable and 
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unstable friends. First, all parameters were estimated separately within each group 

(unconstrained model). Then parameters were constrained to be identical for stable 

and unstable friends (constrained model). Specifically, factor loadings of the latent 

variables on their indicators of problem behavior (= X) were set equal and beta-

coefficients between the three latent variables (= p) were set equal for both types of 

friends. 

Table 4.3 

Multigroup Analyses for Stable and Unstable Friends and for Boys and Girls for the Latent 

Variable Model on Externalizing and Internalizing Problem Behavior (N = 382) 

Model Label 

Stability of friendship 

Model 1 : Unconstrained model 

Model 2 : Constrained model 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

df 

Model Fit Indices Model Comparison Tests 

p RMSEA NNFI CFI Adf A%2 p(d) 

Externalizing Problem Behavior 

372 699.38 .000 

395 749.88 .000 .069 

0.92 0.93 

0.92 0.93 

23 50.50 p < . 0 0 1 

Model 1 : 

Model 2 : 

Gender 

Unconstrained model 

Constrained model 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

Stability of friendship 

Model 1 

Model 2 

Unconstrained model 

Constrained model 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

Model 1 

Model 2 

Gender 

Unconstrained model 

Constrained model 

Model 1 versus Model 2 

372 

395 

228 

247 

228 

247 

856.38 

881.90 

.000 

.000 

.068 

.066 

Internalizing Problem Behavior 

471.19 

516.75 

554.16 

603.86 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.075 

.076 

.071 

.072 

0.92 

0.92 

0.90 

0.90 

0.91 

0.91 

0.93 

0.93 

0.93 

0.92 

0.93 

0.93 

23 

19 

19 

25.52 

45.56 

49.70 

ns 

p<.001 

p<.001 

For both externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, the model differed for 

stable and unstable friends. The chi-square differences test indicated that the model in 
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which the parameters were set to be equal differed significantly from the 

unconstrained model (Table 4.3), indicating that there are group differences in the 

magnitude of the structural coefficients. For both types of problem behavior, the 

magnitude of the stability coefficient for friends' deviance is lower for unstable friends 

(.17) t han for stable friends (.50). 

Furthermore, for externalizing problem behavior, the magnitude of the relation 

between parenting Time 1 and problem behavior Time 2 is somewhat higher for 

unstable friends (-.15 versus -.03 for stable friends). Although we expected stronger 

effects of friends' deviance on adolescent problem behavior for the stable group than 

for the unstable group, no differences were found between the two groups. 

4 .3 .3 Multigroup analysis: Girls versus boys 

Multigroup comparison tests were also performed to test whether the models for 

problem behavior were consistent across gender groups. It appeared that the model for 

externalizing problem behavior is identical for boys and girls, whereas the model for 

internalizing problem behavior differs for boys and girls (Table 4.3). Results show 

gender differences for the reciprocal effects between parenting and problem behavior. 

The magnitude of beta-coefficients of the two cross-lagged paths are somewhat higher 

for boys than for girls (-.11 versus -.06 for parenting to problem behavior and -.29 

versus -.10 for problem behavior to parenting). 

4.4 Discussion 

In this study we examined the effects of parenting and friends' deviance on 

adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. Also, reciprocal effects 

were tested simultaneously between parenting and problem behavior and friends' 

deviance and problem behavior. Friends' deviance was measured using friends' self-

reports about their own behavior instead of using adolescents' reports about their 

friends' behavior. Finally, differences in types of friendships (stable versus unstable) 

and gender differences were examined. 

Numerous studies demonstrated the existence of parenting influences on 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior (e.g., Jacobson & Crockett, 2000; 

Laible, Carlo, & Rafaelli, 2000). In the present study too, longitudinal effects of 
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parenting, that is, responsiveness, quality of relation, and parental knowledge, were 

found for both types of problem behavior. The effects of adolescent problem behavior 

on parenting, however, were only found for internalizing problem behavior, but not for 

externalizing problem behavior. A possible reason might lay in the aspects of parenting 

behaviors assessed in this study. These relational aspects might be more relevant for 

internalizing problem behavior, whereas externalizing problem behavior might be more 

strongly associated with controlling aspects of parenting that are not included in the 

present study. Illustrative in this respect is a study of Lin (2002) who found that 

'relational parenting', specifically family cohesion, parental warmth/acceptance and 

parental knowledge, was more strongly related to depression, whereas 'behavioral 

parenting', that is decision-making control and knowledge, was more strongly related 

to misconduct. Also, Galambos, Barker, and Almeida (2003) compared the relative 

influence of parental support, behavioral control, and psychological control on 

adolescent adjustment and found higher relative influences of support on internalizing 

problems and higher relative influences of behavioral control on externalizing 

problems. In conclusion, the relational aspects of the parent-child relation seems to be 

more important for internalizing problems than for externalizing problems, which 

explains the different effects found for the relations between parenting and 

internalizing and externalizing problem behavior. Unfortunately for adolescents with 

internalizing problems, parents do not react by offering more support and warmth, but 

abstain from it, which makes the level of problem behavior only worse. 

The results of the effects of friends' deviance were the same for both 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior: friends' deviance did not influence 

problem behavior over time, whereas adolescent problem behavior had an effect on 

friends' deviance a year later. In other words, adolescents who exhibit higher levels of 

problem behavior tend to have friends one year later who show increasingly high levels 

of problem behavior, suggesting a selection effect. This is what we expected to find: we 

assumed that during early adolescence new friendships are emerging and developing, 

and thus, selection, and not influence, plays the most important role in choosing new 

friends. The results are consistent with findings of Bauman and Ennett (1996) who 

showed that selection is the most important when friendships are developing and 

forming, whereas peer influence reinforces behavior once friendships are formed. 

It is typical that adolescents not only seem to select friends that show 

externalizing problem behavior, but also seem to choose friends who show internalizing 

problem behavior. What is the point in choosing a depressive friend when you are 

depressive yourself? It might be that friends with internalizing problem behavior also 
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show externalizing problem behavior; these types of problems are often comorbid 

(Zoccolillo, 1992; Angold and Costello, 1993). Adolescents might be more attracted to 

the latter problem behavior. Future research should address this question. 

How can we explain the differences in findings with other studies that did find 

friends' influence effects? First of all, some studies examined older adolescents or 

examined a broader age range (e.g., Mounts & Steinberg, 1995; Maxwell, 2002) and, as 

is pointed out above, influence effects are more salient in older age groups. Second, 

some studies used adolescents ' reports about their friends' behavior, instead of friends' 

self-reports about their own behavior like we did, which might have increased the 

magnitude of relation between adolescents and their friends (e.g., Bauman & Fisher, 

1986; Aseltine, 1995; Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Keena et al., 1995). Third, some studies 

relied on cross-sectional designs, which confound selection and influence effects (e.g., 

Brendgen, Vitaro, & Bukowski, 2000). Finally, few studies that did use friends' self-

reports and also examined the same age group, focused on substance use as outcome 

variable (e.g., Urberg et al., 1997). It might be that the influence of deviant friends' on 

cigarette, alcohol, or drug initiation follows a different course than the influence of 

deviant friends on a broader range of problem behaviors like externalizing and 

internalizing problems (but see for exception Engels et al., 1999). 

The results of this study suggest that previous research on the relative effect of 

parents and peers on adolescent problem behavior might have inflated the importance 

of peers and underestimated the influence of parents. Many studies relied on 

adolescents ' report about their friends' behavior, which reflect projection and 

attribution, and this leads to an overestimation of peer effects (Bauman & Fisher, 

1986; Aseltine, 1995). When friends' own reports are used no significant differences 

were found between parenting effects and peer effects. It should be noted that the 

present study focuses on the period of early adolescence. The relative influence of 

parents and peers has varying effects on different age groups. Parents are more 

influential at younger ages and peers at older ages (Simons, Wu, Conger, & Lorenz, 

1994; Kandel, 1996). Thus, parenting effects might become less and peer effects more 

pronounced during middle and late adolescence. 

Differences were found between stable and unstable friends for externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior. Not surprisingly, the stability coefficients of 

unstable friends was much lower than for stable friends, due to the fact that stability 

is based on different friends at two assessments for adolescents with unstable friends 

and the same friends on both assessments for adolescents with stable friends. The 

relationship between parenting and externalizing problem behavior was somewhat 
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higher for unstable friends than for stable friends. It seems that, in absence of high 

quality friendship relations (i.e., stable), adolescents let themselves be more influenced 

by their parents than adolescents with stable friendship relations. Because adolescents 

with low quality friendships might be less inclined to change their behavior to make 

the friendship relationship more satisfying (Urberg et al., 2003), they remain 

influenced to a higher degree by the ones most close to them: their parents. 

Gender differences were found in the model for internalizing problem behavior. 

Boys showed higher reciprocal relations between parenting and internalizing problem 

behavior than girls. Following Hill and Lynch's (1983) gender intensification hypothesis, 

sex-typed differences during early adolescence will increase between boys and girls 

because they are encouraged to conform to traditional masculine and feminine roles. 

Because internalizing problems are not traditionally masculine, these behaviors might 

be more noticeable for boys, and parents might react stronger to boys' internalizing 

problem behavior than to girls' internalizing problem behavior. It has been shown that 

gender role strain (i.e., failure to fulfill male role expectations) is negatively related to 

parental attachment (Defranc, 2000). 

Parenting effects on internalizing problem behavior were somewhat higher for 

boys than for girls, which might be explained by the fact that girls' depressive/anxious 

feelings seem to be more related to environmental difficulties, like pubertal 

development and stressful life events, than for boys (Ge et al., 1994). For boys, on the 

other hand, pubertal development starts later than for girls and thus, during early 

adolescence, might still be more influenced by their parents and less by other 

environmental difficulties. This relation might change, as the boys grow older. 

The following limitations of the present study are worth noticing. The parenting 

measures examined in this study are derived from adolescents' self-reports. Different 

findings might have been found when using parents ' self-reports about their own 

parenting behaviors. On the other hand, it has been demonstrated that adolescent 

reports on how they perceive their family behavior are not inherently inferior to more 

objective measures (Steinberg et al., 1994; Chen et al., 1998). 

A second limitation considers the attrition group. This group scored higher on 

externalizing problems, and lower on parenting than the group of adolescents on which 

the analyses are based. Attrition of problematic youth has also been a problem in other 

research: 'dropouts' scored lower on nur turant and involved parenting (Scaramella et 

al., 2002) and higher on externalizing and internalizing problem behavior (Aseltine, 

1995). Thus, the most seriously troubled youths are underrepresented in the 

prospective analyses, which might have influenced the results. 
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Finally, our sample is quite homogenous, consisting of mostly middleclass White 

(Dutch) adolescents. It is therefore not possible to generalize the results to other ethnic 

groups. Replication of these findings is needed in ethnically more diverse samples. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, several important conclusions can be drawn 

from the findings of this study. The results suggest that previous research that used 

adolescents ' reports on their friends' behavior might have overestimated peer effects. 

When friends' own reports are used parenting and peer effects were comparable. 

Furthermore, reciprocal relations were found between parenting and problem behavior, 

whereas only unilateral relations existed between friends' deviance and problem 

behavior. Differences between stable and unstable friendships and between boys and 

girls indicate that parent and peer effects are not equally important for all adolescents. 

Replication of this study in different populations of youth is needed to strengthen 

generalizations of the findings. 
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Chapter 5: General Conclusions and Discussion 

According to the ecological model of Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1986), the child is 

nested within a complex network of systems. Three main systems within this model 

have been discussed in the previous chapters: the adolescent self (problem behavior), 

parents, and friends of the adolescent. 

The central aims of the present thesis were to examine (1) the structure and 

stability of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior during early adolescence; 

(2) the relations between parenting and adolescent externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior; and (3) the reciprocal effects of parenting and best friends' deviance, 

on the one hand, and adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, on 

the other hand. Longitudinal data were used to examine these aims. 

In this final chapter, main findings and conclusions of the three studies will be 

presented in line with the three systems of the ecological model. These findings will be 

discussed and the chapter concludes with limitations and recommendations for future 

research. 

5.1 A d o l e s c e n t problem behavior 

Structure of problem behavior 

The study in Chapter 2 examined the structure of adolescent problem behavior 

and tested whether externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors belong to one 
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single factor of general deviance (one-factor model), whether they should be considered 

as two separate constructs (two-factor model), or whether they can be conceptualized 

as two separate constructs belonging to one factor of general deviance (two-factor 

higher-order model). Results showed that the factor model with the higher-order factor 

(the third model) fitted the data best, on both measurement waves. The structure was 

also stable over time when analyzed for boys and girls separately. This indicates that 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior are two distinct constructs with 

multiple indicators, although they ultimately belong to the same higher-order factor of 

general deviance. Our findings extend conclusions of previous research by including 

different types of problem behavior and by including a higher-order factor in the 

analyses. 

One might argue that it is not surprising to find a higher-order factor structure, 

because it resembles the structure of the questionnaire that is used to measure 

problem behavior: the Youth Self-Report (YSR). This questionnaire is composed of 

different small-band syndromes that belong to one of two broad-band syndromes 

Externalizing or Internalizing. These two syndromes can be summed up to provide a 

Total problem behavior score, which implies the existence of a higher-order factor. Two 

reasons can be listed to refute this argument. 

The first reason is that the YSR is originally developed for the clinical practice. 

The structure of the items is examined in a sample of clinically referred adolescents. 

Principle components analyses were conducted to establish the small-band and broad

band syndromes. Although norms have been provided for a normal population (e.g., 

Verhuist, van der Ende, & Koot, 1996), the structure of problem behavior has not been 

statistically tested in this group and might be dissimilar from the clinical group. 

Clinically referred children may show more co-occurrence between externalizing and 

internalizing problems than children from the general population, because subjects 

with multiple disorders are more likely to be hospitalized than those with single 

disorders, the so-called Berkson's bias (Berkson, 1946; Zoccolillo, 1992). This can 

result in different factor structures for the two groups. Furthermore, the possibility of a 

higher-order factor has never been statistically analyzed, both for clinical and normal 

groups. A two-factor model could thus have been an equally satisfying solution. A 

previous study of Hartman et al. (1999) found such a model when analyzing the Child 

Behavior Check-List (CBCL), the version that assesses problem behavior of children as 

reported by parents. 

The second reason for the fact that the higher-order factor structure may not be 

inherent in the YSR is that not only items from the YSR were used to examine problem 
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behavior, but also two new scales were added to study problems that occur frequently 

in non-clinical groups: School problems and Disobedience. Seven small-band 

syndromes instead of five were now included, which could have leaded to a different 

factor-structure than is implied in the YSR. 

Stability of problem behavior 

Two types of stability can be distinguished: relative and absolute stability. The 

first type, relative stability, refers to the extent to which individuals retain their rank 

order or relative position within the group. Pearson correlation coefficients were 

computed to determine the relative stability of problem behavior. The stability 

coefficients of different types of problem behavior were consistent with previous 

research (Verhuist & Van Wattum, 1993). Fisher Z-transformation tests indicated no 

significant differences between boys and girls. It can be concluded that the relative 

stability is moderate, indicating that a large number of adolescents retain their relative 

position within the group. 

The second type of stability, absolute stability, refers to the extent to which a 

constructs absolute level remains consistent across time. A repeated measures model 

indicated differences over time as well as gender differences. Scores on Delinquent 

Behavior, School Problems, and Disobedience were higher at Time 2 compared to Time 

1, whereas scores on Aggressive Behavior and Somatic Complaints were lower over 

time. Gender differences were found on internalizing problem behavior: girls scored 

higher. 

It was further tested whether adolescents who scored in the clinical, subclinical, 

and normal range of problem behavior at Time 1 changed or remained stable in their 

position at Time 2. In general, many adolescents who scored in the normal range 

remained in that position, both for externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. 

Also, a moderate level of stability was found for the deviant range of externalizing and 

internalizing problems behavior. Some adolescents who scored in the deviant range at 

Time 1 changed their position to the subclinical or normal range, thus showing less 

problem behavior over time. Other adolescents increased their levels of problem 

behavior and changed their position from the normal range to the subclinical or 

deviant range. Overall, the absolute stability seemed to be moderate to high, although 

some adolescents were quite unstable. These levels of stability seem to be somewhat 

higher than is found in other studies that examined absolute stability (Verhuist & van 

Wattum, 1993; Ferdinand et al., 1995). 
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In sum, both types of stability are moderate or high, indicating that a large 

number of adolescents show the same levels of problem behavior over time and retain 

their relative position within the group. Previous levels of problem behavior thus seem 

to be highly predictive of subsequent levels of problem behavior. This is consistent with 

findings of other studies that show predictive effects of previous levels of problem 

behavior on subsequent levels (e.g., Pomerantz, 2001; Scaramella, Conger, Spoth, & 

Simons, 2002). In Chapters 3 and 4, it was also found that former levels of problem 

behavior were the best predictors of later levels of problems. Thus, problem behavior 

appeared to be the best determinant of subsequent levels of problem behavior. There 

are also other factors that can be predictive of the level of problem behavior. One of 

those factors lies within the system of the parents , namely child rearing, which will 

now be discussed. 

5 . 2 Parents 

The second system within the ecological model of Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1986) 

that is examined in this thesis is that of the parents of the adolescent, assessed from 

the adolescent's perspective. The study in Chapter 3 examined the relations between 

childrearing, consisting of several important parenting dimensions, and adolescent 

problem behavior. This study extends previous research by including these parenting 

dimensions simultaneously, as unique predictors of adolescent problem behavior. Four 

parenting dimensions were analyzed: parental involvement (consisting of 

responsiveness, quality of parent-adolescent relation, and parental knowledge), 

parental strictness, emotional autonomy granting, and decisional autonomy granting. 

Not only parenting effects on problem behavior were examined, but also child effects 

on parenting and moderator effects. These latter effects have been rarely examined in 

previous studies during adolescence. 

It appeared that decisional autonomy granting was related only to externalizing 

problem behavior, but not to internalizing problem behavior. In general, the two 

constructs show a positive relation: High levels of decisional autonomy granting lead to 

high levels of externalizing problem behavior and high levels of externalizing problem 

behavior lead to high levels of decisional autonomy granting. A moderator effect 

showed that parents who grant low levels of decisional autonomy tend to allow more 

autonomy to adolescents with high, rather than low levels of externalizing problem 

behavior. These positive relations are consistent with findings from previous research 
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who show that high levels of decisional autonomy granting are related to greater 

deviance (Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996; Beyers & Goossens, 1999). It 

should be noted however, that decision-making is defined in this thesis as a unilateral 

construct. It seems that adolescents are better adjusted when parents and adolescents 

make joint decisions. This indicates an open and flexible communication style, which 

corresponds more with an authoritative parenting style and is associated with less 

deviance (Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996). 

As opposed to relations between decisional autonomy granting and adolescent 

problem behavior, none of the analyses in Chapter 3 showed any association between 

emotional autonomy granting and problem behavior. This is in contrast with previous 

research that found negative relations between these constructs (e.g., Gray & 

Steinberg, 1999; Garber & Little, 2001). An explanation might be the timing of 

autonomy: the process of individuation from parents might become more important 

during middle adolescence than in early adolescence, when the adolescent becomes 

more mature and is more striving for independence. A second explanation might lay in 

the conceptualization of emotional autonomy granting. Some studies measure 

psychological control and recode the scores to indicate levels of emotional autonomy 

granting (Gray & Steinberg, 1999; Garber & Little, 2001). In the study in Chapter 3, 

the scale was designed to measure emotional autonomy granting, where high scores 

indicate high levels of autonomy granted by parents. 

Whereas decisional autonomy granting related only to externalizing problem 

behavior, parental strictness was only related to internalizing problem behavior. 

Parental strictness seemed to be especially important for adolescents who exhibit high 

levels of internalizing problems. For these adolescents, higher levels of strictness lead 

to increasing engagement in problem behavior over time. This finding supports the 

assumption that overly strict parenting is not appropriate during adolescence, a period 

were adolescents need sufficient space for their psychosocial development (Baumrind, 

1991a). 

Finally, the fourth parenting dimension, parental involvement, was associated 

with externalizing as well as internalizing problem behavior. It seems that high levels of 

parental involvement function as a protective factor for externalizing problem behavior 

over time. This is consistent with previous studies that found that high levels of 

attachment to parents (Laible, Carlo, & Rafaelli, 2000), warmth (Greenberger, Chen, 

Tally, & Dong, 2000), and parental knowledge (Kerr & Stattin, 2000), are all related to 

lower levels of problem behavior. A moderator effect was found for internalizing 

problem behavior. Findings showed that for adolescents with high levels of 
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internalizing problem behavior, higher levels of parental involvement lead to an 

increment of problems over time. In contrast, for adolescents with low levels of 

internalizing problem behavior, lower levels of parental involvement lead to an 

increment of problems over a one-year period. Adolescents with high levels of 

internalizing problem behavior tend to have parents who might be overinvolved, which 

causes adolescents to react with even higher levels of problem behavior (e.g., Stubbe et 

al., 1993; Hirshfeld et al., 1997). In general, high levels of parental involvement can be 

a risk factor for internalizing problem behavior, but can also function as a protective 

factor when levels of internalizing problems are low. 

While most research has focused on the relation from the parent to the child, in 

this thesis analyses were also conducted to investigate child effects on parenting. 

Lower levels of internalizing problem behavior and higher levels of externalizing 

problem behavior significantly predicted an increase in parental involvement. A 

moderator effect showed that highly involved parents diminish their levels of 

involvement in response to externalizing behavior of the adolescent, whereas 

externalizing problem behavior elicits increased involvement at tempts from parents 

who are low on levels of involvement. In conclusion, problem behavior of the adolescent 

interacts with parenting and can either increase or diminish the parenting behavior, 

depending on previous levels of problem behavior. 

Because involvement was found to be the only dimension that showed strong 

relations with both types of problem behaviors, this dimension was also incorporated 

in Chapter 4. In this study, the reciprocal relations between parental involvement, on 

the one hand, and externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, on the other 

hand, were investigated. Consistencies and inconsistencies between the findings of the 

two studies will now be discussed. 

As in the study reported in Chapter 3, the study in Chapter 4 also showed that 

high levels of parental involvement are a protective factor for externalizing problem 

behavior. Further, low levels of internalizing problem behavior predicted an increase in 

parental involvement over time. Two findings are inconsistent, however. The first 

inconsistency concerns the effect of externalizing problem behavior on parental 

involvement. In Chapter 3, externalizing problem behavior predicted levels of parental 

involvement one year later. In Chapter 4, the effect of externalizing problem behavior 

on parenting was no longer significant. Two reasons may account for this difference in 

findings. One of the possible reasons is that in Chapter 4, the reciprocal relations 

between problem behavior and parenting are examined simultaneously, whereas 

separate analyses were conducted in Chapter 3, one for parenting effects and one for 
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child effects. The effect of externalizing problem behavior on parental involvement 

might have been discounted in favor of other effects in the model, when analyzed 

simultaneously. In separate analyses, the effects can still reach significance. Another 

reason might be that only relations between parenting and problem behavior were 

examined in Chapter 3, whereas the study in Chapter 4 examined both friends' and 

parenting effects within the same analyses. Other effects within the model might then 

be more important. Furthermore, because only adolescents who could be paired with a 

best friend were involved in the analyses in Chapter 4, the sample that was included 

differed for the two chapters, with fewer subjects included in Chapter 4. 

A second inconsistency across the studies concerns the effect of parental 

involvement on internalizing problem behavior. Parental involvement did not predict 

levels of internalizing problem behavior one year later in Chapter 3, but the effect of 

parenting on internalizing problem behavior was significant in Chapter 4. It should be 

noted, however, that in Chapter 3, although no main effect was found for parental 

involvement, we did find a significant interaction effect between involvement and 

internalizing problem behavior. This indicates that parental involvement has an effect 

on internalizing problem behavior in both chapters. The interpretation of these findings 

differs, however. In Chapter 4, the negative relation between parental involvement and 

internalizing problem behavior indicates that lower levels of involvement lead to higher 

levels of internalizing problems. This interpretation also holds for part of the 

interaction-effect that was found in Chapter 3: Low levels of parental involvement 

increase the level of internalizing problem behavior one year later, but this is only true 

for adolescents with lower levels of problems. For adolescents with high levels of 

internalizing problem behavior, parental involvement will only lead to more problems a 

year later. What conclusion can we draw from these findings? 

The interaction-effect is interpreted by plotting simple regression lines for high 

(M + SD) and low (M - SD) levels of variables. This means that the regression lines are 

based on scores from adolescents who are in the higher and lower regions of problem 

behavior. The interaction-effect that was found in Chapter 3 indicates that high levels 

of parental involvement increase the level of internalizing problems for adolescents who 

score in the high range. In other words, the effect seems to arise for adolescents who 

approach or are in the clinical range of problem behavior. In other cases, it seems that 

high levels of parental involvement are a protective factor for the development of 

internalizing problem behaviors, which is consistent with previous studies (e.g., Laible, 

Carlo, & Rafaelli, 2000). Understanding of these relations is important for the clinical 
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practice. Our findings suggest that high levels of parental involvement in clinical 

subjects might be counterproductive in reducing problem behavior. 

In general, not only are adolescents' previous levels of problem behavior 

predictive of subsequent levels of problem behavior, parenting behaviors also seem to 

be a significant determinant of problem behavior one year later. It is found that 

different parenting dimensions exert unique effects on adolescent problem behavior. 

Decisional autonomy granting only related to externalizing problem behavior, whereas 

parental strictness only related to internalizing problem behavior. Parental involvement 

was associated with both types of problems. Not only do parents have an effect on the 

behavior of their child, children also have an effect on the behavior of their parents. 

Furthermore, moderator effects were also found, effecting both subsequent levels of 

problem behavior and subsequent levels of parenting. When analyzed simultaneously 

in one model (Chapter 4), reciprocal effects were found between parental involvement 

and internalizing problem behavior, whereas only a unilateral effect was found between 

parental involvement and externalizing problem behavior. 

Thus far, effects have been discussed of two out of three systems within the 

ecological model. The third system will be discussed in the following section. 

5 . 3 Fr iends 

The third and final system within the ecological model of Bronfenbrenner (1979, 

1986) that is examined in this thesis is that of the friends of the adolescents. One of 

the most important predictors of adolescent problem behavior is the association with 

deviant friends (Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Keena et al., 1995; Fergusson & Horwood, 

1999). In Chapter 4, best friends' deviance was assessed by asking friends themselves 

to report on their own behavior, rather than asking the adolescent to report on their 

friends' behavior. Previous research has shown that adolescents tend to inflate the 

degree of similarity between themselves and their friends (Mounts & Steinberg, 1995). 

Having friends reporting on their own behavior might lead to more realistic estimations 

of peer effects. 

Reciprocal effects between friends' deviance and adolescent problem behavior 

were examined, but only an unilateral effect was found: Problem behavior of the 

adolescent had an effect on friends' deviance one year later, but friends' deviance did 

not have an effect on problem behavior over time. This pattern of findings suggested 

the existence of a selection effect, where the adolescents select their friends, a process 
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that seems initially the most important in creating friendships (Bauman & Ennett, 

1996). Considering the fact that early adolescents participated in the study and that, 

in this period, they move from primary to secondary school where new friendships are 

emerging and developing, this finding is not unexpected. 

In addition to examining best friends' effects, in Chapter 4 we also examined 

parenting effects on problem behavior. In this way, the relative effect of parents and 

friends could be investigated. Studies that made use of adolescent reports of their 

friends' behavior, have found higher relative effects of deviant peers on adolescent 

problem behavior than the relative effects of parenting on problem behavior (e.g., 

Bauman, Carver, & Gleiter, 2001; Beal, Ausiello, & Perrin, 2001; Dekovic, Reitz, & 

Meijer, 2002). The results in Chapter 4 showed that these studies might have 

overestimated peer effects. When friends own reports were used, parenting and best 

friends' effects were comparable. 

Stability of friendship relation 

High quality friendship relationships are characterized by high levels of 

prosocial behavior and intimacy, and low levels of conflict and rivalry. High quality of 

friendship relations is not equal to stability of friendships, but in most cases (though 

not always), these friendships involve frequently positive interactions and are therefore 

often very stable over time (Berndt, 1999). In Chapter 4, it is tested whether the 

reciprocal relations between parenting and best friends' deviance, on the one hand, 

and adolescent internalizing and externalizing problem behavior, on the other hand, is 

different for stable and unstable friends. The stability coefficients in the unstable 

friends model were much lower than in the stable friends model, which can be 

explained by the fact that stability is based on different friends at two assessments for 

adolescents with unstable friends, and on the same friends at both assessments for 

adolescents with stable friends. More interesting is the finding that the relationship 

between parenting and externalizing problem behavior was somewhat higher for 

unstable than for stable friends. It seems that adolescents with unstable friendships 

are more influenced by their parents than adolescents with stable friendship relations. 

It might be that these adolescents are less inclined to change their behavior to make 

the friendship relationship more satisfying (Urberg et al., 2003), and remain influenced 

to a higher degree by the ones most close to them: their parents. 

In this thesis, adolescents were paired with a nominated friend, regardless 

whether this friendship was reciprocal or not. One might argue that friendship effects 

may also differ for reciprocal and unilateral friendships, where both friends nominate 
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each other as best friend (reciprocal), or one adolescent nominates a friend but that 

friend does not nominate the adolescent (unilateral). A main reason why these types of 

friendships were not differentiated is that adolescents nominate someone as friend 

with whom they identify and spend time (Kiesner et al., 2002). These nominated 

friends are important to them and to their development and therefore will have an 

effect on the behavior of the adolescents, regardless whether these nominations are 

reciprocal or not. 

5 . 4 Gender d i f ferences 

Externalizing problem behavior 

During adolescence, externalizing problem behavior is often found to be more 

prevalent in boys than in girls (e.g., Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000; Moffitt et al., 2001). The 

findings in Chapter 2, however, showed that boys and girls do not differ in levels of 

externalizing problem behavior. A first reason might be that many items that are 

included in the delinquency and aggression scales seem to tap less severe problem 

behavior. Examples are for instance 'I talk too much', and 'I lie or cheat', items on 

which girls might also score high or even higher than boys. To check this assumption, 

t-tests were performed that confirmed this hypothesis: on many items, girls scored 

equally high or higher than boys. Many of these items include minor problem 

behaviors, like 'I am stubborn' , 'I talk too much', and 'I shout and scream a lot'. Boys, 

on the other hand, seem to score higher on more deviant/aggressive items like 'I set 

things on fire', 'I steal outside of home', and 'I fight a lot'. 

A second reason for the equal magnitude of externalizing problem behavior for 

boys and girls might be the fact that nowadays, girls tend to become increasingly 

antisocial (Sheldon 6& Chesney-Lind, 1993). This has also been suggested by Tiet et al. 

(2001): girls are approaching the antisocial behavior of boys, lessening the sex 

differences in this type of problem behavior. 

A final reason has to do with maturation. Girls mature earlier than boys, which 

can lead to the experience of higher levels of stress related to the simultaneously 

occurring changes (e.g., pubertal development, socio-cognitive development) 

(Leadbeater et al., 1999; Petersen, Sarigiani, & Kennedy, 1991). This might make girls 

more vulnerable for the development of problem behavior than early boys in this 

developmental period (Hops, Sherman, & Biglan, 1989; Rutter, 1986). This reason 
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might also explain the fact that girls showed higher increases in levels of externalizing 

problem over time than boys. 

Internalizing problem behavior 

Regarding internalizing problem behavior, previous studies have shown that 

girls are more likely than boys to become anxious and depressed (e.g., Lewinsohn et 

al., 1993; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2000). The results in Chapter 2 confirmed these findings 

by showing that girls scored higher on internalizing problem behavior than boys. 

Gender differences regarding the higher-order factor structure of problem 

behavior were examined and it appeared that the structure was not identical across 

gender for both Time 1 and Time 2. On both measurement waves, the factor loadings 

regarding the different types of internalizing problem behavior where higher for girls 

than for boys, which can be explained by the fact that girls showed higher levels of 

those problems. Also, correlations of the first-order factors with the higher-order factor 

were higher for girls, which included both internalizing and externalizing problem 

behavior. This seems to indicate higher comorbidity rates for girls than for boys. A 

review of Loeber and Keenan (1994) also showed higher comorbidity rates between 

different types of problem behaviors for girls than for boys and explained these findings 

with the gender paradox, that is, the gender with the lower prevalence of a disorder is 

at higher risk of poor outcomes (see also Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998; Tiet et 

al., 2001). 

Compared to externalizing problem behavior, girls also showed more increases 

in levels of internalizing problem behavior over time than boys. Again, a reason might 

be the earlier maturation of girls as compared to boys, which can lead to the 

experience of higher levels of stress related to the simultaneously occurring changes 

(e.g., pubertal development, socio-cognitive development) (Leadbeater et al., 1999; 

Petersen, Sarigiani, & Kennedy, 1991), which might make girls more vulnerable for the 

development of problem behavior (Hops, Sherman, & Biglan, 1989; Rutter, 1986). This 

also might explain the finding that parental involvement has a stronger effect on 

internalizing problem behavior of boys than of girls. Girls' problem behaviors seem to 

be more influenced by their pubertal and socio-cognitive development (Ge et al., 1994). 

Because boys' pubertal development starts at a later age than girls', they might still be 

more influenced by their parents and less by other developmental difficulties. 

In general, boys and girls are encouraged to conform to traditional masculine 

and feminine roles (gender intensification hypothesis: Hill & Lynch, 1983). Thus, when 

boys show high levels of internalizing problem behavior (which is not traditionally 

masculine), parents might react stronger to boys' internalizing problems than to girls' 
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internalizing problems. This is what we found in Chapter 4. The relation between 

parental involvement and internalizing problem behavior was stronger for boys than 

for girls. 

In conclusion, it has been shown that there are gender differences in the 

s t ructure and stability of problem behavior and that there are gender differences in the 

reciprocal effects between parenting and internalizing problem behavior. Several 

explanations have been given for these findings, which might have enriched the 

perspectives on the differences between boys and girls. 

5 .5 L imi ta t ions 

There are several limitions of the present studies worth mentioning. First of all, 

all the measures that are included in this thesis are derived from adolescents' self-

reports with the exception of the reports about the behavior of the best friends. These 

are derived from self-reports of the friends themselves. The rationale for using 

adolescents ' reports to measure problem behavior is that many problems that 

adolescents experience remain unnoticed by their parents or teachers. Findings of 

Verhuist and Van der Ende (1992) show that adolescents reported more problems 

about themselves than their parents did about them. Furthermore, Youngstrom, 

Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber (2000) found that male youth reported higher levels of 

internalizing behavior problems than did teachers or primary caregivers, and more 

externalizing behavior problems than did teachers. Thus, it seems important that 

adolescents report on their own functioning. 

Self-reports of adolescents are also used to describe the behavior of their 

parents . Shared method variance than becomes a problem, which refers to the 

association between two or more constructs that is solely due to the method used. A 

reason to include these self-reports is that some authors have argued that children's 

perceptions of their parents ' behavior are as important influences on their behavior as 

are parents ' actual behavior (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Another reason is that 

s tudies have demonstrated that adolescent reports on how they perceive their family 

behavior are not inherently inferior to more objective measures (Steinberg et al., 1994; 

Chen et al., 1998). Parents might give more often than adolescents' socially desirable 

responses about their own behavior and thus may be biased even more. It has been 

found that parents tend to exaggerate their involvement and participation with their 

children (Gecas & Schwalbe, 1986), overrate their levels of support and monitoring 
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(Barnes & Farrell, 1992) and perceive themselves to be very accepting and use firm 

levels of discipline (Jessop, 1981). Also, parents might not be very perceptive of more 

subtle aspects within their behavior, for example withdrawal of parental affection 

(Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In conclusion, adolescent reports on how they perceive their 

parents thus seem to be superior to more objective measures. 

A second limitation considers the attrition group. In general, there were more 

boys than girls in every attrition group across studies. They consistently scored higher 

on delinquent behavior and they scored more negatively on parenting dimensions. This 

means that the most seriously troubled youth are underrepresented in the studies, 

which might have influenced the results (e.g., weaker associations due to less 

variance). Attrition of problematic youth has also been a problem in other studies: 

dropouts scored higher on externalizing and internalizing problem behavior (Aseltine, 

1995) and lower on nur turant and involved parenting (Scaramella et al., 2002). There 

are only a few studies that have retained most of their subjects in their longitudinal 

study (e.g., Loeber et al., 1998). 

A final limitation in all three studies concerns the sample. This sample is quite 

homogenous, consisting of mostly Dutch adolescents. The results can therefore not be 

generalized to other ethnic groups. Replication of the findings is needed in more 

ethnically diverse samples. 

5.6 R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s for future research 

Although Chapter 2, 3, and 4 are aimed to examine distinct research questions, 

and focus on diverse systems within the ecological model (adolescent, family, and 

friends), one of the findings that seems to be consistent across the three studies is that 

problem behavior is stable over time. Correlations coefficients range from 0.31 to 0.64 

across all chapters, demonstrating moderate to high (relative) stability of problem 

behavior during early adolescence. Early adolescence is an important risk period for 

the development of more severe internalizing and externalizing problem behavior, 

because of the multiple and simultaneously occurring changes (pubertal development, 

school transition, socio-cognitive development). The prognosis of the development of 

problem behavior seems to be even worse later in adolescence. Research on the age-

crime curve state that there is a peak of problem behavior at mid-adolescence, with a 

steady decline from mid-adolescence until young adulthood (Moffitt, 1993; Loeber et 

al., 1998). The findings of the present thesis suggest that the starting point of the 
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curve is already established during early adolescence. More longitudinal research is 

needed to establish whether the age-crime curve also exist in a normal population of 

Dutch adolescents, and whether this curve holds for different types of problem 

behavior. 

Regarding friends, our focus h a s been on one best friend of the adolescent. 

Other authors , however, have argued that adolescents often have a few best friends 

and when only one of those friends is assessed, this will lead to a distorted view of 

friends' influence (e.g., Berndt, 1999). This friendship group or clique might have more 

influence on adolescent problem behavior, than one friend alone. Future research 

should address this question. 

Besides the number of friends, friends' influence might also be different across 

contexts. For instance, having delinquent friends outside the school might be a higher 

risk factor for problem behavior, than having delinquent friends in the school. Different 

friendship contexts are found to play unique roles in adolescent adjustment (Kiesner, 

2003). In this thesis, only friends within the same school are paired. It is interesting to 

find out whether friends' influence differs across contexts. 

The studies within this thesis have extended existing research in many ways. 

First of all, evidence for a higher-order structure is sparee in the literature. Most 

studies examine a first-order factor structure, neglecting the investigation of a possible 

higher-order factor. Findings in Chapter 2 suggest that it is worth investigating. 

Secondly, it is well established that parents influence their children. Although 

many theories recognize the interactional nature of the parent-child relationship, few 

researchers have actually tested the interaction between parenting dimensions and 

adolescent problem behavior. Furthermore, child effects on parenting are also not often 

examined, though it seems logical that children also influence the behavior of the 

parents . Results from Chapters 3 and 4 indicate that these moderator effects and child 

effects do exist and can be found. These effects can offer a more comprehensive 

representation of the reciprocal relationship between the parent and the child. Also, 

inclusion of multiple parenting dimensions can give a more complete picture of 

parenting effects on adolescent adjustment. 

Finally, use is made of friends' self-reports about their own behaviors, instead of 

asking the adolescent to report on their friends' behaviors. Because these latter reports 

are often biased (adolescents tend to inflate the degree of similarity between 

themselves and their friends) a more realistic estimate can be made of friends' effects 

when self-reports of friends are used in the analyses. 
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In sum, the prospective longitudinal study that is conducted in this thesis 

shows several strengths that are worthwhile to incorporate in future research. In 

addition, more measurement waves, different types of samples, and multiple sources of 

data are needed to disentangle the processes that are involved in the problem behavior 

of adolescents. 

99 





References 





References 

Achenbach, T. M. (1990). The Young Adult Self-Report. Burlington: University of 

Vermont, Department of Psychiatry. 

Achenbach, T. M. (1991a). Manual for the Child Behavior Checklist/4-18 and 1991 

Profile. Burlington: University of Vermont, Department of Psychiatry. 

Achenbach, T. M. (1991b). Manual for the Youth Self-Report and 1991 Profile. 

Burlington: University of Vermont, Department of Psychiatry. 

Agnew, R. (1991). The interactive effects of peer variables on delinquency. Criminology, 

29(1), 47-72. 

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting 

interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

Alder, A. G., & Scher, S. J . (1994). Using growth curve analyses to assess personality 

change and stability in adulthood. In T. F. Heatherton & J . L. Weinberger (Eds.), 

Can personality change? Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

Allgood-Merten, B., Lewinsohn, P. M., Hops, H. (1990). Sex differences and adolescent 

depression. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 99 (1), p.55. 

Allen, ML, Donohue, W. A., Griffin, A., Ryan, D., & Mitchell-Turner, M. M. (2003). Com

paring the influence of parents and peers on the choice to use drugs. 

Criminal Justice and Behavior, 30 (2), 163-186. 

Allen, J . P., Leadbeater, B. J., & Aber, J . L. (1994). The development of problem 

behavior syndromes in at-risk adolescents. Development and Psychopathology, 

6, 323-342. 

103 



American Psychiatric Association. (1994). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental 

disorders (4th ed. text revision). Washington DC: Author. 

Anderson, A. R., & Henry, C. S. (1994). Family system characteristics and parental 

behaviors as predictors of adolescent substance use. Adolescence, 29(114), 405-

420. 

Angold, A., & Costello, E. J . (1993). Depressive comorbidity in children and 

adolescents: empirical, theoretical, and methodological issues. American Journal 

of Psychiatry, 150, 1779-1791. 

Armsden, G. C , & Greenberg, M. T. (1987). The Inventory of Parent and Peer 

Attachment: Individual differences and their relationship to psychological well-

being in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 16 (5), 427-453. 

Ary, D. V., Duncan, T. E., Biglan, A., Metzler, C. W., Noell, J. W., & Smolkowski, K. 

(1999). Development of adolescent problem behavior. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 27(2), 141-150. 

Ary, D. V., Duncan, T. E., Duncan, S. C , & Hops, H. (1999). Adolescent problem 

behavior: the influence of parents and peers. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 

37, 217-230. 

Aseltine, R. H. (1995). A reconsideration of parental and peer influences on adolescent 

deviance. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 36, 103-121. 

Barber, B. K. (1996). Parental psychological control: Revisiting a neglected construct. 

Child Development, 67(6), 3296-3319. 

Barber, B. K., Olsen, J . E., & Shagle, S. C. (1994). Associations between parental 

psychological and behavioral control and youth internalized and externalized 

behaviors. Child Development, 65(4), 1120-1136. 

Barnes, G. M., & Farrell, M. P. (1992). Parental support and control as predictors of 

adolescent drinking, delinquency, and related problem behaviors. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 54, 763-776. 

Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S., Dodge, K. A., & Ridge, B. (1998). Interaction of 

temperamental resistance to control and restrictive parenting in the 

development of externalizing behavior. Developmental Psychology, 34 (5), 982-

995. 

Bauman, K. E., Carver, K., & Gleiter, K. (2001). Trends in parent and friend influence 

during adolescence. The case of adolescent cigarette smoking. Addictive 

Behaviors, 26, 349-361. 

104 



Bauman, K. E., & Ennett, S. T. (1996). On the importance of peer influence for 

adolescent drug use: Commonly neglected considerations. Addiction, 91(2), 185-

198. 

Bauman, K. E., & Fisher, L. A. (1986). On the measurement of friend behavior in 

research on friend influence and selection: Findings from longitudinal studies of 

adolescent smoking and drinking. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 13(4), 345-

353. 

Baumrind, D. (1991a). Parenting styles and adolescent development. In R. M. Lerner, 

A. C. Petersen, & J . Brooks-Gunn (Eds.), Encyclopedia of adolescence (Vol. 2, 

pp. 746-758). New York: Garland. 

Baumrind, D. (1991b). Effective parenting during the early adolescent transition. In P. 

A. Cowan 85 M. Hetherington (Eds.), Family transitions (pp 111-163). Hilldale, 

NJ: Erlbaum. 

Beal, A. C , Ausiello, J., & Perrin, J . M. (2001). Social influences on health-risk 

behaviors among minority middle school students. Journal of Adolescent 

Health, 28, 474-480. 

Bell, R. Q. (1977). Socialization findings re-examined. In R. Q. Bell & R. V. Harper 

(Eds.), Child effects on adults (pp. 53-84). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Belsky, J., Rha, J. H., & Park, S. Y. (2000). Exploring reciprocal parent and child 

effects in the case of child inhibition in US and Korean samples. International 

Journal of Behavioral Development, 24 (3), 338-347. 

Berkson, J. (1946). Limitations of the application of fourfold table analysis to hospital 

data. Biometrics, 2, 47-53. 

Berndt, T. J. (1982). The features and effects of friendship in early adolescence. Child 

Development, 53, 1447-1460. 

Berndt, T. J . (1999). Friends' influence on students ' adjustment to school. 

Educational Psychologist, 34, 15-28. 

Berndt, T. J., & Keefe, K. (1995). Friends' influence on adolescents' adjustment to 

school. Child Development, 66, 1312-1329. 

Beyers, W., & Goossens, L. (1999). Emotional autonomy, psychosocial adjustment and 

parenting: interactions, moderating and mediating effects. Journal of 

Adolescence, 22, 753-769. 

Bios, P. (1967). The second individuation process of adolescence. Psychoanalytic Study 

of the Child, 1, 183-198. 

105 



Bosma, H. A., Jackson, S. E., Zijsling, D. H., Zani, B., Cicognani, E. Xerri, M. L., 

Honess, T. M., & Charman, L. (1996). Who has the final say? Decisions on 

adolescent behavior within the family. Journal of Adolescence, 19, 277-291. 

Brack, C. J., Brack, G., & Orr, D. P. (1994). Dimensions underlying problem behaviors, 

emotions, and related psychosocial factors in early and middle adolescents. 

Journal of Early Adolescence, 14{3), 345-370. 

Brendgen, M., Vitaro, F., & Bukowski, W. M. (2000). Deviant friends and early 

adolescents' emotional and behavioral adjustments. Journal of Research on 

Adolescence, 10(2), 173-189. 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature 

and design. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). Ecology of the family as a context for human development: 

Research perspectives. Developmental Psychology, 22 (6), 723-742. 

Brown, B. B., Mounts, N. S., Lamborn, S. D., & Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting 

practices and peer group affiliation in adolescence. Child Development, 64, 467-

482. 

Campbell, S. B., Pierce, E. W., Moore, G, & Marakovitz, S. (1996). Boys' externalizing 

problems at elementary school age: Pathways from early behavior problems, 

maternal control, and family stress. Development and Psychopathology, 8 (4), 

701-719. 

Chen, C , Greenberger, E., Lester, J., Dong, Q., & Guo, M. S. (1998). A cross-cultural 

study of family and peer correlates of adolescent misconduct. Developmental 

Psychology, 34, 770-781. 

Clark, L. (1999). Dimensional approaches to personality disorder assessment and 

diagnosis. In C. R. Cloninger (Ed.), Personality and psychopathology (pp. 219-

244). New York: Guilford Press. 

Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1993). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the 

behavioral sciences (2d ed.). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Cui, M., Conger, R. D., Bryant, C. M., & Elder, G. H. J. (2002). Parental behavior and 

the quality of adolescent friendships: A social-contextual perspective. Journal of 

Marriage and the Family, 64, 676-689. 

Defranc, W. J . (2000). Parental attachment and psychological separation in relation to 

gender role strain of men. Dissertation Abstracts International, 61, 2-B: 1077. 

Dekovic, M. (1999). Risk and protective factors in the development of problem behavior 

during adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 28(6), 667-685. 

106 



Dekovic, M., Buist, K. L., & Reitz, E. (2003). Stability and changes in problem behavior 

during adolescence: Latent Growth Analysis. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 

33(1), 1-12. 

Dekovic, M., Noom, M.J., & Meeus, W. (1997). Expectations regarding development 

during adolescence: Parental and adolescent perspective. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 26, 253-272. 

Dekovic, M., Reitz, E., & Meijer, A. M. (2002). Problem behavior in adolescence: 

differential manifestations, developmental trends, and risk factors. In N. N. 

Singh, T. H. Ollendick & A. N. Singh (Eds.), International perspectives on child & 

adolescent mental health. Volume 2. London: Elsevier Science Ltd. 

Dishion, T. J., & McMahon, R. J . (1998). Parental monitoring and the prevention of 

child and adolescent problem behavior: A conceptual and empirical formulation. 

Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 1(1), 61-75. 

Donovan, J. E., & Jessor, R. (1985). Structure of problem behavior in adolescence and 

young adulthood. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 53(6), 890-904. 

Donovan, J . E., Jessor, R., & Costa, F. M. (1988). Syndrome of problem behavior in 

adolescence: A replication. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 56(5), 

762-765. 

Elliott, D. S. (1994). Serious violent offenders: onset, developmental course, and 

termination. Criminology, 32, 1-22. 

Engels, R. C. M. E., Knibbe, R. A., Drop, M. J., & De Haan, J.T. (1997). Homogeneity of 

smoking behavior in peer groups: Influence or selection? Health Education and 

Behavior, 24, 801-811. 

Engels, R. C. M. E., Knibbe, R. A., De Vries, H., Drop, M. J. & Breukelen, van G. J . P. 

(1999). Influences of parental and best friends' smoking and drinking on 

adolescent use: A longitudinal study. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 29, 

337-361. 

Ennett, S. T., & Bauman, K. E. (1994). The contribution of influence and selection to 

adolescent peer group homogeneity: The case of adolescent cigarette smoking. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67 (4), 653-663. 

Erickson, E. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. New York: Norton. 

Farrell, A. D. (1994). Structural equation modeling with longitudinal data: Strategies 

for examining group differences and reciprocal relations. Journal of Consulting 

and Clinical Psychology, 62 (3), 477-487. 

107 



Farrell, A. D., Danish, S. J., & Howard, C. W. (1992). Relationship between drug use 

and other problem behaviors in urban adolescents. Journal of Consulting and 

Clinical Psychology, 60(5), 705-712. 

Farrell, A. D., Kung, E. M., White, K. S., & Valois, R. F. (2000). The structure of self-

reported aggression, drug use, and delinquent behaviors during early 

adolescence. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 29(2), 282-292. 

Feldman, S. S., & Rosenthal, D. A. (1991). Age expectations of decisional autonomy in 

Hong Kong, Australian and American Youth: The influence of family variables 

and adolescents' values. International Journal of Psychology, 26(1), 1-23. 

Ferdinand, R. F., Verhulst, F. C , & Wiznitzer, M. (1995). Continuity and change of 

self-reported problem behaviors from adolescence into young adulthood. Journal 

of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 34(5), 680-690. 

Fergusson, D. M., & Horwood, L. J. (1995). Predictive validity of categorically and 

dimensionally scored measures of disruptive childhood behaviors. Journal of the 

American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 34, 477-487. 

Fergusson, D. M., & Horwood, L. J . (1999). Prospective childhood predictors of deviant 

peer affiliations in adolescence. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 40 

(4), 581-592. 

Flannery, D. J., Williams, L. L., & Vazsonyi, A. T. (1999). Who are they with and what 

are they doing? Delinquent behavior, substance use, and early adolescents' 

after-school time. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 69(2), 247-253. 

Fletcher, A. C , Steinberg, L., & Sellers, E. B. (1999). Adolescents' well-being as a 

function of perceived interparental consistency. Journal of Marriage and the 

Family, 61, 599-610. 

Fuligni, A., & Eccles, J .S. (1993). Perceived parent-child relationships and early 

adolescents' orientation towards peers. Developmental Psychology, 29, 622-632. 

Galambos, N. L., Barker, E. T., & Almeida, D. M. (2003). Parents do matter: 

Trajectories of change in externalizing and internalizing problems in early 

adolescence. Child Development, 74(2), 578-594. 

Garber, J., & Little, S. A. (2001). Emotional autonomy and adolescent adjustment. 

Journal of Adolescent Research, 16 (4), 355-371. 

Ge, X., Best, K. M., Conger, R. D., & Simons, R. L. (1996). Parenting behaviors and the 

occurrence and co-occurrence of adolescent depressive symptoms and conduct 

problems. Developmental Psychology, 32(4), 717-731. 

108 



Ge, X., Lorenz, F. O., Conger, R. D., Elder, G. H., & Simons, R. L. (1994). Trajectories 

of stressful life events and depressive symptoms during adolescence. 

Developmental Psychology, 30 (4), 467-483. 

Gecas, V., & Schwalbe, M. L. (1986). Parental behavior and adolescent self-esteem. 

Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48, 37-46. 

Gerris, J . R. M., Boxtel, D. A. A. M., Vermulst, A. A., Janssens , J . M. A. M., Zuthpen, 

R. A. H. van, & Felling, A. J. A. (1993). Parenting in Dutch families. Nijmegen, 

The Netherlands: University of Nijmegen, Institute of Family Studies. 

Gillmore, M. R., Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., Day, L. E., & Moore, M. (1991). 

Structure of problem behaviors in preadolescence. Journal of Consulting and 

Clinical Psychology, 59(4), 499-506. 

Gray, M. R., & Steinberg, L. (1999). Unpacking authoritative parenting: Reassessing a 

multidimensional construct. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 61, 574-587. 

Greenberger, E., Chen, C , Tally, S. R., & Dong, Q. (2000). Family, peer, and individual 

correlates of depressive symptomatology among U.S. and Chinese adolescents. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(2), 209-219. 

Harris, J. R. (1995). Where is the child's environment? A group socialization theory of 

development. Psychological Review, 102 (3), 458-489. 

Harris, J. R. (1998). The nur ture assumption: Why children turn out the way 

they do. New York: Free Press. 

Hartman, C. A., Hox, J., Erol, N., Mellenbergh, G. J., Oosterlaan, J., Shalev, R. S., et 

al. (1999). Syndrome dimensions of the Child Behavior Checklist and the 

Teacher Report Form: A critical empirical evaluation. Journal of Child 

Psychology and Psychiatry, 40(7), 1095-1116. 

Henggeler, S. W., Melton, G. B., & Smith, L. A. (1992). Family preservation using 

multisystemic therapy: An effective alternative to incarcerating serious juvenile 

offenders. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 60 (6), 953-961. 

Henricson, C , & Roker, D. (2000). Support for the parents of adolescents: a review. 

Journal of Adolescence, 23, 763-783. 

Hill, J . P., 86 Lynch, M. E. (1983). The intensification of gender-related role 

expectations during early adolescence. In J. Brooks-Gunn & A. C. Petersen 

(Eds.), Girls at puberty: Biological and psychosocial perspectives (pp. 201-228). 

New York: Plenum. 

109 



Hirshfeld, D. R., Biederman, J., Brody, L., Faraone, S. V., & Rosenbaum, J. F. (1997). 

Associations between expressed emotion and child behavioral inhibition and 

psychopathology. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent 

Psychiatry, 36 (2), 205-213. 

Holsen, I., Kraft, P., & Vitterso, J . (2000). Stability in depressed mood in adolescence: 

results from a 6-year longitudinal panel study. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 29(1), 61-78. 

Hops, H., Sherman, L., & Biglan, A. (1989). Maternal depression, marital discord, and 

children's behavior: A developmental perspective. In G. R. Patterson (Ed.), 

Depression and aggression in family interactions (pp. 185-208). Hillsdale, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Ingersoll, G. M., & Orr, D. P. (1989). Behavioral and emotional risk in early 

adolescents. Journal of Early Adolescence, 9(4), 396-408. 

Jacobson, K. C., & Crockett, L. J. (2000). Parental monitoring and adolescent 

adjustment: An ecological perspective. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 

10(\), 65-97. 

Jessop, D. J. (1981). Family relationships as viewed by parents and adolescents: A 

specification. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 43, 95-107. 

Jessor, R., & Jessor, S. L. (1977). Problem behavior and psychosocial development: a 

longitudinal study of youth. New York: Academic Press. 

Joreskog, K. G., & Sörbom, D. (1993). LISREL 8: User's guide. Chicago: Scientific 

Software. 

Kamphaus, R. W., Petoskey, M. D., Cody, A. H., Rowe, E. W., Huberty, C. J., & 

Reynolds, C. R. (1999), A typology of parent rated child behavior for a 

national U.S. sample. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 40 (4), 

607-616. 

Kandel, D. B. (1978). Homophily, selection, and socialization in adolescent friendships. 

American Journal of Sociology, 84(2), 427-436. 

Kandel, D. B. (1996). The parental and peer contexts of adolescent deviance: an 

algebra of interpersonal influences. Journal of Drug Issues, 26 (2), 289 

315. 

Kandel, D., & Lesser, G. (1972). Youth in two worlds. San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass. 

Kazdin, A. E. (1997). Practitioner review: Psychosocial treatments for conduct disorder 

in children. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 38(2), 161-178. 

110 



Keena, K., Loeber, R., Zhang, Q., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1995). The influence of 

deviant peers on the development of boys' disruptive and delinquent behavior: A 

temporal analysis. Development and Psychopathology, 7(4), 715-726. 

Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2000). What parents know, how they know it, and several 

forms of adolescent adjustment: Further support for a reinterpretation of 

monitoring. Developmental Psychology, 36(3), 366-380. 

Kiesner, J., Cadinu, M., Poulin, F., & Bucci, M. (2002). Group identification in early 

adolescence: its relation with peer adjustment and its moderator effect on peer 

influence. Child Development, 73, 200-212. 

Kim, J . E., Hetherington, E. M., & Reiss, D. (1999). Associations among family 

relationships, antisocial peers, and adolescents' externalizing behaviors: 

Gender and family type differences. Child Development, 70(5), 1209 

1230. 

Kurdek. L. A., & Fine, M. A. (1994). Family acceptance and family control as predictors 

of adjustment in young adolescents: Linear, curvilinear, or interactive effects? 

Child Development, 65, 1137-1146. 

Laible, D. J., Carlo, G., & Raffaelli, M. (2000). The differential relations of parent and 

peer at tachment to adolescent adjustment. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 

29(1), 45-59. 

Lamborn, S. D., Dornbusch, S. M., & Steinberg, L. (1996). Ethnicity and community 

context as moderators of the relations between family decision making and 

adolescent adjustment. Child Development, 67, 283-301. 

Larson, R., & Richards, M. H. (1991). Daily companionship in late childhood and early 

adolescence: changing developmental contexts. Child Development, 68, 133-126. 

Leadbeater, B. J., Kuperminc, G. P., Blatt, S. J . , & Hertzog, C. (1999). A multivariate 

model of gender differences in adolescents' internalizing and externalizing 

problems. Developmental Psychology, 35(5), 1268-1282. 

Lewinsohn, P. M., Hops, H., Roberts, R. E., Seeley, J. R., & Andrews, J. A. (1993). 

Adolescent psychopathology: I. Prevalence and incidence of depression and 

other DSM-III-R disorders in high school s tudents . Journal of Abnormal 

Psychology, 102, 133-144. 

Lin, E. K. N. (2002). A cross-cultural examination of the link between parenting and 

adolescent depression and misconduct. Dissertation Abstracts International, 62, 

10-B: 4819. 

I l l 



Little, T. D., Brendgen, M., Wanner, B., & Krappmann, L. (1999). Children's reciprocal 

perceptions of friendship quality in the sociocultural contexts of East and West 

Berlin. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 23(1), 63-89. 

Loeber, R., Drinkwater, M., Yin, Y., Anderson, S. J., Schmidt, L. C , & Crawford, A. 

(2000). Stability of family interaction from ages 6 to 18. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psychology, 28 (4), 353-369. 

Loeber, R., Farrington, D. P., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., & 

Lynam, D. (2001). Male mental health problems, psychopathy, and personality 

traits: Key findings from the first 14 years of the Pittsburgh Youth Study. 

Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 4(4), 273-297. 

Loeber, R., Farrington, D. P., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., & Van Kammen, W. B. (1998). 

Antisocial behavior and mental health problems: explanatory factors in childhood 

and adolescence. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Loeber, R., Green, S. M., Lahey, B. B., Frick, P. J., & McBurnett, K. (2000). Findings 

on disruptive behavior disorders from the first decade of the Developmental 

Trends Study. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 3(1), 37-60. 

Loeber, R., & Keenan, K. (1994). Interaction between conduct disorder and its 

comorbid conditions: effects of age and gender. Clinical Psychology Review, 14, 

497-523. 

Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1998). Development of juvenile aggression and 

violence: some common misconceptions and controversies. American 

Psychologist, 53 (2), 242-259. 

Lollis, S., & Kuczynski, L. (1997). Beyond one hand clapping: Seeing bidirectionality in 

parent-child relations. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14 (4), 441-

461 . 

Lytton, H. (1990). Child and parent effects in boys' conduct disorder: A 

reinterpretation. Developmental Psychology, 26(5), 683-697. 

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: 

Parent-child interaction. In E. M. Hetherington (Ed.), Handbook of child 

psychology: Vol. 4. Socialization, personality, and social development (4th ed., pp. 

1-101). New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Maggs, J. L., Almeida, D. M., & Galambos, N. L. (1995). Risky business: The 

paradoxical meaning of problem behavior for young adolescents. Journal of 

Early Adolescence, 15(3), 344-362. 

Marcus, R. F. (1996). The friendships of delinquents. Adolescence, 21, 145-158. 

112 



Maxwell, K. A. (2002). Friends: The role of peer influence across adolescent risk 

behavior. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 31(4), 267-277. 

McConaughy, S. H., & Skiba, R. J . (1993). Comorbidity of externalizing and 

internalizing problems. School Psychology Review, 22 (3), 421-436. 

McCord, J . (1990). Problem behaviors. In S. S. Feldman & G. R. Elliott (Eds.), At the 

treshold. The developing adolescent (pp. 414-430). Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press. 

McGee, L., & Newcomb, M. D. (1992). General deviance syndrome: Expanded 

hierarchical evaluations at four ages from early adolescence to adulthood. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 60(5), 766-776. 

Meeus, W., & Dekovic, M. (1995). Identity development, parental and peer support: 

Results of a national Dutch survey. Adolescence, 30, 931-944. 

Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescence-Limited and Life-Course-Persistent antisocial 

behavior: A developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100(4), 674-701. 

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, M., & Suva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in antisocial 

behavior: Conduct disorder, delinquency, and violence in the Dunedin longitudinal 

study. Cambridge: University Press. 

Moreland, R. L., & Levine, J . M. (1992). The composition of small groups. In E. J. 

Lawler, B. Markovsky, C. Ridgeway, & H. A., Walker (Eds.), Advances in group 

processes (Vol. 9, pp. 237-280). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 

Mounts, N. S., 86 Steinberg, L. (1995). An ecological analysis of peer influence on 

adolescent grade point average and drug use. Developmental Psychology, 31(6), 

915-922. 

Nelson, D. R., Hammen, C , Brennan, P. A., & Ullman, J . B. (2003), The impact of 

maternal depression on adolescent adjustment: The role of expressed emotion. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71 (5), 935-944. 

Nolen-Hoeksema, S., & Gircus, J . (1994). The emergence of gender differences in 

depression during adolescence. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 424-443. 

O'Connor, T. G. (2002). Annotation: The 'effects' of parenting reconsidered: Findings, 

challenges, and applications. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry and 

Allied Disciplines, 43(5), 555-572. 

O'Connor, B. P., & Dvorak, T. (2001). Conditional associations between parental 

behavior and adolescent problems: A search for personality-environment 

interactions. Journal of Research in Personality, 35, 1-26. 

113 



Osgood, D. W., Johnston, L. D., O'Malley, P. M., & Bachman, J. G. (1988). The 

generality of deviance in late adolescence and early adulthood. American 

Sociological Review, 53. 81-93. 

Osgood, D. W., Wilson, J . K., O'Malley, P. M., Bachman, J . G., & Johnston, L. D. 

(1996). Routine activities and individual delinquent behavior. American 

Sociological Review, 61, 635-655. 

Overbeek, G., Vollebergh, W., Meeus, W., Engels, R., & Luijpers, E. (2001). Course, co

occurrence, and longitudinal associations of emational disturbance and 

delinquency from adolescence to young adulthood: A six-year three-wave study. 

Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30(4), 401-426. 

Patterson, G. R. (1982). Coercive family process. Eugene, OR: Castalia. 

Patterson, G. R., Reid, J., & Dishion, T. J . (1992). Antisocial boys. Eugene, OR: 

Castalia. 

Peeters, J . (1994). Klachtenlijst voor adolescenten: KLAD. [Complaint-list for 

adolescents] Gedragstherapie, 27 (2), 109-125. 

Petersen, A. C , Compas, B. E., Brooks-Gunn, J., Stemmler, M., Ey, S., & Grant, K. E. 

(1993). Depression in adolescence. American Psychologist, 48(2), 155-168. 

Petersen, A. C , Sarigiani, P. A., & Kennedy, R. E. (1991). Adolescent depression: Why 

more girls? Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 20, 247-272. 

Pettit, G. S-, Laird, R. D., Dodge, K. A., Bates, J . E., & Criss, M. M. (2001). Antecedents 

and behavior-problem outcomes of parental monitoring and psychological 

control in early adolescence. Child Development, 72(2), 583-598. 

Pomerantz, E. M. (2001). Parent * child socialization: Implications for the development 

of depressive symptoms. Journal of Family Psychology, 75(3), 510-525. 

Prinzie, P., Onghena, P., Hellinckx, W., Grietens, H., Ghesquière, P., & Colpin, H. 

(2003). The additive and interactive effects of parenting and children's 

personality on externalizing behavior. European Journal of Personality, 17, 95-

1 17. 

Raja, S. N., McGee, R., & Stanton, W. R. (1992). Perceived attachment to parents and 

peers and psychological well-being in adolescence. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 21 (4), 471-485. 

Regnerus, M. D. (2002). Friends' influence on adolescent theft and minor delinquency: 

A developmental test of peer-reported effects. Social Science Research, 31, 681-

705. 

114 



Reid, J. B., & Patterson, G. R. (1989). The development of antisocial behaviour 

patterns in childhood and adolescence. European Journal of Personality, 3, 107-

119. 

Reitz, E., Dekovic, M., & Meijer, A. M. (2003). The structure and stability of externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior during early adolescence. Manuscript 

submitted for publication. 

Rothbaum, F., & Weisz, J . R. (1994). Parental caregiving and child externalizing 

behavior in nonclinical samples: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 116{\), 

55-74. 

Rowe, D. (1994). The limits of family influence: Genes, experience and behavior. New 

York: Guilford Press. 

Rubin, K., Hastings, P., Stewart, S., Henderson, H., & Chen, X. (1997). The 

consistency and concomitants of inhibition. Child Development, 68, 467-483. 

Rubin, K. H., Stewart, S. L., & Coplan, R. J . (1995). Social withdrawal in childhood: 

Conceptual and empirical perspectives. In: T. H. Ollendick & R. J . Prinz (Eds.), 

Advances in clinical child psychology, vol. 17 (pp. 157-196). New York: Plenum 

Press. 

Rueter, M. A., & Conger, R. D. (1998). Reciprocal influences between parenting and 

adolescent problem-solving behavior. Developmental Psychology, 34 (6), 1470-

1482. 

Rutter, M. (1986). The developmental psychopathology of depression: Issues and 

perspectives. In M. Rutter, C. Izartd, & P. Read (Eds.), Depression in young 

people: Developmental and clinical perspectives (pp.3-30). New York: Guilford. 

Sameroff, A. (1975). Transactional models of early social relations. Human 

Development, 18, 65-79. 

Scaramella, L.V., Conger, R. D., Spoth, R., & Simons, R. L. (2002). Evaluation of a 

social contextual model of delinquency: A cross-study replication. Child 

Development, 73, 175-195. 

Sheldon, R. G., & Chesney-Lind, M. (1993). Gender and race differences in delinquent 

careers. Juvenile and Family Court Journal, 44, 73-90. 

Siegel, A. W., & Scovill, L. C. (2000). Problem behavior: The double symptom of 

adolescence. Development and Psychopathology, 12, 763-793. 

Simons, R. L., Chao, W., Conger, R. D., & Elder, G. H., Jr . (2001). Quality of parenting 

as mediator of the effect of childhood defiance on adolescent friendship choices 

and delinquency: A growth curve analysis. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 

63, 63-79. 

115 



Simons, R. L., Wu, C , Conger, R. D., & Lorenz, F. 0 . (1994). Two routes to 

delinquency: Differences between early and late startes in the impact of 

parenting and deviant peers. Criminology, 32, 247-276. 

Sprock, J . (2003). Dimensional versus categorical classification of prototypic and 

nonprototypic cases of personality disorder. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 59 

(9), 991-1014. 

Steinberg, L. (1990). Autonomy, conflict, and harmony in the family relationship. In S. 

Feldman and G. Elliot (Eds.), At the threshold: The developing adolescent (pp. 

255-276). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Steinberg, L. (2001). We know some things: Parent-adolescent relationships in 

retrospect and prospect. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 11 (1), 1-19. 

Steinberg, L., Elmen, J . D., & Mounts, N. S. (1989). Authoritative parenting, 

psychosocial maturity, and academic succes among adolescents. Child 

Development, 60, 1424-1436. 

Steinberg, L., Fletcher, A., & Darling, N. (1994). Parental monitoring and peer 

influences on adolescent substance use . Pediatrics, 93 (6), 1060-1064. 

Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S. D., Darling, N., Mounts, N. S., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1994). 

Over-time changes in adjustment and competence among adolescents from 

authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful families. Child 

Development, 65, 754-770. 

Steinberg, L., & Silverberg, S. B. (1986). The vicissitudes of autonomy in early 

adolescence. Child Development, 57, 841-851. 

Stice, E., & Barrera, M., Jr . (1995). A longitudinal examination of the reciprocal 

relations between perceived parenting and adolescents' substance use and 

externalizing behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 31(2), 322-334. 

Stice, E., & Barrera, M., Jr. , & Chassin, L. (1993). Relation of parental support and 

control to adolescents ' externalizing symptomatology and substance use: A 

longitudinal examination of curvilinear effects. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 21(6), 609-629. 

Stubbe, D. E., Zahner, G. E. P., Goldstein, M. J., & Leckman, J. F. (1993). Diagnostic 

specificity of a brief measure of expressed emotion: a community study of 

children. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 34, 139-154. 

Thissen-Pennings, M.C.E. & Bendermacher, N. (2003). MAKEDYAD: A program to 

create dyads, users manual: Research Technische Ondersteunings Groep: 

Katholieke Universiteit Nijmegen. 

116 



Thomas, A. & Chess, S. (1977). Temperament and development. New York: 

Brunner/ Mazel. 

Tiet, Q. Q., Wasserman, G. A., Loeber, R., McReynolds, L. S., & Miller, L. S. (2001). 

Developmental and sex differences in types of conduct problems. Journal of 

Child and Family Studies, 10(2), 181-197. 

Tolson, J. M-, & Urberg, K. A. (1993). Similarity between adolescent best friends. 

Journal of Adolescent Research, 8(3), 274-288. 

Urberg, K. A. (1992). Locus of peer influence: Social crowd and best friend. Journal of 

Youth and Adolescence, 21, 439-450. 

Urberg, K. A., Degirmencioglu, S. M., Pilgrim, C. (1997). Close friend and group 

influence on adolescent cigarette smoking and alcohol use. Developmental 

Psychology, 33 (5), 834-844. 

Urberg, K. A., Degirmencioglu, S. M., & Tolson, J . M. (1998). Adolescent friendship 

selection and termination: The role of similarity. Journal of Social and Personal 

Relationships, 15(5), 703-710. 

Urberg, K. A., Luo, Q., Pilgrim, C , & Degirmencioglu, S. M. (2003). A two-stage model 

peer influence in adolescent substance use: Individual and relationship-specific 

differences in susceptibility to influence. Addictive Behaviors, 28, 1243-1256. 

Verhulst, F. C. & Van der Ende, J. (1992). Agreement between parents ' and 

adolescents' self-reports of problem behavior. Journal of Child Psychology and 

Psychiatry, 33(6), 1011-1023. 

Verhulst, F. C , Van der Ende, J. & Koot, H. M. (1996). Handleiding voor de CBCL/4-

18. [Manual for the CBCL: Dutch version] Rotterdam: Afdeling Kinder- en 

jeugdpsychiatry, Academisch Ziekenhuis /E rasmus Universiteit. 

Verhulst, F. C , Van der Ende, J . & Koot, H. M. (1997). Handleiding voor de Youth Self-

Report (YSR). [Manual for the Youth Self-Report (YSR): Dutch version] 

Rotterdam: Afdeling Kinder- en jeugdpsychiatry, Academisch Ziekenhuis 

/E rasmus Universiteit. 

Verhulst, F. C , & van Wattum, P. J. (1993). Two-year stability of self-reported 

problems in an epidemiological sample of adolescents. Acta Psychiatrica 

Scandinavica, 87, 322-328. 

Vuchinich, S., Bank, L., & Patterson, G. R. (1992). Parenting, peers, and the stability 

of antisocial behavior in preadolescent boys. Developmental Psychology, 28 (3), 

510-521. 

117 



Wallace Jr . , J. M., & Bachman, J. G. (1991). Explaining racial/ethnic differences in 

adolescent drug use: the impact of background and lifestyle. Social Problems, 

38, 333-357. 

Widiger, T. A., & Frances, A. J . (1994). Toward a dimensional model for the personality 

disorders. In P. T. Costa & T. A. Widiger (Eds.), Personality disorders and the 

five-factor model of personality (pp. 19-39). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Association. 

Willet, J. B., & Sayer, A. G. (1994). Using covariance structure analysis to detect 

correlates and predictors of individual change over time. Psychological Bulletin, 

116, 363-381. 

Wolins, L. (1995). A Monte Carlo study of constrained factor analysis using maximum 

likelihood and unweighted least squares. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 55(4), 545-557. 

Youngstrom, E., Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (2000). Patterns and correlates 

of agreement between parent, teacher, and male adolescent ratings of 

externalizing and internalizing problems. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 

Psychology, 68(6), 1038-1050. 

Zahn-Waxler, C. (1993). Warriors and worriers: Gender and psychopathology. 

Development and Psychopathology, 5, 79-89. 

Zahn-Waxler, C , Klimes-Dougan, B., 8& Slattery, M. J . (2000). Internalizing problems 

of childhood and adolescence: Prospects, pitfalls, and progress in understanding 

the development of anxiety and depression. Development and Psychopathology, 

12, 443-466. 

Zeitlin, H. (1999). Psychiatric comorbidity with substance misuse in children and 

teenagers. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 55, 225-234. 

Zoccolillo, M. (1992). Co-occurrence of conduct disorder and its adult outcomes with 

depressive and anxiety disorders: a review. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 31, 547-556. 

118 



Summary 





Summary 

The central aim of this thesis was to examine different types of problem behavior 

during early adolescence and the relations of these problems with different systems 

within the network of adolescents. Following the ecological model of Bronfenbrenner 

(1979, 1986), three main systems within this model have been examined in this thesis: 

the adolescent self (problem behavior), parents, and friends of the adolescent. Although 

many other studies have already investigated these systems, there are some gaps or 

shortcomings within these studies that were addressed in this thesis. The thesis was 

aimed to investigate: (1) the structure and stability of externalizing and internalizing 

problem behavior during early adolescence; (2) the relations between parenting and 

adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior; and (3) the reciprocal 

effects of parenting and best friends' deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior, on the other hand. 

To investigate these aims, longitudinal data were used. The data derive from 650 

adolescents between 12 and 15 years old from the 8!h Grade. Three secondary schools 

participated that were located in medium- to large-sized municipalities in the 

Netherlands. The adolescents completed questionnaires during regular school hours. 

The distribution of boys and girls was about equal. The self-reported ethnicity was 

mostly Dutch. Data were gathered two times with a one-year interval. A total of 563 

adolescents participated again at Time 2. 

Chapter 2 focused on the first system within the ecological model: adolescent 

problem behavior. The central aims of this study were to examine the structure and 
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stability of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior during early adolescence. 

It was first tested whether externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors belong to 

one single factor of general deviance (one-factor model), whether they should be 

considered as two separate constructs (two-factor model), or whether they can be 

conceptualized as two separate constructs belonging to one factor of general deviance 

(two-factor higher-order model). Results showed that the factor model with the higher-

order factor (the third model) fitted the data best, on both measurement waves. The 

factor loadings regarding the different types of internalizing problem behavior where 

higher for girls than for boys and correlations of the first-order factors with the higher-

order factor were also higher for girls. Stability of the structure over time was found 

when analyzed for boys and girls separately. In general, the results indicate that 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior are two distinct constructs with 

multiple indicators, although they ultimately belong to the same higher-order factor of 

general deviance. Our findings extend conclusions of previous research by including 

different types of problem behavior and by including a higher-order factor in the 

analyses. 

Secondly, the stability of problem behavior was examined. Two types of stability 

were distinguished: relative and absolute stability. The relative stability was found to 

be moderate, indicating that a large number of adolescents retain their relative 

position within the group. Absolute stability, the extent to which a construct's absolute 

level remains consistent over time, appeared to be moderate to high, indicating that 

many adolescents show the same levels of problem behavior over time. Girls, however, 

showed more increases in levels of externalizing and internalizing problem behavior 

than boys. Girls also showed more internalizing problem behavior than boys, but boys 

did not show more externalizing problem behavior than girls. Considering the 

moderate to high levels of stability, it seems that previous levels of problem behavior 

are highly predictive of subsequent levels of problem behavior, a finding that is also 

found in Chapters 3 and 4. Not only problem behavior can be predictive of subsequent 

levels, other systems within the ecological model can be predictive as well, including 

paren ts and friends of the adolescents. These are investigated in the next chapters. 

Chapter 3 was aimed to examine the longitudinal relations between multiple 

parent ing dimensions and adolescent externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. 

This study extends previous research by including several parenting dimensions 

simultaneously, as unique predictors of adolescent problem behavior. Four parenting 

dimensions were analyzed: parental involvement (consisting of responsiveness, quality 

of parent-adolescent relation, and parental knowledge), parental strictness, emotional 

122 



autonomy granting, and decisional autonomy granting. In addition to examining 

parenting effects on problem behavior, we also examined child effects on parenting and 

moderator effects. These latter effects have been rarely examined in previous studies 

during adolescence. 

In general, not only were adolescents' previous levels of problem behavior 

predictive of subsequent levels of problem behavior, parenting behaviors also seemed 

to be predictive. It was found that different parenting dimensions exert unique effects 

on adolescent problem behavior. Decisional autonomy granting only related to 

externalizing problem behavior, which means that high levels of parental decisional 

autonomy granting were related to high levels of externalizing problem behavior over 

time. Parental strictness only related to internalizing problem behavior and seemed to 

be especially important for adolescents who show high levels of internalizing problems. 

For these adolescents, high levels of parental strictness were related to higher levels of 

internalizing problem behavior over time. Emotional autonomy granting showed no 

relation with externalizing or internalizing problem behavior, whereas parental 

involvement was associated with both types. It was found that high levels of 

involvement were related to low levels of externalizing problem behavior. This was also 

found for adolescents who reported low levels of internalizing problems behavior. For 

adolescents with high levels of internalizing problems, however, it was shown that high 

levels of parental involvement increased the level of internalizing problem behavior. 

It was further shown that not only parents have an effect on the behavior of 

their child, but that children also have an effect on the behavior of their parents. 

Effects were found for parental involvement and decisional autonomy granting. Low 

levels of internalizing problem behavior and higher levels of externalizing problem 

behavior predicted an increase in parental involvement. A moderator effect indicated 

that parents lessen their levels of involvement in response to negative behavior of the 

adolescent, whereas externalizing problem behavior elicits increased involvement 

attempts from parents who are less involved over a one-year period. For decisional 

autonomy granting, higher levels of externalizing problem behavior were related to 

higher levels of decisional autonomy granting over time. The interaction effect showed 

that parents who grant low levels of decisional autonomy tend to allow more autonomy 

to adolescents with high, rather than low levels of externalizing problem behavior. 

The results of Chapter 3 indicate that different parenting dimensions have 

unique effects on adolescent problem behavior. While it seems logical that adolescents 

also influence the behavior of their parents, this is not often examined in previous 
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studies. Findings show that both parent effects as well as child effects, including 

moderator effects, exist and can be found. 

Chapter 4 also included the system of parents, but in addition incorporated the 

system of best friends of the adolescent. The aim was to examine the reciprocal effects 

of parenting and best friends' deviance, on the one hand, and adolescent externalizing 

and internalizing problem behavior, on the other hand. Whereas the study in Chapter 

3 examined parenting and child effects in separate analyses, the study in Chapter 4 

included both relations in simultaneous analyses. Parental involvement was included 

as parenting dimension, since this dimension showed strong relations with both 

externalizing and internalizing problem behavior in Chapter 3. Best friends' deviance 

was assessed by asking friends themselves to report on their own behavior, rather 

t h a n asking the adolescent to report on their friends' behavior. Previous research has 

shown that adolescents tend to inflate the degree of similarity between themselves and 

their friends. Having friends reporting on their own behavior might lead to more 

realistic estimations of peer effects. 

Regarding the reciprocal effects between parenting and problem behavior, it was 

shown that high levels of parental involvement were associated with low levels of 

externalizing problem behavior over time. The effect of adolescent externalizing 

problem behavior on parental involvement one year later was not significant. In 

contrast, reciprocal effects were found for internalizing problem behavior. Both cross-

lagged paths between involvement and problem behavior were significant, which 

means that parental involvement and internalizing problem behavior are negatively 

related over time. These reciprocal relations between involvement and internalizing 

problem behavior were stronger for boys than for girls. 

The results for the reciprocal effects between best friends' deviance and problem 

behavior showed only a unilateral effect: Problem behavior of the adolescent had an 

effect on friends' deviance one year later, but friends' deviance did not have an effect 

on problem behavior over time. This pattern of findings suggested the existence of a 

selection effect, where adolescents select their friends. No evidence was found for an 

influence effect, where friends influence the behavior of the adolescent. 

Further, results of the study suggested that previous research on the relative 

effect of parents and peers on adolescent problem behavior might have inflated the 

importance of peers and underestimated the influence of parents. Many of these 

studies relied on adolescents ' reports about their friends' behavior. When friends' own 

reports were used, no significant differences were found between parenting and peer 

effects. 
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A final conclusion that can be drawn from the study in Chapter 4 is that the 

reciprocal relations between parenting and best friends' deviance, on the one hand, 

and adolescent problem behavior, on the other hand, differed for stable and unstable 

friends. Stable friendships mean that the same friend is paired with the adolescent on 

both measurement waves, whereas unstable friendships indicate that an adolescent is 

paired with different friends on both waves. It was found that adolescents with 

unstable friends were more influenced by their parents than adolescents with stable 

friends. 

Taking the three studies together, the following conclusions can be drawn. First, 

externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors are distinct constructs, but only at a 

first-order level. Second, problem behavior is very stable over time. Third, different 

parenting dimensions have a unique influence on problem behavior. Fourth, there are 

both child effects on parenting as well as moderator effects that show more 

comprehensively the effects between parenting and problem behavior. Fifth, parenting 

and best friends' effects are of equal magnitude when using friends' reports about their 

own behavior. Sixth, a selection effect is more important regarding best friends, than 

an influence effect. Finally, effects between parenting and best friends' deviance, on the 

one hand, and adolescent problem behavior, on the other hand, differ for stable and 

unstable friendships. 

In general, the prospective longitudinal study that is conducted in this thesis 

shows several strengths that are worthwhile to incorporate in future research. In 

addition, more measurement waves, different types of samples, and multiple sources of 

data are needed to disentangle the processes that are involved in the problem behavior 

of adolescents. 
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Samenvatting (summary in Dutch) 





Samenvatting 

Het hoofddoel van dit proefschrift was het onderzoeken van probleemgedrag 

tijdens de vroege adolescentie en de relaties van dit probleemgedrag met verschillende 

systemen binnen het netwerk van de adolescent. In navolging van het ecologische 

model van Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1986) zijn drie systemen binnen dit model 

onderzocht: de adolescent zelf (probleemgedrag), ouders, en vrienden van de 

adolescent. Hoewel vele andere studies deze systemen allang hebben onderzocht, zijn 

er een aantal hiaten of tekortkomingen binnen deze studies waar dit proefschrift zich 

op gericht heeft. Het proefschrift had als doel het volgende te onderzoeken: (1) de 

s t ructuur en stabiliteit van externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag; (2) de 

relaties tussen opvoeding en externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag van de 

adolescent; en (3) de wederzijdse effecten tussen opvoeding en deviant gedrag van de 

beste vriend aan de ene kant, en externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag 

van de adolescent aan de andere kant. 

Om deze vragen te onderzoeken is gebruik gemaakt van longitudinale data. Deze 

data zijn afkomstig van 650 adolescenten tussen de 12 en 15 jaar oud uit de tweede 

brugklas. Drie middelbare scholen uit middelgrote tot grote gemeentes in Nederland 

participeerden in het onderzoek. De adolescenten vulden vragenlijsten in tijdens 

reguliere schooluren. De distributie van jongens en meisjes was ongeveer gelijk. De 

zelfgerapporteerde etniciteit was voornamelijk Nederlands. Gegevens werden twee keer 

verzameld met een interval van een jaar. Een totaal van 563 adolescenten 

participeerden opnieuw op tijdstip 2. 
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Hoofdstuk 2 heeft zich gericht op het eerste systeem binnen het ecologische 

model: probleemgedrag van de adolescent. De centrale doelstelling van deze studie was 

het onderzoeken van de structuur en de stabiliteit van externaliserend en 

internaliserend probleemgedrag tijdens de vroege adolescentie. Als eerste werd getoetst 

of externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag behoren tot een enkele factor 

'algemene deviantie' (één-factor model), of zij beschouwd moeten worden als twee 

separate constructen (twee-factor model), of dat zij geconceptualiseerd moeten worden 

als twee separate constructen behorend tot een enkele factor algemene deviantie (twee

factor hogere orde model). Resultaten lieten zien dat het factor model met de hogere 

orde factor (het derde model) de beste fit op de data liet zien op beide meetmomenten. 

De factorladingen met betrekking tot de verschillende vormen van internaliserend 

probleemgedrag waren hoger voor meisjes dan voor jongens en correlaties tussen van 

de eerste-orde factoren met de hogere orde factor waren ook hoger voor meisjes. 

Stabiliteit van de s t ruc tuur over tijd was gevonden wanneer dit werd geanalyseerd voor 

jongens en meisjes apart . Over het algemeen wijzen de resultaten erop dat 

externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag twee verschillende constructen zijn 

met multipele indicatoren, hoewel ze uiteindelijk behoren tot dezelfde hogere orde 

factor algemene deviantie. Onze bevindingen gaan verder dan de conclusies van eerder 

onderzoek door gebruik te maken van verschillende vormen van probleemgedrag en 

door het toevoegen van een hogere orde factor in de analyses. 

Ten tweede is de stabiliteit van probleemgedrag onderzocht. Twee typen 

stabiliteit werden onderscheiden: relatieve en absolute stabiliteit. De relatieve stabiliteit 

was gemiddeld, hetgeen betekent dat een groot aantal adolescenten h u n relatieve 

positie binnen de groep behouden. Absolute stabiliteit, de mate waarin het absolute 

niveau van een construct consistent blijft over tijd, bleek gemiddeld tot hoog, wat 

betekent dat veel adolescenten dezelfde mate van probleemgedrag vertonen over tijd. 

Meisjes lieten echter meer toename zien in de mate van externaliserend en 

internaliserend probleemgedrag dan jongens. Meisjes vertoonden ook meer 

internaliserend probleemgedrag dan jongens, maar jongens vertoonden niet meer 

externaliserend probleemgedrag dan meisjes. Gezien de gemiddelde tot hoge niveaus 

van stabiliteit lijkt het erop dat eerder probleemgedrag in hoge mate predictief is voor 

toekomstig probleemgedrag, een bevinding die ook in hoofdstuk 3 en 4 gevonden 

wordt. Niet alleen probleemgedrag kan predictief zijn voor toekomstige niveaus, andere 

systemen binnen het ecologische model kunnen ook een voorspeller zijn, zoals de 

ouders en vrienden van de adolescent. Deze zijn onderzocht in de volgende 

hoofdstukken. 
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Hoofdstuk 3 had als doel het onderzoeken van de longitudinale relaties tussen 

multipele opvoedingsdimensies en externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag 

van de adolescent. Deze studie heeft als meerwaarde ten opzichte van eerder onderzoek 

dat verschillende opvoedingsdimensies tegelijkertijd zijn opgenomen als unieke 

voorspellers van probleemgedrag van de adolescent. Vier opvoedingsdimensies zijn 

onderzocht: ouderlijke betrokkenheid (bestaande uit responsiviteit, kwaliteit van de 

ouder-kind relatie en ouderlijke kennis over waar en met wie hun kind zich bevindt), 

strengheid, verlenen van emotionele autonomie en verlenen van beslisautonomie. 

Naast het onderzoeken van opvoedingseffecten op probleemgedrag hebben we ook 

kindeffecten op ouderlijke opvoeding en moderator effecten onderzocht. Deze laatste 

effecten zijn weinig onderzocht in eerder onderzoek tijdens de adolescentie. 

Over het algemeen waren niet alleen de eerdere niveaus van probleemgedrag 

van adolescenten predictief voor latere niveaus van probleemgedrag, maar ook 

opvoedingsgedragingen waren predictief. Er werd gevonden dat verschillende 

opvoedingsdimensies een uniek effect uitoefenden op probleemgedrag van de 

adolescent. Het verlenen van beslisautonomie was alleen gerelateerd aan 

externaliserend probleemgedrag, hetgeen betekent dat een hoge mate van 

beslisautonomie die ouders verlenen gerelateerd was aan een hoge mate van 

externaliserend probleemgedrag over tijd. Ouderlijke strengheid was alleen gerelateerd 

aan internaliserend probleemgedrag en leek met name van belang voor adolescenten 

met een hoge mate van internaliserend probleemgedrag. Voor deze adolescenten was 

een hoge mate van ouderlijke strengheid gerelateerd aan een hogere mate van 

internaliserend probleemgedrag over tijd. Het verlenen van emotionele autonomie liet 

geen relatie zien met externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag, terwijl 

ouderlijke betrokkenheid geassocieerd was met beide vormen van gedrag. Er was 

gevonden dat een hoge mate van betrokkenheid gerelateerd was aan een lage mate van 

externaliserend probleemgedrag. Dit was ook gevonden voor adolescenten die een lage 

mate van internaliserend probleemgedrag rapporteerden. Voor adolescenten met een 

hoge mate van internaliserend probleemgedrag werd echter aangetoond dat een hoge 

mate van ouderlijke betrokkenheid de mate van internaliserend probleemgedrag doet 

toenemen. 

Er werd voorts aangetoond dat niet alleen ouders een effect hebben op het 

gedrag van hun kind, maar dat kinderen ook een effect hebben op het gedrag van hun 

ouders. Effecten werden gevonden voor ouderlijke betrokkenheid en het verlenen van 

beslisautonomie. Een lage mate van internaliserend probleemgedrag en een hoge mate 

van externaliserend probleemgedrag voorspelden een toename in ouderlijke 
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betrokkenheid. Een moderator effect duidde aan dat ouders de mate van 

betrokkenheid verminderen in reactie op negatief gedrag van de adolescent, terwijl 

externaliserend probleemgedrag een verhoogde mate van betrokkenheid uitlokt van 

ouders die minder betrokken zijn over een periode van een jaar. Met betrekking tot het 

verlenen van beslisautonomie was een hoge mate van externaliserend probleemgedrag 

gerelateerd aan een hogere mate van beslisautonomie verleend door ouders over tijd. 

Het interactie effect toonde aan dat ouders die een lage mate van beslisautonomie 

verlenen de neiging hebben om meer autonomie te verlenen aan adolescenten met een 

hoge, in plaats van een lage, mate van externaliserend probleemgedrag. 

De resultaten uit Hoofdstuk 3 tonen aan dat verschillende opvoedingsdimensies 

unieke effecten hebben op probleemgedrag van de adolescent. Hoewel het heel logisch 

is dat adolescenten ook het gedrag van de ouders beïnvloeden, is dit niet vaak 

onderzocht in eerdere studies. Resultaten laten zien dat zowel oudereffecten als 

kindeffecten, inclusief moderator effecten, bestaan en gevonden kunnen worden. 

Hoofdstuk 4 onderzocht ook het systeem van de ouders, maar in aanvulling 

hierop werd ook het systeem van de beste vriend van de adolescent erbij betrokken. 

Het doel was het onderzoeken van de wederzijdse effecten tussen ouders en beste 

vrienden aan de ene kant, en externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag van 

adolescenten aan de andere kant. Ofschoon de studie in Hoofdstuk 3 ouder- en 

kindeffecten in aparte analyses onderzocht, worden beide relaties in simultane 

analyses onderzocht in Hoofdstuk 4. Ouderlijke betrokkenheid werd gebruikt als 

opvoedingsdimensie, aangezien deze dimensie sterke relaties liet zien met zowel 

externaliserend als internaliserend probleemgedrag in Hoofdstuk 3. Deviant gedrag van 

beste vrienden was onderzocht door aan vrienden zelf te vragen om over hun eigen 

gedrag te rapporteren, in plaats van de adolescent te laten rapporteren over het gedrag 

van h u n vriend. Eerder onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat adolescenten de neiging 

hebben om de mate van overeenkomst tussen zichzelf en hun vrienden te 

overschatten. Wanneer vrienden over zichzelf rapporteren kan dit tot meer realistische 

schattingen van vriendeffecten leiden. 

Met betrekking tot de wederzijdse effecten tussen opvoeding en probleemgedrag 

werd aangetoond dat een hoge mate van ouderlijke betrokkenheid geassocieerd was 

met een lage mate van externaliserend probleemgedrag over tijd. Het effect van 

externaliserend probleemgedrag van de adolescent op ouderlijke betrokkenheid één 

j a a r later was niet significant. In tegenstelling hiermee werden wel wederzijdse effecten 

gevonden voor internaliserend probleemgedrag. Beide transactionele paden tussen 

betrokkenheid en probleemgedrag waren significant, hetgeen inhoud dat ouderlijke 
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betrokkenheid en internaliserend probleemgedrag negatief gerelateerd zijn over tijd. 

Deze wederzijdse relaties tussen betrokkenheid en internaliserend probleemgedrag 

waren sterker voor jongens dan voor meisjes. 

De resultaten met betrekking tot de wederzijdse effecten tussen deviant gedrag 

van beste vrienden en probleemgedrag leverden het bewijs voor een unilateraal effect: 

probleemgedrag van de adolescent had een effect op deviant gedrag van de vriend één 

jaar later, maar deviant gedrag van de vriend had geen effect op probleemgedrag over 

tijd. Dit patroon van resultaten suggereert het bestaan van een selectie effect, hetgeen 

betekent dat adolescenten hun vrienden selecteren. Geen bewijs werd gevonden voor 

een invloed effect, hetgeen betekent dat vrienden het gedrag van de adolescent 

beïnvloeden. 

Verder suggereerden de resultaten dat eerder onderzoek naar het relatieve effect 

van ouders en vrienden op probleemgedrag van de adolescent mogelijk het belang van 

vrienden hebben overschat en de invloed van ouders hebben onderschat. Veel van deze 

onderzoeken hebben echter rapportages gebruikt van adolescenten over het gedrag van 

hun vriend. Wanneer de rapportages van de vrienden zelf worden gebruikt, worden 

geen significante verschillen gevonden tussen ouder- en vriendeffecten. 

Een laatste conclusie die kan worden getrokken uit het onderzoek in Hoofdstuk 

4 is dat de wederzijdse relaties tussen opvoeding en deviant gedrag van de beste vriend 

aan de ene kant, en probleemgedrag van de adolescent aan de andere kant, verschillen 

voor stabiele en onstabiele vriendschappen. Met stabiele vriendschappen wordt 

bedoeld dat dezelfde vriend gekoppeld is aan de adolescent op beide meetmomenten, 

terwijl met onstabiele vriendschappen wordt bedoeld dat een adolescent gekoppeld is 

aan verschillende vrienden op beide meetmomenten. Het werd aangetoond dat 

adolescenten met onstabiele vrienden meer werden beïnvloed door hun ouders dan 

adolescenten met stabiele vrienden. 

De drie studies samengenomen leiden tot de volgende conclusies. Ten eerste zijn 

externaliserend en internaliserend probleemgedrag verschillende constructen, maar 

alleen op een eerste-orde niveau. Ten tweede is probleemgedrag erg stabiel over tijd. 

Ten derde hebben verschillende opvoedingsdimensies een uniek effect op 

probleemgedrag. Ten vierde zijn er zowel kindeffecten op opvoeding als moderator 

effecten, hetgeen de effecten tussen opvoeding en probleemgedrag meer verduidelijken. 

Ten vijfde zijn ouder- en beste vriendeffecten van gelijke grootte wanneer rapportages 

van vrienden over hun eigen gedrag worden gebruikt. Ten zesde is een selectie effect 

meer van belang met betrekking tot beste vrienden dan een invloed effect. Tenslotte 

verschillen de effecten tussen opvoeding en deviant gedrag van de beste vriend aan de 
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ene kant , en probleemgedrag van de adolescent aan de andere kant, voor stabiele en 

onstabiele vriendschappen. 

Over het algemeen heeft dit prospectieve longitudinale onderzoek zoals 

uitgevoerd in dit proefschrift verscheidene sterke kanten die de moeite waard zijn om 

opgenomen te worden in toekomstig onderzoek. Daarnaast zijn meer meetmomenten, 

verschillende typen onderzoeksgroepen en meerdere databronnen nodig om de 

processen te kunnen blootleggen die betrokken zijn bij het probleemgedrag van 

adolescenten. 
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tegen dit onderzoek en in het bijzonder wil ik de volgende personen bedanken voor hun 

geweldige medewerking: Rob Meenhorst van het Oostvaarderscollege, Hans Terbach, 

José Peute, Gerhard Straatsma, Karel van der Meer en Laurens Schagen van 

Scholengemeenschap de Rietlanden, en Lex Spoelder, Kees Flink, Kees Prins en Hans 

Rubing van het Casparus College. Daarnaast ook veel dank aan alle betrokken 

docenten die hun onderwijstijd beschikbaar hebben gesteld voor de afname van de 

vragenlijsten. 

Graag wil ik hierbij ook alle leden van de promotiecommissie bedanken voor de 
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Een proefschrift schrijf je niet alleen. Zonder de hulp en s teun van heel veel 

mensen was het me nooit op deze manier gelukt. Al deze mensen kunnen, net als in 

het proefschrift gedaan werd, worden gerangschikt in systemen, variërend van 

proximaal systeem (meest betrokken bij het proefschrift) tot distaal systeem (minder 

betrokken bij het proefschrift). Deze systemen hebben, al dan niet in interactie met 

mijn eigen gedrag, een bijdrage geleverd aan het proefschrift. 
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Beginnend bij het proximale systeem is natuurlijk de begeleiding cruciaal 

geweest. Groot is mijn dank aan mijn promotor Maja Dekovic en copromotor Anne 

Marie Meijer. Wanneer je de voornamen afkort staat er MAM, en dat waren jullie ook 

een beetje, de moeders van mijn proefschrift. Maja, ik wil je heel erg bedanken voor de 

ruimte die je mij hebt gegeven om het onderzoek iets van mezelf te laten worden en ook 

voor al je vertrouwen in mij. Fijn dat je er steeds was als ik je weer eens nodig had. 

Jouw pragmatische instelling zette mij vaak weer met beide benen op de grond. Ik heb 

altijd zeer genoten van onze samenwerking en ik ben heel blij dat we dit kunnen 

voortzetten. Ik vind het een eer om met jou te mogen werken! Anne Marie, ook met jou 

heb ik altijd heel fijn samengewerkt. Alhoewel de samenwerking wat minder intensief 

was, was je zeker onmisbaar! Ik heb veel gehad aan jouw inzichten en visies, maar ook 

aan je onvoorwaardelijke vertrouwen in mijn kunnen. We houden zeker contact. 

Het systeem wat distaler in relatie tot het proefschrift, maar niet minder 

belangrijk zijn mijn collega's geweest die hebben gezorgd voor de nodige afleiding en 

het werkplezier. Henny en Mirjam, met zijn drieën tegelijk begonnen op één kamer, 

raar om jullie niet meer dagelijks te zien. Inge, mijn latere kamergenoot, bedankt voor 

je luisterend oor, we zien elkaar nog wel. Ook Marja, Kirsten, Sabina, Jessica, Roos, 

Suzanne, Reinoud, Miriam en nog vele anderen bij wie ik terecht kon voor een praatje 

of een kopje thee, fijn dat jullie er altijd waren! Sandra, ik ben blij dat je mijn paranimf 

wilt zijn. Bedankt voor alle T en koekjes (en de knip- en plaktechnieken...©). Wat 

s tudentenhulp betreft, dank ook a a n iedereen die heeft meegewerkt aan de 

dataverzameling en data-invoer. Jullie hulp was onmisbaar! 

Behalve op het werk heb ik ook naast mijn werk de nodige afleiding gehad. Bij 

het sporten en de muzieklessen kon ik mij weer helemaal uitleven. Mariken, mijn 

sportmaatje en lieve vriendin, fijn dat je er altijd voor me bent! Met jou kan ik lachen, 

huilen en kletsen. Een kop thee en veel chocola doen altijd weer goed. Ik vind het fijn 

da t j e mijn paranimf wilt zijn! 

Lieve papa en mama, ik wil jullie bedanken voor de mogelijkheden die jullie mij 

geboden hebben om te komen tot waar ik nu ben en voor de vrijheid die jullie me 

hebben gegeven om mijn eigen keuzes te maken. Petra, mijn favoriete zus, ook al woon 

je zo ver weg, fijn dat ik je altijd kan bellen als ik je nodig heb. Mam en Peet, ook 

hartelijk dank voor het helpen nakijken/invoeren van de gegevens, en zusje, ik zal 

nooit vergeten dat je met een laptop in het ziekenhuis lag en voor mij aan het werk 

was, geweldig! 

Lars, mijn maatje, mijn lief, ik ben blij da t je er bent! Ik hou van je. 
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