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ABSTRACT 

This investigation was designed to specify the 

developmental course of adolescent delinquency by examining 

precursors of delinquency evident in childhood. Two 

theoretical perspectives were used to examine the influences 

of childhood behaviors and experiences on the incidence of 

adolescent delinquency and childhood deviance. Social 

control theory and social interactional theory were tested 

on two separate samples. The goal of Study 1 was to 

determine whether the variables associated with each theory 

were more predictive of adolescent delinquency rather than 

concurrent deviance. The sample used in Study 1 was 

comprised of 206 boys who participated in the Oregon Youth 

Study. The results of Study 1 indicated that the variables 

associated with social interactional theory significantly 

predicted concurrent deviance. After controlling for the 

influence of fourth and fifth grade deviance, neither theory 

was predictive of adolescence. Only child deviance 

significantly predicted police reported delinquency. The 

goal of Study 2 was to determine whether the variables 

associated with social control and social interactional 

theories were predictive of young children's deviance. One 

hundred and one children were assessed in first, second, 

fourth, or fifth grade. Results indicated that the 



28 

variables did not vary in predictability based on the age of 

the child. Regarding social control theory, children's self 

control was somewhat associated with deviance after 

controlling for the influence of children's temperament. 

Regarding social interactional theory, children who were 

rated as antisocial were significantly more likely to be 

rated as deviant. The results of the two studies are 

discussed in terms of the stability of deviance. That is, 

in Study 2, children's temperament and antisocial behavior 

were most strongly associated with concurrent childhood 

deviance and in Study 1, child deviance was most predictive 

of delinquency. Thus, deviance may actually be present 

early in a child's life and may not change with children's 

development. Instead, society's reactions to deviance may 

change as children mature such that deviance is more 

tolerated among children rather than among adolescents. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

An Examination of the Development of Delinquency 

in Middle Childhood 
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The goal of the present investigation was to specify 

the developmental course of adolescent delinquency by 

examining precursors of delinquent behaviors evident in 

middle childhood and comparing potential causal factors. 

Looking for the roots of criminal behavior in middle 

childhood was considered important for several reasons. 

First, while researchers often disagree over the actual 

processes involved in the development of delinquency, they 

do agree that children involved in antisocial and deviant 

behaviors in middle childhood are most at risk for engaging 

in delinquent and criminal acts in adolescence (Henggeler, 

1989; Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Patterson, DeBaryshe, & 

Ramsey, 1989; Reid & Patterson, 1989; Steinberg, 1987; 

Tolan, 1987). Further, children engaging in delinquent acts 

in early adolescence are at great risk for engaging in 

chronic delinquent and criminal acts (Steinberg, 1987). 

Thus, determining the causes of engaging in early deviant 

and delinquent activities has the most profound prevention 

and policy implications (Henggeler, 1989). Second, middle 

childhood has been identified as the least understood period 

of child development, and yet the most important period in 



terms of intervention and prevention (Kraut, 1993). 

Unfortunately, relatively little work has been conducted 

examining the association among childhood behaviors and 

adolescent delinquency or determining when the processes 

leading to delinquency are set into motion. 
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The purpose of this investigation was to determine 

whether the processes leading to adolescent delinquency were 

developmental with origins in middle childhood. In this 

study, deviancy in middle childhood was conceptualized as a 

behavioral precursor of adolescent delinquency. Such a 

conceptualization was deemed plausible given that 

researchers believe that conduct disorders and highly 

aggressive and destructive behaviors exhibited in middle 

childhood are related to and predictive of delinquency in 

adolescence (DiLalla, Mitchell, Arthur, & Pagliocca, 1988; 

Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 1991; Glueck & 

Glueck, 1959; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969; 

Patterson, DeB&ryshe, & Ramsey, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion, 1992; Tolan, 1987). Though this link has been 

clearly established, questions remain as to why this 

behavioral pattern remains stable over time. Perhaps 

examining physical and social changes which occur during the 

transition from childhood to adolescence will help uncover 

why childhood deviancy is so predictive of delinquency in 

adolescence. 
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Developmentally, middle childhood has been considered a 

relatively "stress-free" period. G. Stanley Hall (1904) 

referred to middle childhood as the "calm before the storm" 

of adolescence. Thus, for many researchers adolescence is 

considered a unique period of development because of the 

abundance of changes associated with this period of 

development. The onset of adolescence is often associated 

with changes in physical appearance or puberty. These 

physical changes transform the child into an adult in a 

relatively short period of time. 

With the onset of physical changes comes a host of 

social changes. That is, as a child begins to look more 

adult-like, s/he begins to be treated more adult-like. 

Social changes often associated with adolescence include: 

longer curfews, less supervision, more responsibilities, and 

changes in acceptable behaviors. However, do these physical 

and social changes associated with adolescence cause 

delinquency? In a small group of delinquent offenders these 

physical and social changes may actually cause delinquency 

(Steinberg, 1987). Children who commit their first 

delinquent act in adolescence seem to have parents who grant 

them more freedom than they are ready to handle. That is, 

some parents, recognizing the maturational changes of their 

child, begin treating the adolescent in a more adult-like 

fashion too quickly and grant the adolescent too much 
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freedom. The adolescent, while looking more adult-like, has 

not developed the cognitive skills necessary to manage this 

increase in freedom responsibly. Thus, parents who 

gradually increase adolescents' free-time have adolescents 

who are better able to make appropriate decisions regarding 

the allocation of their time. 

While a small portion of delinquent offenders begin 

behaving delinquent in adolescence, for the majority of 

delinquent offenders physical and social changes associated 

with adolescence do not cause delinquency. 

Characteristically, adolescent delinquents were poorly 

supervised during both childhood and adolescence. Many of 

the freedoms afforded to the adolescent because of her/his 

increased maturity are not causally related to the incidence 

of delinquency because the most delinquents began engaging 

in delinquent acts long before the social changes associated 

with adolescence began. 

Adolescence also is associated with changes in 

cognitive abilities. That is, adolescents are better able 

to use reason and logic when problem solving than children. 

Adolescent thinking is often characteristically egocentric, 

so that adolescents do not believe that misfortunate 

incidents will happen to them. As a result adolescents are 

more likely to engage in risky behavior. Is this the cause 

of adolescent delinquency? Perhaps for a few offenders, but 



increases in risk taking behaviors, or increases in the 

belief that "bad things won't happen to me", does not seem 

to cause delinquency among the chronic offenders. Among 

chronic delinquent offenders, these children began 

participating in delinquent activities long before 

adolescence or the onset of puberty and before these 

cognitive changes emerged. 

33 

While physical, social, and cognitive differences may 

exist between children and adolescents these differences do 

not seem to be causally related to the onset of delinquency. 

How then might the two periods of development, middle 

childhood and adolescence, be similar? Research seems to be 

inconclusive regarding physical differences among delinquent 

and not delinquent offenders. Glueck & Glueck (1956) 

reported that delinquent boys were more likely to be 

physically mature than non-delinquent boys, however, more 

recent research has not confirmed such postulations. While 

physically adolescents and children may differ, socially 

fewer differences may actually exist. That is, the 

adolescent is believed to be granted more unsupervised time 

than children. However, in a normal day both adolescents 

and children spend large portions of their day at school, 

participating in extracurricular and after-school 

activities, playing outside with friends, or in other words, 
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both children and adolescents spend a large portion of their 

day away from parental supervision. 

Cognitively, differences between adolescents and 

children exist. Increases in egocentrism associated with 

adolescence has been linked to the adolescent engaging in 

more risk-taking behavior. Alternatively, children are not 

egocentric in the same way as adolescents, but children may 

not be cognitively sophisticated enough to consider 

consequences to their actions. That is, children may know 

when they commit an act for which they may get into trouble, 

but they may not be able to decipher the chain of cause and 

effect an act may initiate. Thus, for both adolescents and 

children consequences to actions may be meaningless because 

the adolescent does not believe s/he will get caught and the 

child never thought to consider consequences. 

Characteristically, delinquents are poorly monitored 

and have large portions of free time which they do not have 

to account for their behavior. Adolescence has been linked 

to increases in freedom or decreases in monitoring, however, 

for the delinquent, decreases in monitoring may not be new 

to the onset of adolescence. Attending school grants 

children and adolescents large portions of time which are 

typically spent with other children. Thus, the ca~ses of 

childhood deviance and adolescent delinquency seem to be 

similar. The experiences in childhood which are related to 
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deviance seem to be the same as the experiences in 

adolescence which cause delinquency. This investigation was 

designed to determine whether childhood experiences are 

related to adolescent delinquency and whether the cause of 

adolescent delinquency, as described by social control and 

social interactional theories, are also predictive of middle 

childhood deviance. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 
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While there are an abundance of theories which attempt 

to explain causes of adolescent delinquency, the two 

theories tested in this investigation describe processes 

whereby experiences in childhood lead to delinquency in 

adolescence. Social control and social interactional 

theoretical perspectives (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; 

Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992, respectively) describe the 

development of delinquency by describing childhood behaviors 

and experiences which influence delinquency in adolescence. 

Social control theory posits that children's attachments to 

society or individuals and children's ability to self 

control influences involvement in delinquency in 

adolescence. Conversely, social interactional theory 

describes a process whereby children are socialized to 

engage in delinquent acts. 

Importantly, distinctions between the two theories 

exist in terms of the influence of children's age. 

Specifically, social control theory posits that close, 

personal relationships are related to children's ability to 

self control. Misbehavior, which is a product of low self 

control, is not desirable because such behavior can 

jeopardize the future of the relationship. Hirschi (1969) 

argues that social attachment relationships promote behavior 
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which conforms to societal expectations, not deviant 

behavior. Children with strong attachments are likely to 

have a stake in conformity (Hirschi, 1969) and exhibit self 

control. Unfortunately, the theory does not specify when 

relationships influence children's use of self control or if 

the strength of this association varies by age or 

maturation. For instance, the association between 

children's social relationships and self control may be 

dependent on the children's cognitive development. Young 

children may not be cognizant of the fact that their 

behavior at school has the potential to influence their 

relationships at horne, that is, cognitively mature enough to 

recognize that an act has consequences beyond the immediate 

context. Recognizing this association may take time to 

develop suggesting that the explanatory factors posited by 

Hirschi (1969) may not be evident until later childhood or 

early adolescence. The present investigation seeks to 

examine whether associations between children's 

relationships, self control abilities, and deviant behaviors 

exist and if these associations vary by age .. 

Conversely, social interactional theory proposes a 

developmental sequence leading to delinquency. Problems in 

the parent-child relationship are proposed to cause children 

to behave antisocially. That is, parents who interact 

coercively or manipulatively with their child and reinforce 
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inappropriate behavior teach their child to interact 

manipulatively with others. For instance, if a child throws 

a temper tantrum because her mother will not allow her to 

have a candy bar and the mother gives her the candy bar, the 

child has been rewarded for the tantrum. These types of 

exchanges serve to teach the child to interact 

manipulatively in order control a situation or train a child 

to behave antisocially. This antisocial behavior, while 

tolerated or ignored at home, is not condoned in school and 

may lead to academic problems and peer rejection. Academic 

and peer problems are directly related to these antisocial 

children seeking similar playmates and associating with 

deviant peers. Most noteworthy is that this process 

escalates across time. Not all children who behave 

antisocially in elementary school will be delinquent 

adolescents; however, antisocial children are placed at a 

greater risk of experiencing academic and peer problems than 

prosocial children, and consequently, are placed at a great 

risk of becoming delinquent in adolescence (Patterson, Reid, 

.& Dishion, 1992). Since deviancy in middle childhood is 

expected to precede more severe acts of deviancy and 

delinquency in adolescence, the'process leading to 

delinquency may be viewed within a developmental framework 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 
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The process described by social interactional theory is 

specific in the course of events which are posited as 

necessary for the development of delinquency in adolescence. 

However, the theory does not posit at what age the process 

becomes evident among children. Patterson, Reid, & Dishion 

(1992) suggest that problems in the parent-child 

relationship begin early in a child's life, even before 

entering school. However, research conducted by Patterson 

and colleagues (1992) to test the process model began with 

children in fourth grade. As of yet, little research has 

been conducted to determine whether these processes are 

evident in children before entering fourth grade. 

Interestingly, both social control and social 

interactional theories specify the importance of parental 

involvement. Both theories view the parent-child 

relationship as the context for most socialization. 

Further, both theories propose that, in order for children 

to be effectively socialized, parents must be involved in 

their children's lives. That is, parents must consistently 

monitor and discipline their children's behavior. Effective 

discipline includes recognizing and punishing deviant 

behavior (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 19·90; Patterson, 1982). 

Since both theories emphasize the importance of the parent

child relationship, this relationship will be the primary 

focus of the proposed investigation. Unfortunately, 



children most at-risk for becoming delinquent often reside 

in single-parent, mother-headed homes (Henggeler, 1989). 

For children at greatest risk for delinquency, then, the 

child's relationship with mother is of central importance 

since this relationship is typically the child's only 

parental relationship. Thus, only the mother-child 

relationship was examined in the present investigation. 
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The goal of the this investigation was to examine how 

the variables posited by each theory as influential to the 

development of delinquency operate in middle childhood. In 

this investigation disobedient and disruptive school 

behaviors exhibited in childhood were conceptualized as 

behavioral precursors of delinquency in adolescence. As 

compared to delinquent behaviors (which include vandalism, 

burglary, fire setting), behaviors considered deviant 

included: lying, stealing, swearing, truancy, tardiness, 

hanging out with older children, and disobedience in the 

classroom. These behaviors occurring in middle childhood 

will be referred to as deviant behaviors throughout the 

literature review. Since delinquency among young children 

is rare, determining whether the theories predict children's 

deviant behavior should indicate which children are most at 

risk for engaging in delinquency in adolescence. The 

subsequent review will discuss the assumptions of each 



theory, followed by an explanation of the present 

investigation. 

Social Control Theory 
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Hirschi (1969) proposed that adolescents' attachment to 

conventional persons cause them to have a stake in society 

thereby promoting conformity. Individuals strongly attached 

to others (e.g., parents, peers, and school teachers) will 

not want to jeopardize their relationships by behaving 

deviantly. Thus, the quality and strength of the 

adolescents' attachment relationships were hypothesized to 

predict involvement in delinquent activities. 

Hirschi's (1969) description of social bonds or 

attachments is distinct from the mother-infant attachment as 

described by Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, and Wall, (1978) and 

Bowlby (1969) in the developmental literature in several 

important ways. First, attachment bonds are defined 

somewhat differently by attachment theorists than social 

control theorists. Ainsworth (1989) defines an attachment 

bond as "a relatively long-enduring tie in which the partner 

is important as a unique individual and is interchangeable 

with none other" (p. 711). According to Ainsworth (1989), 

attachment bonds eventually become separate' from the 

relationship with that individual; over time this bond 

characterizes one's conceptualization of relationships. For 

instance, in the mother-infant attachment relationship the 



infant learns of relationships in general from his/her 

interactions with his/her mother. This relationship 

influences the infant's conceptualization of future 

relationships. 

In contrast, social control theory defines attachment 
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bonds as lithe bond of affection for conventional persons" 

(Hirschi, 1969; p.83). In social control theory these 

attachment bonds are important because lithe stronger this 

bond, the more likely the person is to take it into account 

when and if he contemplates a criminal act" (Hirschi, 1969; 

p. 83). While developmental attachment theorists would 

agree with Hirschi (1969) that the attachment bonds 

influence children's internalization of parental standards 

and beliefs, according to developmental attachment theorists 

this is not the primary purpose of attachment bonds. 

Developmental attachment theorists argue that these 

relationships influence an individual's conceptualization of 

relationships. In contrast, Hirschi (1969) argues the 

primary purpose of attachment relationships is that parental 

attachment relationships aid in the socialization of 

children and adolescents. These two definitions highlight 

how the two perspectives differ regarding the purpose of the 

attachment relationships. 

Second, attachment theorists and social control 

theorists differ regarding the influence of development. In 
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contrast to attachment theorists, social control theorists 

do not postulate a developmental influence of attachment 

relationships (or bonds) on behavior. Attachment theorists 

view infancy as the critical period for the development of 

attachment relationships. These relationships have 

developmental importance because early attachment 

relationships serve to influence future behavior by 

affecting the individual's internal working model. Internal 

working models are the individual's internalized 

conceptualization of the nature of relationships and of how 

the world operates (Ainsworth, 1989). The attachment 

relationship is important in shaping the individual's 

conceptualization of relationships. Once this internal 

working model is developed, the attachment relationship is 

not as important in influencing behavior as the individual's 

internal working model. Other relationships can modify or 

change an individual's working model, but this process is 

slow and resistant to change. 

Social control theorists, on the other hand, do not 

propose a critical period in which attachment relationships 

must develop. Rather, attachment relationships promote 

conforming behavior because these relationships are 

rewarding. That is, an individual, closely attached to 

another, will not wish to jeopardize the future of that 

relationship by behaving deviantly. Thus, social control 
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theorists argue that attachment relationships are important 

because they aid in children's and adolescents' 

internalization of parental standards and values. 

Third, attachment theorists and social control 

theorists differ in how the two groups prioritized 

attachment relationships. Attachment theorists argue that 

the mother-infant attachment relationship is significant to 

provide the infant with a secure base from which to explore 

his/her environment and to develop future relationships 

(Bowlby, 1969). According to attachment theorists, the 

child's primary caregiver, most often the mother, is most 

important because she is the first person the child has a 

relationship with and it is through this relationship that 

the child learns about the world. Social control theorists 

do not prioritized attachment relationships. That is, a 

child who does not attach to the mother may attach to any 

other conventional person or institution (e.g., school, 

church, or job). Any attachment equally deters delinquency. 

Regarding children's close relationships, research 

seems to support both perspectives of attachment. That is, 

as proposed by developmental attachment theorists, research 

seems to indicate that the quality of the mother-infant 

relationship has implications for behavior in childhood. 

For instance, Bates & Bayles (1988) reported that, as 

defined by Bowlby/Ainsworth, insecurely attached 12-month 
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infants experienced more behavioral problems than their 

securely attached peers at age 6, as rated by teachers. 

Thus, as proposed by developmental attachment theorists, 

quality of infant attachment relationships had an impact on 

childhood behavior. Additionally, Ainsworth (1989) reported 

that infant attachment relationships have implications, not 

only on behavior or relationships in early childhood, but 

also throughout the lifespan. 

Research also seems to support the notion that close 

relationships foster the internalization of socially 

acceptable standards and values, as proposed by social 

control theory. Hirschi (1969) reported that adolescents 

who were attached to an individual upholding conventional 

beliefs were not likely to engage in delinquent behaviors. 

Interestingly, adolescents attached to individuals upholding 

unconventional beliefs engaged in more delinquent acts than 

their conventional peers, but engaged in fewer delinquent 

acts than their unattached peers. Adolescents without 

attachments were free to commit delinquent acts because the 

consequences associated with delinquency were meaningless. 

Thus, empirical research seems to suggest that the absence 

of attachment relationships is related to adolescent. 

delinquency (e.g., Hirschi, 1969); however, little research 

has examined the association of attachment relationships on 



deviant or delinquent behaviors exhibited in middle 

childhood. 
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While Hirschi (1969) does not hypothesize that 

attachment relationships in early and middle childhood 

influence attachment relationships and delinquency in 

adolescence, the proposed investigation seeks to examine 

such an association. In light of the research reviewed and 

the postulations of developmental attachment theorists 

discussed, adolescents who are not attached to their mother, 

as defined by Hirschi (1969), may have experienced 

difficulty with this relationship from infancy, as 

postulated by Ainsworth (1989). According to developmental 

attachment theorists, infants who do not form attachment 

relationships with mother will experience more difficulty 

forming other close relationships. Thus, the delinquent 

adolescent may be characterized as one with a history of 

relationship and behavior problems. 

From this argument, the quality of early relationships 

impacts not only the quality of children's future 

relationships, but also children's concurrent and future 

behavior. Hirschi (1969) has already supported the notion 

that the quality of adolescents' attachment relationships 

influence their involvement in delinquency. The question 

which remains is how relationships in infancy and childhood 

would influence the quality of relationships in adolescence. 
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Ainsworth (1989) argues that not until middle childhood are 

children able to reflect on the quality of their 

relationships. That is, in middle childhood children 

develop cognitive skills which allow them to take others' 

perspectives and to critically evaluate their relationships 

(Ainsworth, 1989). By middle childhood children have 

developed the cognitive skills necessary to determine 

whether or not they are, as Hirschi (1969) defines it, 

attached to mother. Thus, it may not be until middle 

childhood that children can determine whether a behavior 

would jeopardize their relationship with mother. 

Based on the emphasis placed on the mother-child 

relationship by attachment theorists, the objective of the 

present study was to determine whether developmental 

differences in the quality of children's relationship with 

mother exist and subsequently influence behaviors. This 

investigation seeks to examine whether children's 

perceptions of their attachment relationships vary by age. 

Children's perceptions of their relationships with their 

mothers are expected to change such that older children's 

attachments to mothers will be more strongly associated with 

older children's involvement (or lack of involvement) in . 

deviancy than for younger children. 

More recently, Gottfredson & Hirschi (1990) expanded on 

the initial attachment ideas by positing that self control, 
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rather than attachment, was the necessary and sufficient 

condition for conformity. Self control has been defined as 

the ability to delay immediate gratification (Gottfredson & 

Hirschi, 1990). Children or adolescents with low self 

control are hypothesized as more likely to be delinquent 

because of their inability to delay immediate gratification 

and to foresee future consequences of their actions. 

Individuals with self control are able to anticipate 

consequences to their actions and adjust their behaviors 

accordingly. Thus, highly self controlled children and 

adolescents are less likely to engage in behavior which is 

both impulsive and risky. 

Self control, or the ability to foresee future 

consequences to current behavior, was previously considered 

a result of attachment relationships. Gottfredson & Hirschi 

(1990) now discuss self control as distinct from attachment. 

While these two concepts may be differentiated, a 

relationship between the two may exist. For instance, a 

consequence of attachment relationships can be 

conceptualized as self control. That is, children or 

adolescents with close attachment relationships may 

internalize parental expectations and develop self control 

because they do not wish to jeopardize their relationships 

through misbehavior. This postulation is based on the 

notion that self control is developed through the sanctions 
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of others. Theoretically, natural sanctions could influence 

the acquisition of self control (Hirschi, personal 

communication, January, 1993); however, measuring the 

influence of natural sanctions is virtually impossible. 

Delinquent children and adolescents need not have a close 

relationship to prevent delinquency, rather they need to 

have once had a close relationship in order to have self 

control (Hirschi, personal communication, January, 1993). 

Close interpersonal relationships between parents and 

children may facilitate children's internalization of 

parental values and strengthen already close relationships 

(Kochanska, 1993). Thus, attachment relationships may be 

necessary for children to internalize parental values. 

What is not known is whether the attachment 

relationship causes the development of self control or 

whether children's abilities to exhibit behavioral or self 

control cause close, attachment relationships. That is, 

self control may be influenced by temperament, rather than 

children's wish to conform to the sanctions of others. 

Kochanska (1993) argues that the ~variance in self

regulatory behavior may be attributed, at least in part, to 

temperamental, rather than cognitive differences among 

children" (p. 336). Thus, the ability to control impulsive 

behavior may not be based solely on attachments. That is, 

not all children with close attachment relationships will be 
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equally able to consider the consequences of their behavior 

before acting, or exhibit self control. Rather, children's 

temperaments may facilitate or hinder their ability to 

regulate their behavior and exhibit self control. 

Unfortunately, Kochanska's postulations are based on 

research conducted with young children. The children 

studied ranged in age from infancy through preschool. Since 

temperament is most often considered a stable, biological 

trait of the child (Kagan, 1982; Rothbart & Goldsmith, 

1985), the rationale behind Kochanska's (1993) argument 

should apply to school-aged children as well. That is, if 

temperament does indeed influence children's ability to self 

control then this influence should not be limited to young 

children. Children who are attending school should find 

themselves placed in ~ situations which demand self 

control than very young children. The nature of the 

classroom environment is one which calls for high levels of 

self control; children are called upon to sit still for long 

periods of time, to raise their hand before speaking, and to 

share with others. All of these behaviors require children 

to control their impulsive behavior. Children with 

difficult temperaments should find these tasks more 

difficult. 

In the present investigation self control was 

hypothesized to be directly related to deviant and 
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delinquent behavior. That is, since self control has been 

defined as the ability to delay immediate gratification and 

to control impulsive behavior, the ability to self control 

should be directly related to the lack of involvement in 

deviant and delinquent behavior. Since temperament may 

influence children's ability to self control, temperament 

was assessed and controlled. Additionally, attachment 

relationships may also influence children's behavior, a lack 

of an attachment relationship may influence children's 

deviancy or delinquency. However, the role of attachment 

relationships on the incidence of deviant or delinquent 

behavior was hypothesized as indirect. That is, attachment 

relationships may facilitate or hinder children's abilities 

to self control, although the children's attachment 

relationships alone are not expected to drive their 

behavior. Thus, the present investigation hypothesized 

that, in childhood, self control directly influences deviant 

behavior and attachment relationships indirectly influence 

deviance through self control after controlling for the 

influence of children's temperament. _ 

Finally, the proposed investigation posited that as 

children mature the strength of the association between 

attachment and self control should increase such that these 

variables become better predictors of childhood deviance. A 

reciprocal relationship between attachment and self control 
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may become evident with maturation. As already discussed, 

children who are close, or attached, to their parents are 

more likely to internalize parental standards. Children who 

are not close to their parents may illicit more disciplinary 

confrontations than attached children. Those children who 

have not internalized parents' standards will be more 

difficult to manage and will be more likely to experience 

negative parent-child confrontations (Steinberg, 1987). 

Additionally, children who are difficult to manage will be 

less likely to illicit positive, caring feelings from their 

parents, feelings which are necessary for sustaining a close 

relationship (Steinberg, 1987). Thus, children who are not 

attached to their parents may experience difficulty with 

this relationship throughout childhood such that, over time, 

this relationship does not improve and these children never 

become attached to their parents. In contrast, children who 

have internalized parental standards are more likely to have 

a positive attachment relationship with their parents. The 

amount of potentially negative feedback will be greatly 

reduced because these children are behaving as their parents 

wish. These children should experience greater feelings of 

closeness, or attachment, over time, thus reinforcing their 

self controlled behavior. Consequently, attachment to 

mother and self control are hypothesized to become better 

predictors of deviancy with maturation. 
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Aims: Social Control Theory. 

The present investigation had two aims with regard to 

examining associations posited by the theory. First, this 

investigation sought to determine whether experiences in 

middle childhood influenced adolescent delinquent behavior 

in consistent and predictable ways. Are attachment 

relationships and self control exhibited in middle childhood 

related to delinquency in adolescence? Second, this 

investigation examined whether a relationship between 

attachment and self control was evident in middle childhood 

and if this association influenced deviant behavior 

exhibited concurrently at two ages in middle childhood. 

Addressed was the question, when do children's attachment 

relationships and their ability to self control predict 

their involvement in deviant activities in middle childhood? 

These aims are important in determining whether behaviors 

and experiences of middle childhood influence deviance in 

middle childhood, in adolescence, or both. Or, in other 

words, when, developmentally, can we begin to observe 

significant patterns of associations among the determinants 

of criminal behavior posited by social control theory. 

Concerning the first aim, or exploring the influence of 

attachment relationships and self control in middle 

childhood on adolescent delinquency, several methodological 

implications emerge. To assess the strength of influence of 
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attachment relationships and self control in middle 

childhood on delinquency in adolescence, longitudinal data 

are critical. Determining whether attachment and self 

control predict concurrent deviance among middle childhood 

tests assumptions of the theory with a younger sample than 

previously investigated. However, determining whether 

attachment relationships and self control in middle 

childhood influence delinquency in adolescence expands the 

theory by examining these associations developmentally. In 

sum, concerning the first aim of this investigation, to 

determine whether attachment relationships and self control 

in middle childhood influence delinquency in adolescence, 

the following hypotheses were tested empirically: 

1). That maternal attachment and self control, as 

reported by the child, significantly predict concurrent 

deviant behavior, as reported by school teachers, among 

fourth and fifth grade children. 

2). That maternal attachment and self control, as 

reported by children, and deviance, as reported by 

school teachers, in middle childhood (fourth and fifth 

grades) significantly predict police reported 

delinquency in early adolescence (age 14) . 

Concerning the second aim, or determining when 

attachment and self control influence the incidence of 
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concurrent deviant behavior in middle childhood, 

methodological implications again emerge. In order to 

examine this influence, cross-sectional data are 

appropriate. Since attachment relationships are 

hypothesized to influence self control, developmental 

differences may emerge which impact the effectiveness of 

these variables to predict concurrent deviance. As children 

and parents mature their relationships are based on many 

more shared and non-shared experiences and both of these 

types of experiences may serve co influence children's 

behaviors. In other words, because older children (i.e., 

fourth and fifth grade children) have lived longer than 

young children (i.e., first and second grade children), 

older children have had more opportunities to misbehave, to 

experience consequences or the lack of consequences to their 

misbehavior, and to develop close relationships with 

parents. Based on the increased opportunities afforded 

simply because of age, the variables proposed by social 

control theory may predict older children's deviance better 

simply because these variables may be more meaningful 

indicators in older children than in younger children. 

An additional goal of this investigation was to 

determine whether the influence of attachment and self 

control on deviancy changes with age. By comparing the 

strength of the relationship between attachment and self 
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control on concurrent deviancy, after controlling for the 

potential influence of child temperament, among first/second 

and fourth/fifth grade children, age related developmental 

influences become evident. Social control theory does not 

hypothesize an influence of age, rather attachment and self 

control should predict deviant behavior regardless of age. 

The present study was designed to test the theoretical 

assumptions of social control theory on a sample of school

aged children from a developmental perspective. 

Specifically, concerning the second aim of this 

investigation, that, after statistically controlling for the 

influence of child temperament, the relationships between 

attachment, self control, and deviancy strengthens with age, 

the following hypotheses were tested empirically: 

1). That maternal attachment and self control 

influences childhood deviancy after statistically 

controlling for the influence of child temperament. 

Specifically, that children'S perceptions of their 

attachment to mother and their self-reported and 

observed abilities to self control predict concurrent 

deviant behavior, as reported by teacher, after 

controlling for the influence of temperament regardless 

of age. 

0). That perceived attachment indirectly influences 

children'S deviance through self control and that 
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perceived attachment and self control become better 

predictors of deviance with maturation after 

statistically controlling for child temperament. 

Specifically, that self-reported attachment 

relationships indirectly influence children's deviance, 

as reported by teacher, through self-reported and 

observed self control and that this indirect 

relationship is stronger for fourth/fifth grade 

children than for first/second grade children as 

evidenced in larger R2 change values for the 

independent variables by age interaction terms. 

Social Interactional Theory 

Social interactional theory, as proposed by 

Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) postulates a four step 

sequence describing the development of adolescent 

delinquency. The first step is characterized by poor family 

management skills, or specifically, the lack of monitoring, 

the use of inept disciplinary strategies, and the lack of 

adept problem solving skills. Family management prob~ems 

allow for coercive exchanges to ensue between parent and 

child which cause the child, in the second step, to behave 

antisocially. In the third step, antisocial behavior causes 

children to be rejected by their peers and to experience 

academic failure. Finally, in the fourth step these 
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children are associating with other deviant peers. The 

following discussion will address the critical issues of 

social interactional theory as proposed by Patterson, Reid, 

& Dishion (1992). 

Patterson and colleagues (1992) suggest that antisocial 

children are products of ineffective family management. 

That is, parents of antisocial children often respond to 

children's coercive behavior inappropriately (Patterson & 

Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). The first sequential step posited 

by this theory hypothesizes that parents who interact 

manipulatively with their young, preschool child teach their 

child to interact with others in a manipulative manner 

(Patterson, 1982). From interacting with parents, young 

children learn to use aversive behaviors, such as, whining, 

temper tantrums, crying, or yelling, in order to get their 

way (Patterson, 1982). These manipulative exchanges between 

parents and young children are postulated to lead to 

coercive cycles of exchanges. That is, once parent and 

child have learned that manipulation is an effective way to 

IIwinll a disagreement, these exchanges are likely to 

escalate, becoming increasingly more manipulative or 

coercive with each trying to IIwinll the argument. Thus, 

coercive parent-child exchanges are interactions, or 

oppositions, which rapidly increase in intensity and teach 

children to behave antisocially (Patterson, 1982). 
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Unfortunately, coercive exchanges between parent and child 

seem to become more intense and frequent over time 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). As the intensity of 

coercive changes escalates fewer opportunities for positive 

exchanges emerge and, as a result, these children do not 

learn appropriate ways of interacting with others. Hence, 

coercive parent-child exchanges are hypothesized to occur 

before the child enters school so that by the time the child 

reaches first grade the child's style of interacting with 

others is highly manipulative and antisocial (Patterson, 

1982; Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 

While Patterson and colleagues discuss the importance 

of coercive parent-child exchanges, they fail to adequately 

measure this influence (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 

That is, the data collected by Pattersoll, Reid, & Dishion 

(1992) IIwere not sufficient to define the coercive child 

construct II (p. 62). Instead of measuring coercive exchanges 

directly, Patterson and colleagues investigated family 

management skills, or more specifically, inept discipline, 

lack of monitoring, problem solving skills, positive 

reinforcement, and parent involvement. Of these five 

identified family management constructs, parents' use of 

inept discipline, lack of parental monitoring, and their 

inabilities to problem solve together were most 

significantly related to children's antisocial behavior in 



fourth and fifth grade (see Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 

1992, p. 88). 
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In the present investigation these three family 

management skills are hypothesized to influence the parent

child relationship and the development of antisocial 

behavior among young children. The role of effective 

monitoring and discipline on the development of antisocial 

behavior is somewhat obvious. That is, parents who are not 

aware of their children's behavior cannot discipline 

inappropriate behavior. Parents of antisocial children have 

been found to be unaware of who their children's friends 

are, what their children are doing, or when their children 

will be home (Patterson, 1982). Thus, parents' who are 

ineffective at monitoring their children's actions cannot be 

consistent in their use of discipline because they do not 

know when their children are misbehaving (Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion, 1992). 

While effective monitoring is critical in order to be 

aware of and punish misbehavior, parents of antisocial 

children are often unskilled disciplinarians. For instance, 

parents of antisocial children often do not perceive their 

children's actions or behaviors in the same way as parents 

of socially competent children. The same behaviors which 

are considered acceptable or appropriate by parents of 

socially skilled children are punished by parents of 
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antisocial children (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 

Additionally, parents of socially competent children often 

ignore deviant behaviors, while parents of antisocial 

children typically scold or react strongly to children's 

deviance (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). Parents of 

antisocial children tend to punish appropriate behaviors and 

attend to and reinforce inappropriate behaviors thereby 

training their children to behave antisocially. Thus, 

antisocial children often have parents who are ineffective 

disciplinarians. 

While parents of antisocial children are not skilled 

disciplinarians, they also tend to grant their children more 

freedom than the children are able to appropriately handle. 

Characteristically, antisocial children have been found to 

have permissive parents (Baumrind, 1978; Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion, 1992). Permissive parenting, by definition, is 

parenting which is lax or lenient and allows children to 

make too many of their own decisions (Baumrind, 1978). 

Permissiveness becomes a problem because these children are 

not mature enough to handle the excessive freedom_granted by 

parents. In the present investigation, parental discipline 

was characterized not only by the specific behaviors 

employed by parents to manage children's misbehavior, but 

also by the amount of freedom granted to children. 
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The third family management skill identified as related 

to antisocial behavior and included in this investigation is 

problem solving. The ability to problem solve is defined by 

Patterson and colleagues (1992) as a skill which is 

dependent on the dyad. This is an important stipulation 

because, although one member of the parent-child dyad may be 

adept at solving intra-personal problems, as a unit the dyad 

may not function well. Since effective problem solving is 

dependent on both participants, either person may facilitate 

or hinder the problem solving process (Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion, 1992). Problem solving involves discussing a 

problem, generating acceptable alternatives to the problem 

through negotiation and compromise, agreeing on a solution, 

and carrying out the plan. Problem solving effectiveness is 

then dependent on both mother's and child's involvement, and 

each can influence the solution. 

An additional aspect to problem solving involves the 

atmosphere with which the problem was addressed. For 

instance, parents who are supportive and understanding 

create an environment conducive for negotiation. Through 

their behaviors, or "body language", these parents 

communicate their willingness to acknowledge and listen to 

their child's viewpoint. In the present investigation, both 

mothers' and children's body language was considered 

important and was assessed. Body language expressed during 



problem solving by both mother and child is important 

because through their behaviors mother and child convey 

their support and acceptance, or lack of support and 

acceptance, of the other. The behaviors hypothesized to 

communicate acceptance and support during problem solving 

included the amount of eye contact, physical contact, body 

posture, and tone of voice used by mother and child. 
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Emotional tone and problem solving skill together 

influence the effectiveness of the problem solving 

interaction. For instance, when members of the dyad 

interact with the other in a warm fashion, by looking at the 

other, smiling at the other, and touching or caressing the 

other, they communicate acceptance of the other and 

facilitate the negotiation and problem solving process. 

However, if both members are angry with each other, and 

communicate this anger non-verbally, such communication may 

indeed result in less successful problem resolution. In 

this investigation emotional tone was hypothesized to 

interact with problem solving skill. The problem solving 

component of family management was hypothesized in this 

study as the interaction of emotional tone and problem 

solving skill (dyadic problem solving=emotional tone x 

problem solving skill) . 

These three family management skills, parental 

monitoring, parental discipline, and dyadic problem solving, 



work together to influence the development of antisocial 

behavior. Problems in one area of family management are 

likely to influence the parents' effectiveness in the 

others. For instance, parents who do not monitor their 

children's behavior will not have as many opportunities to 

discipline misbehavior or to try to negotiate and resolve 

behavior problems as they occur (Patterson & Stouthamer

Loeber, 1984). 
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While family management problems are hypothesized to 

cause children to behave antisocially, antisocial children 

are conceptualized as characteristically different than 

children who do not engage in high rates of antisocial 

behaviors. Patterson, Reid, & Dishion's (1992) 

conceptualization of the term "antisocial ll refers to 

qualities of the individual rather than just the 

individual's outward behavior. Poor family management 

skills are described as causing antisocial behavior, 

however, once a child is antisocial this behavior is 

considered to be a "trait ll of the child much in the same way 

as the child's temperament. That is, since antisocial 

behavior is such a stable and salient characteristic of an 

individual throughout the lifespan, this behavior has often 

been referred to as a trait-like characteristic of the child 

which, once in place, is highly resistant to change 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). 
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Comparing antisocial behavior to temperamental 

qualities of the child helps to illustrate how family 

management skills can influence child behavior. In the 

temperament literature (e.g., Kagan, 1982) the fit between a 

child's temperament and a mother's temperament is considered 

important. This "goodness-of-fit" between the child's 

temperament and the mother's temperament is hypothesized to 

have a profound impact on the quality of the mother-child 

relationship (Kagan, 1982). When a mother and a child both 

have easy temperaments, or can adapt well to change, one can 

easily accommodate the other. When one member of the dyad 

has an easy temperament and the other has a difficult 

temperament, or is easily irritated and does not adapt well 

to change, the fit may not be ideal, however, major problems 

are not expected because the member with the easy 

temperament will be able to adapt to and accommodate the 

difficult behavior other. Perhaps the poorest fit is when 

both members have difficult temperaments. Both mother and 

child will be easily irritated with the other and unable to 

adapt to changes in the other. 

Similar to fit of two individuals with difficult 

temperaments is the fit between a mother and her antisocial 

child. Interestingly, antisocial children are most likely 

to have antisocial parents and grandparents (Patterson, 

Reid, & Dishion, 1992; Henggeler, 1989). While family 
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management skills may cause a child to be antisocial, the 

fact that antisocial children most often have antisocial 

parents indicates that antisocial parents are likely to be 

deficient in family management skills. Alternatively, since 

antisocial children are most likely to have antisocial 

parents and grandparents (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992), 

the antisocial behavior may be based on genetic influences 

(e.g. Rowe, Rodgers, & Meseck-Bushey, 1992). The present 

investigation acknowledges the potential influence of 

genetic transmission on the presence of antisocial behavior, 

however, the goal of this investigation was to ascertain the 

role of family management on antisocial behavior. From a 

family management viewpoint, these antisocial parents train 

and teach their child to be antisocial. Once the child is 

antisocial, the fit between parent and child becomes worse, 

thus, setting the stage for future interactional problems. 

In sum, antisocial children are posited as children who 

use coercive and manipulative behaviors to maximize their 

self interest. By definition, antisocial children use 

aversive behaviors in an attempt to manipulate their 

environment (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). This 

training is hypothesized to begin at home. 

While antisocial behaviors may not be disciplined at 

home they are not accepted in the classroom. Once 

antisocial children enter school they are placed at a 
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disadvantage because these children do not know how to 

interact appropriately with others. These socially 

unskilled children are placed at risk of being rejected by 

their peers. Further, the high rates of antisocial behavior 

exhibited by these children affects their performance in 

school by interfering with the amount of time spent "on

task". While in the second step of the process the child is 

identified as antisocial, in the third step the antisocial 

child experiences peer rejection and academic failure. 

Peer rejection has been found to have a profound impact 

on children's social relationships and social skill 

development. Children who are highly antisocial during the 

first few years of school often lack adequate social and 

academic skills needed to interact appropriately with their 

peers (Patterson, Capaldi, & Bank, 1991). These children do 

not have opportunities to learn appropriate social skills 

from their peers because they alienate other children. If 

children begin to engage in deviant behavior at a later age, 

such as during junior high school, the children's risk of 

engaging in delinquent behaviors is reduced. These older 

children have functioned appropriately for several years and 

are more likely to have developed some of the social and 

academic skills that the younger children have not 

(Patterson, Capaldi, & Bank, 1991). 
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Antisocial behavior exhibited by children are 

hypothesized to cause not only problems interacting with 

peers, but also problems academically. Antisocial children 

are often too busy misbehaving to attend to school, 

reflecting poorer school performance. Since parents of 

antisocial children often experience family management 

problems, parents of antisocial children may not be able to 

help their children recover academically. These parents may 

not be aware of their children's academic problems or, if 

aware, their disciplinary and problems solving deficits may 

make them ineffective at helping their children recover 

academically. 

Peer rejection and academic failure are hypothesized as 

causally related to children seeking similar children as 

friends and playmates. Finally, in the fourth step, these 

children are associating with deviant peers and are 

hypothesized to be at greatest risk for engaging in 

delinquent or deviant acts in middle childhood. Patterson, 

Reid, & Dishion (1992) hypothesized that peer rejection and 

academic failure cause children to be ostracized by their 

classmates. Once ostracized these children then seek other 

ostracized children as playmates. According to the 

postulations of social interactional theory, once these 

antisocial children are associating with deviant peers, 

their peers reinforce and promote delinquent behavior. That 
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is, once children are affiliated with a deviant peer group, 

their delinquent behavior is reinforced and encouraged. The 

deviant peer group is hypothesized to reinforce and 

facilitate deviant and delinquent behavior. While these 

children may have behaved delinquently before being a member 

of a deviant peer group, as a member of the deviant group 

their involvement in delinquent activities is expected to 

increase. 

Children at each stage of the process consistently 

behave antisocially. Importantly, because these children 

are continually reinforced for interacting coercively and 

antisocially, antisocial behavior at one age is stable and 

highly predictive of antisocial behavior at a later age 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992). That is, children who 

treat others in a hostile and aggressive manner are likely 

to elicit similar responses from their peers (Coie, Dodge, & 

Kupersmidt, 1990). Thus, the presence of early antisocial 

behavior is viewed as a cause and a precursor of later 

delinquent behavior. 

While social interactional theory describes a 

sequential process explaining the onset of delinquency, it 

is also additive. Each step is maintained by the previous 

step and influences the subsequent step. Thus, children who 

are rejected by their peers are expected to continue to 



behave antisocially and to interact coercively with their 

parents. 
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Empirical research seems to confirm many of the 

postulations proposed by social interactional theory. 

Patterson and colleagues (1992) report that by the time 

children enter the fourth grade much of this process has 

already begun. For instance, the first stage of the process 

suggests that inept parental discipline is related to child 

antisocial behavior. Putallaz & Hefflin (1990), in a recent 

review of the parenting literature, indicated that parents 

who interacted with and disciplined their children in a warm 

and accepting manner had socially competent and popular 

preschoolers. Conversely, harsh and hostile, or distant and 

uninvolved interactions were positively related to 

aggressive behavior among young children. Similarly, 

Scaramella & Gamble (in review) examined the relationship 

among 5 to 7 year old children'S and mothers' reports of 

maternal discipline and teacher ratings of aggressive 

behavior. Mothers use of inept disciplinary strategies 

significantly predicted teachers' reports of child 

aggressive and delinquent behaviors. 

The second stage of the process model suggests that 

antisocial behavior predicts peer rejection'and academic 

failure. Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt (1990) reported that 

among preschoolers, antisocial and aggressive behaviors were 



related to concurrent ratings of peer rejection. 

Additionally, aggressive behavior and peer rejection in 

third grade predicted behavioral disorders among early 

adolescents (Coie, Lochman, Terry, & Hyman; 1992). 

Antisocial behavior exhibited at 10 years of age was also 

found to negatively influence school performance such that 

highly antisocial children experienced more problems 

academically (Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner, 

1991) . 
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Relationships among the first three steps of the 

coercive process, poor parenting, antisocial behavior, peer 

rejection and academic failure, seem to be evident prior to 

children entering fourth grade, thus, testing the process 

model is possible with younger age groups. Having these 

three steps in place is important because Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion (1992) suggest that these variables predict 

associating with deviant peers in late childhood and early 

adolescence and engaging in delinquent acts in adolescence. 

Confirming this notion, Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & 

Skinner (1991) reported that poor parental discipline and 

monitoring and peer rejection in fourth grade predicted 

associating with deviant peers in sixth grade. 

Additionally, in a cross-sectional sample, Snyder, Dishion, 

& Patterson (1986) found that poor parenting practices and 

peer rejection among fourth graders were related to 
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associating with deviant peers in seventh grade. However, 

untested is the notion that all four of these steps, 

additively, predict involvement in delinquent activities in 

early adolescence. 

Aims: Social Interactional Theory. 

The present investigation was designed to test 

assumptions of social interactional theory in two ways. 

First, the coercive process as described by Patterson, Reid, 

& Dishion (1992) was hypothesized to influence delinquency 

in adolescence. That is, confirming the theory requires 

that childhood behaviors and experiences predict adolescent 

delinquency. Thus, the first aim of this investigation was 

to determine whether behaviors and experiences of fourth and 

fifth grade children influence delinquency at age 14, in 

accordance with the hypotheses proposed by social 

interactional theory. Second, while this process model has 

been tested with children as young as fourth and fifth 

grade, the applicability of this model to a younger age 

group has received scant attention. Thus, the second aim of 

this investigation was to determine if the process model is 

appropriate for describing young, first/second and 

fourth/fifth grade, children's deviance by determining which 

steps in the sequential process are evident at which age. 



Including the fourth/fifth grade children is important 

because these processes have been shown to be in place for 

this age group. 
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In order to test the first aim, determining whether 

behaviors and experiences of fourth/fifth grade children 

influence delinquency at age 14, longitudinal data are 

critical. Untested is the association of poor parenting, 

antisocial behavior, peer rejection and academic 

performance, and associating with deviant peers with 

engaging in delinquent activities in early adolescence. 

These four steps were assessed among fourth/fifth graders in 

order to determine whether these variables measured in 

middle childhood predict 14 year old's involvement in 

delinquent activities. Confirming the expectations of 

social interactional theory requires that the model 

generated by the theory more significantly predict engaging 

in delinquent acts in early adolescence than it predicts 

deviant acts in middle childhood. 

In sum, the first aim of the current investigation was 

to determine whether variables posited by social 

interactional theory explain the development of delinquent 

behavior among early adolescent boys. Thus, the present 

investigation tested the developmental assumptions of social 

interactional theory empirically examining following 

hypothesis: 
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1). That assessments of family management skill, 

characterized by parental discipline and monitoring, 

antisocial behavior, peer rejection, academic failure, 

and associating with deviant peers in fourth and fifth 

grade results in statistically significantly higher R2 

values when predicting delinquency in early adolescence 

(age 14) than deviancy in middle childhood 

(fourth/fifth grade) . 

The second aim of this portion of the investigation was 

to determine whether the process described by social 

interactional theory (Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992) 

applies when determining the causes of behavior problems of 

young school-aged children. That is, the process described 

by social interactional theory has been partially supported 

by longitudinal assessments beginning with fourth grade 

children (Patterson, Bank, & Stoolmiller, 1990; Patterson, 

Reid, Dishion, 1992; Reid & Patterson, 1989). The goal of 

the present study was to determine whether these processes 

are associated with the presence of deviant behavior of 

younger, first and second grade, children. As described 

previously, empirical evidence supports the notion that 

relationships posited in the various steps have been 

observed in samples of young children. For instance, a link 

between antisocial behavior and peer rejection has been 
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established among preschool and kindergarten children (Coie, 

Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990). Thus, the mechanisms described 

by Patterson et al. (1992) may be occurring much earlier 

than previously suggested. 

A goal of this investigation was to critically test the 

social interactional model by determining whether the 

processes described by Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) are 

a valid descriptor of the causes of behavior problems in 

middle childhood. Specifically, the following hypotheses 

were examined empirically: 

1). That poor family management skills, as 

characterized by maternal discipline, maternal 

monitoring, and dyadic problem solving, child 

antisocial behavior, peer rejection and academic 

failure, and associating with deviant peers 

statistically and significantly predict childhood 

deviance as evidenced in significant R2 values, 

regardless of the age of the child. 

2). That the strength of the influence of the entire 

process model increases with age. Specifically, that 

parenting practices, antisocial behavior, peer 

rejection, academic failure, and associating with 

deviant peers more strongly predict fourth/fifth 

graders' involvement in deviant acts than first/second 

grade children's deviance as evidenced in a significant 



change in R2 upon entry of the age x independent 

variable interaction terms. 
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In sum, the present investigation sought to examine the 

development of delinquency in two ways and from two 

theoretical perspectives. Study 1 tested each theory 

longitudinally. That is, assessments of fourth/fifth grade 

children were used to predict delinquency in early 

adolescence, or at age 14, in accordance with the 

postulations of social control and social interactional 

theories. Study 2 examined the influence of development on 

the strength of the relationships among the variables 

postulated by each theory. That is, Study 2 cross

sectionally compared assessments of first/second grade 

children with assessments of fourth/fifth grade children as 

deemed significant to the understanding of the variables 

posited by social control and social interactional theories. 

Comparisons of Social Control and Social Interactional 

Theories 

Finally, while the purpose of this investigation was to 

empirically test variables posited by each social control 

and social interactional theories, an additional goal was to 

determine which set of variables more significantly 
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predicted child deviance and adolescent delinquency. Since 

different measures were employed in assessing each theory, 

comparisons focused on determining the validity of each 

model. Specifically, the following questions were 

addressed: 

1). With regard to Study 1, do both models fit the 

data? That is, do both models achieve statistical 

significance in explaining deviant behavior among 

fourth and fifth grade boys and future delinquency 

among 14 year old early adolescents? 

2). With regard to Study 2, do both models explain 

similar portions of the variance when describing the 

strength of the influence of the variables postulated 

by each theory on young children's deviance? Or, does 

one model account for significantly more variance than 

another as determined by comparing the amount of 

variance explained by each theoretical model? 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

78 

The following description of the methods and procedures 

used in the present investigation will first focus on 

discussing the methods and procedures used in Study 1 

followed by a description of the methods and procedures used 

in Study 2. Within each Study description, the variables 

used to assess social control theory will be described 

first, followed by a description of the variables used to 

assess social interactional theory. Throughout the 

remainder of the text, all conceptual constructs were 

underlined. Whenever possible composites were used to 

assess the constructs described by each theory. Composite 

variables used in the analyses are capitalized, underlined, 

and typed in bold. In study 2, some composite variables 

were not computed due to the lack of convergence among the 

measures or reporters. In study 2, individual variables 

used to indicate constructs will typed in lowercase and in 

bold. 

Study 1 

The data used in this portion of the investigation were 

provided by Dr. Gerald Patterson from the Oregon Youth Study 

(OYS) conducted at Oregon Social Learning Center. The OYS 

included 102 fourth grade boys and 104 fifth grade boys, 
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their parents, and their school teachers. Data were 

collected from the families and teachers every consecutive 2 

years beginning in 1983. Data collected when the boys were 

in fourth or fifth grade (or age 9 or 10) and 14 years of 

age were used in the present investigation. Data were 

collected on all boys at 14 years of age regardless of when 

the first data were collected. This data set was considered 

relevant to the current research questions in that measures 

resulting in variables reflecting constructs from social 

control and social interactional perspectives were included 

in the fourth grade assessment. These measures were 

included to compare the variables posited by each theory, 

however, such comparisons had not previously been made. 

Thus, this data set was unique by including longitudinal 

data enabling a test of theoretical predictions. Further, 

the OYS data set included mUlti-agent and multi-method 

reports, reducing the amount of measurement error and 

increasing the validity of the findings. Table 1 provides a 

summary of the instruments used to create the constructs to 

be examined by each theory. 

Sample 1 

The sample used in this project has been described 

elsewhere (e.g., Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992), 

therefore only a limited description will be provided. Two 



Table 1. 

STUDY 1: Measures Used to Create Composite Indicators of 

the Independent Variables Proposed by Social Control and 

Social Interactional Theories. 

Independent Variables: 

SOCXAL CONTROL THEORY 

1. 1IA'l'BRNAL ATTACBMKNT 

COMPOSITE 

2. SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE 

SOCXAL INTBRACTIONAL THEORY 

1. PARENTING PRACTICES 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE 

MONITORING COMPOSITE 

ANTISOCIAL Bmu.VIOR 

COHPOSITB 

Measures used to assess variable 

1. 6 items derived from children's 

self reports. 

1. Deviant Values Questionnaire 

1. Abusive « Nattering Behavior 

Indicators 

2. Observer's ImpreSSion 

3. Parents' Discipline 

Responses Interview 

1. Family Rules Interview 

2. Telephone Interview 

3. Observer's Impression 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. OVert-Covert Questionnaire 

3. Parent Daily Report: Telephone 

Interview 

Who' 

C 

C 

o 

o 

M 

C 

M 

o 

P 

P 

p 

Variable name 

JIU'KRNAL 

ATTACIlKIaIT COMPOSITE 

SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE 

Abu.iva B&bavior Scora 

Nattaring B&bavior 

Scora 

ab.a~r x.pra •• ion8 

Scora 

Parant.' Di.cip1ina 

Ra.pon.a. Scora 

Family Rula. Scora 

Talaphone Intarview 

Scora 

ab.arver x.pra •• ion. 

Scora 

CDC: ovart dimaJulion 

CDC:covart ~ion 

OCQ: OVtIrt .u..n.ion 

OCQ:covart climanJIion 

Parant daily raport: 

talaphone intarview 
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3 • PBBR RBJBCTION 

COMPOSITE 

ACADEMIC COMPBTKNCY 

COMPOSITE 

4 • ASSOCIATING WITH 

DBVUNT PBERS 

COMPOSITE 

Dependent Variables: 

1. CHILD DBVIANCB 

COMPOSITE (4th/5th grade) 

2. ADOLBSCENT DBLINQlJBNCY 

COMPOSITE (age 14) 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. Child Behavior Checklist 

3. Peer Nominations 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. Child Behavior Checklist 

3. Scholastic Achievement Test 

4. Wide Range Achievement Test 

1. Parents' Report (2 items) 

2. Children's Report (11 

items) 

3. Peers' Report (peer 

nominations) 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. Peer Nomination 

1. Arrest Rates 

P 

T 

F 

P 

T 

s 

s 

P 

c 

F 

T 

F 

A 

Parena' report acor. 

T.ach.r.' report acor. 

P •• r.' report acor. 

Parent report of 

acad.aic ca.petency 

T.ach.r r.port of 

acad.aic C(l8petency 

SAT acor. 

IfRAT .cor. 

Parenta' r.port of 

aaaociatiDg with 

deviant pear. acor. 

Children'. report of 

a.aociatiDg with 

deviant peera .cor. 

Peer.' report of 

a •• ociatiDg with 

deviant pear. .cor. 

Teacher report of 

deviant behavior 

Peer report of 

deviant behavior 

AdDle.cent 

delinquency 

ccxmpoaite 

A=police; C=childreni F=peer; M=mother OnlYi O=observeri 

P=parent; S=schooli T=teacher 
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hundred and six fourth and fifth grade boys, their mothers 

and school teachers comprised the final sample. 

Participating families were involved in over 23 hours of 

interview and observation sessions in the families' homes 

resulting in data used to create variables associated with 

social control and social interactional theories. 
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Demographic information collected on these families 

revealed that, in terms of socioeconomic status, this sample 

can be classified as lower and working class (see Table 2 

for a summary of the demographic information. Additional 

information can be obtained from Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 

1992). Approximately, 36% of the boys participating resided 

in single parent homes and 23% resided in homes where one of 

the parents was a stepparent. The remaining 41% resided in 

intact homes. The majority of participating families had 1 

or 2 children (55%). The majority of the participating 

families also had annual income levels of $10,000 per year 

or less. 

Measures 

All variables included in this study have been 

standardized. Means of 0.00 are reported as a way to insure 

~hat the variable reported was standardized. When composite 

variables were created from the independent variables these 

composites were not re-standardized as noted in the non-zero 

mean. 



Table 2. 

STUDY 1: Sample Demographic Characteristics (N=206). 

Age of Primary Caregiver 

Mean: 35 

Family Socioeconomic Status (Hollingshead, 1975) 

Lower Class: 31% 

Working Class: 24% 

Middle Class: 24% 

Unemployed: 21% 

Percentages of Families with: Mothers' Marital Status 

1 or 2 children 

3 or 4 children 

5 or 6 children 

55% 

34% 

11% 

Family Annual Income Levels 

$0 to 10,000 34% 

$10 to 15,000 17% 

$15 to 20,000 13% 

$20 to 25,000 15% 

Married 

Re-married 

Single 

(percentages ) 

$25 to 30,000 

$30 to 40,000 

$40,000 or more 

41% 

23% 

36% 

9% 

9% 

3% 
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Social Control Theory 

Social control theory posits that close attachment 

relationships and children's self control determine 

delinquency in adolescence (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; 

Hirschi, 1969). 

Independent Variables 
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1. Maternal Attachment Composite. Children's attachment to 

mother has been conceptualized by social control theory as 

dependent on children's own perceptions of their 

relationships with mothers. These relationships may not be 

accurately perceived by other individuals, such as teachers 

and parents, rather, children's maternal attachments are 

dependent on the children's perception of emotional 

closeness. While fully intending to make comparisons across 

social control and social interactional theories, these 

comparisons were never made (Patterson, personal 

communication, August, 1992). Thus, a maternal attachment 

variable was never created using the OYS data. After 

reviewing the items children completed in this wave of data 

collection, six items were selected as representing 

Hirschi's (1969) description of maternal attachment. These 

items were rated on a 5 point Likert scale (l=never; 

2=hardly ever; 3=sometimes; 4=most of the time; 5=always). 

High scores indicated greater closeness to mother. Children 

were asked to rate the following items: "Generally 
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speaking, how well do you get along with your mother. ";1 

"When something is bothering you, how often do you talk 

about it with your mother?;" "How often do you have 

disagreements with your mom?" (reverse coded) i "How often do 

you agree with decisions and solutions made by your mom?;" 

"How much fun do you have with your mom when she tries to 

teach you something that she likes to do?;" "On a day to day 

basis, how often do your parents notice when you are doing a 

good job and let you know about it?;" "About how many hours 

each week do you spend with your mom doing something special 

that you enjoy?"2 These items were averaged to create the 

MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE. The average maternal 

attachment composite score was 21.62 with a range of 14.00 

to 28.00 and a standard deviation of 3.16. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient computed on this variable was at .52. 

1 This item was rated on a 5 point Likert scale with 

l=very well, 2=quite well, 3=okay, 4=not too well, 5=not at 

all. Items were then reverse coded so that higher scores 

indicated greater closeness. 

2 This item was scored on a 5 point Likert scale with 

l=usually no time, 2=1 to 2 hours per week, 3=2 to 3 hours per 

week, 4=3 1/2 to 7 hours per week, 5=rnore than 7 hours per 

week. 
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While these items were averaged to create an indicator 

of maternal attachment, it should be noted that this 

indicator was based on a single reporter/single measure 

assessment. Thus, this indicator of maternal attachment is 

limited. To more fully represent the construct additional 

measurements of attachment would be desirable, however, due 

to limitations of the data collected, a more complete 

representation of the construct was not possible. 

2. Child Self Control Composite. For this construct, 

fourth and fifth grade children completed the Deviant Values 

Questionnaire, created by Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992), 

reporting how they would behave in controversial situations. 

These reports were used to determine children's level of 

self control. Children with low self control agreed with 

the 8 statements condoning unethical or inappropriate 

behavior (e.g., "it is okay to cheat to win,1I lIit is okay to 

lie so your friends will like you ll
). High self control was 

indexed by the 2 items which supported futuristic and 

socially acceptable behavior (i.e., lIit is important to be 

honest ll ). Ten items comprised the inventory. All items 

were rated on a 3 point Likert scale (l=disagreei 2=neitheri 

3=agree). The two high self control items were reverse 

coded so that high scores indicated less self control. The 

SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE score was computed by averaging 
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across the 10 items. The Cronbach alpha coefficient 

computed on the ten items was .67. The average SELF CONTROL 

COMPOSITE score was 13.12 with a range of 10.00 to 28.00 and 

a standard deviation of 3.04. 

Problems with the present indicator of self control 

exist. Children's abilities to delay immediate 

gratification were not assessed, and thus, not included in 

this construct. The self control indicator is limited in 

that it is dependent on children's self reports of their 

behavior in hypothetical situations rather than their actual 

behavior. Including observational assessments as well as 

self report indicators would more fully measure this 

construct. Unfortunately, the data were limited only to 

children'S self reports and only regarding one aspect of 

self control. 

Social Interactional Theory 

Social interactional theory proposes a four step 

process leading to delinquency. The first step involves 

poor parenting practices. In the second step, the child 

behaves antisocially. The third step is characterized by 

peer rejection and academic failure. Finally, the child 

associates with deviant peers and engages in delinquent 

activities. The measures assessing social interactional 

theory are described in greater detail elsewhere (see 



Capaldi & Patterson, 1989 and Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 

1992). Table 1 provides a summary of the measures used to 

assess these constructs. 

Independent Variables 
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1. Parenting Practices. The first step of the process 

described by social interactional theory indicates that 

parenting problems, specifically, inept discipline, and poor 

monitoring, set the stage for coercive exchanges. 3 

A. Discipline Construct. The discipline construct was 

measured by observations of parenting behaviors and 

parents' self reports. The discipline construct was 

designed to assess parents' responses to children'S 

misbehavior. 

1. Abusive and Nattering Behavior Indicators. The 

abusive and nattering behavioral indicators were 

derived from live observational assessments. That is, 

all participating families were observed on 3 separate 

occasions for one hour at each visit. These home 

observations were coded using the Family Process Code 

3 While problem solving was desc.ribed in the literature 

reviewed as a separate aspect of family management, this 

dimension was not included in study l's assessment of family 

management skill~. 
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(FPC). Each one hour segment was coded by a different 

observer so that one observer did not code more than 

one family's interaction. Reliability estimates were 

computed on 20% of the interactions and observers 

consistently maintained a 75% agreement (Capaldi & 

Patterson, 1989). From these codes two scores were 

created: an abusive behavior indicator and a nattering 

behavior indicator. These scores were based on the 

probability that the parent would use abusive behavior 

(e.g., threaten to hit the target child) or would use 

nattering behavior (e.g., scold or nag the target 

child) when interacting with the participating child. 

When fathers were available, observations were coded 

for fathers as well and abusive and nattering scores 

were computed. Two-parent family's scores were 

averaged and mother-only family's scores were used 

individually. The standardized scores on the abusive 

behavior indicator ranged from -0.54 to 6.67. The mean 

abusive behavior score was 0.03. The standardized 

scores on the nattering behavior indicator ranged 

from -1.17 to 3.61 with an mean nattering behavior 

score of 0.02. These two scores wer.e correlated at 

.47. 
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2. Observer Impressions Score. The second variable 

used to measure parental discipline was an observer 

impressions score. This score was based on the 

observers' impressions of mothers' and fathers' (when 

available) use of punishment, consistency, and follow

through disciplinary behaviors. The observer 

impressions score was derived from a questionnaire 

developed at Oregon Social Learning Center. When 

available, observers completed these global assessments 

regarding the fathers' disciplinary strategies as well. 

When fathers were assessed, scores were averaged across 

mother and father creating a single observer 

impressions score. The alpha coefficient computed on 

the observer impressions of mothers' disciplinary 

strategies was .78 and .83 for their impressions of 

fathers' disciplinary strategies .. 

3. Parents' Discipline Responses Interview--Mother 

Report. Mothers were asked to respond to 6 questions 

designed to assess their disciplinary responses to 

antisocial behavior exhibited by the child. Mothers 

were asked if they would respond to the child's 

behavior by explaining the consequences or with a 

nonphysical behavior that was contingent on the child's 

misbehavior. Items were coded by assigning a +1 for 



any maternal response that involved explanatory 

behavior and a -1 for any maternal response that 

involved behavior which was contingent on the child's 

behavior. These interviews were conducted over the 

phone. A Parents' Discipline Responses score was 

computed by averaging across the items and 

standardizing the scores. The average and ranges of 

the PDR score was not reported in Capaldi & Patterson 

(1989) . 
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In order to create the DISCIPLINE CONSTRUCT these four 

scores (abusive behavior score, nattering behavior score, 

observer impressions score, and parents' discipline 

responses score) were inter-correlated (see Table 3) . 

Although no significance levels were provided by Capaldi & 

Patterson (1992) for the coefficients, these scores were 

highly related and justified the creation of a DISCIPLINE 

COMPOSITE score by averaging across the four standardized 

scores. The average score on the DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE was 

0.00 with a range of -3.33 to 1.50. 

B. Monitoring Construct. The monitoring construct was 

comprised of 3 indicators (Family Rules Interview--Child 

Report, Telephone Interview--Parent Report, Ob~erver 

Impressions). Each indicator was measured individually. A 

more detailed summary of the MONITORING CONSTRUCT was 
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Table 3. 

STUDY 1: Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on the Variables 

Used to Create the DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE. 

1 2 3 4 

1.Abusive Behavior 1. 00 

Score 

2.Nattering Behavior .47 1. 00 

Score 

3 . Observers' .47 .57 1. 00 

Impressions Score 

4 . Parents' .16 .26 .22 1. 00 

Disciplinary 

Responses Score 

(Capaldi & Patterson, 1989) 



presented in Capaldi & Patterson (1989). The MONITORING 

CONSTRUCT was designed to assess parents' awareness 

of child's activities. The 3 indicators are described 

subsequently: 
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1. Family Rules Interview--Child Report. This 

indicator was comprised of 6 items rated on a 5 point 

Likert scale (l=never; 2=hardly ever; 3=sometimes; 

4=most of the time; 5=always). Sample items included: 

"How often do you check in after school? II , II How often 

do you leave a note about where you are going?", and 

"How often do you know how to reach your parents if 

they are out?" Items were standardized and averaged. 

Standardized scores ranged from -2.06 to 0.98 with an 

average score of .01. 

2. Telephone Interview--Parents' Reports. Mothers' 

reports and, when available, fathers' reports were used 

to create this indicator. Parents answered 3 questions 

once every day for 6 days. Items were averaged over 

the number of phone calls and number of days. Items 

included: "How many hours did you spend with your 

son?," "How many hours did your son spend at home 

unsupervised?," and "How many hours did your son spend 

outside the home unsupervised?" Scores were 

standardized and averaged. Parents' telephone 



interview scores ranged from -2.30 to 3.09 with the 

mean at 0.00. 
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3. Observer Impressions. This indicator was comprised 

of two items: "How well does (father/mother) monitor 

the target child?" and "How well is this child 

monitored?" Scores on the 2 items were standardized 

and averaged to create the observer impressions score. 

When available mothers and fathers reports were used. 

Scores ranged from -2.63 to 1.18 with an average score 

of -0.02. 

The MONITORING CONSTRUCT was computed by correlating 

the family rules score, telephone interview score, observer 

impressions score. The family rules score as reported by 

child was correlated with the telephone interview scores as 

reported by parents at .15 and was correlated with the 

observer impressions score at .38. Telephone interview 

scores as reported by parents and observer ~pressions 

scores correlated at .23. These 3 scores were averaged to 

create a MONITORING COMPOSITE. The MONITORING COMPOSITE 

ranged from -2.19 to 1.46 with an average score of -0.00. 

2. Antisocial Behavior Composite. The child ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE was computed based on parents' reports. 
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The original indicator of antisocial behavior as reported by 

Capaldi & Patterson (1989) and described in Patterson, Reid, 

& Dishion (1992) also included teachers', peers' and 

children's reports, however, in this investigation these 

reports were not included for reasons to be described. 

Parents described children's antisocial, or coercive and 

manipulative, behavior observed at home. These reports were 

consistent with the present conceptualization of antisocial 

behavior. Because children were reporting on their home 

behaviors and school behaviors, children's self-reports were 

not included to index children's antisocial behavior. While 

parents reported on children's antisocial home behavior, 

teachers and peers were reporting on children's behavior at 

school. In this investigation concurrent deviant behavior, 

or deviancy exhibited in middle childhood, was 

conceptualized as school misbehavior, thus teachers' and 

peers' reports were used to measure childhood deviancy. For 

a more detailed description of the construct see Capaldi & 

Patterson (1989). 

Mothers and fathers, when available, completed the 

Child Behavior Checklist--Parent For.m (Achenbach & 

Edelbrock, 1986), the Overt-Covert Questionnaire (created 

for this index at Oregon Social Learning Center), and a 

Parent Daily Report: Telephone Interview. Scores were 

averaged by measure and then across mother and father 



reports (when fathers were available). The subsequent 

discussion will describe each measure used to create the 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE. 

1. Child Behavior Checklist--Parent Form. From the 

Child Behavior Checklist (CBC) two aggression 

indicators were derived, an indicator for overt and 

covert aggression. All items were rated on a 3 point 

Likert scale (O=hardly ever; l=sometimesi 2=a lot) . 
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The overt dimension--CBC included 7 items (e.g., argues 

a lot, disobedient at home, and physically attacks 

people). The alpha coefficient for the overt dimension 

was .79 for mothers' and .80 for fathers' reports. The 

covert dimension--CBC included 5 items (e.g., destroys 

his own things, steals at home, and doesn't feel 

guilty). Alpha coefficients computed on the covert 

dimension--CBC were .73 for mothers' and .72 for 

fathers' reports. When fathers were available, the 

parent score was derived from averaging both mothers' 

and fathers' reports, otherwise only mothers' reports 

were used. 

2. Overt-Covert Questionnaire (OCO). This 

questionnaire was designed by the staff at Oregon 

Social Learning Center explicitly for this 

investigation to assess children's use of overt and 
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covert aggression. Items on the overt dimension of the 

OCQ were rated on a 5 point Likert scale (l=never to 

5=more than once a day). The overt dimension--OCQ was 

comprised of 5 items. Sample items included: argues 

with adults, throws things, talks back to adults, 

screams or yells, hurts animals. Alpha coefficients 

computed on the overt dimension--OCQ were .87 for 

mothers' and .84 for fathers' reports. The covert 

dimension--OCQ included 18 items rated on a 5 point 

Likert scale (l=neveri 5=always). Sample items 

included: lies with a straight face, plays games 

fairly, doesn't return change from store, and breaks 

his own things. Alpha coefficients computed on the 

covert dimension--OCQ were .80 for mothers' and .86 for 

fathers' reports. These 2 dimensions were averaged 

across the 2 reporters, when available. 

3. Parent Daily Report: Telephone Interview. Parents 

were asked 8 questions over the telephone and on 6 days 

regarding children's antisocial behavior. The 8 items 

used in the telephone interview were: "Has your son, in 

the last 24 hours: talked back to an adult, screamed 

or shouted, swore, fought, teased anyone, disobeyed his 

parents, hit his sibling, thrown things?" Parents 

responded yes or no to these questions. Items were 



standardized and averaged by reporter and then scores 

were averaged across reporters. The Cronbach alpha 

coefficient computed on this score was .77. 
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The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE was created by 

averaging across all of the parent indicators (CBC: overt 

and covert dimensions; OCQ: overt and covert dimensions; 

Parent Daily Report: Telephone Interview). The mean score 

of the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE was 0.00 with a range 

of -1.43 to 2.31. 

3. Peer Rejection and Academic Competency. The third step 

in the process described by Patterson, Reid, & Dishion 

(1992) was that children who behave antisocially were most 

likely to experience peer rejection and academic failure. 

A. Peer Rejection Composite. Peer social status was 

derived from parents' and teachers' reports on the 

Child Behavior Checklist and from peer nominations 

(Capaldi & Patterson, 1989). 

1. Child Behavior Checklist--Parents' reports. Four 

items from parents' reports on the Child Behavior 

Checklist were used to create a peer rejection-

parent's report score. Three of the four items were 

rated on a 3 point Likert scale (O=not at all true; 

l=somewhat true; 2=very true). These items were: 
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"doesn't get along with other kids," "gets teased a 

lot," and "not liked by other kids." One item was also 

included and was rated on a 7 point Likert scale 

(l=much less; 4=about average; 7=much more). This item 

was: "How well does he get along with other kids?" 

These four items were standardized, averaged, and re

standardized so that the means were o. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient computed for mothers' reports was .69 

and was .74 for fathers' reports. The mothers' and 

fathers' scores were correlated (r=.S8). These scores 

were combined to create a peer rejection score-

parent's report. The mean score was 0.00 with a range 

of -3.46 to 1.29. 

2. Child Behavior Checklist--Teachers' reports. Three 

items from teachers' reports on the Child Behavior 

Checklist were used to create a peer rejection-

teacher's report score. These three items were rated 

on a 3 point Likert scale (O=not at all true; 

l=somewhat true; 2=very true) and were: "doesn't get 

along with other kids," "gets teased a lot," and "not 

liked by other kids." These three items were 

standardized, averaged, and re-standardized so that the 

mean was o. The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed 

for teachers' reports was .86. The mean peer rejection 
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score--teachers' report was 0.00 with a range of -3.43 

to 0.58. 

3. Peer Nominations. Participating children were 

provided with a list of their classmates who were also 

participating in the study. Children were asked to 

rate all of the children as "kids who you like as 

friends" or as "kids who you don't want to be friends 

with". All scores were standardized by classroom and 

then re-standardized for the group as a whole. Peer 

rejection scores--peer report were based on children's 

scores on the "like as friends" and "don't want as 

friends" peer nominations. Children's whose "like as 

friends score" far exceeded their "don't like as 

friends score" received a positive preference score, 

while children's whose "don't like as friends score" 

was higher than their "like as friends" score received 

a negative preference score. The average peer 

rejection score--peer report was 0.00 with a range of -

2.15 to 1.77. 

In order to create the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE, the 

scores derived from the three reporters were correlated. 

Parents' reports scores were correlated with teachers' 

reports scores at .45 and with peers' reports scores at .36. 
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Teachers' and peers' report scores were correlated at .47. 

These three scores were averaged to create the PEER 

REJECTION COMPOSITE. The average score on this composite 

was -0.00 with a range of -2.71 to 1.18. 

B. Academic Competency Composite. The academic competency 

construct was comprised of an aggregate of parents' (fathers 

when available) and teachers' reports, and children's test 

scores (see Capaldi & Patterson, Technical Report 5001F, 

5.31.88 for a more detailed description of the construct). 

Schools provided children's standardized test scores, the 

Scholastic Achievement Test (SAT) scores and Wide Range 

Achievement Test (WRAT) scores. 

1. Child Behavior Checklist--Parent Form. Parents 

were asked to report on children's academic 

performance. Mothers, and fathers when available, 

completed the Child Behavior Checklist in order to 

assess children's academic competency. The Child 

Behavior Checklist contains items assessing children's 

academic competency. Mothers completed seven items on 

the CBC and fathers completed six items on the CBC 

regarding children's academic performance. Items were 

rated on a 5 point Likert scale (l=far below grade 

level; 2=below grade level; 3=at grade level; 4=above 

grade level; 5=far above grade level). Items included: 
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children's reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic 

performances, if the child is in a special class, any 

academic problems, and whether the child has ever 

repeated a grade (fathers did not complete this item) . 

The alpha coefficient computed on the academic 

competence score--mothers' reports was .73 and was .78 

for the academic competence score--fathers' reports. 

Mother and father scores were significantly correlated 

(r=.68; p<.OOl). The two scores were standardized and 

averaged. The average parent report of academic 

competency score was 0.00 and these scores ranged 

from -3.26 to 1.70. 

2. Child Behavior Checklist--Teacher Form. Teachers 

reports of children'S academic proficiency were 

obtained from the Child Behavior Checklist. Teachers 

completed 8 items regarding children's academic 

competency on the CBC. Teachers reported on children'S 

reading, writing, spelling, and arithmetic 

performances. These 4 items were rated on a 5 point 

Likert scale (l=far below grade level; 2=below grade 

level; 3=at grade level; 4=above grade level; S=far 

above grade level). Teachers completed 4 items 

regarding children'S academic abilities. These items 

were rated on variable Likert scales. Specifically, 
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teachers were asked (scales on which the items were 

rated are provided in parentheses): "Has this child 

ever been referred for a special class?" (O=I don't 

know; l=no; 2=yes); "Has this child had ever repeated a 

grade?" (O=I don't know; l=no; 2=yes), "Compared to 

other children in the class, how hard does this child 

work?" (l=much less; 2=somewhat less; 3=slightly less; 

4=about average; S=slightly more; 6=somewhat more; 

7=much more); and "Compared to other children in the 

(:lass, how much does this child learn?" (l=much less; 

2=somewhat less; 3=slightly less; 4=about average; 

S=slightly more; 6=somewhat more; 7=much more). These 

items were standardized and averaged to create a 

academic competence score--teachers' report. The alpha 

coefficient computed on the teachers' report was .90. 

The average academic competence score--teacher report 

was -0.00 and the range was from -2.06 to 2.77. 

3. Scholastic Achievement Test Scores. The Scholastic 

Achievement Tests (SAT) scores. The following school 

academic subjects were included in this dimension: 

reading, spelling, language arts, and math. Children 

received scores based on the national percentile in 

which their subject scores fell. Children in the 0-20 

percentile received a score of 1, 21-40 percentile 
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received a score of 2, 41-60 percentile received a 

score of 3, 61-80 percentile received a score of 4, 81-

100 percentile received a score of 5. All scores were 

standardized and combined to create a single SAT score. 

The average SAT score was 0.00 with a range of -1.37 to 

1.76. The alpha coefficient across the four subjects 

on the SAT was .92. 

4. Wide Range Achievement Test Scores. Children's 

scores from the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT; 

Jastack & Jastack, 1978) reading subscale were 

standardized and averaged. The average WRAT score was 

0.00 with a range of -3.32 to 3.68. The alpha 

coefficient computed on the WRAT score was .90. 

In order to create the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY CONSTRUCT an 

intercorrelation matrix was computed correlating the parent 

report of academic competency score, the teacher report of 

academic competency score, the SAT score, and the WRAT score 

(see Table 4). These 4 scores were statistically and 

significantly inter-correlated and were averaged to create 

the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY CONSTRUCT. The average score on the 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY CONSTRUCT was 0.00 with a range of -1.89 

to 1.85. 
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Table 4 

STUDY 1: Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on the Variables 

Used to Create the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY COMPOSITE. 

1 2 3 4 

1. Parent Report of 1. 00 

Academic Competency 

Score 

2. Teacher Report of .70*** 1. 00 

Academic Competency 

Score 

3. SAT score .60*** .64*** 1. 00 

4. WRAT score .49*** .57*** .58*** 1. 00 

* p<.05i ** p<.Oli *** p<.OOl 

(Capaldi & Patterson, 1986) 

4. Associating With Deviant Peers. The associating with 

deviant peer construct was computed based on parent, peer, 

and child reports. 
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1. Parents' report of associating with deviant peers. 

Mothers and fathers, when available, reported on how 

often their child "hangs around with children who get 

into trouble" and "hangs out with kids who steal." 

Items were rated on a 3 point Likert scale (O=not true; 

l=somewhat true; 2=very true). Alpha coefficients were 

computed on these two items separately for mothers' and 

fathers' reports. The alpha coefficient computed on 

mothers' reports was .58 and .66 on fathers' reports. 

Scores were standardized and averaged by reporter and 

mother and father reports were correlated (r=.39). 

These scores were averaged to create a parent report of 

associating with deviant peers score. The average 

score was 0.00 with a range of -0.76 to 3.53. 

2. Children's reports of associating with deviant 

peers. Children answered 11 questions regarding their 

association with deviant peers. Sample items included: 

"During the past year how many of your friends have: 

cheated on school tests, ruined or damaged something on 

purpose that wasn't theirs, or stolen something worth 

less than $5?" (Capaldi & Patterson, 1989, p. 36). 

Items were rated on a 5 point Likert scale (l=none of 

them; 2=very few of them; 3=some of them; 4=most of 

them; 5=all of them). These scores were standardized 
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and averaged to create a child report of associating 

with deviant peers score. The alpha coefficient 

computed on this scale was .77. The average child 

report of associating with deviant peers score was 0.00 

with a range of -1.46 to 4.20. 

3. Peers' reports of associating with deviant peers. 

Finally, the children's classmates nominated ch1ldren 

who "belong to a tough group of kids" (Capaldi & 

Patterson, 1989, p. 37). Children received a 1 for 

each nomination. Scores were created by summing across 

the number of nominations and divided by the number of 

participating students from the class. These scores 

were standardized by classroom. The average peers' 

report of associating with deviant peers score was 0.00 

with a range of -1.67 to 2.84. 

In order to create the ASSOCiATiNG WiTH DEViANT PEERS 

CONSTRUCT, the parents' report of associating with deviant 

peers score, the children's report of associating with 

deviant peers score, and the peers' report of associating 

with deviant peers score were correlated (Capaldi & 

Patterson, 1989; see Table 5). The parents' report of 

associating with deviant peers score was correlated with the 

children's reports of associating with deviant peers score 
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at .14 and with the peers' reports of associating with 

deviant peers score at .22. The children'S report of 

associating with deviant peers score was correlated with the 

peers' report of associating with deviant peers score at 

.20. These scores were averaged to form an ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS CONSTRUCT. 

Dependent Variables 

Both theoretical models predict childhood deviance and 

adolescent delinquency, therefore, the same outcome measures 

were used in assessing each model. 

1. Childhood Deviance Construct. The childhood deviance 

construct was derived from teacher's reports on the Child 

Behavior Checklist and peers' reports on the Peer Nomination 

of children'S school misbehavior. 

A. Child Behavior Checklist--Teachers' Report. 

Teachers completed the Child Behavior Checklist-

teacher version regarding children's deviant school 

behavior (CBCi Achenbach & Edlebrock, 1979). The overt 

and covert dimensions described previously in the 

antisocial behavior construct were used as indicators 

of deviant school behavior. 
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Table 5 

STUDY 1: Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on the Variables 

Used to Create the ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS CONSTRUCT. 

1 2 3 

1. Parents' Report of 1.00 

Associating With Deviant Peers 

2 . Children's Report of .20 1.00 

Associating With Deviant Peers 

3. Peers' Report of .22 .14 1.00 

Associating with Deviant Peers 

(Capaldi & Patterson, 1989) 

The overt dimension--CBC was used to index obvious 

deviant behavior as reported by teachers'. The overt 

dimension contained 11 items that were rated on a 3 

point Likert scale (O=never true; l=somewhat true; 

2=very true). Sample items included: argues a lot, 

gets in many fights, physically attacks people, and 

threatens people. These items were standardized and 

averaged. The average score on the overt dimension was 

-0.00 with a range of -0.57 to 2.68. The alpha 

coefficient computed on the overt dimension was .92. 
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Seven items comprised the covert dimension and 

sample items included: destroys his own things, 

doesn't feel guilty, and behaves irresponsibly. These 

items were standardized and averaged. The average 

covert dimension was 0.00 with a range of -0.41 to 

3.09. The alpha coefficient computed on the covert 

dimension was .82. 

In order to create the TEACHER REPORT OF DEVIANT 

BEHAVIOR the overt and covert dimensions of the CBC were 

correlated. A statistically significant correlation emerged 

(r=.7Si p<.OOl). These two scores were averaged to create 

the TEACHER REPORT OF DEVIANT BEHAVIOR. 

B. Peer Nomination. Peers completed a 9-item 

inventory where they nominated the aggressive children 

in their classrooms. These items were divided into 

overt and covert aggression dimensions. Six items 

comprised the overt dimension, sample items included: 

kids who play rough, kids who fight a lot, and kids who 

get into trouble at school. Ratings were summed with 

higher ratings indicating greater concordance. Since 

.the size of classrooms varied, all scores were 

standardized. An alpha coefficient was computed to 

determine internal consistency among ratings. On the 

overt dimension this coefficient was .94. The three 
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items which comprised the covert dimension were: kids 

who are not honest, kids who take others things without 

asking, and kids who skip school. These ratings were 

summed with higher ratings indicating greater 

concordance. The alpha coefficient computed on the 

covert dimension was .80. 

The overt and covert dimensions were combined creating 

a PEER REPORT OF DEVIANT BEI{AVIOR score. The mean of this 

variable was -0.01 with a range of -1.39 to 2.09. 

In order to create the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE the 

PEER REPORT OF DEVIANT BEHAVIOR and the TEACHER REPORT OF 

DEVIANT BEHAVIOR scores were correlated. These two scores 

were significantly correlated (r=.64; p<.OOO). The two 

reports were averaged to create the CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE. The average score on the CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE was 0.00 with a range of -0.49 to 2.89. 

2. Adolescent Delinquency. Police contacts and juvenile 

court records were searched yearly to determine arrest rates 

for each participant. The ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY CONSTRUCT 

was deriv.ed by summing the total amount of arrests and 

police contacts which had occurred before the child turned 

lS years of age. Thus, any police arrests which occurred 

when the child was 14 were included in the delinquency 
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construct. The number of arrests by the age of 15 ranged 

from 0 to 14. The mean number of arrests was 1.06 and the 

standard deviation was 2.43. 

Study 2 

A multi-method, mUlti-agent approach was used in 

collecting data to test hypotheses proposed for the second 

study. In order to reduce the possibility of shared method 

variance, scores were aggregated as often as possible to 

form composite indicators. Table 6 provides a summary of 

the instruments and source used to create each construct. 

While the sample in study 1 was limited to boys, the present 

investigation also included girls. A benefit of including 

girls in the sample, aside from the fact that very few 

theoretical investigations examine causes of delinquency 

with girls in the sample, was that the generalizability of 

the findings would not be limited to boys only. 



Table 6 

STUDY 2: Measures Used to Create Composite Indicators of 

the Independent Variables Proposed by Social Control and 

Social Interactional Theories. 

Independent Variables: Measures used to assess variable Who' Variable name 

SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

1. cm:LD TXMPBRAHKNT 1. Children's Behavior M Activity l.val 

CONSTRt1CT Questionnaire Impuldvity 

IDhihitory control 

2. MATKRNAL ATTACBHBNT 1. Expression of Affection C BAl: acor. 

COHPOSITB Inventory 

2. Parent Acceptance/Rejection C PARQ acor. 

Questionnaire 
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3. Mutual Engagement (2) 0 Mutual Engagement Scar. 

3. SKLP CONTROL COHPOSITB l. Deviant Values Questionnaire C Deviant valuea acore 

2. Delay of Gratification Task Behavioral control: 

0 Self control acore 

0 Delay acor. 

C/O Lying acor. 



SOCUL INTBRACTIONAL THEORY 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

SKILL VARIABLES: 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE 

HONITOIUNG COMPOSITE 

PROBLEM-SOLVING COMPOSITE 

ANTISOCUL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITB: 

ADULTS' REPORT 

PBERS' REPORT 

3 . PBER REJECTION 

COMPOSITB 

ACADBMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITB 

4. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PBERS COMPOSITE 

1. Parent Perception Inventory 

2. Who Decides? Inventory 

1. Family Rules Scale 

2. Who Knows? Scale 

1. Problem Solving Task 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. Child Behavior Checklist 

3. Sociometric Peer Nominations 

1. Sociometric Peer Nomination 

1. Child Behavior Checklist 

2. Child Behavior Checklist 

1. Soc1ometric Peer Nominations 

2. Child Deviance Scale: Best 

Friend's Behavior 

M 

C 

M 

C 

M 
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Mother's parenting scora 

Child's parenting score 

Mother's decision score 

Child's decision score 

Mother's rules score 

C Child's rules score 

M Mother's knows score 

C Child's knows score 

o 

o 

M 

M 

T 

T 

F 

F 

F 

F 

M 

T 

F 

C 

Probl_ solving skill 

Responsive behavior 

CDC: aggression subscale 

CDC: aocial problema 

CDC: aggres.ion subscal. 

CDC: social problema 

Aggressive group score 

Starts fights score 

Group preference score 

Individual preference 

score 

Academic competency: 

mothers' 

report 

Academic competency: 

teachers' report 

Deviant peers' acore 

Priend's deviance score 



Dependent Variable 

1. CHILD DKVUNCB 

COMPOSXTB 

1. Child Deviance Scale 

2. Child Behavior Checklist 

M 

T 

Child deviance acore: 

mothera' report 

Child deviance acore: 

teachera' report 

C Child deviance acore: 

M 

children' a report 

Delinquency aubacale: 

IDOthera' report 

T Delinquency aubacale: 

t.achera' report 

c=childreni F=peeri M=motheri O=observeri T=teacher 
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Sample 2 

One hundred and one children, their mothers and school 

teachers participated in this investigation. Fifty-two 

first and second grade children (27 boys and 25 girls) and 

forty-nine fourth and fifth grade children (23 boys and 26 

girls) were included. These grade levels were deemed 

relevant for two reasons. First, a two year span is 

typically used in cross-sectional research to obtain a clear 

picture of developmental changes. Further, Patterson and 

colleagues (e.g., Patterson & Bank, 1989; Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion, 1992) frequently report significant relationships 

among the proposed variables from fourth to sixth grade, 

thus the principles to be investigated should be operating 

in the fourth/fifth grade group. An issue to be examined in 

this investigation is whether patterns of associations can 

be identified when children are in first and second grade. 

The present sample was economically and ethnically 

diverse as determined from family demographic information 

reported by mothers. Family demographic information 

collected included: parents' ethnicities, parents' 

educational status, family size, family income, parental 

marital status, child care arrangements, and parents' 

employment status (see Table 7). Fifty percent of this 

sample were Anglo, 43% of this sample were of Mexican or 

Spanish descent, and 7% of the sample were African-American, 
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Asian-American, or Native American. The majority of mothers 

reported that their families speak English at horne (81~), 

and 6~ reported only speaking Spanish at horne. Thirteen 

percent of the mothers reported that their families spoke 

both English and Spanish regularly at horne. The average 

family income was $30,000 to $35,000 annually, and ranged 

from family income levels in the $5,000- $10,000 bracket to 

incomes of $40,000 or more per year. The number of children 

in each family ranged from 1 child to 6. Participating 

families had on average 2.5 children. Eighty-four percent 

of the mothers participating in this investigation were 

currently married with 29~ of the mothers reporting that 

they had previously been divorced or separated. 

Procedures 

Children were recruited from four Catholic elementary 

schools located in Tucson, Arizona. This recruitment 

procedure was not expected to limit generalizability due to 

the ethnic and economic similarity of this population to the 

Tucson population at large. These schools require parents 

to volunteer their time as partial payment of tuition. If 



Table 7 

STUDY 2: Sample Demographic Characteristics (N=101). 

Age of Primary Caregiver 

Mean: 37 

Range: 27 to 72 

Age of Child 

Mean: 8 

Range: 6 to 11 

Relationship of Primary Caregiver to Child 

Natural Mother 97 

Adopted Mother 2 

Natural Father 2 

Number of Children from Each Grade 

First Grade: 22 

Second Grade: 30 

Fourth Grade: 29 

Fifth Grade: 20 

Children's Gender 

Female: 51 

Male: 50 
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Birth Order of Children Number of Children in Family 

First: 61 One: 14 

Second: 20 Two: 42 

Third: 11 Three: 26 

Fourth: 8 Four: 16 

Fifth: 1 Five: 1 

Six: 2 
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Table 7, continued 

STUDY 2: Sample Demographic Characteristics. 

Mothers' Marital Status Fathers' Marital Status4 

Single (never married) : 1 Single (never married) : 3 

Married: 85 Married: 85 

Divorced: 11 Divorced: 9 

Separated: 1 Separated: 1 

Widowed: 2 Widowed: 1 

Dead: 1 Dead: 2 

Have Been Divorced/Separated (Percent responding yes) 

Mothers: 29% 

Fathers: 37% 

Average Length of Mothers' Separation and Divorce 

Separation: 15 months 

Divorce: 51 months 

Family Annual Income Level 

$0 to 10,000 4 $25 to 30,000 6 

$10 to 15,000 4 $30 to 35,000 16 

$15 to 20,000 7 $35 to 40,000 13 

$20 to 25,000 7 $40,000 or more 44 

4 In 2 cases the mothers did not know what the fathers 
marital status was. 
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Table 7, continued 

STUDY 2: Sample Demographic Characteristics. 

Percent Reported Using: Child Ever Repeated a Grade? 

Counseling: 29% Yes: 5 

DES: 15% No: 95 

CPS: 1% Missing: 1 

Mothers' Highest Level of Education 

High School Graduate: 7 

Trade or Business School: 6 

Some College or Junior College: 49 

College Graduate: 22 

Some Graduate or Professional School: 8 

Graduate or Professional School Graduate: 7 

Missing: 2 

Fathers' Highest Level of Education 

High School Graduate: 11 

Trade or Business School: 2 

Some College or Junior College: 

College Graduate: 25 

Some Graduate or Professional School: 7 

Graduate or Professional School Graduate: 13 

Missing: 2 



Table 7, continued 

STUDY 2: Sample Demographic Characteristics. 

Mothers' Work Status 
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Percentage of Mothers Not Working Outside the Home: 16% 

Percentage of Mothers Working Outside the Home: 84% 

Average Number of Hours Per Week Worked: 28 

Fathers' Work Status 

Percentage of Fathers Not Working Outside the Home: 8% 

Percentage of Fathers In Jail: 2% 

Percentage of Fathers Working Outside the Home: 90% 

Average Number of Hours Per Week Worked: 43 

Child Care Arrangements 

Mother Cares for Child: 44 

Child Supervised in Child's Home: 10 

Child Supervised in Someone Else's Home: 11 

Older Sibling Supervises Child: 2 

Child Participates in After-school Program: 21 

Mother Uses Several of the Described Options: 12 

Missing: 1 

Mothers' Satisfaction with Child Care Arrangement 

Very Satisfied: 77 Very Dissatisfied: 1 

Somewhat Satisfied: 18 Somewhat Dissatisfied: 4 
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parents do not meet their volunteer obligation they are 

required to pay for these hours. Three of the four schools 

donated 1 or 2 hours of volunteer time for participating in 

this investigation. Thus, while no direct monetary 

compensation was provided, volunteer hours were given as 

compensation for time spent at the laboratory. All 

participating children received a small prize at the end of 

their interview. 

Since children's school teachers were asked to 

participate, recruitment further depended on teachers' 

willingness to take part in this project. Each teacher was 

solicited individually, the purpose of the investigation was 

explained, and each was asked about willingness to 

participate. Recruitment letters were sent home with 

children only if their homeroom teachers expressed their 

willingness to participate. Of the three schools that 

offered volunteer hour compensation, all teachers agreed to 

participate. In the one school which no compensation was 

offered, only four of the eight teachers approached agreed 

to take part in the investigation. In this school the 

participating teachers taught: second grade (1), fourth 

grade (1), and fifth grade (2). Teachers were asked to 

complete brief questionnaires regardi~g the school behavior 

of their students who were participating in the 

investigation. The number of questionnaires teachers 
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completed ranged from 1 to 13. All participating teachers 

received two movie passes for completing questionnaires. 

Letters describing the investigation were sent home 

with first, second, fourth, and fifth grade students. 

Children were instructed to give the letter to their parents 

and to return the consent form to their homeroom teacher. 

All children were told that, regardless of whether their 

parents wished to participate, they would receive a small 

prize for returning their consent forms. Reminder letters 

were sent home with the children who had not returned their 

forms in order to ensure that parents received notice of the 

investigation. 

Of the 559 children receiving letters, 441 returned 

letters to their homeroom teachers. Of the 441 returned 

letters, 294 did not wish to participate and 147 did. Of 

the 147 wishing to participate, only 101 were included in 

the final sample. Several parents expressed their 

willingness to participate, but after failure to come to 4 

scheduled appointments they were dropped from the list of 

participants. 

Once parental consent was obtained, interviews were 

arranged at the family's convenience. All interviews were 

conducted in a laboratory, located at the University of 

Arizona, to reduce distractions. Upon arrival to the lab, 

mothers' were asked sign informed consent and then to 
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complete questionnaires. While mothers completed their 

surveys, children were interviewed in a separate room. 

Before beginning the interview, children were informed of 

the sequence of the interview. Children were also told that 

they may quit at any point during the interview and that 

answering questions' was voluntary. Once research assistants 

were sure that the children were willing to participate, 

children signed an assent form. 

All questionnaires were read to the children. 

Interviews took approximately 30 minutes to complete and 

were conducted by trained graduate and undergraduate 

students from the University of Arizona. In addition to the 

questionnaires children completed, children participating in 

the investigation completed a social map of their classroom 

as described by Nickerman, Cairns, & Cairns (1993). The 

children's social maps were used to create a number of 

different variables, described in different pieces in this 

measurement section. A brief overview is provided here to 

avoid impressions of disjointedness. Research assistants 

interviewed each participating child individually regarding 

their relationships with the children in their classroom. 

Children were provided with a list of all children in their 

homeroom and asked to describe the social groups, or who 

plays with whom (see Appendix A). Children then labeled 

each group (or individual if not categorized in a social 



group) as popular, average, aggressive, withdrawn, and 

rejected. 
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The following definitions were used to indicate 

children's sociometric status. Children were classified as 

rejected if they were identified as belonging to a group 

that no one liked or if they were identified as being the 

only one in a group because no one liked him/her. Children 

who were identified by classmates as belonging to a group 

that everyone liked and wanted to be a part of were 

classified as popular. Children who were identified by 

classmates as belonging to a group that was sometimes mean 

to others and started fights were classified as belonging to 

an aggressive group. Children who were identified by 

classmates as belonging to a group that no one paid 

attention to or were the only one in a group that no one 

paid attention to were classified as withdrawn. 

After labeling each group, children were asked 3 

questions. First, children were asked to identify three 

children from their homeroom "who they liked the most". 

Second, children were asked to identify 3 children from 

their homeroom "who they did not really like". Finally, 

children were asked to identify 3 children "who starts a lot 

of fights" in their classroom (fights included verbal 

arguments or physically hitting others). If children had 

difficulty deciding who they liked most, liked least, or 
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started fights in their classroom, the names of the children 

in their classroom were read individually to the child. 

Fourth and fifth grade children were able to pick 3 children 

for each category independently, while first and second 

grade children sometimes needed names read to them. 

Once the children completed their questionnaires and 

interviews, they participated in a delay of gratification 

task. After finishing the questionnaires children were 

informed by the research assistant that the research 

assistant needed to get them their prize for participating. 

The assistant left the child alone in the room, obtained the 

prize box, turned on the video equipment and a timer, and 

returned to the interview room. The prize box was a 8" X 8" 

X 8" attractively wrapped box. The top of the box was 

wrapped separately from the bottom of the box so that the 

lid could easily be removed. When the assistant returned to 

the room, she placed the prize box approximately 15" away 

from the child. The assistant opened the lid, as if to 

check the contents of the box, and informed the child that 

she needed to put more money in her parking meter and would 

be back in a few minutes. Children were informed that when 

the assistant returned, they may pick a prize. After 5 

minutes the assistant returned to the room and helped the 

child pick out a prize. 
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Following the delay of gratification task and after the 

mother had completed her interviews and questionnaires, both 

mother and child were informed separately that an additional 

purpose of this investigation was to determine how families 

solved problems. Mothers and children were informed that 

they would be alone together in the room where the 

children'S interviews were conducted for 3 minutes to 

discuss one of the two problems identified. After 3 minutes 

an assistant would enter the room, stop that discussion, and 

switch the pair to the next issue. All mothers and children 

were informed that interactions would be video-taped and 

were assured that these interactions were confidential and 

no one other than the research assistants, the principle 

investigator, and the graduate advisor would see the 

interactions. 

After explaining the procedure, each mother and child 

were asked by research assistants to identify an issue that 

was sometimes a problem between the two. Once mother and 

child had identified an issue, the pair was reunited in the 

room where the child's interviews had taken place. The 

procedure was described once more. The order in which 

issues were discussed, mother's versus child's, was 

randomized. The research assistant informed the pair that 

the goal of this portion of the investigation was to 

determine how mothers and children solved problems. The 
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pair was also informed that they needed to try to resolve 

the problem, if the problem was resolved before the 3 

minutes were complete, they should talk about anything 

except the other person's issue. The dyad was left alone in 

the room for 3 minutes. After 3 minutes the assistant 

returned, described the second issue, and left the pair to 

discuss the problem. An additional research assistant timed 

the interviews and ran the video equipment. 

While all mothers and children were each asked to 

identify an issue that was sometimes a problem between the 

two of them, in twelve dyads, only one interaction was 

assessed because either just the mother identified a problem 

or both mother and child identified the same problem. In 

seventy-two dyads both members identified a problem. For 

seven dyads, no interaction was coded because for 3 dyads 

the interactions were conducted in Spanish, for 1 dyad the 

mother was confined to a wheel chair and could not enter the 

room with the video-cameras. Equipment problems prohibited 

3 dyads from having their interactions video-taped. 

Measures 

Social Control Theory 

Social control theory posits that close attachment 

relationships and child self control prevent delinquency 

(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). In this investigation, 



children's temperament was hypothesized to influence 

children's maternal attachment relationships and, 

subsequently, their self control, or ability to delay 

immediate gratification. 

Independent Variables 
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1. Child Temperament Construct. In order to control for the 

potential influence of child temperament on children's 

attachment and self control (e.g., Kochanska, 1993) mothers 

were asked to report on children's temperament. Although 

temperament is most widely assessed in infancy, Mary 

Rothbart has created a measure designed to assess 

temperament among young 3-7 year old children. Although 

created for children younger than a portion of the present 

sample, items were deemed appropriate for school-aged 

children. 

Children's Behavior Questionnaire. In its original 

form the Children's Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ) 

contains 195 statements of children's behaviors. 

Mothers rate each statement on a 7 point Likert scale 

(l=extremely untrue of your child; 7=extremely true of 

your child). These items are used to create 14 

dimensions which describe children's temperament. Only 

three dimensions deemed relevant for this investigation 

were assessed. Specifically, the activity level 

dimension, defined as IIlevel of gross motor activity 
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including rate and extent of locomotion," the 

impulsivity dimension, defined as the "speed of 

response initiation" and inhibitory control dimension, 

defined as "the capacity to plan and to suppress 

inappropriate approach responses under instructions or 

in novel or uncertain situations" were included 

(Rothbart, 1993). 

A. Activity Level Dimension. The activity level 

dimension was comprised of 13 items (see Appendix A) . 

Sample items included: "seems always in a big hurry to 

get from one place to another," "has difficulty sitting 

still at dinner," and" plays games slowly and 

deliberately" (reverse scored). One item was deleted 

because it was not age appropriate. This item was 

"sits quietly in the bath". Items were standardized 

and averaged. The mean activity level dimension score 

was 0.00 with a range of -2.29 to 2.13 and a standard 

deviation of 1.00. The alpha coefficient computed on 

this dimension was .81, as reported by Rothbart (1993). 

The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed on the present 

sample was good at .78. 

B. Impulsivity Dimension. The impulsivity dimension 

contained 13 items. Sample items included: "Decides 
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what s/he wants very quickly and goes after it," "Can 

wait before entering into new activities if s/he is 

asked to," and "Is usually able to resist temptation 

when s/he is not supposed to do something." Items were 

rated on a 7 point Likert scale (l=extremely untrue; 

7=extremely true). Items included both impulsive and 

restrained statements reflecting both high and low 

impulsivity. Items which assessed more impulsive 

characteristics of the child's behavior were reverse 

coded so that lower scores indicated greater 

impulsivity. The average impulsivity dimension score 

was 0.00 with a range of -2.94 to 2.52 with a standard 

deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient 

computed on this dimension was reported by Rothbart 

(1993) as .78. The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed 

on the present sample was .51. 

C. Inhibitory Control Dimension. Finally, the 

inhibitory control dimension was comprised of 13 items 

(see Appendix A). Sample items included: "has 

difficulty waiting in line for something," "has a hard 

time following instructions," and "can easily stop an 

activity when s/he is told no" (reverse scored). One 

item from the original form was deleted for this 

dimension because it was not age appropriate. That 
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item was: lIis good at games like 'Simon Says,' 

'Mother, May I?' and 'Red Light, Green Light.'" Items 

were standardized and averaged. The mean inhibitory 

control dimension score was 0.00 with a range of -3.28 

to 1.91 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The alpha 

coefficient computed on this dimension was .74 as 

reported by Rothbart (1993). In the present 

investigation the cronbach alpha coefficient computed 

on this dimension was good at .72. 

In order to create the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE, an 

intercorrelation matrix was computed across the three 

dimensions (activity level, impulsivity, and inhibitory 

control) to determine whether or not an aggregate of the 

three temperament scores should be computed (see Table 8) . 

These 3 scores were all highly inter-correlated. The scores 

were averaged to create the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE. 

The average score on the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE was 

0.00 with a range of -1.86 to 2.43 and a standard deviation 

of 0.80. 

2. Maternal Attachment Construct. In assessing maternal 

attachment, the child's perception is considered most 

important. As argued by Hirschi (1993), children's 



attachments may not be accurately perceived by other 

individuals, such as teachers and parents. Rather, 

Table 8 
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STUDY 2: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Variables Used to 

Create the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE. 

1. Activity 

Level Dimension 

2. Impulsivity 

Dimension 

3. Inhibitory 

Control Dimension 

* p<.OOl; ** p<.OOO 

1 2 3 

.46** 

.32* .63** 
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children's maternal attachments are dependent on the 

children's perception of emotional closeness. In order to 

assess the children's perceptions of their attachment to 

mother, children completed the Expression of Affection 

Inventory and the Parent Acceptance/Rejection Questionnaire. 

Additionally, each mother-child problem solving interaction 

was coded for Mutual Engagement (2). 

A. Expression of Affection Inventory. First, 

children completed the Expression of Affection 

Inventory (EAI) (Hetherington & Clingempeel, 1992; see 

Appendix A) regarding their perception of the mother

child relationship. The EAI consists of 19 items 

assessing the respondent's perception of emotional 

closeness. This measure was selected due to its strong 

face validity, that is, the questions asked from the 

inventory match the conceptualization of maternal 

attachment. This measure has good reliability and 

validity as reported by Hetherington & Clingempeel 

(1992). The present investigation used a reduced 13 

item version. s Items were rated on a 3 point Likert 

S Six items were dropped from the inventory because 

they were concerned with comparing affection among family 

members. For instance, one item was concerned with which 
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scale (l=not too much; 2=kind of; 3=a lot). Sample 

items included: "How much do you enjoy spending time 

alone with your morn?"; "How satisfied (or happy) are 

you about the amount of time you get to spend alone 

with your morn?"; "How much do you care about what your 

morn thinks about you and your behavior?" Items were 

standardized and averaged. The average EAI score was 

0.00 with a range of -3.83 to 1.62 and a standard 

deviation of 1.00. Children's reports of their 

relationship with their mothers yielded a Cronbach 

alpha coefficient of .61. 

B. Parent Acceptance/Rejection Questionnaire. 

Children also completed an adapted version of Rohner's 

(1984) Parent Acceptance/Rejection Questionnaire 

(PARQ). The PARQ was adapted to assess the degree to 

which the child cared about whether his/her mother 

treated him/her in an accepting manner (e.g., "I care 

if my morn thinks I am important"; "It bothers me when 

my morn forgets to do something that she promised") . 

Items were rated on a 3 point Likert scale (l=I don't 

parent the child likes more and five items were concerned 

with comparing the target child with another sibling within 

the family. 
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care/it doesn't bother me; 2=I kind of care; 3=I really 

care). Eighteen items from the acceptance/warmth 

dimension were revised and administered. This measure 

has been used in other investigations as an index of 

child attachment to mother (see Scaramella & Gamble, in 

review). Scaramella & Gamble (in review) reported 

Cronbach alpha coefficients of .90 for young (5 to 8 

year old) children's perception of emotional closeness 

to their mother. Items were standardized and averaged. 

The average PARQ score was 0.00 with a range of -4.58 

to 1.00 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient computed on the present sample was 

.84. 

C. Mutual Engagement (2).6 One final assessment 

of emotional closeness to mother was obtained. Each 

mother-child problem-solving interaction was coded 

using a system designed for this investigation to 

assess mutual engagement. Conceptually consistent with 

social control theory, these video-taped interactions 

were coded in terms of the children's investment in the 

interaction, or their engagement, and their emotional 

6 Reliability of coding and coding system will be 

described later. 
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responses to mother, or their overall emotional tone 

(see Appendix B for the coding procedures used). In 

keeping with the conceptualization of attachment as the 

child's emotional responses to mother, all codes were 

dependent on the child's behavior and reactions to 

mother. 

Children's engagement, or involvement in the 

interaction, was coded on a 4 point Likert scale 

(l=disengaged; 2=somewhat disengaged; 3=somewhat 

engaged; 4=engaged). Engagement scores were not 

dependent on the child's emotional responses. For 

instance, a child who displayed ac~ive involvement in 

the interaction through changes in tone of voice or use 

of animated gestures would receive a score of 4 

(engaged) regardless of whether this child was laughing 

or crying. Emotional tone was scored on a 3 point 

Likert scale (l=negativei 2=neutral; 3=positive). This 

score was designed to assess the child's emotional 

responses. Thus, crying or yelling would be coded as a 

1, or negative, while laughing or expressing affection 

would be coded as a 3, or positive. 

A mutual engagement score was computed by 

multiplying children's engagement and emotional tone 

scores for each interaction coded. Thus, children 

could potentially receive 2 mutual engagement scores. 
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Each mutual engagement score was standardized. While 

the majority of mother-child dyads completed two 

interactions, several dyads only completed one 

interaction. Each interaction was coded individually 

and for dyads with 2 interactions. The average mutual 

engagement score was 0.00 for both mutual engagement 

scores. The scores across both mutual engagement 

scores ranged from -1.64 to 1.90 and the standard 

deviation on each was 1.00. 

In order to create the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE an 

intercorrelation matrix was computed across the four 

attachment indicators, or the EAI, PARQ, and the 2 mutual 

engagement scores. These 4 scores were positively and, 

generally, statistically and significantly correlated (see 

Table 9). A MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was computed by 

averaging the 4 standardized scores. The mean MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE score was -0.00 with a range of -2.05 

to 1.54 and a standard deviation of .63. 

3. Child Self Control Composite. In order to assess 

children's ability to self control children completed both 

the Deviant Values Questionnaire and an observational Delay 

of Gratification Task to index behavioral self control. 
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Table 9 

STUDY 2: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Variables Used to 

Create the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE. 

1 2 3 4 

1. Engagement: 1. 00 

Interaction #1 

2. Engagement: .42**** 1. 00 

Interaction #2 

3 . EAI Score .15 .23* 1. 00 

4. PARQ Score .22* .05 .27** 1. 00 

* p<.Osi ** p<.Oli *** p<.OOlj **** p<.OOO 
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A. Deviant Values Questionnaire. Children completed 

the Deviant Values Questionnaire used in study 1 and 

described previously. Ten items comprised this 

questionnaire and were rated on a 3 point Likert scale 

(l=disagree, 2=sort of agree, 3=agree). This measure 

was designed to assess children's beliefs regarding 

whether or not deviant behavior was socially acceptable 

(see Appendix A). That is, children who were scored as 

upholding deviant beliefs agreed with statements such 

as "sometimes you have to lie to parents to keep their 

trust in you" and "in order to get respect from your 

friends, you sometimes have to beat up other kids." 

Children who did not agree with such statements were 

rated as upholding more conventional values. Scores 

were reverse coded so that high scores reflected 

upholding fewer deviant values or more self control. 

Items were averaged to create the Deviant Values 

Questionnaire score, this score was then standardized. 

The average score was 0.00 with a range of -1.61 to 

3.83 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient computed on this score was .66. 

B. Delay of Gratification Task. Additionally, 

children were observed engaging in a delay of 

gratification task modeled after Mischel & Mischel 
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(1983). Previous research has indicated that the 

ability to delay gratification among kindergarten, 

first, and second grade children was related to 

deviancy (Scaramella & Gamble, in review). The newly 

developed measure for this investigation has not been 

tested previously. Conceptually similar to Mischel & 

Mischel (1983), this delay of gratification task was 

designed to assess children's abilities to resist 

temptation. 

Step 1 of the Delay of Gratification Task. During 

this phase of the interview the research assistant left 

the interview room and brought a large, attractively 

wrapped box back into the room. Children were told 

that the research assistant had to leave the room to 

check her parking meter and would be back shortly. 

Children were instructed that they would be able to 

pick a prize from the box displaye~ on the table when 

the assistant returned. Instructions were ambiguous 

because children were never told that they could not 

open the prize box. When the assistant left the room 

to get the box, she turned on the mounted video camera 

and recorded the child's behavior while the assistant 

was out of the room. Children were left alone in the 

room with the prize box for 5 minutes. 
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Step 2 of the Delay of Gratification Task. Upon 

return of the interviewer, children were asked a series 

of questions regarding whether or not they touched the 

box, opened the box, looked into the box, or removed a 

prize and/or examined its contents. These questions 

were asked nonchalantly while the assistant helped the 

child pick a prize so as not to let the child realize 

that the time spent alone in the room was part of the 

interview. 

Scoring of the Delay of Gratification Task. The 

following procedure was used to score the delay of 

gratification task. All delay of gratification tasks 

were recorded with the counter time appearing on the 

tape. Coding the delay of gratification task involved 

recording the counter time each time the child touched 

the box, opened the box, peeked in the box, touched the 

contents of the box, removed contents from the box, 

replaced contents in the box, and closed the box. Each 

progression was coded as a sequence. That is, the 

counter time was recorded every time the child 

physically interacted with the box. If the child 

touched the· box, the time was recorded (i.e., 0:52). 

If the child touched the box at 0:52 and then opened 

the box at 0:60 and closed the box at 0:71, these times 

were recorded. To end a sequence the child must not 
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interact physically with the box for 2 seconds. Once 2 

seconds had passed then any physical interaction with 

the box began a new sequence. 

Coders also recorded whether children actually 

touched the box, opened the box, peeked into the box, 

touched the contents of the box, or removed any prizes 

from the box. The children's actual behavior was later 

compared with their self reported behavior. 

Before coding began, inter-rater reliability 

estimates were obtained. Coding the video-tapes 

involved recording the time as appearing on the screen. 

One research assistant and the principle investigator 

became reliable coders, with the principle investigator 

as the standard. Training took approximately 2 hours 

to complete, upon completion of training the research 

assistant and principle investigator coded 10 delay of 

gratification tasks. The two delay of gratification 

coders were 100% reliable and recorded the same times 

across each sequence. 

Three scores were derived from the delay of 

gratification task. These scores are described below. 

1. ·Self Control Score. Children received a 

5 if they did not touch the box, a 4 if they 

touched the box but did not open it, a 3 if they 

opened the box or played with the lid, but did not 
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look at the prizes, a 2 if they looked at the 

prizes, and a 1 if they touched the prizes, and a 

o if they removed a prize and/or began playing 

with the contents of the box. Children's furthest 

progression at any point during the sequences 

determined their level of self control. That is, 

if during 2 sequences the child only touched the 

box, but during 1 sequence the child peeked into 

the box, then the child's self control score was a 

2. Children with more control received higher 

self control scores. All scores were 

standardized. The average self control score 

was -0.03 with a range of -2.29 to 1.91 with a 

standard deviation of .63. 

2. Delay Score. Children received a delay 

score which was dependent upon the amount of time 

they spent not examining the box. The delay score 

was derived by summing the total amount of time 

the child spent touching, opening, peeking, 

examining the contents, and/or removing prizes and 

subtracting this total from the total length of 

the delay of gratification task (on average this 

time was 300 seconds or 5 minutes). The delay 

score reflects the total amount of time, as 
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measured in seconds, that children were able to 

resist examining the prize box. High scores 

indicate greater self control. Since the amount 

of time which the children spent alone in the room 

varied, these scores were standardized (mean=O.OOi 

standard deviation=1.00) . 

3. Lying Score. Children's interviews were 

analyzed for accuracy by the trained coders. That 

is, the actual behavior of the children as 

recorded by the coders was compared with the 

children'S self reports. Children who lied about 

whether they touched, opened, or looked into the 

box, or about whether they examined the contents 

of the box received a point for each lie told. 

Children could receive a maximum of 5 points for 

lying about their activities regarding the box. 

Seventy-two percent of the children interviewed 

did not lie about their behavior, while 28% of the 

children told 1 to 4 lies. These scores were 

reverse coded (0=5i 1=4; 2=3) so that high scores 

indicated less· lying or more self control. Scores 

were standardized. 
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In creating the SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE, all scores were 

coded so that higher scores indicated greater control. An 

intercorrelation matrix was computed on the four self 

control indices (deviant values, self control, delay, and 

lying scores; see Table 10). Examination of the 

intercorrelation matrix revealed that the behavioral indices 

of self control (self control, delay, and lying scores) were 

all significantly and positively correlated. Thus, a 

behavioral composite of self control was computed by 

averaging the standardized self control, delay, and lying 

scores. This composite will be referred to in the 

subsequent discussion as BEHAVIORAL CONTROL. The behavioral 

control score was not correlated with the deviant values 

score (r=.03). High BEHAVIORAL CONTROL scores indicate 

greater self control, high deviant values scores reflect 

more adherence to conventional values. 

Social Interactional Theory 

Social interactional theory proposes a four step 

process leading to delinquency. First, family management 

problems, specifically ineffective parental discipline and 

monitoring and poor problem·solving skills, cause children 

to behave antisocially. Next, antisocial children are 

hypothesized to be rejected by their peers and experience 

academic failure, and finally, the children associate with 
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Table 10 

STUDY 2: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Variables Used to 

Index CHILDREN'S SELF CONTROL. 

1 2 3 4 

1. Deviant 1. 00 

Values Score 

2. Self Control -.00 1. 00 

Score 

3 . Delay Score -.09 .56**** 1. 00 

4 . Lying Score .21* .55**** .22* 1. 00 

* p<.Olj ** p<.OOlj *** p<.OOO 
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deviant peers and engage in delinquent behavior. First and 

second grade children fourth and fifth grade children were 

assessed regarding their status on each of the four domains. 

The following measures were employed to assess each area. 

1. Family Management Skills. The first step of the process 

described by social interactional theory indicated that poor 

parental disciplinary practices, specifically inept 

discipline and poor monitoring, and poor interpersonal 

problem solving skills, set the stage for coercive 

exchanges. Thus, measuring this construct involves 

assessing mothers' disciplinary styles and the interaction 

styles of mothers and children. The following measures were 

designed to assess these three domains. 

A. Discipline Construct. Parental discipline was defined 

as parents' behavioral responses to children's behavior and 

as parents' permissiveness or level of control over 

children's actions. Two measures were designed to assess 

this conceptualization of discipline. First, the Parent 

Perception Inventory was used to assess mothers' 

disciplinary strategies. Second,· the Who Decides? Inventory 

was developed for this investigation in order to determine 

who (mother or child) makes the decisions which affect the 

children's behaviors. 
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1. Parent Perception Inventory. Mothers and 

children completed the Parent Perception Inventory 

(PPI; Hazzard, Christensen, & Margolin; 1983) regarding 

the mothers' disciplinary style. The PPI was designed 

to assess positive (e.g., giving help when needed) and 

negative (e.g., criticizing the child; see Appendix A) 

aspects of parenting, or discipline dimensions. Items 

on the children's scale were identical to items on the 

mothers' scale except that mothers were asked to 

complete 2 additional items (1 positive and 1 negative) 

regarding their use of punishment. Ten items on the 

mothers' scale, and nine items on the children's scale 

assessed each of the two disciplinary dimensions. 

Mothers rated their disciplinary style on a 5 point 

Likert scale (l=never, 2=hardly ever, 3=sometimes, 

4=pretty much, 5=a lot) and children on a 3 point 

Likert scale (l=hardly ever, 2=sometimes, 3=pretty 

much). Scoring involved averaging items from each 

dimension. This measure has good reliability and 

validity as reported by Grotevant and Carlson (1989). 

In the present investigation, Cronbach alpha 

coefficients computed on mothers' reports of positive 

parenting was .70 and negative parenting was .77. 

Cronbach alpha coefficients computed for the children's 



reports of positive parenting was .63 and negative 

parenting was .63. 
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To index parental discipline, or to create the 

parenting score, the negative parenting score was 

subtracted from the positive parenting score (Hazzard, 

Christensen, &'Margolini 1983). Thus, highly positive 

scores indicate that mothers use more appropriate, or 

positive, disciplinary strategies. Highly negative 

scores indicate that mothers use more inappropriate or 

negative disciplinary strategies. Scores close to zero 

indicate that mother uses positive and negative 

strategies equally. Thus, two parenting scores, one 

from mothers' reports and one from children's reports, 

were derived from the Parent Perception Inventory. 

These two scores will be referred to in the subsequent 

discussion as Mothers' Parenting Score and Children's 

Parenting Score. 

2. Who Decides? Inventory. Additionally, mothers 

and children completed the Who Decides? Inventory 

(WDI). This measure was designed to assess who makes 

the decisions which affect the child's day to day life. 

For instance, both mother and child were asked to rate 

15 items as a mother decision or a child decision. 

Sample items include: "Who decides whether or not the 
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child does his homework?,11 IIWho decides when the child 

goes to bed on school nights?,11 and IIWho decides 

whether your child has friends over when no parents are 

home?lI. Decisions made by mother were coded as 1 and 

decisions made by the child were coded as 2. Decision 

scores were computed by averaging across the fifteen 

items for each reporter. Thus, the mothers' decision 

score was the average of the mothers' report of 

decisions made by herself and her child. The 

children's decision score was the average of the 

children's reports of who makes the decisions. Higher 

scores, either mother or child, reflected more 

decisions made by the child. Cronbach alpha 

coefficients computed on the mothers' decision score 

was .78 and the children's decision score was .74. 

In order to create the DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE, all 

scores, the children's parenting score, the mothers' 

parenting score, the children's decision score, and the 

mothers' decision score were standardized. An 

intercorrelation matrix was computed across all 4 scores 

(see Table 11). All 4 scores were expected to be positively 

and significantly correlated. Contrary to expectations, 

these scores were virtually unrelated. Thus, no composite 

indicator of DISCIPLINE was computed, instead DISCIPLINE was 
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assessed from 4 scores: the children's parenting score, the 

mothers' parenting score, the children's decision score, and 

the mothers' decision score. 

Table 11 

STUDY 2 : Intercorrelation Matrix on the Variables Used to 

Index the DISCIPLINE CONSTRUCT. 

1 2 3 4 

1. Children's 1. 00 

Parenting Score 

2 . Mothers' .09 1.00 

Parenting Score 

3. Children's .04 -.17+ 1. 00 

Decision Score 

4. Mothers' .20* .03 .10 1. 00 

Decision Score 

+ p<.10; * p<.05 
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B. Monitoring Construct. In order to assess maternal 

monitoring two measures were included. The first measure 

was also included in Study 1, namely the Family Rules Scale. 

The second measure included was designed for this 

investigation and was the Who Knows? Scale. Both mothers 

and children completed each scale designed to assess 

monitoring. 

1. Family Rules Scale. Mothers and children 

completed a modified version of the Family Rules Scale 

(FRS) described previously (see pg. 83, monitoring, 

section 2). In this version mothers and children 

reported on how often mothers were aware of their 

children's behavior. Thirteen items comprised this 

construct (see Appendix A). The Family Rules Scale 

described in Study 1 included only 6 items and included 

only children's reports. While mothers' completed a 

version of this scale, mothers' reports were not 

included in the MONITORING COMPOSITE described in study 

1 because mothers' reports did not converge with other 

indicators. Mothers' were asked to complete this 

inventory for the present investigation because of the 

measure's strong face validity. That is., this measure 

matched the hypothesized conceptualization of 

monitoring. 
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Seven items were added to the Family Rules Scale 

and were derived from the Mothers' Version (Capaldi & 

Patterson, 1989). Sample items included in this 

measure were: "How often does the mother know within 

one day if her son/daughter: did well on a test, did 

poorly on a test, was in a fight, skipped a class, 

brought horne something that was not hers/his?" Items 

were rated on a 5 point Likert scale (l=neveri 2=hardly 

everi 3=sometimesi 4=usuallYi 5=always) and were summed 

by reporter. That is, a score was computed for each 

reporter: a children's rules score and a mothers' 

rules score. All scores were standardized and higher 

scores reflected greater monitoring. The average 

children's rules score was 0.00 with a range of -2.89 

to 1.29 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The average 

mothers' rules score was 0.00 with a range of -3.59 to 

1.28 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach 

alpha coefficient computed on the children's rules 

score was .70 and was .66 the mothers' rules score. 

2. Who Knows? Scale. Additionally, mothers and 

children completed the Who Knows? Scale (WKS). The WKS 

was created by the author and pilot tested in April, 

1992. This scale consisted of 15 items designed to 

assess mothers' and children's perceptions of mothers' 
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awareness of children's behavior at home. Sample items 

on the children's scale included: "How often does your 

mother know: if you have done your homework, if you 

have done your chores, what time you go to bed?" 

Identical items were included on the mothers' version, 

but re-worded to assess how often mother knows of her 

child's behavior. Items were rated on a 5 point Likert 

scale (l=never aware; 5=always aware). A children's 

knows score and a mothers' knows score was computed by 

averaging children's and mothers' responses, 

respectively, on the 15 items and standardizing this 

score. 

In the present sample, the average children's 

knows score was 0.00 with a range of -4.25 to 1.33 and 

a standard deviation of 1.00. The average mothers' 

knows score was 0.00 with a range of -3.70 to 1.27 and 

a standard deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha 

coefficient computed on the children's knows score was 

.74 and the alpha coefficient computed on the mothers' 

knows score was .78. 

In order to create the MONITORING COMPOSITE, an, 

intercorrelation matrix was computed across the children's 

rules score, the mothers' rules score, the children's knows 

score, and the mothers' knows score (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 

STUDY 2 : Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on the Variables 

Used to Create the MONITORING COMPOSITE. 

1 2 3 4 

1. Children's 1. 00 

Knows Score 

2. Mothers' .16 1. 00 

Knows Score 

3. Children's .57* .09 1.00 

Rules Score 

4. Mothers' .09 .51* .12 1. 00 

Rules Score 

* p<.OOO 
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Mothers' rules and knows scores were significantly 

correlated, as were children's rules and knows scores. 

Because these scores were not correlated across reporters 

and the scores were highly consistent within reporter two 

composites were created by averaging the mothers' knows 

score and the mothers' rules score and the children's knows 

scores and the children's rules score. Mothers' and 

children's knows scores were correlated at r=.16 (p<.15). A 

MONiTORiNG COMPOSiTE was computed by averaging across the 

mothers' and children's scores. The average MONiTORiNG 

COMPOSiTE score was 0.00 with a range of -1.95 to 1.19 and a 

standard deviation of 0.66. 

C. Problem-Solving Composite. The final aspect of FAMILY 

MANAGEMENT SKILLS included in this investigation was dyadic 

problem solving skill. In order to assess the PROBLEM 

SOLViNG COMPOSiTE mothers and children participated in a 

Problem Solving Task. Since coding the Problem Solving Task 

involved multiple raters of overt behaviors of mother and 

child, the following description will first describe the 

inter-rater reliability estimates. Second, two scores were 

derived from coding the Problem Solving Task: problem 

solving skill score and responsive behavior score. These 

scores will be described last. 
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Problem Solving Task: Description. Mothers and 

children participated in a videotaped problem solving 

task modeled after the work of Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion (1992). Following the interview portion of the 

laboratory visit, mothers and children were asked 

separately to identify an issue that was sometimes a 

problem between the two. Common problems with children 

identified by mothers were: fighting with siblings and 

not cleaning their rooms. Common problems with mothers 

identified by children were: being blamed for 

something they did not do and wanting a later bed time. 

Dyads discussed a maximum of two issues. In 74 mother

child dyads, both mother and child identified an issue 

to discuss. In 18 dyads only one member (17 mothers, 1 

child) identified an issue to discuss. In nine dyads 

no issue was coded because: an issue was not 

identified, one member was handicapped and could not 

enter the room with video-equipment, the interaction 

was spoken in Spanish, or of equipment problems. 

Because only one interaction was recorded in 18 

instances, the average of the 2 potential scores was 

used in the analyses. 

Problem Solving Task: Inter-rater Reliability. 

Each problem solving issue was coded separately by 

trained graduate and undergraduate research assistants. 
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Reliability estimates were obtained by using the 

graduate student as the standard and comparing scores 

from the other two coders with the standard coder. 

Research assistants received over 15 hours of training 

before coding the problem solving segments. 

Reliability estimates were assessed on four mother

ch~ld problem solving episodes, randomly chosen, before 

research assistants were allowed to begin coding the 

problem solving episodes on their own. In order to 

ensure that reliability was maintained, reliability 

checks were conducted. Inter-rater reliability checks 

proceeded with an additional four problem solving 

episodes after the research assistants had coded 

approximately 25 interactions. Inter-rater reliability 

estimates were computed using percent agreement, 

intercorrelation of summed scores, and a revised 

percent agreement. These procedures are described 

below. 

A. Percent Agreement. First, the percent 

agreement was computed by _comparing each research 

assistant's codes were compared with the standard. 

Percent agreement was computed using the following 

formula: (total # of agreements) 

(# of agreements + # of disagreements) 
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Inter-rater reliability estimates were computed across 

8 problem solving segments. Twenty-seven items were 

rated for each interaction, thus, the denominator was 

216. That is, the inter-rater reliability estimates 

were computed based on 216 ratings. Agreements were 

based on agreement with the standard, or simply, 

tallying the number of same answers between each 

research assistant and the standard. The inter-rater 

reliability estimates using the percent agreement 

ranged from .65 to .69. 

B. Inter-correlation of summed scores. A second 

procedure was employed to ensure reliability. The 

items that were rated were averaged to create 2 

dimensions of problem solving skill. These two 

dimensions were labeled the problem solving dimension 

and the responsive behavior dimension and will be 

described later. Since the items comprising each 

dimension were to be summed, correlations were computed 

across the two dimensions and between the standard and 

each coder. Correlations on the problem solving 

dimension were .80 and .75 and correlations on the 

responsive behavior dimension were .66 and .72. All 

scores were positively and significantly related. 

C. Revised Calculation of Percent Agreement. 

Since the scores were to be summed, a final procedure 
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was employed to assess reliability. Percent agreement 

was computed for each of the coders with the standard 

as described previously with one exception. This time, 

scores were considered to be agreements if the rating 

was within +1 or -1 of the standard's rating. For 

instance, if the standard rated an item as a 4 and the 

coder rated the same item as 3 these two scores were 

considered as an agreement. If, however, the standard 

rated an item as 4 and the coder rated the item as 2, 

this was considered a disagreement. Using this 

procedure, inter-rater reliability estimates ranged 

from .91 to .94. 

Problem Solving Task: Scoring. Problem solving 

episodes were coded to assess the dyad's skill in 

solving problems and their behaviors during the 

episode. These two dimensions will be referred to as 

problem solving skill and responsive behaviors (see 

Appendix A) . 

1. Problem Solving Skill Score. Raters coded 19 

items which assessed problem solving skill. Sample 

problem solving skill items coded included: "How well 

was the problem defined?;" "How often did the dyad 

suggest realistic and feasible solutions?;" "Were the 

members satisfied with the solutions?;" "How often did 
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dyad members interrupt each other?". Items were rated 

on a Likert scale and varied from a 3 point rating to a 

5 point rating. A coding manual was created in order 

to help clarify ambiguities in how coders understood 

the categories (see Appendix B). Problem solving skill 

was computed by averaging across the 19 items. The 

average problem solving skill score computed on the 

first issue discussed (N=92) was 3.44 with a range of 

1.26 to 4.47 and a standard deviation of 0.62. The 

average problem solving skill score computed on the 

second issue discussed (N=74) was 3.52 with a range of 

2.11 to 4.44 and a standard deviation of 0.60. These 

two problem solving skill scores were positively and 

significantly correlated (r=.55; p<.OOO). Because 

these two scores were so highly correlated an average 

across the 2 scores was computed, when 2 scores were 

available. The average of the combined PROBLEM SOLVING 

SKILL SCORE was 3.43 with a range of 1.26 to 4.42 and a 

standard deviation of 0.59. 

2. Responsive Behavior Score. The responsive 

behavior dimension reflected the nonverbal 

communication in which members might communicate their 

willingness to participate in the interaction. Sample 

items included: "How often did the mother attempt to 

make eye contact with her child?"; "What was the 
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mother's tone of voice like?"; "What were the mother's 

facial expressions like?" (see Appendix A). While 

these items reflected mothers' behaviors, the same 

items were used to assess children's behaviors 

(rewritten with a reference to the child). Seven items 

coded were rated on a 5 point Likert scale ranging from 

+2 to -2 (see Appendix B for a description of these 

codes). A rating close to 2 or -2 represented strongly 

positive (e.g., warm and friendly) or negative 

behaviors (e.g., angry and hostile), respectively. 

Ratings of 0 reflected "neutral behaviors" (e.g., flat 

affect). One additional item was assessed regarding 

the physical distance between mother and child. This 

item, "How close are mother and child positioned from 

each other?", was coded on a 3 point scale (-l=out of 

arms length; O=can reach and touch hands; +l=can touch 

without reaching) . 

The responsive behavior score was computed by 

averaging across the 8 items coded. Scores were 

computed separately by episodes. Seventy-four of the 

mother-child dyads completed two problem solving 

episodes and received 2 responsive behavior scores, 18 

dyads only completed one problem solving episodes and 

received 1 responsive behavior score. The average 

responsive behavior score computed on the first 
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interaction (N=92) was 0.68 with a range of -0.50 to 

1.63 and a standard deviation of .45. The average 

responsive behavior score computed on the second 

interaction (N=74) was 0.72 with a range of -0.25 to 

1.63 and a standard deviation of .42. The two 

responsive behavior scores were positively and 

significantly correlated (r=.33i p<.OOl). Because the 

scores across the 2 episodes, when available, were so 

significantly correlated, the 2 scores were averaged to 

create a combined RESPONSIVE BEHAVIOR SCORE. The 

average RESPONSIVE BEHAVIOR SCORE was 0.69 with a range 

of -0.50 to 1.38 and a standard deviation of .42. 

In order to create the PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE 

several steps were taken. The PROBLEM SOLVING SCORE and the 

RESPONSIVE BEHAVIOR SCORE were correlated. As expected 

these scores were significantly correlated (r=.35i p<.OOl). 

Since the RESPONSIVE BEHAVIOR SCORE indicates the emotional 

flavor of the problem solving task and the PROBLEM SOLVING 

SCORE indicates skill at resolving a dispute,_an interaction 

term was computed. Thus, the PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE was 

computed by multiplying the problem solving skill score with 

the responsive behavior score. The average score on the 

PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE was 2.50 with a range of -1.42 to 

5.43 and a standard deviation of 1.55. This score was 
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standardized and the average standardized PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE score was 0.00 with a range of -2.52 to 1.88 and a 

standard deviation of 1.00. 

FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILL was assessed by several 

indicators: DISCIPLINE, MONITORING, PROBLEM SOLVING. 

To understand the relationships across the 3 indicators of 

FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILL an intercorrelation matrix was 

computed (see Table 13). The DISCIPLINE SCORES (children's 

parenting score, mothers' parenting scores, children's 

decision scores, mothers' decisions scores), MONITORING 

COMPOSITE, PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE were correlated to 

determine the relationships among these scores. As expected 

relationships emerged across the composites and variables, 

however, the relationships were not such to warrant the 

creation of a FAMILY MANAGEMENT COMPOSITE score. 

2. Antisocial Behavior Composite. The antisocial behavior 

construct was derived from mother, teacher, and peer reports 

across multiple indicators. Mothers and teachers completed 

the Child Behavior Checklist. The Child Behavior Checklist 

(Achenbach, 1991) is a widely used instrument to assess 

behavior problems among children and is accepted as a valid 

indicator of child antisocial behavior (e.g. Patterson, 

Reid, & Dishion, 1992). The aggressive behavior and social 

problem subscales were used as indicators of child 
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Table 13 

STUDY 2: Correlations Computed on the FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: Children's Rules Scores, Mothers' Rules Scores, 

Children's Decision Scores, Mothers' Decision Scores, 

MONITORING COMPOSITE, PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE. 

1. Children's 

Rules Scores 

2. Mothers' 

Rules Scores 

3. Children's 

Decision Scores 

4. Mothers' 

Decision Scores 

5. MONITORING 

COMPOSITE 

6 . PROBLEM 

SOLVING 

COMPOSITE 

1 

1.00 

.09 

.04 

.20* 

.24* 

.24* 

2 3 4 

1. 00 

-.17+ 1. 00 

.03 .11 1.00 

.30** -.21* -.23* 

.43*** .03 .14 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl 

5 

1. 00 

.32*** 
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antisocial behavior. These dimensions have been previously 

used to indicate child antisocial behavior (e.g., Scaramella 

& Gamble, in review) . 

Participating peers completed sociometric peer 

nominations regarding the participating children's 

aggressive behavior. The following report of the 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE will describe the measures 

completed separately for each reporter. 

1. Child Behavior Checklist--Mothers' Report. 

Mothers were asked to complete a reduced version of the 

Child Behavior Checklist (CBC; Achenbach, 1991). 

Regarding their child's antisocial behavior, mothers 

completed the 43 items which comprised the aggression 

and social problems subscales of the CBC. All items 

were rated on a 3 point Likert scale (O=not true; 

l=somewhat true; 2=always true). The aggression 

subscale was comprised of 25 items; sample items 

included: defiant, talks back, disobedient, disturbs 

others. Thirteen items comprised the social problems 

subscale. Sample items included: gets tease~ a lot, 

cries a lot, not liked by others. Scoring involved 

summing across the subscale ratings. Both aggression 

and social problems subscales were standardized. The 

average score on the aggression subscale--mother report 

was 0.00 with a range of -1.72 to 3.17 and the standard 
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deviation was 1.00. The average score on the social 

problems subscale--mother report was 0.00 with a range 

of -1.40 to 3.32 and a standard deviation of 1.00. 

Cronbach alpha coefficients computed on these subscales 

were good at .88 for the aggression subscale--mother 

report and .76 for the social problems subscale--mother 

report. 

2. Child Behavior Checklist--Teacher Report. 

Teachers were asked to rate children's behavior by 

completing the full Child Behavior Checklist (CBC; 

Achenbach, 1991). This scale consisted of 113 items 

assessing children's behavior at school. Items were 

rated on a 3 point scale (O=not true, l=sometimes or 

somewhat true, 2=very true or often true). The 

aggression subscale was comprised of 25 items; sample 

items included: defiant, talks back, disobedient, 

disturbs others. Thirteen items comprised the social 

problems subscale. Sample items included: gets teased 

a lot, cries a lot, not liked by others. Scoring 

involved summing across the subscale ratings. Both 

aggression and social problems subscales were 

standardized. The average score on the aggression 

subscale--teacher report was 0.00 with a range of -0.43 

to 7.13 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The average 
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score on the social problems--teacher report subscale 

was 0.00 with a range of -0.45 to 5.79. Cronbach alpha 

coefficients computed on these dimensions were good at 

.94 for the aggression subscale--teacher report and .84 

for the social problems subscale--teacher report. 

3. Sociometric Peer Nominations--Peer Report. 

Participating children completed social maps of their 

classroom where the children described who in their 

classes played together. After describing the groups 

of children in the same class who play together, 

children were asked to identify which groups of 

children "get into a lot of trouble or start a lot of 

fights." These definitions were used to indicate which 

groups were aggressive. Children also identified 3 

children who start the most fights (fights include 

verbal arguments or physically hitting others) in their 

classroom. If children had difficulty deciding who 

starts fights in their classroom, the names of the 

children were read individually to the child. 

Scoring of the Sociometric Peer Nomination: 

Antisocial Behavior Construct. Two scores were derived 

from this measure, an aggressive group score and a 

start fights score. 
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A. Aggressive group score. In order to create the 

aggressive group score, each participating child's 

nomination into an aggressive group by participating 

classmates was summed and divided by the number of 

children from each class who participated. This 

aggressive group score was standardized by classroom. 

The average aggressive group score was 0.00 with a 

range of -0.58 to 4.62 with a standard deviation of 

1.00. 

B. Starts fights score. In order to create the 

starts fights score, participating children received a 

1 for each START FIGHTS nomination received by their 

participating classmates. Since the number of children 

participating from each class varied, all STARTS FIGHTS 

nominations were summed and divided by the number of 

participating children from each class to create a 

start fights score. Higher scores indicate greater 

concordance among peers. Start fights scores were 

standardized. The average start fights score was 0.00 

with a range of -0.39 to 4.73 with a standard deviation 

of 1.00. 

No psychometric data is available on the 

aggressive group score and the start fights score, 

however, as expected these two scores were 



statistically and significantly correlated (r=.70i 

p<.OOO) • 
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In an attempt to create an ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

CONSTRUCT, an intercorrelation matrix was computed among the 

antisocial indicators or the aggression score--mother 

report, the social problems score--mother report, the 

aggression score--teacher report, the social problems score

-teacher report, the start fights score, and the aggressive 

group score (see Table 14). Interestingly, mothers' and 

teachers' reports on the aggression and social problems 

dimensions were significantly correlated, but the start 

fights score and the aggressive group score as rated by 

participating peers were not related to the mothers' and 

teachers' reports. Based on the results of the 

intercorrelation matrix two indicators of antisocial 

behavior were computed. The first indicator, ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT, was computed by 

averaging the standardized aggression and social problem 

scores as reported by mothers' and teachers'. The second 

indicator, ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT, 

was computed by aggregating across the standardized start 

fights scores and aggressive group scores. 

score of the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: 

The average 

ADULTS' REPORT 

was -0.00 with a range of -0.94 to 3.07 and a standard 
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Table 14 

STUDY 2 : Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on Variables Used 

to Create the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Teacher: 1. 00 

Aggression 

2. Teacher: .654 1. 00 

Social Problems 

3. Mother: .282 .221 1. 00 

Aggression 

4. Mother: .08 .19+ .534 1. 00 

Social Problems 

5. Peer: .12 .08 -.02 -.01 1. 00 

Start Fights 

6. Peer: -.04 -.09 .04 -.05 .704 1.00 

Aggressive Group 



deviation of 0.70. The average score of the ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT was 0.00 with a range 

of -0.48 to 4.16 and a standard deviation of 0.92. These 

two antisocial behavior composites were not significantly 

correlated (r=.02). 
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3. Peer Rejection And Academic Competency. The third step 

of the process described by Patterson, Reid, & Dishion 

(1992) suggests that children who are antisocial are at 

greatest risk for experiencing peer rejection and academic 

failure. The following measures were used to create these 

constructs. 

A. Peer Rejection Composite. Peer rejection was determined 

by peer ratings of children's social status. 

Sociometric Peer Nomination--Peers' Report. 

Children participating in the investigation completed a 

social map of their classroom as described earlier in 

the procedures section (pg. 120) and in the creating 

the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE. Children were asked 

to identify which group of children lIeveryone wanted to 

play with and be a part of ll (POPULAR) and which group 

of children IIno one liked or actively avoided ll 

(REJECTED). Children were also asked to nominate 3 

children who they liked the most in their classroom 



(LIKED MOST) and 3 children they liked the least in 

their classroom (LIKED LEAST). 
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Scoring of the Sociometric Peer Nomination: Peer 

Rejection Composite. Two social preference scores were 

derived from the sociometric peer nomination and used 

in the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE. The first social 

preference score was derived from the children's group 

status (group preference score). The second social 

preference score was derived from the children's 

individual nomination of liked most and liked least 

(individual preference score). 

1. Group Preference Score. Group preference was 

determined in the following way. First, each 

nomination into a rejected group was summed and divided 

by the total number of students participating from that 

classroom. This score was standardized. Each 

nomination into a popular group was also summed and 

divided by the total number of participating students 

from the same classroom. This score was also 

standardized. A group preference score was computed by 

subtracting the standardized rejected group score from 

the standardized popular group score. This group 

preference score was then re-standardized. The average 

group preference score was 0.00 with a range of -3.48 

to 1.81 and a standard deviation of 1.00. 
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2. Individual Preference Score. Children were 

also asked to identify three children from their 

classroom that they liked the most and three children 

from their classroom that they did not like. These 

nominations were used to compute a second social 

preference score. The liked most nominations and liked 

least nominations were tallied and divided by the 

number of participants from that classroom. The liked 

most and liked least nominations were then 

standardized. Computing the individual preference 

score involved subtracting the standardized liked least 

score from the standardized liked most score. The 

individual preference score was re-standardized. The 

average individual preference score was 0.00 with a 

range of -3.28 to 2.88 and a standard deviation of 

1. 00. 

In computing the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE the two 

social preference scores, group preference score and 

individual preference score, were correlated. A positive 

and significant association emerged (r=.42i p<.OOO). These 

two scores were then averaged to create a single PEER 

REJECTION COMPOSITE score. The average score on the PEER 

REJECTION COMPOSITE was 0.00 with a range of -3.06 to 2.20 

and a standard deviation of 0.84. High scores indicate 
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greater peer acceptance and low scores indicate greater peer 

rejection. 

B. Academic Competency Construct. Academic competency was 

derived from teachers' and mothers' reports of academic 

performance from the Child Behavior Checklist (CBC). 

1. Child Behavior Checklist--Mothers' Report. 

Academic competency was derived from mothers reports of 

children's proficiency in reading, spelling, math, and 

science. Mothers rated children's performance on a 5 

point Likert scale (l=far below grade level; 2=below 

grade level; 3=at grade level; 4=above grade level; 

5=far above grade level). Scores were averaged across 

the four subject areas and standardized to create an 

academic competency--mothers' report score. The 

average academic competency--mothers' report score was 

0.00 with a range of -2.96 to 1.56 and a standard 

deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient 

computed on the academic competency--mothers' report 

score was .85. 

2. Child Behavior Checklist--Teachers' Reports. 

Teachers' completed 4 items assessing children's 

academic competence. Specifically, teachers were asked 

to rate children's academic proficiency in reading, 
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spelling, math, and science. Teachers rated children's 

performance on a 5 point Likert scale (l=far below 

grade level; 2=below grade level; 3=at grade level; 

4=above grade level; 5=far above grade level). Scores 

were averaged across the four subject areas and 

standardized to create an academic competency-

teachers' report score. The average academic 

competency--teachers' report score was 0.00 with a 

range of -2.35 to 3.37 and a standard deviation of 

1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed on the 

academic competency--teachers' report score was .84. 

In order to create the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY CONSTRUCT 

the two academic competency scores (mothers' reports and 

teachers' reports) were correlated. As expected, these two 

scores were significantly correlated (r=.45; p<.OOO), thus 

the two scores were averaged to create ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

CONSTRUCT. The average ACADEMIC COMPETENCY CONSTRUCT score 

was -0.01 with a range of -2.20 to 2.46 and a standard 

deviation of 0.86. 

4. Associating With Deviant Peers Construct. A score 

reflecting children'S association with deviant peers was 

derived from the social maps, described previously, as well 

as from children'S self-reports. 
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1. Sociometric Peer Nominations--Peers' Reports. 

Regarding the social maps, participants were asked to 

identify which children played together. All children 

described which children played in their own peer 

group. Children were also asked to nominate 3 children 

who start fights or who get into a lot of trouble. 

Scoring of the Sociometric Peer Nominations: 

Associating with Deviant Peers Construct. Children's 

self-reported peer groups were compared with their 

choice of 3 children who start fights. For each child, 

each match between their identified peer group and 

their nomination of children who start fights received 

a 1. A deviant peers score was computed by summing the 

number of matches between the two groups. Thus, 

deviant peers scores could potentially range from 0 to 

3. A 0 indicated that NONE of the children identified 

as starting fights also were members of the child's own 

peer group. A 3 indicated that ALL of the children 

identified as starting fights were members of the 

child's own peer group. The average deviant peers 

score was 0.34 with a range of 0.00 to 3.00 and a 

standard deviation of 0.65. Since the amount of 

children participating from each class varied, deviant 

peers scores were averaged by classroom and 
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standardized. The average standardized deviant peers 

score was 0.00 with a range of -0.52 to 4.08 and a 

standard deviation of 1.00. 

2. Child Deviance Scale: Best Friend's Behavior. 

Children also completed the Childhood Deviance Scale 

(CDS) regarding their best friend's behavior (see 

Appendix A). This measure consisted of 21 items and 

each item was rated on a 4 point Likert scale (l=neveri 

2=hardly everi 3=sometimesi 4=always). Sample items 

included: "how often has your friend cheated on a 

test," "how often has your friend used swear words," 

and "how often has your friend come to class late". A 

friend's deviance score was computed by averaging 

across the 21 items. Friend's deviance scores were 

standardized. The average score was 0.00 with a range 

of -1.21 to 3.23 and a standard deviation of 1.00. The 

Cronbach reliability estimate computed on this scale 

was .73. 

In order to create the ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS 

COMPOSITE, the deviant peers score and the friend's deviance 

score were correlated. Contrary to expectations, these two 

scores were not significantly correlated (r=.05). Thus, the 

two scores (deviant peers score and the friend's deviance 
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score) were used independently to indicate ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS. 

Dependent Variable 

Child Deviance Composite 

Both social control and social interactional theories 

were designed to predict deviancy and juvenile delinquency, 

therefore the same outcome measure was used to assess each 

theoretical model. 

Two measures were used to create the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE, the Childhood Deviance Scale and the Child 

Behavior Checklist--Delinquency Subscale. Children, 

mothers, and teachers completed the Childhood Deviance Scale 

and mothers and teachers completed the Child Behavior 

Checklist--Delinquency Subscale. 

1. Childhood Deviance Scale. This measure was 

designed to assess age-related deviance and 

delinquency. The Childhood Deviance Scale measure was 

identical to the measure children completed regarding 

their best friends' behavior, except this time 

children, mothers, and teachers completed the measure 

regarding the participating children'S misbehavior. 

The scale was comprised of 21 items rated on a 4 point 
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Likert scale (l=never; 2=hardly ever; 3=sometimes; 

4=always). Sample items included: "how often have you 

(has your child/student) cheated on a test", "how often 

have you (has your child/student) used swear words", 

and "how often have you (has your child/student) come 

to class late". Items were summed with higher scores 

indicating greater deviance. A Child Deviance Score 

was computed by averaging ratings across the 21 items. 

This score was standardized. 

A. Child Deviance Scale--Mothers' Report. The 

average child deviance score--mothers' report was 0.00 

with a range of -1.26 to 3.42 and a standard deviation 

of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed on 

this average was .75. 

B. Child Deviance Scale--Teachers' Report. The 

average child deviance score--teachers' report was 0.00 

with a range of -0.51 to 5.13 and a standard deviation 

of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient computed on 

the child deviance score--teachers' report was .74. 

C. Child Deviance Scale--Children's Report. The 

average child deviance score--children's report was 

0.00 with a range of -1.14 to 3.10 and a standard 

deviation of 1.00. The Cronbach alpha coefficient 

computed on the child deviance score--children's report 

was .75. 
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2. Child Behavior Checklist--Delinquency 

Subscale. Additionally, mothers and teachers completed 

the Child Behavior Checklist (CBC; Achenbach, 1991) for 

each child. The delinquent behavior subscale was used 

to indicate childhood deviance. This subscale was 

comprised of 9 items. Sample items included: lying or 

cheating, doesn't seem to feel guilty after 

misbehaving, and steals. Items were rated on a 3 point 

Likert scale (O=never true; l=sometimes true; 2=very 

true). A delinquency score was computed by averaging 

across the 9 items and standardizing this score. 

A. Delinquency Subscale--Mothers' Reports. The 

average delinquency score--mothers' report was 0.00 

with a range of -1.12 to 4.57 and a standard deviation 

of 1.00. The Cronbach reliability estimate computed on 

the subscale was .48. 

B. Delinquency Subscale--Teachers' Reports. The 

average delinquency score--teachers' report was 0.00 

with a range of -0.42 to 4.49 and a standard deviation 

of 1.00. The Cronbach reliability estimate computed on 

this subscale was .55. 

In order to create the C~ILDHOOD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE a 

correlation matrix was computed comparing the child deviance 

score--mothers' reports, the child deviance score-
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Table lS 

STUDY 2: Intercorrelation Matrix Computed on the Variables 

Used to Create the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

1. Child 

Deviance Score: 

Mothers' Report 

2. Child 

Deviance Score: 

Child's Report 

3 . Child 

Deviance Score: 

Teachers' Report 

4. Delinquency 

Subscale: 

Mothers' Report 

S. Delinquency 

Subscale: 

Teachers' Report 

1 2 3 4 

1. 00 

.39**** 1. 00 

.31*** .33*** 1. 00 

.41*** .22* .27** 1. 00 

.37**** .28** .72**** .24* 

* p<.OS; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

S 

1. 00 
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-teachers' reports, the child deviance score--children's 

reports, the delinquency score--mothers' reports, and the 

delinquency score--teachers' reports (see Table 15). All 

five scores were statistically and significantly correlated. 

The standardized scores were averaged to create the CHILD 

DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. The average score on the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE was -0.00 with a range of -0.91 to 2.50 and a 

standard deviation of 0.69. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 
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The results of the analyses will be described 

separately for each theoretical model and by each study, 

followed by a description of the analyses comparing the two 

theoretical models. For each model, independent and 

dependent variables were inter-correlated to determine their 

relationships. All hypotheses will be tested using 

hierarchical multiple regression analyses. 

Study 1 

The aim of the first study was to determine whether 

behaviors and experiences associated with middle childhood 

influence delinquency in adolescence. Social control and 

social interactional theoretical perspectives were used to 

generate hypotheses which were empirically examined. The 

data used in this portion of the investigation were from the 

Oregon Youth Study conducted by Dr. Gerald Patterson. The 

ensuing description will first review the results of testing 

hypotheses associated with the social control theoretical 

model follo~ed by the results of testing hypotheses 

associated with the social interactional theoretical model. 
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Social Control Theory 

While social control theory does not postulate an 

influence of children's developmental status on the 

effectiveness of attachment and self control to predict 

deviant or delinquent behavior, the present investigation 

sought to determine such a relationship. Specifically, the 

present investigation was designed to determine whether the 

influence of attachment and self control on delinquency 

varied by age with the variables becoming more powerful 

predictors as children matured. In order to test the 

influence of relationships and experiences of middle 

childhood on concurrent deviant acts and delinquency in 

adolescence, two hypotheses were generated and tested 

empirically. Specifically, the hypotheses tested in this 

portion of the investigation were: 

1. Fourth and fifth grade boys' maternal attachment 

relationships and their ability to self control would 

significantly influence their concurrent deviance. 

2. Fourth and fifth grade boys' maternal attachment 

relationships and their abilities to self control would 

significantly predict police reported delinquency in 

early adol~scence. 

Two procedures were used to test these hypotheses. First, 

an intercorrelation matrix was generated to assess 

relationships among the independent and dependent variables. 



Second, hierarchical multiple regression equations were 

generated to test each hypotheses. The following section 

will describe the results of these analyses. 

I. Social Control Theory: Correlational Analyses 
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In order to examine the associations among attachment, 

self control, and children's deviant behavior in fourth and 

fifth grade and their delinquent behavior at 14 years of age 

an intercorrelation matrix was computed (see Table 16). As 

expected, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was 

significantly and negatively correlated with the CHILD SELF 

CONTROL COMPOSITE. That is, children with less self control 

also perceived themselves as less attached to mothers. 

Teachers' reports of children's deviancy in fourth and fifth 

grades (CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE) were positively and 

significantly correlated with police reports of delinquent 

acts at age 14. Attachment and self control were not 

correlated with either dependent variable. 

II. Social Control Theory: Hierarchical Multiple 

Regression Analyses. 

Hypothesis #1: Fourth and f~fth grade boys' maternal 

attachment relationships and their abilities to self control 

significantly influence their concurrent deviance. 
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In order to test this first hypothesis a hierarchical 

multiple regression equation was generated. In this 

equation, children's MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores 

were entered in the first step. Since a direct effect of 

child self control on child deviance was hypothesized, the 

Table 16 

STUDY 1: Intercorrelation Among the Independent and 

Dependent Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY. 

Independent Variables 

1. MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

2 . SELF CONTROL 

COMPOSITE 

Dependent Variables: 

3. CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

1 2 3 

1. 00 

-.22* 1. 00 

.08 .10 1. 00 

4 

4 . ADOLESCENT 

DELINQUENCY 

-.11 .07 .46** 1. 00 

* p<.Oli ** p<.OOO 
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SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE was entered in the second step. 

Contrary to expectations, no significant results emerged. 

That is, children's MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores and 

their SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE scores did not significantly 

predict teachers' reports of fourth and fifth grade deviant 

behavior, or the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE (see Table 17) . 

Hypothesis #2: Fourth and fifth grade boysl maternal 

attachment relationships and abilities to self control 

significantly predict police reported delinquency in early 

adolescence, or at age 14. 

To test this hypothesis a hierarchical multiple 

regression equation was generated. In order to determine 

the influences of fourth and fifth grade children's MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores and SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE 

scores on delinquency in early adolescence, children's 

fourth and fifth grade CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE scores were 

entered in the first step. Confirming this hypothesis 

required that maternal attachment and self control account 

for unique portions of the overall variance after 

controlling for the influence of deviance in fourth and 

fifth grades. Children's MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

scores were entered in the second step and the SELF CONTROL 

COMPOSITE scores in the third. Teachers' reports of fourth 

and fifth grade deviance, or the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE 



Table 17 

STUDY 1: Results of the Hierarchical Regression Equation 

Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY and 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

CHILD 

190 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

Significance 

Level 

1.MATERNAL ATTACHMENT Beta .10 n/s 

R2 Value (F Value for step) .01 (1.22) n/s 

2. SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE n/s 

Beta .03 

R2 Change (F Change) .00 n/s 

Overall R2 (F Value) .01 (0.67) n/s 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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scores, significantly predicted delinquency at age 14, or 

the DELINQUENCY COMPOSITE, as determined by police reports. 

The MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores proved to be a 

marginally significant predictor of delinquency, while 

children's SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE scores did not result in a 

significant change in R2 (see Table 18) . 

Because the variables hypothesized by the social 

control theoretical model did not achieve statistical 

significance after controlling for the influence of 

childhood deviance, an additional equation was computed 

without controlling for this influence. The MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores were entered in the first step 

with the CHILD SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE scores entered in the 

second. No significant change in R2 was noted and the 

overall equation was non-significant. 

Social Interactional Theory 

The aim of this portion of the investigation was to 

determine whether behaviors and experiences associated with 

middle childhood influenced delinquency in early adolescence 

in accord with the theoretical assumptions of social 

interactional theory. The following hypothesis was 

generated to examine this aim: 



192 

Table 18 

STUDY 1: Results of the Hierarchical Regression Equation 

Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY and 

Predicting Early Adolescent (age 14) Delinquency as Reported 

by Police. 

1.CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 Value (F Value for step) 

2. MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

3. SELF CONTROL COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

Adolescent 

Delinquency 

.45 

.19 (32.73) 

-.14 

.02 (4.03) 

.03 

.00 (0.20) 

.21 (12.48) 

Significance 

Level 

**** 

**** 

+ 

+ 

n/s 

n/s 

**** 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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1. Family management skills, specifically parental 

discipline and monitoring, antisocial behavior, peer 

rejection, academic failure, and associating with 

deviant peers in fourth and fifth grade more 

significantly predict delinquency in early adolescence, 

or at age 14, than involvement in deviant activities in 

middle childhood, or in fourth and fifth grades. 

Two procedures were used to test this hypothesis. First, an 

intercorrelation matrix was generated to assess the 

relationships among the independent variables and the two 

dependent variables. Second, two hierarchical multiple 

regression equations were generated to test this hypothesis. 

The first equation was designed to assess the influence of 

the independent variables on deviance in middle childhood 

and the second on delinquency in early adolescence. These 

two equations were then compared in terms of the amount of 

variance explained. The following section will describe the 

results of these analyses. 

I. Social Interactional Theory: Correlation Analyses 

In order to determine the relationships among the 

independent (see Table 19) and dependent variables (see 

Table 20), an inter-correlation matrix was computed. While 

all of the independent variables were significantly inter-
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correlated, the actual value of the correlation coefficients 

were somewhat low. Thus, multicollinearity may not be an 

issue with these independent variables. Additionally, all 

of the independent variables were significantly correlated 

with the two dependent variables with one exception. The 

MONITORING COMPOSITE score was not correlated with the 

DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE score. Finally, the two 

dependent variables were correlated. The CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE was significantly and positively associated with 

the ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY COMPOSITE. 

II. Social Interactional Theory: Hierarchical Multiple 

Regression Analyses 

Hypothesis: Family management skills, specifically 

parental discipline and monitoring, antisocial behavior, 

peer rejection, academic failure, and associating with 

deviant peers in fourth and fifth grade will more 

significantly predict delinquency in early adolescence, or 

at age 14, than involvement in deviant activities in middle 

childhood, or in fourth and fifth grades. 

Two equations were generated to test this hypothesis. 

The first equation tested the influence of the identified 

independent variables on the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE, as 

rated by teachers, among fourth and fifth grade boys. A 
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Table 19 

STUDY 1: Intercorrelation Among the Independent Variables 

Proposed by SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY (N=206). 

Independene Variables: 1 2 3 4 S 6 

1 DISCIPLINB COMPOSITE 1.00 

2 MONITORING COMPOSITE .21** 1.00 

3 ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR -.39· ...... • -.30·"·· 1.00 

COMPOSITB 

4. PBER REJECTION .41**·- .24**· -.20·· 1.00 

COMPOSITE· 

S .ACADEMIC COMPETENCY .31*··· .22**· -.51·"·· .33···- 1. 00 

COMPOSITE 

6. ASSOCIATING WITH ... 37 .. •• .. -.34···· .42···· -.35···· -.25**·· 1. 00 

DEVIANT PEERS 

COMPOSITE 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

+ High scores indicate greater peer acceptance and low 

scores reflect greater peer rejection. 
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Table 20 

STUDY 1: Independent Variables Proposed by SOCIAL 

INTERACTIONAL THEORY Correlated with the Dependent Variables 

(N=206) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. PARENTING VARIABLES 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE 

2.MONITORING COMPOSITE 

3. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE 

4 . PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE+ 

5. ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE 

6. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS COMPOSITE 

CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

-.44*** 

-.25*** 

.42*** 

-.72*** 

-.38*** 

.58*** 

* p<.Olj ** p<.OOlj *** p<.OOO 

ADOLESCENT 

DELINQUENCY 

-.24** 

-.10 

.27*** 

-.33*** 

-.21* 

.33*** 

+ High scores indicate greater peer acceptance and low 

scores reflect greater peer rejection. 
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hierarchical multiple regression equation was computed with 

the DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE and MONITORING COMPOSITE scores 

entered in the first step and the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE scores in the second. In the third step, the PEER 

REJECTION COMPOSITE and ACADEMIC COMPETENCY COMPOSITE scores 

were entered, and in the fourth step the ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS COMPOSITE score was entered. 

Table 21 summarizes the results of this equation. The 

DISCIPLINE and MONITORING COMPOSITES significantly 

contributed to the variance explained by the model, however, 

the beta weights associated with these variables were not 

statistically significant. The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE was entered into the second step and was 

statistically and significantly predictive of the deviance 

composite. This variable resulted in a significant increase 

in R2 of .06, however, the beta weight associated with this 

variable was not significant. The ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE and the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE also 

significantly contributed to the explained variance, and 

both of the beta weights associated with these variables 

achieved statistical significance. In the fourth step, the 

ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS COMPOSITE resulted in a 

significant change in R2 and the beta weight associated with 

this variable was statistically significant. This equation 



accounted for 66% of the variance and was statistically 

significant (F=63.13i p<.OOO). 
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Following the same procedure described, the equation 

was tested predicting early adolescent delinquency. A 

hierarchical multiple regression equation was computed 

predicting the DELINQUENCY COMPOSITE. In this equation 

fourth and fifth grade CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE scores were 

entered in the first step in order to determine the unique 

influence of the variables postulated by social 

interactional theory (see Table 22). The CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE, assessed by teachers in fourth and fifth grade, 

accounted for 21% of the explained variance and the beta 

weight associated with this variable was statistically 

significant. Following the same procedure described above, 

the remaining independent variables were entered into the 

equation in separate steps. No significant changes in R2 

occurred and none of the betas associated with the 

independent variables achieved statistical significance. 

The overall equation accounted for 23% of the variance and 

achieved statistical significance (F=8.27; p<.OOO). 

After controlling for the influence of CHILD DEVIANCE 

experienced in fourth and fifth grades no other significant 

associations emerged. The goal of this portion of the 

investigation was to determine which variables, as described 



Table 21 

STUDY 1: Results of the Hierarchical Regression Equation 

Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY 

and Predicting the Fourth and Fifth grade CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE. 

Independent Variables: 

1. MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE Beta 

R' Value (F Value for step) 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE Beta 

R' Change (F Change) 

3. PBBR REJECTION COMPOSITE Beta 

ACADEMIC COMPBTKNCY COMPOSITE Beta 

R' Change (F Change) 

4ASSOCIATING WITH DBVIANT PBKRS COHPOSITB Beta 

R' Change (F Change) 

OVerall R' (F Value) 

CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.02 

-.07 

.22 (28.42) 

-.06 

.06 (16.22) 

-.56 

-.10 

.28 (63.89) 

.37 

.10 (55.94) 

.66 (63.13) 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

Significance 

Level 

nls 

nls 

nls 

nls 

..... 
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Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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Table 22 

STUDY 1: Results of the Hierarchical Regression Equation 

Testing Variables Proposed by Social Interactional Theory in 

Predicting ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY (age 14). 

Independent Variables: 

1.CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 Value (F Value) 

2.MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

3. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

4PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE 

Beta 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

ADOLESCENT 

DELINQUENCY 

COMPOSITE 

.38 

.21 (58.98) 

.07 

-.01 

.00 (0.31) 

.10 

.01 (2.00) 

.03 

-.05 

.00 (0.35) 

Significance 

Level 

* 

* 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 



5ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT 

PEERS COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

* p<.OOO 

.09 

.00 (1.05) 

.23 (8.27) 
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nls 

nls 

* 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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Table 23 

STUDY 1: Results of the Hierarchical Regression Equation 

Testing Variables Proposed by Social Interactional Theory in 

Predicting ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY (age 14) Without 

Controlling for the Influence of CHILD DEVIANCE. 

Independent Variables: 

1MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

DISCIPLINE COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Value 

(F Value for the step) 

3. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

4 . PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE Beta 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

ADOLESCENT 

DELINQUENCY 

COMPOSITE 

.07 

-.04 

.06 

(6.40) 

.08 

.04 (8.17) 

-.18 

-.09 

.04 (5.06) 

Significance 

Level 

n/s 

n/s 

** 

n/s 

** 

* 

n/s 

** 



S. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

* p<.Os; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOO 

.23 

.04 (8.85) 

.18 (7.09) 
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** 

** 

*** 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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by social interactional theory and assessed in middle 

childhood, influenced early adolescent delinquency. An 

additional regression equation was computed where deviance 

in middle childhood was not controlled statistically (see 

Table 23). In the first step the DISCIPLINE and MONITORING 

COMPOSITES were entered. A significant change in R2 was 

noted, however, the beta weights associated with 

thesevariables were not statistically significant. The 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE was entered next and although 

a significant change in R2 was noted, the beta weight was 

not significant. In the next step the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE and the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE were entered. 

These composites resulted in significant changes in the 

amount of variance explained and both of the beta weights 

achieved statistical significance. The ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS COMPOSITE was entered in the final step and a 

significant change in R2 was noted. The beta weight 

associated with this variable was also statistically 

significant. The model explained 23% of the variance in 

delinquency in early adolescence (F=8.27; p<.OOO). 

COMPARISONS OF THE TWO THEORETICAL MODELS: SOCIAL CONTROL 

AND SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORIES 

Because different measures were used to test each 

model, comparing results of these equations empirically 



becomes difficult. Table 24 provides a summary of the 

amount of variance explained by each theoretical model. 
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When predicting childhood deviance, the variables associated 

with social interactional theory achieved statistical 

significance, while the variables identified with social 

control theory did not. When predicting early adolescent 

delinquency AND controlling for the influence of childhood 

deviance, both theoretical models achieved statistical 

significance; however, none of the independent variables 

hypothesized by social interactional theory were associated 

with significant betas. That is, deviance in middle 

childhood was the only significant predictor in the social 

interactional model. In the equation testing the hypothesis 

generated by social control theory, the maternal attachment 

variable was marginally significant after controlling for 

the influence of deviance in middle childhood. When the 

variables associated with the two theoretical models were 

used to predict adolescent delinquency WITHOUT statistically 

controlling for the influence of deviance in middle 

childhood, differences emerged. In these equations, the 

variables associated with social control theory did not 

significantly predict adolescent delinquency, while the 

variables associated with social interactional theory did. 
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Table 24. 

STUDY 1: Comparisons of the Amount of Variance Explained, 

as Indicated in Overall R2 Values, by the Variables Posited 

by the Two Theories in Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE and ADOLESCENT DELINQUENCY. 

CHILD DEVIANCE ADOLESCENT 

COMPOSITE DELINQUENCY+ 

R2 Value R2 Value 

(F Value) (F Value) 

1.Social Control Theory .01 .21* 

(0.67) (12.48 ) 

2. Social .66** .23** 

Interactional Theory (63.13) (8.27) 

* p<.OOl; ** p<.OOO 

+ R2-values are reported from the equations in which child 

deviance was statistically controlled. 
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Study 2 

Study 2 was concerned with examining the influence of 

the variables proposed by social control and social 

interactional theories on concurrent deviance and if this 

influence differed by the age of the child. Data collected 

from 101 first, second, fourth, and fifth grade children, 

their mothers, and their homeroom teachers were used to 

address these questions. 

Three steps were taken in analyzing these data. First, 

ANOVAs were computed to determine if there were consistent 

demographic variations in the sample which might influence 

the results and should be controlled for in the subsequent 

analyses. Specifically, comparisons were made based on 

mother's marital status (married o~ not married) because 

delinquent children are often found to be residing in single 

parent homes (Henggeler, 1991). Since the sample was 

primarily Anglo (N=SO) and Mexican-American (N=4S), ethnic 

comparisons were made. Too little information about whether 

ethnic differences in the measures in this study would 

emerge. The possibility of ethnic differences, based on 

cultural values and norms, was explored in this 

investigation. Study 2 differed from Study 1 in that both 

girls and boys were included in the sample. A third set of 

ANOVAs were designed to assess the potential influence of 

gender on the independent variables as proposed by social 
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control and social interactional theories, since studies 

investigating causes of delinquency typically assess boys 

only. While social control theory does not hypothesize age 

differences among the proposed independent variables, the 

final set of ANOVAs computed were designed to determine the 

influence of children's age on the proposed independent 

variables. 

In the second set of analyses, correlations were 

computed to determine the inter-relationship of the 

independent variables and the relationship of the 

independent variables on the dependent variables as proposed 

by each theory. An intercorrelation matrix was computed to 

accomplish this goal. In the final set of analyses, 

hierarchical regression equations ~ere computed to test the 

hypotheses derived from each theoretical model. 

The remaining portion of this section will describe the 

results of these 3 statistical procedures separately for 

each theoretical model. That is, first the results of the 

ANOVAS, correlational analyses, and hierarchical regression 

equations will be described for social control theory. The 

results of the three procedures will be described for social 

interactional theory subsequently. 

Social Control Theory 

The aim of this portion of the investigation was to 

determine when attachment and self control influence 
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deviance in middle childhood. That is, does the strength of 

the influence of maternal attachment and child self control 

on deviance in middle childhood vary by age? The following 

two hypotheses were generated: 

1. Maternal attachment and self control influences 

concurrent deviance, after controlling for the 

influence of children's temperament, for first and 

second grade children and for fourth and fifth grade 

children. 

2. Maternal attachment indirectly influences child 

deviance through self control and that this influence 

increases with age so that this indirect relationship 

is stronger for fourth and fifth grade children than 

for first and second grade children as evidenced in the 

larger R2 change values. 

The following section will describe the results separately 

for each of the 3 statistical procedures used. 

I. Social Control Theory: Analysis of Variance Procedures 

Analysis of variance procedures were computed on the 

CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE, and the indicators of CHILD SELF CONTROL (deviant 

values score and the behavioral control composite scores) . 

The following ANOVAs will be described separately for the 

marital, ethnic, gender, and age comparisons. 
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A. Marital Status Comparisons (Single or Married) 

Regarding the comparisons by marital status (Table 25) the 

only significant difference which emerged was in regard to 

children's deviant value scores. Specifically, children of 

single mothers reported upholding significantly more deviant 

values than children of married mothers (F=6.14i p<.05). 

Significant differences did not emerge by marital status 

regarding the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE (dependent variable) , 

and no other significant differences emerged. 

B. Ethnic Comparisons (Anglo or Mexican-American) . 

Regarding the comparisons by ethnicity, no significant 

differences emerged regarding the independent and dependent 

variables proposed by social control theory (see Table 26) . 

C. Gender Comparisons (Boys or Girls). Table 27 

summarizes the results of these comparisons. Regarding the 

TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE girls were reported by mothers as 

significantly less temperamentally difficult, or less 

impulsive, less active, and more inhibited, than boys 

(F=4.92i p<.05). Significant differences in the CHILD 

DEVIANCE COMPOSITE score emerged gender. Specifically, 

girls' scores on the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE were 

significantly less than boys' (F=6.01i p<.05). 



Table 25 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY: Marital Status 

Comparisons (Single or Married) . 
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Independent Variables: 

Single 

Means 

Married 

Means 

F-Value 

(p-value) 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE 

2. MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

3.Behavioral Control 

Score 

4.Deviant Values Score 

* p<.05 

0.29 -0.06 2.59 

-0.04 0.01 0.09 

-0.25 0.02 1. 35 

-0.55 0.10 6.14* 
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D. Age Comparisons (First and Second Grade or Fourth 

and Fifth Grade). Since age differences were hypothesized 

to influence the ability of the independent variables to 

predict child deviance, by age ANOVAs were computed to 

compare the means of the independent and dependent 

variables. Table 28 summarizes these comparisons. No 

significant age differences emerged regarding the 

independent and dependent variables proposed by social 

control theory. 

Summary of the Analysis of Variance Procedures. While 

several differences emerged by marital status, ethnicity, 

age, and gender, no clear pattern was reve~led. Thus, in 

the subsequent regression analyses these demographic 

variables were not controlled statistically. 

II. Social Control Theory: Correlational Analyses 

The second set of analyses was designed to determine 

the inter-relationship among the hypothesized independent 

variables and the relationship between the independent 

variables with the dependent variable. Table 29 summarizes 

the results of the correlations computed among the 

independent variables. Mothers' ratings of children's 

temperament, or the CHILD TEMPERAMENT CONSTRUCT, were 

significantly and negatively associated with the behavioral 

control score. As expected, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 



Table 26 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY: Ethnic Comparisons 

(Anglo or Mexican-American) . 
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Independent Variables: 

Anglo 

Means 

Mexican

American 

Means 

F-Value 

(p-value) 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE 

2. MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

3. Behavioral Control 

Score 

4.Deviant Values Score 

0.05 

-0.07 

-0.12 

0.08 

-0.11 0.87 

0.08 1.23 

0.10 1.41 

-0.07 0.50 
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Table 27 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY: Gender Comparisons (Boys 

or Girls) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE 

2. MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

3. Behavioral Control 

Score 

4.Deviant Values Score 

+ p<.10i * p<.OS 

Boys 

Means 

0.17 

-0.11 

-0.08 

-0.03 

Girls 

Means 

-0.17 

0.11 

0.03 

0.03 

F-Value 

(p-value) 

4.92* 

3.13+ 

0.39 

0.09 



Table 28 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY: Means of the Age 

Comparisons. 
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Grade F-value 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE 

2. MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

3 . Behavioral 

Control Score 

4.Deviant Values Score 

* p<.OOO 

1-2 4-5 

0.03 -0.03 0.16 

-0.08 0.08 1. 51 

-0.38 0.35 21.10* 

-0.07 0.08 0.59 
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COMPOSITE scores were positively correlated with behavioral 

control, thus, children who reported close relationships 

with their mothers also exhibited greater behavioral 

control. Children's MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores 

were also positively and significantly correlated with their 

deviant values score, so that children reporting close 

relationships with mother were more likely to uphold 

conventional values. While several interesting associations 

emerged, the results of the correlational analyses of the 

independent variables suggested that multicollinearity may 

not be a problem. 

As shown in Table 29, the dependent variable, or the 

CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE, was significantly and positively 

related to the TEMPERAMENT CONSTRUCT. The dependent 

variable was also significantly and negatively correlated 

with the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT CONSTRUCT score. 

III. Social Control Theory: Hierarchical Multiple 

Regression Equations 

The aim of this portion of the investigation was to 

determine when attachment and self control influence the 

incidence of concurrent deviant behavior exhibited in middle 

childhood. The subsequent results will be described 

separately by hypothesis. Hierarchical regression equations 

were computed to test each of the hypothesized predictions. 



Table 29. 

STUDY 2: Intercorrelation Matrix of the Independent and 

Dependent Variables as Proposed by 

Independent 1 2 

Variables: 

1. CHILD 1. 00 

TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE 

2. MATERNAL -.11 1. 00 

ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE 

3. Behavioral -.20* .28** 

Control Score 

4 . Deviant -.01 .24* 

Values Score 

Dependent Variable: 

5. CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.34*** -.22* 

SOCIAL 

3 

1. 00 

.03 

-.14 

+ p<.10j * p<.05j ** p<.Olj *** p<.OOl 

CONTROL THEORY. 

4 5 

1. 00 

-.18+ 1. 00 
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Hypothesis #1: Children's attachment to mother and 

their ability to self control influence the incidence of 

concurrent deviance in middle childhood after statistically 

controlling for the influence of children's temperament 

regardless of the age of the child. 

In order to test this hypothesis, three hierarchical 

regression equations were computed. First, a hierarchical 

regression equation was computed for the sample as a whole. 

Second, two hierarchical regression equations were computed 

by each age group, first and second grades and fourth and 

fifth grades, in order to determine if the strength of 

prediction of the model varied by age. For each equation, 

the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE scores were entered in the 

first step. In the second step, children's MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores were entered. Since a direct 

influence of child self control on child deviancy was 

proposed, the SELF CONTROL variables (behavioral control and 

deviant values scores) were entered in the third step. 

Confirming the postulations of this investigation required 

that the block of self control variables be associated with 

a significant increase in the R2 value indicating that 

children'S abilities to self control accounts for a 

significant portion of the variance not explained by 

maternal attachment. 
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A. Entire Sample. The first equation assessed the 

influence of the attachment and self control variables on 

child deviance for the entire sample. Mothers' ratings of 

children's temperament, or the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE, 

accounted for significant portions of the variance in 

predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE (see Table 30) . 

Children's MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE scores were 

associated with a statistically significant change in R2. 

Children's self control ratings were not associated with a 

significant change in R2. The overall R2 was significant 

and explained 19% of the variance. 

Examining the statistically significant beta weights 

revealed that children's TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE scores were 

positively related to the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. The 

deviant values score was marginally and negatively 

significant indicating that children who upheld MORE deviant 

values were more likely to be deviant. 

B. First and Second Grade Sample. A hierarchical 

regression equation was computed where the independent 

variables were used to predict the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE 

among first and second grade children. Table 31 provides a 

summary of these findings. As in the equation computed on 

the entire sample, the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE, as rated 

by mothers resulted in a significant change in R2. In the 
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Table 30 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE: Entire Sample 

(N=101) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 (F-value for step) 

2 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

3 . Behavioral Control 

Score Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

0.30 

.11 

-0.11 

.05 (4.52) 

-0.12 

-0.17 

.04 (2.25) 

.19 (5.25) 

+ p<.10i * p<.OSi ** p<.Oli *** p<.OOl 

Significance 

level 

** 

*** 

nls 

* 

nls 

+ 

nls 

*** 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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Table 31 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE: First and Second 

Grade Sample (N=S2). 

Independent Variables: 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 (F value for step) 

2 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

3.Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

+ p<.lOi * p<.OS 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.23 

.11 (5.64) 

-.18 

.06 (3.49) 

-.31 

-.10 

.09 (2.68) 

.27 (3.88) 

Significance 

level 

+ 

* 

n/s 

+ 

* 

n/s 

+ 

* 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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second step, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was entered 

and a marginally significant change in R2 was noted. 

Finally, the SELF CONTROL variables were entered, behavioral 

control and deviant values scores, and a marginally 

significant change in R2 resulted. The entire model was 

significant and accounted for 27% of the variance (F=3.88i 

p<.Ol) . 

Upon examining the beta weights of the variables 

entered into the equations, the TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE score 

was marginally associated with the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

The beta weight associated with the behavioral control score 

was significant and negative indicating that children with 

less behavioral control were more likely to be deviant as 

measured by the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

C. Fourth and Fifth Grade Sample. Finally, a 

hierarchical regression equation was computed where the 

independent variables were used to predict the CHILD 

DEVIANCE COMPOSITE among fourth and fifth grade children 

(see Table 32). Again, the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE 

resulted in a significant change in R2 when predicting the 

CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. In the second step, the MATERNAL 

ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE score was entered and resulted in no 

significant change in R2. In the third step, the self 

control indices were entered into the equation. A 

marginally significant change in R2 was noted for the block. 



The overall equation was significant (F=3.69i p<.Ol) and 

accounted for 26~ of the explained variance. 
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Examination of the beta weights revealed that the CHILD 

TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE was significantly and positively 

associated with child deviance. The beta weight associated 

with the deviant values score was significantly and 

negatively predictive of childhood deviance indicating that 

children who upheld more unconventional values were more 

likely to be deviant as rated by the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE. 

Summary of the Regression Analyses. In each equation 

generated, the CHILD TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE accounted for 

significant portions of the variance in explaining child 

deviance. A goal of this investigation was to control for 

the potential influence of temperament on children's 

attachment to mother and children's abilities to self 

control, yet social control theory does not postulate an 

influence of temperament on the independent variables. In 

order to determine how the variables proposed by social 

control theory influence children's deviance the regression 

equations described previously were re-computed without 

controlling for children's temperament. In these equations 

the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was entered in the first 

step and the behavioral control score and the deviant values 

score were entered in the second. Equations were generated 
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Table 32 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE: Fourth and Fifth 

Grade Sample (N=49). 

Independent Variables: 

1. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 (F value for step) 

2 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

3.Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

+ p<.lOi * p<.Osi ** p<.Ol 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSE 

.29 

.13 (6.78) 

-.03 

.02 (1.31) 

-.05 

-.37 

.10 (2.96) 

.26 (3.69) 

Significance 

level 

* 

** 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

* 

+ 

** 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 



for the sample as a whole, for the first and second grade 

children, and for the fourth and fifth grade children. 
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A. Entire Sample: Without the Child Temperament 

Composite. The first equation was computed using the entire 

sample (see Table 33). The MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE 

was entered in the first step and the R2 value was 

significant for this step. The behavioral control score and 

the deviant values score were entered in the next step and 

resulted in a marginally significant change in the R2 value. 

The entire model was significant and explained 10% of the 

variance (F=3.59; p<.05). 

Examining the beta weights indicated that the betas 

associated with the behavioral control score and the deviant 

values score were marginally and negatively significant. 

Thus, children with LESS behavioral control and LESS 

adherence to conventional values were MORE likely to 

participate in deviant acts. 

B. First and Second Grade Sample: Without the Child 

Temperament Composite. The next equation generated tested 

the influence of the independent variables on first and 

second grade children's deviance (see Table 34). In the 

first step, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE score was 

entered and resulted in a significant R2 value. In the 
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Table 33 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE Without Controlling 

for the Influence of Child Temperament: Entire Sample 

(N=101) . 

Independent Variables: 

1 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

2. Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

+ p<.10; * p<.05 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSE 

- .13, 

.05 (4.85) 

-.18 

-.17 

.06 (2.87) 

.10 (3.59) 

Significance 

level 

n/s 

* 

+ 

+ 

+ 

* 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 



second step, the behavioral control score and the deviant 

values score were entered and a significant change in R2 

emerged. The equation was statistically significant and 

accounted for 21% of the variance (F=4.09i p<.Ol). 
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Only the beta weight associated with children's 

behavioral control, or the behavioral control score, was 

statistically significant. That is, children who were LESS 

able to delay immediate gratification were MORE likely to 

behave deviantly at school. 

C. Fourth and Fifth Grade Sample: Without the Child 

Temperament Composite. Finally, influences of the variables 

postulated by social control theory on deviance among fourth 

and fifth grade children were assessed (see Table 35). The 

MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was entered in the first step 

and the R2 value associated with this score was not 

significant. The behavioral control scores and the deviant 

values scores were entered in the second step and a 

significant change in R2 emerged. The equation was 

significant and accounted for 17% of the variance associated 

with child deviance. 

The beta weight associated with the deviant values 

score was highly statistically significant. Fourth and 

fifth grade children with less adherence to conventional 
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Table 34 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE Without Controlling 

for the Influence of Child Temperament: First and Second 

Grade Sample (N=52). 

Independent Variables: 

1. MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

2. Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

-.21 

.10 (5.03) 

-.35 

-.07 

.12 (3.37) 

.21 (4.09) 

Significance 

level 

n/s 

* 

** 

n/s 

* 

** 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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values, or more deviant values, were more likely to behave 

deviantly at school. 

~othesis #2: Children's attachment to mother 

indirectly influences children's deviance through self 

control after controlling for the influence of children's 

temperament and this association is stronger for fourth and 

fifth grade children than first and second grade children as 

evidenced in the significant influence of independent 

variable by age interaction scores. 

In order to test this postulation, a hierarchical 

multiple regression equation was computed following the same 

procedure described previously, however, in the fourth step 

interaction scores were entered (see Table 36). Interaction 

scores were computed for each of the independent variables 

by multiplying the children's age with the independent 

variables. Confirming the hypothesis required that the 

interaction terms significantly and positively contribute to 

the explained variance. In this model, children's age was 

entered in the first step and resulted in a significant R2 

value and the beta associated with this variable was also 

significant. The TEMPERAMENT COMPOSITE, entered in step 

two, the MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE, entered in step 

three, the self control variables, entered in step four, and 

the by age interaction terms, entered in step five, resulted 

in significant increases in R2, however the beta weights 
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Table 35 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL THEORY 

Predicting the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE Without Controlling 

for the Influence of Child Temperament: Fourth and Fifth 

Grade Sample (N=49)'. 

Independent Variables: 

1. MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

2. Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

* p<.05i ** p<.Ol 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.07 

.03 (1.20) 

-.11 

-.43 

.15 (3.97) 

.17 (3.10) 

Significance 

level 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

** 

* 

* 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. associated with these variables were not 

significant. The entire model achieved statistical 

significance (F=4.60i p<.OOO) and explained 33% of the 

variance. 
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While the goal of this investigation was to control for 

the influence of child temperament, the model was re

computed in accordance with the theoretical postulations of 

social control theory (see Table 37). That is, the 

regression equation was re-computed without controlling for 

the influence of child temperament. In this equation, the 

age variable was entered in the first step. This variable 

resulted in a significant R2 value and the beta weight was 

also significant. The MATERNAL ATTACHMENT COMPOSITE was 

entered in the second step and resulted in a significant R2 

value and the beta weight was negatively associated with 

deviance. The self control variables were entered next and 

resulted in a significant change in R2, however the beta 

weights associated with these variables were not 

significant. Finally, the by age interaction terms were 

entered and resulted in a significant change in R2 and only 

the age by maternal attachment variable was marginally 

significantly associated with deviance. The equation was 

statistically significant and accounted for 25% of the 

variance. 

Social Interactional Theory. While social interactional 

theory describes a process where experiences in middle 

childhood predict delinquency in adolescence, the aim of 

this portion of the investigation was to determine 



232 

Table 36 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing the Influence of Age on the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE Using the Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL 

THEORY. 

Independent Variables: 

1. AGE 

R2 (F value for step) 

2. CHILD TEMPERAMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 (F change) 

3 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

4. Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

5. Age x TEMPERAMENT Beta 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.32 

.05 (5.33) 

-.16 

.12 (13.89) 

-.74 

.04 (5.03) 

-1. 01 

.27 

.07 (4.40) 

.43 

Significance 

level 

** 

* 

n/s 

**** 

n/s 

* 

n/s 

n/s 

* 

n/s 
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Age x ATTACHMENT Beta .63 n/s 

Age x Behavioral Control 

Beta .78 n/s 

Age x Deviant Values Beta -.46 n/s 

R2 Change (F Change) .04 (1. 16) n/s 

Overall R2 (F Value) .33 (4.60) *** 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol; p<.OOl 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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Table 37 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing the Influence of Age on the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE Using the Variables Proposed by SOCIAL CONTROL 

THEORY WITHOUT Controlling for the Influence of Child 

Temperament. 

Independent Variables: 

1. AGE 

R2 Change (F change) 

2 . MATERNAL ATTACHMENT 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F change) 

3.Behavioral Control Score 

Beta 

Deviant Values Score Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

4. Age x A~TACHMENT Beta 

Age x Behavioral Coatrol 

Beta 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.34 

.05 (5.30) 

-.92 

.06 (6.07) 

-.98 

.59 

.09 (5.42) 

.81 

.69 

Significance 

level 

** 

* 

* 

* 

n/s 

n/s 

** 

+ 

n/s 



Age x Deviant Values Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) 

Overall R2 (F Value) 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol; p<.OOl 

-.79 

.05 (1.96) 

.25 (4.31) 

n/s 

n/s 

*** 
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Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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whether these variables also predicted behavior problems in 

middle childhood. In order to assess this aim the following 

hypotheses were generated and tested empirically: 

1. Poor family management skills, particularly poor 

parental discipline and monitoring and problem solving 

deficits, child antisocial behavior, child peer 

rejection, academic incompetency, and associating with 

deviant peers predict concurrent deviancy regardless of 

the age of the child. 

2. The strength of the influence of poor family 

management skills, child antisocial behavior, peer 

rejection, academic incompetency, and associating with 

deviant peers increases with age such that these 

variables are more significantly associated with 

deviance among fourth and fifth grade children than 

among first and second grade children as evidenced in 

higher R2 values for the fourth and fifth grade group. 

To test these hypotheses, the data were analyzed in three 

ways. First, analysis of variance procedures were computed 

in order to account for potential group differences which 

may impact the findings. Second, correlational analyses 

were computed to determine the inter-relationships among the 

independent variables and the relationships of the 

independent variables with the dependent variable. Third, 
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hierarchical multiple regression equations were computed to 

directly assess the two hypotheses generated. 

I. Social Interactional Theory: Analysis of Variance 

Procedures 

Due to the diversity of the sample recruited, the first 

set of analyses were conducted to determine whether 

consistent demographic variations in the sample existed; 

variations which may potentially influence the results. 

Analysis of variance procedures were computed on the FAMILY 

MANAGEMENT SKILLS variables, or the DISCIPLINE variables 

(children's parenting score, mothers' parenting score, 

children's decision score, mothers' parenting score), the 

MONITORING COMPOSITE, and the PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE. 

Additionally, comparisons were made across the ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT and the ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT, the PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE, the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY COMPOSITE, and the 

ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS variables (deviant peers 

score and friend's deviance score). Comparisons were made 

based on mother's marital status (married or not married), 

ethnicity (Anglo or ~exican-American), gender (boys or 

girls), and age (first and second grade or fourth and fifth 

grade). The following ANOVAs will be described separately 

for the marital, ethnic, gender, and age comparisons. 
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A. Marital Status Comparisons (Single or Married) . 

Analysis of variance procedures were computed on the 

independent variables as proposed by social interactional 

theory based on mothers' marital status (see Table 38) . 

Regarding the FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILL variables, single 

mothers were found to monitor their children significantly 

less than married mothers (MONITORING COMPOSITE: F=4.74j 

p<.OS). Additionally, both mothers and children reported 

that single mothers used significantly fewer positive 

disciplinary strategies than married mothers (children's 

parenting score: F=4.22j p<.OSj mothers' parenting score: 

F=4.31j p<.OS). Children of single mothers had 

significantly higher friend's deviance scores (F=4.41j 

p<.OS). 

B. Ethnic Comparisons (Anglo or Mexican-American) . 

Table 39 summarizes the results of these comparisons. Only 

one significant difference emerged. Specifically, mothers 

of Anglo children similarly reported that their children 

made significantly more of their own decisions than mothers 

of Mexican-American children (mothers' decision score: 

F=4 . 10 j p<. 05) . 

C. Gender Comparisons (Boys or Girls). While social 

interactional theory does not hypothesize differences in 

predictability by gender, the theory was tested by 



Table 38 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed By SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY: Marital Status 

Comparisons (Single or Married) . 
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Independent Variables: 

Single 

Means 

Married 

Means 

F-value 

(p-value) 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score 

Mother Decision Score 

Child Parenting Score 

Mother Parenting Score 

MONITORING COMPOSITE 

PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' 

REPORT 

0.02 

0.08 

-0.73 

-0.75 

-0.32 

-0.23 

0.28 

0.03 

0.00 

-0.02 

0.14 

0.14 

0.06 

0.04 

-0.05 

-0.01 

0.01 

0.12 

4.22* 

4.31* 

4.34* 

0.78 

3.06+ 

0.03 
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3 . PEER REJECTION -0.16 0.03 0.68 

COMPOSITE 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 0.05 -0.02 0.10 

COMPOSITE 

4 . ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS 

Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score 0.15 -0.03 0.45 

Friend's Deviance Score 0.49 -0.09 4.41* 

+ p<.10; * p<.05 
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Table 39 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed By SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY: Ethnic Comparisons 

(Anglo or Mexican-American) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score 

Mother Decision Score 

Child Parenting Score 

Mother Parenting Score 

MONITORING COMPOSITE 

PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT 

Anglo 

Means 

0.20 

0.15 

0.25 

0.23 

-0.10 

0.10 

0.03 

Mexican

American 

Means 

-0.14 

-0.27 

-0.20 

-0.11 

0.12 

-0.07 

-0.05 

F-value 

(p-value) 

2.97+ 

4.10* 

1.91 

1. 05 

2.56 

0.73 

0.34 



242 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' 0.06 -0.05 0.36 

REPORT 

3 . PEER REJECTION -0.06 0.04 0.29 

COMPOSITE 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 0.12 -0.18 3.16+ 

COMPOSITE 

4 . ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS 

Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score 0.10 -0.10 0.90 

Friend's Deviance Score 0.06 -0.08 0.44 

+ p<.10j * p<.OSj ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOlj **** p<.OOO 
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Table 40 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed By SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY: Gender Comparisons 

(Boys or Girls) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score 

Mother Decision Score 

Child Parenting Score 

Mother Parenting Score 

MONITORING COMPOSITE 

PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' 

REPORT 

Boys 

Means 

-0.06 

-0.08 

0.16 

-0.01 

-0.14 

-0.03 

0.12 

0.33 

Girls 

Means 

0.06 

0.09 

-0.16 

0.01 

0.14 

0.03 

-0.12 

-0.32 

F-value 

(p-value) 

0.41 

0.72 

1. 05 

0.00 

4.53* 

0.10 

2.80+ 

16.35**** 
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3. PEER REJECTION -0.07 0.06 0.61 

COMPOSITE 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY -0.04 0.02 0.15 

COMPOSITE 

4. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS 

Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score 0.19 -0.19 3.64+ 

Friend's Deviance Score 0.15 -0.15 2.30 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 
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Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) on an all male sample. 

These ANOVAs were designed to determine whether gender 

differences existed in the present sample regarding the 

independent variables proposed by social interactional 

theory (see Table 40). Regarding the FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

SKILLS variables, girls had significantly higher MONITORING 

COMPOSITE scores than boys (F=4.53; p<.05). Girls were 

rated as statistically and significantly less antisocial by 

peers than boys (ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' 

REPORT: F=16.35; p<.OOO). 

D. Age Comparisons (First and Second Grade or Fourth 

and Fifth Grade). Independent variables proposed by social 

interactional theory were compared by age. Table 41 

summarizes these results. Significant differences emerged 

across the two age groups regarding the FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

SKILL variables. Specifically, older children reported that 

mothers used significantly more positive disciplinary 

strategies than younger children. Both mothers and children 

reported that. older, fourth and fifth grade children, made 

more of their own decisions than younger, first and second 

grade children. Peers rated older children as significantly 

more antisocial than younger children. Confirming the 

expectations of social interactional theory, fourth and 

fifth grade children were significantly more likely to 



associate with deviant peers than first and second grade 

children. 
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Summary of the Analysis of Variance Procedures. Of the 

48 mean comparisons computed, 11 of these comparisons were 

statistically significant. Of the 11 significant 

differences, 8 of these differences occurred regarding the 

FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILL variables. The remaining 

differences occurred regarding the antisocial behavior 

variables and children's friends' deviance scores. 

Controlling for the influence of these demographic variables 

on only the FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILL variables in the 

equation is not possible. Thus, these demographic variables 

were not controlled statistically in the regression 

equations. 

II. Social Interactional Theory: Correlational Analyses. 

The second set of analyses was designed to determine 

the interrelationship among the independent variables 

proposed by social interactional theory. An 

intercorrelation matrix was computed comparing the 

independent and dependent variables of interest in order to 

determine the potential relationships among the proposed 

variables. As noted in Table 42, the PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE variable was positively and significantly 
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Table 41 

STUDY 2: ANOVAs Comparing the Independent Variables 

Proposed By SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY: Age Comparisons 

(First and Second Grade or Fourth and Fifth Grade) . 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score 

Mother Decision Score 

Child Parenting Score 

Mother Parenting Score 

MONITORING COMPOSITE 

PROBLEM SOLVING 

COMPOSITE 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT 

Grades 

1-2 

Means 

-0.39 

-0.30 

-0.40 

0.21 

0.07 

-0.09 

0.03 

Grades 

4-5 

Means 

0.42 

0.32 

0.42 

-0.22 

-0.08 

0.09 

-0.03 

F-value 

(p-value) 

19.42**** 

10.31*** 

7.39** 

1. 82 

1.31 

0.72 

0.21 
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ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' -0.18 0.19 4.05* 

REPORT 

3. PEER REJECTION 0.04 -0.05 0.29 

COMPOSITE 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 0.03 -0.05 0.24 

COMPOSITE 

4. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS 

Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score 0.07 -0.08 0.58 

Friend's Deviance Score -0.32 0.33 11.80*** 

+ p<.10j * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOlj **** p<.OOO 
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Table 42 

STUDY 2: Results of the Intercorrelation Matrix Comparing 

the Independent Variables as Proposed by Social 

Interactional Theory. 

Independent Variables: 1 2 3 4 

1. Chi1dran's Decision Score 1.00 

2. Mothers' Decision Score .10 1. 00 

3.Chi1dran'. Paranting Score .04 .20* 1.00 

4. Mothers' Paranting Score -.17+ .03 .09 1.00 

5. MONITORING COMPOSITE -.21* -.23* .24* .30** 

6. PROBLEM SOLVXNG COMPOSITE 

7. ANTISOCIAL BBHAVXOR 

COMPOSITB: ADULT 

8. ANTISOCIAL BBHAVXOR 

COMPOSITB: PEER 

9. ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

10. PBER REJECTION COMPOSITE 

11. Deviant Peers Score 

12. Friand's Deviance Score 

.03 

.12 

.00 

.12 

.08 

.06 

.16 

.14 .24" .43*"* 

-.23* -.04 -.27** 

.08 .15 .01 

.01 -.l1 .03 

-.16 - .12 .18+ 

.15 .04 .05 

.09 - .15 .16 

5 

1. 00 

.32** 

-.l1 

-.21* 

.05 

.13 

-.16 

-.21* 

6 

1.00 

-.15 

.04 

.18+ 

.20* 

.03 

.06 

7 

1.00 

.01 

-.:1 

-.25** 

.05 

.04 

~P<.lO; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

8 

1. 00 

-.13 

- .17+ 

.l1 
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Table 42--Continued 

STUDY 2: Results of the Intercorrelation Matrix Comparing 

the Independent Variables as Proposed by Social 

Interactional Theory. 

Independent Variables: 

9. ACADEMIC 

COMPETENCY 

10. PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE 

11. Deviant Peers 

Score 

12. Friend's Deviance 

Score 

9 

1. 00 

.13 

-.08 

.10 

10 11 

1. 00 

-.04 1. 00 

-.18+ .05 

+ p<.10i * p<.05i ** p<.Oli *** p<.OOli **** p<.OOO 

12 

1. 00 



251 

associated with the MONITORING COMPOSITE and the PEER 

REJECTION COMPOSITE. The MONITORING COMPOSITE was 

significantly associated with the indices of DISCIPLINE 

(children's parenting score, mothers' parenting score, 

children's decision score, mothers' decision score), and was 

negatively and significantly correlated with the ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT. Additionally the 

MONITORING COMPOSITE was significantly and negatively 

associated with the friends' deviance score. Mothers' 

decision scores and mothers' parenting scores were 

significantly and negatively associated with the ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT. 

The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT 

COMPOSITE was significantly and negatively associated with 

the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE. The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT was positively and significantly 

correlated with the friends' deviance score. The results of 

these correlations indicate that, while some relationships 

among the variables exist, these constructs are primarily 

orthogonal. 

Several relationships emerged when comparing the 

independent variables with the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE (see 

Table 43). Specifically, the MONITORING COMPOSITE was 

significantly and negatively associated with the CHILD 

DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. Both the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 
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Table 43 

STUDY 2: Results of the Intercorrelation Matrix Comparing 

the Independent Variables with the Dependent Variables as 

Proposed by Social Interactional Theory. 

Independent Variables: 

1. Children's Decision Score 

2. Mothers' Decision Score 

3. Children's Parenting Score 

4. Mothers' Parenting Score 

5. MONITORING COMPOSITE 

6. PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE 

7. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULT 

8. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEER 

9. ACADEMIC COMPETENCY COMPOSITE 

10. PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE 

11. Deviant Peers Score 

12. Friend's Deviance Score 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

.18+ 

-.02 

-.13 

-.17+ 

-.42**** 

-.09 

.65**** 

.33*** 

-.10 

-.13 

.04 

.30** 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 
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COMPOSITE: ADULTS' RATING score and the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' RATING score were significantly and 

positively related to the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

Finally, the friend's deviance score was significantly and 

positively related to children's deviance. 

III. Social Interactional Theory: Hierarchical Multiple 

Regression Analyses 

The goal of the present investigation was to determine 

whether the fit of the process model proposed by social 

interactional theory varied by age. The aim of this portion 

of the investigation was to determine whether the model 

described by social interactional theory was associated as 

expected with deviance in middle childhood. The results of 

the hierarchical regression equations will be described 

separately by hypothesis. 

Hypothesis #1: Poor FAMILY MANAGEMENT SKILLS, as 

defined in terms of problem solving skill, discipline, and 

monitoring, child ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR, PEER REJECTION and 

academic competency, and associating with deviant peers in 

middle childhood significantly predict deviant behavior 

regardless of the age of the child. 

In order to test the first hypothesis, three 

hierarchical mUltiple regression equations were computed. 
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The first equation was designed to determine whether the 

model achieved statistical significance when assessing the 

sample as a whole. The second two equations were designed 

to assess whether the model achieved statistical 

significance when tested for first and second grade children 

and for fourth and fifth grade children, respectively. 

In all three equations the family management skill 

variables, children's decision score, mothers' decision 

score, children's parenting score, mothers' parenting score, 

MONITORING COMPOSITE, PROBLEM SOLVING SKILL, were entered in 

the first step. In the second step, the antisocial behavior 

variables, ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT 

and ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEERS' REPORT, were 

entered. Next, the PEER REJECTION and ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

variables were entered into the equation. In the fourth 

step, the associating with deviant peers variables, friend's 

deviance score and deviant peers score, were entered. These 

variables were used to predict the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. 

A. Entire Sample. Table 44 summarizes the results of 

the multiple regression equation computed using the sample 

as a whole. Specifically, in the first step the family 

management variables resulted in a significant R2 value. In 

the second step, the two indicators of antisocial behavior 

were entered and resulted in a highly statistically 
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significant change in R2. No significant change in R2 

emerged upon entry of the peer rejection and academic 

competency composite scores. In the fourth step, the 

associating with deviant peers variables resulted in a 

statistically significant change in R2. The model explained 

69% of the variance and was statistically significant 

(F=13.88j p<.OOO). 

Examining the beta weights revealed that several 

variables were significantly associated with child deviance. 

Regarding the family management variables, the mother's 

parenting score was marginally and positively associated 

with child deviance and the MONITORING COMPOSITE 

significantly and negatively associated with child deviance. 

The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORTS score 

and the friends' deviance score statistically and 

significantly contributed to the overall variance in 

explaining deviant behavior. 

B. First and Second Grade Sample. When examining 

correlates of deviant behavior among first and second grade 

children the variables were entered into the equation in the 

same way as in the equation testing the entire sample (see 

Table 45). The FAMILY MANAGEMENT variables were entered in 

the first step and resulted in a significant R2 value. The 

antisocial behavior composite scores were entered next and 
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Table 44 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL 

THEORY Predicting: Entire Sample (N=101). 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score Beta 

Mother Decision Score Beta 

Child Parenting Score Beta 

Mother Parenting Score Beta 

MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 (F Value for step) 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' Beta 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' Beta 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

-.01 

.06 

-.06 

.12 

-.33 

.05 

.25 (4.49) 

.69 

.22 

Significance 

Level 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

+ 

*** 

n/s 

*** 

**** 

** 



257 

R2 Change (F Change) .40 (44.69) **** 

3. PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE .08 n/s 

Beta 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY -.01 n/s 

COMPOSITE Beta 

R2 Change (F Change) .00 (0.24) n/s 

4 . ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT 

PEERS Variables: -.08 n/s 

Deviant Peers Score 

Friends' Deviance Score .21 ** 

R2 Change (F Change) .04 (4.77 ) ** 

Overall R2 (F Value) .69 (13.98) **** 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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Table 45. 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL 

THEORY Predicting: First and Second Grade Sample (N=52). 

Independent Variables: 

1 . FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score Beta 

Mother Decision Score Beta 

Child Parenting Score Beta 

Mother Parenting Score 

Beta 

MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 (F Value for step) 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT Beta 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

.13 

.06 

-.11 

.14 

-.25 

.04 

.30 (2.52) 

.77 

Significance 

Level 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

+ 

n/s 

* 

**** 
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ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' 

REPORT Beta .17 n/s 

R2 Change (F Change) .43 (27.00) **** 

3 . PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE Beta -.00 n/s 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE Beta .04 n/s 

R2 Change (F Change) .01 (0.34) n/s 

4 . ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score -.13 n/s 

Friends' Deviance Score .07 n/s 

R2 Change (F Change) .01 (0.82) n/s 

Overall R2 (F Value) .65 (7.39) **** 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOli **** p<.OOO 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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resulted in a significant change in R2. No significant 

increases emerged upon entry of the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE and the PEER REJECTION COMPOSITE. Additionally, 

the ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS variables, specifically 

the friend's deviance score and the deviant peers score, did 

not add significantly to the amount of variance explained as 

evidenced in a +ack of change in R2 for this step. The 

equation was statistically significant and accounted for 75% 

of the variance predicting child deviance (F=7.37; p<.OOO). 

Examining the beta weights indicates that the 

MONITORING COMPOSITE was marginally and negatively 

significant in the equation. The beta weight associated 

with the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT was 

significantly and positively predictive of childhood 

deviance. 

C. Fourth and Fifth Grade Sample. In the next 

regression equation the data collected from the fourth and 

fifth grade children and their mothers and homeroom teachers 

were used to examine correlates of child deviance (see Table 

46). The FAMILY MANAGEMENT variables, entered in the first 

step, resulted in a statistically significant R2 value and 

explained 33% of the variance. In the second step the 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR variables resulted in a significant 

change in R2 and explained an additional 27% of the 
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Table 46. 

STUDY 2: Results of the Hierarchical Multiple Regression 

Equation Testing Variables Proposed by SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL 

THEORY Predicting: Fourth and Fifth Grade Sample (N=49). 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT 

Variables: 

Child Decision Score Beta 

Mother Decision Score Beta 

Child Parenting Score Beta 

Mother Parenting Score Beta 

MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

PROBLEM SOLVING COMPOSITE 

Beta 

R2 (F Value for step) 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULTS' 

REPORT Beta 

CHILD 

DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE 

-.23 

.08 

-.02 

.00 

-.49 

.09 

.34 (3.23) 

.53 

Significance 

Level 

+ 

n/s 

n/s 

n/s 

+ 

n/s 

** 

**** 
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ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEERS' 

REPORT Beta .21 + 

R2 Change (F Change) .27 (12.41) **** 

3 . PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE Beta .23 * 

ACADEMIC COMPETENCY 

COMPOSITE Beta .08 n/s 

R2 Change (F Change) .01 (0.53) n/s 

4. ASSOCIATING WITH 

DEVIANT PEERS Variables: 

Deviant Peers Score -.01 n/s 

Friends' Deviance Score .41 *** 

R2 Change (F Change) .12 (7 . 15) *** 

Overall R2 (F Value) .74 (7.48) **** 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 
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variance. No significant change in R2 resulted upon entry 

of the ACADEMIC COMPETENCY COMPOSITE and the PEER REJECTION 

COMPOSITE. The ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS variables, or 

the friend's deviance and deviant peers scores, were entered 

next and resulted in a significant change in R2. The entire 

equation was significant and accounted for 73% of the 

variance explaining child deviance (F=7.31i p<.OOO). 

The next step was to examine the beta weights which 

were significantly associated with the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE. Regarding the FAMILY MANAGEMENT variables, the 

children'S decision score and the MONITORING COMPOSITE score 

were marginally significantly and negatively associated with 

the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE. The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULT'S REPORT score, and the friend's deviance 

score were significantly and positively associated with 

child deviance. The ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEER'S 

REPORT score was positively associated with child deviance, 

however, this association was only marginally significant. 

Hypothesis #2: The significance of the posited 

relationships increases with age such that poor family 

management skills, antisocial behavior, peer rejection and 

academic competency, and associating with deviant peers 

become better predictors of childhood deviance with 

maturation. 



264 

The second hypothesis again purported that the process 

model explained children's deviance, but postulated that 

these variables become better predictors of children's 

deviance as they develop. That is, among older children the 

strength of the influence of the independent variables was 

hypothesized to inc·rease. Thus, this hypothesis tested the 

influence of age on the ability of the social interactional 

model to predict child deviance using by age interaction 

variables. These interaction variables were computed 

separately for each independent variable where the age of 

the child was multiplied by the variable score (i.e., child 

decision score x age) . 

Creating these interaction terms increased the number 

of independent variables from 12 to 24. Because of the 

sheer volume of independent variables, the likelihood of the 

regression equation being significant by chance was high. 

In order to reduce the number of independent variables only 

the independent variables that were significantly correlated 

with the CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE were entered into the 

equation as dictated by social interactional theory. 

Interaction terms were created using these significant 

variables. Using significance level as a criterion the 

following variables were included in this equation: 

children's decision score, mothers' parenting score, 

MONITORING COMPOSITE, ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: 
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ADULT'S REPORT, ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PEER'S 

REPORT, friends deviance score. The number of independent 

variables was reduced from 12 to 7. 

A hierarchical regression equation was computed 

assessing these 7 variables to determine that the model 

using the restricted variable list accounted for similar 

portions of the variance as the model which included all the 

independent variables (see Table 47). The variables were 

entered based on the theoretical assumptions of social 

interactional theory. In the first step, the children's 

decisions score, mothers' parenting score, MONITORING 

COMPOSITE were entered and resulted in a significant R2 

value. In the second step, the ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: ADULT'S REPORT scores and ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR 

COMPOSITE: PEER'S REPORT scores were entered and resulted 

in a significant change in R2. Since the academic 

competency and the peer rejection scores were not 

significantly related to child deviance, they were not 

entered in the third step. Instead the friend's deviance 

score was entered into the next step and a significant 

change in R2 resulted. The overall equation accounted for 

65% of the variance and was statistically significant 

(F=28.46i p<.OOO). The inclusive model which included all 

12 variables explained 73% of the variance (see Table 44) 

and the restricted model which included 7 variables 
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Table 47. 

STUDY 2: Results of the SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY 

Hierarchical Regression Equation Using only the Independent 

Variables Significantly Associated with the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE. 

Independent Variables: 

1. FAMILY MANAGEMENT Variables: 

Child D.ci.ion Scor. Beta 

Moth.r Parenting Scor. Beta 

MONITORING COMPOSITE Beta 

R' (F value for step) 

2. ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITB. ADULTS' REPORT Beta 

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: PBERS' REPORT Beta 

R' (F value) 

3 . ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS VARIABLE: 

Pri.nd.' D.vianc. Scor. Beta 

R' (F value) 

OVerall R' (F value) 

CHILD 

DBVDINCB 

COKPOSITE 

.02 

.13 

-.33 

.22 (9.92) 

.63 

.19 

.41 (50.17) 

.17 

.03 (6.70) 

.65 (28.46) 

+ p<.lOi * p<.OSi ** p<.Oli *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 

Significance 

Level 

n/s 



explained 65%. Both equations achieved statistical 

significance. 
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Because both models were statistically significant, the 

restricted model was used to assess the influence of age by 

using the independent variable x age interaction scores. 

This equation was computed using the same procedure as the 

first equation, but in the last step of the equation the by 

age interaction terms were entered (see Table 48). In the 

first step the age variable was entered and resulted in a 

significant R2 value. The children's decision score, the 

mothers' parenting score, and the MONITORING COMPOSITE score 

were entered next and resulted in a significant R2 value. 

The antisocial variables were entered in the third step and 

the friend's deviance score was entered in the fourth step 

of the equation. Both of these sets of variables resulted 

in significant increases in R2. In the final step of the 

equation the by age interaction scores were entered and 

these variables also resulted in a significant change in R2. 

The entire equation explained 70% of the variance in 

predicting child deviance and was statistically significant. 

Interestingly, the pattern of significant variables 

changed dramatically in this equation from the equation 

where the by age interaction scores were not included. The 

beta weight associated with the age variable was not 

statistically significant. Each subsequent step of the 
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Table 48. 

STUDY 2: Results of the SOCIAL INTERACTIONAL THEORY 

Hierarchical Regression Equation Using only the Independent 

Variables Significantly Associated with the CHILD DEVIANCE 

COMPOSITE and Their By Age Interaction Terms. 

Independent Variables: 

AGE 

R' (F value for step) 

2. FAMILY MANAGEMENT Variables: 

Child Deci.ion Score Beta 

MONITORING COMPOSITB Beta 

R' (F change) 

3. ANTISOCIAL BBHAVIOR COMPOSITB: ADULTS' RBPORT Beta 

ANTISOCIAL BBHAVIOR COMPOSITB: PBBRS' RBPORT Beta 

R' change (F value) 

4. ASSOCIATING WITH DEVIANT PEERS VARIABLE: 

Priend.' Deviance Score Beta 

R' change (F value) 

5. Age x Child Decision Score Beta 

Age x MONITORING COMPOSITB Beta 

Age x ANTISOCIAL BBHAVIOR COMPOSITB: ADULTS' RBPORT Beta 

Age x ANTISOCIAL BBHAVIOR COMPOSITB: PBBRS' REPORT Beta 

CHILD 

DBV:tANCB 

COMPOSITB 

.08 

.04 (4.34) 

.85 

.66 

-.18 

.19 (7.43) 

.93 

-.07 

.41 (51.16) 

-.62 

.02 (4.70) 

-.96 

-.59 

-.22 

-.32 

.23 

.82 

Significance 

Level 

n/s 

nls 

nls 

nls 

nls 

nls 

nls 

nls 

n/s 



R' change (F value) 

Overall R' (F value) 

.05 (2.29) 

.70 (15.31) 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 
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Note. The reported beta weights are based on all variables 

in the equation. 



270 

equation resulted in a significant change in R2 and the 

entire model was statistically significant. Examining the 

beta weights indicated that, with regard to the FAMILY 

MANAGEMENT variables, only the children's decision score was 

significantly and positively associated with child deviance. 

In the previous equation, the children's decision score was 

NOT significant, however the mothers' parenting scores and 

the MONITORING COMPOSITE scores were. The ANTISOCIAL 

BEHAVIOR COMPOSITE: ADULTS' REPORT variable was positively 

and significantly associated with child deviance. Only two 

of the by age interaction terms had significant beta 

weights, the age by child decision score and the age by 

friends' deviance score. 

Comparisons Of The Social Interactional And Social Control 

Theoretical Models 

Following the same procedure described previously, two 

steps were taken to compare these theories. First, both 

theories were compared in terms of their fit to the data, 

and, second, both theories were compared in terms of the 

variance accounted for or which explained the most variance. 

Both theoretical models achieved statistical significance 

when predicting childhood deviancy with the sample as a 

whole, with the first and second grade sample, and with the 

fourth and fifth grade sample (see Table 49). However, 
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consistently across each regression equation the model 

described by social interactional theory explained the 

greatest portions of variance. Additionally, when assessing 

the influence of age on child deviance, both models achieved 

statistical significance (see Table 50) and in each model 

the by age interaction terms accounted for similar portions 

of the variance. In the social control theoretical model 

the by age interaction terms were not significant, but these 

interaction terms were significant in the social 

interactional theoretical model. 
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Table 49 

STUDY 2: Comparisons of the Amount of Variance Explained, 

as Indicated in R2 Values, by the Two Theories in Predicting 

Childhood Deviancy: Entire Sample, First and Second Grade 

Sample, and Fourth and Fifth Grade Sample. 

Sample 

Entire 1st & 2nd 4th & 5th 

(N=101 ) (N=52 ) (N=49) 

R2 Value R2 Value R2 Value 

(F Value) (F Value) (F Value) 

1. Social Control .19*** .27** .26* 

Theory (5.25) (3.88 ) (3.69) 

2. Social .69**** .65**** .74**** 

Interactional (13.98) (7.39) (7.48) 

Theory 

+ p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOl; **** p<.OOO 
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Table 50 

STUDY 2: Comparisons of the Amount of Variance Explained, 

as Indicated in R2 Values, by the Two Theories in Predicting 

the CHILD DEVIANCE COMPOSITE and Testing for the Influence 

of Age. 

1. Social Control Theory 

2. Social Interactional 

Theoryl 

R2 change from 

Age Interaction 

Terms 

(F value) 

.04 

(1. 16) 

.05* 

(2.29) 

Ove:tall 

R2 Value 

(F value) 

.33*** 

(4.60) 

.70**** 

(15.31) 

+ p<.lOi * P<.OSi ** p<.Ol; *** p<.OOli **** p<.OOO 

lThese results are from the equation where only the 

independent variables ,which were significantly associated 

with CHILD DEVIANCE, as determined by the correlational 

analyses, were entered into the equation. 
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Children who engage in antisocial or deviant behaviors 

in middle childhood are believed to be at greater risk of 

participating in delinquent acts in adolescence (Henggeler, 

1989; Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Patterson, DeBaryshe, & 

Ramsey, 1989; Steinberg, 1987; Tolan, 1987). In this 

investigation, childhood deviance was conceptualized as a 

behavioral precursor of adolescent delinquency. The data 

used in Study 1 of this investigation contained teacher and 

peer measures of deviance in middle childhood and police 

reported delinquency in early adolescence. Both variables 

were positively and significantly related, lending support 

to the notion that children at risk for engaging in 

delinquency in adolescence are the same children who are 

behaving deviantly in middle childhood. Perhaps of more 

significance is the issue of what factors determine this 

observed developmental continuity. Two theories have been 

developed which speak to this issue. This study was 

designed to test empirically, on two different data sets, 

associations posited by social control and social 

interactional theories. Furthermore, associations were 

tested both concurrently, among first/second and 

fourth/fifth grade children, and longitudinally, with 
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assessments in fourth and fifth grade predicting delinquency 

in early adolescence. 

The subsequent discussion will review the results of 

each study by theory. This discussion will begin with Study 

1 and describe the analyses testing associations posited by 

social control theory followed by a description of the 

results of tests of associations posited by social 

interactional theory. Results of the analyses computed on 

the two theories also will be compared. The second portion 

of the discussion will follow the same format and will 

explain the results of Study 2. The remaining portion of 

the discussion will be concerned with describing the 

implications of these findings. 

Study 1 

The purpose of this study was to determine whether 

adolescent delinquency is a developmental process with 

causal antecedents present in childhood. While social 

control theory describes the incidence of delinquency as 

related to concurrent quality of social relationships and 

behavioral problems, it does not describe delinquency 

developmentally. Social interactional theory clearly 

delineates a process which begins in childhood and 

culminates with delinquency in adolescence. That is, 

according to social interactional theory, children are 



socialized to become delinquent from interaction problems 

with parents and peers, and from failure at school. 
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Children with long histories of interactional problems are 

hypothesized to be at a great risk of becoming delinquent in 

adolescence. Important to both theories, adolescence is 

viewed as a unique period in a child's development because 

it affords the child new freedoms and experiences previously 

not possible. 

Social Control Theory 

According to the principles of social control theory, 

maternal attachment and self control variables should 

predict concurrent deviance in middle childhood and 

delinquency in adolescence equally because the theory does 

not postulate an influence of age. Two hypotheses were 

generated to test this notion. First, attachment and self 

control were hypothesized to influence concurrent deviance 

among fourth and fifth grade boys. Second, after 

controlling for the influence of fourth and fifth grade 

deviance, attachment and self control were hypothesized to 

influence delinquency in early adolescence. The following 

discussion will discuss the results of these analyses. 

Hypothesis #1: Maternal attachment and child self 

control influenced concurrent deviance among fourth and 



277 

fifth grade boys. Contrary to expectations, this 

hypothesis was not supported. The maternal attachment 

composite variable and the self control composite variable 

were associated as expected, however, neither of these 

independent variables were associated with the child 

deviance composite. Methodologically, problems existed with 

these two indices. First, both were assessed by too few 

items, the maternal attachment composite consisted of six 

items and the self control composite consisted of ten. The 

alpha coefficients computed on the attachment and self 

control composites were low (.52 and .67, respectively). 

Increasing the number of items used to create each construct 

would enhance the validity of the construct by making the 

construct more internally consistent. 

Second, each of these composites was based entirely on 

children's reports. While Hirschi (1992) argues that 

children's perceptions of maternal attachment cannot be 

assessed by others, perhaps more variety in the types and 

method of assessing attachment would strengthen the 

measurement of this construct. For instance, asking 

children to report on the quality of their relationships and 

accompanying this report with observations of the quality of 

the mother-child relationship may provide a more accurate 

description of children's maternal attachment. In the same 

way, the self control construct relied solely on children's 
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reports. Only one domain of control was assessed, 

specifically children's adherence to deviant values in 

hypothetical situations. By increasing the variety of self 

control assessments, perhaps a more valid evaluation of self 

control would be evident. 

Finally, while social control theory is not 

developmental in that it does not describe change over time, 

by operationalizing the main constructs in ways which are 

consistent with the children's age and skill the major 

variables posited by the theory can be tested among young 

children. That is, assessments of attachment and self 

control which are in line with the children's physical and 

cognitive abilities should serve to increase the validity of 

each construct. 

Hypothesis #2: Fourth and fifth grade boys' maternal 

attachment relationships and their abilities to self control 

significantly predict early adolescent delinquency after 

controlling for the influence of middle childhood deviance. 

The maternal attachment variable only marginally contributed 

to the regression equation. Middle childhood self control 

did not predict delinquency in adolescence. The entire 

equation achieved statistical significance, with the middle 

childhood deviance variable accounting for the greatest 

portion of the overall variance. Since child deviance 
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accounted for such large portions of the variance, an 

additional equation was computed and the child deviance 

variable was removed in order to assess the influence of the 

independent variables on adolescent delinquency. This 

equation was not significant. 

The results of testing these hypotheses suggest that 

variables proposed by social control theory may not be 

accurate predictors of deviance in middle childhood or 

delinquency in early adolescence, yet problems with the 

measures exist, as noted previously. As proposed by the 

theory a significant correlation emerged suggesting that 

children who reported closer relationships with mother also 

endorsed more conventional values. Childhood deviance and 

adolescent delinquency also were highly correlated, yet 

neither variable correlated with the maternal attachment or 

self control variables. Child attachment to mother in 

fourth and fifth grade was only marginally associated with 

adolescent delinquency and only after controlling for the 

influence of childhood deviance. Thus, as currently 

assessed, the variables associated with social control 

theory constructs were not predictive of either concurrent 

deviance or of future delinquency. 
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Social Interactional Theory 

In order to determine whether behaviors and experiences 

associated with social interactional theory and measured in 

middle childhood influenced childhood deviance and 

adolescent delinquency, the following hypothesis was tested 

empirically: Parental discipline and monitoring, antisocial 

behavior, peer rejection and academic failure, and 

associating with deviant peers are more significantly 

predictive of early adolescent delinquency than middle 

childhood deviance. 

Two regression equations were computed using the OYS 

data to assess this hypothesis. First, these independent 

variables were used to predict childhood deviance. This 

equation was statistically significant with the peer 

rejection and associating with deviant peers variables 

accounting for significant portions of the variance. 

Second, these independent variables were used to predict 

early adolescent delinquency and the influence of childhood 

deviance was controlled statistically. While this equation 

was significant, only the childhood deviance variable 

achieved statistical significance as evidenced in a 

significant beta. Since the goal of this investigation was 

to determine which variables as assessed in middle childhood 

influenced delinquency in adolescence, an additional 

regression equation was computed without controlling for the 
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influence of childhood deviance. The overall equation was 

also statistically significant. While significant changes 

in R2 were noted upon entry of each block of variables, only 

the beta weights associated with the peer rejection and 

associating with deviant peers variables were statistically 

significant. In other words, the results of these later 

regression equations indicated that relationships with peers 

seem to be most influential in predicting both childhood 

deviance and early adolescent delinquency. 

In the multiple regression equations, the lack of 

influence of the parental discipline and monitoring 

variables and mother reported antisocial behavior on the 

incidence of childhood deviance and adolescent delinquency 

was contrary to expectations. The lack of significant beta 

weights coupled with significant R2-change values suggests 

multicollinearity may have been an issue. These results 

should be interpreted with caution. Perhaps future 

investigations should use principle component factor 

analyses in an attempt to create more orthogonal constructs. 

The correlational analyses revealed that these variables 

were related as conceptualized by the theory. 

Examination of the correlational analyses revealed 

several interesting trends. First, all of the constructs 

were significantly correlated and in the hypothesized 

directions, thus, supporting the theoretical postulations of 
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social interactional theory. That is, children who received 

consistent discipline and monitoring were less likely to 

behave antisocially, were more likely to be accepted by 

their peers and be academically competent, and were less 

likely to associate with deviant peers. Children who 

experienced peer rejection also were likely to experience 

academic problems. Children who were rejected by their 

peers and children who experienced academic problems were 

likely to associate with deviant peers. 

Second, the independent variables proposed by social 

interactional theory were significantly associated with the 

child deviance and the adolescent delinquency composites. 

Interestingly, the independent variables were more strongly 

associated with concurrent deviance than adolescent 

delinquency. Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) do not 

attempt to predict concurrent deviance, rather they 

hypothesize that the independent variables influence 

adolescent delinquency sequentially. That is, parenting 

variables are designed to predict antisocial behavior and 

antisocial behavior predicts peer rejection and academic 

competency (or lack of competency). Peer rejection and 

academic competency are hypothesized to influence 

associating with deviant peers which, subsequently, predicts 

adolescent delinquency. 
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While Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) describe social 

interactional theory sequentially, the goal of this 

investigation was NOT to test social interactional theory 

sequentially. Rather, the goal of this investigation was to 

assess which variables influenced concurrent deviance and to 

determine whether these variables similarly influenced 

adolescent delinquency. Such an examination is important 

because if, after testing the theoretical postulations using 

different procedures, similar results emerge, then the 

theory has been supported. Similar results across the two 

regression equations did emerge when using the independent 

variables to predict concurrent deviance and adolescent 

delinquency, however these results were not as described 

theoretically. Assessing the theoretical postulations using 

hierarchical multiple regression equations illustrated 

several conceptual problems. 

In the present investigation the antisocial behavior 

construct was different from the construct created by 

Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992). Since the goal of this 

investigation was to determine whether the processes 

described by Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) explained the 

presence of childhood deviance, or school misbehavior, the 

construct in its original form was not appropriate for 

assessing this goal. Originally, the antisocial behavior 

construct consisted of: (1) mothers' reports of children's 
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antisocial home behavior, or specifically, children's 

manipulative and coercive home behaviors; (2) teachers' 

reports of children's school misbehavior, or specifically, 

lying, cheating, and truant behaviors; (3) peers' reports of 

children's school misbehavior, specifically describing 

children who get into trouble; and (4) children's self 

reported coercive horne behaviors and school misbehavior. 

For this investigation, mothers' reports were the most 

conceptually consistent assessment of antisocial behavior, 

or coercive and manipulative behaviors. Since teachers' and 

peers' were reporting on children's school misbehavior, 

these reports were considered appropriate indicators of 

children's deviance. Children's self reported misbehavior 

which occurred at horne and at school were not used as 

indicators of either antisocial behavior or deviance. 

Thus, in this investigation the definitions of 

antisocial and deviance varied. Antisocial behavior was 

defined as coercive and manipulative behaviors which serve 

to antagonize others. Deviant behavior was defined as 

behaviors which deviate from the norm. Both of these 

definitions are used to describe young school-aged 

children's behavior. According to the definition of deviant 

behavior, the behaviors which are disobedient, disruptive, 

and deviate from the norm may be illegal, but due to the 

child's age, the child probably will not be arrested for 



them. Further, deviant behavior may include antisocial 

behaviors, however the distinction is that antisocial 

behavior has been operationalized by Patterson, Reid, & 

Dishion (1992) as becoming more of a trait-like 

characteristic of the child. Thus, over time the child 

changes from behaving antisocially to being an antisocial 

child. The antisocial child is typically sneaky and 

manipulative and may behave deviantly. 
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Testing the social interactional model using multiple 

regression equations highlights a conceptual problem which 

is not otherwise obvious when predicting adolescent 

delinquency. This problem consists of the question, are 

antisocial behavior and deviant behavior conceptually 

different or are they the same construct? If antisocial 

behavior and deviant behavior are conceptually different, 

then what distinguishes them? In this investigation these 

two behaviors were distinguished by reporter. Mothers were 

asked to report on children's antisocial behavior and 

teachers and peers on children's deviant behavior. These 

two behaviors were significantly correlated (r=.42i p<.OOO). 

Due to the strong relationship across these variables, can 

these two constructs be differentiated by reporter? 

Since both antisocial and deviance are conceptualized 

in terms of children's behaviors, determining which behavior 

is deviant and which is antisocial is virtually impossible. 
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For instance, is lying to mother so that the child can 

obtain something that s/he wants coercive or deviant? 

Antisocial behavior was conceptualized, in this 

investigation, as behavior which is sneaky and manipulative 

and deviant behavior was conceptualized as behaviors which 

are disobedient and disruptive and which deviates from the 

norm. With both of these conceptualizations lying could be 

considered both antisocial and deviant. If antisocial 

behavior and childhood deviance are conceptually the same 

variable, then the model proposed by Patterson and 

colleagues (1992) is essentially a model whereby parenting 

practices, or family management practices influence 

deviancy. Once a child is deviant this deviant behavior, 

while related to other problems, is predictive of 

delinquency. 

In this investigation deviance proved to be the best 

predictor of delinquency and these two variables were 

strongly correlated (r=.46i p<.OOO). Thus, antisocial 

behavior, childhood deviance, and adolescent delinquency may 

be the same construct and vary developmentally. That is, 

these behaviors, while conceptually the same, may appear 

differently at different points of development. If 

antisocial behavior, deviance, and delinquency are 

conceptually the same, then delinquency theories should be 

attempting to predict and explain the incidence and 
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prevalence of childhood deviance rather than adolescent 

delinquency. Adolescence has often been described as a 

unique period of child development because of the increases 

in opportunities available to the adolescent as opposed to 

the child.. Since childhood deviance was the best predictor 

of delinquency, maybe adolescence is not a unique period, 

instead, perceptions of others regarding deviance may change 

such that deviant acts committed by the adolescent are 

deemed more delinquent. 

If deviance does not vary by age, then perhaps children 

and adolescents should be held equally responsible for their 

actions. Typically children are expected to become more 

responsible for their own behavior with age. A young child 

is less responsible for his/her behavior than an older child 

or adolescent. Perhaps this reasoning is incorrect. That 

is, if deviance does not change throughout childhood, 

perhaps young children should be held more responsible for 

their behavior, or alternatively, adolescents should not be 

expected to be responsible for their own behavior. 

Thus, the causes of crime may not be a developmental 

one with early experiences being causally related to 

delinquency, rather, the consequences of crime may change 

with age. As children mature the consequences of deviant 

acts are often perceived by society as more serious and 

offensive. The crimes of children and adolescents, while 
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often the same, school truancy, stealing, lying, rarely 

result in the arrests of children. For instance, when 

children steal it is assumed to be a temporary condition 

that they may "out-grow" or that they are "going through a 

phase;" however, adolescents who steal are more often 

perceived as a threat to society. In the OYS data only 10 

of the fourth and fifth grade children had been arrested, 

but when these boys were fourteen, 66 of the 206 

participants had been arrested. Perhaps children's behavior 

do not change with development, instead society's responses 

to children's behavior change as children age. This 

investigation highlights the similarity across antisocial 

behavior, deviant behavior, and delinquency. These three 

constructs may be, conceptually, one underlying construct 

which varies based on the responses of others to children's 

behaviors as children grow. If this is the case, then 

delinquency theories need to explain the emergence of early 

antisocial/deviant behavior. 

Comparisons of the Two Theoretical Models: Social Control 

and Social Interactional Theories 

Unlike the regression equations testing social 

interactional theory where multiple measures and multiple 

reporters were used to create each construct, tests of the 

social control theory were limited to single measure/single 



289 

reporter variables. The major variables posited by the two 

theories were assessed and constructed differently, 

nonetheless, some observations can clearly be made. First, 

the social control theoretical model was ineffective in 

predicting childhood deviancy. While the social 

interactional theoretical model predicted child deviancy, 

only the beta weights associated with the peer rejection and 

associating with deviant peers variables were statistically 

significant. 

Second, when predicting adolescent delinquency both 

equations achieved statistical significance. In the social 

control theoretical model, childhood deviance accounted for 

19% of the 21% of variance explained by the model with the 

remaining 2% of the variance was explained by the childhood 

maternal attachment variable. In the social interactional 

model that did not control for childhood deviance, the steps 

of the equation including the peer rejection and associating 

with deviant peers variables accounted for 9% of the 18% of 

the variance explained by the model. 

The variables associated with social control theory 

were not significant predictors of child deviance or 

adolescent delinquency, in contrast, the social 

interactional theoretical variables which assessed 

relationships in middle childhood significantly predicted 

middle childhood deviance and adolescent delinquency. That 
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is, the peer rejection and associating with deviant peers 

variables achieved statistical significance when predicting 

deviance in middle childhood and delinquency in adolescence. 

Thus, peer relationships experienced in middle childhood may 

have profound influences on behavior such that the absence 

of close relationships influences delinquency in 

adolescence. 

In sum, analyses of the Oregon Youth Study data 

highlighted important issues concerning social interactional 

theory regarding the conceptualization of antisocial 

behavior, deviance, and delinquency. When assessing social 

interactional theory this data set included mUlti-agent and 

multi-method reports. However, when assessing social 

control theory this data set relied on a mono-agent and 

mono-method reports. Perhaps by increasing the number of 

agents and measures a more meaningful pattern of results 

would have emerged for this latter theory. 

Study 2 

The goal of this investigation was to ascertain when 

the processes described by social control and social 

interactional theories begin to influence childhood 

deviancy. That is, since deviant behavior exhibited in 

childhood is so highly predictive of delinquency in 

adolescence, do the processes which cause delinquency in 
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adolescence, as described by each theory, also describe the 

incidence of deviant behavior in childhood? The subsequent 

discussion will describe the results of the analyses 

designed to assess the influence of the variables described 

by social control and social interactional theories on 

school-aged children's deviancy. 

Social Control Theory 

Social control theory postulates that attachment and 

self control influence delinquent behavior. In this 

investigation deviant behavior in childhood was viewed as a 

precursor of adolescent delinquency. Based on the strong 

relationship between childhood deviancy and adolescent 

delinquency found in study 1, conceptualizing childhood 

deviancy as a precursor, or a prototype, of delinquency 

seems valid. The goal of this portion of the investigation 

was to determine when in childhood attachment and self 

control, or the causal variables proposed by social control 

theory, influence concurrent deviant behavior. Two 

hypotheses were generated to test this goal and the results 

of these tests will be described for each hypothesis. 

Hypothesis #1: Children'S attachments to mother and 

their abilities to self control influences the incidence of 

concurrent deviance in middle childhood after controlling 



for the influence of children's temperament regardless of 

the age of the child. Three regression equations were 

computed assessing this hypothesis. In each equation the 

temperament composite, maternal attachment composite, and 

self control variables were used to predict deviance, 

however the age group assessed varied in each equation. 
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The first equation tested the sample as a whole to 

determine whether the variables are predictive of childhood 

deviance. This equation was significant and the beta 

weights associated w~th child temperament achieved 

statistical significance. The second equation tested this 

hypothesis using only the data collected from the first and 

second grade children. This equation was also statistically 

significant. While the R2 value was significant when the 

child temperament composite was entered, the beta weight 

associated with this variable was only marginally 

significant. Additionally, the R2 -change values were 

marginally significant upon entry of the maternal attachment 

composite and the self control variables. Only the beta 

weight associated with the behavioral control score was 

statistically significant. Finally, the last equation was 

.computed on the fourth and fifth grade sample and this 

equation was significant. In the first step, the 

temperament composite resulted in a significant R2 value and 

the beta weight associated with the temperament composite 



was significant. The R2-change value was marginally 

significant upon entry of the self control variables and 

only the beta weight associated with the deviant values 

score was statistically significant. 
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These three equations illustrate different patterns of 

significance in predicting child deviance. In all three 

equations child temperament influenced deviance. However, 

in the model which included the whole sample, none of the 

remaining variables were statistically significant. In the 

equation computed on the first and second grade children, 

the behavioral control score was a significant predictor of 

deviance, while in the equation computed on the fourth and 

fifth grade children the deviant values score was a 

significant predictor of deviance. 

Only moderate support for the hypothesis emerged from 

the regression equations, however the results of the 

correlational analyses supported the postulations of social 

control theory in that the variables were related as 

hypothesized. That is, maternal attachment was 

significantly correlated with self control, specifically, 

behavioral control and deviant values, such that, children 

who reported being close to mother were able to delay 

immediate gratification and upheld conventional values. 

Additionally, children who reported not being close to 

mother were more deviant. Children's deviant values scores 
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were marginally related to deviance, such that, children who 

upheld more UNCONVENTIONAL values were behaviorally deviant. 

In each of the three equations the step in which the 

temperament composite was entered achieved statistical 

significance. While temperament was not discussed in social 

control theory, the present investigation hypothesized a 

critical role for this variable. Temperament was 

hypothesized to be associated with attachment and self 

control and, therefore, the influence of temperament should 

be statistically controlled. The results of these 

regression equations revealed that the variables postulated 

by social control theory had little impact on deviance after 

the effect of temperament was statistically controlled. 

Even when temperament was removed from the equation, the 

results were similar. For first and second grade children 

their ability to delay immediate gratification was the best 

predictor of deviance, while for fourth and fifth grade 

children their endorsement of deviant values was most 

strongly associated with deviance. That is, these results 

suggest that the influence of attachment and self control on 

children's deviance does not change when temperament is in 

or out of the equation. Thus, temperament seems to have a 

unique impact on deviance. 

The results of the correlational analyses also 

supported this notion. Children who were reported by mother 
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as temperamentally difficult experienced more difficulties 

delaying immediate gratification and were reported as more 

deviant than children with less difficult temperaments. 

Interestingly, children's temperament scores were unrelated 

to their attachment scores. Thus, children who were rated 

by mother as temperamentally difficult did not perceive 

themselves as any more or less close to mother than children 

with less difficult temperaments. 

Several important implications emerge from the results 

of these equations. First, temperament seems to be 

associated with deviance such that children with difficult 

temperaments are more likely to be deviant. The influence 

of temperament is significant because conceptually 

temperament is believed to be an inherited and stable trait 

of the child (Kagan, 1984). Additionally, temperament is 

resistant to change so that children with difficult 

temperaments cannot become children with "easy" 

temperaments. The role of temperament on the incidence of 

deviance may be multifaceted. Kagan (1984) describes a 

child's behavior as IIcontrolled partly by maturation, partly 

by the child's temperament, and partly by earlier 

experiences with family and peers" (p. 248). The role of 

temperament relative to deviance illustrated in the present 

study may be similar to Kagan's description. That is, 
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deviance may be influenced by maturation, family, and peer 

experiences, but is also directly influenced by temperament. 

Second, self control, as measured in this 

investigation, differentially influenced the incidence of 

deviance by age. For first and second grade children, their 

behavioral control, or ability to delay immediate 

gratification seemed most predictive of early deviance. 

However, for older children, their support of deviant 

values, or their agreement with acts that involve lying or 

cheating, was predictive of deviance. While both of these 

variables, behavioral control and deviant values, assess 

self control, cognitive differences existed in both of these 

tasks. The behavioral control score relied solely on 

children's observed resistance to temptation. The deviant 

values score required children to determine whether a 

hypothetical act was permissible or something that they 

would or would not do. These two tasks required varying 

degrees of cognitive skill. For first and second grade 

children the ability to place themselves in a hypothetical 

situation and determine how they would behave may be too 

challenging. Consequently, for fourth and fifth grade 

children the ability to resist temptation in a laboratory 

setting may not require enough cognitive skill. 

Developmental differences in cognitive changes seemed 

evident across the two self control tasks. In light of 
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these cognitive differences self control may need to be 

conceptualized based on children's developmental abilities. 

Interestingly, an interaction between temperament and 

self control also seems likely. Temperament was 

significantly correlated with the behavioral control score, 

but was not related to children's deviant values score. 

Thus, temperament may influence self control in that 

children with difficult temperaments may find it more 

difficult to control their impulsive behavior, but their 

ability to endorse conventional values is not influenced by 

their impulsive, uninhibited, and active behaviors. 

Additionally, developmental differences existed in 

children's ability to self control. Self control 

differentially influenced deviance with behavioral control 

significantly influencing first and second grade children's 

deviance and deviant values influencing older children's 

deviance. 

Kochanska (1993) describes temperament as influencing 

self control and that children's abilities to self control 

change developmentally. Behavioral control is argued to 

influence children's internalization of self control, or 

socially appropriate behaviors. That is, Kochanska (1993) 

argues that a developmental shift occurs in children's 

abilities to self control. For young children the fear of 

being punished may influence their behavioral self control, 
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but for older children their self control is exhibited out 

of IIfear of undermining [their] own self esteem ll (Kochanska, 

1993; p. 334). Thus, as children mature their behavioral 

control, or resistance to temptation, becomes an 

internalized battle to resist temptation and is not 

observable as it might be with young children. Based on 

this argument, a confined laboratory behavioral self control 

task may not be an appropriate assessment of older, fourth 

and fifth, children's self control. Instead, children's 

self reported behaviors in compromising situations, as 

assessed in this investigation may be appropriate for 

measuring older children's self control. 

Hypothesis #2: Children's attachment to mother 

indirectly influences children's deviance through self 

control after controlling for the influence of children's 

temperament and that this association is stronger for fourth 

and fifth grade children than first and second grade 

children as evidenced in the significant influence of the 

independent variable by age interaction scores. In order to 

test this hypothesis an additional regression equation was 

computed where, temperament scores were entered in the first 

step, maternal attachment scores in the second, self control 

scores in the third. Age by independent variable 

interaction terms were entered into the last step of the 
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equation (i.e., age x temperament). While the entire 

equation achieved statistical significance, the block of 

interaction terms did not result in a significant increase 

in R2. The lack of significance of the age interaction 

terms suggests that the variables associated with social 

control theory do not become better predictors of children's 

deviance with age, at least by age 11, as postulated by 

social control theory. 

The analysis of variance procedures confirmed this 

finding. That is, when the means of the independent 

variables were compared by age only one significant 

difference emerged. First and second grade children were 

found to delay immediate gratification significantly less 

often than fourth and fifth grade children. 

While the present investigation hypothesized an 

influence of age, social control theory does not. These 

variables did not become increasingly better predictors of 

deviance with age. Several possible explanations for the 

lack of influence of age exist. First, methodologically 

attachment relationships are difficult to assess and may be 

even more difficult for children to self-evaluate. Second, 

regarding the self control indices, two separate assessments 

of self control were used and while these assessments 

differentially predicted deviance by age, these assessments 

did not become better predictors for older rather than 
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younger children. The behavioral control indicators of self 

control were significantly associated with young children's 

deviance but not older children's. Similarly, the deviant 

values score was significantly associated with deviance 

among fourth and fifth grade children but not among first 

and second grade children. As children mature they may find 

it easier to resist temptation in certain situations (i.e., 

laboratory settings) but more difficult in others (i.e., 

shopping with friends) . 

In sum, the results of testing the two hypotheses 

regarding social control theory suggested that temperament 

was the best predictor of childhood deviance. Temperament 

may also influence children's ability to self control, as 

noted in the relationship between temperament and behavioral 

control scores. Temperament did not seem to influence 

children's attachment to mother (maternal attachment score), 

their internalization of self control, or their adherence to 

deviant values (deviant values score). Across both studies, 

no influence of age was found. That is, the variables 

postulated by social control theory were not better 

predictors of delinquency than child deviance and these 

variables did not become better predictors of deviance for 

older, rather than younger, children. 
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Social Interactional Theory 

Social interactional theory postulates that family 

management practices, children's antisocial behavior, peer 

rejection, academic failure, and associating with deviant 

peers influences the incidence of delinquency in 

adolescence. The goal of this investigation was to 

determine when an association among these variables and 

childhood deviancy emerges. Two hypotheses were generated 

to test this goal. 

Hypothesis #1: Poor family management skills 

(specifically, problem solving, discipline, and monitoring), 

child antisocial behavior, peer rejection and academic 

competency, and associating with deviant peers in middle 

childhood significantly predict deviant behavior regardless 

of the age of the child. Three regression equations were 

computed assessing this hypothesis. In each equation the 

family management, antisocial behavior, peer rejection, 

academic competency, and associating with deviant peers 

variables were used to predict deviance, however the age 

group assessed varied in each equation. 

The first regression equation was computed on the 

sample as a whole. This equation was statistically 

significant and the beta weights associated with the 

monitoring composite, two antisocial behavior composites 
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based on both the adults' and peers' reports, and the 

friends' deviance scores were significant. All of these 

variables were associated with significant R2-change values. 

The overall equation predicting first and second grade 

children's deviance was also significant. The beta weight 

associated with the antisocial behavior composite, based on 

adults' reports was significantly predictive of deviance. 

The overall equation predicting fourth and fifth grade 

deviance was statistically significant with the antisocial 

behavior composite, based on adults' reports, and the 

friends' deviance scores achieving statistical significance. 

These variables were also associated with significant R2_ 

change values. 

When comparing the two regression equations computed on 

the first and second grade children and the fourth and fifth 

grade children with the equation computed on the entire 

sample several differences become apparent. First, in the 

equation computed on the entire sample the family management 

step and the beta weight associated with the monitoring 

composite was significant, however this effect was not noted 

in the two equations computed by children's grade. In all 

three equations the R2-change value associated with the 

antisocial behavior step was significant and the beta weight 

related to the antisocial behavior composite, as rated by 

adults, also was significant. Only in the equation computed 
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on the entire sample did the beta associated with the 

antisocial behavior composite, based on peers' report, 

achieve statistical significance. The equations computed on 

the entire sample and the fourth and fifth grade children 

resulted in a significant change in R2 upon entry of the 

associating with deviant peers variables with the friends' 

deviance score achieving statistical significance. 

The results of the correlational analyses support the 

results of the regression equations. That is, the 

antisocial behavior composite score, based on adults' 

reports, correlated significantly with peer rejection. The 

antisocial behavior composite score, based on peers' 

reports, correlated significantly with friends' deviance 

scores. Children's deviance scores were also significantly 

associated with the antisocial behavior composite scores, as 

rated both by adults and peers, and the friends' deviance 

scores. 

Contrary to expectations as revealed in the regression 

analyses, the family management variables were inter

correlated yet had little impact on child deviance or even 

on the other independent variables. Of all the family 

management variables assessed only the monitoring variable 

was significantly associated with child deviance. 

These findings mirror the results of study 1 and raise 

several of the same conceptual problems. That is, in both 
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studies the antisocial behavior scores were most strongly 

correlated with and predictive of deviance (and also 

delinquency in study 1). Antisocial behavior, as rated by 

adults, was correlated significantly with child deviance 

(r=.65; p<.OOO) as was antisocial behavior, as rated by 

peers (r=.33; p<.OOO). Due to the strong relationship 

between antisocial behavior and child deviance, these two 

constructs may not be conceptually distinct. 

Problems regarding the definition of antisocial 

behavior and deviance is not unique to this investigation. 

Patterson, Reid, & Dishion (1992) describe the emergence of 

an antisocial "trait " in children as dependent on family 

management skills. This trait is defined as "a stable 

disposition to use aversive behaviors contingently" 

(Patterson, Reid, & Dishion, 1992; p. 22). Patterson, Reid, 

& Dishion (1992) further define antisocial behavior as 

children who "use coercive techniques that other children 

gave up when they were toddlers" (p. 23). Thus, an 

important consideration of antisocial behavior is that 

children are behaving in ways which are not age appropriate. 

Once this trait is in place, or the child is antisocial, 

this trait is argued to be stable throughout development. 

That is, these children consistently behave in ways which 

are not appropriate given their age. 
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While antisocial behavior was described as coercive 

behaviors, Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson (1992) describe 

antisocial behavior as "behavior that violates social rules 

or acts against others such as fighting, lying, vandalism, 

theft, truancy, or fire setting" (p. 510). In other words, 

the definition used by Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson (1992) 

is the definition of deviant behavior in this investigation. 

The definition of delinquent behavior in Study 1 varies only 

in that children must have been arrested for such acts 

described by Vuchinich, Bank, & Patterson (1992) as 

antisocial. 

The variety of definitions used to assess these 

constructs has served to impede theory development. Instead 

of discerning minute distinctions across the three 

constructs, perhaps one construct is in order. Describing 

antisocial, deviant, and delinquent behaviors as the same 

construct has critical implications for social interactional 

theory. First, the theory hypothesizes that parenting 

problems are predictive of antisocial behavior. If this 

antisocial behavior is conceptually the same as child 

deviance, then parenting practices should have been 

predictive of child deviance .. This was not found. Instead, 

antisocial behavior was predictive of child deviance. 

Second, if the mechanisms which cause antisocial 

behavior are the same as the mechanisms which cause 
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delinquency and these mechanisms can be assessed in young 

first and second grade children, then the theory needs to be 

revised to account for mechanisms in a younger sample and to 

view the causal mechanisms longitudinally. Previous 

empirical research has assessed antisocial behavior among 

young, preschool children (Olson & Hoza, 1993) and young 

school-aged children (Bank, Forgatch, Patterson, & Fetrow, 

1993). If antisocial behavior is observable at such a young 

age, perhaps the presence of this behavior is as Kagan 

(1984) describes. That is, the emergence of antisocial 

behavior may be dependent on temperament, maturation, and 

family experiences. 

In order to test this notion, the temperament score 

used in assessing social control theory was correlated with 

the independent and dependent variables postulated by social 

interactional theory. Only the significant associations 

will be described. Temperament was significantly correlated 

with monitoring (r=-.23i p<.OS) such that children with more 

difficult temperaments were monitored less. Temperament was 

also significantly correlated with the mothers' parenting 

score (r=-.24i p<.OS) indicating that children with more 

difficult temperaments had moth~rs who rated themselves as 

using fewer positive, or appropriate, disciplinary 

strategies. Antisocial behavior, as reported by adults, was 

positively and significantly associated with temperament 
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(r=.38i p<.OOO) suggesting that children with difficult 

temperaments were also perceived as more antisocial by 

adults. Finally, temperament correlated significantly with 

child deviance (r=.34i p<.OOl). Children with more 

difficult temperaments were rated as more deviant. 

These findings raise interesting issues. That is, 

temperament may indeed directly influence children's deviant 

behavior, as noted in the significant associations with the 

antisocial behavior composite and the child deviance score, 

but temperament may indirectly influence deviance as well. 

Temperament correlated significantly with children's 

monitoring and mothers' perceptions of their parenting 

strategies. Specifically, mothers' who reported that their 

children had difficult temperaments were less aware of their 

children's activities and were more likely to discipline 

their child inappropriately (i.e., use spanking, yelling, 

withdrawal of privileges, and harsh discipline strategies) . 

Children's temperament may impede mothers' family management 

skills and their abilities to discipline and monitor their 

children's behavior. Thus, an interaction between family 

management skill, as postulated by social interactional 

theory, and temperament may exist which subsequently 

influences the development of deviant/antisocial behavior. 
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Hypothesis #2: That the strength of the model 

increases with age such that poor family management skills, 

antisocial behavior, peer rejection, academic competency, 

and associating with deviant peers become better predictors 

of child deviance with maturation. In testing this 

hypothesis, the regression equation was computed in the same 

way as for Hypothesis I, with the exception that in the 

final step the age x interaction terms were entered. A 

problem with this procedure was that, with the large number 

of independent variables generated by the social 

interactional model, creating interaction terms increased 

the likelihood that the model would be significant due to 

the sheer number of independent variables. To reduce the 

number of independent variables overall, only the variables 

that were significantly correlated with child deviance were 

used in the equation. An equation testing this reduced 

number of variables was computed and was statistically 

significant. This procedure reduced the number of 

independent variables from 12 to 7 and creating interaction 

terms increased the variable list from 7 to 14. 

The restricted equation using the age interaction terms 

was statistically significant and the block of age 

interaction terms resulted in a significant change in R2. 

Examining the beta weights indicated that the age x child 

decisions interaction term and the age x friend's deviance 
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interaction term were statistically significant. That is, 

younger children who perceived themselves as making more of 

their own decisions than their mother were more likely to be 

deviant as were older children who reported having deviant 

friends. The beta weights associated with the children's 

decisions scores and the antisocial behavior composite, 

based on adults' reports, were also significant. 

In sum, children who perceived themselves as making 

more of their own decisions than mothers were more likely to 

be deviant and this relationship was greater for younger 

children. That is, children who perceived themselves as 

deciding, for instance, whether to do their homework, what 

time to go to bed, how to spend their money, and where to go 

with their friends may also perceive misbehaving and 

deviance within their realm of decisions. Additionally, and 

theoretically consistent, older children who reported that 

their best friend was highly deviant as noted in the deviant 

friends score were more likely to be deviant themselves. 

Comparisons Of The Two Theoretical Models: Social Control 

and Social Interactional Theories 

Since different measures were used to assess each 

theoretical model, comparing the two models is again 

difficult. The hypothesized predictions were similar for 

each model. The first hypothesis was concerned with 
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determining that age differences did not exist in the 

significance of the models tested. That is, did the models 

achieve statistical significance across both age groups? 

The second hypothesis was concerned with determining if the 

models varied by age. That is, do the age by independent 

variable interaction terms account for significant portions 

of the explained variance? The following discussion will 

describe the results of each hypothesis. 

The first hypothesis sought to determine whether the 

theoretical models achieved statistical significance 

regardless of the age group assessed. Each of the 3 

equations computed (entire sample, first and second grade, 

and fourth and fifth grade) were statistically significant 

across both theories. In terms of the amount of variance 

explained, however, differences emerged. The variables 

associated with the social interactional theoretical model 

consistently explained greater portions of the variance than 

the social control theoretical model. On average the 

variables associated with the social interactional 

theoretical model accounted for 45% more variance than the 

social control model. It should be noted, however, that the 

social interactional model also contained three times more 

variables in the equation than the social control model. 

The sheer size of the variable list may be partially 

responsible for the increase in explained variance. In all 
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three social control equations, temperament was associated 

most strongly with deviance. In the three social 

interactional equations, antisocial behavior, based on 

adults' reports, was most strongly associated with deviance. 

The second hypothesis was concerned with determining 

whether the theoretical models became better predictors of 

deviance with age as evidenced in significant changes in R2 

upon entry of age x independent variable interaction terms. 

Upon entry of the interaction terms, no significant change 

in the amount of variance explained in the social control 

theoretical model was noted. While significant, in the 

social interactional equation, only a 5% increase in the R2_ 

change value occurred upon entry of the interaction terms. 

In sum, social control postulates that attachment and 

self control should influence deviance and that this 

influence is not dependent on age. The present 

investigation argued that developmental differences between 

younger children and older children in terms of their 

attachment to mother and abilities to self control may exist 

which, subsequently, influence deviance. However, no 

significant influence of age was noted in the social control 

equation. In contrast, social interactional the9ry 

hypothesizes that the strength of the process model 

increases with age such that as children mature more of the 

hypothesized variables influence deviance. Some support for 
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this notion was evident in this investigation. 

Unfortunately, only the beta weights associated with two of 

the seven interaction terms were statistically significant. 

Gender Comparisons 

While social control theory and social interactional 

theory do not explicitly posit gender differences in the 

determinants of deviance, research seems to indicate that 

boys are more likely to be delinquent than girls (e.g., 

Henggeler, 1989). The results of Study 1 are based solely 

on a male sample, thus, the influence of gender could not be 

determined. In Study 2, both boys and girls were sampled. 

Determining whether the theoretical models differed by 

gender was not a goal of this investigation, however, the 

results of the ANOVAs computed by gender indicate that, 

regarding the variables that most significantly influenced 

deviance, gender may be an issue. These results will be 

discussed separately by theory. 

Social Control Theory: Gender Comparisons. The means 

of the independent variables used to assess social control 

theory were compared by gender. These results indicated 

that girls were rated by mother as significantly less 

temperamentally difficult than boys. Additionally, girls 

had maternal attachment scores that were marginally 
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differences did not emerge regarding the indices of self 

control. 

Concerning the temperament composite, significant 

differences did not emerge regarding mothers' marital 

status, children's ethnicity, or children's age. 
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Temperament only varied significantly by gender. Further, 

temperament was significantly correlated with deviance and 

behavioral control such that children with more difficult 

temperaments were more likely to be deviant and exhibit less 

behavioral self control. In the regression equation 

computed on the entire sample and testing the ability of the 

hypothesized variables to predict deviance, the beta weight 

associated with temperament was statistically significant. 

In the present sample, children with difficult temperaments 

seemed to be at greater risk of behaving deviantly. While 

the two theories assessed in this investigation do not 

hypothesize an influence of temperament, it seems that girls 

may be less deviant because of temperamental differences. 

If girls are less likely to be temperamentally difficult, 

they may be better able to establish close relationships 

with their mothers, and they may be at less risk of ~ecoming 

delinquent. 

Additionally, girls were found to be somewhat closer to 

their mothers than boys as noted in the marginally 
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significant difference in the means of the maternal 

attachment composite scores. Interestingly, maternal 

attachment composite scores did not vary significantly by 

mothers' marital status, children's ethnicities, or 

children's ages. Maternal attachment composite scores were 

significantly associated with behavioral control scores with 

children who were more attached to mother exhibiting greater 

behavioral control. Attachment was also negatively 

associated with the deviant values score with children 

closer to mother upholding more conventional beliefs. 

Finally, children who were closer to mother were also less 

likely to be deviant. 

According to the hypothesis proposed in this 

investigation, maternal attachment should influence 

children's deviance indirectly through self control. These 

relationships indicate, that for girls, this may be the 

case. That is, temperament and attachment were associated 

with behavioral control and deviance. Specifically, 

children with less difficult temperaments exhibited more 

behavioral control and were less deviant; children with 

closer relationships with mother were more behaviorally 

controlled and less deviant. Taken together these 

associations were as predicted by social control theory. 

Girls were found to have less difficult temperaments and 

somewhat closer relationships with mother. The variables 
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proposed by social control theory may explain gender 

differences in the prevalence of deviant behavior. Future 

research should attempt to examine the role of gender on 

children's maternal attachment relationships and self 

control abilities. 

Social Interactional Theory: Gender Comparisons. 

Comparisons were made by marital status, ethnicity, age, and 

gender across all of the independent variables proposed by 

social interactional theory. While several differences 

emerged, the present discussion will focus on describing the 

results of the gender comparisons. Regarding the family 

management variables, gender differences emerged only for 

the monitoring composite. Specifically, girls were 

monitored significantly more closely than boys, in line with 

the existing empirical literature (e.g., Hetherington, 

1989). Additionally, as found in the empirical literature 

(e.g., Offord, Boyle, & Racine, 1991), girls were reported 

as significantly less antisocial by peers and adults than 

boys. Finally, boys were significantly more likely to 

associate with deviant peers than girls as noted in the 

significantly higher friend's deviance score. The 

monitoring, antisocial behavior variables, and friend's 

deviance scores were significantly associated with child 

deviance. 
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In the regression equation computed to assess the 

influence of the independent variables in predicting child 

deviance on the entire sample the antisocial behavior 

variables and the friends' deviance score significantly 

predicted child deviance. Additionally, monitoring was 

marginally predictive of deviance. In other words, the 

variables which varied significantly by gender are the same 

variables which marginally or significantly predicted child 

deviance. While social interactional theory does not 

hypothesize gender differences in the ability of the 

independent variables to predict deviance, perhaps it 

should. 

In sum, in each theory gender differences emerged such 

that variables which influenced deviancy also varied by 

gender. While not identified in the theories, gender 

differences may exist early in childhood such that girls are 

less temperamentally difficult and subsequently less deviant 

than boys. If so, then theories need to claim gender 

specificity, or that these theories explain the presence or 

development of delinquency among boys. 

Future Implications 

The results of this investigation indicate that 

deviance in middle childhood is related to and predictive of 

delinquency in adolescence. Thus, identifying causes of 
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deviancy in middle childhood is conceptually similar to 

investigating causes of adolescent delinquency. Determining 

which variables influence adolescent delinquency, as 

assessed in Study 1, is important for discovering the causes 

of deviance in middle childhood. The variables which were 

found to be most influential in predicting adolescent 

delinquency were the interpersonal relationship variables. 

Specifically, children's lack of relationships with mother 

was marginally predictive of deviance and lack of 

relationships with peers was significantly predictive of 

deviance. 

Given that deviance in middle childhood is predictive 

of adolescent delinquency, the goal of Study 2 was to 

determine when, during childhood, these variables influence 

deviance. While different patterns of significance emerged 

for the two theoretical models, in light of the gender 

differences discussed, perhaps investigating the early 

causes of delinquency should begin with determining why the 

variables associated with each theory vary by gender. 

In determining how causes of delinquency may vary by 

gender and in further describing the causes of deliquency, 

future investigations should not ignore the potential 

influence of an individual's biological composition. In 

this investigation temperament was significantly associated 

with deviance. Since temperament is often considered an 
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inherited trait of the child, it is also considered a stable 

characteristic of the child. A difficult child temperament 

has been hypothesized to place a child at risk for 

interactional problems because a child with a difficult 

temperament experiences difficulty adapting to change, is 

easily irritated, and is often impulsive and un-inhibited 

(e.g. Kagan, 1984). These characteristics associated with a 

difficult temperament also make it difficult for others to 

interact with the child. Thus, the role of temperament on 

deviance may be an interactive one whereby temperament 

influences and impedes family relationships and disciplinary 

strategies. Interestingly, in this investigation, 

temperament only varied significantly by gender. Uncovering 

the role of temperament on deviance may help explain why one 

gender may at greater risk of delinquency in adolescence. 

The findings of Study 2 highlight the importance of 

children's temperament and offer insights to potential 

changes in the two theories as described in this 

investigation. Theoretically, the role of temperament on 

deviance should be conceptualized clearly. While age 

differences did not emerge regarding the social control 

theoretical variables, differences in age emerged across the 

family management variables, proposed by social 

interactional theory. Temperament and parenting skill, or 

family management skill, may influence the development of 
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deviance. Once the child is deviant this deviance may be 

manifested in many ways. A delinquent adolescent, 

conceptually, does not seem to be different from a deviant 

or antisocial child, except on a developmental level. That 

is, the consequences of deviance varies developmentally such 

that deviance exhibited by older children and adolescents is 

considered more serious than deviance exhibited by young 

children. 

Thus, in terms of theory developntent, difficult child 

temperaments place children at risk for experiencing 

problems in the parent-child relationship in terms of 

parental discipline, monitoring, and problem-solving skill 

and may make it difficult for children to exhibit behavioral 

self control. Due to the strong relationship between 

temperament ·and antisocial and deviant behavior, a difficult 

temperament may place the child immediately at risk for 

deviant or antisocial behavior. Upon entry to school, 

children's temperament, interactional, and self control 

problems may cause a host of other difficulties including, 

but not limited to, antisocial/deviant behavior. 

Investigating causes of delinquency in adolescence, or even 

in middle childhood, may be too late. Instead, to truly 

understand the presences of deviance, investigating the role 

of temperament and early parent-child interactions and 

relationships seems critical. Future investigations should 
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begin examining the influence of temperament and family 

among very young children. Perhaps by investigating young 

children, gender differences in childrearing and 

socialization may become more apparent. 

Finally, this investigation suggests that delinquency 

in adolescence may not be the culmination of childhood 

problems, instead deviance in childhood is the same as 

delinquency in adolescence. Support for this notion lies in 

the correlations between the constructs. In Study· 1, 

antisocial behavior was significantly related to child 

deviance and to adolescent delinquency. Child deviance and 

adolescent delinquency were also significantly related. In 

Study 2, antisocial behavior, as rated by adults and peers, 

was significantly related with child deviance. All three of 

these variables were related to child temperament. Viewing 

adolescence as a unique period of development may be 

erroneous. That is, the causes of children's misbehavior 

may not change developmentally, but rather the responses of 

others to children's deviance may change as children mature. 

Future investigations should include longitudinal 

assessments of others' responses to children's deviance 

(e.g., parents, siblings, teachers, and peers). Perhaps 

future research should not treat antisocial behavior and 

childhood deviance as causally related to adolescent 

delinquency, but rather treat adolescent delinquency, 
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antisocial behavior, and deviance as one construct which is 

responded to differently based on children's age. 
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APPENDIX A: MEASURES INCLUDED IN STUDY 2 



323 

ID#: __________________ __ 

CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

The following are a set of statements that describe 

children's reactions to a number of situations. We would 

like you to tell us what your child's reaction is likely to 

be in those situations. There are of course no "correct" 

ways of reacting; children differ widely in their reactions, 

and it is these differences we are trying to learn about. 

Please read each statement and decide whether it is a "true" 

or "untrue" description of your child's reaction within the 

past 6 months. Use the following scale to indicate how well 

a statement describes your child. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NA 

extremely 

untrue 

extremely not 

true applicable 

l=extremely untrue; 2=quite untrue; 3=slightly untrue; 4=not 

true or untrue; 5=slightly true; 6=quite true; 7=extremely 

true. 

My Child: 

-----1. Seems always in a big hurry to get from one place _ 

to another. 

-----2. Gets angry when told s/he has to go to bed. 

3. Can lower his/her voice when asked to. -----

-----4. Usually rushes into an activity without thinking 

about it. 
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_____ 5. Rarely gets irritated when s/he makes a mistake. 

-----6. Tends to run rather than walk from room to room. 

_____ 7. Sometimes interrupts others when they are speaking. 

_____ 8. Has a hard time following instructions. 

_____ 9. Has temper tantrums when s/he doesn't get what s/he 

wants. 

_____ 10. When outside, often sits quietly. 

_____ 11. Decides what s/he wants very quickly and goes 

after it. 

_____ 12. Moves about actively (runs, climbs, jumps) when 

playing in the house. 

13. Often rushes into new situations. -----
_____ 14. Gets quite frustrated when prevented from doing 

something s/he wants to. 

_____ 15. Prepares for trips and outings by planning things 

s/he will need. 

_____ 16. Takes a long time in approaching new situations. 

_____ 17. Gets mad when even mildly criticized. 

-----18. Can wait before entering into new activities if 

s/he is asked to. 

_____ 19. Gets angry when s/he can't find something s/he 

wants to play with. 

-----20. Usually stops and thinks things over before 

deciding to do something. 
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_____ 21. Sometimes sits quietly for long periods in the 

house. 

_____ 22. Is slow and unhurried in deciding what to do next. 

_____ 23. Has difficulty waiting in line for something. 

_____ 24. Prefers quiet activities to active games. 

_____ 25. Tends to say the first thing that comes to mind, 

without stopping to think about it. 

_____ 26. Has trouble sitting still when s/he is told to (at 

movies, church, etc.). 

_____ 27. When eager to go outside, sometimes rushes out 

without putting on the right clothes. 

_____ 28. Is able to resist laughing or smiling when it 

isn't appropriate. 

_____ 29. Rarely gets upset when told s/he has to go to bed. 

_____ 30. Rarely runs or moves quickly in the house. 

_____ 31. Plays games slowly and deliberately. 

_____ 32. Becomes easily frustrated when tired. 

_____ 33. Is good at following instructions. 

_____ 34. Approaches places where s/he might hurt himself 

slowly. 

-----35. Gets irritable about having to eat food s/he 

doesn't like. 

_____ 36. Approaches places s/he has been told are dangerous 

slowly and cautiously. 

-----37. Plays actively outdoors with other children. 
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_____ 38. When s/he sees a toy or game s/he wants, is eager 

to have it right then. 

_____ 39. Rarely protests when another child takes his/her 

toy away. 

_____ 40. Can easily stop an activity when s/he is told to. 

_____ 41. Is among the last children to try out a new 

activity. 

_____ 42. Is full of energy, even in the evening. 

-----43. Easily gets irritated when s/he has trouble with 

some task (e.g., homework, dressing). 

-----44. Gets angry when called in from play before s/he is 

ready to quit. 

_____ 45. Is "slow to warm up" to others. 

_____ 46. Is usually able to resist temptation when s/he is 

not supposed to do something. 

_____ 47. Has difficulty sitting still at dinner. 

_____ 48. Likes to sit quietly and watch people do things. 

_____ 49. Gets mad when provoked by other children. 



ID# --------
EXPRESSION OF AFFECTION INSTRUMENT: CHILD REPORT 

For the following questions we would like to think 

about your mother, and in particular, how well you get 

along with your mother. 

1. How well do you get along with your mom? 

1 2 3 

not too well fairly well very well 

2. How close are you to your morn? 

1 2 3 

not too close fairly close very close 

3. How often do you spend time alone with your morn? 

0 1 2 3 

never once a month once a week once a day 

4. How much do you enjoy spending time alone with your 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 
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morn? 

5. How satisfied (or happy) are you about the time you get 

to spend alone with your mom? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 

6. How affectionate is your morn? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 
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7. How much do you want to be like your mom when you grow 

up? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 

8. How much do you think you are like your mom now? 

123 

not too much sometimes a lot 

9. How much do you care about what your mom thinks about 

you and your behavior? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 

10. How much does your mom understand you? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 

11. Who usually gets their way when you and your mom argue? 

1 2 3 

I do most of 

the time 

I do half of 

the time 

She does most 

of the time 

12. How much does your mom pay attention to you? 

123 

not too much sometimes a lot 

13. How easy is it to talk to your mom? 

1 2 3 

not too much sometimes a lot 
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ID# ______________ _ 

Parent Acceptance/Rejection Questionnaire: Child Report 

For the following questions, please tell us how much 

you care if your morn does certain things. 

1 2 3 

I don't care I sort of care I really care 

1. I care if my mother says nice things about me. 

2. I like when my morn talks to me about our plans and 

listens to what I have to say. 

3. I like when my morn listens when I tell her things 

that are important to me. 

4. I like that my morn makes me feel proud when I do 

well. 

5. It bothers me when my morn forgets to do something 

for me that she promised to. 

(l=doesn't bother me; 2=kind of bothers me; 3=really bothers 

me) 

6. I like that my morn talks to me in a nice way. 

7. I care if my morn says nice things to me. 

8. I like it when my morn is interested in what I do. 

9. I like when my mom is proud of me when I am good. 



_____ 10. I really care if my mom thinks I'm important. 

_____ 11. I like when my mom helps me if I'm scared or 

upset. 

_____ 12. I like when my mom cares about what I think. 

13. I like when my mom lets me do something that I -----
want to do, even if it's hard for her. 
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_____ 14. It really bothers me when my mom is not interested 

in the things I do. 

(l=doesn't bother me; 2=kind of bothers me; 3=really bothers 

me) 

_____ 15. I like when my mom tries to make me feel better 

when I'm hurt or sick. 

_____ 16. I like when my mom lets me know she loves me. 

_____ 17. I like when my mom treats me gently and with 

kindness. 

_____ 18. I like it when my mom tries to make me happy. 
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ID# ____________________ _ 

Deviant Values Questionnaire: Child Report 

In this section, you will be asked what you think is 

important about getting along in school, with friends, and 

with your mother. After each statement I read, tell me how 

much you agree with that statement. There are no right or 

wrong answers in this section; what you think is what we are 

looking for. 

**only use statements in parentheses when you are confident 

that the child doesn't understand the longer version. 

1 

disagree 

2 

neither agree 

nor disagree 

3 

agree 

_____ 1. It's important for teachers to think that you are 

being good even if you have to lie to them. 

(It's OK to lie to your teachers) 

-----2. It's important to not let other kids copy your work 

in school even if it means some kids won't like you. 

(It's OK to let kids copy your work) 
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____ 3. It's important to be honest with your parents even 

if they get upset or you are punished. 

(It's important to be honest) 

___ 4. In order to get respect from your friends, you 

sometimes have to beat up other kids. 

(It's OK to beat up other kids) 

___ 5. You have to be willing to break some rules if you 

want to be popular with your friends. 

(It's OK to break rules) 

___ 6. Sometimes you have to lie to your friends so 

they'll like you. 

(It's OK to lie to your friends) 

----7. At school, sometimes it's okay to cheat a little in 

order to win. (It's OK to cheat) 

---8. You might have to break some of your parent's rules 

in order to keep some of your friends. 

(It's OK to break your parent's rules) 

---9. Sometimes you have to lie to parents to keep their 

trust in you. (It's OK to lie to your parents) 

---10. It's important for parents to think you are being 

good even if you have to lie to them. 
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ID# ______________ __ CODED BY: ----------------------------
DELAY CODING SHEET 

start time: end time: ---------------- -----------------
Please record the exact counter time for each of the 

following categories. If the child touches the box and 

waits 1 or 2 seconds before progressing, include that in the 

same sequence. If the child touches the box and waits more 

than 3 seconds to progress, then consider that a new 

sequence. 

I category, II 
1 

I 
2 I 3 I 4 I 5 

I 
1. touch 

2. open 

3. peek 

4.touch contents 

5 . remove 

6. play with 

contents 

7. close box 

end sequence 
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After recording the seconds, answer the following questions 

(please circle) : 

Actual behavior What child says 

1. Touch the box? yes no yes no 

2. Open the box? yes no yes no 

3. Peek in the box? yes no yes no 

4. Touch contents without 

removing? yes no yes no 

5 . Remove contents? yes no yes no 

Was there a problem with the interaction, for instance did 

the child have a juice in the room and plays with it or was 

the child given bad instructions (ie., don't look in the 

box)? yes no 

Comments?: 
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ID# ______________ __ 

Parent Perception Inventory: Mother Report 

The following is a list of ways in which parents 

typically interact with their children at home. Every 

mother feels that she does some things better than other 

things with her children. We would like you to be as honest 

and accurate as possible in answering the following 

questions about how often certain behaviors occur in your 

household with respect to your child 

For each item below, please circle the NUMBER 

corresponding to how often you think these behaviors occur. 

**All of this information is confidential or private. 

Please answer as honestly as you can. 

1. How often do you say thank you to your child for doing 

things, or tell her/him that you liked what s/he did? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

2. How often do you take things away from your child when 

s/he misbehaves? (for example, not letting your child watch 

TV, stay up late, eat dessert) 

123 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 
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3. How often do you talk to your child when s/he feels bad 

and help her/him feel better? (to solve problems and to 

feel comforted) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

4. How often do you tell your child that s/he is "no good" 

or that s/he messed up and didn't do something right? 

(criticize child) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

5. How often do you talk to your child, just listen to, or 

have a good conversation with her/him? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

6 . How often do you order your child around or tell your 

child what to do? (give commands) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

7. How often do you let your child help decide what to do? 

(or let her/hem help figure out how to solve problems) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 
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8. How often do you spank, slap, or hit your child? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

9. How often do you spend time with your child or do things 

together that s/he likes? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

10. How often do you get mad at your child, yell, holler, 

scream, or shout at her/him? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

11. How often do you say nice things to your child or tell 

him that s/he is a good person? (compliment your child) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

12. How often do you threaten your child or tell your child 

that s/he is going to get into trouble if s/he does 

something wrong? (warn child) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 
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13. How often do you let your child do what other kids 

her/his age are doing? (do things on her/his own) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

14. How often do you send your child to her/his room when 

s/he does something wrong? 

123 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

15. How often do you help your child with something when 

s/he needs it (ie, with a hard job, with homework)? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

16. How often do you nag or tell your child what to do over· 

and over again? (keep after her/him to do things) 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

17. How often do you hug, kiss, tickle, or smile at your 

child? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 



18. How often do you ignore your child or not pay any 

attention to her/him? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 
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19. How often do you give reasons or explain why, when your 

child has done something s/he is not supposed to do? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 

20. How often do you give unfair punishments that are worse 

than your child deserves, or which s/he doesn't deserve at 

all? 

1 2 3 4 5 

never a little sometimes pretty much a lot 
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ID# __________ __ 

Parent Perception Inventory: Child Report 

The following is a list of ways in which parents 

typically behave toward their children at home. We would 

like you to be as honest and accurate as possible in 

answering the following questions about how often your mgm 

does certain behaviors at home. All of this information is 

confidential or private. Please answer as honestly as you 

can. 

1 2 3 

hardly ever sometimes always 

_____ 1. How often does your mom say thank you for doing 

things or tell you that she liked what you did? 

_____ 2. How often does your mom take things away from you 

when you misbehave? (for example, not letting you watch TV, 

stay up late, eat dessert.) 

-----3. How often does your mom talk to you when you feel 

bad and help you feel better? (to solve problems, and to 

feel comforted) 
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___ 4. How often does your mom tell you that you are "no 

good" or that you messed up and didn't do something right? 

(criticizes you) 

___ 5. How often does your mom talk to you, listen to you, 

or have a good conversation with you? 

____ 6. How often does your mom order you around, tell you 

what to do? (or give commands) 

----7. How often does your mom let you help decide what to 

do? (let you help figure out how to solve problems) 

____ 8. How often does your mom spank, slap, or hit you? 

____ 9. How often does your mom spend time with you or do 

things with you that you like? 

-----10. How often does your mom get mad at you, yell, 

holler, scream, or shout at you? 

----11. How Dften does your mom say nice things or tell 

you that you are a good person? (or compliment you) 
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____ 12. How often does your mom threaten you or tell you 

that you are going to get into trouble if you do something 

wrong? 

____ 13. How often does your mom let you do what the other 

kids your age do? (or let you do things on your own) 

____ 14. How often does your mom send you to your room when 

you do something wrong? 

----15. How often does your mom help you with something 

when you need it, like with a hard job, or with homework? 

___ 16. How often does your mom nag, tell you what to do 

over and over again? (or keep after you to do things) 

____ 17. How often does your mom hug, kiss, tickle, or 

smile at you? 

---18. How often does your mom ignore you or not pay any 

attention to you? 
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ID# ____________________ _ 

Who Decides?: Mother's Report 

For these next questions we need you to tell us who 

decides what your son does. For instance, you may make the 

decisions about what your child wears, but your child may 

decide how clean his/her room is. 

1 2 

I decide S/he decides 

WHO DECIDES ABOUT: 

_____ 1. whether your child does his/her chores around the 

house? 

_____ 2. whether your child does his/her homework? 

_____ 3. how much time your child spends on his/her 

homework? 

_____ 4. whether your child eats dinner with the family? 

_____ 5. how your child spends his/her money? 

_____ 6. what sort of clothes your child wears? 

_____ 7. which friends your child spends time with? 

-----8. what time your child goes to bed on school nights? 

-----9. how your child spends his/her time after school? 

10. whether your child has friends over when you're (or 

his/her father is) not home? 
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11. whether your child goes on family visits or 

outings? 

12. what your child watches on T.V.? 

13. how clean or messy your child's room is? 

14. where your child goes with his/her friends? 

15. what (or how much) your child eats? 



ID# ______ _ 

Who Decides?: Children's Report 

For these next questions we need you to tell us who 

decides what you do. For instance, you may make the 

decision about how clean your room is, but your mom may 

decide what clothes you wear. 

1 

She decides 

WHO DECIDES ABOUT: 

2 

I decide 

---1. whether you do your chores around the house? 

___ 2. whether you do your homework? 

___ 3. how much time you spend on your homework? 

---4. whether you eat dinner with the family? 

___ 5. how you spend your money? 

_____ 6. what sort of clothes you wear? 

----7. which friends you spend time with? 

_____ 8. what time you go to bed on school nights? 

-----9. how you spend your time after school? 

10. whether you have friends over when your parents 

II. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

are not home? 

whether you go on family visits 

what you watch on T.V.? 

how clean or messy your room is? 

where you go with your friends? 

what (or how much) you eat? 

or outings? 

345 



346 

ID# _____ _ 

FAMILY RULES SCALE: MOTHERS' REPORT 

For this questionnaire we would like you to tell us how 

often you know when your child has done something. For 

instance, you may know right away when your child has gotten 

an A on a school project, but when your child has gotten a D 

on a project it may take your child much longer to tell you. 

1 2 3 4 5 

never seldom sometimes usually always 

---1. How often does your child say when s/he's coming 

home? 

---2. How often does your child leave notes about where 

s/he's going? 

____ 3. How often do you and your child talk about your 

daily plans? 

----4. How often does your child check in with you after 

s/he gets home from school? 

How often do you know within 1 day if: 

5. your child did well on a test? 

6. your child did poorly on a test? 

7. your child went to the store? 

8. your child lost his/her jacket? 

9 . your child was in a fight? 



_____ 10. your child skipped class? 

_____ 11. your child brought home something that was not 

his/hers? 
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ID# ______________ _ 

FAMILY RULES SCALE: CHILDREN'S REPORT 

For this questionnaire we would like you to tell 

us how often you tell your mothers when you have done 

something good or bad. For instance, you may tell your 

mother right away when you received an A on a school 

project, but when you received a D on a project it may take 

you much longer to tell her. 

1 2 3 4 5 

never seldom sometimes usually always 

-----1. How often do you tell your mother when you'll be 

home? 

-----2. How often do you leave a note about where you are 

going? 

-----3. How often do you check in with your mother after 

school? 

---4. How often is there someone at your home within an 

hour after you get home from school? 

---5. How often do you know how to get a hold of your 

mother if she's out? 

----6. How often do you talk to your mother about your 

daily plans? 
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How often does your mom know within 1 day if: 

7. you did well on a test? 

8 . you did poorly on a test? 

9. you went to the store? 

10. you lost your jacket? 

11. you were in a fight? 

12. you skipped class? 

13. you brought home something that was not yours? 
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ID# ____________ __ 

WHO KNOWS? SCALE: MOTHER'S REPORT 

For these next questions we need you to tell us how 

much you know about what your child is doing. For instance, 

you may be very aware of your child's activities when he's 

in the house, but have no idea about what he's doing outside 

the house. 

Awareness rating scale: 

5 4 3 2 1 

Always Aware 

or Watching 

Usually 

Aware 

Somewhat 

Aware 

Seldom 

Aware 

Never 

Aware 

HOW AWARE ARE YOU ABOUT: 

1. Whether your child does his/her chores around the 

house? 

2. Whether your child does his/her homework? 

3. How much time your child spends on his/her homework 

each day? 

4. Whether your child eats dinner with the family? 

5. How your child spends his/her money? 

6. What sort of clothes your child wears? 

7. Which friends your child spends time with? 

8. What time your child goes to bed on school nights? 
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9. How your child spends his/her time after school? 

---10. Whether your child has friends over when you or the 

child's father is not home? 

___ 11. Whether your child goes on family visits or 

outings? 

___ 12. What your child watches on television? 

___ 13. How clean or messy your child's room is? 

___ 14. How your child wears his/her hair? 

___ 15 .. Where your child goes with his/her friends? 

___ 16. What (or how much) your child eats? 
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ID# ______________ _ 

WHO KNOWS? SCALE: CHILDREN'S REPORT 

For these next questions I need you to tell me how much 

your mom knows what your doing. For example, sometimes 

mothers know when you are cleaning your room, but don't know 

when you are playing in the backyard. 

Awareness rating scale: 

5 

Always Aware 

or Watching 

4 

Usually 

Aware 

3 

Somewhat 

Aware 

HOW OFTEN DOES YOUR MOTHER KNOW: 

2 

Seldom 

Aware 

1. Whether you do your chores around the house? 

2. Whether you do your homework? 

1 

Never 

Aware 

3. How much time you spend on your homework each day? 

4. Whether you eat dinner with the family? 

5. How you spend your money? 

6. What sort of clothes you wear? 

7. Which friends you spend time with? 

8. What time you go to bed on school nights? 

9. How you spend your time after school? 

_____ 10. Whether you have friends over when your parents are 

not home? 
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11. Whether you go on family visits or outings? 

12. What you watch on television? 

13. How clean or messy your room is? 

14. How you wear your hair? 

15. Where you go with your friends? 

16. What (or how much) you eat? 
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ID# __________________ __ 

CHILD BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST: Mother's Report 

I. Please indicate your child's academic performance 

in the following subject areas. If your child has not 

received a report card or a progress report for this school 

year, then base your answers on how well s/he performed at 

the last school year. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Somewhat At grade Somewhat Far above Far below 

grade level below grade level above grade grade level 

level level 

Please circle: 

READING 

SPELLING (or writing) 

MATH 

SCIENCE 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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II. Below is a list of items that describe children. 

For each item, please that describes your child now or 

within the past 2 months, please circle a 2 if the item is 

very true or often true of your child. Circle the 1 if the 

item is somewhat or sometimes true of your child. If the 

item is not true ot your child, circle the O. Please answer 

all items as well as you can, even if some do not seem to 

apply to your child. 

a 

not true 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

a 1 2 

1 2 

sometimes/somewhat 

true 

very or usually 

true 

l. Acts too young for his/her age. 

2 . Argues a lot. 

3 . Defiant, talks back to parents. 

4. Bragging, boasting. 

5. Clings to parents or too dependent. 

6 . Complains of loneliness. 

7. Cries a lot. 

8 . Cruelty, bullying, or meanness to 

others. 

9. Demands a lot of attention. 

10. Destroys his/her own things. 

11. Destroys property belonging to others. 



o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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12. Disobedient at home. 

13. Disturbs other family members. 

14. Doesn't get along with other family 

members. 

15. Doesn't feel guilty after misbehaving. 

16. Easily jealous. 

17. Feels or complains that no one loves 

him/her. 

18. Feels others are out to get him/her. 

19. Feels worthless or inferior. 

20. Gets hurt a lot, accident-prone. 

21. Gets in many fights. 

22. Gets teased a lot. 

23. Hangs around with others who get in 

trouble. 

24. Lying or cheating. 

25. Not liked by other children. 

26. Talks out of turn. 

27. Physically attacks people. 

28. Poorly coordinated or clumsy. 

29. Prefers being with older children or 

youths. 

30. Prefers being with younger children. 

31. Disrupts family discipline. 

32. Screams a lot. 



o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
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33. Showing off or clowning. 

34. Explosive & unpredictable behavior. 

35. Demands must be met immediately, easily 

frustrated. 

36. Steals. 

37. Stubborn, sullen, or irritable. 

38. Swearing or obscene language. 

39. Talks too much. 

40. Teases a lot. 

41. Temper tantrums or hot temper. 

42. Threatens people. 

43. Comes home late. 

44. Unexplained absences. 

45. Unusually loud. 

46. Uses alcohol or drugs for nonmedicinal 

purposes. 

(describe) : ____________________________ __ 
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CHILD BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST: TEACHERS' REPORT 

TEACHER'S REPORT FORM 
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For oUice use only 
10. 

Your answers will be used to compare the pupil with olher pupils whose teachers nave completed similar forms. The informallon 
from this form will also be uselllur comparison with other inlormation about this pupil. Please answer as well as you can. even 
II you lack lull inlormation. Scorcs on illl.lividual items will be combined to Identifv generat patterns 01 behavior. Feel Iree to 
write additional comments beside each ilem and in the spaces pro'ilded on page 2. 

PUPIL'S f'~NTS' USUAL TYPE OF WORK. IYen if not worlling now. (Plt!ase be 
NAME a ec,lic as you can-/o, 9~amp/". aula mt!ChanlC. hH}h sChooileache,. 

hom~~t"'. labo,,,,. lalhll' operalO,. sholl salesman. army sergllant.) 

PUPIL'S sex PUPIL'S ETHNIC 
, \ t \ 

FATHER' \ / 
TYPE OF K: ' 

AGE GROUP I .. /., o Boy 0 Girl OR RACE MOTHER·S·· 
TYPE OF WORK: 

I . I 
TODAY'S DATE PUPIL'S BtRTHDATE (II knownl " " \ I THIS ~ORM FILLED o~ \. 
Mo. __ 001, __ Yr. __ Mo, __ ~I. __ Yr, __ o Teacner (name).-- r 

t r' " 
I 

GRADE NAME o CounselQr (nameit' ./ 

IN OF 
,,' ,/ "" o Qlt1I!r tspecify) 

SCHOOL SCHOOL ~ame: "- , 

I. How long hava you known this pupll? ____ months 

II. How wall do you know hlmthar? 1. C Not Well 2. 0 Moderataly W,II 3. 0 Very Wall 

III. How much tlma doe. he/shl spend In your da" per week? 

IV. What kind of cia •• is II? (Ple,sa be specific, e.g~ regular 51h grade. 7th grade math. etc.) 

V. Has helshe ever been .. Ierred for special cia" placement. servicos. or tutoring? 

C Don't Know o. ~ No 1. 0 Yes-what kina ana wnen? 

VI. Has he/she ever repeated a grade? 

C Dont Know O. :.. No 1. :J Yes-grade and reason 

VII. Current school performancl-list academIC Subjects and cneck column Ihat indicales PU~II'S performance: 

1. Far belOW 2. Somewnat 
AcademiC subject grade belOW grade 

J. At grade 
level 

4. Somewhat 
abOve graoe 

5. 

6. 
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VIII. Compared to typical pupils 01 1. Much 2. SOInp.wnal 
the same age: less tess 

1. How hard is he/she wOrking? r' U 

2. How appropriately IS hClshe 
behaving? .1 

l. How much is he/she learning? C Ij 

4. How happy is he/she? C !J 

X. la, re.dln ... , or a 

Whit concerns you most about this pupil? 

\ 

" 

;' 

----
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J. Sliqhlly 4. About 5. Slighlly 6. Somewhat 7. Much 
tess avetilYo nlore !Oore fOOie 

1I Ij :J 0 0 

, ,', c. 
II ':i ., L! 

IJ ~ :J 0 LJ 

:;i No ~ ''(es- please ooscnbe 
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Below is a list 01 Items that describe pupils. For each item that descnbes the pupil now or within thll past 2 months. please circle Ihe 2 
if the ilem is very trull or allen trull 01 the PUPIl. Cirr.le the t il the item is somewhat or sometim •• true 01 the pUIIII. " Ihe lIem IS not true 
01 the pUPil, circle the O. Please answer all items as welt as you can. even II some UO not seem to apply to Ihls PUPIl. 

0:1 Not True (as far as you know) 1 =- Somewhal or Somellmes True 2 = Very True or Ollen True 

0 2 t. Acts 100 youllg lor Ills/her age 0 2 31. Fears he/slle onlyht Ihonk or do something bau 

0 2 2. Huons or IIIakes olher odd noises ill class 0 2 32. Feels hl!lShe Il3s to be Ot..,'ect 

0 2 3. Argues a lot 0 2 33. Feels or complains that no one loves him/her 

0 2 4. Fails to IlnoSh things he/she starts 0 2 :14. FeelS others are out to get hlmil1ef 

0 2 5. Behaves like opposite sex a 2 35. Feels worthless or inferior 

a 2 6- Defiant, talks back to stall a 2 36. Gets hurt a lot, accldent·prone 

0 2 7. Bragging, boasting 0 2 37. Gets in many lights 

0 2 a Can't concentrate, can't pay allenlion lor long a 2 Ja Gets leased a lot 

0 2 9. Can·t get his/her mind all certaon thoughts: a 2 39. Hangs around With others who get In trouble 

obseSSions (describel: 0 2 40. Hears soundS 01 VOtCI!S lhal aten'tlhent tdesCllbel: 

a 2 41. ImpulSive or acts WithOut l/1lrtking 

a 2 10. Can't sit still. reslless, or hyperactive 0 2 42. Would rather be alone than WIth olhers 

a 2 11. Clings to adults or too dependent 0 2 43. Lyong or cheallng 

0 2 44. Biles fingernails 

0 2 12. Complains of loneliness 

a 2 45. Nervous. hlgn·strung, or tense 

0 2 13. Confused or seems to be in a fog 0 2 46. Nervous movements or tWltchong (descnbel: 

0 2 14, Cries alaI 

0 2 15. Fidgets 

0 2 16. Cruelty, bullyong. or meanness to olhers 
0 2 47. Overconlorms to rules 

a 2 17. Daydreams or gets lost In hiS/her thoughts 
a 2 48. Not liked oy other IIUPlls 

a 2 18. Deliberately harons sell or allempls sUIC"Je a 2 49, Has dlfficully lealll,ng 

0 2 19. DemandS a lot of atlentlon 
0 2 50. T~o learful or anXIous 

0 2 20. Destroys hiS/her own things 
0 2 51. Feels diZZY 

0 2 21. Destroys propertv belonging to olhers 
0 2 52. Feels too gUilty 

0 2 22. DllfiCUlty followong directions 
0 2 53. Talks out 01 tum 

0 2 54. Overllred 
0 2 23. Disobedient at school 

0 2 24. Dlsturlls olher pupils 
0 2 55. Overweight 

56. PhYSical problems wllhout known medical cause: 
0 2 25. Doesn't get along With other pUPils 

0 2 a. ACheS or pams tnof headaCllesl 
0 2 26. Doesn't seem 10 leel gUilty aller mlsbenav1nO a 2 b. HeadaChes 

0 2 c. Nausea. leels SICK 
0 2 27. Easily jealous 

0 2 d. Problems wrth eyes tdescnber. 
0 2 2a Eats or drinks thongs that are not 100d - don 1 

Include sweers (descrlbel: 

0 2 e. RashllS or othl!l SKin proolems 

a 2 f. StomaChaches or crarnos 

0 2 g. Vomlllr.,], throwong UP 
0 2 29. Fears certaon ammals. situations. 01 places 

0 2 h. Other Idescnbel: 
other than SChool (descflber: 

0 2 30. F1!ars ooong to SChoot 

NGE3 PlUM see oIhet SIde 
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0= Not True (as far as you know) 1 = Somewhat or Sometimes True 2 = Very True or Often True 

0 2 57. Physically ,lIIackS people 0 2 B4. Sirange behaVIor (desclibe): 

0 2 58. Picks nose. skIn. or oiller paris 01 boLIy 

(dnscribel: 
0 2 65. Siranye ICellS Idcscllbe): 

0 2 59. Sleeps in class 0 2 66. Siubbom. sullen. or IlIIlable 

0 2 60. Apathelic or unmotivated 
0 2 67. Sudden Changes in mood or leelings 

0 2 61. Poor school work 0 2 66. Sulks a lot 

0 2 62. Poorly coordinated or clumsy 
0 2 89. SuspicIous 

Prefers being with older children or youths 
0 2 90. Sweanng or obscene language 

0 2 6:l. 

0 2 64. Prefers being with younger chIldren 
0 2 91. Talks about killing self 

0 2 92. UnderaChIevIng. not working up to potentIal 
0 2 65. Refuses to talk 

0 2 66. Repeats certain acts over and 0'/81: compulsions 

(deSCribe): 0 2 93. Talks 100 mUCh 

0 2 94. Teases a lot 

0 2 95. Temoer tantrums or hot temper 

0 2 67. Disrupts class disclpllrw 0 2 96. Seems preoccupied WIth sex 

0 2 68. Screams a lot 
0 2 97. Threatens pl!Qple 

0 2 69. Secretive. keeps things to self 0 2 98. Tardy to schOOl or class 

0 2 70. Sees things that aren" there tdescnber. 
0 2 99. Too concerned With neatness or cleanliness 

0 2 100. Falls to carry out assIgned taskS 

0 2 101. Truancy or unexplDIt",d absence 

0 2 71. Self-conSCIous or easily embarrassed 0 2 102. Underactive. sloVi movIng. or lacks energy 

0 2 72. Messy work 

0 2 10J. Unhappy. saC. or depressed 

0 2 7J, Bchavcs irresponSIbly ItJ~sc,,~nt: ____ 0 2 104. Unusually louO 

0 105. Uses alCOhol or Orugs for nonmeoical ~urcoses 

descnbel: 

0 2 74. ShOWing oil or clowning 
0 2 106. Overly anxIous 10 please 

0 2 75. Shy or timId 

0 2 76. Explosive and unpredictable behavle< 0 2 107. Dislikes schOOl 

0 2 108. Is afraJC 01 making mIstakes 

0 2 77. Demands must be met Immediately. easily 
lrustrated 0 2 109, Whinrng 

0 2 7B. Inallenlive. eaSIly distracted 0 2 110. Unclean personal appearance 

0 2 79. Speec/1 problem (descnbe(: 0 2 111. Withdrawn. doesn't get Involved 'Nllh others 

0 2 112. WOffles 

0 2 80. Stares blankly 
113. Please wllte In any proOiems the pUPil has thai 

were not listed above: 
0 2 81. Feels hurt when CritiCIZed 

0 2 
0 2 B2. Steals 

0 2 OJ. Stores up things he/She doesn't need (descnbet 0 2 

0 2 

PAlK' PLEASE BE SURE YOU HAVE ANSWERED ALL ITEMS 
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FRIENDS IN MY CLASS 

READ TO SUBJECT 

For this task I would like you to tell me about your 

friends in your class. I am only interested in what you 

think, and I don't care what others in the class might think 

about your anS-"lers.' The information that you are giving me 

will NOT be given to your parents, your teachers, and 

especially not to your friends. Only myself and our 

research team will know your answers. You don't have to 

answer any questions you don't want to. 

1. Identify groups. OK? Any questions? Let's begin. 

Look over this list of all your classmates. Sometimes 

children hang out in very large groups, other children hang 

out in very small groups or just by themselves. Please tell 

me who hangs out with who. If some of the children on the 

list hang out by themselves then they will be their own 

group. 

2. What are these groups like? Groups of kids are often 

very different in how they act and how other people like 

them. For example, some groups of kids are more popular 

than other groups. For this next section I want you to tell 

me, for each group, whether it is a popular group, a regular 



group, a bully or mean group, a group that no one ever 

notices, or a group that kids avoid and stay away from. 

RESEARCH ASSISTANT: Code each group as: 

l=POPULAR (a group that everyone likes and wants to be a 

part of) 
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2=AVERAGE (a group that some people want to be a part of but 

not everyone) 

3=AGGRESSlVE (a group that is sometimes mean to others & 

starts fights & gets into trouble) 

4=WITHDRAWN (a group that no one pays attention to) 

5=REJECTED (a group that no one likes or wants to be a 

part of) 

3. Who do you like? Please tell me the three people in 

your class that you like most. This may be very hard to do 

because there may be more than 3 people that you like a lot. 

Just tell me which 3 kids you like the most. 

For the next part, look over your list of classmates 

again. Think about all the people on the list. Tell me 

.which 3 that you don't really like very much, or that you 

just don't seem to get along with. This part may also be 

hard because you may feel badly about not getting along 

with these kids. 
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Look over your list of classmates again. Think about 

all of the people, even the ones you have already chosen. 

Pick 3 people that you think start the most fights in your 

class. These fights can be fist fights or verbal arguments. 

You can even include yourself, if you want. Tell me which 3 

people in your class fight the most. 

Do you have any questions? Remember, we are NOT going 

to tell anyone your answers. 
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THE GROUPS IN MY CLASS 

Group 1 Group 2 

l. l. 

2 . 2 . 
•· •. 4.· 

3. 3. 

4. 4. 

5. 5 . 

6 . 6 . 

Group 3 Group 4 

l. l. 

2. 2. 

3 . 3. 

4. 4. 

5. 5 . 

6 . 6 . 

Group 5 Group 6 

l. l. 

2. 2. 

3 .. 3 . 

4 . 4. 

5. 5. 

6. 6. 



Group 7 

l. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

Classmates I like most: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Classmates I don't really like: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Group 

l. 

2 . 

3 . 

4. 

s. 

6 . 

Classmates that start a lot of fights: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

366 
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ID# _____ _ 

CHILD'S DEVIANCE SCALE: BEST FRIEND'S BEHAVIOR 

Have child identify his/her best friend or someone that 

the child plays with a lot and knows well. 

READ: All children have done various things that they 

know they are not supposed to do or that their parents would 

not be happy to know about. For these questions we would 

like to know how often you and your friend 

have done the following things during 

this school year. 

1 2 3 4 

never once in a sometimes a lot 

while 

How often has your friend: never a lot 

1. used swear words. 1 2 3 4 

2 . not done his/her homework 

on purpose. 1 2 3 4 

3 . stolen other kids lunches 1 2 3 4 

4 . blamed others for what he/she did. 1 2 3 4 

5 . threatened to tell or hurt someone. 1 2 3 4 

6. smoked cigarettes. 1 2 3 4 

7. bought beer or asked someone to buy 

him/her beer. 1 2 3 4 



How often has your friend: never 

8. been drunk. 1 2 

9. copied homework or an assignment 

from someone else. 

10. cheated on a test. 

11. came to class late. 

1 

1 

1 

12. cut a class. 1 

13. got into trouble with the police. 1 

14. got into a physical fight at school.1 

15. purposely damaged school property. 1 

16. stayed away from school just because 

s/he had other things to do. 1 

17. been sent out of a classroom by a 

teacher. 

18. been suspended from school. 

19. taken little things (worth less 

than $2) that weren't his/hers. 

20. taken things of some value (worth 

$2 to $50) . 

21. banged up something that didn't 

belong to him/her on purpose. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

a lot 

3 4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE SCALE: MOTHER'S REPORT 

All children have done various things that they know 

they are not supposed to do or that they know you would not 

be happy to know about. For these questions we would like 

to know how often your child has done the following things 

during this school year. 

How 

l. 

2 . 

3 . 

4. 

5 . 

6 . 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

1 2 3 4 

never once in a 

while 

sometimes a lot 

often has your child: never a lot 

used swear words. 1 2 3 4 

not done his/her homework 

on purpose. 1 2 3 4 

stolen other kids lunches 1 2 3 4 

blamed others for what he/she did. 1 2 3 4 

threatened to tell or hurt someone. 1 2 3 4 

smoked cigarettes. 1 2 3 4 

bought beer or asked someone to buy 

him/her beer. 1 2 3 4 

been drunk. 1 2 3 4 

copied homework or an assignment 

from someone else. 1 2 3 4 

cheated on a test. 1 2 3 4 



How often has your child: never 

11. came to class late. 1 2 

12. cut a class. 1 2 

13. got into trouble with the police. 1 2 

14. got into a physical fight at school.1 

1S. purposely damaged school property. 1 

16. stayed away from school just because 

s/he had other things to do. 1 

17. been sent out of a classroom by a 

teacher. 

18. been suspended from school. 

19. taken little things (worth less 

than $2) that weren't his/hers. 

20. taken things of some value (worth 

$2 to $SO) . 

21. banged up something that didn't 

belong to him/her on purpose. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

a lot 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE SCALE: TEACHER'S REPORT 

All children have done various things that they know 

they are not supposed to do or that their parents would not 

be happy to know about. For these questions we would like 

to know how often (participating child) has done the 

following things during this school year. 

1 2 3 4 

never once in a sometimes a lot 

while 

How often has (participating child) never a lot 

l. used swear words. 1 2 3 4 

2. not done his/her homework 

on purpose. 1 2 3 4 

3 . stolen other kids lunches 1 2 3 4 

4 . blamed others for what he/she did. l. 2 3 4 

5. threatened to tell or hurt someone. 1 2 3 4 

6. smoked cigarettes. 1 2 3 4 

7. bought beer or asked someone to buy 

him/her beer. 1 2 3 4 

8 . been drunk. 1 2 3 4 

9 . copied homework or an assignment 

from someone else. 1 2 3 4 

10. cheated on a test. 1 2 3 4 



How often has (participating child) : 

11. came to class late. 

never 

1 

12. cut a class. 1 

13. got into trouble with the police. 1 

14. got into a physical fight at school.1 

15. purposely damaged school property. 1 

16. stayed away from school just because 

s/he had other things to do. 1 

17. been sent out of a classroom by a 

teacher. 

18. been suspended from school. 

19. taken little things (worth less 

than $2) that weren't his/hers. 

20. taken things of some value (worth 

$2 to $50) . 

21. banged up something that didn't 

belong to him/her on purpose. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

a lot 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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CHILDHOOD DEVIANCE SCALE: CHILD REPORT 

All children have done various things that they know 

they are not supposed to do or that their parents would not 

be happy to know about. For these questions we would like 

to know how often you have done the following things during 

this school year. 

1 2 3 4 

never once in a sometimes a lot 

while 

How often have you: never a lot 

1. used swear words. 1 2 3 4 

2. not done your homework 

on purpose. 1 2 3 4 

3. stolen other kids lunches. 1 2 3 4 

4 . blamed others for what you did. 1 2 3 4 

5. threatened to tell or hurt someone. 1 2 3 4 

6 . smoked cigarettes. 1 2 3 4 

7. bought beer or asked someone to buy 

you beer. 1 2 3 4 

8. been drunk. 1 2 3 4 

9 . copied homework or an assignment 

from someone else. 1 2 3 4 

10. cheated on a test. 1 2 3 4 



How often have you: never 

11. came to class late. 1 

12. cut a class. 1 

13. got into trouble with the police. 1 

14. got into a physical fight at school.1 

15. purposely damaged school property. 1 

16. stayed away from school just because 

you had other things to do. 1 

17. been sent out of a classroom by a 

teacher. 

18. been suspended from school. 

19. taken little things (worth less 

than $2) that weren't yours. 

20. taken things of some value (worth 

$2 to $50). 

21. banged up something that didn't 

belong to you on purpose. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

a lot 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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APPENDIX B: CODING MANUALS 
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MOTHER-CHILD ATTACHMENT CODING PROCEDURE 

This coding procedure is designed to assess children's 

closeness to mother or attachment to mother. Social control 

theory defines attachment as how strongly the child feels 

love and affection for his/her mother. While coding these 

video tapes, keep in mind that you are coding the child's 

emotional closeness to mother. Watch for the child's 

responses to the mother's behavior. For instance, some 

children will react very strongly to mothers' suggestions 

(either positively or negatively) and other children won't 

exhibit any response or will actively try to ignore the 

mother. Thus, the child's reaction to mother is 

conceptualized in two observable ways. 

The first observable indicator of child attachment to 

mother is labeled ENGAGEMENT WITH MOTHER. This variable is 

concerned with how responsive/engaged or 

unresponsive/disengaged the child's responses to mother's 

behavior are. For instance, an a child that is responsive 

or engaged in the interaction will show distinct behaviors 

which indicate that the child is concerned about what the 

mother is talking about. These behaviors may include: 

commenting on the mother's suggestions, offering other 

solutions, laughing, crying, smiling. A child that is 

unresponsive or disengaged in the interaction will show 



distinct behaviors which indicate that the child is 

unconcerned about what the mother is talking about or her 

behaviors. These behaviors may include: walking away, 

ignoring mother, agreeing just to end the discussion, 

looking away. 
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The second observable indicator of child attachment to 

mother is labeled EMOTIONAL TONE. This variable is 

concerned with how pleasant or unpleasant the interaction 

is. For an interaction to be coded as POSITIVE (or 

pleasant) the CHILD'S emotional reactions to mother should 

be pleasant (smiling, laughing, teasing). For an 

interaction to be coded as NEGATIVE (or unpleasant) the 

CHILD'S emotional reactions to mother should be unpleasant 

(sarcasm, anger, crying, hostility). For an interaction to 

be coded as NEUTRAL the CHILD'S emotional reactions to 

mother should be pretty flat (agreeing with mom, quiet, 

listening, boredom, expressionless, boring). 

BEFORE CODING AN INTERACTION: 

1. Watch each tape twice very carefully. 

2. Rate the interaction in terms of how the child responds 

to morn during the MAJORITY OF THE INTERACTION (over 50% of 

the time). Use the engagement scale (see below). If the 

child is unresponsive only once, but shows reaction to and 



investment in the mother several times, then code the 

interaction as engaged. 
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3. Rate the interaction in terms of the overall emotional 

tone of the interaction MAJORITY OF THE INTERACTION (over 

50% of the time). Use the emotional tone scale (see 

below). Code the interaction in terms of the CHILD'S 

EMOTIONAL TONE. This is NOT a dyadic code, I am only 

interested in the child's emotional responses. Code in 

terms of the majority of the child's behavior. If the child 

laughs once during the interaction, but is whiny and bratty 

the majority of the time then the child would receive a 

negative score. 

1. Coding children's engagement. Use the following scales 

to code the child's attachment: 

disengaged 

1 

l=DISENGAGED 

ENGAGEMENT SCALE 

somewhat 

disengaged 

2 

somewhat 

engaged 

3 

engaged 

4 

This includes all behaviors, either "positive" or 

"negative", which suggests that the child is ACTIVELY 

avoiding the mother. 
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Disengagement includes: 

regularly looking away, solitary play with toy, walking 

away, eating to distract, interrupting mom in an active 

attempt to change the subject or end the discussion, 

actively avoiding mother, ignoring her, pulls body back 

and away in chair, avoids physical contact, 

unresponsive to mother's requests, expresses 

disinterest, says nI don't care" loudly and forcefully 

to end the conversation 

2=MILDLY DISENGAGED 

This includes all behavior which displays unconcern or 

an "I don't care" attitude for the mother's actions or 

behaviors. Physically, these children will be passive. 

They may appear to be listening to the mother, but they are 

not overly concerned with the outcome of the problem 

resolution or about communicating their own concerns to 

their mother. These children may convey their own interests 

a few times, but seem to give up by the end of the 

interaction. 

Mild disengagement includes: 

agreeing just to end the discussion ("OK, OK, OKn), 

seeming to listen without actively listening, 

expressing lack of interest ("I don't care"i "It 
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doesn't matter") or concern for the outcome, passively 

ignoring mom, looks away, physically avoids mom or is 

somewhat unresponsive to mother's attempts to physical 

contact 

3=MILDLY ENGAGED 

This includes all passive behavior which communicates 

that the child is concerned about the mother's opinion and 

actions. These children are interested and invested in the 

outcome of the problem solving task and communicate this 

interest in subtle ways and throughout at least half of the 

interaction. 

Mild engagement includes: 

listening to mother, participating in the interaction, 

conveying their own ideas, are attentive to the mother 

throughout half of the interaction 

4 = ENGAGED 

This includes all behavior which shows that the child 

is actively involved in the discussion and invested in the 

interaction with mother. Children who are ACTIVELY engaged 

in their interaction with mother will not be passive. These 

children may get excited or may be openly upset with their 

mother and their investment in the interaction is obvious 
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through their outward behavior. In order to be coded as 

engaged the child's behaviors must indicate that the child 

is invested in what the mother is saying. 

Engagement includes: 

smiling, laughing, talking enthusiastically, talking 

with their hands to make a point, standing up, hugging, 

kissing, leaning to the mother, interrupting, 

frustration, clenched fists, crying, anger, hostility 

2. Code children's emotional tone. Use this scale to rate 

the emotional tone of the interaction. 

l=negative 

EMOTIONAL TONE SCALE 

negative neutral positive 

1 2 3 

This includes all behavior that is not pleasant. 

crying, whining, sarcastic, defiant, talks back, yells, 

sadness, pouting, clenched fists, hostility 

2=neutral 

This includes all behavior that is not obviously 

pleasant or unpleasant. 

quiet, listening, expressionless, flat affect, boredom, 

lack of interest 



3=positive 

This includes all behavior that is pleasant. 

smiling, laughing, touching, teasing, friendly, excited 

Use the following form to record all codes: 

ATTACHMENT CODING FORM 

CODED BY -------
ID# ________________ _ 

DATE ---------TAPE # ____________ _ 

Episode: 1 2 

Circle the number that applies. 

1. ENGAGEMENT: 1 2 3 4 

2. EMOTIONAL TONE: 1 2 3 

382 
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MOTHER-CHILD INTERACTION CODING MANUAL 

This manual describes procedures to be used when coding 

the mother-child problem solving interactions. Code each 

problem solving topic separately. For instance, in some 

cases only the mother identified a topic which she wished to 

discuss, but in other cases both members of the dyad 

identified problems which needed to be resolved. Complete 

the Mother-Child Interaction Coding Form for each problem 

identified. Thus, some families will have 2 forms coded and 

others will only have one. 

***Before coding a problem solving episode watch the whole 

interaction at least twice. *** Answer all items regarding 

each episode. Descriptions of the items follow. 
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A. PROBLEM SOLVING SKILLS 

This section is concerned with identifying how well 

members of the dyad defined and resolved the identified 

problem. The following items are concerned with identifying 

how clearly a problem is presented and resolved. 

1. How well was the problem defined by dyad members during 

this interaction? 

1. NOT AT ALL DEFINED: Circle this item if no attempt 

was made to describe the nature of the problem. Dyad 

members may seem to understand the problem without 

describing it, but if no attempt is made to clarify the 

issue then circle #1 here. 

2. SOMEWHAT DEFINED: Circle this item if dyad 

member(s) briefly describe the nature of the problem. 

If the problem is ambiguously defined or only partially 

defined then circle #2 here. If the problem has been 

defined in small parts throughout the interaction then 

code as somewhat defined. 

3. VERY WELL DEFINED: If both members work together 

and help each other define and clarify the problem or 

if one member describes the problem in sufficient 

detail so that, as the coder, you have a clear 

understanding of the nature of the problem, then circle 

#3. 
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2. Did dyad members seem to understand the problem? 

1. NO ONE SEEMED TO HAVE AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

PROBLEM: For this item to be circled both members 

need not understand what the problem is. This may 

occur when a problem is not well defined so that 

neither member knows what the other is talking about. 

2. ONE UNDERSTOOD THE PROBLEM WHILE THE OTHER DID NOT: 

Here one member needs to be unaware of why this issue 

is a problem. This may occur when a problem is not 

well defined or one member is not listening to the 

other. For this item to be circled one member needs 

to obviously understand the nature of the problem while 

the other does not. 

3. BOTH SEEMED TO HAVE SOME UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

PROBLEM: This may occur when a problem was not well 

defined or only adequately defined. In this case it is 

obvious that both members are aware of the problem, but 

it is not obvious how or what each considers the 

problem with the issue. For instance, mother may be 

upset that Lucy is friends with Sally. If mother does 

not explain WHY she is upset that Lucy and Sally are 

friends then you cannot assume that Lucy knows either. 

4. BOTH SEEM TO HAVE THE SAME UNDERSTANDING OF THE 

PROBLEM: This occurs when a problem has been well 

defined. Both mother and child may provide examples of 
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why this is a problem or each may similarly define the 

problem. It must be obvious that each has the same 

perception of the problem. 

3. What was the extent of the problem resolution? 

1. NO RESOLUTION--LITTLE OR NO ATTEMPT TO SOLVE THE 

PROBLEM: In this case a problem mayor may not be well 

defined, but the dyad does not stay on task. The dyad 

talks about other issues or goes off on tangents so 

that at the end of the time they are no closer to a 

solution than at the beginning of the session. 

2. NO RESOLUTION--TOTAL DISAGREEMENT ON SOLUTION: In 

this case the dyad actively works on resolving the 

problem, but do not agree on a solution by the time the 

session is completed. 

3. SOMEWHAT RESOLVED--VALID SOLUTION(S) PROPOSED, BUT 

NO SOLUTION AGREED UPON: Here members actively worked 

to solve the problem, proposed various ways in which to 

solve the problem, but did not reach a solution. This 

may be due to the fact that the dyad ran out of time or 

simply because they could not compromise and reach a 

solution. 

4. RESOLVED--DYAD MEMBERS AGREED ON A SOLUTION: Here 

members solved the problem and both agreed with the 

solution. How satisfied each seems with the solution 
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is NOT the issue here. Circle this answer simply if 

members agreed on a solution. 

***IF QUESTION # 3 IS CODED AS 1 THEN QUESTIONS 4-8 SHOULD 

ALSO BE CODED AS 1. 

IF ANY QUESTION FROM 4-8 IS NOT CODED AS 1 AND #3 IS, RE

VIEW THE TAPE AND RECODE ITEMS 3-8*** 

For questions 4-8 use the following scale: 

not at all hardly somewhat 

true true true 

1 2 3 

very 

true 

4 

4. There were a wide range of solutions suggested. 

1=0 solutions, 2= 1 solution, 3= 2 solutions, and 4= 3 

or more solutions were proposed. 

5. The dyad proposed realistic or feasible solutions. 

1= no solutions were proposed or if the majority of the 

solutions were completely unrealistic or inappropriate. 

2=the majority of the solutions proposed are remotely 

feasible or realistic. For instance, a solution to get 

straight A's when a child is a C/D student is somewhat 

unrealistic and not feasible. 

3=the solutions proposed are possible. These solutions 

may be somewhat difficult either because they are not 



easily endorsed or because they are dependent on the 

actions of others. 
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4=the majority of the solutions proposed are ones that 

can be used easily. 

6. The dyad discussed the advantages & disadvantages of the 

proposed solutions. 

Coding this item may be difficult because the dyad may 

discuss the advantages and disadvantages in subtle ways. 

1= the dyad does not discuss any risks or benefits to 

using these solutions 

2= the dyad discussed 1 advantage OR 1 disadvantage to 

any proposed solution 

3= a member of the dyad discussed advantages or 

disadvantages in a subtle or unobvious way 

4= a member or both members of the dyad clearly 

discussed advantages and disadvantages of using various 

solutions in an active attempt to resolve the problem 

and come up with the best solution 

7. The dyad is likely to follow through with the proposed 

solution. 

1= no solution was proposed or agreed upon 

2= a solution was proposed and at least one member 

expressed dissatisfaction with the solution and doubts 



as to whether it would work, or one member was 

unwilling to change 

3= a solution was agreed upon, but one or both 

member(s) seemed hesitant as to whether they thought 

the solution would work 

4= both members supported the solution and expressed 

their willingness to participate 

8. Dyad members seemed satisfied with the resolution. 

1= no solution was reached 

2= both members are not happy with the solution 
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3= one member is satisfied but the other member is not 

4= both members are happy or satisfied with the 

solution. 



For questions 9-18, use the following scale: 

hardly 

never ever sometimes often 

1 3 4 

HOW OFTEN DURING THE INTERACTION: 

very 

often 

5 

9. was the dyad supportive or empathetic? 
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Supportive or empathetic means that the dyad was 

understanding of each others concerns and appreciated each 

other's viewpoints. 

l=the dyad did not attempt to understand each other's 

ideas or their points of view. 

2=the one member of the dyad was clearly supportive and 

understanding while the other member was not. 

3=the dyad showed interest in the other's viewpoint 

once during the interaction. 

4=both members of the dyad was understanding and 

supportive throughout at least half of the session. 

5=the dyad clearly demonstrated strong support and 

understanding for the each others idea. 
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10. was the dyad positive & reinforcing? 

Reinforcement includes any behavior which increases the 

likelihood that the behavior will reoccur. This item is 

concerned with the amount of positive reinforcement in terms 

of the dyad encouraging positive and supportive behavior. 

This behavior may include compliments or encouraging words, 

ie., "your behavior has really improved this month"; "you 

have been working really hard and your grades have been 

improvingll; "I like how you ask for my helpll 

l=the dyad did not interact in a positive or supportive 

way during the entire segment. 

2=one member of the dyad was positive and supportive, 

but the other member was unresponsive 

3=at least once during the interaction the dyad had a 

positive, supportive exchange 

4=several times throughout the segment the dyad 

complimented each other or discussed positive steps 

each was taking to resolve the issue. 

S=throughout the segment the dyad was supportive and 

reinforcing of each other's actions or ideas 

11 .. was the dyad cooperative or helpful? 

l=each member was uncooperative and did not offer any 

constructive solutions or attempt to help solve the 

problem 
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2=one member was uncooperative and not helpful while 

the other member tried to cooperate but gave up by the 

end of the interaction 

3=both members cooperated and tried to constructively 

solve the issue at least once during the segment 

4=members often cooperated and worked together to solve 

the problem, but were not cooperative during the 

majority of discussion 

5=members worked well together and each cooperated and 

helped solve the problem thro\!ghout the interaction 

12. was the dyad sarcastic in a ridiculing or hurtful way? 

Sarcastic behavior includes any snide or mean comments, 

put downs, or insults. Sarcasm often occurs with a change 

in the tone of voice so that sarcastic statements are often 

made in a sassy or defiant tone of voice. 

l=the exchanged was characterized by its sarcastic 

overtone, throughout the majority of the interaction 

the dyad said mean and hurtful things to each other 

2=both members made several hurtful comments to the 

other 

3=both members made 1 sarcastic or mean remark to the 

other 

4=one member of the dyad made 1 sarcastic or mean 

remark 
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5=no sarcastic or hurtful comments were made by either 

members of the dyad 

13. was the dyad negative or critical? 

Negative or critical means focusing on the problems and 

the faults of the other. This includes blaming the other, 

pointing out problems or flaws in the other in a negative 

way. 

l=the interaction was characterized by its negative and 

critical overtone, throughout the majority of the 

exchange several negative or critical comments were 

made 

2=both members were frequently critical of the other in 

a negative way 

3=both members made 1 negative or critical remark 

4=one member of the dyad made 1 negative and critical 

remark 

5=no negative or critical comments were made 

14. was the dyad hostile or threatening? 

Hostile or threatening means that the dyad was openly 

upset ~ith each other. 

l=the tone of the interaction was generally hostile 

with several threats or warnings from each member 



2=several hostile exchanges or threats (or warnings) 

about acceptable or tolerable behavior or actions 

3=1 hostile or threatening exchange 

394 

4=no open hostility or threats, general tone was mildly 

pleasant or neutral 

5=no open hostility or threats, general tone of the 

interaction was warm & friendly 

15. did the members of the dyad use aversive techniques to 

get their way? 

Aversive techniques include any coercive or 

manipulative behavior. This includes subtle manipulations 

to overt and strongly negative behavior. 

l=the tone of the interaction was generally coercive 

with several subtle and obvious coercive or 

manipulative exchanges throughout the interaction 

2=dyad uses aversive techniques a few times during the 

interaction and can include subtle manipulation and 

strong negative, aversive behavior 

3=dyad is involved in one obvious manipulative or 

coercive exchange (subtle coercive behaviors may also 

be present here, but the key is that there is one 

obvious exchange) 

4=no obvious aversive or coercive behavior, but a few 

manipulative attempts by one member 



5=no aversive behavior present 

16. did the members of the dyad interrupt each other? 

l=the interaction was filled with frequent 

interruptions by each dyad member 

2=both dyad members interrupted each other several 

times during the exchange, or one member interrupted 

the other frequently 
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3=both dyad members interrupted each other a few times 

during the interaction, or one member interrupted the 

other several times 

4=one dyad member interrupted the other a few times 

during the interaction 

5=neither member interrupted the other during the 

entire interaction 

17. did the dyad stay on topic? 

l=the dyad did not discuss or try to solve the problem 

at all during the interaction 

2=the dyad may have defined the problem and briefly 

worked at resolving it, but for the majority of the 

interaction, did not discussed things not related to 

the topic 

3=the dyad attempted to discussed the problem, but went 

off on frequent tangents and, for the majority of the 

interaction, discussed other, somewhat related, things 
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4=the dyad stayed on topic with only a few strays off 

topic 

5=the dyad spent the entire interaction trying to 

resolve the topic (this may include those who finished 

early but while working on the resolution stayed on 

topic) 

18. did the dyad work together as a team? 

Working together as a team applies to both members. 

One dyad cannot work as a team if the other is not 

cooperating. For a dyad to score high on this item, both 

members need to show cooperation and both must participate 

in the problem resolution. 

l=the dyad did not work together to solve the problem 

at all during the interaction or one member did all of 

the II work II 

2=at one point during the interaction the dyad worked 

together as a team 

3=at several points during the interaction the dyad 

worked together as a team, but for che majority of the 

interaction, one member attempted to resolve the 

dispute . 

4=the dyad worked together often to resolve the problem 

5=the general tone of the interaction was teamwork, 

both members actively participated in the interaction 



with each suggesting solutions and listeni.ng to the 

other's ideas 
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19. What is your impression of the level of involvement of 

the dyad members in the interaction pertaining to the 

assigned task? (participation, attentiveness, 

responsiveness, body posture, etc.) 

This item involves a combination of many factors to 

determine how involved the dyad mernbers were. One member 

could be quite involved, but the other not at all, however, 

for this item to be scored as high involvement BOTH members 

need to be highly involved. 

low moderate high 

1 2 3 4 5 

l=neither member cared about the problem, attempted 

solve it, listened or responded to the other, body 

posture was closed (arms crossed at chest, positioned 

far apart) 

2=the dyad ~as a little involved in the interaction, 

that is, each participated briefly in trying to resolve 

the problem, attended to and responded to the other's 



concerns at least once, or body posture was closed 

(arms crossed at chest or positioned far apart) 
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3=one member was more involved than the other, but 

during a portion of the interaction each member 

attempted to solve the problem, listened and responded 

to the other, and looked or smiled at the other or 

leaned towards the other in a supportive way 

4=both members were involved in the interaction, worked 

to solve the problem, listened and responded to the 

other and looked, smiled or leaned towards the other in 

a supportive way during the majority of the interaction 

5=during the entire interaction each member actively 

worked to resolve the conflict, they listened to and 

responded to ideas of the other, and looked and smiled 

and leaned towards the other in a supportive way 
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B. RESPONSIVE BEHAVIORS 

1. How close are the mother and child positioned from each 

other? 

1. each are positioned so that they can touch without 

reaching 

2. each are positioned so that they can reach & touch 

hands 

3. each are positioned out of arms length so that 

touching involves moving from their position. 

2. When mother & child are touching is it?: NA= no touch 

2 1 

warm/friendly pleasant 

o 

neutral 

-1 -2 

unpleasant cold/hostile 

/angry 

3. What is the MOTHER'S tone of voice like? 

2 1 

warm/friendly pleasant 

o 

flat 

-1 -2 

unpleasant cold/hostile 

/angry 

4. What is the CHILD~S tone of voice like? 

2 1 

warm/friendly pleasant 

o 

flat 

-1 -2 

unpleasant cold/hostile 

/angry 
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5. How much does the MOTHER attempt to make eye contact 

with the child? 

2 1 0 

a lot some no attempt 

-1 

avoids 

-2 

actively avoids 

6. How much does the CHILD attempt to make eye contact 

with the mother? 

2 1 0 

a lot some no attempt 

-1 

avoids 

-2 

actively avoids 

7. What are the MOTHER'S facial expressions like? 

2 1 

warm/friendly pleasant 

o 

flat 

-1 -2 

unpleasant cold/hostile 

/angry 

8. What are the CHILD's facial expressions like? 

2 1 

warm/friendly pleasant 

o 

flat 

-1 -2 

unpleasant cold/hostile 

/angry 
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APPENDIX C: Human Subjects Approval 
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TH L UNIVLRSITY Of 

Human Subjects CommIttee 

October 7, 1993 

ARIZONA 
HLALTH SCIENCES CLNTLR 

1690 N. W.rmI {8Id~. 52681 
Tucson. AmoN! 85i2~ 
(b0216Zb-6nl ur 621>.7575 

~--
Laura Scaramella, M.S. 
c/o Wendy Gamble, Ph.D. (Faculty Advisor) 
Department of Family/Consumer Resources 
Section of Family Studies, Room 210 
The University of Arizona 

RE: HSC 1\93.87 AN EXAMINATION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF DELINQUENCY IN 
MIDDLE CHILDHOOD 

Dear Ms. Scaramella: 

We received your 6 October 1993 above-cited research proposal. The 
procedures to be followed in this study pose no more than minimal 
risk to par-=icip:lting subjects. Regula-.:ions issued by tne U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (45 CFR Part 46.110(b)] 
authorize approval of this type project through the expedited 
review procedures, with the condition(s) that subjects' anonymity 
be maintained. Although full Committee review is not required, a 
brief summary of the project procedures is submitted to the 
Committee for their endorsement and/or comment, if any, after 
administrative approval is granted. This project is approved 
effective 7 October 1993 for a period of one year. 

The Human Subjects Committee (Institutional Review Board) of the 
University of Arizona has a current assurance of compliance, number 
M-1233, which is on file with the Department of Health and Human 
Services and covers this activity. 

Approval is granted with the understanding that no further changes 
or additions will be made either to the procedures fOllowed or to 
the consent formes) used (copies of which we have on file) without 
the knowledge and approval of the Human SUbjec-=s Committee and your 
College or Departmental Review Committee. Any research related 
physical or psychological harm to any subject must also be reported 
to each committee. 

A university pollcy requires tilat all signed suejecl: consent forms 
be kept in a permanent file in an area designated for that purpose 
by the Department Head or comparable authority. This will assure 
their accessibility in the event that university officials require 
the information and the principal investigator is unavailable for 
some reason. 

Sincerely yours, 
C" 

l. f.l:F.'1. •• -::r 
William F. Denny, M.D. 
Chairman, Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:rs 
cc: Departmental/College ~eview Committee 
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