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ABSTRACT 

Legal socialization is the process through which individuals develop their attitudes and 

relationships with the law. Although different types of socialization have been identified, 

four primary assumptions drive the perspective. These include ubiquity (process occurs in 

multiple contexts), continuity (process occurs across the lifetime), foundationality (law is 

an important regulatory institution), and reciprocity (law and citizens are influencing each 

other). The procedural justice model of legal socialization proposes that direct and 

vicarious police interactions judged to be procedurally unjust lead to lower levels of 

police legitimacy, higher levels of legal cynicism, and ultimately, lower compliance with 

the law. Recent scholarship has extended this model to non-legal authorities, finding that 

procedurally just interactions with parents and teachers improve child outcomes. Given 

its novelty, models assessing parental effects on legal attitudes have yet to consider how 

problematic child behaviors, including delinquency, contribute to the legal socialization 

process. Using 8 waves of data from a community sample of Swiss children (N = 1360), 

the primary goal of this study is to identify the potential direct, indirect, and reciprocal 

effects of child externalizing problem behaviors (as measured by aggression and 

hyperactive/impulsive/inattention) and parenting behaviors (as measured as prosocial and 

aversive) on legal cynicism. In addition, this study seeks to identify reciprocity within 

concepts from the procedural justice model, namely between legal cynicism and 

delinquency. Multivariate Latent Curve models with Structured Residuals (LCM-SR) 

were used to assess these relationships while also distinguishing “between-person” and 

“within-person” changes in these constructs over time. Results demonstrated that the 

relationship between child behaviors and parenting behaviors was not reciprocal, but 
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aversive parenting did have a direct relationship with legal cynicism and delinquency 

over time. An unconditional LCM-SR model demonstrated that legal cynicism and 

delinquency were related both between-person and within-person over time. However, 

the reciprocal effects were inconclusive. While this study did not identify conclusive 

evidence of reciprocity, the results do provide more support for the ubiquity assumption, 

i.e., legal socialization occurs in nonlegal contexts. Parenting behaviors during childhood 

do influence legal cynicism and delinquency from adolescence to early adulthood. 
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 CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Legal socialization is a term used to explain the process of internalizing legal 

norms and attitudes (Kohlberg, 1963; Tapp, 1976, 1991; Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971; Tapp 

& Levine, 1974; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Historically, the approach focused on the 

development of legal and moral reasoning to explain how people navigate the legal world 

(Kohlberg, 1963; Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971; Tapp & Levine, 1974). As people mature, they 

develop more complex reasoning abilities, with higher levels of reasoning being believed 

to yield more multifaceted decisions (Tapp & Levine, 1974). Individuals in the highest 

stage may even evaluate accepted laws as unjust if they do not align with personal moral 

beliefs or standards of justice. 

Over the last few decades, another approach to legal socialization has garnered a 

great deal of empirical support. This approach, often referred to as the procedural justice 

model, emphasizes the role of fair treatment, decision making, and recognition of 

appropriate boundaries in the development of legal attitudes (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; 

Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Piquero et al., 2005; Trinkner & Cohen,  

2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Broadly, this approach places procedurally just 

interactions with authority figures and institutions as the primary impetus for 

internalizing legal attitudes, values, and norms. Legal attitudes in this model primarily 

consist of police legitimacy (i.e., the perception that police are within their right to 

exercise power to maintain social order; Tyler, 1990) and legal cynicism (i.e., negative 

orientation toward rules and the law; see Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). The model 

proposes that direct and vicarious police interactions judged to be procedurally unjust 
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lead to lower levels of police legitimacy and higher levels of legal cynicism. As a result, 

engaging in criminal behavior is more likely to occur (Fine et al., 2018; Gifford & Reisig, 

2019; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Reisig et al., 2011). 

There are several factors to consider when judging whether interactions are 

procedurally just (see Tyler, 2006). Generally these factors fall into two categories: 

quality of decision making and quality of treatment (Tyler & Blader, 2003). More 

specifically, when encountering legal authorities, people value having a voice in the 

process, expect impartial and unbiased decisions, and appreciate receiving an explanation 

for how a decision was reached. Additionally, people want to be treated with respect, 

care, concern, and honesty (Bradford et al., 2014; Tyler & Blader, 2003). When 

authorities exhibit these characteristics, people generally express more favorable legal 

attitudes—view the police as more legitimate and the law less cynically (Bradford et al., 

2014; Jackson et al., 2014; Murphy et al., 2016; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006, 

2009; Meares, 2017).  

In addition to fair and just treatment, it is important to note that there are limits to 

what people deem appropriate regarding authority control (Trinkner et al., 2017; Trinkner 

& Tyler, 2016; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). There is a recognition that people consider the 

degree to which authorities are allowed to regulate behavior (Smetana, 2002). In other 

words, citizens often scrutinize whether the police or other legal authorities are exercising 

their power appropriately. The positive influence of respectful treatment is negated when 

individuals feel that legal authorities are overstepping their bounds (Trinkner et al., 2017; 

Trinkner & Tyler, 2016). This has important implications for perceptions of police and 

legal legitimacy (see Trinkner et al., 2017). 
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One criticism of the procedural justice model is that most children rarely have 

interactions with the police, and yet, have already formed perceptions of them before 

having any direct experience. Although some argue these perceptions are formed via 

vicarious experiences, a more recent focus on the role of parents as socializing agents for 

legal attitudes provides a deeper understanding of the development of attitudes (Trinkner 

& Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). This branch of research suggests that parenting 

styles that emphasize communication, warmth, and other prosocial values instill positive 

attitudes toward authorities in children (see Tyler & Trinkner, 2018 for a review). In 

other words, these children are more likely to view authorities (legal or otherwise) as 

more legitimate. They are also more likely to trust and obey their commands (Trinkner & 

Cohn, 2014). This suggests that nonlegal actors also help shape legal attitudes. 

Parenting Style, Behaviors, and Child Outcomes 

Research has demonstrated that fairness judgments occur in a variety of situations 

throughout the life course, even in early childhood (see, e.g., Gold et al., 1984; Shaw & 

Olson, 2014; Thorkildsen & White-McNulty, 2002; Weisz et al., 2007, 2008). 

Additionally, the processes used to evaluate both legal and nonlegal authorities with 

regard to procedural justice are largely the same (Jackson & Fondacaro, 1999). When 

conflicts in the family are resolved in ways aligned with the principles of procedural 

fairness, children are more likely to adopt these same values and will be less likely to 

engage in delinquency (Brubacher et al., 2009; Jackson & Fondacaro, 1999). These 

parenting procedures are also important for building social bonds (e.g., emotional 

attachments), as weak parental bonds have been linked to criminal behavior (e.g., Benda 

& Whiteside, 1995; Farrington & Hawkins, 1991; Hirschi, 1969; Loeber et al., 1998; 
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Sokol-Katz et al., 1997; see Kemp, 1993 for a review). Even if children exhibit 

delinquent tendencies, they will be less likely to continue engaging in these behaviors in 

adulthood if they have strong familial attachments (Laub et al., 2008; Simons et al., 1998; 

Thompson, 2008). 

Scholars have long suggested that a major risk factor for delinquency is poor 

parenting (e.g., Glueck & Glueck, 1950; Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969; 

Loeber & Dishion, 1983; Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984; Sampson & Laub, 

1993). There is plenty of evidence to suggest that delinquent children have negative 

relationships with their parents when compared to their non-delinquent counterparts (e.g., 

Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Hoeve et al., 2009; Keijsers et al., 2009; Laird et al., 2003; 

Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). However, 

parenting practices that foster strong social bonds can promote conformity among 

children (Simons et al., 1998). There are generally two approaches researchers take when 

investigating parenting effects. Some researchers choose to focus on certain behaviors 

(e.g., supervision, punishment, and involvement) while others choose to categorize 

parental behaviors into typologies (e.g., authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive) 

(Baumrind 1966, 1971; Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Put differently, parenting style is 

concerned with multiple dimensions of attributes that refer to the contexts in which 

children are raised. Parenting behaviors, on the other hand, are considered dimensions of 

parental practice (Barber, 1997; Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; 

Peterson & Hann, 1999; Peterson & Rollins, 1987; Rollins & Thomas, 1979; Stewart & 

Bond, 2002). Regardless of the approach, these effects have been linked to the 

development of legal attitudes. 
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Parenting Style and Legal Socialization. Darling and Steinberg (1993) 

suggested that distinguishing between parenting style and parenting practices is important 

for understanding broader socialization experiences. They argue that parenting practices 

are specific behaviors (i.e., parental involvement and monitoring) that help socialize 

children through things, such as helping with homework, reading, and attending school 

activities. Parenting styles deal with the emotional climate, such as responsiveness, in the 

home. Darling and Steinberg’s conceptual model suggests that parental socialization 

goals lead to their own involvement with children, which results in different outcomes for 

their children. For example, if parents do not have aspirations and goals for their children, 

they are less likely to monitor or be involved with their children, decreasing the 

likelihood that children will attain their goals. 

Recent legal socialization research has drawn from empirical work on parenting 

style to explain why some children hold more positive views of the law (e.g., Trinkner et 

al., 2012). Much of this work stems from Baumrind’s (1966) research on the three 

primary typologies of parenting style: authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive 

parenting (also see Baumrind, 1967, 1971, 1978, 1991). A fourth typology—neglectful 

parenting—was identified by Maccoby and Martin (1983). As implied in the name, 

neglectful parents are uncaring and uninvolved in parenting responsibilities. Permissive 

parents care about their children but do not typically impose and/or enforce rules and 

rarely try to regulate their child’s behavior. Authoritarian parents show little warmth, tend 

to use harsh parenting techniques, and demand obedience without considering their 

child’s requests. Lastly, authoritative parents explain rules, are warm and caring, and 

listen to their children when trying to get their cooperation. As will be described further, 
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parenting styles that emphasize authoritative values are more likely to result in the 

development of orientations favorable toward the law (see Tyler & Trinkner, 2018 for a 

review). 

Baumrind’s (1991) research revealed evidence of two dimensions of parental 

behaviors: demandingness and responsiveness. As noted by Tyler and Trinkner (2018), 

parents who strike a balance between being demanding and responsive (labeled 

authoritative parenting) yield the most positive orientations in terms of legal 

socialization. This is a result of parents explaining and communicating rules effectively 

to their children. In other words, successful parents exhibit behaviors similar to those 

described in the procedural justice literature. Authoritative parenting is also beneficial in 

that it provides children with emotional security, helps children understand their parents’ 

values/morals, and even helps with their interpersonal skills (Durkin, 1995). Although 

findings differ based on SES, ethnicity, and culture (Baumrind, 1972; Kelly et al., 1992; 

Leung et al., 1998), if children view parental disciplinary behaviors as good parenting, 

positive child outcomes are more likely (Lansford et al., 2012). 

Authoritative parenting has been considered synonymous with effective parenting 

(Baumrind, 1971). Research suggests that parents who display warmth, respect, care, and 

provide explanations for their own parenting techniques and rules are more likely to 

produce well-adjusted children (see, e.g., Baumrind, 1991; Mowen, 2010). When 

compared to other parenting styles, authoritative parenting has been associated with 

lower rates of delinquency (Ary et al., 1999; Peterson et al., 1994; Piko & Balazs, 2012; 

Simons et al., 2005; Steinberg et al., 1994; Trinkner et al., 2012; Trinkner, 2015). It is 

especially important for parents to demonstrate warmth and attempt to regulate their 
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behavior in effective ways (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; also see Baumrind & Black, 1967; 

Baumrind et al., 2010; Peterson & Hann, 1999; Peterson & Rollins, 1987; Rollins & 

Thomas, 1979). 

 As children develop, their socialization experiences are influenced by various 

adult individuals, both at school and in the home (Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Parke & 

Buriel, 1998; Wentzel, 1999). With regard to parenting style and legal socialization, 

studies have compared the effect of authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive parenting 

styles on perceptions of parental legitimacy and subsequent delinquency. Using three 

waves of data containing middle and high school aged students, Trinkner et al. (2012) 

found that the link between parenting style and delinquency was mediated by parental 

legitimacy. More specifically, the authors found that authoritative parenting was 

positively associated with parental legitimacy, which in turn was negatively related with 

delinquency. Furthermore, authoritarian style was negatively associated with parental 

legitimacy, highlighting the importance of displaying warmth and respect when 

interacting with children. 

Parenting Behaviors and Legal Socialization. Critics argue that parenting style 

dimensions do not capture contextual variations or measure the same thing across 

different social groups. For instance, authoritative parenting is widely considered ideal, 

yet authoritarian parenting is more often practiced in non-Western cultures, among 

minorities, and in lower SES families (Lee et al., 2014). Authoritarian parenting may 

even have protective effects for children in poor communities (Lee et al., 2014). Aside 

from cultural concerns, it is harder to test on broad typologies as opposed to specific 

behaviors while also providing a more detailed understanding of parenting effects 
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(Herman et al., 1997; Linver & Silverberg, 1997). Therefore, several researchers moved 

beyond parenting style and have chosen to focus on specific parenting practices and 

behaviors to better understand which parenting behaviors have the most significant 

impact on child behaviors. 

Two dimensions often addressed in the literature include psychological control 

and behavioral control. Psychological control stems from authoritarian parenting. Parents 

who try to use psychological control may exhibit a variety of behaviors, including 

intrusiveness, guilt induction, and love withdrawal (Barber et al., 2005; Lansford et al., 

2014). Parental disrespect falls under this form and contributes to child maladaptive 

behaviors (Barber et al., 2012). Soenens and Vansteenkiste (2010) found that 

psychological control is associated with higher levels of oppositional defiance, 

frustration, internalizing problems (e.g., anxiety), and externalizing problems (e.g., 

aggression) when compared to more supportive forms of parenting (Van Petegem et al., 

2015; Vansteenkiste et al., 2014). Parenting that attempts to regulate child behavior 

through clear and consistent expectations, supervision, and monitoring fall under 

behavioral control. This type of supportive parenting is associated with positive outcomes 

for children (Pastorelli et al., 2015), such as doing well in school (Spera, 2005) and 

reductions in antisocial behavior (Eddy & Chamberlain, 2000; Gault-Sherman, 2012; 

Knutson et al., 2014; Smith et al., 2014). Positive parenting, such as showing affection, 

warmth, and responsiveness, has been found to mitigate aggressive and disruptive 

behavior (Bolkan et al., 2010; McFadyen-Katchum et al., 1996; Querido et al., 2002). 

Behavioral control techniques do not always promote positive outcomes and may 

lead to child maladaptive behaviors. For example, the use of physical discipline has been 
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linked to childhood and adolescent aggression, violence, delinquency, and even criminal 

behavior in adulthood (Earls, 1994; Fine et al., 2004; Fraser, 1996; Gershoff & Bitensky, 

2007; Patterson & Yoerger, 1993; Simons et al., 2005; Strauss, 1991; Straus & Donnelly, 

2001). Research has frequently found that physical discipline is also associated with 

many negative child mental health outcomes, including low school achievement, low 

self-esteem, and emotional problems (Avakame, 1998; Berger, 2005; Chang et al., 2003; 

Larzelere, 2000; Sidebotham & Golding, 2001; Taylor et al., 2010; Teicher et al., 2006). 

Longitudinal data has even linked harsh discipline to an increased risk of psychiatric 

disorders and behavioral problems in adolescence and adulthood (Larzelere, 2000; 

Mackenbach et al., 2014; Taylor et al., 2010). Indeed, these negative socialization 

experiences can give rise to perceptions that disobedience and apathy toward authority 

and rules are acceptable. 

In addition to the deleterious effects of harsh discipline, many studies have shown 

that poor parental monitoring can also contribute to delinquency, associating with 

delinquent peers, and being influenced by peer pressure (for a review, see Patterson & 

Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984; also see Cernkovich & Giordano, 1987; Crouter et al., 1990; 

Dishion et al., 1995; Fridrich & Flannery, 1995; McCord, 1986, Sampson & Laub, 1994; 

Weintraub & Gold, 1991). That being said, it has been noted that adolescents vary in how 

legitimate they view their parents’ authority to limit and monitor their leisure activities 

(Kuhn & Laird, 2011; Smetana, 2011). Similar to boundaries (see Trinkner et al., 2016), 

Dishion et al. (2004) found that children need to accept supervision by their parents in 

order to be effectively monitored. As such, children are more likely to comply with 

monitoring efforts if they view their parents as legitimate (Cumsille et al., 2010). When 
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children do not hold these views, parents are less able to monitor them effectively. In 

addition, these children tend to be more secretive and believe their parents are invading 

their privacy (Hawk et al., 2008; Hawk et al., 2013). Children are also less likely to view 

their parents as legitimate authority figures when parents try to control things such as 

personal preferences (Smetana, 2011; see also Kobak et al., 2017), although there are 

cultural differences due to variations in boundaries (Smetana, 2011). It should be noted, 

however, children are less likely to disclose their activities and become more secretive 

when they are worried about receiving negative reactions from parents, and these 

negative reactions are stronger when parental legitimacy is low (LaFleur et al., 2016; 

Tilton-Weaver et al., 2010). 

When parents provide adequate supervision, they foster a stronger sense of 

legitimacy toward the police (Fagan & Tyler, 2005). In addition, for confrontational and 

frequently unsupervised children, proactive monitoring is effective in reducing antisocial 

behavior (Laird et al., 2010). In the socialization framework, it is important for parents to 

be viewed as legitimate and fair for children to internalize positive values and for 

discipline to be effective (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Keijsers & Laird, 2014; Piquero, 

Gomez-Smith & Langton, 2004; Trinkner et al., 2012). Using both children and mothers 

as informants, Keijsers and Laird (2014) conducted a longitudinal study to assess the 

impact of parental legitimacy on children’s voluntary disclosure of leisure activities (i.e., 

parental monitoring). Specifically, they assessed mothers’ monitoring behaviors and the 

level of disclosure and secrecy by adolescents. Youths with stronger legitimacy beliefs 

were less secretive and were more likely to voluntarily disclose their locations (also see 

Darling et al., 2006; Laird & Marrero, 2010). Furthermore, the authors found a reciprocal 
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relationship between monitoring and disclosure, which varied by the level of parental 

legitimacy. Keijsers and Laird (2014) suggest that the relationship between legitimacy 

and disclosure is cyclical for children with higher levels of legitimacy. They did not find 

evidence that monitoring increased secrecy (also see Hawk et al., 2008; Hawk et al., 

2009). The observed reciprocal relationship indicates that parenting and children’s 

behavior may be indirectly related to legal attitudes. This espoused link requires further 

scholarly attention. 

Legal Attitudes 

What has been highlighted thus far is the strong association between parenting 

and child outcomes. Indeed, positive interactions with parents have important 

implications for strengthening social bonds and improving child perceptions of legal 

actors and the legal system more generally. As noted, two legal attitudes, police 

legitimacy and legal cynicism, are an integral part of the procedural justice model of legal 

socialization. The conceptualization of police legitimacy has been somewhat variable 

across studies, sometimes capturing police trust, police effectiveness, normative 

alignment, and obligation to obey among others (Bottoms & Tankebe, 2012; Mazerolle et 

al., 2013; Tankebe, 2013; Tankebe et al., 2016; Tyler, 2006; Tyler & Jackson, 2014). It 

has been argued that obligation to obey is an outcome of police legitimacy as opposed to 

a dimension of it (Tankebe, 2013). Regardless of the operationalization, police legitimacy 

broadly captures the belief that police have the right to exercise power and maintain 

social order (Tyler & Jackson, 2014). Legal cynicism has also been operationalized in 

various ways across studies (see Gifford & Reisig, 2019 for a review). However, it is 

broadly defined as a negative orientation toward laws and those who follow them (Fine & 
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Cauffman, 2015; Gifford & Reisig, 2019; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). Although very 

similar, the key distinction between police legitimacy and legal cynicism is that the 

former is an orientation toward authorities while the latter is an internalization of social 

norms regarding the laws. Research has shown that these two constructs are empirically 

distinct (Gau, 2015; Moule et al., 2019; Reisig et al., 2011). 

Given that legal socialization is a developmental perspective, considerations have 

been given to the way legal attitudes change over time (e.g., Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Kaiser 

& Reisig, 2019; Piquero et al., 2005). Specifically, researchers have assessed 

longitudinally how factors such as procedural justice (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Kaiser & 

Reisig, 2019), various types of police interactions (Fine & Cauffman, 2015; Nivette et al., 

2015; Piccirillo et al., 2021; Schuck, 2013), arrests (Fine & Cauffman, 2015; Piquero et 

al., 2005), participation in delinquent subcultures (Nivette et al., 2015; Schuck, 2013), 

intimate relationships (Forrest, 2021), and personal characteristics such as emotion, 

gender, age, and  race/ethnicity (Cole et al., 2021; Fine & Cauffman, 2015; Piquero et al., 

2005; Schuck, 2013; Stewart et al., 2014) shape legal attitudes. As such, it has often been 

assumed that positive and negative interactions with authority figures function the same 

for both police legitimacy and legal cynicism. 

Cross-sectional studies typically find that negative interactions with legal 

authorities decrease police legitimacy and increase legal cynicism (e.g., Gau, 2015). 

However, longitudinal assessments find a more varied relationship. Police legitimacy 

changes somewhat over time in response to different social situations and contexts 

(Jackson & Gau, 2016; Nivette et al., 2019). Legal cynicism, on the other hand, has been 

relatively more stable, although not unchangeable (Fine & Cauffman, 2015; Nivette et al., 
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2015; Schuck, 2013; Stewart et al., 2014). It should be noted that although there are 

between-group racial differences in legal cynicism (see, e.g., Fine & Cauffman, 2015), 

legal cynicism remains relative stable across groups over time (Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; 

Piquero et al., 2016; Piquero et al., 2005). 

In addition to varying trajectories, legal cynicism and police legitimacy 

potentially differ in their sources and antecedents. Prior work has hypothesized that legal 

cynicism and police legitimacy derive from the same social experiences, such as 

interactions with legal authorities, arrest, and criminal environments (Kirk & 

Papachristos, 2011; Kirk, Papachristos, Fagan, & Tyler, 2012; Nivette et al., 2015; 

Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). However, recent scholarship has found that legal cynicism 

is influenced more by individual characteristics (e.g., low self-control and morality) 

(Nivette et al., 2015; Nivette et al., 2019), whereas police legitimacy is shaped more by 

socialization variables (e.g., social bonds and police contacts) (Nivette et al., 2019; also 

see Fine & Cauffman, 2015). 

One study that assessed the antecedents of legal cynicism found that the strongest 

predictor of legal cynicism was self-reported delinquency (Nivette et al., 2015). In 

addition, they found that low self-control only indirectly contributed to legal cynicism 

once delinquency was included in the model. As the authors explained, legal cynicism 

may be a neutralization technique used to justify criminal offending. Likewise, Shuck 

(2013) found that continued engagement in offending was associated with continued 

negative attitudes (see also Brick et al., 2009). Given that the procedural justice model 

argues that legal attitudes influence offending behaviors, the finding that offending 

contributes to legal attitudes may indicate a reciprocal relationship. However, this has 
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rarely been considered empirically (see Pina-Sánchez & Brunton-Smith, 2020; Trinkner 

et al., 2019). 

Although parents are an integral part of child development, another area the 

procedural justice model of legal socialization has yet to consider is the potential role 

parents play in the varying trajectories of legal attitudes over time. It is important to note 

that Trinkner and Cohn’s (2014) study assessed perceptions of parental procedural justice 

on parental legitimacy. However, their model included a general (as opposed to parent 

specific) measure of legal cynicism. Their results demonstrated that parental procedural 

justice was inversely related to legal cynicism. Although it was not assessed over time, it 

has important implications for the role parents play in the development of legal attitudes. 

To date, the procedural justice model of legal socialization has largely ignored 

reciprocity in human interactions. Legal socialization scholars have argued that reciprocal 

processes between law and citizens are occurring (see, e.g., Barak-Corren & Perry-

Hazan, 2021; Tapp & Levine, 1974). Individuals develop attitudes regarding both how 

laws should function and how people should behave in relation to the law. Reciprocity 

also exists in the notion that people shape laws but laws also shape behavior. There is 

also evidence of reciprocity in parenting research. Developmental psychologists have 

long observed that child problem behaviors influence parenting behaviors (see, e.g., Bush 

& Peterson, 2013; Pardini, 2008; Pettit & Lollis, 1996) and the nature of the relationship 

changes as children age (Scarr & McCartney, 1983). For example, children with 

externalizing behavioral issues, such as Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD), Conduct 

Disorder (CD), or depression, have been assessed extensively with regard to bidirectional 

influences. Burke et al. (2008) examined the reciprocal relationship between child 
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externalizing behaviors (Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder [ADHD], ODD, and 

CD) and parenting behaviors. Although the authors found support for a reciprocal 

relationship, there was a much stronger relationship from child behaviors influencing 

parenting behaviors. Accordingly, this supports the notion that children are not passive 

actors in their social environments. Their behavior influences the environment and the 

people around them (Bell, 1968; Belsky, 1984; Crouter & Booth, 2003; Lytton, 1990; 

Patterson, 1982; Scarr & McCartney, 1983; see also Tapp & Levine, 1974; Tyler & 

Trinkner, 2018). This is especially the case for children suffering from externalizing 

behavioral issues. 

Child externalizing behavior problems have a detrimental impact on both children 

and parents. However, given that parents have only recently been added to the procedural 

justice model, legal socialization scholars have yet to consider how externalizing 

problems impact the way non-legal authorities interact and discipline children. Nor is it 

known whether child externalizing behaviors have a direct impact on legal attitudes, or an 

indirect effect on crime through legal attitudes. It could be that children with 

externalizing behavior issues may be more prone to develop negative legal attitudes 

through their strained relationship with parents and authorities. For example, children 

with specific externalizing problems, such as ADHD, may elicit more punitive as 

opposed to supportive responses (i.e., they are less likely to receive treatment aligned 

with procedurally just treatment). As a result, children may view their parents as more 

disrespectful and less fair, and thus, increases their negative perceptions while also 

increasing their engagement in problematic behaviors. 
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Purpose of Study 

The primary goal of this dissertation is to assess the reciprocal relationships 

between childhood externalizing problems and parental behaviors as well as legal 

cynicism and delinquency to determine what impact they have on the development of 

legal cynicism over time. Two categories of child externalizing problem behaviors will 

be assessed: ADHD and aggression. To provide a foundation from which to bridge the 

gap between developmental psychology and legal socialization, this dissertation will 

assess the following: Are parenting behaviors and child externalizing problem behaviors 

related over time? It is hypothesized that the relationship between parenting behaviors 

and child externalizing problem behaviors is reciprocal in nature (H1a). However, given 

prior empirical work, it is hypothesized the effect of child behaviors on parenting 

behaviors will be stronger than the reverse (H1b). It is also hypothesized that children 

with higher levels of externalizing problems will have parents that engage in more 

punitive styles of discipline (H1c). This is an important relationship to assess given the 

significance of parents in the socialization process. It could be that increasingly punitive 

discipline in response to externalizing behavior increases legal cynicism, or externalizing 

behavior could have a direct impact on legal cynicism. 

Given the recent literature finding delinquency a strong predictor of legal 

cynicism, a second general question will also be considered. Is the relationship between 

legal cynicism and delinquency reciprocal? If legal cynicism is a technique of 

neutralization, children may be reinforcing their delinquency by trying to justify their 

behavior. This could potentially increase offending behaviors. Therefore, it is 

hypothesized that a reciprocal relationship exists (H2a). In other words, higher levels of 
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legal cynicism will be associated with higher levels of delinquency and higher levels of 

delinquency will be associated with higher levels of cynicism over time. 

The final question builds on the first two questions, with the goal of 

understanding how both parental and child problematic behaviors influence the legal 

socialization process: What is the relationship between parenting behavior, externalizing 

problem behavior, legal cynicism, and delinquency over time? It is hypothesized that 

children with higher levels of externalizing behavior will exhibit higher levels of legal 

cynicism (H3a) and will also self-report engaging in higher levels of delinquency (H3b). 

Additionally, given that legal cynicism is more likely to be influenced by internal 

characteristics as opposed to social factors, it is hypothesized that negative parenting 

behaviors will yield only minor effects on legal cynicism (H3c). However, externalizing 

behavior problems will yield more significant direct effects (H3d). 

The goal of this project is to empirically assess a different form of reciprocity in 

legal socialization research by incorporating findings from developmental psychology 

research. The aim is to highlight the way “problem” children impact their own attitudes 

and behavior via their negative effect on authority figures. Indeed, parents and legal 

authorities may not be able to change structural issues (e.g., poverty and joblessness) that 

contribute to crime. However, understanding how children—especially those with 

externalizing problems—interact with authority may aid in fostering emotional 

environments that make compliance a more appealing option. 

Organization of Dissertation 

The remaining chapters of this dissertation will proceed as follows: Chapter two 

provides a comprehensive review of relevant work in the field of legal socialization. 
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More specifically, it reviews research on the influence of individuals’ hostile demeanor 

on police behavior. This literature demonstrates that hostile and difficult behavior elicits 

negative responses from authorities, suggesting citizens are active participants in their 

own socialization experiences. Additionally, this chapter discusses other antecedents of 

police legitimacy and legal cynicism. Moving beyond legal socialization, this chapter 

also reviews research in developmental psychology that models the reciprocal effect of 

externalizing problems on parenting behaviors as well as its relation to criminal 

offending. The chapter pays particular attention to ADHD and aggressive behaviors and 

their relation to parenting. Lastly, it discusses how parenting changes over time and 

highlights key issues that influence this relationship. Chapter three provides an overview 

of the methods, data collection procedures, variables, and analytic strategy that are used. 

Chapter four presents the results of the statistical analysis for each research question. 

Chapter five discusses the implications of the results and considers how they are relevant 

to the broader legal socialization literature. Finally, the limitations of the study and 

directions for future research are also discussed in the final chapter.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 The procedural justice model of legal socialization places a strong emphasis on 

the nature of authority interactions as the primary driver of the development of legal 

attitudes. However, the model neglects to consider how one’s own behavior influences 

the behaviors of others. After discussing the legal socialization model and legal attitudes 

in various contexts, this chapter explores the literature in both criminology and 

developmental psychology that focuses on how difficult temperament and/or hostile 

behavior toward others elicits hostile responses. Special attention is directed toward child 

problem behavior and parental reactions. The hypotheses tested in this study are also 

discussed. 

Legal Socialization 

 As noted at the outset, legal socialization is the process through which people 

understand and internalize their relationship with the law. This perspective argues that 

law is an essential function in society and serves to regulate and guide individual 

behavior (Ewick & Silbey, 1998; Tapp & Levine, 1974). As such, legal institutions 

maintain laws and reinforce the accepted societal norms. The primary goal of this field is 

to understand how people form their beliefs about the function of law and those who 

enforce them. In addition, it encourages a feeling of obligation to obey authorities and 

laws as a way to gain greater compliance (Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). 

Initially, legal socialization was conceived of primarily a cognitive developmental 

model where children were considered active participants in the legal socialization 

process (Cohn & White, 1990; Tapp & Levine, 1974). This approach was based on works 
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from Piaget (1932) and Kohlberg (1963) whereby natural maturation, reasoning 

capabilities, and environmental exposure to the law was espoused to shape legal attitudes 

(Tapp, 1976; Tapp & Kohlberg, 1971). The model provided the idea that views of law 

and authorities develop early in life, which in turn directed behavior over the life course. 

The procedural justice model of legal socialization shifted the focus—away from the 

internal to the idea that attitudinal development occurs more through authority interaction 

(Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Piquero et al., 2005). Put simply, the procedural justice model 

posits that direct and vicarious interactions with members of the criminal justice system 

shape views of legitimacy toward authorities and cynicism about the law. 

 The current field of legal socialization operates under four primary assumptions: 

foundationality, ubiquity, continuity, and reciprocity (Trinkner & Reisig, 2021). Legal 

socialization is “foundational” because it recognizes that law itself is an important 

socializing agent for people to understand their role in society and serves to maintain 

order. It is also “ubiquitous” in that the process through which people develop and 

internalize legal values occurs in both legal and non-legal contexts (Trinkner & Cohn, 

2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Non-legal authorities, such as parents and teachers, act as 

socializing agents, shaping child behavior and attitudes through interactions and 

discipline (Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). Expectations for how authorities should operate are 

formed in these contexts. In addition to ubiquity, legal socialization is considered 

“continuous” because it occurs over the life course, with roles shifting at different stages 

in life (Tapp, 1976; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018) and it is “reciprocal” because the process 

explains both the role of law and the role of citizens (Tapp & Levine, 1974; Trinkner & 

Tyler, 2016). 



21 

 In addition to these assumptions, there are three main elements of the 

socialization process: the development of legal reasoning, the internalization of legal 

values, and the development of legal attitudes (Trinkner & Tyler, 2016; Tyler & 

Trinkner, 2018). The first element, legal reasoning, is an important step for understanding 

social and legal environments (Cohn & White, 1990; Tapp & Levine, 1974). Essentially, 

as people mature they are better able to think critically about the appropriateness of law 

and how it fits in their own world (Tapp, 1991; Tapp & Levine, 1974). This provides 

meaning to their “socio-legal environment” (Cohn & White, 1992; White, 2001) and is 

another example of individuals being active members of the process. Legal reasoning 

helps people comprehend their own legal contexts. As such, people can understand why 

law and authorities are important while also disagreeing with their behavior when they do 

not align with their own expectations. 

 While children develop their reasoning capacities, they are also internalizing the 

norms and values of their society (i.e., legal values) (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Tapp & 

Levine, 1974; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Legal values reflect a belief of what the law 

should be, and these values become part of a person’s identity. It is during this process 

that people develop an obligation to obey the law and cooperate with authorities. This 

process involves three components—authority decision-making (neutrality in decisions 

and having a voice), quality of treatment (being treated with respect, compassion, 

clear/clarity), and boundaries (authorities only legitimate when acting within the realm of 

the accepted norms) (Trinkner et al., 2018; Tyler & Blader, 2003; Tyler & Trinkner, 

2018). 
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 Lastly, legal socialization involves the formation of legal attitudes (Cohn & 

White, 1990; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). Legal attitudes reflect experiences with law and 

legal authorities (Piquero et al., 2005). During this process people evaluate the behavior 

of law and its actors, and attitudes can change through experiences with legal authorities 

(e.g., Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Tapp, 1991). If people hold more positive views of 

authorities and feel a sense of obligation to obey rules, people are more likely to comply 

with the law (Sherman, 1993; Tyler, 2006; Tyler & Huo, 2002). 

Recent work has also identified two styles of legal socialization authorities use to 

encourage compliance behaviors—the coercive model and the consensual model 

(Trinkner & Tyler, 2016; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). The goal of the coercive model is to 

try and gain compliance through sanctions and control. Under this model, authorities 

demand obedience rather than encourage it. Inconsistent and authoritarian parenting 

would fall under the coercive model. Children whose parents that demand obedience 

instead of using procedurally just behaviors are less likely to have positive orientations 

toward authorities and law (Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). These 

coercive styles of parenting are also associated with increased delinquency (Straus & 

Donnelly, 2001). This approach is rooted in rational choice (see Tyler & Trinkner, 2018) 

– rewards outweigh punishments and relationship with law becomes about rewards, risks, 

and punishments. 

The goal of the consensual model is to gain voluntary compliance through 

procedurally just behaviors (e.g., fairness in decisions, treating with respect, and giving 

voice). Procedural justice is defined as a judgement that authorities enforce rules in a 
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respectful and fair manner (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). This process 

is essential for gaining voluntary compliance with the law (Tyler, 2003, 2006).  

To understand compliance behaviors, three relational models of procedural justice 

have been identified. These include the group value, relational authority, and group 

engagement (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Tyler & Blader, 2000; Tyler & Lind, 1992; see also 

Blader & Tyler, 2015). The overarching theme of these models is to understand the 

underlying processes of justice evaluations through assessments of interactions with 

authority. The group value model outlined by Lind and Tyler (1988) was built on Thibaut 

and Walker’s (1975) notion that procedural justice is rooted in the desire for people to 

receive fair treatment and have a voice or some other form of control in interactions with 

the legal system (termed the process control effect) (see also Lind et al., 1990). Although 

Thibaut and Walker were primarily focused on one’s own level of control in how 

authorities make decisions, Lind and Tyler (1988) focused more on how an individual is 

treated relative to someone else (i.e., neutrality). Their assessments are based on how 

much procedures covey group values. In other words, people will see procedures as fair if 

the group values align with their own individual and internalized group values. 

Furthermore, people are more receptive to procedural justice from members of their 

group as opposed to someone outside their group (Smith et al., 1998). 

Tyler and Lind (1992) built on the group value model to develop their relational 

model of authority. Their goal was to understand what contributes to the way people react 

to authorities. The relational model discusses evaluations of legitimacy and whether 

people voluntarily comply with authority. Here the focus is on how neutrality, trust, 
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respect, and status within the group impact procedural justice (Tyler, 1989, 1994; Tyler et 

al., 1996). 

The third relational model, which was built on the previous two models, is the 

group engagement model (Tyler & Blader, 2000). This model encompasses the most with 

regard to understanding group attitudes and cooperative behaviors (Tyler & Blader, 

2003). As such, this model discusses the impact procedural justice has on self-identity 

within a group. Procedural justice promotes a positive self-identity within their in-group 

and thus encourages cooperation. The common theme among these models is that 

procedural justice communicates how the person being treated is perceived by authority 

and it shapes how they see themselves and others. Overall there are four primary 

concerns with how people make judgments regarding procedural fairness. These include 

voice, respect, impartiality, and care (Tyler, 2000). In other words, people will more 

likely judge interactions to be procedurally fair if they can share their concerns and feel 

they are treated with care, civility, and without bias. 

Another concern among procedural justice researchers is whether procedural 

justice evaluations are rooted in instrumental or noninstrumental concerns. Instrumental 

concerns occur when individuals feel like they have some form control over the outcome. 

For example, they feel having a voice in the decision making process increases the 

likelihood of a more positive or impartial decision (Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 

1978). Lind and Tyler’s (1988) group value model suggested a more noninstrumental 

approach whereby justice concerns were more rooted in feeling like a valued member of 

a group. Additionally, having a voice in the process represented their status in the group. 

People are more likely to comply if the procedures are in line with what they believe to 
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be consistent with how they should be treated and legal actors act in a way that influences 

the their best interests. 

In the consensual model, legal attitudes (e.g., legal cynicism) are hypothesized to 

mediate the link between procedural justice and compliance. Put simply, if police are 

procedurally fair and respectful in their interactions with members of the general public, 

the model holds that legal cynicism will be lower. In addition, individuals consider and 

evaluate whether authorities are legitimate, and have a sense of obligation to obey. This 

style is considered to yield more supportive and positive values. Teachers and parents can 

also encourage these felt obligation to obey and promote legitimacy through procedurally 

just behavior (Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). The consensual approach is concerned with the 

decisions, treatment, and boundaries exerted by authorities. 

As mentioned, essential to this approach is the idea that law-related beliefs begin 

in childhood, with parents being considered the first socializing agent (Trinkner & Cohn, 

2014; Wolfe et al., 2016). Initially, the procedural justice model focused on direct and 

vicarious experiences with the police to explain the internalization of attitudes (e.g., 

Fagan & Tyler, 2005). However, Trinkner and Cohn (2014) argued that parents and 

teachers should also be considered socializing agents (see also Tapp & Levine, 1974). In 

childhood, direct contact (and vicarious experiences) with adults in the home and school 

exert the most influence in facilitating the acquisition of attitudes (Trinkner et al., 2018). 

As children grow older, they are more likely to have interactions with legal authorities 

(Ulmer & Steffensmeier, 2014), and parents become less influential (Wolfe et al., 2016). 

Additionally, vicarious experiences, especially with regard to the treatment received by 

peers, play an important role (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015). Given these patterns, 
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knowing how these attitudes form and develop over time would provide a better 

understanding of the legal socialization process. The following section highlights the 

different social avenues that contribute to attitudes about the law and the internalization if 

norms. 

The Antecedents of Legal Attitudes 

Legal attitudes are theorized to develop through different neighborhood- and 

individual-level processes (see, e.g., Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). Although most often 

theorized separately, these two avenues broadly define the acquisition of attitudes 

through feelings of injustice either from societal conditions and/or individual experiences 

with agents of the law (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Kirk & Papachristos, 2011; McLean et al., 

2018; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). There are many different social antecedents to legal 

attitudes. Many of these include the criminal justice system, families, schools, teachers, 

and peers. One additional antecedent, individual characteristics, was recently introduced 

by Nivette et al. (2019) (see also Ameri et al., 2019; Augustyn & Ray, 2016; Reisig et al., 

2011). 

Criminal Justice System. The most commonly recognized social antecedent for 

legal attitudes in the legal socialization literature is the criminal justice system. This line 

of research suggests that direct and vicarious experiences with the criminal justice system 

and its actors are driving the development of attitudes (Jonathan-Zamir & Harpaz, 2014; 

Reisig & Parks, 2000; Rosenbaum et al., 2005; Skogan, 2005; Tyler & Huo, 2002). When 

people experience disrespectful treatment by the police (either directly or vicariously), 

they are more likely to internalize negative feelings toward legal authority and law 

(Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Gau, 2015; Hough et al., 2010; Reisig et al., 2011; Trinkner & 
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Cohn, 2014). Although debated, it has also been suggested that negative encounters are 

more influential than positive encounters (Skogan, 2006). In other words, a negative 

experience will have a more enduring impact on perceptions of the legal system. 

Recent scholarship suggests that the criminal justice system may impact legal 

cynicism and police legitimacy differently. Several studies have found differential effects 

for legal cynicism and police legitimacy when assessing various criminal justice related 

antecedents such as procedural justice, rearrest, and police contact (e.g., Fine & 

Cauffman, 2015; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Mclean et al., 2019; Piquero et al., 2005; 

Trinkner et al., 2019). In a longitudinal assessment, Fine and Cauffman (2015) found that 

rearrests did not impact legal cynicism over time but did impact legitimacy. On the 

contrary, Ameri et al. (2019) found that arrest history was associated with increased legal 

cynicism. In Brazil, Trinkner et al. (2019) found that police contact significantly 

influenced police legitimacy but not legal cynicism. Similarly, Kaiser and Reisig (2019) 

found that the relationship between procedural justice and legal attitudes was weaker for 

legal cynicism relative to legitimacy (see also Piquero et al., 2005). Nivette et al. (2019) 

found that legal cynicism was more influenced by individual characteristics while police 

legitimacy was more influenced by social antecedents. These studies suggest that 

interactions with authorities and perceptions of justice may be influencing police 

legitimacy more than legal cynicism. 

Another potential concern with existing research is that many community 

members rarely have direct encounters with the legal system (aside from minor traffic 

stops) and develop attitudes well before being introduced to these legal contexts (see 

Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). What occurs early in life is extremely important for later 
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attitudes and experiences. Therefore, there is a strong case for why interactions with 

parents and school authorities are another important antecedent to legal attitudes. 

Family Context. It is well known that parenting practices play an influential role 

in the formation of child attitudes and schemas (Harris et al., 2015; Simons et al., 2006; 

Steinberg, 2001). These attitudes include things such as gender roles (Cunningham, 

2001), antisocial behaviors and beliefs (Simons et al., 1995; Simons & Burt, 2011), and 

legal attitudes (Cavanaugh & Cauffman, 2015; Ferdik et al., 2014; Nivette et al., 2015; 

Sargeant & Bond, 2015; Wolfe et al., 2017; Wu et al., 2015). 

There are two potential ways parental legal attitudes may potentially influence 

child attitudes. One argument is through direct transmission. According to this view, 

children learn their parents’ attitudes and behaviors through direct observation, modeling, 

communication, and reinforcement of parenting behaviors (Madsen et al., 2009; McCord 

& McCord, 1958; see also Akers, 2009; Burt et al., 2012; Patterson & Stouthamer-

Loeber, 1984; Thornton et al., 1990; Webber & Loescher, 2013). Under this 

conceptualization, parental attitudes and relationships greatly influence and predict child 

attitudes (Cavanaugh & Cauffman, 2015; Degner & Dalege, 2013; Ferdik et al., 2014; 

McLean et al., 2018; Sindall et al., 2017; Nivette et al., 2015; Sargeant & Bond, 2015; 

Wolfe et al., 2017; Wu et al., 2015). 

Meta-analytic studies demonstrates that intergenerational transmissions of 

attitudes are strong and consistent (Degner & Dalege, 2013), and can transmit indirectly 

and directly (Lindstrom et al., 2011). For example, research has found that moral values 

are socialized from parents’ values (Smetana, 1988, 1995, 1999; Smetana & Asquith, 

1994; Smetana et al., 2005; White & Matawie, 2004). There is also high degree of 
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congruence between youth attitudes and the attitudes of their mothers about violence, 

risk-taking, and criminal behaviors (Copeland-Linder et al., 2007; Orpinas et al., 2003; 

Orpinas et al., 1999). Solomon et al. (2008) found that parental beliefs about aggression 

predicted their child’s levels of aggression net of child’s own aggressive beliefs. 

With regard to legal attitudes, strong bonds have been linked to more positive 

perceptions of the police (Ferdik et al., 2014; Mclean et al., 2019). However, research 

that considers a connection between parental bonds and legal attitudes has either been 

mixed (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Wolfe et al., 2017) or has only observed small positive 

relationships (Ferdik et al., 2014; Nivette et al., 2015; Sargeant & Bond, 2015; Wolfe et 

al., 2017) that may vary by ethnicity (Nivette et al., 2015; Wu et al., 2015). Parental 

perceptions of legitimacy may also have positive relationship with child perceptions of 

police legitimacy (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2015; Mclean et al., 2019; Wolfe et al., 2017). 

Using a sample of male first time offenders and their mothers/guardians, Cavanagh and 

Cauffman (2015) found that mothers’ low perceptions of legitimacy was indirectly 

associated with an increase in their sons’ criminal offending. There could be some racial 

differences, however. African-American families may be more likely than White families 

to have direct discussions about how to interact with the police (Anderson, 1999; 

Sampson & Bartusch, 1998; Wilson, 1987). 

Wolfe et al. (2017) assessed if parents’ perceptions of court and police legitimacy 

predicted child perceptions of court and police legitimacy. They found that parent 

attitudes regarding legitimacy were positively associated with adolescent attitudes even 

after controlling for known predictors, such as direct police contact. This finding suggests 
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that parental attitudes may be directly influencing child attitudes (Cavanagh & Cauffman, 

2015; Ferdik et al. 2014; Mclean et al., 2019; Sargeant & Bond, 2013). 

The second way attitudes are transmitted is rooted in the ubiquity assumption of 

legal socialization. This assumption argues that the method of parenting (either coercive 

or consensual) is what shapes child attitudes. Coercive parenting is characterized by 

things such as inconsistent discipline, physical discipline, and other aversive behaviors, 

and are associated with less positive attitudes toward authorities (Trinkner et al., 2012; 

Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). Consensual parenting, however, includes behaviors more in line 

with procedurally just behaviors. Children experiencing such parenting tend to hold more 

positive attitudes toward authority and feel more compelled to obey rules (Jackson & 

Fondacaro, 1999; Trinkner et al., 2012; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). As such, rather than a 

direct transmission (i.e., internalizing parental attitudes), children form their own beliefs 

toward authorities through evaluations of parental behaviors. Although few in number, 

legal socialization scholars have assessed the effect of specific parenting behaviors, such 

as supervision, monitoring, and parental warmth on legal attitudes (e.g., Fagan & Tyler, 

2005; Mulvey et al., 2010). These studies have found important associations between 

prosocial parenting behaviors and positive attitudes, with positive parenting promoting 

more positive attitudes toward authority (e.g., Trinkner et al., 2012). 

 School Context. Teachers are also theorized to influence legal attitudes because 

they hold positions of authority, punish, and enforce rules (Flexon et al., 2009; Nihart et 

al., 2005; Piquero et al., 2005; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014). The variables typically used to 

assess the connection between the school context and legal attitudes include bonds to 

school, teachers, and school commitment (Ferdik et al., 2014; Nivette et al., 2015; Wu et 
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al., 2015). However, the connection between these variables and legal attitudes have been 

mixed. Some have found no influence (Ferdik et al., 2014; Nivette et al., 2015; see also 

Little & Steinberg, 2006), direct associations depending on race (Lurigio et al., 2009; Wu 

et al., 2015), or support across racial groups (Flexon et al., 2009). 

 For attitudinal development, the school context can also be viewed through a 

coercive versus consensual approach. Trinkner and Cohn (2014) found that teacher 

procedural justice equated to higher levels of teacher legitimacy and lower levels of legal 

cynicism. This positive approach is more likely to encourage obedience from students 

and feelings of trust toward school authorities (Arum, 2003). It has even been found to 

reduce aggressive behaviors in the school environment (Chory-Assad, 2002). However, 

coercive control strategies, such as strict rules, have been associated with more disruptive 

behaviors (Way, 2011). This research suggests that the consensual approach is more 

likely to produce positive perceptions of teachers and is beneficial for school related 

outcomes (see also Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). 

 Peers. With regard to peers, it is not a far stretch to say that they also play a part 

in the legal socialization process (McLean et al., 2018; Sampson & Laub, 1997). 

Although it is likely children associate with peers of similar values and that their beliefs 

coincide more over time (Brechwald & Prinstein, 2011), having delinquent peers has 

shown to influence individual attitudes in a negative manner (McGloin, 2009; McGloin 

& Shermer, 2009; McLean et al., 2018; Megens & Weerman, 2012; Nivette et al., 2015; 

Paternoster et al., 2013; Pratt et al., 2010; Wolfe et al., 2017). When children associate 

with these kinds of individuals, they are more likely to internalize their worldview 

(Brechwald & Prinstein, 2011; Weerman, 2011), be more cynical and perceive the police 
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as less legitimate (Cavanagh & Cauffmann, 2015; Ferdik et al., 2019; Fine et al., 2016; 

Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Nivette et al., 2015; Wolfe et al., 2017; see also Mulvey et al., 

2010, for correlational evidence), and adopt more antisocial attitudes and behavior 

(Decker et al., 2013; Melde & Esbensen, 2014; Shulman et al., 2011; Sweeten et al., 

2013). It should be noted, however, that some studies report insignificant findings with 

regard to deviant peers and legal attitudes (Fagan & Tyler, 2005; Fagan & Piquero, 

2007). For instance, Mclean et al. (2019) found that the number of delinquent friends did 

not impact legitimacy (see Fine et al., 2017 for evidence on the contrary). It could be that 

the quality of the relationship between an individual and delinquent friends is more 

important when considering their impact on legal attitudes. 

 Individual Characteristics. Another mechanism to consider is how individual 

characteristics and propensities influence legal socialization. It is likely that certain 

characteristics—such as low self-control and psychopathy—shape how people interact 

with and interpret the laws and behaviors of others. As such, beliefs about the law and 

legal system have been linked to psychosocial maturity, negative emotions, impulsivity, 

and callous-unemotional traits (Ameri et al., 2019; Augustyn & Ray, 2016; Fine et al., 

2018; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Lee et al., 2011; Reisig et al., 2011; Scheuerman & 

Matthews, 2014; Woolard et al., 2008). Not surprisingly, individuals with higher levels of 

antisocial traits are more likely to behave with hostility toward authorities which may in 

turn elicit hostile reactions from them (Augustyn & Ray, 2016; Mastrofski et al., 2002; 

Scheuerman & Matthews, 2014). Ameri et al. (2019) found that psychopathy and 

temperament weakened the relationship between legal cynicism and offending and 

argued that legal cynicism should be considered in the context of antisocial behavior and 
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criminal propensities (see also Nivette et al., 2015). Others suggest that self-centered and 

impulsive individuals tend to be more cynical about complying with rules (Gottfredson & 

Hirschi, 1990; Mclean et al., 2019; Piquero et al., 2004; Reisig et al., 2011; Wolfe, 2011; 

Wolfe et al., 2017).  

Nivette and colleagues (2019) found that legal cynicism is more influenced by 

individual characteristics (such as low self-control) and less so by socialization 

experiences (although significant but weaker and inconsistent). Police legitimacy was 

more strongly influenced by socialization experiences such as school, teacher bonds, and 

contacts with the police. Interestingly, low self-control did not directly impact police 

legitimacy. This suggests that legal cynicism and legitimacy may have more varied 

antecedents than previously thought. In addition, parental involvement, supervision, 

teacher-child bonds, and police contact had little to no effect on legal cynicism but did 

have a much stronger effect on police legitimacy. Nivette et al. (2019) argue that their 

findings complement the literature that views legal cynicism as a mechanism of low self-

control. As such, the connection between individual characteristics and legal cynicism 

should be explored further (see also Ameri et al., 2019). 

Although there are other potential antecedents (e.g., news and social media), four 

of the antecedents discussed above (i.e., criminal justice system, family context, school 

context, and peers) highlight a strong connection between interactions with others and the 

socialization process. Individuals are highly influenced by their environments, and having 

innate antisocial characteristics contributes to these effects. Individual characteristics are 

especially interesting because they allude to the consideration that one’s own beliefs and 
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behaviors influences their environments and the people around them. Moving forward, 

this dynamic needs to be empirically evaluated longitudinally. 

Legal Attitudes over Time 

Given that legal socialization is a developmental perspective, how attitudes 

develop and change (or not) over time is of interest. Although prior research has found 

that legitimacy and legal cynicism are relatively stable (e.g., over a two year study period, 

see Piquero et al., 2005), more recent research reports patterns that differ. For example, 

adult attitudes seem to be more stable than juvenile attitudes (Gau, 2010). Nivette et al. 

(2019) found that legal cynicism increased in adolescence but started declining in early 

adulthood (see also Fine & Cauffman, 2015). Nivette and colleagues also found legal 

cynicism to be rank stable. In other words, people maintain their level of legal cynicism 

relative to others when legal cynicism increases or declines overall (Fine & Cauffman, 

2015; Piquero et al., 2005; Stewart et al., 2014). 

The finding that legal cynicism increases in adolescence is especially interesting 

given that delinquency is also increasing in adolescence (e.g., Laub & Sampson, 2003; 

Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983). Indeed, legal socialization research typically finds that 

increased legal cynicism is associated with higher involvement in offending (Fagan & 

Piquero, 2007; Gifford & Reisig, 2019; Kaiser & Reisig, 2019; Lee et al., 2011; Reisig et 

al., 2011). The procedural justice model holds that legal cynicism is an antecedent to 

delinquency rather than the reverse. However, given recent evidence for reciprocity 

among another known correlate of crime, such as low self-control (see, e.g., Vazsonyi & 

Jiskrova, 2018), it could be argued that legal cynicism may also be reciprocal with 

criminal offending. Increased delinquency may increase the likelihood adolescents will 
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encounter legal authorities, but engaging in delinquency may also erode perceptions that 

the law is binding. If these criminal acts are not punished, Fagan and Piquero (2007) 

suggest that risks for engaging in future delinquency may be reduced. As mentioned, 

Nivette et al. (2015) argued that legal cynicism could be a neutralization technique, thus 

encouraging increased delinquency over time. Their finding that criminal offending is a 

strong predictor of legal cynicism suggests that the two concepts are interrelated. 

Researchers typically find that perceptions of police legitimacy increase over time 

(see McLean et al., 2018; Piquero et al., 2016). Contrary to prior research, Nivette et al. 

(2019) found that legitimacy decreased in adolescence to early adulthood. They speculate 

their disparate findings may be due to differences in operationalization of their variables. 

Mclean et al. (2019) assessed longitudinal patterns of police legitimacy to determine how 

it related to criminal offending over time. They found that legitimacy increased during 

adolescence and became relatively stable in (emerging) adulthood. Schubert et al. (2016) 

found that for people whose offending patterns remained stable, legitimacy also remained 

stable. For those who did not continue to offend, legitimacy improved. These findings 

demonstrate that legal attitudes can change over time but tend to be more stable in 

adulthood (see also Tyler & Trinkner; 2018). In addition, there are different contexts 

(e.g., criminal justice, school, and family) through which these attitudes develop and 

stabilize. The common thread among these contexts is the individual experience. What is 

less well known in the procedural justice model is how one’s own behavior influences 

reactions from others. 
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Authority Reaction to Citizen Behaviors 

As noted by developmental psychologists, problem child behaviors elicit negative 

reactions from authorities, which increase problem behaviors (e.g., Keijsers et al., 2011; 

Laird et al., 2003; Pardini et al., 2008). It is likely that authorities may be less inclined to 

respond with procedurally just behaviors when interacting with combative citizens (e.g., 

Mastrofski et al., 2016). As such, it may be that nonlegal authorities, such as parents and 

teachers, will react similarly when dealing with problem children. Although police 

encounters are rare, researchers have found that citizen demeanor influences police 

responses (e.g., Alpert & Dunham, 2004; Engel et al., 2012; Mastrofski et al., 2002). 

Additionally, mental illness may also exacerbate punitive responses from police (Reiss, 

1971; Worden & Pollitz, 1984). Therefore, before addressing parental reaction to child 

behavior and reciprocal effects, it is important to address the research in criminal justice 

that assesses the relationship between antagonistic citizen behaviors and police reaction. 

Citizen Demeanor and Police Behavior 

Demeanor is widely considered the most common predictor for punitive responses 

from police (Reiss, 1971; Riksheim & Chermak, 1993; Worden, 1995; Worden et al., 

1996). As such, research on police procedural justice is typically concerned with how 

police officers are treating the citizens with whom they interact. Although few studies 

have assessed how citizen procedural justice influences police behavior (see Pickett & 

Nix, 2017), many have assessed how citizen demeanor influences police behavior, such 

as use of force and disrespect. If citizens are disrespectful or noncompliant, officers are 

more likely to respond punitively (Reiss, 1971; Worden & Shepard, 1996). Garner et al. 

(2002) found that suspect resistance increases the likelihood of some uses of force (e.g., 
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pressure holding, grabbing, and shoving) (see also Engel et al., 2012). As Garner et al. 

note, individual encounter-level studies typically find that suspect disrespect is the most 

common factor associated with increased use of force by the police. Using 7,512 arrests 

from every precinct in six urban police jurisdictions, Garner and colleagues found that an 

“antagonistic” demeanor increased the odds of police using physical force by 163%. 

Physical resistance increased the odds of physical force to 1800%. This finding 

demonstrates that behaving in aggressive ways influences how legal authorities react. 

The finding that citizen demeanor is a primary predictor of police behavior is very 

common across studies (Alpert & Dunham, 2004; Black, 1971; Brown, 1981; Engel et 

al., 2012; Garner et al., 2002; Klinger, 1996; Lundman, 1979, 1996; Mastrofski et al., 

2002; Sykes & Clark, 1975; Warden & Shepard, 1996). It should be noted, however, it is 

not common for police to escalate conflict in response to these uncooperative people 

(Reiss, 1971; Sykes & Brent, 1983). In fact, citizen disrespect toward the police is much 

more common than the reverse (Mastrofski et al., 2002; Reisig et al., 2004; Worden & 

McLean, 2014). 

In a notable study of police encounters, Mastrofski et al. (2002) assessed reasons 

police may disrespect citizens in their encounters. Using Black’s (1976) theory of law, 

they assessed citizen behavior, characteristics, and encounter location to determine 

factors that escalated police response. More specifically, they were concerned with 

demeanor, level of emotion, culpability, gender, race, financial status, age, and 

neighborhood context. Although these factors were significant, the strongest predictor 

was citizen behavior. As a follow up, Reisig et al. (2004) note that suspect behavior 

influences police officer behaviors such that if they are disrespectful, police are more 
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likely to be disrespectful back to them (Mastrofski et al., 2002). Therefore, Reisig et al. 

(2004) identified factors that contribute to how people act toward the police. Reisig and 

colleagues found that disrespectful police behavior is not reciprocated by citizens, and 

less severe police uses of force mitigates suspect disrespect. Additionally, the number of 

people viewing the encounter, being mentally impaired, intoxicated, and in a heightened 

state of emotion increases the likelihood the suspect will behave disrespectfully. African-

American suspects were also more likely to be disrespectful, however, only in public 

disorder encounters (see footnote 5, p. 257). 

Similar to the intergenerational transmission of attitudes discussed previously, 

Brunson and Weitzer (2011) noted that suspect demeanor affects police treatment but 

questioned whether codes of conduct are passed down from older generations and occur 

prior to police contact. They were particularly concerned with whether people learn how 

to prepare for potential police encounters from parents and families, noting that vicarious 

police encounters can be as powerful as direct experiences when forming attitudes about 

how to act around the police (Jacob, 1971; Son et al., 1997; Weitzer & Tuch, 2006). 

Indirect encounters may even be greater for African Americans (relative to White and 

Hispanics) for shaping these behaviors (Rosenbaum et al., 2005). In general, people who 

defer to and respect police authority are less likely to receive harsh treatment from police 

(Black, 1971). Brunson and Weitzer (2011) found that intergenerational transfer of 

attitudes was highly prevalent for African Americans but not for Whites (see also Brown, 

2009; Kennedy, 1997). In other words, members of these households actively share 

strategies on how to interact with officers because they expect that their child’s minority 

status will make them more likely to encounter the police. 
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It should be mentioned, however, that minorities are treated more harshly by the 

police compared to Whites (see, e.g., Brunson & Pegram, 2018). As such, it is plausible 

that different groups of people will perceive the criminal justice system and its actors 

differently. For example, given their differential treatment by the legal system and its 

actors, African Americans have more cynical views of the police and experience more 

bias in the criminal justice system (Drakulich & Crutchfield, 2013; Schuck, 2013; 

Unnever et al., 2011; Weitzer & Tuch, 2005). That being said, some studies have found 

that these differences in perceptions weaken once neighborhood-level characteristics are 

added to the model (Dunham & Alpert, 1988; see, e.g., Reisig & Parks, 2000; Sampson 

& Bartusch, 1998; Wu et al., 2009). 

Pickett and Nix (2017) found that police officers use procedural justice to make 

judgments about citizens. Although many studies have found that citizens are often 

disrespectful toward officers (Alpert & Dunham, 2004; Mastrofski et al., 2002; Miller, 

2004; Reisig et al., 2004), if citizens are fair toward police, police are less likely to see 

them as culpable and dangerous, and more likely to see them as trustworthy (Pickett & 

Nix, 2017). Pickett and Nix re-conceptualized citizen demeanor to include elements of 

procedural justice—specifically cooperation with the police (see also Pickett & Ryon, 

2017). They considered injustice to be legally permissible behavior, including 

interrupting police, swearing, name-calling, and prejudice, used to disrespect and treat 

officers unfairly. Pickett and Nix found when citizens exhibit procedurally just 

cooperation, officers feel less in danger and are more likely to support cooperative and 

less aggressive policing styles. However, a more negative demeanor can be stressful and 

put strains on the officer (Bishopp et al., 2018; Paoline & Gau, 2018). When officers 
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have had recent negative experiences with citizens, they were more likely to report 

feeling more callous toward others (Morin et al., 2017). Police officers have also reported 

that they are more likely to arrest citizens with bad attitudes (Weisburd et al., 2000). 

Therefore, it is likely there are some reciprocal effects occurring that may inhibit police 

officers behaving in procedurally just ways. 

These studies demonstrate that legal authorities are indeed influenced by 

antagonistic behaviors of citizens. Although it is likely these individuals already have 

negative attitudes toward police before engaging in these interactions, it could be that a 

punitive police response may further reinforce negative perceptions. One may wonder 

where individuals develop these antagonistic behaviors if they have had no prior contact 

with the police. One explanation may lie within the family context. 

Child Demeanor and Parental Behavior 

Children often do not have direct contact with the criminal justice system. In the 

previous section it was demonstrated that difficult behavior can elicit negative and hostile 

responses from the police. If children rarely have contact with the police, a logical 

question would then be, do parents react with hostility to difficult children? A sizable 

number of studies in the field of psychology tests the link between parenting and the 

behavior of children. Several notable studies have found that parents (and other adults) 

react to children behaviors and change in response to them (e.g., Anderson et al., 1986; 

Bell & Chapman, 1986; Dix et al., 1986; Mulhern & Passman, 1981; Passman & 

Blackwelder, 1981). Many of these studies conclude that the relationship between the 

temperament and behavior of children and parental reaction is likely transactive (or 
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reciprocal) in nature (Cole, 2003; Crockenberg, 1986; Crockenberg & Leerkes, 2003; 

Kerr & Stattin, 2000). 

Before reviewing the research assessing reciprocal relationships, studies 

addressing child-only and parent-only effects will first be outlined. In the studies 

suggesting parent-only effects, children were hypothesized to develop disruptive 

behaviors if they were exposed to poor parenting behaviors (e.g., Bates et al., 1998; 

Stoolmiller, 2001). In studies finding only child effects on parental behaviors, some 

researchers were indeed assessing a reciprocal relationship. They posited that child 

behaviors influenced the type of parenting behavior, and a punitive parental reaction 

contributed to later disruptive behaviors (e.g., Dodge, 2002; Patterson et al., 2000); 

however, results only showed evidence for a unidirectional relationship from child 

delinquency impacting parental behaviors (e.g., Huh et al., 2006; Stice & Barrera, 1995). 

Parent-Only Effects. Developmental research that links parenting behaviors to 

childhood behavioral issues and subsequent delinquency rests on the premise that 

inadequate parenting is the primary reason children become delinquent. There have been 

several studies over the years that have assessed the relationship between parenting and 

delinquency. Many of these found that lack of supervision (Loeber & Dishion, 1983; 

Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; Simourd & Andrews, 1994), lack of or inconsistent 

discipline (Loeber & Dishion, 1983), low involvement (Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 

1986), poor monitoring (Hoeve et al., 2009), parental rejection (Hoeve et al., 2009; 

Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986), poor attachment (Kempf, 1993; Simourd & 

Andrews, 1994), extensive parental offense history (Cottle et al., 2001), psychological 
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control (Hoeve et al., 2009), and hostility (Hoeve et al., 2009) were all strong predictors 

of delinquency. 

Much of the research on parenting assumes that parental behavior drives child 

behavior. As such, many parenting behaviors and practices have been linked to childhood 

outcomes. For example, aggressive parenting practices have been shown to increase 

negative childhood behaviors (e.g., aggression and rule violation) (Earls, 1994; Fine et 

al., 2004; Fraser, 1996; Lansford et al., 2005; Morris & Gibson, 2011; Simons et al., 

2005; Straus, 1991; Straus & Donnelly, 2001). Some studies have also found a link 

between parental psychological control (e.g., parental intrusiveness, guilt induction, love 

withdrawal) and increased childhood fearfulness. In other words, attempts by parents to 

control children through things such as shaming and guilt will increase negative 

outcomes such as anxiety and fear (Bugental & Grusec, 2006; Caron et al., 2006). 

Parental conflict has also been found to decrease children’s social competence 

(Brennan et al., 2003; Ingoldsby et al., 2006; Loeber et al., 1998). Indeed, several 

parenting behaviors have been linked to antisocial behavior among children, including 

poor parental supervision, overly harsh/punitive discipline, cold/unresponsive attitude, 

and erratic/inconsistent punishment (Farrington, 2005; Loeber & Loeber-Stouthamer, 

1986; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994; Shaw & Scott, 1991; Simons et al., 2005; Trinkner et 

al., 2012; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; West & Farrington, 1973). In contrast, positive 

parenting techniques, such as providing parental support, have been linked to more secure 

attachment and less childhood anxiety, depression, and antisocial behaviors (Atzaba-

Poria et al., 2004; Caron et al., 2006; Hill & Bush, 2001; Hill et al., 2003; Karavasilis et 
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al., 2003; Kerns et al., 2000). What is more, Coley et al. (2008) found that positive 

parenting lowered the risk of substance use, but substance use did not impact parenting. 

Child-Only Effects. Kerr and Stattin (2003) argue that the relationship between 

parenting behavior and child behavior is more likely unidirectional, with child behavior 

predicting parental outcomes. Indeed, child problem behaviors can result in inadequate 

parenting (Kuczynski & Parkin, 2007; Maccoby, 2007). Using a cross-lagged panel 

design, Kerr and Stattin (2003) found that parenting behavior did not predict delinquency. 

Instead, early delinquency predicted less controlling and less supportive parenting over 

time. As the authors explain, “parenting behaviors seem to be reactions to youth’s 

delinquency, but they do not seem to produce it” (p. 129). Other studies assessing the 

effect of child characteristics on parental behaviors have addressed early child 

characteristics such as difficult temperament (Bates et al., 1998; Brody, 2003; 

Kochanska, 1998), impulsivity-inattention (Moffitt et al., 2001), temper tantrums 

(Stoolmiller, 2001), delinquency (e.g., Anderson et al., 1986; Kerr & Stattin, 2003), and 

gender (Crick, 2003; Maccoby, 2003). These studies typically argue that early 

antagonistic behaviors shape how parents respond to children. Although research has 

been mixed, the studies finding a positive association between problematic child 

characteristics and ineffective parental response suggesting that “difficult” babies 

produce ineffectual parents. 

Looking to the developmental research, similar findings can be found linking 

difficult child behaviors and harsh responses from parents. Huh et al. (2006) conducted a 

longitudinal study of 496 adolescent girls assessing a relationship between problem 

behavior and parenting. Although they hypothesized a reciprocal relationship, they found 
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that child problem behavior was a more consistent predictor of parenting than the reverse 

(see also Kerr et al., 2012). In other words, problem behavior had a stronger effect on 

parenting behavior. Although they did not find evidence for a strong reciprocal 

relationship, research suggesting only child behavior influence parenting behavior, rather 

than parenting influencing child behavior or a reciprocal relationship, suggests that 

children are shaping their own developmental trajectories. 

Reciprocal Effects. The reciprocal link between parent-child relationships has 

been examined in developmental psychology for over 45 years. Several studies support 

the hypothesis that parenting and child behaviors are reciprocal (e.g., Branje et al., 2008; 

Keijsers et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2011; Pardini et al., 2008; Patterson et al., 1990; 

Stewart et al., 2002; Stice & Barrera, 1995; Willoughby & Hamza, 2010). Although 

much of the research in psychology still treats children as passive in the socialization 

process (see Pardini, 2008), many researchers agree that child behavior should be 

included in parental behavior models. As Agnew (1991) stated “the failure to consider 

[reciprocal] effects means that one’s model is misspecified” (p. 131). Prior research may 

have overestimated the effect of parental behaviors. Therefore, the most accurate model 

may be one that includes both parent and child effects. However, this has yet to be fully 

considered empirically in the realm of legal socialization.  

Bell (1968) was one of the first to argue for a bidirectional parent-child 

relationship in developmental psychology. Based on his review of socialization studies, 

he suggested that maternal behavior varied depending on child characteristics. Instead of 

assuming parents were consistent in responses to child behaviors, Bell argued that parents 

changed their behaviors in response to unexpected or undesirable child behaviors (Bell 
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1968, 1980; Bell & Harper, 1977). Depending on the child behavior, parents may be 

more demanding of their child or resort to physical punishment in order to try and elicit 

the desired behaviors. Subsequent studies during the 1970s also argued that children were 

more involved in the process of socialization (Mischel, 1973; Sameroff, 1975). In 

addition to finding a reciprocal relationship, Mischel found the link between parenting 

practices and child behavior is mediated by the child’s regulatory and planning abilities, 

as well as their values and expectations among others. In other words, their cognitive 

perceptions and behaviors shaped how others behaved towards them. 

During the 1980s, bidirectional studies were used to explain how and why 

parenting behaviors change over time (Abidin, 1986; Belsky, 1984; Belsky & Vondra, 

1989). These researchers often proposed that direct effects of child behavior on parenting 

behaviors were minimal. Instead, researchers argued that parenting behaviors had an 

indirect influence through such variables as parental stress, depression, and 

dissatisfaction (see, e.g., Abidin, 1990). Patterson (1982) found that parents with 

antisocial and/or aggressive children were inconsistent and ineffective in their parenting 

practices. Patterson observed that parents of difficult children often did not follow 

through with punishments which reinforced and escalated the negative behavior. 

Patterson also found that these aggressive children were more difficult to socialize, were 

a higher source of stress for parents, and required a higher level of parenting in order to 

deal with them. In subsequent studies, Patterson and colleagues (1992, 1995) found harsh 

parenting techniques escalated in response to negative child behaviors and these children 

sometimes withdrew completely in response. Children learn they can get what they want 

if they act out more, thus promoting further problem behaviors. Patterson (1986) calls 
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this a coercive cycle perspective. Caregivers inadvertently strengthen negative behaviors 

when they withdraw and/or give in (Patterson & Cobb, 1971; Patterson & Reid, 1970). 

This pattern has been supported in subsequent research (Crouter & Booth, 2003; Eddy et 

al., 2001; Pardini et al., 2008; Patterson, 2002; Snyder & Stoolmiller, 2002). 

Research on child temperament has also shown that parents and families are 

indeed affected by difficult children, even as infants (Crockenberg, 1986; Crockenberg & 

Leerkes, 2003). Crockenberg and Leerkes (2003) discuss how infants influence 

caregivers and vice versa to produce developmental outcomes. A persistently angry baby 

can (but not always) produce negative outcomes on parenting behaviors and relationships 

with their families. The authors term the process transactive because babies and parents 

influence each other, with different variations across families attributed to environmental 

and other parent specific risk factors (e.g., SES, parental depression, and stress) (see also 

Bell, 1968; Cole, 2003; Lytton, 1990; Scarr, 1992). 

With regard to parenting behavior and child antisocial behaviors, studies have 

observed a reciprocal relationship between child delinquent behavior and poor 

supervision (Jang & Smith, 1997; Kerr et al., 2010; Laired et al., 2003), low parental 

support/control and adolescent substance use (Huh et al., 2006; Stice & Barrera, 1995; 

Stewart et al., 2002), and ineffective discipline and conduct problems (Snyder et al., 

2005). Cavanagh and Cauffman (2017) assessed the reciprocal relationship between 

youth offending and parental warmth and found that youth with a quality relationship 

with their mothers were less likely to reoffend over time. However, parents with higher 

perceptions of child offending reduced the amount of warmth they had for their children. 
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Snyder et al. (2005) suggest that children are active participants in their own 

socialization (see also Bush & Peterson, 2013; Cole, 2003). Snyder and colleagues found 

evidence for a reciprocal relationship between hostile attributions, ineffective discipline, 

and child conduct problems. Specifically, they found that ineffective discipline and 

hostile attribution contributed to an increase in conduct problems over time. In addition, 

ineffective discipline directly contributed to conduct problems at school because, as they 

explain, children were not properly prepared for dealing with social behaviors at school 

(see also Dishion et al., 1995). Their findings supplement previous research 

demonstrating a degradation of effective parenting techniques in response to child 

aggression and disruptive behavior problems (Barkley, 1988; Dodge, 2002; Dumas et al., 

1995; Scaramella & Leve, 2004; Smith et al., 2014). In summary, these models suggest 

parent and child behavior reinforces each other, leading to more harmful outcomes when 

children are difficult and parents are ineffective in response. 

Parenting over Time 

It is important to examine how parenting behaviors change in the context of child 

development. As noted, parental behaviors change in response to difficult child behaviors 

(e.g., Hartup, 1978; Jang & Smith, 1997; Scarr & McCartney, 1983); however, parental 

relationships also change naturally over time (Koepke & Denissn, 2012). As children age, 

parents have less of a direct influence on their behavior (Kerr & Stattin, 2003) and are 

less likely to feel responsible for the actions of their children (Collins & Laursen, 2004). 

When children become more independent and autonomous, the level of involvement and 

supervision also changes (Burke et al., 2008; Epstein & Dauber, 1991; Kerr & Stattin, 

2003; Milgram & Toubiana, 1999; Muller, 1998; Snyder et al., 1986). Parents are less 
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likely to monitor or supervise their children as they get older (Frick et al., 1999). During 

adolescence, parent-child communication decreases and parents have less information 

regarding the whereabouts of their children (Keijsers et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2009; 

Laird et al., 2003; Loeber et al., 2000; Masche, 2010; Smetana et al., 2002). Additionally, 

the influence of parental attitudes on child attitudes dissipates as children age (e.g., 

Chaffee et al., 1971; Hoge et al., 1982; Sampson & Laub, 1993; Schroeder et al., 2010; 

Tedin, 1974). Parental authority and legitimacy also decrease during this time (Smetana, 

1988). These are all important things to consider when examining reciprocal relationships 

over time. Parenting behavior is likely to have a stronger influence on younger children, 

and it is unclear how much these reciprocal effects in childhood influence adolescent and 

adulthood attitudes and behavior. 

Current Directions 

The current state of developmental theories incorporates bidirectional effects. For 

example, Liska and Reed (1985) introduced the reciprocal nature of parenting and 

delinquency to the field of criminology by assessing the nature of attachment and 

delinquency in social bond theory. They found that low attachment increased delinquency 

and delinquency contributed to low attachment. Gault-Sherman (2012) examined the 

bidirectional effect of three types of child delinquency (i.e., general, property, and 

violent) on three types of parenting behaviors (i.e., attachment, monitoring, and 

involvement) using the Add Health data. Gault-Sherman found that certain child 

offending behaviors lower parental attachment, which in turn predicted childhood 

delinquency. Although these reciprocal effects further promote a connection between 
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parenting behaviors and child outcomes, they also demonstrate the importance for 

applying this framework to other criminological theories. 

Moving beyond social bond theory, Keijsers et al. (2011) posit that socialization 

is better understood as a bidirectional phenomenon. The authors assessed whether poor 

parent-child relationships occur prior to child delinquency or if child delinquency 

changes parent-child relationships over time. They found evidence for both: poor 

relationships did occur before delinquency with delinquency further degrading the 

relationship over childhood, early, and middle adolescence. Although this focus was 

more on general socialization experiences, applying this to a legal socialization 

framework may yield similar effects. Reciprocity is a fundamental assumption in the 

legal socialization approach; however, there is a dearth of research assessing it 

empirically. In addition to delinquency, it is likely poor child relationships increase 

negative legal attitudes. Given this consideration, one potential reason children and 

parents may have a strained relationship is through child externalizing problem 

behaviors. The following section discusses some of these behaviors, their relation to 

parenting, and how they may impact legal attitudes. 

Child Externalizing Behaviors 

Externalizing problems describe child behaviors that manifest as outward actions 

on the external environment (Campbell et al., 2000; Eisenberg et al., 2001). These 

include disruptive, hyperactive, and aggressive behaviors (Hinshaw, 1987). With regard 

to more covert child issues, behaviors that are more psychological in nature are labeled as 

internalizing problems, which include depression, anxiety, withdrawal, and other neurotic 

concerns (Campbell et al., 2000; Eisenberg et al., 2001; Hinshaw, 1987). Not 
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surprisingly, parenting behaviors have been linked to the development of both 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors (e.g., Bandura, 1977; Reid et al., 2002; 

Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994). Indeed, negative parenting behaviors—physical punishment, 

child neglect, and maltreatment—increases the likelihood of children developing 

externalizing problems (Manly et al., 2012; Rothbaum & Weisz, 1994; see also Ferguson, 

2013). 

Three disorders commonly classified under externalizing behavioral issues, 

Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), conduct disorder (CD), and 

oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), account for at least three fourths of all 

psychopathological disorders in children and adolescents (Mash & Barkley, 2003). 

Research supports the notion that having these issues increases the likelihood that 

children will have a strained relationship with their parents, their parents will respond 

ineffectively to their behaviors, and these children will experience a host of other 

negative outcomes through their lives (see, e.g., Savolainen et al., 2010). For example, 

children with ADHD, CD, and ODD receive more correction, punishment, criticism, and 

suspensions by their teachers compared to their classmates (Barkley et al., 1990; Whalen 

et al., 1980). It is likely that having certain behavioral problems like ADHD, ODD, and 

CD increases the likelihood of negative police encounters. 

Pinquart’s (2017) meta-analysis of 1,435 studies on the link between parenting 

and externalizing symptoms found that parents exhibiting behaviors aligned with 

Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) authoritative parenting style had a small negative effect on 

child externalizing problems. However, neglectful, permissive, and authoritarian 

parenting had a strong positive effect on externalizing problems, and this link was 
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reciprocal. In other words, poor parenting styles contributed to externalizing problems 

and externalizing problems contributed to worse parenting behaviors. As such, kids who 

are mistreated are more likely to display externalizing problem behaviors both at home 

and school (Cicchetti & Valentino, 2006; Hildyard & Wolfe, 2002; Scannapieco, 2008; 

Oshri et al., 2011). Furthermore, externalizing behavior in itself is a major risk factor for 

violence, juvenile delinquency, and crime later in life (Betz, 1995; Farrington, 1989; 

1997; Mannuzza et al., 1989 Moffitt, 1993). 

Two highly prevalent externalizing behaviors, ADHD and aggression, have a 

significant impact on the lives of children and their parents. Given that these have not 

been assessed within a legal socialization framework, it is important to consider how 

these behaviors contribute to the family dynamic and what influence they have on 

parental response. Negative interactions foster legal cynicism and low legal legitimacy. 

Therefore, it is reasonable to believe these externalizing behaviors contribute to negative 

attitudes. 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder. Attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder (ADHD) is one of the most common mental health and behavioral issues among 

younger children (Ogundele, 2018). It is often defined as a neuropsychiatric condition 

concerned with inattention, impulsivity, and hyperactivity exceeding what is considered 

normal development (Nyman et al., 2007; Siegel, 2007). The DSM-5 lists three subtypes, 

including predominantly hyperactive/impulsive, predominantly inattentive, and combined 

(American Psychiatric Association, 2013). Studies have estimated that the prevalence of 

ADHD among younger, school aged children ranges from 4% to 12% (Cornish et al., 

2005; Gershon, 2002) with 70% to 80% of those individuals exhibiting ADHD behaviors 
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well into adolescence (Hurtig et al., 2007). In adulthood, this range has been estimated 

2% to 5% (Rösler et al., 2004). A child may be diagnosed with ADHD if he or she meets 

the criteria for having either symptoms of inattention (e.g., easily distracted) or 

hyperactivity-impulsivity (e.g., often interrupts others). Although symptoms can appear 

during young childhood, it is most often diagnosed when the child is in adolescence. It is 

usually stable in adolescence but tends to reduce in severity for some by late 

adolescence/early adulthood (Mash & Barkley, 2003). 

The three subtypes of ADHD are based on two distinct behavioral dimensions, 

inattention and hyperactivity-impulsivity (Burns et al., 2001; DuPaul et al., 1997; Lahey 

et al., 1994; Pillow et al., 1998). Inattention is the inability to sustain attention or keep at 

tasks, remembering or following through with instructions, and finding it difficult to 

resist distractions. Parents and teachers often cite issues in listening, being easily 

distracted, failing to finish tasks, and having difficulty concentrating (DuPaul et al., 

1998). Hyperactive-impulsive behavior includes behaviors such as fidgeting, difficulty 

staying seated, constantly touching things, moving around, talking excessively, 

interrupting people, and having difficulty taking turns (American Psychiatric Association, 

2013; Barkley et al., 1983; Malone & Swanson, 1993). Parents and teachers often 

describe them as being always on the go, unable to wait for things, and have difficulty 

stopping behaviors (Schachar et al., 1993; Milich et al., 1994; Nigg, 1999, 2001; 

Oosterlaan et al., 1998). 

ADHD is frequently comorbid with other risk factors for crime, such as learning 

disabilities, family conflict, and other cognitive issues (August & Garfinkel, 1990; 

Barkley, 1990; Cantwell & Baker, 1992; Casey et al., 1996; Frick et al., 1991; Gross-Tsur 
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et al., 1991; Lambert & Sandoval, 1980; Semrud-Clikeman et al., 1992; Tannock & 

Brown, 2000; Eaves et al., 2000; Lahey & Waldman, 2003; Hurtig et al., 2005; Lahey & 

Waldman, 2003; Morgan & Lilienfeld, 2000). Indeed, the most common diagnosable 

disorders that coincide with ADHD are Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD) and 

Conduct Disorder (CD) (Barkley, 2003). Angold et al. (1999) found that people with 

ADHD in the general population have a 10.7 increased odds of having ODD and/or CD. 

In studies assessing children referred to clinics, 54% to 67% of ADHD children meet the 

criteria for ODD by age 7, 20% to 50% met the criteria for CD in childhood, and 44% to 

55% displayed CD behaviors by adolescence (Barkley, 1998; Barkley et al., 1990; 

Biederman et al., 1992; Lahey et al., 2000). It should also be noted that these symptoms 

are more prevalent among men than women (Boylan et al., 2007; Eme, 2007; Gaub & 

Carlson, 1997; Hudziak et al., 2007; Moffitt et al., 2001; Stefanatos & Baron, 2007; 

Stern, 2001; Zoccolillo, 1992). 

Studies have found that 60% to 90% of ADHD can be attributed to genetic factors 

(Cornish et al., 2005; Faraone et al., 2005; Rowe, 2002; Thapar et al., 2006; also see Pratt 

et al., 2002; Unnever et al., 2003). However, environmental factors can exacerbate the 

manifestation of ADHD. It is often found that children with ADHD are more likely to 

have criminal parents and be from homes characterized as stressful, low SES (e.g., low 

income, single parent household, and/or divorce), and high marital discord (Beardslee et 

al., 2011; Brown et al., 2001; Campbell et al., 1996; Farrington et al., 1990; Foley et al., 

1996; Harvey et al., 2011; Hurtig et al., 2005; Johnston, 1996; McFadyen-Ketchum et al., 

1996; Pineda et al., 1999). Moffitt (1990) conducted a longitudinal analysis of four 

groups: ADD and delinquency, ADD-only, delinquent-only, and non-disordered. Of these 
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four groups, the ADD and delinquent group had the most detrimental environmental 

outcomes (e.g., worst family adversity, verbal intelligence, reading difficulty, and family 

adversity compared to the remaining three groups) and had the highest level of 

aggression (also see Moffitt & Henry, 1989; Moffitt & Silva, 1988a). Their antisocial 

behavior started before school age, escalated at school entry, and these individuals were 

more likely to persist beyond adolescence in criminal offending. Barkley (2003) notes 

that there are many impairments associated with ADHD which include cognitive deficits 

(e.g., lower IQ, academic skills, learning disabilities, and poor sense of time), language 

deficits (e.g., delayed onset, speech impediment, poor organization and inefficient 

expression of ideas, and diminished development of moral reasoning), school and task 

performance, as well as health risks. 

Children with ADHD are often more demanding of their mothers (Barkley, 1985; 

Danforth et al., 1991; Gomez & Sanson, 1994; Johnston, 1996; Johnston & Mash, 2001). 

Their mothers tend to be less responsive to questions, more negative, and less rewarding 

(Danforth et al., 1991; Johnston & Mash, 2001). When parents are ineffective when 

responding to these behaviors, children respond with even more antisocial behaviors. 

This negativity may even spill into the school setting, with maternal negativity predicting 

greater noncompliance of boys in the classroom (Anderson et al., 1994). Negative parent-

child interactions is at its highest when ADHD is comorbid with other disorders, such as 

ODD (Barkley et al., 1992; Barkley et al., 1991; Edwards et al., 2001; Johnston, 1996). In 

the family context, ADHD increases parenting stress, marital conflict, separation, 

divorce, maternal depression, and decreases parents’ sense of parenting competence 

(Barkley et al., 1990; Befera & Barkley, 1985; Cunningham et al., 1988; Fischer, 1990; 
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Johnston & Mash, 2001; Mash & Johnston, 1990; Pelham & Lang, 1993; Taylor et al., 

1991). Comorbidity with other disorders increases the prevalence of some of these 

conflicts (Barkley et al., 1990, 1991; Lahey et al., 1988; Taylor et al., 1991). 

Several researchers have assessed the relationship between parenting, ADHD, and 

antisocial outcomes (e.g., Thapar et al., 2006). Research has found a direct link between 

ADHD and crime (e.g., Savolanien et al., 2010). However, given that ADHD is 

associated with many variables that are also risk factors for offending (e.g., low 

academics, cognitive and neurological deficits, and aggression) (Barkley, 1998; Brown et 

al., 2001; Loeber et al., 1991; Nadder et al., 2001), it is likely that the link between 

ADHD and crime may be moderated or mediated by other factors (Moffitt, 1990; Rösler 

et al., 2004; Satterfield & Schell, 1997; Thapar et al., 2006; Unnever et al., 2003). Boden 

et al. (2010) found that ADHD alone (meaning no comorbid disorder with CD/ODD) did 

not increase the risk of crime or substance use. 

ADHD has also been linked to other predictors of (adult) criminal behavior. 

These included low educational achievement (Farrington et al., 1990), weak family 

bonds/attachment (Rösler et al., 2004; Thapar et al., 2006), and substance use (Molina et 

al., 2007). Some have suggested that there is an association between ADHD and crime 

because it is comorbid with other factors related to criminal behavior (see, e.g., Lahey & 

Waldman, 2003; Moffitt, 1990; Morgan & Lilienfeld, 2000; Obel et al., 2009). Pratt et al. 

(2002) conducted a meta-analysis to analyze the effect of ADHD on criminal offending. 

Pratt and colleagues found that ADHD had a meaningful effect on criminal behavior. 

Although differences occurred across methodological characteristics, ADHD was 

associated with an increase in the likelihood of criminal offending. Pratt et al. suggest 
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that ADHD could be an origin of low self-control. Unnever et al. (2003) assessed whether 

ADHD and low self-control were conceptually distinct. Although Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990) argue that low self-control is caused by ineffective parenting, Unnever 

and colleagues found that ADHD was a strong predictor of low self-control. They also 

found a direct link of parenting on crime and an indirect link through low self-control. 

Although they were unable to assess reciprocity given the cross-sectional nature of their 

sample, they speculate that higher levels of ineffective parenting may be the result of 

child ADHD. Unnever et al. also suggest a genetic element to ADHD and low self-

control, supporting the idea that there is an internal child component to antisocial 

outcomes above and beyond parental practices. 

Following Pratt et al.’s (2002) lead, additional attempts have been made to apply 

ADHD to criminological theory (Johnson & Kercher, 2007; Unnever et al., 2003; 

Unnever & Cornell, 2003). Savolainen et al. (2010) tested the link between ADHD and 

criminal behavior using Moffitt’s (1993) dual taxonomy theory and Sampson and Laub’s 

(1993) age-graded social control theory. Supporting Moffitt’s (1990) finding that verbal 

intelligence and supportive family members weaken the effect of ADHD and crime, 

Savolainen and colleagues found a positive link between ADHD and crime net of other 

strong correlates of crime (e.g., low verbal ability, conduct disorder, and family 

adversity). Social bonds did not mediate the relationship between ADHD and crime, 

although low verbal ability moderated the relationship. With regard to general strain 

theory (Agnew, 1992), some have suggested that ADHD increases the prevalence of 

delinquent coping (Johnson & Kercher, 2007). As such, children with ADHD have a 

more difficult time in school. 
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Looking at the reciprocal relationship between child ADHD and parenting, Burke 

et al. (2008) found that child behaviors were more likely to influence parenting behaviors 

than the reverse relationship (also see Edwards et al., 2001; Huh et al., 2006). In other 

words, parenting behaviors did not predict ADHD, but rather ADHD influenced 

parenting behaviors. Regarding ADHD and parent-child behaviors, Lifford et al. (2008) 

found a difference in the gender of the parent. Mothers were more likely to be affected by 

child ADHD symptoms, while fathers were more likely to affect the child ADHD 

symptoms. As Savolanien et al. (2010) note, “…the fact that ADHD often manifests in 

poor interpersonal skills…is likely to have consequences for the style of parenting and 

the socialization process” (p. 445). Given that children influence parenting behaviors, an 

argument can be made that children are active participants in the socialization process. If 

poor child behaviors increases ineffective parenting, and these parenting techniques are 

shaping child attitudes and behaviors, under the ubiquity assumption it is likely ADHD 

impacts the legal socialization process as well. 

Aggression. In the DSM-5, aggressive behavior falls under Intermittent Explosive 

Disorder. It is defined as “recurrent behavioral outbursts representing a failure to control 

aggressive impulses” (p. 312.34, American Psychiatric Association, 2013). These 

behaviors may include verbal aggression, physical aggression, and destruction of 

property that can be described as disproportionate in response to the provocation and 

impulsiveness. The minimum age for diagnosis is six years old, but the onset of 

aggression differs by severity (APA, 2013; Bolhuis et al., 2017). Although aggression is 

considered one of the most common forms of child behavioral issues (Campbell et al., 

2000), only about 2% to 16% of children in the US meet the clinical criteria for the 
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disorder (American Psychiatric Association, 2013; McLaughlin et al., 2012; Polanczyk et 

al., 2015). 

Aggression comes in many forms, such as overt/covert (Crick et al., 1997), 

destructive/nondestructive (Frick et al., 1993), direct/indirect (Card et al., 2008; 

Feshbach, 1969), and reactive/proactive (Raine et al., 2006). As such, it is considered 

common and highly related to other childhood disruptive disorders such as ADHD (e.g., 

Saylor & Amann, 2016; Granic, 2014; King & Waschbusch, 2010) and psychosocial 

problems that develop later in life (e.g., Baker, 2009; Bartels et al., 2018; Coie et al., 

1993; Comer et al., 2013; Connor et al., 2006; Frick & Dickens, 2006; Johnson et al., 

2014). The type and prevalence of aggression typically changes as children age, with 

young children engaging in physical aggression but switching to more verbal forms of 

aggression as they age (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Tremblay et al., 1999). Although associated 

with delinquency, childhood aggression does not always lead to crime in adolescence or 

adulthood (Hay et al., 2017; Jennings et al., 2015). Hay et al. (2017) found that 

aggressive children receive lower quality parenting overall compared to nonaggressive 

children. However, not all aggressive children have low quality parenting. Their finding 

that good parenting (e.g., attachment, consistent monitoring, and avoidance of harshness 

and hostility) in response to aggression can reduce later delinquency gives credence to 

the idea that parental behavior can curb negative child behaviors. What effect this has on 

child attitudes is unknown. 

 Similar to ADHD, the development of aggression can be linked to both genetic 

and environmental factors (Sattler et al., 2019). Aside from parenting behaviors, these 

environmental factors include marital discord and conflict (Amato & Keith, 1991; Hart et 
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al., 1998), low neighborhood social control (Sattler et al., 2019), peer rejection (Coie et 

al., 1995; also see Coie & Dodge, 1998; Hinshaw & Melnick, 1995), and vicarious and 

direct exposure to violence (Jaffee et al., 2004; Lynch & Cicchetti, 1998; Miller et al., 

1999; Schwab-Stone et al., 1995; Stein et al., 2003). Parental stressors, such as tension, 

conflict, single parenthood, poverty, increase the risk of developing disruptive behavior 

disorders and aggressive tendencies (Campbell et al., 1996; Cmic et al., 2005; Cmie & 

Greenberg, 1990; Lieberman et al., 2005; McFadyen-Ketchum et al., 1996; Wadsworth et 

al., 2005). 

Very few studies have assessed the developmental trends of aggression 

(Baillargeon et al., 2007; Björkqvist, 1994; Tremblay, 2000). Loeber and Hay (1997) 

attempted to identify the trajectories of overt aggression, covert aggression, and authority 

conflict. Overt aggression consists of children who bully and pester other children that 

progresses into physical fights in adolescence and violent crimes in adulthood. Covert 

aggression involves lying and stealing in childhood, vandalism/arson in adolescence, and 

manifests in things such as theft and fraud in adulthood. Authority conflict entails 

stubborn behaviors in childhood, and status offenses in adolescence, such as truancy, 

running away, and staying out past curfew. Although belonging in one of these pathways 

depends on whether a child is an experimenter or persister (see Loeber et al., 1997), 

Loeber and Hay found that aggression in childhood can lead to serious problems in 

adulthood. In a follow up study, Broidy et al. (2003) found that although persistent 

physical aggression across time is rare, it is seemingly stable in the minority of cases 

where it does occur. When children engage in physical aggression in childhood, they are 

more likely to engage in disruptive behaviors in adolescence. 
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One thing that is important to note, however, is that aggressive and other 

disruptive behaviors typically decline is preschool/early elementary school (Patterson et 

al., 2005) potentially due to psychological maturation (Nigg & Huang-Pollock, 2003) and 

socialization experiences (Snyder et al., 2003). Some children, however, do not improve 

(Tremblay, 2000) and may continue on to engage in antisocial behaviors in adolescence 

and adulthood (Moffitt, 1993). When children exhibit aggressive behaviors, it is likely 

that entering school and being exposed to things such as peer rejection and coercion 

exacerbate these behaviors (Snyder et al., 2004; Snyder et al., 2003). Some researchers 

have even found that once children are in school, direct parent effects are not as 

significant as peer effects on child behaviors (Patterson et al., 2000; Patterson & Yoerger, 

2002) although the effect may still be strong in early elementary school (Nix et al., 1999). 

 Important to the present study is the research linking parental behaviors to the 

development of aggression. It is frequently found that punitive and harsh discipline 

contributes to child aggression (Gershoff, 2002, Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016; 

Knutson et al., 2004; Knutson et al., 2005; Stormshak et al., 2000). Straus and Field 

(2003) conducted a 12-month study to determine the prevalence of harsh parenting 

techniques. They observed attempts to inflict psychological pain, yelling or screaming, 

spanking, cursing, calling names, and threatening to remove child from the home. Given 

the high frequency of parents reporting engaging in these various behaviors, Straus and 

Field conclude that harsh discipline is “an almost universal” type of parenting practiced 

in the US (p. 795). This is concerning given its impact on the development of aggression 

and other disruptive behaviors (Chang et al., 2003). 
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It is not surprising that exposure to violence (Coie & Dodge, 1998; Dodge et al., 

1990) and physical abuse (Jaffee et al., 2004) are linked to the development of 

aggression. However, other less severe parenting behaviors, such as low parental 

involvement, low parental warmth, low emotional support, coercion, poor supervision, 

criticism, hostility, and psychological control, have also been linked to aggression (e.g., 

Bank & Burraston, 2001; Coie & Dodge, 1998; Dishion et al., 1994; Dishion et al., 1996; 

Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1986; McFadyen-Ketchum et al., 1996; Michiels et al., 

2008; Patterson, 1982; Patterson et al., 1992; Pettit et al., 1999; Soenens et al., 2008; 

Stormshak et al, 2000). Although there is likely a genetic component to aggressive 

tendencies, these findings demonstrate that being in an environment characterized as 

hostile and unsupportive is likely to exacerbate aggressive behaviors. 

Similar to ADHD, aggressive behavior has also been assessed for bidirectionality 

(see, e.g., Lytton, 1990). Scholars have argued that negative parenting is a reaction to 

oppositional behaviors exhibited by the child. Chen et al. (2000) found a reciprocal 

relationship between parental control and aggressive behaviors. In their study, higher 

levels of control predicted an increase in aggressive behavior. Likewise, aggressive 

behavior predicted an increase in control at a two year interval. In contrast, the authors 

found that parental warmth predicted lower levels of aggression, indicating positive 

parenting techniques can have a prosocial impact on child behavior. Again, not 

surprisingly these aggressive tendencies have been linked to a higher prevalence of 

engaging in delinquency (e.g., Wright et al., 2008). What is not clear is how these 

disciplinary techniques and aggressive reactions contribute to child attitudes toward the 

law and legal attitudes, and what implications they have for delinquency involvement. 
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Given what has been highlighted so far, it may be that child aggressive behaviors 

decrease the likelihood parents will engage in procedurally just behaviors, opting instead 

for a more coercive approach to gain control. As such, this coercive approach will likely 

yield little in gaining voluntary compliance but serve only to delegitimize the parent as an 

authority. 

Current Study 

Child externalizing behaviors (ADHD and aggression) have demonstrated a 

substantial impact on authority behavior. Put simply, children with these issues may be 

more likely to elicit punitive responses from authorities. However, it is not known if child 

behavior directly influences legal cynicism or indirectly influences cynicism through 

punitive parental responses. As such, the goal of this project is to empirically assess two 

core tenants of the legal socialization perspective: ubiquity and reciprocity. With regard 

to ubiquity, this study seeks to further highlight the role of parental authorities in the legal 

socialization process. Although the legal socialization perspective specifies reciprocity on 

a broader scale, this study not only explores bi-directionality at a more interactional level 

(e.g., the bidirectional impact of ADHD and aggression on punitive and positive 

parenting, and its relation to legal cynicism), it also seeks to address a different type of 

reciprocity at the conceptual level (e.g., legal cynicism and delinquency). The first set of 

hypotheses involve the relationship between parenting behaviors and child problem 

behaviors over time. 

H1a) The relationship between parenting behaviors and child externalizing 

problem behaviors is reciprocal in nature.  
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H1b) Child externalizing problem behaviors will have a stronger effect on 

parenting behaviors than the reverse. 

H1c) Children with higher levels of externalizing problem behaviors will have 

parents that engage in more punitive styles of discipline. 

The second hypothesis assesses whether a reciprocal relationship between legal attitudes 

and delinquency over time. 

H2a) A weak but significant reciprocal relationship exists between legal cynicism 

and delinquency. 

The final set of hypotheses test direct, indirect, and reciprocal relationships between 

parenting behaviors, externalizing behaviors, legal cynicism, and criminal offending. 

H3a) Children with higher levels of externalizing problem behavior will exhibit 

higher levels of legal cynicism.  

H3b) Children with higher levels of externalizing problem behavior will self-

report engaging in higher levels of delinquency. 

H3c) Negative parenting behaviors will yield only minor effects on legal cynicism 

compared to externalizing problem behaviors. 

H3d) Externalizing problem behaviors will yield more significant direct effects on 

legal cynicism compared to negative parenting behaviors.. 
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Figure 1. Theoretical model 

Note: The model accounts for all control variables (SES, gender, procedural justice, 

police effectiveness, police contact, peer delinquency, morality, and general trust). 
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CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHODS 

Overview 

This chapter describes the sample and methodology used to test the theoretical 

hypotheses. First, it outlines the participants, procedures, and sample. Next, the chapter 

provides an overview of the scaled variables, including example items, wave 

administration, and scale properties at each wave. Lastly, it explains the plan of the 

analysis for each research question. 

Participants 

This study uses eight waves of data from the Zurich Project on the Social 

Development from Childhood to Adulthood (z-proso). The project is an ongoing 

longitudinal multi-informant study of child development. Researchers approached 1,675 

children, their teachers, and parents, from 56 randomly selected schools in Zurich, 

Switzerland beginning in 2004. The overall sample that was initially approached was 

48.1% female (n = 805) and 51.9% male (n = 870). The average age (in years) at each 

wave of those who participated is as follows: 7 (wave 1), 8, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, and 20 

(wave 8). Table 1 provides the breakdowns for age and gender across each wave. 

Researchers used stratified sampling procedures based on school size and socioeconomic 

status of the school districts, with disadvantaged districts being slightly oversampled 

(Eisner et al., 2019). In wave 1, approximately 81% of the children approached 

participated (n = 1360). With regard to family origin via mother’s country of birth, 42.6% 

were from Switzerland, 14.5% Former Yugoslavia, 5.8% Germany, 4.9% Portugal, 3.9% 
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Sri Lanka, 2.4% Turkey, 2.4% Italy, 1.6% Spain, and 20.5% were from other countries. 

The resulting sample was representative of the city but not of the entire country.  

 

Table 1. Sample Size and Summary Statistics of Sex and Age Across Wave 

 Wave 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Total n 1360 1334 1321 1147 1365 1446 1305 1180 

Male n 695 678 669 584 702 749 658 581 

(%) 51.1 50.8 50.6 50.9 51.4 51.8 50.4 49.2 

Age Mean 7.5 8.1 9.1 11.3 13.7 15.4 17.4 20.6 

Age Min 6.1 6.7 7.8 10.0 12.3 14.1 16.1 19.2 

Age Max 8.9 9.5 10.5 12.8 15.1 16.9 18.8 22.2 

 Total Participation % Across Waves by Informant 

Child 81.2% 79.6% 78.9% 68.5% 81.5% 86.3% 77.9% 70.4% 

Parent 74.0% 71.1% 70.4% 64.2% -- -- -- -- 

Teacher 80.5% 79.1% 77.2% 63.5% -- -- -- -- 

 Final Participation n Across Wave 

Child -- -- -- -- 1055 1132 1034 952 

Parent 1148 1114 1107 1028 -- -- -- -- 

Teacher 1141 1137 1104 946 -- -- -- -- 

Note: Parents were only interviewed in waves 1-4 when children were 7, 8, 9, and 10. 

Teachers were interviewed at ages 7-15 (through wave 6). However, this study will 

only be using teacher report of child behaviors in waves 1 through 4. Final 

participation n is the sample n after teachers and parents who did not participate in 

waves 1 through 4 at least once and children who did not participate in waves 5 

through 8 at least once were dropped. 

 

 A detailed description of the attrition rates across the first seven waves for parents 

and children is provided in Eisner, Murray, Eisner, and Ribeaud (2019). In waves 1 

through 4, parental consent was required. When parental consent was required, socially 

disadvantaged minorities were less likely to participate. However, in wave 5 when 

children could be re-approached without parental consent, minority status had less of an 

effect. Eisner and colleagues also found that parents of and children with higher levels of 

psychopathology were more likely to drop-out of the study. As noted in Nivette et al. 

(2019), from wave 7 to wave 8, men, immigrants, lower educated, and individuals with 
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lower SES parents were more likely to drop out of the study. They also note that 

individuals in wave 7 who dropped out in wave 8 were slightly more aggressive but did 

not differ with regard to delinquency, legal cynicism, or police legitimacy. 

Multiple informants are extremely beneficial for ensuring a more accurate 

representation of the data. As such, multiple informants (i.e., parents, children, and 

teachers) are used in this study. Teacher reports of child problem behavior and parent 

report of parenting behaviors will be used in waves 1 through 4 to predict child self-

report of attitudes and criminal offending in waves 5 through 8. Children, parents, and 

teachers that did not participate in at least one wave were removed from the sample (n = 

520). The resulting sample n was 1155 (which is roughly 85% of the sample that 

participated in wave 1 and 69% of total target sample).  

Procedures 

When the study started in 2004, Zurich’s population was around 365,000 people 

with a large proportion of immigrant residents. The average GDP was $106k (USD). The 

unemployment rate was around 4%. To obtain the sample, researchers initially offered 

children $30(USD) to complete self-report questionnaires and obtained consent from 

parents. After age 13, children were legally allowed to consent themselves, although 

parents were mailed a letter that allowed them to opt out of participating. As such, at 

wave 5, the researchers re-contacted the entire baseline target sample. From age 13 (wave 

5) and beyond, children were administered questionnaires in classrooms outside of school 

hours. In addition to children, researchers collected data from parents four times when the 

children were 7, 8, 9, and 10 as well as from teachers when children were 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 

13, and 15. Parents participated in computer assisted home-based interviews. The 
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interviews were provided in 10 different languages including German, English, and 

Spanish. When children were 7 to 15 years old, teachers provided information via postal 

surveys. Parent and teacher participation rates are included in Table 1. 

Several steps were taken to obtain and maintain a high participation rate. The 

contact letters that were sent out were written in the 10 most common languages (i.e., 

Albanian, Croatian, English, German, Italian, Portuguese, Serbian/Bosnian, Spanish, 

Tamil, and Turkish). Native speakers were used to recruit and interview participants in 

each of these languages. In addition to monetary incentives, the researchers obtained 

letters of support from school authorities and community stakeholders. Information 

packets containing the study information and consent forms were mailed to caregivers. If 

they did not respond, researchers made numerous phone calls to nonrespondents. For 

those who did not respond via mail or phone, a male and female interviewer visited their 

homes and explained the study in person. To obtain parental participation, the research 

team also offered shopping vouchers worth 20 Swiss francs (~20$US) to parents. Parents 

that agreed signed an informed consent form. As the study progressed, the monetary 

incentives also increased. 

Measures 

Table 2 provides the scale properties, reporting informant, and waves used in the 

study. 

Legal Socialization Outcomes and Predictors. 

Legal Cynicism. Adapted from Karstedt and Farrall (2006) and Sampson and 

Bartusch (1998), this six item scale includes items such as “Laws were made to be 

broken” and “It’s a great feeling when you break the rules and don’t get caught.” The 
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items were scored on a four-point Likert scale ranging from fully untrue to fully true. The 

scale was created by taking an average of the six items, with higher scores indicating less 

support and commitment to rules. Legal cynicism was first measured in wave 5 when 

children were 13 years old and was reassessed in waves 6 through 8 when children were 

15, 17, and 20. This study uses child self-reports of legal cynicism. 

Two variables associated with legal attitudes, procedural justice and police 

effectiveness, are also included in the model. Procedural Justice is a two item scale 

capturing perceptions of police neutrality and respect. The scale includes “police apply 

the rules consistently to different people,” and “police treat people with dignity and 

respect.” Police Effectiveness is a single item scale capturing the respondents’ confidence 

in the police. The item specifically states “I’m confident that the police can do their job 

well.” Both scales were rated on four-point Likert scales, ranging from fully untrue to 

fully true. Additionally, both scales were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher 

perceptions of procedural justice and police effectiveness. The scales were first measured 

in wave 6 when children were 15 and reassessed when children were 17 and 20. This 

study uses child self-reports of police effectiveness and procedural justice. 

Child Behavior. 

Delinquency. This scale was developed by the z-proso project team. It captures 

engagement in various forms of delinquency (e.g., shoplifting, drug dealing, and 

vandalism) using a 16-item scale. Respondents were asked if they participated in various 

illicit activities within the past 12 months. Some examples include “stolen something at 

school,” “sold drugs (e.g. hashish, cocaine, ecstasy),” “carried a weapon or other 

dangerous object to protect yourself, or to threaten others or attack them,” and “sprayed 
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graffiti on buildings or on public transport, or made tags.” Responses were measured as 0 

= no, 1 = yes. This scale is presented as a variety score, with higher scores indicating 

more engagement in delinquency. This study uses child self-reports in waves 5 through 8. 

Externalizing Problem Behaviors. To obtain information on various child 

behavior predictors, the research team administered an adaptation of the Social Behavior 

Questionnaire (SBQ; Tremblay et al., 1991). This study focuses on two domains from the 

SBQ: ADHD and aggression. Although the SBQ specifically labels the measure of 

hyperactive, impulsive, and inattentive behaviors as ADHD, it should be noted that the 

measure is not a clinical diagnosis of ADHD. Therefore, the scale name 

Hyperactivity/Impulsivity/Inattention (HII) is used to acknowledge this distinction.  HII 

is an 8-item single factor scale measuring child impulsive and inattentive behaviors. 

Items included in the SBQ are similar to its diagnostic criteria. These items include things 

such as “child is impulsive, acts without thinking,” “child can't concentrate, can't pay 

attention for long,” and “child has difficulty awaiting turn in games or groups.” 

Responses for the items were averaged, with higher scores indicating a higher prevalence 

of these behaviors. Aggression is an 11-item scale measuring engagement in physical, 

proactive, and reactive aggression. Some of the items included: “child kicks, bites, hits 

other children,” “child threatens people,” and “child reacts in an aggressive manner when 

teased.” Scores for these items were averaged, with higher scores indicating a higher 

prevalence of aggressive behaviors. Both scales are a 5-point Likert response set from 

never to very often. This study uses teacher reports of child problem behavior from waves 

1 through 4. Teacher reports in z-proso are unique as children had the same teachers in 

waves 1 through 4. 
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Parental Behavior.  

Parenting behaviors were adapted from the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire 

(APQ) and the Parenting Scale from the Criminological Research Institute of Lower 

Saxony (Kriminologisches Forschungsinstitut Niedersachsen [KFN]) (Shelton et al., 

1996; Wetzels et al., 2001; Wilmers et al., 2002). This study will focus on two 

dimensions of the APQ: aversive parenting and prosocial parenting. Aversive parenting 

includes 9 items measuring parental use of physical, harsh, and inconsistent discipline. 

Examples include: “you threaten to punish child and then do not actually punish 

him/her,” “you give child a more severe punishment than usual because you are in a bad 

mood,” and “you slap child when she/he has done something wrong.” The scores for the 

scale items were averaged, with higher scores indicating a higher prevalence of aversive 

parenting techniques. Prosocial parenting is a 15-item composite scale of positive 

parenting and positive involvement. Items include: “you have a talk to child about his/her 

friends,” “you play games or do other fun things with child,” “you let child know when 

he\she is doing a good job with something,” and “you compliment when he/she does 

something well.” The scores for the items comprising the scale were averaged, with 

higher scores indicating a higher use of prosocial techniques. The response options 

ranged from never to often/always along a closed-ended 5-point scale. This study uses 

parental reports of these behaviors in waves 1 through 4. 

Control Variables. 

Demographic Information. Socio-economic status (SES) has been found to 

influence parenting beliefs, values, and behaviors (see Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010 

for a review). For example, lower SES creates greater conflict, which can lead to more 
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punitive parenting behaviors, less involvement, and or inconsistent parenting (Conger & 

Conger, 2002; Conger et al., 2002). In addition to beliefs, immigrants are also more likely 

to be in lower SES, come into contact with the police, and experience discrimination 

(Piquero et al., 2016; Röder & Mühlau, 2012; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998; van Craen, 

2013; van Craen & Skogan, 2015). Therefore, SES which encompasses the highest 

household income across both mothers and fathers is included. Gender, a dichotomous 

measure, is also included as a control, with 0 = female and 1 = male. 

 Police Contact. This single item measure captures whether the respondent had 

contact with the police since the previous study period (2 year time frame; 1 = yes). This 

study uses child reports from waves 5 through 7. 

Peer Delinquency. Children were asked to identify their two best friends and 

respond to six delinquency items for each friend. These items, adapted from the KFN 

studies (Wetzels et al., 2001; Wilmers et al., 2002), include items such as: “In the last 

year, has [your friend] stolen something from a shop/kiosk,” “In the last year, has [your 

friend] drunk alcohol,” and “In the last year, has [your friend] smoked cigarettes?” 

Children were asked to respond either yes (coded 1) or no (coded 0) for each item. The 

items for both friends were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher levels of peer 

delinquency. This study uses child reports in waves 5-8. 

Morality. This 5-item scale captures a respondent’s moral beliefs about breaking 

rules. Each item began “How bad is it when someone of your age …” and included things 

like “lies to his/her parents, teachers, or other adults,” “plays truant on purpose,” and 

“hits someone because he/she was insulted.” The items were based on a 7-point scale 
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from not bad at all to very bad. Items were averaged, with higher scores indicating higher 

levels of morality. This study uses child reports in waves 5-8. 

General Trust is a 3-item scale adapted from the World Values Survey 

Questionnaires (http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/index_html) designed to capture a 

respondents overall sense of trust. Items include “most people can be trusted,” “people 

usually try to help one another,” and “most people try to be fair.” Responses ranged from 

fully untrue to fully true. The items that comprised the scale were averaged and summed 

such that higher scores indicate higher levels of trust. This study uses child reports in 

waves 5 through 8.
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Table 2. Cronbach’s Alpha, Means, and SDs across Waves 

 Waves 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Parent Report  

 Aversive Parenting (α =) .647 .688 .712 .723     

 (M; SD) 1.07; .41 1.02; .42 1.03; .42 1.00; .42     

 Prosocial Parenting (α =) .693 .754 .764 .793     

 (M; SD) 3.21; .51 3.16; .52 3.15; .53 3.08; .57     

Teacher Report  

 HII (α =) .939 .946 .945 .947     

 (M; SD) 1.23; .99 1.10; .99 1.07; .96 1.06; .99     

 Aggression (α =) .934 .934 .933 .940     

 (M; SD) .57; .68 .53; .62 .56; .63 .48; .62     

Child Report  

 Legal Cynicism (α =)     .701 .723 .762 .774 

 (M; SD)     2.18; .59 2.20; .56 2.24; .57 2.08; .56 

 Police Effectiveness       * * * 

 (M; SD)      2.81; .79 2.70; .83 2.75; .80 

 Procedural Justice (α =)      .712 .808 .734 

 (M; SD)      2.67; .78 2.49; .81 2.49; .74 

 Delinquency     * * * * 

 (M; SD)     1.90; 2.11 2.23; 2.16 1.92; 1.91 1.53; 1.60 

 Police Contact (1 = yes)     * * *  

 % yes     7.33% 10.43% 9.29%  

 Peer Delinquency (α =)     .831 .796 .759 .707 

 (M; SD)     .15; .21 .34; .25 .45; .22 .45; .20 

 Morality (α =)     .806 .772 .762 .730 

 (M; SD)     4.61; 1.26 4.22; 1.19 4.36; 1.16 4.78; 1.09 

 General Trust (α =)     .737 .776 .827 .843 

 (M; SD)     2.61; .57 2.42; .57 2.34; .63 2.37; .66 

Note: An asterisk indicates reliability coefficients are not applicable.  
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Plan of Analysis 

This study uses one data-analytic procedure to accomplish the research objectives. 

First, to assess whether a reciprocal relationship between parenting behaviors (aversive 

and prosocial) and child behaviors (HII and aggression) exists, multivariate Latent Curve 

Models with Structured Residuals (LCM-SR) using Mplus statistical software (Muthén & 

Muthén, 2019) will be employed (see Curran et al., 2014; Hawes et al., 2015). Although 

it is similar to general latent curve models, it differs in that it “structures” the residuals 

between the repeated measures and latent growth curve as time-specific (Curran et al., 

2014).  This type of analysis is ideal for these purposes because it allows for testing a 

reciprocal relationship between child behaviors and parental response while also 

differentiating between-person and within-person effects. In other words, the analysis 

will demonstrate, for example, how externalizing behavior and parenting behaviors are 

developing over time, the variability in their rates of development, and whether changes 

in externalizing behavior across time are related to changes in parenting. In addition, the 

model will estimate whether higher than expected values of parenting and externalizing 

behavior at one time point are related to higher than expected values of externalizing and 

parenting behaviors at a subsequent time point, essentially measuring stability within and 

across these constructs. The within-person effects are measured by the structured 

residuals while the between individual effects are identified in the slope and intercept. 

More specifically, between-person differences are captured in the variance of the 

intercepts and the means and variances of the slopes. The within-person effects are 

measured by the autoregressive and cross-lagged structured residuals. The autoregressive 

component measures the within-person residuals for one variable at multiple time points 
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while the cross-lagged parameters measure whether the residuals of one variable at one 

time are related to the residuals of a different variable at the subsequent time. These 

within-person parameters can be added to the model without affecting the between-

person effects.  

Missing Data 

As mentioned previously, in zproso, the participation rates and retention were 

very high across all waves. From wave 1 to wave 4, the average retention rate was 

roughly 94% for parents and 93% for teachers. From wave 5 to wave 8, the average 

retention rate for children was approximately 96%.  Full-information maximum 

likelihood (FIML) is used to account for missing values (Allison, 2003; Enders & 

Bandalos, 2001; Ferro, 2013). FIML provides unbiased parameter estimates under the 

assumption that the data is missing at random and is superior to other missing data 

techniques (Enders & Bandalos, 2001). 

Modeling Process 

To run LCM-SR, several steps will be taken. As described in Hawes et al. (2015), 

LCM-SR requires a model building strategy whereby the best fitting model for each 

growth curve will need to be assessed in order to combine trajectories of child and 

parental behaviors. Goodness of fit will be assessed using model fit indices such as the 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) and Comparative Fit Index (CFI). 

Acceptable fit is measured as an RMSEA < 0.08 and a CFI > 0.95 when chi-square is 

significant (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Nested model comparisons will be conducted to 

determine if more complex models provide a statistically significant improvement in 

model fit relative to a simpler (nested) model (Satorra & Bentler, 2001).  
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To build each LCM-SR model, the model fitting process begins by assessing an 

unconditional univariate model for each child behavior (HII and aggression). First, an 

intercept only growth curve for child behavior waves 1 through 4 is estimated with 

residual variances of the repeated measures allowed to vary over time. If the model does 

not provide adequate model fit to the observed data, a linear slope factor λt = 0, 0.5, 1, 2 

(time intervals are wave 1 (baseline), wave 2 (6 months), wave 3 (1 year), and wave 4 (1 

year)) is added to the model. This model includes the following identifications: means, 

variances, and covariances for the slope and intercept and time-specific residual variances 

which were allowed to vary over time. If model fit does not yield ideal results, two 

models are assessed and compared. The first model frees the middle time points in the 

slope factor as a way to accommodate non-linear changes in the model (see McNeish & 

Matta, 2018). The second model adds a quadratic factor and its covariances to allow for 

growth that follows an exponential pattern. Because these models are not nested, the 

Satorra and Bentler chi-square difference test cannot be used. Therefore, decisions for 

which model is used and why are provided for each univariate model. These models are 

then compared to the linear slope model with the best fitting model being retained. 

Lastly, an autoregressive element among the time specific residuals is added to the best 

fitting model and compared to determine if autoregressive components significantly 

improve model fit. The process is then repeated for the parenting behaviors. 

The next step for building LCM-SR is to combine the univariate unconditional 

child model (HII or aggression) and the univariate unconditional parenting model 

(prosocial or aversive) into a bivariate LCM. In this model, the intercept and growth 

factors for each variable are allowed to covary. The time-specific residuals between child 
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behavior and parenting are also allowed to covary and their covariances set to be equal 

across time 2, 3, and 4 (similar to Curran et al., 2014). The model includes autoregressive 

components. After assessing this model, cross-lagged parameters are added to the model 

and constrained to equality across time. Next, if model fit improves with the inclusion of 

cross-lagged parameters, two additional models will be estimated. First, the 

autoregressive parameters will be freed and compared to the fully constrained model to 

determine if freeing the parameters significantly improves the model. Second, the cross-

lagged parameters are freed and compared to the fully constrained model. The best fitting 

model of this process is identified as the final unconditional bivariate LCM-SR. 

To determine if the relationship between legal cynicism and delinquency is 

reciprocal, another LCM-SR model is evaluated. It follows the same process outlined 

above by first defining the best fitting univariate models for legal cynicism and 

delinquency. Next, the two models are combined and assessed for autoregressive and 

cross-lagged parameters. Based on the results of the unconditional LCM-SR modeling 

processes from both the parenting/child and legal cynicism/delinquency models, a final 

conditional LCM-SR that includes the control variables noted previously is analyzed. 

This will allow for identifying the between-person relationship among parenting 

behaviors and externalizing behaviors on legal attitudes and delinquency. In other words, 

the final model will address research aim 2 (whether a direct relationship exists between 

parenting and legal cynicism and externalizing behavior and legal cynicism). All of the 

models are specified using maximum likelihood parameter estimation “with standard 

errors and a chi-square test statistic…that are robust to non-normality” (MLR; p. 668; 

Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2012). 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the results from the Latent Curve Models with Structured 

Residuals. First, the chapter provides a discussion of the process through which each 

LCM-SR model was developed. Next, the results of the final unconditional LCM-SR for 

aversive parenting and HII, aversive parenting and aggression, prosocial parenting and 

HII, prosocial parenting and aggression, and legal cynicism and child delinquency is 

discussed with regard to both between- and within-person effects. Finally, chapter 4 

provides and discusses a final conditional model encompassing all eight waves of data 

(Table 10).  

Modeling Process for Child-Parent Behavior 

Univariate Child Behavior Models. 

HII. Table 3 provides the results of the model fitting process for the univariate 

LCM-SR growth curves for HII and aggression. As described in chapter 3, the process 

began by fitting an intercept only model. The univariate intercept only model for HII did 

not provide a good fit to the observed data. Per the chi-square difference test, the addition 

of a linear slope factor significantly improved model fit. Although the CFI was in an 

acceptable range, the RMSEA was not. Next, the model where the change in time was 

freed to allow for nonlinear changes in HII would not converge, so the model was not 

compared to the intercept and slope model. The addition of the quadratic factor did 

significantly improve model fit and the model fit statistics were within the acceptable 

ranges. As such, the autoregressive parameters were added to the quadratic model. When 

the autoregressive parameters were added, the residual variance for time 4 yielded small 
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negative value causing a not positive definite error in the model. As such, because the 

residual variance was not significant and small, it was fixed to 0 and the time for residual 

variance was removed from the autoregressive parameters. Given that the model with the 

autoregressive parameters had the same degrees of freedom as the model without, the chi-

square comparison test could not be computed. Therefore, because it makes theoretical 

sense for HII values at one time point to be related to a subsequent time point, the HII 

autoregressive model was included in the bivariate models. 

Table 3: Results from the Multivariate Model Fitting Process: Univariate Child Behavior Models 

Variables χ2 df 

Scaling 

Corr. F CM CD Δχ2 df CFI RMSEA Adj. BIC 

HII           

1 Intercept Only 148.65* 8 1.11 - - - - 0.91 0.12 10007.22 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 77.25* 5 1.12 1 1.10 71.73* 3 0.95 0.11 9940.17 

3 

Intercept and Slope – Time 

Change Freed – would not 
converge 

- - - - - - - - - - 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 
Quadratic 

4.38ns 1 1.06 2 1.13 72.17* 4 1.00 0.05 9873.80 

5 

Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic with Autoregressive – 
residual4@0 

4.61* 1 1.01 4 - - - 1.00 0.06 9873.80 

Aggression           

1 Intercept Only 105.48* 8 1.58 - - - - 0.88 0.10 7063.51 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 27.73* 5 1.52 1 1.67 74.10* 3 0.97 0.06 6951.02 

3 
Intercept and Slope – Time 
Change Freed 

30.09* 3 0.77 2 2.63 7.14* 2 0.97 0.09 6940.00 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic 
10.72* 1 1.05 2 1.63 18.87* 4 0.99 0.09 6935.73 

5 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic with Autoregressive 
10.72* 1 1.05 4 - - - 0.99 0.09 6935.73 

Δχ2 column * = better fitting model/retained; * = p < .05 
 

Notes. χ2 = chi-square test of model fit; df = degrees of freedom; Δχ2= chi square difference test (* = Δχ2 is significant at p < .05); 

CD = Difference Test Scaling Correction; @0 denotes variances held to 0 to fix not positive definite errors, etc. 
 

CM = comparison model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Adj. BIC = Sample 

Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria; LGCM = Latent Growth Curve Model, LCM-SR = Latent Curve Model with 
Structured Residuals, I = Intercept. S = Slope, Q = Quadratic 

 

Aggression. Table 3 also provides the model fitting process for aggression. The 

aggression intercept only model also had poor model fit, and the addition of a slope factor 

significantly improved the model. Next, both the time change freed model and the 
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quadratic model were estimated and significantly improved model fit. However, because 

the chi-square difference test for the quadratic model yielded a larger change, the 

autoregressive parameters were added to the quadratic model. Similar to the HII model, 

when the autoregressive parameters were added, the residual for time 4 yielded a small 

negative value. To correct the error, the time 4 residual was fixed to 0 and the time 4 

residual variance was removed from the autoregressive parameters. And again, similar to 

HII the degrees of freedom were the same for model 4 and model 5, so the chi-square 

difference test could not be computed. As such, the autoregressive parameters were 

retained given theoretical consideration. 

Univariate Parent Behavior Models. 

Aversive Parenting. Table 4 provides the results of the model fitting process for 

the univariate unconditional LCM-SR growth curves for aversive and prosocial 

parenting. The aversive parenting intercept only model had a CFI and RMSEA that was 

in the low end of the acceptable range. The addition of the linear slope factor 

significantly improved model fit. However, when estimating the time change freed 

model, the standard errors could not be computed without fixing the variance of the slope 

factor @0. As such, the degrees of freedom for model 2 and model 3 are the same and the 

chi-square difference test cannot be computed. In model 4, when the quadratic factor was 

added, the slope factor was causing a not positive definite error and could also not be 

computed without fixing the slope variance to 0. When compared to model 2, adding the 

quadratic did not significantly improve model fit. As such, the autoregressive parameters 

were added to the intercept/linear slope model. The autoregressive components nearly 
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reached statistical significance at the .05 level. Therefore, the autoregressive model was 

retained for the bivariate models.  

Table 4: Results from the Multivariate Model Fitting Process: Univariate Parent Behavior Models 

Variables χ2 df 

Scaling 

Corr. F CM CD Δχ2 df CFI RMSEA 

Adj. 

BIC 

Aversive Parenting           

1 Intercept Only 74.30* 8 1.16 - - - - 0.95 0.09 3498.83 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 24.63* 5 1.17 1 1.14 50.43* 3 0.99 0.06 3453.21 

3 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 

Change Freed – slope @0 
29.01* 5 1.25 2 - - - 0.98 0.07 3460.40 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic – slope@0  
20.73* 4 1.19 2 1.11 3.82ns 1 0.99 0.06 3458.07 

5 
Intercept and Linear Slope with 

Autoregressive 
22.60* 4 1.08 2 1.55 2.91+ 4 0.99 0.06 3452.56 

Prosocial Parenting           

1 Intercept Only 225.42* 8 1.10 - - - - 0.86 0.15 2190.12 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 30.85* 5 1.07 1 1.15 187.47* 3 0.98 0.07 1986.44 

3 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 

Change Freed 
6.78 3 1.04 2 1.13 23.07* 2 0.99 0.03 1968.06 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 
Quadratic – Quadratic@0 

20.33* 4 1.07 2 1.09 10.44* 1 0.99 0.06 1978.92 

5 

Intercept and Slope – Time 

Change Freed with 
Autoregressive 

2.98 2 1.00 3 1.11 3.63+ 1 1.00 0.02 1585.72 

Δχ2 column * = better fitting model/retained; * = p < .05 

 

Notes. χ2 = chi-square test of model fit; df = degrees of freedom; Δχ2= chi square difference test (* = Δχ2 is significant at p < .05); 
CD = Difference Test Scaling Correction; @0 denotes variances held to 0 to fix not positive definite errors, etc. 

 

CM = comparison model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Adj. BIC = Sample 

Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria; LGCM = Latent Growth Curve Model, LCM-SR = Latent Curve Model with 

Structured Residuals, I = Intercept. S = Slope, Q = Quadratic 

 

Prosocial Parenting. Table 4 also provides the model fitting process for prosocial 

parenting. The prosocial parenting intercept only model did not meet the standard for 

acceptable model fit. However, the addition of the linear slope model significantly 

improved the model and the RMSEA and CFI were both in an acceptable range. Next, 

when compared to the intercept/linear slope model, both the time changed freed and 

quadratic models significantly improved model fit. It should be noted, however, that 

when the quadratic was added to the model, the quadratic factor caused a not positive 

definite error and the variance needed to be fixed to 0. As such, given this error and the 

better model fit statistics for the time freed model, the autoregressive parameters were 
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added to this time change freed model. The chi-square difference test for the 

autoregressive parameter model nearly reached statistical significance at the .05 level, so 

the parameters were retained for the bivariate models. 

Bivariate Unconditional LCM-SR: Child-Parent Models 

HII and Aversive Parenting. Table 5 provides the results of the bivariate model 

fitting process for HII, aversive, and prosocial parenting. As mentioned, the bivariate 

unconditional LCM-SR model combines the best fitting models from the univariate 

growth curve modeling process. For the bivariate HII and aversive parenting LCM-SR, 

model 6 contained the following specifications: 1) a growth curve model for HII with an 

intercept, slope, and quadratic factor; the time 4 residual variance was fixed to 0 and the 

autoregressive components constrained to equal were estimated (without the time 4 

residual variance), 2) a growth curve model for aversive parenting with an intercept and 

slope factor; and 3) the autoregressive components constrained to equal were estimated. 

Lastly, this initial model did not include cross-lagged parameters. The model fit the data 

well, with the RMSEA and CFI falling in good ranges. Next, cross-lagged parameters 

constrained to equal (without the time 4 residual variances for HII and aversive 

parenting) were added to the model. This model did not significantly improve model fit, 

although the RMSEA and CFI were still within acceptable ranges. Since the inclusion of 

cross-lagged parameters decreased the RMSEA and CFI, models freeing the 

autoregressive and cross-lagged parameters of this model were not estimated. Given that 

the goal of this study is to identify reciprocal effects, the findings for the constrained 

model with cross-lagged parameters is provided in Table 6. 
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Between-Person effects.  

In an LCM-SR, between-person differences are indicated by the random 

intercepts and slopes. The covariance between the intercepts was significant and positive, 

indicating that individuals with higher levels of HII at the first time period were more 

likely to have parents who engaged in aversive parenting behaviors (r = .18, p < .001). 

The covariance between the slope factors was not significant, which meant that between-

individual differences in changes in HII across time were unrelated to changes in aversive 

parenting (r = 0.02, p > 0.5).  

Within-Person effects.  

Autoregressive Paths. Positive and significant autoregressive coefficients indicate 

that youth who experienced increases in levels of one behavior at one time point were 

more likely to experiences increases in their scores at the subsequent time point. Given 

that the autoregressive parameters were constrained in this model, the autoregressive 

paths were set to equal over time. For HII, the autoregressive paths from time 1 to time 4 

approached significance (p < .10). Therefore, it is likely a higher than expected value of 

HII at time 1 may lead to a higher than expected value of HII at a subsequent time point. 

The autoregressive parameters for aversive parenting were not significant. This indicates 

that a higher than expected value of aversive parenting at one time point did not lead to a 

higher than expected value at a subsequent time point. 

Cross-lagged Paths. In this model, the cross-lagged paths between HII-aversive 

parenting were also constrained to equal across time. As Table 7 and Figure 2 

demonstrate, neither cross-lagged path was significant. This means HII did not predict 

any changes in aversive parenting and aversive parenting did not predict any changes in 
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HII. In addition, none of the covariances between the structured residuals were 

significant. Therefore, no reciprocal effects were found. 

 

Table 5: Results from the Multivariate Model Fitting Process: Bivariate HII-Aversive and Prosocial Parenting 

Variables χ2 df 
Scaling 
Corr. F CM CD Δχ2 df CFI RMSEA Adj. BIC 

Aversive Parenting           

6 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR without Cross-lagged 

parameters 

31.47* 12 1.04 - - - - 1.00 0.04 13297.82 

7 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR with ARCL constrained to 

equal 

38.83* 11 1.12 6 0.25 -42.31ns 1 0.99 0.05 13312.18 

Prosocial Parenting           

6 
Bivariate unconditional LCM-
SR without Cross-lagged 

parameters 

16.29 10 0.80 - - - - 1.00 0.02 11864.02 

7 
Bivariate unconditional LCM-
SR with ARCL constrained to 

equal – HIIS@0; HIIQ@0; 

59.09* 17 1.08 - - - - 0.99 0.05 11887.61 

Δχ2 column * = better fitting model/retained; * = p < .05 
 

Notes. χ2 = chi-square test of model fit; df = degrees of freedom; Δχ2= chi square difference test (* = Δχ2 is significant at p < .05); 

CD = Difference Test Scaling Correction; @0 denotes variances held to 0 to fix not positive definite errors, etc. 
 

CM = comparison model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Adj. BIC = Sample 

Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria; LGCM = Latent Growth Curve Model, LCM-SR = Latent Curve Model with 
Structured Residuals, I = Intercept. S = Slope, Q = Quadratic 
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HII and Prosocial Parenting. Table 5 also provides the model fitting process for 

HII with prosocial parenting. For the bivariate HII and prosocial parenting LCM-SR, 

model 6 initially contained the same specifications for the HII growth curve noted 

previously. Prosocial parenting contained an intercept and slope with the change in time 

freed, with autoregressive parameters constrained to equality, and no cross-lagged 

parameters. The model fit the data very well, with the RMSEA and CFI falling in good 

ranges. In model 7, the cross-lagged parameters constrained to equal were added to the 

model. When the cross-lagged parameters were added, the variances for the HII slope and 

quadratic factor were negative, causing a not positive definite error. To fix the error, the 

linear slope and quadratic factors of HII were fixed to 0 and the specification to fix the 

variance of the time 4 residual to 0 was removed Given that fixing the HII slope and 

quadratic factor variances to 0 increases the degrees of freedom, the chi-square difference 

test could not be computed. As such, models freeing the autoregressive and cross-lagged 

parameters of this model were not estimated. However, similar to the HII-aversive 

parenting model, because the goal is to identify reciprocal effects, the results of the model 

with cross-lagged parameters are provided in Table 6. 

Between-Person effects. The covariance between the HII and prosocial parenting 

intercepts was not significant, indicating that individuals with higher levels of HII at the 

first time period were not more likely to have parents who engaged in prosocial parenting 

behaviors. Given that the variances of the slopes were constrained to 0, a simpler model 

that did not contain the autoregressive and cross-lagged components was estimated in 

order to identify the relationships between the slope factors. In the simple model, the 

covariance between the slope factors was not significant, which meant that between-
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individual differences in changes in HII across time were unrelated to changes in 

prosocial parenting. 

Within-Person effects. 

Autoregressive Paths. In this model, the autoregressive parameters were 

constrained to equal. The autoregressive paths for prosocial parenting approached 

significance (p = .055) indicating that individuals with a higher than expected level of 

prosocial parenting at one time point were likely to have a higher than expected level of 

prosocial parenting at a subsequent time point. The autoregressive paths for HII did reach 

statistical significance in this model, indicating that individuals with a higher than 

expected value of HII at one time point were likely to have a higher than expected value 

of HII at a subsequent time point. 

Cross-lagged Paths. The cross-lagged paths between HII and prosocial parenting 

were constrained to equal. None of the cross-lagged paths were significant. In other 

words, individuals with higher than expected levels of prosocial parenting did not predict 
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changes in HII. Likewise individuals with higher than expected levels of HII did not 

predict changes in prosocial parenting. In addition, none of the covariances between the 

structured residuals were significant. Therefore, no reciprocal effects were found. 

Table 6: Final Unconditional LCM-SR Parenting-Child Models 

  HII  Aggression 

 Parenting Behavior: Aversive Prosocial  Aversive Prosocial 

Between-person effects b  se b se  b se b se 

 Parenting Intercept Mean 1.00*** 0.01 3.20*** 0.01  1.00*** 0.01 3.19*** 0.01 

 Parenting Intercept Variance 0.12*** 0.01 0.09*** 0.01  0.14*** 0.01 0.10*** 0.01 

 Parenting Slope Mean -0.04*** 0.01 -0.16*** 0.01  -0.04*** 0.01 -0.16*** 0.01 

 Parenting Slope Variance 0.01 0.01 0.03+ 0.01  0.01 0.01 0.04* 0.02 

 Child Intercept Mean 1.23*** 0.03 1.23*** 0.03  0.57*** 0.02 0.57*** 0.02 

 Child Intercept Variance 0.93*** 0.05 0.57*** 0.03  0.17*** 0.02 0.17 0.02 

 Child Slope Mean -0.26*** 0.04 -0.26*** 0.04  -0.02 0.03 -0.02 0.03 

 Child Slope Variance 1.40*** 0.28 @0   @0 @0 

Covariances          

 Parent-Child Intercept 0.18*** 0.04 0.01 0.05  0.21*** 0.04 0.02 0.74 

 Parent-Child Slope 0.02 0.12 @0  @0 @0 

 Parent Intercept-Parent Slope 0.03 0.17 0.04 0.20  -0.32* 0.13 -0.11 0.17 

 Child Intercept-Child Slope -0.36*** 0.04 @0  @0 @0 

Within-person effects          

 Autoregressions          

    Parent T1 → T2 

0.10+ 0.06 0.08+ 0.04 

 -0.26 0.16 0.04 0.11 

    Parent T2 → T3  0.14** 0.06 0.15* 0.06 

    Parent T3 → T4  0.23+ 0.13 0.04 0.12 

    Child T1 → T2 

-0.27 0.21 0.31*** 0.04 

 0.48*** 0.04 0.48*** 0.05 

    Child T2 → T3  0.35*** 0.06 0.36*** 0.06 

    Child T3 → T4  -0.09 0.08 -0.08 0.08 

 Crosslagged Paths          

    Parent → Child -0.04 0.07 -0.02 0.03  -0.04+ 0.02 0.01 0.03 

    Child → Parent -0.03 0.03 0.06 0.04  0.01 0.05 0.02 0.04 

 LCM-SR Model: Constrained Constrained  Autoregressive 
Freed 

Autoregressive 
Freed 

Model Fit 

 χ2 (df) 38.83(11)* 59.09(17)*  38.91(15)* 32.66(13)* 

 BIC 13312.18 11887.61  10365.80 8934.24 

 CFI 0.99 0.99  .99 .99 

 RMSEA 0.05 0.05  0.04 0.04 

b = unstandardized effects; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, + p < .10; (two-tailed test)  
 

Aggression and Aversive Parenting. Table 7 provides the model fitting process 

for the aggression, aversive, and prosocial parenting models. The bivariate aggression 

and aversive parenting LCM-SR model 6 contained the following specifications: 1) a 
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growth curve model for aggression with an intercept, slope, and quadratic factor; the 

autoregressive components constrained to equal were estimated (without the time 4 

residual variance), 2) a growth curve model for aversive parenting with the same 

specifications noted previously. The model fit the data well, with the RMSEA and CFI 

falling in good ranges. Next, cross-lagged parameters constrained to equal (without the 

time 4 residual variances for aggression and aversive parenting) were added to the model. 

The RMSEA and CFI improved with the inclusion of cross-lagged parameters, although 

the chi-square difference test did not reach statistical significance. Next, a model where 

the autoregressive parameters were freed and a model where the cross-lagged parameters 

were freed were estimated and compared to the constrained model. Freeing the 

autoregressive parameters significantly improved model fit but freeing the cross-lagged 

parameters did not. Furthermore, freeing the cross-lagged parameters resulted in a 

negative variance for the aggression intercept and required the variance to be fixed to 0 in 

order for the model to be estimated. As such, the results of the autoregressive freed model 

are provided in Table 6. 

Between-Person effects. Table 6 demonstrates that the covariance between the 

aggression and aversive parenting intercepts was significant and positive, indicating that 

individuals with higher levels of aggression at the first time period were more likely to 

have parents who engaged in aversive parenting behaviors (r = .04, p < .001). Similar to 

the HII-prosocial parenting model, in order to identify the relationships between the slope 

factors, a simpler model that did not contain the autoregressive and cross-lagged 

components was estimated. In the simple model, the covariance between the slope factors 

was not significant, which meant that between-individual differences in changes in 
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aggression across time were unrelated to changes in aversive parenting (r = -0.01 (0.01) p 

= 0.440). 

Within-Person effects.  

Autoregressive Paths. In this model, the autoregressive parameters were freed 

which allowed the autoregressive paths to change over time. From time 1 to 2 and 2 to 3, 

individuals with a higher than expected level of aggression were likely to have a higher 

than expected level of aggression on the subsequent time points. However, the 

autoregressive path from wave 3 to 4 was not significant, indicating that a higher than 

expected level of aggression at wave 3 did not lead to higher than expected level of 

aggression at wave 4. For aversive parenting, a higher than expected value of aversive 

parenting at time 1 did not lead to a higher than expected value at time 2, nor did time 3 

to time 4. However, from time 2 to 3, the autoregressive coefficients were significant and 

positive indicating that a higher than expected value of aversive parenting at time 2 was 

likely to have a higher than expected value of aversive parenting at time 3. 
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Cross-lagged Paths. In this model, the cross-lagged paths between aggression and 

aversive parenting were constrained to equal. Doing so allows for an overall cross-lagged 

score. The cross-lagged paths from aversive parenting predicting aggression (T+1) were 

approaching significance (β = -.04; p = .055). The negative parameter indicates that 

individuals with higher than expected levels of aversive parenting at time 1 were less 

likely to show higher than expected levels of aggression at time 2. Aggression did not 

predict any changes in aversive parenting at any waves. In addition, none of the 

covariances between the structured residuals were significant. No reciprocal effects were 

found. 

Table 7: Results from the Multivariate Model Fitting Process: Bivariate Aggression-Aversive and Prosocial Parenting 

Variables χ2 df 
Scaling 
Corr. F CM CD Δχ2 df CFI RMSEA Adj. BIC 

Aversive Parenting           

6 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR without Cross-lagged 

parameters 

109.21* 21 1.26 - - - - 0.97 0.06 10433.65 

7 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR with ARCL constrained to 

equal 

105.48* 19 1.26 6 1.19 3.31ns 2 0.97 0.06 10437.47 

8 Only Autoregressive Freed 38.91* 15 1.18 7 1.56 55.81* 4 0.99 0.04 10365.80 

9 
Only Cross-lagged Freed – 
AggressionI@0;  

436.66* 14 0.47 7 3.48 -20.87ns 5 0.84 0.16 10529.45 

Prosocial Parenting           

6 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR without Cross-lagged 
parameters 

90.91* 19 1.25 - - - - 0.97 0.06 8986.58 

7 

Bivariate unconditional LCM-

SR with ARCL constrained to 
equal 

89.42* 17 1.27 6 1.11 0.32ns 2 0.97 0.06 8993.98 

8 Only Autoregressive Freed 32.66* 13 1.17 7 1.58 47.57* 4 0.99 0.04 8934.24 

9 Only Cross-lagged Freed  95.69* 13 1.21 7 1.46 -1.74ns 1 0.97 0.07 9012.00 

Every model had the following specification:  – AggressionS@0; AggressionQ@0; 
 

Δχ2 column * = better fitting model/retained; * = p < .05 

 

Notes. χ2 = chi-square test of model fit; df = degrees of freedom; Δχ2= chi square difference test (* = Δχ2 is significant at p < .05); 

CD = Difference Test Scaling Correction; @0 denotes variances held to 0 to fix not positive definite errors, etc. 

 
CM = comparison model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Adj. BIC = Sample 

Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria; LGCM = Latent Growth Curve Model, LCM-SR = Latent Curve Model with 
Structured Residuals, I = Intercept. S = Slope, Q = Quadratic 
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Aggression and Prosocial Parenting. Table 7 provides the bivariate modeling 

process for aggression and prosocial parenting. The bivariate aggression and prosocial 

parenting LCM-SR model 6 contained the same specifications noted above for the 

aggression growth curve model. The growth curve model for prosocial parenting 

contained the same specifications as noted in the HII-prosocial parenting bivariate model 

(e.g., intercept, slope, time change freed with autoregressive parameters constrained to 

equality and no cross-lagged parameters). This initial model had acceptable model fit. 

With the inclusion of the cross-lagged parameters constrained to equality, model fit did 

not improve significantly. However, when the autoregressive components were freed, the 

model did improve. Freeing cross-lagged parameters fit the data worse. Therefore, the 

model with the autoregressive components freed are provided in Table 6. 

Between-Person effects. 

The covariance between the intercepts for aggression and prosocial parenting was 

not significant, which indicates that individuals with higher levels of aggression at the 

first time period were not more likely to have parents who engaged in prosocial parenting 

behaviors. Similar to the HII-prosocial parenting and aggression-aversive parenting 

models, in order to identify the relationships between the slope factors, a simpler model 

that did not contain the autoregressive and cross-lagged components was estimated. In 

the simple model, the covariance between the slope factors was not significant, which 

meant that between-individual differences in changes in aggression across time were 

unrelated to changes in prosocial parenting (r = -0.004 (0.01) p = 0.694). 
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Within-Person effects. 

Autoregressive Paths. In this model, the autoregressive parameters were freely 

estimated over time. As such, for aggression, from time 1 to 2 and 2 to 3, individuals with 

a higher than expected level of aggression at one time point were likely to have a higher 

than expected level of aggression on the subsequent time points. However, the 

autoregressive path from wave 3 to 4 was not significant, indicating that a higher than 

expected level of aggression at wave 3 did not lead to higher than expected level of 

aggression at wave 4. For prosocial parenting, a higher than expected value of prosocial 

parenting at time 1 did not lead to a higher than expected value at time 2, nor did time 3 

to time 4. However, from time 2 to 3, the autoregressive coefficients were significant and 

positive indicating that a higher than expected value of prosocial parenting at time 2 was 

likely to have a higher than expected value of prosocial parenting at waves 3. 

 

Cross-lagged Paths. For this model, the cross-lagged paths were constrained to 

equal over time. Neither of the cross-lagged paths were significant which means that 
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individuals with higher than expected levels of prosocial parenting did not predict 

changes in aggression. Likewise individuals with higher than expected levels of 

aggression did not predict changes in prosocial parenting. In addition, none of the 

covariances between the structured residuals were significant. Therefore, no reciprocal 

effects were found. 

Modeling Process for Legal Cynicism-Delinquency 

Table 8 provides the model fitting process for both the univariate and bivariate 

LCM-SR models for legal cynicism and delinquency. For legal cynicism, the intercept 

only model did not have acceptable model fit. The addition of the linear slope factor 

significantly improved model fit, but still did not yield fit statistics in an acceptable 

range. Next the time change freed and quadratic models were estimated. When compared 

to the intercept/linear slope model, both of these models significantly improved model fit. 

However, both models required adjustments. In the time change freed model, the residual 

for time 4 had a negative variance that was fixed to 0 to adjust for the not positive 

definite error caused by the negative variance. When estimating the quadratic model, the 

variance for the quadratic factor was negative and was fixed to 0. Although both models 

significantly improved model fit, the RMSEA in the quadratic model was not in an 

acceptable range. As such, the autoregressive parameters (without the time 4 residual) 

were added to the time change freed model. The model fit significantly improved with 

the inclusion of the autoregressive element among the time specific residuals, meaning 

there was a significant within-construct autoregressive effect. Therefore, this model was 

retained for the bivariate model.  
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The delinquency model fit process followed a very similar pattern to legal 

cynicism. The intercept only model and linear slope model did not yield fit statistics in an 

acceptable range. Both the time change freed and quadratic model significantly improved 

model fit. Neither model required adjustments. Because the RMSEA and CFI were in 

more ideal ranges for the time change freed model (compared to the quadratic model), the 

autoregressive parameters were added to the time change freed model. The inclusion of 

autoregressive parameters significantly improved model fit and was therefore added to 

the bivariate model. 

As a reminder, the first bivariate model contained both the time change freed 

model with autoregressive parameters for legal cynicism and delinquency. The 

autoregressive parameters in each model were constrained to equal and the cross-lagged 

parameters were not estimated. This initial model fit the data well. The inclusion of cross-

lagged parameters did not significantly improve model fit. However, the ranges for 

RMSEA and CFI were still acceptable. In model 8, the autoregressive parameters were 

freed. Freeing these parameters yielded poor model fit. In model 9, the cross-lagged 

parameters were freed and when compared to the model where the parameters were 

constrained to equal, freeing the parameters significantly improved model fit. The final 

estimates for the cross-lagged freed model are provided in Table 9. 
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Table 8: Results from the Multivariate Model Fitting Process: LCM-SR for Legal Cynicism and Delinquency 

Variables χ2 df 

Scaling 

Corr. F CM CD Δχ2 df CFI RMSEA Adj. BIC 

Legal Cynicism           

1 Intercept Only 118.54* 8 1.08 - - - - 0.85 0.11 6315.88 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 74.21* 5 1.08 1 1.07 44.33* 3 0.91 0.11 6280.14 

3 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 

Change Freed – residual4@0 
38.92* 4 1.07 2 1.15 33.87* 1 0.95 0.09 6245.12 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic – Q@0 
17.22* 1 1.01 2 1.10 57.19* 4 0.98 0.12 6232.54 

5 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 
Change Freed with 

Autoregressive – residual4@0 

22.22* 3 1.04 3 1.16 15.99* 1 0.98 0.07 6230.50 

Delinquency           

1 Intercept Only 157.86* 8 1.81 - - - - 0.65 0.13 16343.20 

2 Intercept and Linear Slope 95.46* 5 1.70 1 2.00 61.93* 3 0.79 0.13 16231.14 

3 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 

Change Freed 
12.96* 3 1.26 2 2.36 61.86* 2 0.98 0.05 16092.65 

4 
Intercept, Linear Slope, and 

Quadratic 
11.74* 1 0.99 2 1.88 80.22* 4 0.98 0.10 16095.62 

5 
Intercept and Slope  – Time 
Change Freed with 

Autoregressive 

7.50* 2 0.56 3 2.68 4.56* 1 0.99 0.05 16084.33 

Bivariate Models           

6 
Bivariate unconditional LCM-SR 

without Cross-lagged parameters 
77.06* 16 1.07 - - - - 0.97 0.06 21777.71 

7 
Bivariate unconditional LCM-SR 

with ARCL constrained to equal 
80.69* 14 1.02 6 1.41 0.02ns 2 0.96 0.06 21816.53 

8 Only Autoregressive Freed 174.97* 10 0.67 7 1.90 
-

18.08ns 
4 0.91 0.12 21890.34 

9 Only Cross-lagged Freed  70.88* 10 1.00 7 1.08 10.81* 4 0.97 0.07 21844.27 

Δχ2 column * = better fitting model/retained; * = p < .05 

 

Notes. χ2 = chi-square test of model fit; df = degrees of freedom; Δχ2= chi square difference test (* = Δχ2 is significant at p < .05); 
CD = Difference Test Scaling Correction 

 
CM = comparison model; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; Adj. BIC = Sample 

Size Adjusted Bayesian Information Criteria; LGCM = Latent Growth Curve Model, LCM-SR = Latent Curve Model with 

Structured Residuals, I = Intercept. S = Slope, Q = Quadratic 

 

Between-Person effects. 

As Table 9 demonstrates, the covariance between the intercepts was positive and 

significant, indicating that individuals with higher levels of legal cynicism at time 5 were 

more likely to self-report engaging in delinquency at time 5 (r = .26, p < .001). The 

covariance between the slope factors was not significant, which means that between-

individual differences in changes in legal cynicism across time were unrelated to changes 

in delinquency. 
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Within-Person effects. 

Autoregressive Paths. In the legal cynicism–delinquency model, the 

autoregressive paths were constrained to equal across time. The autoregressive paths for 

legal cynicism were not significant, meaning individuals with a higher than expected 

level of legal cynicism at time 5 were not more likely to have a higher than expected 

level of legal cynicism at subsequent time points. The autoregressive parameters for 

delinquency were positive and significant, indicating they were consistent across time. In 

other words, individuals with a higher than expected level of delinquency at time 5 were 

more likely to have a higher than expected level of delinquency at subsequent time points 

(see Table 9).  

 

Cross-lagged Paths. In this model, the cross-lagged paths between legal cynicism 

and delinquency were freed, which allowed the values to change over time. As 

demonstrated in Table 9, only the cross-lagged path from delinquency at time 6 
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predicting legal cynicism at time 7 was significant. The sign was positive indicating that 

individuals with a higher than expected level of delinquency at time 6 had a higher than 

expected score of legal cynicism at time 7. The within-time covariances of the residuals 

were positive and significant, indicating that the within-individual effects of legal 

cynicism and delinquency were related. In other words, an individual deviation above the 

mean level of legal cynicism was associated with the same directional deviation in 

delinquency. However, the temporal order could not be determined likely due to the 2-

year gap in between the waves. Therefore, there could be potential reciprocal effects 

masked by the effect if time between the waves. 

Table 9: Final Unconditional LCM-SR Legal Cynicism-Delinquency Model 

 Legal Cynicism Delinquency 

Between-person effects b se b se 

 Intercept Mean 2.20*** 0.02 1.85 0.06 

 Intercept Variance 0.14*** 0.03 1.72*** 0.24 

 Slope Mean -0.02** 0.01 -0.23** 0.07 

 Slope Variance 0.01* 0.01 0.32* 0.15 

Covariances b (se) 

 LC Intercept-Del Intercept 0.48 (0.06)*** 

 LC Slope-Del Slope -0.07 (0.17) 

 LC Intercept-Del Slope -0.11 (0.11) 

 Del Intercept-LC Slope 0.11 (0.09) 

Within-person effects     

 Autoregressions b se b se 

    T5 → T8 0.09 0.10 0.15* 0.07 

 Crosslagged Paths     

    XT5 → YT6; YT5 → XT6 0.16 0.10 0.01 0.06 

    XT6 →YT7; YT6 → XT7 0.04 0.05 0.29* 0.12 

    XT7 → YT8; YT7 → XT8 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.07 

 LCM-SR Model: Cross-lagged freed 

Model Fit     

 χ2 (df) 70.88(10)* 

 BIC 21844.27 

 CFI 0.97 

 RMSEA .07 

b = unstandardized effects; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, + p < .10; (two-tailed 

test) 
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Final Conditional Model 

In order to assess the between-person effects of parenting and child behavior on 

legal cynicism and delinquency over time, all of the variables were added to the bivariate 

LCM-SR for legal cynicism and delinquency (see Table 10). Given that there were no 

reciprocal effects in the parenting-child models, the variables were all loaded onto their 

own respective latent variable in the final model. In other words, HII at time 1, time 2, 

time 3, and time 4 were all entered onto one latent variable “HII” and treated as a time 

stable predictor. Likewise, aggression, prosocial parenting, and aversive parenting at 

times 1, 2, 3, and 4 were also entered onto their own latent variables “aggression,” 

“prosocial parenting,” and “aversive parenting” and also treated as time stable predictors. 

In addition to these latent variables, SES and gender were also added as time stable 

controls. 

Peer delinquency, morality, general trust, police contact, and procedural justice 

(waves 5-8) were added as time varying covariates for legal cynicism and delinquency. 

Police effectiveness at waves 6 to 8 was also added as a time varying covariate for 

delinquency. The results of the final model are presented in Table 10. 

Regarding time invariant controls, gender was positive and significantly related to 

the intercept for delinquency but not for legal cynicism. In other words, males were more 

likely to self-report engaging in delinquent behaviors than females, but there were no 

gender differences in the initial levels of legal cynicism. Gender was also significantly 

related to the slope for delinquency but not for legal cynicism. However, the effect was 

negative. This means that delinquency scores decreased more slowly for females 

compared to males. With regard to parental and child effects, only aversive parenting was 



 

100 

significantly related to the intercepts for legal cynicism and delinquency. The effect was 

positive, indicating that higher levels of aversive parenting were associated with higher 

levels of both legal cynicism and delinquency. However, aversive parenting was only 

significantly related to the slope for delinquency and not for legal cynicism. The 

coefficient was negative, indicating that higher levels of aversive parenting were 

associated with a slower decline in delinquency compared to individuals with lower 

levels of aversive parenting. 

Addressing the time varying covariates, they were all in the expected directions. 

Higher levels of procedural justice were associated with lower levels of legal cynicism 

and delinquency. Peer delinquency was also significantly related such that higher levels 

of peer delinquency were associated with higher levels of legal cynicism and 

delinquency. Morality had a strong negative relationship with legal cynicism and 

delinquency. A higher level of morality was associated with lower levels of legal 

cynicism and delinquency. Lastly, police contact was associated with a higher level of 

legal cynicism and a higher level of delinquency. Although higher levels of procedural 

justice was positively associated with police effectiveness over time (not pictured), police 

effectiveness did not have a significant effect on delinquency. 
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Table 10: Final Conditional LCM-SR Legal Cynicism-Delinquency Model with Child and Parenting Effects 

  Legal Cynicism Delinquency   

  β (se) β (se)    

T5        
 Peer Delinquency 0.17 (0.03)*** 0.40 (0.05)***    

 Morality -0.36 (0.03)*** -0.27 (0.03)***    

 General Trust -0.07 (0.03)** -0.07 (0.02)**     
 Police Contact 0.07 (0.03)* 0.12 (0.03)***    

T6       

 Procedural Justice -0.12 (0.03)*** -0.07 (0.04)+    
 Police Effectiveness -- -0.03 (0.04)    

 Peer Delinquency 0.14 (0.03)*** 0.31 (0.03)***    

 Morality -0.33 (0.03)*** -0.21 (0.03)***    
 General Trust -0.07 (0.03)** -0.05 (0.03)*  Parent-Child Effects 

 Police Contact 0.10 (0.03)*** 0.10 (0.03)*** Intercept Legal Cynicism Delinquency 

T7     Gender 0.05 (0.06) 0.40 (0.07)*** 

 Procedural Justice -0.16 (0.03)*** -0.05 (0.04)  SES -0.04 (0.06) -0.07 (0.07) 
 Police Effectiveness -- -0.13 (0.04)***  HII 0.04 (0.10) 0.19 (0.12) 

 Peer Delinquency 0.16 (0.03)*** 0.23 (0.03)***  Aggression -0.04 (0.10) -0.07 (0.13) 

 Morality -0.33 (0.03)*** -0.17 (0.03)***  Avers. Par. 0.13 (0.07)* 0.15 (0.07)* 
 General Trust -0.06 (0.03)** -0.06 (0.03)+  Proso. Par. 0.08 (0.06) -0.03 (0.07) 

 Police Contact 0.06 (0.03)* 0.20 (0.03)*** Slope   

T8     Gender -0.00 (0.03) -0.24 (0.11)* 
 Procedural Justice -0.12 (0.03)*** -0.13 (0.04)**  SES -0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.00)+ 

 Police Effectiveness -- -0.01 (0.05)  HII 0.14 (0.21) -0.26 (0.43) 
 Peer Delinquency 0.19 (0.03)*** 0.23 (0.03)***  Aggression 0.01 (0.20) 0.18 (0.44) 

 Morality -0.40 (0.03)*** -0.28 (0.03)***  Avers. Par. -0.05 (0.13) -0.44 (0.19)* 

 General Trust -0.06 (0.03)* 0.00 (0.03)  Proso. Par. -0.11 (0.14) -0.55 (0.19)** 

LCM-SR: Cross-lagged effects freed; β = standardized effects; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001, + p < .10; (two-tailed test) 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

The purpose of this dissertation was to assess a different form of reciprocity in the 

legal socialization context. Namely, a potential reciprocal relationship between child 

behavior and parental behavior and a potential reciprocal relationship between two 

important concepts of the legal socialization process: legal cynicism and delinquency. 

Using literature from developmental psychology as a guiding principle, there were three 

main objectives. First, to examine how hyperactive/impulsive/inattentive (HII) behavior, 

aggression, aversive parenting, and prosocial parenting were related over time. Second, to 

determine if a reciprocal relationship exists between legal cynicism and delinquency. 

Lastly, to assess the direct, indirect, or potential reciprocal effects of child and parenting 

behavior on legal cynicism and delinquency.  

Under the first aim, it was hypothesized that the relationship between parenting 

behaviors and child externalizing problems would be reciprocal over time. However, 

none of the cross-lagged paths nor covariances between prosocial parenting and 

aggression, prosocial parenting and HII, aversive parenting and aggression, and aversive 

parenting and HII showed evidence of within-person reciprocity. In other words, at the 

within-person level, having a parent who engaged in aversive or prosocial types of 

parenting did not predict changes in levels of HII or aggression over time. Likewise, 

levels of HII and aggression did not predict changes in the type of parenting the child 

received. Therefore, hypothesis H1a was not supported. Given prior empirical evidence 

suggesting child behavior is more likely to predict changes in parenting behaviors as 

opposed to parenting behaviors changing child behaviors (Huh et al., 2006; Kerr & 
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Stattin, 2003), the second hypothesis suggested child behaviors would have a stronger 

impact on parenting behaviors than the reverse. However, none of the paths from child 

behavior predicting parenting behaviors were significant. Only one relationship 

approached significance: aversive parenting predicting aggression. Again, this indicates 

that child behavior did not influence the type of parenting the child received. Therefore, 

hypothesis H1b was not supported. 

It was also hypothesized that children with higher levels of externalizing problem 

behaviors would have parents who engaged in more aversive styles of discipline. The 

results supported this hypothesis (H1c). Children with higher levels of HII and/or 

aggression were more likely to have parents who engaged in aversive types of parenting 

behaviors. Prosocial parenting was not related to HII or aggression either within-person 

or between-person. So although increased engagement in aversive parenting did not 

increase the child’s level of HII or aggression over time, there was a significant positive 

association between initial levels of HII, aggression, and aversive parenting. 

The second aim of this dissertation was to identify potential reciprocal effects 

between legal cynicism and delinquency. It was hypothesized that a reciprocal 

relationship exists such that engaging in delinquency would increase an individual’s level 

of legal cynicism, which would increase the individual’s engagement in delinquency. The 

results of the unconditional LCM-SR did not support this hypothesis (H2a). Individual 

changes in delinquency did not predict changes in legal cynicism. Likewise, individual 

changes in legal cynicism did not predict changes in delinquency. However, the 

covariances of the residuals were significant, indicating potential reciprocal effects may 
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exist but the temporal ordering cannot be determined. It is possible the 2-year gap 

between waves is masking these reciprocal effects. 

The third aim identifying the relationship among parenting behaviors, child 

behaviors, legal cynicism, and delinquency, hypothesized that children with higher levels 

of externalizing behavior would exhibit higher levels of legal cynicism (H3a) and 

delinquency (H3b). In the final model, neither aggression nor HII was significant, 

indicating that these child behaviors did not predict legal cynicism or delinquency over 

time. It was also hypothesized that negative parenting behaviors would yield only minor 

effects on legal cynicism (H3c) while externalizing behavior problems would yield more 

significant direct effects on legal cynicism (H3d). The results demonstrated that aversive 

parenting had a direct effect on both legal cynicism and delinquency such that higher 

levels of aversive parenting was associated with higher levels of legal cynicism and 

delinquency. 

Implications 

As previously noted, legal socialization is largely driven by four main 

assumptions: foundationality, ubiquity, continuity, and reciprocity (Trinkner & Reisig, 

2021). It is considered foundational because it argues that law provides order and is an 

important socializing agent for individuals to understand their role in society. Legal 

socialization is considered continuous because people are constantly developing, with 

their roles shifting at different stages over the life course. These shifting roles occur 

across different historical contexts as well. For example, accepted cultural norms from 

one hundred years ago are very different from today. Legal socialization is also 

ubiquitous because the process can occur in many different legal and non-legal contexts, 
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with non-legal authorities such as teachers and parents shaping attitudes through 

interactions and discipline. Lastly, it is considered reciprocal for two reasons: 1) the role 

of law in influencing citizens’ behaviors, which in turn, influence the role of law; and 2) 

both legal authorities/institutions and citizens have views on how law should function in 

society and the role of society toward the law. 

In the current study, it was argued that legal socialization might also be reciprocal 

for two additional reasons. First, it was argued that reciprocity may be occurring in 

interactions with authorities such that difficult behavior increases the likelihood of being 

treated disrespectfully and more harshly by authorities. As such, this treatment may be 

increase feelings of cynicism, which may increase the likelihood these individuals will be 

more hostile toward authorities in the future. Second, it was suggested that a different 

form of reciprocity may be occurring within the procedural justice model between legal 

cynicism and delinquency. The procedural justice model typically defines legal cynicism 

as a predictor of delinquency through its mediating relationship with procedural justice. 

However, recent scholarship has started to consider the role of delinquency on legal 

cynicism (see also Nivette et al., 2019; Trinkner et al., 2019). It could be that engaging in 

delinquent behaviors decreases the feeling that laws need to be obeyed. Engaging in 

delinquency also increases the likelihood of having direct encounters with the criminal 

justice system and its agents. 

As previously mentioned, this study did not find support for the former of these 

considerations. Even though there were bivariate associations between aggression, HII, 

and legal cynicism (see Table 16 in Appendix A), neither aggression nor HII directly or 

indirectly predicted legal cynicism over time. It is not surprising that HII and aggression 
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did not have a direct effect. The HII variable includes both inattention (e.g., can’t pay 

attention) and impulsivity (e.g., can’t sit still). Interestingly, the impulsive dimension 

seems to overlap somewhat with items used to measure low self-control, another well-

known correlate of crime that has also been identified as an antecedent to legal cynicism 

(e.g., Gifford & Reisig, 2019). However, it could be that inattention is masking potential 

direct effects of the impulsive dimension. This should be considered in future research 

identifying the effects of child externalizing behavior on legal attitudes. With regard to 

aggression, this variable also contained multiple dimensions of behavior (e.g., reactive, 

proactive, physical, and direct aggression). Most of the items in the scale are measuring 

the aggressiveness of a child in a classroom setting, and aside from theorizing this type of 

behavior is frustrating for authority figures and may increase the likelihood the child will 

be reprimanded harshly, there is not a strong theoretical reason for these behaviors to 

have a direct effect on legal cynicism unless these aggressive behaviors are 

manifestations of a more overall negative worldview. 

Although these externalizing behaviors yielded no reciprocal effects with 

parenting or direct effects on legal cynicism, it does not necessarily mean child behavior 

yields no effect. As noted by Pardini (2008), different aspects of child psychopathology 

have differential effects on parenting behaviors. For example, Burke et al. (2008) found 

that the relationship between ADHD, oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), and 

dysfunctional parenting was more unidirectional in nature, with child behaviors having 

more of an influence on parenting behaviors. However, when looking at more specific 

dimensions of parenting, they found evidence of bidirectionality between ODD and timid 
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discipline. As such, it may be helpful in the future to assess more specific types of 

discipline. 

In addition to assessing more specific dimensions of parenting behaviors, there 

are other externalizing behaviors that may potentially have a direct effect on legal 

cynicism, such as psychopathy, or indirectly through authority reactions, such as ODD 

and conduct disorder (CD). ODD describes hostile and disobedient behaviors toward 

authority figures (APA, 2013). CD is similar but involves behaviors committed outside 

the home. With regard to conduct disorder on parenting, some have suggested more 

negative parent-child interactions and punitive discipline occur with conduct disorder 

compared to other problem behaviors such as ADHD (Edwards et al., 2001; Gomez & 

Sanson, 1994; Stormshak et al., 2000). As such, ODD and CD could potentially increase 

authority frustration through disobedience, increasing the likelihood the authorities will 

act punitively. Given that these are disorders, if engaging in disobedience/active defiance 

is part of an individual’s personality, then it could be argued that he or she would not see 

the law as binding or something that should be obeyed, indicating a potential direct link 

to legal cynicism as well. 

Psychopathy is considered a personality disorder that identifies antisocial 

behavioral patterns (Skeem et al., 2011). It consists of interpersonal, affective, and 

behavioral components (e.g., Cooke & Michie, 2001) that have been associated with 

negative emotionality such as anger (Hicks & Patrick, 2006). As noted by Augustyn and 

Ray (2016), people with psychopathic traits tend to engage in more serious types of 

offending more often than people who do not have these traits (Gretton et al., 2004). 

These tendencies increase the likelihood that individuals with psychopathic traits will 
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encounter legal authorities and the legal system more generally (Vaughn et al., 2008). In 

addition, people with psychopathic traits have been found to be more likely to perceive 

provocation in ambiguous situations (i.e., hostile attribution bias; Miller & Lynam, 2003; 

Serin, 1991; Vitale et al., 2005) and perceive demands by authority figures as threats or 

personal attacks to their ego (Cale & Lilienfeld, 2006). As such, they are already more 

negative as a result of their cynical nature (Hare, 1999). Given this research, psychopathy 

could have a potential direct link to legal cynicism. Individuals with these traits are often 

predisposed to perceive interactions with legal authorities as more negative compared to 

individuals without psychopathic traits (see Scheuerman & Matthews, 2014). 

People with psychopathic traits are often characterized as untrustworthy, 

manipulative, controlling, and highly cynical (e.g., Hare, 1999; Cleckley, 1976; Porter & 

Woodworth, 2007). Children with psychopathic traits are even more likely to report 

conflict with peers even when their peers do not report conflict (Muñoz et al., 2008) and 

report more cognitive distortions such as blaming others and assuming the worst (Chabrol 

et al., 2011). Knowing this, it is not a surprise that psychopathic individuals are more 

likely to elicit negative responses/reactions from legal authorities. For example, 

authorities are more likely to us force and/or arrest/cite when a citizen is uncooperative, 

disrespectful, or hostile. As such, people with psychopathic traits often come across as 

antagonistic, arrogant, and exploitative (Hillege et al., 2010; Rauthmann, 2012; Salekin et 

al., 2005). Likewise, psychopathic people are more likely to respond with hostility even 

when the provocation in the situation is low (Blackburn & Lee-Evans, 1985; Miller & 

Lynam, 2003; Vitale et al., 2005). As such, there could be potential indirect and direct 

links to legal cynicism. 
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In addition to the four outlined assumptions, there have been two styles of legal 

socialization that have been identified – the coercive model and the consensual model 

(Trinkner & Tyler, 2016; Tyler & Trinkner, 2018). The coercive model operates through 

sanctions and control in order to gain compliance. For example, authoritarian parenting 

would fall under coercive control because parents who engage in this style demand 

obedience, give harsh punishments, and try to exert complete control over their children. 

The consensual model, on the other hand, tries to gain voluntary compliance from 

children and citizens through the use of procedurally just behaviors, such as enforcing 

rules fairly and treating individuals with respect. 

In the current study, items in the aversive parenting scale would fall under the 

umbrella of the coercive model. Parents were asked whether they hit their child when he 

or she does something wrong, spanked, and/or slapped him or her. These, along with the 

other items capturing inconsistent/erratic discipline, had a direct effect on both legal 

cynicism and delinquency. Similar to prior research assessing the effects of parenting on 

legal attitudes and(/or) offending, aversive parenting was associated with increased 

feelings of legal cynicism and higher levels of delinquency (Hoeve et al., 2009; Loeber & 

Dishion, 1983; Straus & Donnelly, 2001; Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Tyler & Trinkner, 

2018). This supports the notion that parental behaviors in childhood are influencing child 

behaviors and attitudes later in life (Trinkner & Cohn, 2014; Wolfe et al., 2016). 

Regarding the second form of reciprocity between legal cynicism and 

delinquency, the results demonstrated that potential reciprocal effects could be occurring. 

However, the exact nature and temporal ordering of the effects are inconclusive. Indeed, 

this consideration would benefit from future empirical research using data collection 
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points where less time has elapsed. As Nivette et al. (2015) found, delinquency was the 

strongest predictor of legal cynicism at the between-person level. As they discuss, legal 

cynicism may reflect a neutralization technique. The neutralization/drift perspective 

argues that most people understand and believe committing crime is wrong, yet some still 

engage in delinquency (Sykes & Matza, 1957). These individuals are able to rationalize 

or justify their delinquent behavior in order to alleviate negative feelings associated with 

committing crimes. As such, Nivette and colleagues argue legal cynicism may reflect an 

individual justification for prior delinquent behaviors. The scale in the current study uses 

the same scale that reflects some of these ideas of neutralization (e.g., “It’s okay to do 

anything you want as long as you don’t hurt anyway”) (see Sampson & Bartusch, 1998). 

This study found evidence this rationalization is also occurring at the within-

individual level. As Figure 6 in chapter 4 demonstrates, one path from delinquency at 

time 6 predicted a similar directional shift in legal cynicism at time 7. This shift in legal 

cynicism could reflect a rationalization for the individual’s prior rule-breaking. The 

within-individual effects of LCM-SR are not affected by the spurious variable problem 

(Curran et al., 2014). As such, this model represents a “pure” link between delinquency 

and legal cynicism within a single person. In wave 6 to wave 7, children were 

approximately 14 to 16 years old, which is a time they are more prone to engaging in 

delinquency. It could be that levels of legal cynicism increased in these individuals to 

account for or justify these prior behaviors. Given that the covariances of the within-

individual effects are significant, it could also be that post hoc justifications of 

delinquency are indeed happening but perhaps occurring more closely together in time. If 
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this is indeed true, it could be that neutralizing values are also reducing the guilt these 

individuals feel about engaging in future delinquency, not just past behaviors. 

Although this study did not find conclusive support for both novel reciprocity 

considerations, there was support for the ubiquity assumption (see also Trinkner & Cohn, 

2014; Trinkner et al., 2018). Although prior research has found that parents are less 

influential once children have contact with legal authorities (Wolfe et al., 2016), the 

current study found that aversive parenting maintained a direct effect on legal cynicism 

even with police contact added to the model. It should be noted, however, that not all 

studies find an association between police contact and legal cynicism when it is included 

in the model (see Trinkner et al., 2019). So indeed, this study does provide more support 

for parents influencing legal cynicism given the lack of direct encounters with the legal 

system. Although prosocial parenting was not related to legal cynicism, it could be that 

negative encounters have a stronger impact on child attitudes although more research 

would be needed to parse these out. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study had several notable strengths. First, it uses eight waves of data focused 

on the same children from ages 6 to 20. Having longitudinal data focused on the same 

children provides valuable information on their development over time. The data also has 

a high participation and retention rate, which is important for internal validity and 

providing more accurate estimates. 

There are some limitations that should be addressed. First, zproso is a multi-

informant longitudinal data set of Swiss children. Although having multiple informants 

provides more accurate estimates of the data, assessing attitudinal data with multiple 
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informants could be masking some results. It could be that what matters more is the 

child’s perception of parental behaviors rather than what the parent is actually reporting. 

For example, a parent might believe his or her own behavior is more positive in nature, 

whereas the child may have a different perception. Given that legal socialization is 

predicated on beliefs and the perception of fair treatment, identifying the child’s 

perception of parental behavior may be more important than more accurately identifying 

behavior from the parents’ perspective. As such, future research should consider 

modeling reciprocal effects from child report of parental behaviors. 

Second, zproso only contains parental report of parenting behaviors from waves 1 

to 4. Additionally, legal cynicism was not included until wave 5. As noted previously, 

behaviors such as parental involvement and supervision change as children age and 

become more autonomous in adolescence and young adulthood. Therefore, there were 

not enough parent informant waves in the data to model natural changes in patterns of 

parenting due to age, nor could these patterns be assessed concurrently with 

developmental patterns of legal cynicism. Future studies should investigate whether 

concurrent developmental patterns of parenting and legal cynicism are related over time. 

Third, although the Swiss are similar to other western countries regarding crime 

and attitudes toward the police (Kutnjak Ivković, 2008), there are likely cultural 

differences regarding parental behaviors and the prevalence of externalizing behaviors. It 

could be that no reciprocal effects were found due to these cultural differences. As such, 

it may be beneficial to reassess reciprocity in a US sample. Furthermore, the current 

dataset is gleaned from a community sample. As such, there were a high degree of 

parents reporting using prosocial parenting practices, and low incidence rates for HII, 
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aggression, and delinquent behaviors reported by teachers. Given these lower rates of 

externalizing behaviors, it may also be beneficial to evaluate reciprocity as a function of 

overall externalizing behavior (as opposed to focusing on one specific behavior). HII and 

aggression are often comorbid with other behavioral issues, so what may be important is 

identifying how difficult the child is overall rather than focusing on how parents respond 

to one specific behavior. 

Fourth, teacher report of child behavior was used given the young age of the 

sample at time 1. As such, it could be that because HII and aggression were not a 

diagnosis of a disorder, one could argue that the teacher report of the measures in the 

current study reflect child behavior in the classroom as opposed to an overall 

representation of how the child behaves across various contexts. It could be that the 

finding of null reciprocal effects is the result of this difference in child behavior in the 

home. Future research may benefit in using official diagnoses of disorders supplemented 

with parental report of problematic child behavior. This would better capture what 

parents are dealing with in the home and how they respond to problematic behaviors.  

Conclusion 

Although reciprocity was not identified, the findings of this study do demonstrate 

that negative parenting has a detrimental impact on child behavior, and it provides more 

support for the consensual model of legal socialization. In the current study, aversive 

parenting had a positive significant relationship with both delinquency and legal 

cynicism. Similar to prior work, using more coercive control tactics actually promoted 

delinquency (Hoeve et al. 2009; Huizinga et al. 2004; Trinkner et al. 2012) and this 

coincided with increased cynicism (Fagan & Tyler 2005). Understanding how aversive 
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parental behavior impacts youth behavior is especially important in young childhood, as 

parents are the primary socializing agent. These experiences in childhood are having an 

enduring impact on behavior in adolescence and young adulthood. As such, this 

dissertation provides further support for the ubiquity assumption and encourages future 

study on the nature of the relationship between parenting and child behaviors and their 

relation to the legal socialization process. 

 

  



 

115 

REFERENCES 

Abidin, R. R. (1986). Parenting Stress Index (PSI) manual (2nd ed.). Charlottesville, VA: 

Pediatric Psychology. 

 

Abidin, R. R. (1990). Parenting Stress Index Manual (3rd ed.). Charlottesville, VA: 

Pediatric Psychology Press. 

 

Agnew, R. (1991). A longitudinal test of social control theory and delinquency. Journal 

of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 28(2), 126-156. 

 

Agnew, R. (1992). Foundation for a general strain theory of crime and delinquency. 

Criminology, 30(1), 47-88. 

 

Akers, R. L. (2009). Social learning and social structure: A general theory of crime and 

deviance. Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 

 

Allison, P. D. (2003). Missing data techniques for structural equation modeling. Journal 

of Abnormal Psychology, 112, 545–557. 

 

Alpert, G. P., & Dunham, R. G. (2004). Understanding police use of force: Officers, 

suspects, and reciprocity. Cambridge University Press. 

 

Amato, P. R., & Keith, B. (1991). Parental divorce and the well-being of children: A 

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 110(1), 26-46. 

 

Ameri, T., Burgason, K. A., DeLisi, M., Heirigs, M. H., Hochstetler, A., & Vaughn, M. 

G. (2019). Legal cynicism: Independent construct or downstream manifestation of 

antisocial constructs? New evidence. International Journal of Law and 

Psychiatry, 64, 211–218. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlp.2019.04.008 

 

American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic and statistical manual of mental 

disorders (5th ed.). Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Publishing. 

 

Anderson, C. A., Hinshaw, S. P., & Simmel, C. (1994). Mother-child interactions in 

ADHD and comparison boys: Relationships with overt and covert externalizing 

behavior. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 22(2), 247-265. 

 

Anderson, K. E., Lytton, H., & Romney, D. M. (1986). Mothers' interactions with normal 

and conduct-disordered boys: Who affects whom?. Developmental psychology, 

22(5), 604. 

 

Anderson, E. (1999). Code of the street: Decency, violence, and the moral life of the 

inner city. New York: Newton. 



 

116 

Angold, A., Costello, E. J., & Erkanli, A. (1999). Comorbidity. Journal of Child 

Psychology and Psychiatry, 40(1), 57-87. 

 

Ary, D. V., Duncan, T. E., Duncan, S. C. & Hops, H. (1999). Adolescent problem 

behavior. Behavioral Research and Therapy, 37, 217-230. 

 

Atzaba‐Poria, N., Pike, A., & Deater‐Deckard, K. (2004). Do risk factors for problem 

behaviour act in a cumulative manner? An examination of ethnic minority and 

majority children through an ecological perspective. Journal of Child Psychology 

and Psychiatry, 45(4), 707-718. 

 

August, G. J., & Garfinkel, B. D. (1990). Comorbidity of ADHD and reading disability 

among clinic-referred children. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 18(1), 29-

45. 

 

Augustyn, M. B., & Ray, J. V. (2016). Psychopathy and perceptions of procedural justice. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 46, 170-183. 

 

Avakame, E. F. (1998). Intergenerational transmission of violence, self-control, and 

conjugal violence: A comparative analysis of physical violence and psychological 

aggression. Violence and Victims, 13(3), 301-316. 

 

Baillargeon, R. H., Zoccolillo, M., Keenan, K., Côté, S., Pérusse, D., Wu, H. X., ... & 

Tremblay, R. E. (2007). Gender differences in physical aggression: A prospective 

population-based survey of children before and after 2 years of age. 

Developmental Psychology, 43(1), 13-26. 

 

Baker, K. (2009). Conduct disorders in children and adolescents. Paediatrics and Child 

Health, 19(2), 73-78. 

 

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 

 

Bank, L., & Burraston, B. (2001). Abusive home environments as predictors of poor 

adjustment during adolescence and early adulthood. Journal of Community 

Psychology, 29(3), 195-217. 

 

Barak Corren, N., & Perry-Hazan, L. (2021). Bidirectional legal socialization and the 

boundaries of law: The case of enclave communities’ compliance with COVID-19 

regulations. Hebrew University of Jerusalem Legal Research Paper Forthcoming. 

 

Barber, B. K. (1997). Introduction: Adolescent socialization in context-the role of 

connection, regulation, and autonomy in the family. Journal of Adolescent 

Research, 12, 5–11. 

 



 

117 

Barber, B. K., Stolz, H. E., Olsen, J. A., Collins, W. A., & Burchinal, M. (2005). Parental 

support, psychological control, and behavioral control: Assessing relevance across 

time, culture, and method. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child 

Development, i-147. 

 

Barber, B. K., Xia, M., Olsen, J. A., McNeely, C. A., & Bose, K. (2012). Feeling 

disrespected by parents: Refining the measurement and understanding of 

psychological control. Journal of Adolescence, 35(2), 273-287. 

 

Barkley, R. A. (1985). The social interactions of hyperactive children: Developmental 

changes, drug effects, and situational variation. In R. McMahon & R. Peters 

(Eds.), Childhood disorders: Behavioral–developmental approaches (pp. 218–

243). New York: Brunner/Mazel. 

 

Barkley, R. A. (1988). The effects of methylphenidate on the interactions of preschool 

ADHD children with their mothers. Journal of the American Academy of Child 

and Adolescent Psychiatry, 27, 336–341. 

 

Barkley, R. A. (1990). Attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder: A handbook for diagnosis 

and treatment. New York: Guilford Press. 

 

Barkley, R. A. (1998). Attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder: A handbook for diagnosis 

and treatment (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford Press. 

 

Barkley, R. A. (2003). Issues in the diagnosis of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder 

in children. Brain and Development, 25(2), 77-83. 

 

Barkley, R. A., Anastopoulos, A. D., Guevremont, D. G., & Fletcher, K. F. (1992). 

Adolescents with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: Mother–adolescent 

interactions, family beliefs and conflicts, and maternal psychopathology. Journal 

of Abnormal Child Psychology, 20, 263–288. 

 

Barkley, R., Cunningham, C., & Karlsson, J. (1983). The speech of hyperactive children 

and their mothers: Comparisons with normal children and stimulant drug effects. 

Journal of Learning Disabilities, 16, 105–110. 

 

Barkley, R. A., Fischer, M., Edelbrock, C. S., & Smallish, L. (1990). The adolescent 

outcome of hyperactive children diagnosed by research criteria: I. An 8 year 

prospective follow-up study. Journal of the American Academy of Child and 

Adolescent Psychiatry, 29, 546–557. 

 

Barkley, R. A., Anastopoulos, A. D., Guevremont, D. G., & Fletcher, K. F. (1991). 

Adolescents with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: Patterns of behavioral 

adjustment, academic functioning, and treatment utilization. Journal of the 

American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 30, 752–761. 



 

118 

Bartels, M., Hendriks, A., Mauri, M., Krapohl, E., Whipp, A., Bolhuis, K., ... & Roetman, 

P. (2018). Childhood aggression and the co-occurrence of behavioural and 

emotional problems: results across ages 3–16 years from multiple raters in six 

cohorts in the EU-ACTION project. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 

27(9), 1105-1121. 

 

Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S., Dodge, K. A., & Ridge, B. (1998). Interaction of temperamental 

resistance to control and restrictive parenting in the development of externalizing 

behavior. Developmental Psychology, 34(5), 982. 

 

Baumrind, D. (1966). Effects of authoritative parental control on child behavior. Child 

Development, 37, 887-907.  

 

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of preschool 

behavior. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 75, 43-88.  

 

Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental Psychology, 

4, 1-103.  

 

Baumrind, D. (1972). An exploratory study of socialization effects on black children: 

Some black-white comparisons. Child Development, 261-267. 

 

Baumrind, D. (1978). Parental disciplinary patterns and social competence in children. 

Youth and Society, 9, 238-276.  

 

Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and 

substance use. Journal of Early Adolescence, 11, 56-95. 

 

Baumrind, D., & Black, A. E. (1967). Socialization practices associated with dimensions 

of competence in preschool boys and girls. Child Development, 291-327. 

 

Baumrind, D., Larzelere, R. E., & Owens, E. B. (2010). Effects of preschool parents' 

power assertive patterns and practices on adolescent development. Parenting: 

Science and Practice, 10(3), 157-201. 

 

Beardslee, W. R., Chien, P. L., & Bell, C. C. (2011). Prevention of mental disorders, 

substance abuse, and problem behaviors: A developmental perspective. 

Psychiatric Services, 62(3), 247-254. 

 

Befera, M. S., & Barkley, R. A. (1985). Hyperactive and normal girls and boys: Mother‐

child interaction, parent psychiatric status and child psychopathology. Journal of 

Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 26(3), 439-452. 

 

Bell, R. Q. (1968). A reinterpretation of the direction of effects in studies of socialization. 

Psychological review, 75(2), 81-95. 



 

119 

 

Bell, R. Q. (1980) Socialization findings reexamined. In R. Q. Bell & L. B. Harper 

(Eds.), Child effects on adults (pp. 53–84). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska 

Press. 

 

Bell, R. Q., & Chapman, M. (1986). Child effects in studies using experimental or brief 

longitudinal approaches to socialization. Developmental Psychology, 22(5), 595-

603. 

 

Bell, R. Q., & Harper, L. V. (1977). Child effects on adults. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Belsky, J. (1984). The determinants of parenting: A process model. Child development, 

83-96. 

 

Belsky, J., & Vondra, J. (1989). Lessons from child abuse: the determinants of parenting. 

In D. Cicchetti, & V. Carlson (Eds.) Child maltreatment: theories and research 

on the causes and consequences of child abuse and neglect (pp. 153–202). 

Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Benda, B. B., & Whiteside, L. (1996). Testing an integrated model of delinquency using 

LISREL. Journal of Social Service Research, 21(2), 1-32. 

 

Berger, L. M. (2005). Income, family characteristics, and physical violence toward 

children. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29(2), 107-133. 

 

Betz, C. L. (1995). Childhood violence: A nursing concern. Issues in Comprehensive 

Pediatric Nursing, 18(3), 149-161. 

 

Biederman, J., Faraone, S. V., & Lapey, K. (1992). Comorbidity of diagnosis in 

attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder. Child and Adolescent Psychiatric Clinics, 

1(2), 335-360. 

 

Bishopp, S. A., Leeper Piquero, N., Worrall, J. L., & Piquero, A. R. (2018). Negative 

affective responses to stress among urban police officers: A general strain theory 

approach. Deviant Behavior, 1-20. 

 

Björkqvist, K. (1994). Sex differences in physical, verbal, and indirect aggression: A 

review of recent research. Sex roles, 30(3-4), 177-188. 

 

Black, D. J. (1971). The social organization of arrest. Stanford Law Review, 23, 1087-

1111. 

 

Black, D. (1976). The Behavior of Law. San Diego: Academic Press. 

 



 

120 

Boden, J. M., Fergusson, D. M., & Horwood, L. J. (2010). Risk factors for conduct 

disorder and oppositional/defiant disorder: evidence from a New Zealand birth 

cohort. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 

49(11), 1125-1133. 

 

Bolhuis, K., Lubke, G. H., van der Ende, J., Bartels, M., van Beijsterveldt, C. E., 

Lichtenstein, P., ... & Boomsma, D. I. (2017). Disentangling heterogeneity of 

childhood disruptive behavior problems into dimensions and subgroups. Journal 

of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 56(8), 678-686. 

 

Bolkan, C., Sano, Y., De Costa, J., Acock, A. C., & Day, R. D. (2010). Early adolescents' 

perceptions of mothers' and fathers' parenting styles and problem behavior. 

Marriage & Family Review, 46(8), 563-579. 

 

Bottoms, A., & Tankebe, J. (2012). Beyond procedural justice: A dialogic approach to 

legitimacy in criminal justice. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 

119-170. 

 

Boylan, K., Vaillancourt, T., Boyle, M., & Szatmari, P. (2007). Comorbidity of 

internalizing disorders in children with oppositional defiant disorder. European 

Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 16(8), 484-494. 

 

Bradford, M., Murphy, K., & Jackson, J. (2014). Officers as mirrors: Policing, procedural 

justice and the (re)production of social identity. British Journal of Criminology, 

54(4), 527-550. 

 

Branje, S. J. T., Hale, W. W., III, & Meeus, W. (2008). Reciprocal development of 

parent-adolescent support and adolescent problem behaviors. In M. Kerr, H. 

Stattin, & R. Engels (Eds.), What can parents do? New insights into the role of 

parents in adolescent problem behavior (pp. 135–162). West Sussex, U.K.: John 

Wiley and Sons. 

 

Brechwald, W. A., & Prinstein, M. J. (2011). Beyond homophily: A decade of advances 

in understanding peer influence processes. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 

21(1), 166-179. 

 

Brennan, P. A., Hall, J., Bor, W., Najman, J. M., & Williams, G. (2003). Integrating 

biological and social processes in relation to early-onset persistent aggression in 

boys and girls. Developmental Psychology, 39(2), 309. 

 

Brody, G. H. (2003). Parental monitoring: Action and reaction. Children’s influence on 

family dynamics: The neglected side of family relationships, 163-169. 

 

Broidy, L. M., Nagin, D. S., Tremblay, R. E., Bates, J. E., Brame, B., Dodge, K. A., ... & 

Lynam, D. R. (2003). Developmental trajectories of childhood disruptive 



 

121 

behaviors and adolescent delinquency: a six-site, cross-national study. 

Developmental Psychology, 39(2), 222-245. 

 

Brown, M. K. (1981). Working the street: Police discretion and the dilemmas of reform. 

Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

Brown, R. T., Freeman, W. S., Perrin, J. M., Stein, M. T., Amler, R. W., Feldman, H. M., 

... & Wolraich, M. L. (2001). Prevalence and assessment of attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder in primary care settings. Pediatrics, 107(3), e43-

e43. 

 

Brubacher, M. R., Fondacaro, M. R., Brank, E. M., Brown, V. E., & Miller, S. A. (2009). 

Procedural justice in resolving family disputes: Implications for childhood 

bullying. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 15, 149-167. 

 

Brunson, R. K., & Pegram, K. (2018). Kids do not so much make trouble, they are 

trouble. The Future of Children, 28(1), 83-102. 

 

Brunson, R. K., & Weitzer, R. (2011). Negotiating unwelcome police encounters: The 

intergenerational transmission of conduct norms. Journal of contemporary 

ethnography, 40(4), 425-456. 

 

Bugental, D. B., & Grusec, J. (2006). Socialization theory. In N. Eisenberg (Ed.), 

Handbook of child psychology (Social, emotional and personality development, 

Vol. 3, pp. 366–428). New York: Wiley. 

 

Burke, J. D., Pardini, D. A., & Loeber, R. (2008). Reciprocal relationships between 

parenting behavior and disruptive psychopathology from childhood through 

adolescence. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(5), 679-692. 

 

Burns, G. L., Boe, B., Walsh, J. A., Sommers-Flanagan, R., & Teegarden, L. A. (2001). 

A confirmatory factor analysis on the DSM-IV ADHD and ODD symptoms: 

What is the best model for the organization of these symptoms?. Journal of 

Abnormal Child Psychology, 29(4), 339-349. 

 

Burt, C. H., Simons, R. L., & Gibbons, F. X. (2012). Racial discrimination, ethnic-racial 

socialization, and crime: A micro-sociological model of risk and resilience. 

American Sociological Review, 77(4), 648-677. 

 

Bush, K. R., & Peterson, G. W. (2013). Parent–child relationships in diverse contexts. In 

Handbook of marriage and the family (pp. 275-302). Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Campbell, S. B., Pierce, E. W., Moore, G., Marakovitz, S., & Newby, K. (1996). Boys' 

externalizing problems at elementary school age: Pathways from early behavior 



 

122 

problems, maternal control, and family stress. Development and Psychopathology, 

8(4), 701-719. 

 

Campbell, S. B., Shaw, D. S., & Gilliom, M. (2000). Early externalizing behavior 

problems: Toddlers and preschoolers at risk for later maladjustment. Development 

and Psychopathology, 12, 467–488. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-

2909.112.1.155 

 

Cantwell, D. P., & Baker, L. (1992). Association between attention deficit-hyperactivity 

disorder and learning disorders. In S. E. Shaywitz & B. A. Shaywitz (Eds.), 

Attention deficit disorder comes of age: Toward the twenty-first century (pp. 145–

164). Austin, TX: Pro-Ed. 

 

Card, N. A., Stucky, B. D., Sawalani, G. M., & Little, T. D. (2008). Direct and indirect 

aggression during childhood and adolescence: A meta‐analytic review of gender 

differences, intercorrelations, and relations to maladjustment. Child Development, 

79(5), 1185-1229. 

 

Caron, A., Weiss, B., Harris, V., & Catron, T. (2006). Parenting behavior dimensions and 

child psychopathology: Specificity, task dependency, and interactive relations. 

Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 35(1), 34-45. 

 

Casey, J. E., Rourke, B. P., & Dotto, J. E. D. (1996). Learning disabilities in children 

with attention deficit disorder with and without hyperactivity. Child 

Neuropsychology, 2(2), 83-98. 

 

Cavanagh, C., & Cauffman, E. (2015). Viewing law and order: Mothers’ and sons’ 

justice system legitimacy attitudes and juvenile recidivism. Psychology, Public 

Policy, and Law, 21, 432–441. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/law0000054 

 

Cavanagh, C., & Cauffman, E. (2017). What they don’t know can hurt them: Mothers’ 

legal knowledge and youth re-offending. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 

23(2), 141-153. 

 

Cernkovich, S. A., & Giordano, P. C. (1987). Family relationships and delinquency. 

Criminology, 25(2), 295-319. 

 

Chaffee, S. H., McLeod, J. M., & Atkin, C. K. (1971). Parental influences on adolescent 

media use. American Behavioral Scientist, 14(3), 323-340. 

 

Chang, L., Schwartz, D., Dodge, K. A., & McBride-Chang, C. (2003). Harsh parenting in 

relation to child emotion regulation and aggression. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 17(4), 598-606. 



 

123 

Chen, X., Liu, M., & Li, D. (2000). Parental warmth, control, and indulgence and their 

relations to adjustment in Chinese children: A longitudinal study. Journal of 

family psychology, 14(3), 401-471. 

 

Cicchetti, D., & Valentino, K. (2006). An ecological-transactional perspective on child 

maltreatment: Failure of the average expectable environment and its influence on 

child development. In D. Cicchetti & D. Cohen (Eds.), Developmental 

psychopathology (2nd ed.), Risk, disorder, and adaptation, Vol. 3 (pp. 129–201). 

New York: Wiley. 

 

Cohn, E. S., Bucolo, D. O, Rebellon, C. J., & Van Gundy, K. (2010). An integrated 

model of legal and moral reasoning and rule-violating behavior: The role of legal 

attitudes. Law and Human Behavior, 34(4), 295-309. 

 

Cohn, E., & White, S. (1990). Legal socialization. New York: Springer. 

 

Coie, J. D., & Dodge, K. A. (1998). Aggression and antisocial behavior. In W. Damon 

(Series Ed.) & N. Eisenberg (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology (Vol. 3, 

pp. 779 – 862). New York: Wiley. 

 

Coie, J., Terry, R., Lenox, K., Lochman, J., & Hyman, C. (1995). Childhood peer 

rejection and aggression as predictors of stable patterns of adolescent disorder. 

Development and Psychopathology, 7(4), 697-713. 

 

Coie, J. D., Watt, N. F., West, S. G., Hawkins, J. D., Asarnow, J. R., Markman, H. J., ... 

& Long, B. (1993). The science of prevention: A conceptual framework and some 

directions for a national research program. American psychologist, 48(10), 1013-

1022. 

 

Cole, P. M. (2003). The developmental course from child effects to child effectiveness. In 

Children's Influence on Family Dynamics (pp. 119-128). Routledge. 

 

Cole, L. M., Kelley, D. C., Hennigan, P. J., Rebellon, C. J., Van Gundy, K. T., & Cohn, 

E. S. (2021). Emotion: The forgotten component of legal socialization. Journal of 

Social Issues. 

 

Coley, R. L., Votruba-Drzal, E., & Schindler, H. S. (2008). Trajectories of parenting 

processes and adolescent substance use: Reciprocal effects. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psychology, 36(4), 613-625. 

 

Collins, W. A., & Laursen, B. (2004). Parent-adolescent relationships and influences. 

Handbook of Adolescent Psychology, 2, 331-362. 

 

Comer, J. S., Chow, C., Chan, P. T., Cooper-Vince, C., & Wilson, L. A. (2013). 

Psychosocial treatment efficacy for disruptive behavior problems in very young 



 

124 

children: A meta-analytic examination. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 52(1), 26-36. 

 

Conger, R. D., & Conger, K. J. (2002). Resilience in Midwestern families: Selected 

findings from the first decade of a prospective, longitudinal study. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 64, 361–373. 

 

Conger, R. D., Conger, K. J., & Martin, M. J. (2010). Socioeconomic status, family 

processes, and individual development. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72 (3), 

685–704. 

 

Conger, R. D., Wallace, L. E., Sun, Y., Simons, R. L., McLoyd, V. C., & Brody, G. 

(2002). Economic pressure in African American families: A replication and 

extension of the family stress model. Developmental Psychology, 38, 179–193. 

 

Connor, D. F., Carlson, G. A., Chang, K. D., Daniolos, P. T., Ferziger, R., Findling, R. 

L., ... & Post, R. M. (2006). Juvenile maladaptive aggression: a review of 

prevention, treatment, and service configuration and a proposed research agenda. 

The Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 67(5), 808-820. 

 

Copeland-Linder, N., Jones, V. C., Haynie, D. L., Simons-Morton, B. G., Wright, J. L., & 

Cheng, T. L. (2007). Factors associated with retaliatory attitudes among African 

American adolescents who have been assaulted. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 

32(7), 760-770. 

 

Cornish, K. M., Manly, T., Savage, R., Swanson, J., Morisano, D., Butler, N., ... & 

Hollis, C. P. (2005). Association of the dopamine transporter (DAT1) 10/10-

repeat genotype with ADHD symptoms and response inhibition in a general 

population sample. Molecular Psychiatry, 10(7), 686-698. 

 

Cottle, C. C., Lee, R. J., & Heilbrun, K. (2001). The prediction of criminal recidivism in 

juveniles: A meta-analysis. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 28(3), 367-394. 

 

Crick, N. R. (2003). A gender-balanced approach to the study of childhood aggression 

and reciprocal family influences. In Children's Influence on Family Dynamics 

(pp. 239-246). Routledge. 

 

Crick, N. R., Casas, J. F., & Mosher, M. (1997). Relational and overt aggression in 

preschool. Developmental Psychology, 33(4), 579-588. 

 

Crockenberg, S. (1986). Are temperamental differences in babies associated with 

predictable differences in caregiving? In J. V. Lerner & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), New 

directions for child development: No. 31. Temperament and social interaction in 

infants and children (pp. 53–73). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

 



 

125 

Crockenberg, S., & Leerkes, E. (2003). Infant negative emotionality, caregiving, and 

family relationships. In Children’s influence on family dynamics: The neglected 

side of family relationships (pp. 57-78). Routledge. 

 

Crouter, A. C., & Booth, A. (Eds.). (2003). Children’s influence on family dynamics: The 

neglected side of family relationships. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 

Crouter, A. C., MacDermid, S. M., McHale, S. M., & Perry-Jenkins, M. (1990). Parental 

monitoring and perceptions of children's school performance and conduct in dual-

and single-earner families. Developmental Psychology, 26(4), 649-657. 

 

Cumsille, P., Darling, N., & Martínez, M. L. (2010). Shading the truth: The patterning of 

adolescents' decisions to avoid issues, disclose, or lie to parents. Journal of 

Adolescence, 33(2), 285-296. 

 

Cunningham, M. (2001). The influence of parental attitudes and behaviors on children's 

attitudes toward gender and household labor in early adulthood. Journal of 

Marriage and Family, 63(1), 111-122. 

 

Cunningham, C. E., Benness, B. B., & Siegel, L. S. (1988). Family functioning, time 

allocation, and parental depression in the families of normal and ADDH children. 

Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 17(2), 169-177. 

 

Curran, P. J., & Bollen, K. A. (2001). The best of both worlds: Combining autoregressive 

and latent growth curve models. In: Collins, L.; Sayers, A., (Eds.), New methods 

for the analysis of change (pp. 105-136). Washington, DC: American 

Psychological Associations. 

 

Curran, P. J., Howard, A. L., Bainter, S. A., Lane, S. T., & McGinley, J. S. (2014). The 

separation of between-person and within-person components of individual change 

over time: a latent curve model with structured residuals. Journal of Consulting 

and Clinical Psychology, 82(5), 879. 

 

Danforth, J. S., Anderson, L. P., Barkley, R. A., & Stokes, T. F. (1991). Observations of 

parent-child interactions with hyperactive children: Research and clinical 

implications. Clinical Psychology Review, 11(6), 703-727. 

 

Darling, N., Cumsille, P., Caldwell, L. L., & Dowdy, B. (2006). Predictors of 

adolescents’ disclosure to parents and perceived parental knowledge: Between-

and within-person differences. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 35(4), 659-670. 

 

Darling, N. & Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting style as context. Psychological Bulletin, 

113, 487-496. 

 



 

126 

Decker, S. H., Melde, C., & Pyrooz, D. C. (2013). What do we know about gangs and 

gang members and where do we go from here?. Justice Quarterly, 30(3), 369-402. 

 

Degner, J., & Dalege, J. (2013). The apple does not fall far from the tree, or does it? A 

meta-analysis of parent-child similarity in intergroup attitudes. Psychological 

Bulletin, 139(6), 1270–1304. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031436 

 

Dishion, T. J., Capaldi, D., Spracklen, K. M., & Li, F. (1995). Peer ecology of male 

adolescent drug use. Development and Psychopathology, 7(4), 803-824. 

 

Dishion, T. J., French, D. C., & Patterson, G. R. (1995). The development and ecology of 

antisocial behavior,[in:] D. Cicchetti, DJ Cohen (eds), Developmental 

psychopathology. 

 

Dishion, TJ.; Hogansen, J.; Winter, C.; Jabson, JM. Unpublished coding manual. Child 

and Family Center, 6217 University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403: 2004. The 

Coder Impressions Inventory. 

 

Dishion, T. J., & McMahon, R. J. (1998). Parental monitoring and the prevention of child 

and adolescent problem behavior: A conceptual and empirical formulation. 

Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 1, 61–75. 

doi:10.1023/A:1021800432380 

 

Dishion, T. J., & Patterson, G. R. (2006). The development and ecology of antisocial 

behavior in children and adolescents. John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

 

Dishion, T. J., Patterson, G. R., & Greisler, P. C. (1994). Peer adaptation in the 

development of antisocial behavior. In. L. R. Huesmann (Ed.), Aggressive 

behavior: Current perspectives (pp. 61-95). New York: Plenum. 

 

Dishion, T. J., Spracklen, K. M., Andrews, D. W., & Patterson, G. R. (1996). Deviancy 

training in male adolescent friendships. Behavior Therapy, 27, 373-390. 

 

Dix, T., Ruble, D. N., Grusec, J. E., & Nixon, S. (1986). Social cognition in parents: 

Inferential and affective reactions to children of three age levels. Child 

Development, 879-894. 

 

Dodge, K. A. (2002). Mediation, moderation and mechanisms in how parenting affects 

children’s aggressive behavior. In J. G. Borkowski, S. L. Ramey, & M. Bristol-

Power (Eds.), Parenting and the child’s world: Influences on academic, 

intellectual and social-emotional development. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 

Associates. 

 

Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., & Pettit, G. S. (1990). Mechanisms in the cycle of violence. 

Science, 250, 1678-1683. 



 

127 

Drakulich, K. M., & Crutchfield, R. D. (2013). The role of perceptions of the police in 

informal social control: Implications for the racial stratification of crime and 

control. Social Problems, 60(3), 383-407. 

 

Dumas, J. E., LaFreniere, P. J., & Serketich, W. J. (1995). "Balance of power": A 

transactional analysis of control in mother-child dyads involving socially 

competent, aggressive, and anxious children. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 

104(1), 104-113. 

 

Dunham, R. G., & Alpert, G. P. (1988). Neighborhood differences in attitudes toward 

policing: Evidence for a mixed-strategy model of policing in a multi-ethnic 

setting. J. Crim. L. & Criminology, 79, 504-523. 

 

DuPaul, G. J., Barkley, R. A., & Connor, D. F. (1998). Stimulants. In R. A. Barkley, 

Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: A handbook for diagnosis and treatment 

(2nd ed., pp. 510–551). New York: Guilford. 

 

DuPaul, G. J., Power, T. J., Anastopoulos, A. D., & Reid, R. (1998). ADHD Rating 

Scale—IV: Checklists, norms, and clinical interpretation. Guilford Press. 

 

Durkin, K. (1995). Developmental Social Psychology: From Infancy to Old Age, 

Blackwell, Malden, MA 

 

Earls, F. J. (1994). Violence and today’s youth. The Future of Children, 4(3), 4-23.  

 

Eaves, L., Rutter, M., Silberg, J. L., Shillady, L., Maes, H., & Pickles, A. (2000). Genetic 

and environmental causes of covariation in interview assessments of disruptive 

behavior in child and adolescent twins. Behavior Genetics, 30(4), 321-334. 

 

Eddy, J. M., & Chamberlain, P. (2000). Family management and deviant peer association 

as mediators of the impact of treatment condition on youth antisocial behavior. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 68(5), 857-863. 

 

Eddy, J. M., Leve, L. D., & Fagot, B. I. (2001). Coercive family processes: A replication 

and extension of Patterson’s coercion model. Aggressive Behavior: Official 

Journal of the International Society for Research on Aggression, 27(1), 14-25. 

 

Edwards, G., Barkley, R.A., Laneri, M., Fletcher, K., & Metevia, L. (2001). Parent–

adolescent conflict in teenagers with ADHD and ODD. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psychology, 29, 557–572. 

 

Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S. A., Reiser, M., 

... & Guthrie, I. K. (2001). The relations of regulation and emotionality to 

children's externalizing and internalizing problem behavior. Child Development, 

72(4), 1112-1134. 



 

128 

Eisner, M., Murray, A. L., Eisner, M., & Ribeaud, D. (2019). A practical guide to the 

analysis of non-response and attrition in longitudinal research using a real data 

example. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 43(1), 24–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025418797004 

 

Eme, R. F. (2007). Sex differences in child-onset, life-course-persistent conduct disorder. 

A review of biological influences. Clinical Psychology Review, 27(5), 607-627. 

 

Enders, C. K., & Bandalos, D. L. (2001). The relative performance of full information 

maximum likelihood estimation for missing data in structural equation models. 

Structural Equation Modeling, 8(3), 430-457. 

 

Engel, R. S., Calnon, J. M., & Bernard, T. J. (2002). Theory and racial profiling: 

Shortcomings and future directions in research. Justice Quarterly, 19(2), 249-273. 

 

Engel, R. S., Tillyer, R., Klahm IV, C. F., & Frank, J. (2012). From the officer’s 

perspective: A multilevel examination of citizens’ demeanor during traffic stops. 

Justice Quarterly, 29(5), 650-683. 

 

Epstein, J. L., and Dauber, S. L., (1991). School programs and teacher practices of parent 

involvement in inner-city elementary and middle schools. Element. School J, 91, 

289–305. 

 

Fagan, J., & Piquero, A. R. (2007). Rational choice and developmental influences on 

recidivism among adolescent felony offenders. Journal of Empirical Legal 

Studies, 4(4), 715-748.  

 

Fagan, J., & Tyler, T. R. (2005). Legal socialization of children and adolescents. Social 

Justice Research, 18(3), 217-242.  

 

Faraone, S. V., Perlis, R. H., Doyle, A. E., Smoller, J. W., Goralnick, J. J., Holmgren, M. 

A., & Sklar, P. (2005). Molecular genetics of attention-deficit/hyperactivity 

disorder. Biological Psychiatry, 57(11), 1313-1323. 

 

Farrington, D. P. (1989). Early predictors of adolescent aggression and adult violence. 

Violence and Victims, 4(2), 79-100. 

 

Farrington, D. P. (1997). The relationship between low resting heart rate and violence. In 

Biosocial Bases of Violence (pp. 89-105). Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Farrington, D. P. (2005). Childhood origins of antisocial behavior. Clinical Psychology 

and Psychotherapy, 12, 177-190. 

 



 

129 

Farrington, D. P., & Hawkins, J. D. (1991). Predicting participation, early onset and later 

persistence in officially recorded offending. Criminal Behaviour and Mental 

Health, 1(1), 1-33. 

 

Farrington, D. P., Loeber, R., & Van Kammen, W. B. (1990). Long-term criminal 

outcomes of hyperactivity-impulsivity-attention deficit and conduct problems in 

childhood. 

 

Farrington, D. P., Loeber, R., Elliott, D. S., Hawkins, J. D., Kandel, D. B., Klein, M. W., 

... & Tremblay, R. E. (1990). Advancing knowledge about the onset of 

delinquency and crime. In Advances in clinical child psychology (pp. 283-342). 

Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Ferdik, F. V., Gist, J., & Evans, S. Z. (2019). Deviant Peer Associations and Perceived 

Police Legitimacy: Is There a Connection?. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 

30(8), 1127-1162. 

 

Ferdik, F. V., Wolfe, S. E., & Blasco, N. (2014). Informal social controls, procedural 

justice and perceived police legitimacy: Do social bonds influence evaluations of 

police legitimacy? American Journal of Criminal Justice, 39, 471–492. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12103-013-9230-6 

 

Ferguson, C. J. (2013). Spanking, corporal punishment and negative long-term outcomes: 

A meta-analytic review of longitudinal studies. Clinical Psychology Review, 

33(1), 196-208. 

 

Ferro, M. A. (2013).Missing data in longitudinal studies: Cross-sectional multiple 

imputation provides similar estimates to full-information maximum likelihood. 

Annals of Epidemiology, 24, 75–77. 

 

Feshbach, N. D. (1969). Sex differences in children's modes of aggressive responses 

toward outsiders. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior and Development, 15(3), 

249-258. 

 

Fine, A., & Cauffman, E. (2015). Race and justice system attitude formation during the 

transition to adulthood. Journal of Developmental and Life Course Criminology, 

1, 325–349. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40865-015-0021-2 

 

Fine, A., Cavanagh, C., Donley, S., Steinberg, L., Frick, P. J., & Cauffman, E. (2016). 

The role of peer arrests on the development of youths’ attitudes towards the 

justice system. Law and Human Behavior, 40(2), 211–218. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000167 

 



 

130 

Fine, S. E., Trentacosta, C. J., Izard, C. E., Mastow, A. J., & Campbell, J. L. (2004). 

Anger perception, caregivers’ use of physical discipline, and aggression in 

children at risk. Social Development, 13, 213-228.  

 

Fine, A.,Wolff, K. T., Baglivio, M. T., Piquero, A. R., Frick, P. J., Steinberg, L., & 

Cauffman, E. (2018). Does the effect of justice system attitudes on adolescent 

crime vary based on psychosocial maturity? Child Development, 89(6), e468–

e479. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12983 

 

Fine, A., Cavanagh, C., Donley, S., Frick, P. J., Steinberg, L., & Cauffman, E. (2017). Is 

the effect of justice system attitudes on recidivism stable after youths’ first arrest? 

Race and legal socialization among first-time youth offenders. Law and Human 

Behavior, 41(2), 146-158. 

 

Fischer, M. (1990). Parenting stress and the child with attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 19(4), 337-346. 

 

Flexon, J. L., Lurigio, A. J., & Greenleaf, R. G. (2009). Exploring the dimensions of trust 

in the police among Chicago juveniles. Journal of Criminal Justice, 37, 180–189. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2009.02.006 

 

Foley, H. A., Carlton, C. O., & Howell, R. J. (1996). The relationship of attention deficit 

hyperactivity disorder and conduct disorder to juvenile delinquency: legal 

implications. Bulletin of the American Academy of Psychiatry & the Law, 24, 

333–346 

 

Forrest, W. (2021). The contribution of intimate relationships to legal socialization: 

Legitimacy, legal cynicism, and relationship characteristics. Journal of Social 

Issues. 

 

Fraser, M. (1996). Aggressive behavior in childhood and early adolescence. Social Work, 

41, 347-361.  

 

Frick, P. J., & Dickens, C. (2006). Current perspectives on conduct disorder. Current 

Psychiatry Reports, 8(1), 59-72. 

 

Frick, P. J., Kamphaus, R. W., Lahey, B. B., Loeber, R., Christ, M. A. G., Hart, E. L., & 

Tannenbaum, L. E. (1991). Academic underachievement and the disruptive 

behavior disorders. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 59(2), 289-

294. 

 

Frick, P. J., Lahey, B. B., Loeber, R., Tannenbaum, L., Van Horn, Y., Christ, M. A. G., ... 

& Hanson, K. (1993). Oppositional defiant disorder and conduct disorder: A 

meta-analytic review of factor analyses and cross-validation in a clinic sample. 

Clinical Psychology Review, 13(4), 319-340. 



 

131 

 

Frick, P. J., Christian, R. E., & Wootton, J. M. (1999). Age trends in the association 

between parenting practices and conduct problems. Behavior modification, 23(1), 

106-128. 

 

Fridrich, A. H., & Flannery, D. J. (1995). The effects of ethnicity and acculturation on 

early adolescent delinquency. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 4(1), 69-87. 

 

Garner, J. H., Maxwell, C. D., & Heraux, C. G. (2002). Characteristics associated with 

the prevalence and severity of force used by the police. Justice Quarterly, 19(4), 

705-746. 

 

Gau, J. M. (2010). A longitudinal analysis of citizens' attitudes about police. Policing: An 

International Journal of Police Strategies & Management, 33, 236–252. 

 

Gau, J. M. (2015). Procedural justice, police legitimacy, and legal cynicism: A test for 

mediation effects. Police Practice and Research: An International Journal, 16(5), 

402–415. https://doi.org/10.1080/15614263.2014.927766  

 

Gaub, M., & Carlson, C. L. (1997). Gender differences in ADHD: a meta-analysis and 

critical review. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent 

Psychiatry, 36(8), 1036-1045. 

 

Gault-Sherman, M. (2012). It’s a two-way street: The bidirectional relationship between 

parenting and delinquency. Journal of youth and adolescence, 41(2), 121-145. 

 

Gershoff, E. T. (2002). Corporal punishment by parents and associated child behaviors 

and experiences. Psychological Bulletin, 128, 539-579. 

 

Gershoff, E. T., & Bitensky, S. H. (2007). The case against corporal punishment of 

children. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 13, 231-272. 

 

Gershoff, E. T., & Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2016). Spanking and child outcomes: Old 

controversies and new meta-analyses. Journal of Family Psychology, 30(4), 453. 

 

Gershon, J., & Gershon, J. (2002). A meta-analytic review of gender differences in 

ADHD. Journal of Attention Disorders, 5(3), 143-154. 

 

Gifford, F. E., & Reisig, M. D. (2019). A multidimensional model of legal cynicism. Law 

and Human Behavior, 43(4), 383-396. 

 

Glueck, S., & Glueck, E. (1950). Unraveling juvenile delinquency (Vol. 2). New York: 

Commonwealth Fund. 

 



 

132 

Gold, L. J., Darley, J. M., Hilton, J. L., & Zanna, M. P. (1984). Children's perceptions of 

procedural justice. Child Development, 1752-1759. 

 

Gomez, R., Sanson, A.V. (1994). Mother–child interactions and noncompliance in 

hyperactive boys with and without conduct problems. Journal of Child 

Psychology and Psychiatry and Allied Disciplines, 35, 477–490. 

Gottfredson, M. R., & Hirschi, T. (1990). A general theory of crime. Stanford: Stanford 

University Press. 

 

Granic, I. (2014). The role of anxiety in the development, maintenance, and treatment of 

childhood aggression. Development and Psychopathology, 26, 1515-1530. 

 

Gross-Tsur, V., Shalev, R. S., & Amir, N. (1991). Attention deficit disorder: Association 

with familial-genetic factors. Pediatric Neurology, 7(4), 258-261. 

 

Harris, M. A., Gruenenfelder‐Steiger, A. E., Ferrer, E., Donnellan, M. B., Allemand, M., 

Fend, H., ... & Trzesniewski, K. H. (2015). Do parents foster self‐esteem? Testing 

the prospective impact of parent closeness on adolescent self‐esteem. Child 

Development, 86(4), 995-1013. 

 

Hart, C. H., Nelson, D. A., Robinson, C. C., Olsen, S. F., & McNeilly-Choque, M. K. 

(1998). Overt and relational aggression in Russian nursery-school-age children: 

Parenting style and marital linkages. Developmental Psychology, 34(4), 687-697. 

 

Hartup,W.W. (1978). Perspectives on child and family interaction: Past, present, and 

future. In R. M. Lerner & G. B. Spanier (Eds.), Child influences on marital and 

family interaction: A life-span perspective (pp. 23-46). San Francisco: Academic. 

 

Harvey, E. A., Metcalfe, L. A., Herbert, S. D., & Fanton, J. H. (2011). The role of family 

experiences and ADHD in the early development of oppositional defiant disorder. 

Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 79(6), 784-795. 

 

Hawes, S. W., Crane, C. A., Henderson, C. E., Mulvey, E. P., Schubert, C. A., & Pardini, 

D. A. (2015). Codevelopment of psychopathic features and alcohol use during 

emerging adulthood: Disaggregating between-and within-person change. Journal 

of Abnormal Psychology, 124(3), 729. 

 

Hawk, S. T., Hale, W. W., Raaijmakers, Q. A. W., & Meeus, W. (2008). Adolescents’ 

perceptions of privacy invasion in reaction to parental solicitation and control. 

Journal of Early Adolescence, 28, 583-608. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0272431608317611. 

 

Hawk, S. T., Keijsers, L., Frijns, T., Hale, W.W., III, Branje, S., & Meeus, W. (2013). “I 

still haven’t found what I’m looking for”: parental privacy invasion predicts 



 

133 

reduced parental knowledge. Developmental Psychology, 49, 1286-1298. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029484. 

 

Hawk, S. T., Keijsers, L., Hale, W. W., & Meeus, W. (2009). Mind your own business! 

Longitudinal relations between perceived privacy invasion and adolescent-parent 

conflict. Journal of Family Psychology, 23, 511-520. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0015426. 

 

Hildyard, K. L., & Wolfe, D. A. (2002). Child neglect: Developmental issues and 

outcomes. Child Abuse & Neglect, 26, 679-695. 

 

Hill, N. E., & Bush, K. R. (2001). Relationships between parenting environment and 

children's mental health among African American and European American 

mothers and children. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63(4), 954-966. 

 

Hill, N. E., Bush, K. R., & Roosa, M. W. (2003). Parenting and family socialization 

strategies and children's mental health: Low–Income Mexican–American and 

Euro–American mothers and children. Child Development, 74(1), 189-204. 

 

Hinshaw, S. P. (1987). On the distinction between attentional deficits/hyperactivity and 

conduct problems/aggression in child psychopathology. Psychological Bulletin, 

101(3), 443-463. 

 

Hinshaw, S. P., & Melnick, S. M. (1995). Peer relationships in boys with attention-deficit 

hyperactivity disorder with and without comorbid aggression. Development and 

Psychopathology, 7(4), 627-647. 

 

Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of delinquency. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

 

Hoeve, M., Dubas, J. S., Eichelsheim, V. I., Van der Laan, P. H., Smeenk, W., & Gerris, 

J. R. (2009). The relationship between parenting and delinquency: A meta-

analysis. Journal of abnormal child psychology, 37(6), 749-775. 

 

Hoge, D. R., Petrillo, G. H., & Smith, E. I. (1982). Transmission of religious and social 

values from parents to teenage children. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 44, 

569-580. 

 

Hough, M., Jackson, J., Bradford, B., Myhill, A., & Quinton, P. (2010). Procedural 

justice, trust, and institutional legitimacy. Policing: A Journal of Policy and 

Practice, 4, 203–210. https://doi.org/10.1093/police/paq027 

 

Hudziak, J. J., Achenbach, T. M., Althoff, R. R., & Pine, D. S. (2007). A dimensional 

approach to developmental psychopathology. International Journal of Methods in 

Psychiatric Research, 16(S1), S16-S23. 

 



 

134 

Huh, D., Tristan, J., Wade, E., & Stice, E. (2006). Does problem behavior elicit poor 

parenting?: A prospective study of adolescent girls. Journal of Adolescent 

Research, 21, 185–204. 

 

Hurtig, T., Taanila, A., Ebeling, H., Miettunen, J., & Moilanen, I. (2005). Attention and 

behavioural problems of Finnish adolescents may be related to the family 

environment. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 14(8), 471-478. 

 

Hurtig, T., Ebeling, H., Taanila, A., Miettunen, J., Smalley, S. L., McGough, J. J., ... & 

Moilanen, I. K. (2007). ADHD symptoms and subtypes: relationship between 

childhood and adolescent symptoms. Journal of the American Academy of Child 

& Adolescent Psychiatry, 46(12), 1605-1613. 

 

Ingoldsby, E. M., Shaw, D. S., Winslow, E., Schonberg, M., Gilliom, M., & Criss, M. M. 

(2006). Neighborhood disadvantage, parent–child conflict, neighborhood peer 

relationships, and early antisocial behavior problem trajectories. Journal of 

Abnormal Child Psychology, 34(3), 293-309. 

 

Jackson, S., & Fondacaro, M. (1999). Procedural justice in resolving family conflict: 

Implications for youth violence prevention. Law & Policy, 21(2), 101-127. 

 

Jackson, J., & Gau, J. (2016). Carving up concepts? Differentiating between trust and 

legitimacy in public attitudes towards legal authority. In E. Shockley, T.M. S. 

Neal, L.M. PytlikZillig, & B. H. Bornstein (Eds.), Interdisciplinary perspectives 

on trust: Towards theoretical and methodological integration. New York: 

Springer. 

 

Jackson, J., Bradford, B., Stanko, B., & Hohl, K. (2012). Just authority?: Trust in the 

police in England and Wales. Routledge. 

 

Jackson, J., Asif, M., Bradford, B., & Zakria Zakar, M. (2014). Corruption and police 

legitimacy in Lahore, Pakistan. British Journal of Criminology, 54(6), 1067-1088. 

 

Jackson, J., Tyler, T., Hough, M., Bradford, B., & Mentovich, A. (2014). Compliance and 

legal authority. International Encyclopedia of the Social and Behavioral Sciences, 

Second Edition (2014 Forthcoming). 

 

Jacob, H. (1971). Black and white perceptions of justice in the city. Law & Soc'y Rev., 6, 

69-90. 

 

Jaffee, S. R., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., & Taylor, A. (2004). Physical maltreatment victim 

to antisocial child: evidence of an environmentally mediated process. Journal of 

Abnormal Psychology, 113(1), 44-55. 

 



 

135 

Jang, S. J., & Smith, C. A. (1997). A test of reciprocal causal relationships among 

parental supervision, affective ties, and delinquency. Journal of Research in 

Crime and Delinquency, 34(3), 307-336. 

 

Johnson, S. R. L., Finigan, N. M., Bradshaw, C. P., Haynie, D. L., & Cheng, T. L. (2011). 

Examining the link between neighborhood context and parental messages to their 

adolescent children about violence. Journal of Adolescent Health, 49(1), 58-63. 

 

Johnson, M. C., & Kercher, G. A. (2007). ADHD, strain, and criminal behavior: a test of 

general strain theory. Deviant Behavior, 28(2), 131-152. 

 

Johnson, D., Maguire, E. R., & Kuhns, J. B. (2014). Public perceptions of the legitimacy 

of the law and legal authorities: Evidence from the Caribbean. Law & Society 

Review, 48(4), 947–978. 

 

Johnston, C. (1996). Parent characteristics and parent-child interactions in families of 

nonproblem children and ADHD children with higher and lower levels of 

oppositional-defiant behavior. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 24(1), 85-

104. 

 

Johnston, C., & Mash, E. J. (2001). Families of children with attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder: review and recommendations for future research. 

Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 4(3), 183-207. 

 

Jonathan-Zamir, T., & Harpaz, A. (2014). Police understanding of the foundations of 

their legitimacy in the eyes of the public: The case of commanding officers in the 

Israel National Police. British Journal of Criminology, 54(3), 469-489. 

 

Kaiser, K., & Reisig, M. D. (2019). Legal socialization and self-reported criminal 

offending: The role of procedural justice and legal orientations. Journal of 

Quantitative Criminology, 35(1), 135-154. 

 

Karavasilis, L., Doyle, A. B., & Markiewicz, D. (2003). Associations between parenting 

style and attachment to mother in middle childhood and adolescence. 

International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27(2), 153-164. 

 

Karstedt, S., & Farrall, S. (2006). The moral economy of everyday crime: Markets, 

consumers and citizens. British Journal of Criminology, 46, 1011–1036. 

https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azl082 

 

Keijsers, L., Branje, S., Frijns, T., Finkenauer, C., & Meeus, W. (2010). Gender 

differences in keeping secrets from parents in adolescence. Developmental 

Psychology, 46, 293–298. doi:10.1037/a0018115  

 



 

136 

Keijsers, L., Branje, S. J. T., Van der Valk, I. E., & Meeus, W. (2010). Reciprocal effects 

between parental solicitation, parental control, adolescent disclosure, and 

adolescent delinquency. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 20, 88–113. 

doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00631.x 

 

Keijsers, L., Frijns, T., Branje, S. J. T., & Meeus, W. (2009). Developmental links of 

adolescent disclosure parental solicitation and control with delinquency: 

Moderation by parental support. Developmental Psychology, 45, 1314–1327. 

doi:10.1037/a0016693 

 

Keijsers, L., & Laird, R. D. (2014). Mother-adolescent monitoring dynamics and the 

legitimacy of parental authority. Journal of Adolescence, 37(5), 515-524. 

 

Keijsers, L., Loeber, R., Branje, S., & Meeus, W. (2011). Bidirectional links and 

concurrent development of parent-child relationships and boys' offending 

behavior. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 120(4), 878-889. 

 

Kempf, K. L. (1993). The empirical status of Hirschi’s control theory. In F. Adler and W. 

S. Laufer (Eds.), New Directions in Criminological Theory (Vol. 4, 143-185). 

New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 

 

Kennedy, R. (1997). Race, crime, and the law. New York: Vintage. 

 

Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2000). What parents know, how they know it, and several forms 

of adolescent adjustment: Further support for a reinterpretation of monitoring. 

Developmental Psychology, 36, 366–380. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.36.3.366 

 

Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2003). Parenting of adolescents: Action or reaction? In A. C. 

Crouter & A. Booth (Eds.), Children’s influence on family dynamics: The 

neglected side of family relationships (pp. 121-151). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum. 

 

Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Burk, W. J. (2010). A reinterpretation of parental monitoring in 

longitudinal perspective. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 20(1), 39-64. 

 

Kerr, M., Van Zalk, M., & Stattin, H. (2012). Psychopathic traits moderate peer influence 

on adolescent delinquency. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 53(8), 

826-835. 

 

Kerns, K. A., Tomich, P. L., Aspelmeier, J. E., & Contreras, J. M. (2000). Attachment-

based assessments of parent–child relationships in middle childhood. 

Developmental Psychology, 36(5), 614-626. 

 



 

137 

King, S., & Waschbusch, D. A. (2010). Aggression in children with attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder. Expert review of Neurotherapeutics, 10(10), 1581-

1594. 

 

Kirk, D. S., & Papachristos, A. V. (2011). Cultural mechanisms and the persistence of 

neighborhood violence. American Journal of Sociology, 116(4), 1190–1233. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/655754 

 

Klinger, D. A. (1996). More on demeanor and arrest in Dade County. Criminology, 34(1), 

61-82. 

 

Knutson, J. F., DeGarmo, D. S., & Reid, J. B. (2004). Social disadvantage and neglectful 

parenting as precursors to the development of antisocial and aggressive child 

behavior: Testing a theoretical model. Aggressive Behavior, 30(3), 187-205. 

 

Knutson, J. F., DeGarmo, D., Koeppl, G., & Reid, J. B. (2005). Care neglect, supervisory 

neglect, and harsh parenting in the development of children’s aggression: A 

replication and extension. Child Maltreatment, 10(2), 92-107. 

 

Kobak, R., Abbott, C., Zisk, A., & Bounoua, N. (2017). Adapting to the changing needs 

of adolescents: parenting practices and challenges to sensitive attunement. 

Current Opinion in Psychology, 15, 137-142. 

 

Kochanska, G. (1998). Mother–child relationship, child fearfulness, and emerging 

attachment: A short-term longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology, 34(3), 

480-490. 

 

Koepke, S., & Denissen, J. J. (2012). Dynamics of identity development and separation–

individuation in parent–child relationships during adolescence and emerging 

adulthood–A conceptual integration. Developmental Review, 32(1), 67-88. 

 

Kohlberg, L. (1963/2008). The development of children’s orientations toward a moral 

order. Human Development, 51, 8-20.  

 

Kuczynski, L., & Parkin, C. M. (2007). Agency and bidirectionality in socialization: 

Interactions, transactions, and relational dialectics. In J. E. Grusec & P. D. 

Hastings (Eds.), Handbook of socialization. Theory and research (pp. 259–283). 

New York: The Guilford Press. 

 

Kuhn, E. S., & Laird, R. D. (2011). Individual differences in early adolescents' beliefs in 

the legitimacy of parental authority. Developmental psychology, 47(5), 1353-

1365. 

 



 

138 

LaFleur, L. K., Zhao, Y., Zeringue, M. M., & Laird, R. D. (2016). Warmth and 

legitimacy beliefs contextualize adolescents' negative reactions to parental 

monitoring. Journal of Adolescence, 51, 58-67. 

 

Lahey, B. B., Applegate, B., McBurnett, K., Biederman, J., Greenhill, L., Hynd, G. W., ... 

& Garfinkel, B. (1994). DMS-IV field trials for attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder in children and adolescents. The American Journal of Psychiatry. 

 

Lahey, B. B., McBurnett, K., & Loeber, R. (2000). Are attention-deficit/hyperactivity 

disorder and oppositional defiant disorder developmental precursors to conduct 

disorder?. In Handbook of developmental psychopathology (pp. 431-446). 

Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Lahey, B. B., Piacentini, J. C., McBurnett, K., Stone, P., Hartdagen, S., & Hynd, G. 

(1988). Psychopathology in the parents of children with conduct disorder and 

hyperactivity. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent 

Psychiatry, 27, 163-170. 

 

Lahey, B. B., & Waldman, I. D. (2003). A developmental propensity model of the origins 

of conduct problems during childhood and adolescence. In: B. B. Lahey, T. E, 

Moffitt, & A. Caspi (Eds.), Causes of Conduct Disorder and Juvenile 

Delinquency. New York: Guilford Press. 

 

Laird, R. D., & Marrero, M. D. (2010). Information management and behavior problems: 

Is concealing misbehavior necessarily a sign of trouble?. Journal of Adolescence, 

33(2), 297-308. 

 

Laird, R. D., Marrero, M. D., & Sentse, M. (2010). Revisiting parental monitoring: 

Evidence that parental solicitation can be effective when needed most. Journal of 

Youth and Adolescence, 39, 1431–1441. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10964-009-

9453-5 

 

Laird, R. D., Marrero, M. D., & Sherwood, J. E. (2010). Development and interactional 

antecedent of monitoring in early adolescence. In V. Guilamo-Ramos, J. Jaccard, 

& P. Dittus (Eds.), Parental monitoring of adolescents: Current perspectives for 

researchers and practitioners (pp. 39–66). New York, NY: Columbia University 

Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.7312/guil14080-003 

 

Laird, R.D., Pettit, G.S., Bates, J.E., & Dodge, K.A. (2003). Parents’ monitoring relevant 

knowledge and adolescents’ delinquent behavior: Evidence of correlated 

developmental changes and reciprocal influences. Child Development, 74, 752–

768. 

 



 

139 

Lambert, N. M., & Sandoval, J. (1980). The prevalence of learning disabilities in a 

sample of children considered hyperactive. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 8(1), 33-50. 

 

Lansford, J. E., Sharma, C., Malone, P. S., Woodlief, D., Dodge, K. A., Oburu, P., ... & 

Tirado, L. M. U. (2014). Corporal punishment, maternal warmth, and child 

adjustment: A longitudinal study in eight countries. Journal of Clinical Child & 

Adolescent Psychology, 43(4), 670-685. 

 

Lansford, J. E., Chang, L., Dodge, K. A., Malone, P.S ., Oburu, P., Bombi, A. S., et al. 

(2005). Physical discipline and children’s adjustment: Cultural normativeness as a 

moderator. Child Development, 76, 1234-1246. 

 

Larzelere, R. E. (2000). Child outcomes of nonabusive and customary physical 

punishment by parents: An updated literature review. Clinical Child and Family 

Psychology Review, 3(4), 199-221. 

 

Laub, J. H., Sampson, R. J., & Sweeten, G. A. (2008). Assessing Sampson and Laub’s 

Life-course Theory of Crime. In. F. T. Cullen, J. P. Wright, & K. R. Blevins 

(Eds.), Taking stock: The status of criminological theory (pp. 313-333). New 

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 

 

Lee, E. H., Zhou, Q., Ly, J., Main, A., Tao, A., & Chen, S. H. (2014). Neighborhood 

characteristics, parenting styles, and children’s behavioral problems in Chinese 

American immigrant families. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority 

Psychology, 20(2), 202-212. 

 

Lee, J. M., Steinberg, L., Piquero, A. R., & Knight, G. P. (2011). Identity-linked 

perceptions of the police among African American juvenile offenders: A 

developmental perspective. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40(1), 23-37. 

 

Leung, K., Lau, S., and Lam, W. (1998). Parenting styles and academic achievement: A 

crosscultural study. Merrill-Palmer Q., 44, 157–167. 

 

Levine, F. J., & Tapp, J. L. (1977). The dialectic of legal socialization in community. In 

J. L. Tapp and F. J. Levine (Eds.), Law, justice, and the individual in society (pp. 

163-182). New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston.  

 

Lieberman, A. F., Van Horn, P., & Ozer, E. J. (2005). Preschooler witnesses of marital 

violence: Predictors and mediators of child behavior problems. Development and 

Psychopathology, 17(2), 385-396. 

 

Lifford, K. J., Harold, G. T., & Thapar, A. (2008). Parent–child relationships and ADHD 

symptoms: a longitudinal analysis. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(2), 

285-296. 



 

140 

 

Lind, E. A. & Tyler, T. R. (1988). The social psychology of procedural justice. New 

York: Plenum. Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the 

context of the family: Parent-child interaction. In P.H. Mussen (Series Ed.) & 

E.M. Hetherington (Vol. Ed.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 4. 

Socialization, personality, and social development (4
th 

ed., p. 1-101). New York: 

Wiley.  

 

Linver, M. R., & Silverberg, S. B. (1997). Maternal predictors of early adolescent 

achievement-related outcomes: Adolescent gender as moderator. The Journal of 

Early Adolescence, 17(3), 294-318. 

 

Liska, A. E., & Reed, M. D. (1985). Ties to conventional institutions and delinquency: 

Estimating reciprocal effects. American Sociological Review, 547-560. 

 

Little, M., & Steinberg, L. (2006). Psychosocial correlates of adolescent drug dealing in 

the inner city: Potential roles of opportunity, conventional commitments, and 

maturity. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 43(4), 357-386. 

 

Loeber, R., & Dishion, T. (1983). Early predictors of male delinquency: a review. 

Psychological Bulletin, 94(1), 68. 

 

Loeber, R., Drinkwater, M., Yin, Y., Anderson, S. J., Schmidt, L. C., & Crawford, A. 

(2000). Stability of family interaction from ages 6 to 18. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psychology, 28, 353–369. doi:10.1023/A:1005169026208 

 

Loeber, R., Farrington, D. P., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., & Van Kammen, W. B. (1998). 

Antisocial behavior and mental health problems: Explanatory factors in 

childhood and adolescence. . Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 

Loeber, R., & Hay, D. (1997). Key issues in the development of aggression and violence 

from childhood to early adulthood. Annual Review of Psychology, 48, 371–410. 

 

Loeber, R., Keenan, K., & Zhang, Q. (1997). Boys' experimentation and persistence in 

developmental pathways toward serious delinquency. Journal of Child and 

Family Studies, 6(3), 321-357. 

 

Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1986). Family factors as correlates and predictors 

of juvenile conduct problems and delinquency. Crime and Justice, 7, 29-149. 

 

Loeber, R., Stouthamer-Loeber, M., Van Kammen, W. B., & Farrington, D. P. (1991). 

Initiation, escalation, and desistance in juvenile offending and their correlates. 

Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 82, 36–82. 

 

 



 

141 

Lundman, R. J. (1979). Organizational norms and police discretion. An observational 

study of police work with traffic law violators. Criminology, 17(2), 159-171. 

 

Lundman, R. J. (1996). Demeanor and arrest: Additional evidence from previously 

unpublished data. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 33(3), 306-323. 

 

Lurigio, A. J., Greenleaf, R. G., & Felxon, J. L. (2009). The effects of race on 

relationships with police: A survey of African American and Latino youths in 

Chicago. Western Criminology Review, 10(1), 29–41. 

 

Lynch, M., & Cicchetti, D. (1998). An ecological-transactional analysis of children and 

contexts: The longitudinal interplay among child maltreatment, community 

violence, and children's symptomatology. Development and Psychopathology, 

10(2), 235-257. 

 

Lytton, H. (1990). Child and parent effects in boys’ conduct disorder: A reinterpretation. 

Developmental Psychology, 26, 683–697. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.26.5.683 

 

Maccoby, E. E. (2003). The gender of child and parent as factors in family dynamics. 

Children’s influence on family dynamics: The neglected side of family 

relationships, 191-206. 

 

Maccoby, E. E. (2007). Historical overview of socialization research and theory. In J. E. 

Grusec & P. D. Hastings (Eds.), Handbook of socialization. Theory and research. 

New York: The Guilford Press.  

 

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent-

child interaction. In P.H. Mussen (Series Ed.) & E.M. Hetherington (Vol. Ed.), 

Handbook of child psychology: Vol. 4. Socialization, personality, and social 

development (4
th 

ed., p. 1-101). New York: Wiley. 

 

Mackenbach, J. D., Ringoot, A. P., Van Der Ende, J., Verhulst, F. C., Jaddoe, V. W., 

Hofman, A., ... & Tiemeier, H. W. (2014). Exploring the relation of harsh parental 

discipline with child emotional and behavioral problems by using multiple 

informants. The generation R study. PLoS One, 9(8), 1-9. 

 

Madsen, K. A., McCulloch, C. E., & Crawford, P. B. (2009). Parent modeling: 

perceptions of parents' physical activity predict girls' activity throughout 

adolescence. The Journal of Pediatrics, 154(2), 278-283. 

 

Malone, M. A., & Swanson, J. M. (1993). Effects of methylphenidate on impulsive 

responding in children with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder. Journal of 

Child Neurology, 8(2), 157-163. 

 



 

142 

Manly, J. T., Oshri, A., Lynch, M., Herzog, M., & Wortel, S. (2012). Child neglect and 

the development of externalizing behavior problems: Associations with maternal 

drug dependence and neighborhood crime. Child Maltreatment, 18(1), 17-29. 

 

Mannuzza, S., Klein, R. G., Konig, P. H., & Giampino, T. L. (1989). Hyperactive boys 

almost grown up: IV. Criminality and its relationship to psychiatric status. 

Archives of General Psychiatry, 46(12), 1073-1079. 

 

Masche, J. G. (2010). Explanation of normative declines in parents’ knowledge about 

their adolescent children. Journal of Adolescence, 33, 271–284. 

doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.08.002 

 

Mash, E. J., & Barkley, R. A. (Eds.). (2003). Child psychopathology. New York: 

Guilford Press. 

 

Mash, E. J., & Johnston, C. (1990). Determinants of parenting stress: Illustrations from 

families of hyperactive children and families of physically abused children. 

Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 19(4), 313-328. 

 

Mastrofski, S. D., Reisig, M. D., & McCluskey, J. D. (2002). Police disrespect toward the 

public: An encounter-based analysis. Criminology, 40, 519–552. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.2002.tb00965.x 

 

Mazerolle, L., Bennett, S., Davis, J., Sargeant, E., & Manning, M. (2013). Procedural 

justice and police legitimacy: A systematic review of the research evidence. 

Journal of Experimental Criminology, 9, 245–274. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11292-013-9175-2 

 

McCord, J. (1986). Instigation and insulation: How families affect antisocial aggression. 

In J. Block, D. Olweus, & M. R. Yarrow (Eds.), Development of antisocial and 

prosocial behavior (pp. 343–357). New York: Academic Press. 

 

McCord, J., & McCord, W. (1958). The effects of parental role model on criminality. 

Journal of Social Issues, 14, 66–75. 

 

McFadyen‐Ketchum, S. A., Bates, J. E., Dodge, K. A., & Pettit, G. S. (1996). Patterns of 

change in early childhood aggressive‐disruptive behavior: Gender differences in 

predictions from early coercive and affectionate mother‐child interactions. Child 

development, 67(5), 2417-2433. 

 

McGloin, J. M. (2009). Delinquency balance: Revisiting peer influence. Criminology, 

47(2), 439-477. 

 

McGloin, J. M., & O'Neill Shermer, L. (2009). Self-control and deviant peer network 

structure. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 46(1), 35-72. 



 

143 

 

McLaughlin, K.A., Green, J. Hwang, I.,Sampson, N.A.,Zaslavsky, A.M & Kessler, R.C. 

(2012). Intermittent explosive disorder in the National Comorbidity Survey 

Replication Adolescent Supplement. Archives of General Psychiatry, 69(11), 

1131-9 

 

McLean, K., Wolfe, S. E., & Pratt, T. C. (2018). Legitimacy and the life course: An age-

graded examination of changes in legitimacy attitudes over time. Journal of 

Research in Crime and Delinquency, https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427818793934 

 

Meares, T. L. (2017). The path forward: Improving the dynamics of community-police 

relationships to achieve effective law enforcement policies. Columbia Law 

Review, 117(5), 1355-1368. 

 

Megens, K. C., & Weerman, F. M. (2012). The social transmission of delinquency: 

Effects of peer attitudes and behavior revisited. Journal of Research in Crime and 

Delinquency, 49(3), 420-443. 

 

Melde, C., & Esbensen, F. A. (2011). Gang membership as a turning point in the life 

course. Criminology, 49(2), 513-552. 

 

Michiels, D., Grietens, H., Onghena, P., & Kuppens, S. (2008). Parent–child interactions 

and relational aggression in peer relationships. Developmental Review, 28(4), 

522-540. 

 

Milgram, N., and Toubiana, Y. (1999). Academic anxiety, academic procrastination, and 

parental involvement in students and their parents. Br. J. Educ. Psychol. 69: 345–

361. 

 

Milich, R., Hartung, C. M., Matrin, C. A., & Haigler, E. D. (1994). Behavioral 

disinhibition and underlying processes in adolescents with disruptive behavior 

disorders. In D. K. Routh (Ed.), Disruptive behavior disorders in childhood (pp. 

109–138). New York: Plenum Press. 

 

Miller, L. (2004). Good cop—Bad cop: Problem officers, law enforcement culture, and 

strategies for success. Journal of Police and Criminal Psychology, 19(2), 30-48. 

 

Miller, L. S., Wasserman, G. A., Neugebauer, R., Gorman-Smith, D., & Kamboukos, D. 

(1999). Witnessed community violence and antisocial behavior in high-risk, urban 

boys. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 28(1), 2-11. 

 

Mischel, W. (1973). Toward a cognitive social learning reconceptualization of 

personality. Psychological Review, 80(4), 252-283. 

 



 

144 

Moffitt, T. E. (1990). Juvenile delinquency and attention deficit disorder: Boys' 

developmental trajectories from age 3 to age 15. Child Development, 61(3), 893-

910. 

 

Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescent-limited and life-course-persistent antisocial behavior. 

Psychological Review, 100, 674-701. 

 

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, R., & Silva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in antisocial 

behavior. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511490057 

Moffitt, T. E., & Henry, B. (1989). Neuropsychological assessment of executive 

functions in self-reported delinquents. Development and Psychopathology, 1(2), 

105-118. 

 

Moffitt, T. E., & Silva, P. A. (1988). Self-reported delinquency, neuropsychological 

deficit, and history of attention deficit disorder. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 16(5), 553-569. 

 

Molina, B. S., Pelham, W. E., Gnagy, E. M., Thompson, A. L., & Marshal, M. P. (2007). 

Attention‐deficit/hyperactivity disorder risk for heavy drinking and alcohol use 

disorder is age specific. Alcoholism: Clinical and Experimental Research, 31(4), 

643-654. 

 

Morgan, A. B., & Lilienfeld, S. O. (2000). A meta-analytic review of the relation 

between antisocial behavior and neuropsychological measures of executive 

function. Clinical Psychology Review, 20(1), 113-136. 

 

Morin, R., Parker, K., Stepler, R., & Mercer, A. (2017). Behind the Badge: Amid Protests 

and Calls for Reform, How Police View Their Jobs, Key Issues and Recent Fatal 

Encounters Between Blacks and Police. Washington, DC: The Pew Research 

Center. Available online at: http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/01/11/behind-

the-badge/ 

 

Morris, S. Z., & Gibson, C. L. (2011). Corporal punishment’s influence on children’s 

aggressive and delinquent behavior. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 38, 818-839.  

 

Mowen, T. J. (2010). Shifting parenting styles and the effect of juvenile delinquency. 

Unpublished thesis, Department of Sociology, University of Louisville. 

 

Mulhern, R. K., & Passman, R. H. (1981). Parental discipline as affected by the sex of the 

parent, the sex of the child, and the child's apparent responsiveness to discipline. 

Developmental Psychology, 17(5), 604-613. 

 

Muller, C. (1998). Gender differences in parent involvement and adolescents’ 

mathematics achievement. Sociol. Educ. 71: 336–356. 



 

145 

 

Mulvey, E. P., Steinberg, L., Piquero, A. R., Besana, M., Fagan, J., Schubert, C., & 

Cauffman, E. (2010). Trajectories of desistance and continuity in antisocial 

behavior following court adjudication among serious adolescent offenders. 

Development and Psychopathology, 22, 453–475. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579410000179 

 

Mund, M., & Nestler, S. (2019). Beyond the cross-lagged panel model: Next-generation 

statistical tools for analyzing interdependencies across the life course. Advances in 

Life Course Research, 41, 100249. 

 

Murphy, K., Bradford, B., & Jackson, J. (2016). Motivating compliance behavior among 

offenders: Procedural justice or deterrence?. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 

43(1), 102-118. 

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (2019). Mplus user’s guide. Los Angeles: Muthén & 

Muthén. 

 

Nadder, T. S., Silberg, J. L., Rutter, M., Maes, H. H., & Eaves, L. J. (2001). Comparison 

of multiple measures of ADHD symptomatology: A multivariate genetic analysis. 

Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 42(4), 475-486. 

 

Nigg, J. T. (1999). The ADHD response-inhibition deficit as measured by the stop task: 

Replication with DSM–IV combined type, extension, and qualification. Journal of 

Abnormal Child Psychology, 27(5), 393-402. 

 

Nigg, J. T. (2001). Is ADHD a disinhibitory disorder?. Psychological Bulletin, 127(5), 

571-596. 

 

Nigg, J. T., & Huang-Pollock, C. L. (2003). An early-onset model of the role of executive 

functions and intelligence in conduct disorder/delinquency. In B. B. Lahey, T. E. 

Moffitt, & A. Caspi (Eds.), The causes of conduct disorder and juvenile 

delinquency (pp. 227–254). New York: Guilford Press. 

 

Nihart, T., Lersch, K. M., Sellers, C. S., & Mieczkowski, T. (2005). Kids, cops, parents 

and teachers: Exploring juvenile attitudes towards authority figures. Western 

Criminology Review, 6(1), 79–88. 

 

Nivette, A. E., Eisner, M., Malti, T., & Ribeaud, D. (2015). The social and developmental 

antecedents of legal cynicism. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 

52(2), 270–298. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427814557038 

 

Nivette, A., Eisner, M., & Ribeaud, D. (2019). Evaluating the shared and unique 

predictors of legal cynicism and police legitimacy from adolescence into early 

adulthood. Criminology. Advance online publication. 

 



 

146 

Nix, R. L., Pinderhughes, E. E., Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S., & McFadyen‐

Ketchum, S. A. (1999). The relation between mothers' hostile attribution 

tendencies and children's externalizing behavior problems: The mediating role of 

mothers' harsh discipline practices. Child Development, 70(4), 896-909. 

 

Nyman, E. S., Ogdie, M. N., Loukola, A., Varilo, T., Taanila, A., Hurtig, T., ... & 

Smalley, S. L. (2007). ADHD candidate gene study in a population-based birth 

cohort: association with DBH and DRD2. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 46(12), 1614-1621. 

 

Obel, C., Linnet, K. M., Henriksen, T. B., Rodriguez, A., Järvelin, M. R., Kotimaa, A., ... 

& Ye, G. (2009). Smoking during pregnancy and hyperactivity-inattention in the 

offspring—comparing results from three Nordic cohorts. International Journal of 

Epidemiology, 38(3), 698-705. 

Ogundele, M. O. (2018). Behavioural and emotional disorders in childhood: a brief 

overview for paediatricians. World Journal of Clinical Pediatrics, 7(1), 9-26. 

 

Oosterlaan, J., Logan, G. D., & Sergeant, J. A. (1998). Response inhibition in AD/HD, 

CD, comorbid AD/HD+ CD, anxious, and control children: A meta‐analysis of 

studies with the stop task. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 39(3), 

411-425. 

 

Orpinas, P., Horne, A. M., & Staniszewski, D. (2003). School bullying: Changing the 

problem by changing the school. School Psychology Review, 32(3), 431-444. 

 

Orpinas, P., Murray, N., & Kelder, S. (1999). Parental influences on students’ aggressive 

behaviors and weapon carrying. Health Education & Behavior, 26(6), 774-787. 

 

Oshri, A., Rogosch, F. A., Burnette, M. L., & Cicchetti, D. (2011). Developmental 

pathways to adolescent cannabis abuse and dependence: Child maltreatment, 

emerging personality, and internalizing versus externalizing psychopathology. 

Psychology of Addictive Behaviors, 25(4), 634-644. 

 

Paoline III, E. A., & Gau, J. M. (2018). Police occupational culture: Testing the 

monolithic model. Justice quarterly, 35(4), 670-698. 

 

Pardini, D. A. (2008). Novel insights into longstanding theories of bidirectional parent–

child influences: Introduction to the special section. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 36(5), 627-631. 

 

Pardini, D. A., Fite, P. J., & Burke, J. D. (2008). Bidirectional associations between 

parenting practices and conduct problems in boys from childhood to adolescence: 

The moderating effect of age and african-american ethnicity. Journal of Abnormal 

Child Psychology, 36, 647–662. doi:10.1007/s10802-007-9162-z 

 



 

147 

Parke, R. D., and Buriel, R. (1998). Socialization in the family: Ethnic and ecological 

perspectives. In Damon, W. (Series ed.) and Eisenberg, N. (Vol. ed.), Handbook 

of Child Psychology: Vol. 3. Social, Emotional, and Personality Development, 

Wiley, New York. 

 

Passman, R. H., & Blackwelder, D. E. (1981). Rewarding and punishing by mothers: The 

influence of progressive changes in the quality of their sons' apparent behavior. 

Developmental Psychology, 17(5), 614-619. 

 

Pastorelli, C., Lansford, J. E., Luengo Kanacri, B. P., Malone, P. S., Di Giunta, L., 

Bacchini, D., ... & Tapanya, S. (2016). Positive parenting and children's prosocial 

behavior in eight countries. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 57(7), 

824-834. 

Paternoster, R., McGloin, J. M., Nguyen, H., & Thomas, K. J. (2013). The causal impact 

of exposure to deviant peers: An experimental investigation. Journal of Research 

in Crime and Delinquency, 50(4), 476-503. 

 

Patterson, G. R. (1986). Performance models for antisocial boys. American psychologist, 

41(4), 432. 

 

Patterson, G. R. (2002). Etiology and treatment of child and adolescent antisocial 

behavior. The behavior analyst today, 3(2), 133. 

 

Patterson, G. R. (2013). Maternal Rejection: Determinant or Product for Deviant Child. 

Relationships and Development, 73. 

 

Patterson, G. R., & Cobb, J. A. (1971). A dyadic analysis of aggressive behaviors. In 

Minnesota symposia on child psychology (Vol. 5, pp. 72-129). 

 

Patterson, G. R., & Reid, J. R. (1970). Reciprocity and coercion: Two facets of social 

systems. In: C. Neuringer, & J. L. Michael (Eds.). Behavior modification in 

clinical psychology (pp. 133-177). New York, NY: Appleton-Century-Crofts. 

 

Patterson, G., & Yoerger, K. (1993). Developmental models for delinquent behavior. In 

S. Hodgins (Ed.), Mental Disorders and Crime. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

 

Patterson, G. R., & Yoerger, K. (2002). A developmental model for early and late-onset 

delinquency. In J. B. Reid, G. R. Patterson, & J. Snyder (Eds.), Antisocial 

behavior in children and adolescents: A developmental analysis and model for 

intervention (pp. 147–172). Washington, DC: American Psychological 

Association. 

 

Patterson, G. R., Bank, L., & Stoolmiller, M. (1990). The preadolescent’s contributions to 

disrupted family process. In R. Montemayor, G. R. Adams, & T. P. Gullotta 



 

148 

(Eds.), From childhood to adolescence. A transitional period? (pp. 107–133). 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 

 

Patterson, G. R., Crosby, L., & Vuchinich, S. (1992). Predicting risk for early police 

arrest. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 8, 335–355. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01093639 

 

Patterson, G. R., & Reid, J. B. (1982). Coercive family process: Castalia Publishing 

Company. 

 

Patterson, G. R., DeGarmo, D. S., & Knutson, N. (2000). Hyperactive and antisocial 

behaviors: Comorbid or two points in the same process?. Development and 

Psychopathology, 12(1), 91-106. 

Patterson, G. R., Dishion, T. J., & Yoerger, K. (2000). Adolescent growth in new forms 

of problem behavior: Macro-and micro-peer dynamics. Prevention Science, 1(1), 

3-13. 

 

Patterson, G. R., Shaw, D. S., Snyder, J. J., & Yoerger, K. (2005). Changes in maternal 

ratings of children's overt and covert antisocial behavior. Aggressive Behavior: 

Official Journal of the International Society for Research on Aggression, 31(5), 

473-484. 

 

Patterson, G. R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1984). The correlation of family 

management practices and delinquency. Child Development, 55, 1299–1307. 

doi:10.2307/1129999 

 

Pelham, W. E., & Lang, A. R. (1993). Parental alcohol consumption and deviant child 

behavior: Laboratory studies of reciprocal effects. Clinical Psychology Review, 

13(8), 763-784. 

 

Peterson, G. W., & Hann, D. (1999). Socializing children and parents in families. In 

Handbook of marriage and the family (pp. 327-370). Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Peterson, G. W., & Rollins, B. C. (1987). Parent-child socialization. In Handbook of 

marriage and the family (pp. 471-507). Springer, Boston, MA. 

 

Peterson, P. L., Hawkins, D. J., Abbott, R. D., & Catalano, R. F. (1994). Disentangling 

the effects of parental drinking, family management, and parental alcohol norms 

on current drinking by Black and White adolescents. Journal of Research on 

Adolescence, 4, 203-227. 

 

Pettit, G. S., & Lollis, S. (1997). Introduction to special issue: Reciprocity and 

bidirectionality in parent–child relationships: New approaches to the study of 

enduring issues. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14, 435–440. 

 



 

149 

Pettit, G. S., Bates, J. E., Dodge, K. A., & Meece, D. W. (1999). The impact of after‐

school peer contact on early adolescent externalizing problems is moderated by 

parental monitoring, perceived neighborhood safety, and prior adjustment. Child 

Development, 70(3), 768-778. 

 

Piccirillo, D., García-Sánchez, E., Chies-Santos, M., & Gomes, A. M. (2021). The role of 

police contact and neighborhood experiences on legal socialization: Longitudinal 

evidence from adolescents in Brazil. Journal of Social Issues, 77(2), 437-461. 

 

Pickett, J. T., & Nix, J. (2019). Demeanor and police culture: Theorizing how civilian 

cooperation influences police officers. Policing: An International Journal, 42(4), 

537-555. 

 

Pickett, J. T., & Ryon, S. B. (2017). Procedurally just cooperation: Explaining support for 

due process reforms in policing. Journal of criminal justice, 48, 9-20. 

 

Piko, B. F., & Balazs, M. A. (2012). Authoritative parenting style and adolescent 

smoking and drinking. Addictive Behaviors, 37, 353-356. 

 

Pillow, D. R., Pelham, W. E., Hoza, B., Molina, B. S., & Stultz, C. H. (1998). 

Confirmatory factor analyses examining attention deficit hyperactivity disorder 

symptoms and other childhood disruptive behaviors. Journal of Abnormal Child 

Psychology, 26(4), 293-309. 

 

Pineda, D., Ardila, A., Rosselli, M., Arias, B. E., Henao, G. C., Gomez, L. F., ... & 

Miranda, M. L. (1999). Prevalence of attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder 

symptoms in 4-to 17-year-old children in the general population. Journal of 

abnormal child psychology, 27(6), 455-462. 

 

Pinquart, M. (2017). Associations of parenting dimensions and styles with externalizing 

problems of children and adolescents: An updated meta-analysis. Developmental 

Psychology, 53(5), 873-932. 

 

Piquero, A. R., Fagan, J., Mulvey, E. P., Steinberg, L., & Odgers, C. (2005). 

Developmental trajectories of legal socialization among serious adolescent 

offenders. The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 96(1), 267-298.  

 

Piquero, A. R., Bersani, B. E., Loughran, T. A., & Fagan, J. (2016). Longitudinal patterns 

of legal socialization in first-generation immigrants, second-generation 

immigrants, and native-born serious youthful offenders. Crime & Delinquency, 

62(11), 1403–1425. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128714545830 

 

Piquero, A. R., Gomez-Smith, Z., & Langton, L. (2004). Discerning unfairness where 

others may not: Low self-control and unfair sanction perceptions. Criminology, 

42, 699–733.  



 

150 

 

Polanczyk, G. V., Salum, G. A., Sugaya, L. S., Caye, A., & Rohde, L. A. (2015). Annual 

research review: A meta‐analysis of the worldwide prevalence of mental disorders 

in children and adolescents. Journal of child psychology and psychiatry, 56(3), 

345-365. 

 

Pratt, T. C., & Cullen, F. T. (2000). The empirical status of Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

general theory of crime: A meta‐analysis. Criminology, 38(3), 931-964. 

 

Pratt, T. C., Cullen, F. T., Blevins, K. R., Daigle, L., & Unnever, J. D. (2002). The 

relationship of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder to crime and delinquency: 

A meta-analysis. International Journal of Police Science & Management, 4(4), 

344-360. 

 

Pratt, T. C., Cullen, F. T., Sellers, C. S., Thomas Winfree Jr, L., Madensen, T. D., Daigle, 

L. E., ... & Gau, J. M. (2010). The empirical status of social learning theory: A 

meta‐analysis. Justice Quarterly, 27(6), 765-802. 

 

Querido, J. G., Warner, T. D., & Eyberg, S. M. (2002). Parenting styles and child 

behavior in African American families of preschool children. Journal of Clinical 

Child and Adolescent Psychology, 31(2), 272-277. 

 

Raine, A., Dodge, K., Loeber, R., Gatzke‐Kopp, L., Lynam, D., Reynolds, C., ... & Liu, J. 

(2006). The reactive–proactive aggression questionnaire: Differential correlates of 

reactive and proactive aggression in adolescent boys. Aggressive Behavior: 

Official Journal of the International Society for Research on Aggression, 32(2), 

159-171. 

 

Reid, J. B., Patterson, G. R., & Snyder, J. (Eds.). (2002). Antisocial Behavior in Children 

and Adolescents: A Developmental Analysis and Model for Intervention. 

Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/10468-000 

 

Reisig, M. D., & Parks, R. B. (2000). Experience, quality of life, and neighborhood 

context: A hierarchical analysis of satisfaction with police. Justice Quarterly, 

17(3), 607-630. 

 

Reisig, M. D., Wolfe, S. E., & Holtfreter, K. (2011). Legal cynicism, legitimacy, and 

criminal offending: The nonconfounding effect of low self-control. Criminal 

Justice and Behavior, 38, 1265–1279. 

 

Reisig, M. D., McCluskey, J. D., Mastrofski, S. D., & Terrill, W. (2004). Suspect 

disrespect toward the police. Justice quarterly, 21(2), 241-268. 

 

Reiss, A. (1971). The police and the public. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 



 

151 

 

Riksheim, E. C., & Chermak, S. M. (1993). Causes of police behavior revisited. Journal 

of Criminal Justice, 21(4), 353-382. 

 

Röder, A., & Mühlau, P. (2012). What determines the trust of immigrants in criminal 

justice institutions in Europe? European Journal of Criminology, 9(4), 370–387. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1477370812447265 

 

Rollins, B. C., & Thomas, D. L. (1979). Parental support, power, and control techniques 

in the socialization of children. In W. R. Burr, R. Hill, F. I. Nye, & I. L. Reiss 

(Eds.), Contemporary theories about the family (Research based theories, Vol. 1, 

pp. 317–364). New York: Free Press. 

Rosenbaum, D. P., Schuck, A. M., Costello, S. K., Hawkins, D. F., & Ring, M. K. 

(2005). Attitudes towards the police: The effects of direct and vicarious 

experience. Police Quarterly, 8(3), 343–365. 

 

Rösler, M., Retz, W., Retz-Junginger, P., Hengesch, G., Schneider, M., Supprian, T., ... & 

Thome, J. (2004). Prevalence of attention deficit–/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) 

and comorbid disorders in young male prison inmates. European Archives of 

Psychiatry and Clinical Neuroscience, 254(6), 365-371. 

 

Rothbaum, F., & Weisz, J. R. (1994). Parental caregiving and child externalizing 

behavior in nonclinical samples: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 116(1), 

55-74. 

 

Rowe, D. C. (2002). Biology and crime. Los Angeles: Roxbury. 

 

Sameroff, A. (1975). Transactional models in early social relations. Human Development, 

18, 65–79. 

 

Sampson, R. J., & Bartusch, D. J. (1998). Legal cynicism and (subcultural?) tolerance of 

deviance: The neighborhood context of racial differences. Law & Society Review, 

32(4), 777-804.  

 

Sampson, R. J. & Laub, J. H. (1993). Crime in the making: Pathways and turning points 

through life. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 

Sampson, R. J., & Laub, J. H. (1994). Urban poverty and the family context of 

delinquency: A new look at structure and process in a classic study. Child 

Development, 65(2), 523-540. 

 

Sampson, R. J., & Laub, J. H. (1997). A life-course theory of cumulative disadvantage 

and the stability of delinquency. In T. Thornberry (Ed.), Developing theories of 

crime and delinquency (Vol. 7, pp. 133–161). New Brunswick: Transaction. 

 



 

152 

Sargeant, E., & Bond, C. E.W. (2015). Keeping it in the family: Parental influences on 

young people’s attitudes to police. Journal of Sociology, 51(4), 917–932. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783313482817 

 

Satterfield, J. H., & Schell, A. (1997). A prospective study of hyperactive boys with 

conduct problems and normal boys: adolescent and adult criminality. Journal of 

the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 36(12), 1726-1735. 

 

Savolainen, J., Hurtig, T. M., Ebeling, H. E., Moilanen, I. K., Hughes, L. A., & Taanila, 

A. M. (2010). Attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) and criminal 

behaviour: the role of adolescent marginalization. European Journal of 

Criminology, 7(6), 442-459. 

Saylor, K. E., & Amann, B. H. (2016). Impulsive aggression as a comorbidity of 

attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder in children and adolescents. Journal of 

Child and Adolescent Psychopharmacology, 26(1), 19-25. 

 

Scannapieco, M. (2008). Developmental outcomes of child neglect. APSAC Advisor, 20, 

7–13. 

 

Scaramella, L. V., & Leve, L. D. (2004). Clarifying parent–child reciprocities during 

early childhood: The early childhood coercion model. Clinical Child and Family 

Psychology Review, 7(2), 89-107. 

 

Scarr, S., & McCartney, K. (1983). How people make their own environments: A theory 

of genotype→ environment effects. Child Development, 424-435. 

 

Scarr, S. (1992). Developmental theories for the 1990s: Development and individual 

differences. Child Development, 63(1), 1-19. 

 

Schachar, R. J., Tannock, R., & Logan, G. (1993). Inhibitory control, impulsiveness, and 

attention deficit hyperactivity disorder. Clinical Psychology Review, 13(8), 721-

739. 

 

Scheuerman, H., & Matthews, S. K. (2014). The importance of perceptions in restorative 

justice conferences: The influence of offender personality traits on procedural 

justice and shaming. Justice Quarterly, 31(5), 852–881. 

doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2012.690442 

 

Schroeder, R. D., Giordano, P. C., & Cernkovich, S. A. (2010). Adult child-parent bonds 

and life course criminality. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(4), 562-571. 

 

Schubert, C. A., Mulvey, E. P., & Pitzer, L. (2016). Differentiating serious adolescent 

offenders who exit the justice system from those who do not. Criminology, 54(1), 

56-85. 

 



 

153 

Schuck, A. M. (2013). A life-course perspective on adolescents’ attitudes to police: 

DARE, delinquency, and residential segregation. Journal of Research in Crime 

and Delinquency, 50(4), 579–607. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427813481977 

 

Schwab-Stone, M. E., Ayers, T. S., Kasprow, W., Voyce, C., Barone, C., Shriver, T., & 

Weissberg, R. P. (1995). No safe haven: A study of violence exposure in an urban 

community. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 

34(10), 1343-1352. 

 

Semrud-Clikeman, M., Biederman, J., Sprich-Buckminster, S., Lehman, B. K., Faraone, 

S. V., & Norman, D. (1992). Comorbidity between ADDH and learning 

disability: A review and report in a clinically referred sample. Journal of the 

American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 31(3), 439-448. 

 

Shaw, A., & Olson, K. (2014). Fairness as partiality aversion: The development of 

procedural justice. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 119, 40-53  

 

Shaw, J. M., & Scott, W. A. (1991). Influence of parent discipline style on delinquent 

behaviour: the mediating role of control orientation. Australian Journal of 

Psychology, 43(2), 61–67. 

 

Shaw, D. S., Bell, R. Q., & Gilliom, M. (2000). A truly early starter model of antisocial 

behavior revisited. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 3(3), 155-172. 

 

Shelton, K. K., Frick, P. J., &Wootton, J. (1996). Assessment of parenting practices in 

families of elementary school-age children. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 

25, 317–329. 

 

Sherman, L. W. (1993). Defiance, deterrence, and irrelevance: A theory of the criminal 

sanction. Journal of Research in Crime & Delinquency, 30, 445-473. 

 

Shulman, E. P., Cauffman, E., Piquero, A. R., & Fagan, J. (2011). Moral disengagement 

among serious juvenile offenders: A longitudinal study of the relations between 

morally disengaged attitudes and offending. Developmental psychology, 47(6), 

1619-1632. 

 

Sidebotham, P., & Golding, J. (2001). Child maltreatment in the “Children of the 

Nineties”: A longitudinal study of parental risk factors. Child Abuse & Neglect, 

25(9), 1177-1200. 

 

Siegel, L. J. (2007). Criminology: Theories, Patterns, and Typologies, 9th ed. Belmont, 

CA: Thomson Wadsworth. 

 

Simons, R. L., & Burt, C. H. (2011). Learning to be bad: Adverse social conditions, 

social schemas, and crime. Criminology, 49(2), 553-598. 



 

154 

 

Simons, L. G., Chen, Y. F., Simons, R. L., Brody, G., & Cutrona, C. (2006). Parenting 

practices and child adjustment in different types of households: A study of 

African American families. Journal of Family Issues, 27(6), 803-825 

 

Simons, R. L., Johnson, C., Conger, R. D., & Elder Jr, G. (1998). A test of latent trait 

versus lifecourse perspectives on the stability of adolescent antisocial behavior. 

Criminology, 36(2), 217-244. 

 

Simons, R. L., Simons, L. G., Burt, C. H., Brody, G. H., & Cutrona, C. (2005). Collective 

efficacy, authoritative parenting and delinquency. Criminology, 43(4), 989-1029.  

 

Simons, R. L., Wu, C. I., Johnson, C., & Conger, R. D. (1995). A test of various 

perspectives on the intergenerational transmission of domestic violence. 

Criminology, 33(1), 141-172. 

 

Simourd, L., & Andrews, D. A. (1994). Correlates of delinquency: A look at gender 

differences. Forum on Corrections Research, 6, 26–31. 

 

Sindall, K.,McCarthy, D. J.,&Brunton-Smith, I. (2017). Young people and the formation 

of attitudes towards the police. European Journal of Criminology, 14(3), 344–

364. 

 

Skogan, W. G. (2005). Citizen satisfaction with police encounters. Police Quarterly, 8, 

298–321. 

 

Skogan, W. G. (2006). Asymmetry in the impact of encounters with police. Policing & 

Society, 16, 99-126. 

 

Smetana, J. G. (1988). Adolescents’ and parents conceptions of parental authority. Child 

Development, 59, 321-335. 

 

Smetana, J. G. (1995). Parenting styles and conceptions of parental authority during 

adolescence. Child Development, 66, 299-316. 

 

Smetana, J. G. (1999). The role of parents in moral development: A social domain 

analysis. Journal of Moral Education, 28(3), 311-321. 

 

Smetana, J. G. (2002). Culture, autonomy, and personal jurisdiction in adolescent-parent 

relationships. Advances in Child Development, 29, 51-87. 

 

Smetana, J. G. (2011). Adolescents, families, and social development: How teens 

construct their worlds. West Sussex, UK: Wiley-Blackwell 

 



 

155 

Smetana, J. G., & Asquith, P. (1994). Adolescents’ and parents’ conceptions of parental 

authority and personal autonomy. Child Development, 65, 1147-1162. 

 

Smetana, J., Crean, H. F., & Campione‐Barr, N. (2005). Adolescents' and parents' 

changing conceptions of parental authority. New Directions for Child and 

Adolescent Development, 2005(108), 31-46. 

 

Smetana, J. G., Daddis, C. (2002). Domain-specific antecedents of parental psychological 

control and monitoring. Child Development, 73, 563-580. 

 

Smith, J. D., Dishion, T. J., Shaw, D. S., Wilson, M. N., Winter, C. C., & Patterson, G. R. 

(2014). Coercive family process and early-onset conduct problems from age 2 to 

school entry. Development and Psychopathology, 26, 917-932. 

Snyder, J., Cramer, A., Afrank, J., & Patterson, G. R. (2005). The contributions of 

ineffective discipline and parental hostile attributions of child misbehavior to the 

development of conduct problems at home and school. Developmental 

psychology, 41(1), 30-41. 

 

Snyder, J., Dishion, T. J., & Patterson, G. R. (1986). Determinants and consequences of 

associating with deviant peers during preadolescence and adolescence. The 

Journal of Early Adolescence, 6(1), 29-43. 

 

Snyder, J., Prichard, J., Schrepferman, L., Patrick, M. R., & Stoolmiller, M. (2004). Child 

impulsiveness—inattention, early peer experiences, and the development of early 

onset conduct problems. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 32(6), 579-594. 

 

Snyder, J. J., Reid, J. B., & Patterson, G. R. (2003). A social learning model of child and 

adolescent antisocial behavior. In B. B. Lahey, T. E. Moffitt, & A. Caspi (Eds.), 

The causes of conduct disorder and juvenile delinquency (pp. 27–48). New York: 

Guilford Press. 

 

Snyder, J., & Stoolmiller, M. (2002). Reinforcement and coercion mechanisms in the 

development of antisocial behavior: The family. In J. B. Reid, G. R. Patterson, & 

J. Snyder (Eds.), Antisocial behavior in children and adolescents: A 

developmental analysis and model for intervention (pp. 65–100). Washington, 

DC: American Psychological Association. 

 

Soenens, B., & Vansteenkiste, M. (2010). A theoretical upgrade of the concept of 

parental psychological control: Proposing new insights on the basis of self-

determination theory. Developmental Review, 30(1), 74-99. 

 

Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste, M., Goossens, L., Duriez, B., & Niemiec, C. P. (2008). The 

intervening role of relational aggression between psychological control and 

friendship quality. Social Development, 17(3), 661-681. 

 



 

156 

Sokol-Katz, J., Dunham, R., & Zimmerman, R. (1997). Family structure versus parental 

attachment in controlling adolescent deviant behavior: A social control model. 

Adolescence, 32(125), 199-215. 

 

Solomon, B. S., Bradshaw, C. P., Wright, J., & Cheng, T. L. (2008). Youth and parental 

attitudes toward fighting. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 23(4), 544-560. 

 

Son, I. S., Tsang, C. W., Rome, D. M., & Davis, M. S. (1997). Citizens’ observations of 

police use of excessive force and their evaluation of police performance. Policing: 

An International Journal of Police Strategies & Management, 20, 149-159. 

 

Spera, C. (2005). A review of the relationship among parenting practices, parenting 

styles, and adolescent school achievement. Educational Psychology Review, 

17(2), 125-146. 

 

Stefanatos, G. A., & Baron, I. S. (2007). Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder: A 

neuropsychological perspective towards DSM-V. Neuropsychology Review, 

17(1), 5-38. 

 

Stein, B. D., Jaycox, L. H., Kataoka, S., Rhodes, H. J., & Vestal, K. D. (2003). 

Prevalence of child and adolescent exposure to community violence. Clinical 

Child and Family Psychology Review, 6(4), 247-264. 

 

Steinberg, L. (2001). We know some things: Parent–adolescent relationships in retrospect 

and prospect. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 11(1), 1-19. 

 

Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S. D., Darling, N., Mounts, N. S., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1994). 

Over‐time changes in adjustment and competence among adolescents from 

authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and neglectful families. Child 

Development, 65(3), 754-770. 

 

Stern, K. R. (2001). A treatment study of children with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 

Disorder. Fact Sheet #20 (May). Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention. 

 

Stewart, S. M., & Bond, M. H. (2002). A critical look at parenting research from the 

mainstream: Problems uncovered while adapting Western research to non‐

Western cultures. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 20(3), 379-392. 

 

Stewart, D. M., Morris, R. G., & Weir, H. (2014). Youth perceptions of police: 

Identifying trajectories. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice, 12(1), 22–39. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204013480369 

 

Stewart, E. A., Simons, R. L., Conger, R. D., & Scaramella, L. V. (2002). Beyond the 

interactional relationship between delinquency and parenting practices: The 



 

157 

contribution of legal sanctions. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 

39(1), 36-59. 

 

Stice, E., & Barrera, M. (1995). A longitudinal examination of the reciprocal relations 

between perceived parenting and adolescents substance use and externalizing 

behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 31, 322–334. 

 

Stoolmiller, M. (2001). Synergistic interaction of child manageability problems and 

parent-discipline tactics in predicting future growth in externalizing behavior for 

boys. Developmental Psychology, 37(6), 814-825. 

Stormshak, E.A., Bierman, K.L., McMahon, R.J., Lengua, L.J. (2000). Parenting 

practices and child disruptive behavior problems in early elementary school. 

Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 29, 17–29. 

 

Straus, M. A. (1991). Discipline and deviance: Physical punishment of children and 

violence and other crime in adulthood. Social Problems, 38(2), 133-154. 

 

Straus, M. A., & Field, C. J. (2003). Psychological aggression by American parents: 

National data on prevalence, chronicity, and severity. Journal of Marriage and 

Family, 65(4), 795-808. 

 

Straus, M. A., & Donnelly, D. A. (2001). Beating the devil out of them: Corporal 

punishment in American families and its effects on children. New Brunswick, NJ: 

Transaction.  

 

Sunshine, J., & Tyler, T. R. (2003). The role of procedural justice and legitimacy in 

shaping public support for policing. Law and Society Review, 37, 513-548. 

 

Sweeten, G., Pyrooz, D. C., & Piquero, A. R. (2013). Disengaging from gangs and 

desistance from crime. Justice Quarterly, 30(3), 469-500. 

 

Sykes, R. E., & Brent, E. E. (1980). The regulation of interaction by police: A systems 

view of taking charge. Criminology, 18(2), 182-197. 

 

Sykes, R. E., & Clark, J. P. (1975). A theory of deference exchange in police-civilian 

encounters. American Journal of Sociology, 81(3), 584-600. 

 

Sykes, G. M., & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of neutralization: A theory of 

delinquency. American Sociological Review, 22(6), 664-670. 

 

Tankebe, J. (2013). Viewing things differently: The dimensions of public perceptions of 

police legitimacy. Criminology, 51(1), 103–135. 

 

Tankebe, J., Reisig, M. D., & Wang, X. (2016). A multidimensional model of police 

legitimacy: A cross-cultural assessment. Law and Human Behavior, 40(1), 11-22. 



 

158 

 

Tannock, R., & Brown, T. E. (2000). Attention-deficit disorders with learning disorders 

in children and adolescents. In T. E. Brown (Ed.), Attention deficit disorders and 

comorbidities in children, adolescents, and adults (pp. 231–296). Washington, 

DC: American Psychiatric Press. 

 

Tapp, J. L, & Kohlberg, L. (1971). Developing sense of law and legal justice. Journal of 

Social Issues, 27(2), 65-91.  

 

Tapp, J. L. (1976). Psychology and the law: An overture. Annual Review of Psychology, 

27, 359-404. 

 

Tapp, J. L. (1991). The geography of legal socialization: Scientific and social markers. 

Droit et Société, 19, 331–358. doi:10.3406/dreso.1991.1120 

 

Tapp, J. L., & Levine, F. J. (1970). Persuasion to virtue: A preliminary statement. Law & 

Society Review, 4, 565-582.  

 

Tapp, J. L., & Levine, F. J. (1972). Compliance from kindergarten to college: A 

speculative research note. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 1, 233-249.  

 

Tapp, J. L., & Levine, F. J. (1974). Legal socialization: Strategies for an ethical legality. 

Stanford Law Review, 27, 1-72.  

 

Tapp, J. L., & Levine, F. J. (1977). Law, Justice, and the Individual in Society. New 

York: Holt. 

 

Taylor, E., Sandberg, S., Thorley, G., & Giles, S. (1991). The epidemiology of childhood 

hyperactivity. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 

Taylor, C. A., Manganello, J. A., Lee, S. J., & Rice, J. C. (2010). Mothers' spanking of 3-

year-old children and subsequent risk of children's aggressive behavior. 

Pediatrics, 125(5), e1057-e1065. 

 

Tedin, K. L. (1974). The influence of parents on the political attitudes of adolescents. The 

American Political Science Review, 68(4), 1579-1592. 

 

Teicher, M. H., Samson, J. A., Polcari, A., & McGreenery, C. E. (2006). Sticks, stones, 

and hurtful words: relative effects of various forms of childhood maltreatment. 

American Journal of Psychiatry, 163(6), 993-1000. 

 

Thapar, A., van den Bree, M., Fowler, T., Langley, K., & Whittinger, N. (2006). 

Predictors of antisocial behaviour in children with attention deficit hyperactivity 

disorder. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 15(2), 118-125. 

 



 

159 

Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Mahwah, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

 

Thompson, R. A. (2008). Early attachment and later development: Familiar questions, 

new answers. In J. Cassidy and P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment (pp. 

348-365). New York: Guildford Press. 

 

Thorkildsen, T. A., & White-McNulty, L. (2002). Developing conceptions of fair context 

procedures and the understanding of luck and skill. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 94, 316-326. 

Thornton, M. C., Chatters, L. M., Taylor, R. J., & Allen, W. R. (1990). 

Sociodemographic and environmental correlates of racial socialization by Black 

parents. Child Development, 61(2), 401-409. 

 

Tilton-Weaver, L., Kerr, M., Pakalniskeine, V., Tokic, A., Salihovic, S., & Stattin, H. 

(2010). Open up or close down: How do parental reactions affect youth 

information management?. Journal of Adolescence, 33(2), 333-346. 

 

Tremblay, R. E., Loeber, R., Gagnon, C., Charlebois, P., Larivee, S., & LeBlanc, M. 

(1991). Disruptive boys with stable and unstable high fighting behavior patterns 

during junior elementary school. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 19(3), 

285-300. 

 

Tremblay, R. E. (2000). The development of agressive behaviour during childhood: What 

have we learned in the past century?. International Journal of Behavioral 

Development, 24(2), 129-141. 

 

Trinkner, R., Cohn, E.S., Rebellon, C.J. & Van Gundy, K. (2012). Don’t trust anyone 

over 30: Parental legitimacy as a mediator between parenting style and changes in 

delinquent behavior over time. Journal of Adolescence, 35, 119-132. 

 

Trinkner, R., Rodrigues, H., Piccirillo, D., Gifford, F. E., & Gomes, A. M. M. (2019). 

Legal socialization in Brazil: Examining the generalizability of the procedural 

justice model. International Journal of Comparative and Applied Criminal 

Justice, Epub ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1080/01924036.2019.1587710 

 

Trinkner, R. (2015). The ubiquity of legal socialization: Parental influences on legal 

attitudes and values in adulthood. Paper presented at the annual meetings of the 

American Psychology-Law Society in San Diego, CA. 

 

Trinkner, R., & Cohn, E. S. (2014). Putting the “social” back in legal socialization: 

Procedural justice, legitimacy, and cynicism in legal and nonlegal authorities. 

Law and Human Behavior, 38(6), 602-617.  

 



 

160 

Trinkner, R., Jackson, J., & Tyler, T. R. (2018). Bounded authority: Expanding 

“appropriate” police behavior beyond procedural justice. Law and Human 

Behavior, 42(3), 280-293. 

 

Trinkner, R., & Reisig, M. D. (2021). Celebrating 50 years of legal socialization. Journal 

of Social Issues. 

 

Trinkner, R., & Tyler, T. R. (2016). Legal socialization: Coercion versus consent in an 

era of mistrust. Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 12, 417-439. 

 

Trinkner, R., Tyler, T. R., & Goff, P. A. (2016). Justice from within: The relations 

between a procedurally just organizational climate and police organizational 

efficiency, endorsement of democratic policing, and officer well-being. 

Psychology, public policy, and law, 22(2), 158-172. 

 

Tyler, T. R. (2003). Procedural justice, legitimacy, and the effective rule of law. Crime & 

Justice, 30, 283-357. 

 

Tyler, T. R. (1990/2006). Why people obey the law. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 

 

Tyler, T. R. (2009). Legitimacy and criminal justice: The benefits of self-regulation. Ohio 

State Journal of Criminal Law, 7, 307-359. 

 

Tyler, T. R., & Blader, S. L. (2003). The group engagement model: Procedural justice, 

social identity, and cooperative behavior. Personality and Social Psychology 

Review, 7, 349-361. 

 

Tyler, T. R., & Huo, Y. J. (2002). Trust in the law: Encouraging public cooperation with 

the police and courts. New York: The Russell Sage Foundation 

 

Tyler, T. R., & Jackson, J. (2014). Popular legitimacy and the exercise of legal authority: 

Motivating compliance, cooperation and engagement. Psychology, Public Policy 

and Law, 20, 78-95. 

 

Tyler, T. R., & Trinkner, R. (2017). Why children follow rules: Legal socialization and 

the development of legitimacy. Oxford University Press. 

 

Tyler, T., & Trinkner, R. (2018). Why children follow rules: Legal socialization and the 

development of legitimacy. New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Ulmer, J. T., & Steffensmeier, D. J. (2014). The age and crime relationship: Social 

variation, social explanations. In The nurture versus biosocial debate in 

criminology: On the origins of criminal behavior and criminality (pp. 377-396). 

SAGE Publications Inc.. 



 

161 

 

Unnever, J. D., & Cornell, D. G. (2003). Bullying, self-control, and ADHD. Journal of 

Interpersonal Violence, 18(2), 129-147. 

 

Unnever, J. D., Cullen, F. T., & Pratt, T. C. (2003). Parental management, ADHD, and 

delinquent involvement: Reassessing Gottfredson and Hirschi's general theory. 

Justice Quarterly, 20(3), 471-500. 

 

Unnever, J. D., Gabbidon, S. L., & Higgins, G. E. (2011). The election of Barack Obama 

and perceptions of criminal injustice. Justice Quarterly, 28(1), 23-45. 

 

Van Craen, M. (2013). Explaining majority and minority trust in the police. Justice 

Quarterly, 30(6), 1042-1067. 

 

Van Craen, M., & Skogan, W. G. (2015). Differences and similarities in the explanation 

of ethnic minority groups’ trust in the police. European Journal of Criminology, 

12(3), 300-323. 

 

Van Petegem, S., Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste, M., & Beyers, W. (2015). Rebels with a 

cause? Adolescent defiance from the perspective of reactance theory and self‐

determination theory. Child Development, 86(3), 903-918. 

 

Vansteenkiste, M., Soenens, B., Van Petegem, S., & Duriez, B. (2014). Longitudinal 

associations between adolescent perceived degree and style of parental 

prohibition and internalization and defiance. Developmental psychology, 50(1), 

229-236. 

 

Wadsworth, M. E., Raviv, T., Compas, B. E., & Connor-Smith, J. K. (2005). Parent and 

adolescent responses to povertyrelated stress: Tests of mediated and moderated 

coping models. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 14(2), 283-298. 

 

Webber, K. J., & Loescher, L. J. (2013). A systematic review of parent role modeling of 

healthy eating and physical activity for their young African American children. 

Journal for Specialists in Pediatric Nursing: JSPN, 18(3), 173-188. 

 

Weerman, F. M. (2011). Delinquent peers in context: A longitudinal network analysis of 

selection and influence effects. Criminology, 49, 253–286. 

 

Weintraub, K. J., & Gold, M. (1991). Monitoring and delinquency. Criminal Behavior 

and Mental Health, 1, 268–281. 

 

Weisburd, D., Greenspan, R., Hamilton, E. E.,Williams, H., & Bryant, K. A. (2000). 

Police attitudes toward abuse of authority: Findings from a national study. 

Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice. 

 



 

162 

Weisz, V., Wingrove, T., & Faith-Slaker, A. (2007/2008). Children and procedural 

justice. Court Review, 44, 36-43. 

 

Weitzer, R., & Tuch, S. A. (2005). Racially biased policing: Determinants of citizen 

perceptions. Social Forces, 83(3), 1009-1030. 

 

Weitzer, R., & Tuch, S. A. (2006). Race and policing in America: Conflict and reform. 

New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Wentzel, K. R. (1999). Social-motivational processes and interpersonal relationships: 

Implications for understanding students’ academic success. J. Educ. Psychol. 91: 

76–97. 

 

West, D. J., & Farrington, D. P. (1973). Who becomes delinquent? London: Heinemann. 

 

Wetzels, P., Enzmann, D., Mecklenburg, E., & Pfeiffer, C. (2001). Jugend und Gewalt. 

Eine repräsentative Dunkelfeldanalyse in München und acht anderen deutschen 

Städten. Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

 

Whalen, C. K., Henker, B., & Dotemoto, S. (1980). Methylphenidate and hyperactivity: 

Effects on teacher behaviors. Science, 208, 1280-1282. 

 

White, F. A., & Matawie, K. M. (2004). Parental morality and family processes as 

predictors of adolescent morality. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 13(2), 

219-233. 

 

Willoughby, T., & Hamza, C. A. (2010). A longitudinal examination of the bidirectional 

associations among perceived parenting behaviors, adolescent disclosure and 

problem behavior across the high school years. Journal of Youth and 

Adolescence, 1–16. 

 

Wilmers, N., Enzmann, D., Schaefer, D., Herbers, K., Greve, W., & Wetzels, P. (2002). 

Jugendliche in Deutschland zur Jahrtausendwende: Gefährlich oder gefährdet? 

Ergebnisse wiederholter, repräsentativer Dunkelfelduntersuchungen zu Gewalt 

und Kriminalität im Leben junger Menschen 1998-2000. Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

 

Wilson, W. J. (1987). The truly disadvantaged: The inner city, the underclass, and public 

policy. University of Chicago Press. 

 

Wolfe, S. E. (2011). The effect of low self-control on perceived police legitimacy. 

Journal of Criminal Justice, 39, 67–74. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2010.10.006 

 



 

163 

Wolfe, S. E., McLean, K., & Pratt, T. C. (2017). I learned it by watching you: Legal 

socialization and the intergenerational transmission of legitimacy attitudes. British 

Journal of Criminology, 57, 1123–1143. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/azw038 

 

Wolfe, S. E., McLean, K., & Pratt, T. C. (2016). I learned it by watching you: Legal 

socialization and the intergenerational transmission of legitimacy attitudes. British 

Journal of Criminology, 57(5), 1123-1143. 

 

Woolard, J. L., Harvell, S., & Graham, S. (2008). Anticipatory injustice among 

adolescents: Age and racial/ethnic differences in perceived unfairness of the 

justice system. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 26, 207–226. 

 

Worden, R. E. (1995). Police officers' belief systems: A framework for analysis. Am. J. 

Police, 14, 49. 

 

Worden, R. E., & McLean, S. J. (2014). Systematic social observation of the police. In 

The Oxford handbook of police and policing. 

 

Worden, R. E., & Pollitz, A. A. (1984). Police arrests in domestic disturbances: A further 

look. Law & Soc'Y Rev., 18, 105. 

 

Worden, R. E., & Shepard, R. L. (1996). Demeanor, crime, and police behavior: A 

reexamination of the police services study data. Criminology, 34(1), 83-105. 

 

Worden, R. E., Shepard, R. L., & Mastrofski, S. D. (1996). On the meaning and 

measurement of suspects' demeanor toward the police: A comment on “Demeanor 

and Arrest”. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 33(3), 324-332. 

 

World Values Survey Questionnaires (http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/index_html) 

 

Wu, Y., Lake, R., & Cao, L. (2015). Race, social bonds, and juvenile attitudes toward the 

police. Justice Quarterly, 32(3), 445–470. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/07418825.2013.778325 

 

Wu, Y., Sun, I. Y., & Triplett, R. A. (2009). Race, class or neighborhood context: which 

matters more in measuring satisfaction with police?. Justice quarterly, 26(1), 125-

156. 

 

Zoccolillo, M. (1992). Co-occurrence of conduct disorder and its adult outcomes with 

depressive and anxiety disorders: A review. Journal of the American Academy of 

Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 31(3), 547-556. 

  

http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/index_html


 

164 

APPENDIX A 

BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

165 

Table 11: Bivariate Correlations for HII – Aversive Parenting (AP)   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 T1 HII 1.00 
       

2 T2 HII 0.75 1.00 
      

3 T3 HII 0.65 0.75 1.00 
     

4 T4 HII 0.54 0.52 0.54 1.00 
    

5 T1 AP 0.15 0.12 0.14 0.14 1.00 
   

6 T2 AP 0.14 0.10 0.15 0.15 0.62 1.00 
  

7 T3 AP 0.14 0.11 0.13 0.14 0.63 0.68 1.00 
 

8 T4 AP 0.17 0.14 0.18 0.20 0.57 0.60 0.68 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 

 

 

 

Table 12: Bivariate Correlations for Aggression – Prosocial Parenting (PP)    
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 T1 Aggression 1.00 
       

2 T2 Aggression 0.68 1.00 
      

3 T3 Aggression 0.55 0.63 1.00 
     

4 T4 Aggression 0.38 0.33 0.37 1.00 
    

5 T1 PP 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.02 1.00 
   

6 T2 PP 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.65 1.00 
  

7 T3 PP 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.63 0.71 1.00 
 

8 T4 PP 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.57 0.65 0.68 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 

 

 

 

Table 13: Bivariate Correlations for HII – Prosocial Parenting (PP)   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 T1 HII 1.00 
       

2 T2 HII 0.75 1.00 
      

3 T3 HII 0.65 0.75 1.00 
     

4 T4 HII 0.54 0.52 0.54 1.00 
    

5 T1 PP 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.03 1.00 
   

6 T2 PP 0.07 0.06 0.03 -0.01 0.65 1.00 
  

7 T3 PP 0.05 0.05 0.05 -0.02 0.63 0.71 1.00 
 

8 T4 PP 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.57 0.65 0.68 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 
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Table 14: Bivariate Correlations for Aggression – Aversive Parenting (AP)   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 T1 Aggression 1.00 
       

2 T2 Aggression 0.68 1.00 
      

3 T3 Aggression 0.55 0.63 1.00 
     

4 T4 Aggression 0.38 0.33 0.37 1.00 
    

5 T1 AP 0.13 0.11 0.14 0.09 1.00 
   

6 T2 AP 0.13 0.12 0.13 0.10 0.62 1.00 
  

7 T3 AP 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.07 0.63 0.68 1.00 
 

8 T4 AP 0.14 0.17 0.18 0.12 0.57 0.60 0.68 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 15: Bivariate Correlations for Legal Cynicism (LC) –Delinquency (D)   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 T5 LC 1.00 
       

2 T6 LC 0.45 1.00 
      

3 T7 LC 0.39 0.53 1.00 
     

4 T8 LC 0.29 0.43 0.54 1.00 
    

5 T5 D 0.39 0.24 0.26 0.24 1.00 
   

6 T6 D 0.28 0.40 0.35 0.28 0.56 1.00 
  

7 T7 D 0.19 0.28 0.40 0.31 0.39 0.60 1.00 
 

8 T8 D 0.20 0.26 0.33 0.44 0.35 0.41 0.48 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 
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Table 16: Bivariate Correlations: All Variables 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1 T1 Aversive Parenting 1.00                 

2 T2 Aversive Parenting 0.62 1.00                

3 T3 Aversive Parenting 0.63 0.68 1.00               

4 T4 Aversive Parenting 0.57 0.60 0.68 1.00              

5 T1 Prosocial Parenting -0.09 -0.08 -0.04 -0.06 1.00             

6 T2 Prosocial Parenting -0.08 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 0.65 1.00            

7 T3 Prosocial Parenting 0.00 -0.04 -0.03 -0.02 0.63 0.71 1.00           

8 T4 Prosocial Parenting -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.11 0.57 0.65 0.68 1.00          

9 T1 HII 0.15 0.14 0.14 0.17 0.01 0.07 0.05 0.03 1.00         

10 T2 HII 0.12 0.10 0.11 0.14 0.00 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.75 1.00        

11 T3 HII 0.14 0.15 0.13 0.18 0.00 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.65 0.75 1.00       

12 T4 HII 0.14 0.15 0.14 0.20 -0.03 -0.01 -0.02 0.01 0.54 0.52 0.54 1.00      

13 T1 Aggression 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.56 0.46 0.44 0.37 1.00     

14 T2 Aggression 0.11 0.12 0.13 0.17 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.59 0.49 0.35 0.68 1.00    

15 T3 Aggression 0.14 0.13 0.14 0.18 0.01 0.03 0.05 -0.01 0.40 0.46 0.62 0.37 0.55 0.63 1.00   

16 T4 Aggression 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.33 0.32 0.32 0.59 0.38 0.33 0.37 1.00  

17 T5 Legal Cynicism 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.10 -0.02 0.00 0.01 -0.04 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.16 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.14 1.00 

18 T6 Legal Cynicism 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.11 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.12 0.45 

19 T7 Legal Cynicism 0.07 0.03 0.07 0.10 -0.05 0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.11 0.10 0.09 0.17 0.09 0.09 0.11 0.18 0.39 

20 T8 Legal Cynicism 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.08 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.12 0.11 0.12 0.14 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.29 

21 T5 Criminal Offending 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 0.13 0.09 0.08 0.18 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.15 0.39 

22 T6 Criminal Offending 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.09 0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 0.14 0.12 0.14 0.24 0.08 0.08 0.13 0.18 0.28 

23 T7 Criminal Offending 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.09 -0.09 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.19 0.06 0.07 0.12 0.14 0.19 

24 T8 Criminal Offending 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.03 -0.08 -0.05 -0.10 -0.10 0.09 0.06 0.07 0.18 0.05 0.08 0.03 0.15 0.20 

25 T6 Police Effectiveness -0.05 0.00 -0.04 -0.05 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -0.12 -0.15 -0.09 -0.08 -0.11 -0.15 -0.19 
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  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

26 T7 Police Effectiveness -0.07 -0.08 -0.10 -0.11 0.00 -0.02 0.00 0.02 -0.15 -0.14 -0.19 -0.18 -0.14 -0.12 -0.17 -0.21 -0.16 

27 T8 Police Effectiveness -0.01 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 0.04 -0.11 -0.13 -0.15 -0.15 -0.09 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 

28 T6 Procedural Justice -0.04 -0.01 -0.01 -0.06 0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.09 -0.09 -0.12 -0.15 -0.12 -0.12 -0.15 -0.18 -0.21 

29 T7 Procedural Justice -0.08 -0.08 -0.09 -0.08 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.02 -0.14 -0.12 -0.17 -0.16 -0.12 -0.11 -0.17 -0.19 -0.19 

30 T8 Procedural Justice 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.05 -0.09 -0.10 -0.16 -0.16 -0.10 -0.11 -0.15 -0.17 -0.13 

31 T5 Peer Delinquency 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.06 0.07 0.07 0.10 0.15 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.16 0.35 

32 T6 Peer Delinquency 0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.08 -0.04 -0.11 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.18 0.24 

33 T7 Peer Delinquency 0.01 -0.04 -0.04 -0.01 -0.09 -0.06 -0.07 -0.11 0.01 -0.02 0.02 0.05 0.05 -0.01 0.03 0.13 0.21 

34 T8 Peer Delinquency -0.04 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.01 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.09 0.12 

35 T5 Morality -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.03 -0.11 -0.09 -0.07 -0.05 -0.12 -0.46 

36 T6 Morality 0.02 0.04 0.01 -0.04 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.07 -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 -0.08 -0.05 0.00 -0.05 -0.11 -0.36 

37 T7 Morality -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.05 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.07 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 -0.01 -0.13 -0.26 

38 T8 Morality 0.02 0.03 0.03 -0.01 0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.05 -0.02 -0.06 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.05 -0.20 

39 T5 General Trust 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.05 -0.03 -0.04 0.00 -0.04 -0.17 

40 T6 General Trust -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.05 -0.04 -0.01 -0.02 -0.08 -0.09 -0.06 -0.13 -0.08 -0.10 -0.10 -0.13 -0.19 

41 T7 General Trust -0.04 -0.07 -0.05 -0.08 -0.04 -0.10 -0.05 0.01 -0.12 -0.10 -0.09 -0.14 -0.11 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.17 

42 T8 General Trust -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.09 -0.14 -0.17 -0.13 -0.12 -0.16 -0.15 -0.14 -0.17 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.15 -0.11 

43 T5 Police Contact 0.01 0.00 0.04 0.06 -0.01 -0.05 -0.07 -0.10 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.09 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.16 0.15 

44 T6 Police Contact 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.04 -0.06 -0.04 -0.05 -0.10 0.01 0.05 0.01 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.09 0.14 

45 T7 Police Contact 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.10 -0.12 0.06 0.09 0.10 0.15 0.09 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.14 

46 SES -0.15 -0.12 -0.13 -0.12 -0.06 -0.11 -0.11 -0.14 -0.14 -0.15 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.11 -0.06 0.00 

47 Gender 0.11 0.10 0.08 0.12 -0.02 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 0.22 0.17 0.21 0.30 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.21 0.14 
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    18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 

18 T6 Legal Cynicism 1.00                 

19 T7 Legal Cynicism 0.53 1.00                

20 T8 Legal Cynicism 0.43 0.54 1.00               

21 T5 Criminal Offending 0.24 0.26 0.24 1.00              

22 T6 Criminal Offending 0.40 0.35 0.28 0.56 1.00             

23 T7 Criminal Offending 0.28 0.40 0.31 0.39 0.60 1.00            

24 T8 Criminal Offending 0.26 0.33 0.44 0.35 0.41 0.48 1.00           

25 T6 Police Effectiveness -0.29 -0.32 -0.22 -0.22 -0.28 -0.29 -0.21 1.00          

26 T7 Police Effectiveness -0.26 -0.34 -0.25 -0.19 -0.28 -0.34 -0.24 0.47 1.00         

27 T8 Police Effectiveness -0.22 -0.24 -0.29 -0.13 -0.20 -0.20 -0.25 0.32 0.38 1.00        

28 T6 Procedural Justice -0.30 -0.30 -0.24 -0.24 -0.30 -0.28 -0.26 0.70 0.42 0.31 1.00       

29 T7 Procedural Justice -0.27 -0.36 -0.29 -0.23 -0.30 -0.34 -0.26 0.44 0.76 0.42 0.48 1.00      

30 T8 Procedural Justice -0.23 -0.28 -0.35 -0.19 -0.23 -0.25 -0.32 0.35 0.44 0.73 0.38 0.51 1.00     

31 T5 Peer Delinquency 0.25 0.24 0.17 0.56 0.40 0.25 0.21 -0.25 -0.21 -0.13 -0.26 -0.22 -0.15 1.00    

32 T6 Peer Delinquency 0.34 0.28 0.22 0.38 0.47 0.36 0.28 -0.23 -0.23 -0.21 -0.25 -0.26 -0.26 0.46 1.00   

33 T7 Peer Delinquency 0.26 0.36 0.26 0.27 0.36 0.44 0.34 -0.22 -0.22 -0.19 -0.25 -0.26 -0.22 0.29 0.53 1.00  

34 T8 Peer Delinquency 0.20 0.26 0.34 0.28 0.32 0.34 0.39 -0.21 -0.19 -0.22 -0.23 -0.25 -0.27 0.26 0.39 0.50 1.00 

35 T5 Morality -0.28 -0.26 -0.21 -0.45 -0.30 -0.19 -0.23 0.21 0.16 0.11 0.22 0.20 0.15 -0.41 -0.36 -0.24 -0.26 

36 T6 Morality -0.46 -0.36 -0.33 -0.31 -0.39 -0.29 -0.32 0.32 0.24 0.18 0.30 0.24 0.23 -0.31 -0.40 -0.34 -0.29 

37 T7 Morality -0.33 -0.48 -0.38 -0.26 -0.34 -0.39 -0.36 0.27 0.31 0.21 0.26 0.33 0.25 -0.22 -0.31 -0.45 -0.31 

38 T8 Morality -0.29 -0.37 -0.52 -0.26 -0.28 -0.33 -0.48 0.22 0.20 0.28 0.23 0.27 0.32 -0.19 -0.26 -0.32 -0.36 

39 T5 General Trust -0.09 -0.10 -0.08 -0.16 -0.11 -0.10 -0.07 0.10 0.07 0.08 0.13 0.04 0.10 -0.14 -0.12 -0.08 -0.07 

40 T6 General Trust -0.18 -0.16 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.24 0.19 0.08 0.26 0.17 0.13 -0.17 -0.14 -0.11 -0.10 

41 T7 General Trust -0.17 -0.21 -0.15 -0.14 -0.17 -0.15 -0.07 0.20 0.24 0.15 0.18 0.22 0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.07 -0.06 

42 T8 General Trust -0.15 -0.17 -0.21 -0.09 -0.10 -0.06 -0.08 0.17 0.21 0.27 0.17 0.21 0.29 -0.07 -0.05 -0.04 -0.05 

43 T5 Police Contact 0.14 0.13 0.08 0.26 0.24 0.20 0.11 -0.16 -0.14 -0.12 -0.14 -0.18 -0.09 0.20 0.19 0.14 0.07 
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  18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 

44 T6 Police Contact 0.23 0.13 0.10 0.22 0.27 0.20 0.13 -0.18 -0.20 -0.10 -0.19 -0.20 -0.12 0.18 0.30 0.19 0.16 

45 T7 Police Contact 0.23 0.24 0.17 0.27 0.34 0.41 0.26 -0.21 -0.23 -0.10 -0.22 -0.26 -0.15 0.24 0.28 0.29 0.24 

46 SES -0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 0.01 0.09 0.09 -0.01 0.06 0.09 0.03 0.01 0.05 0.03 0.14 0.19 0.16 

47 Gender 0.12 0.15 0.18 0.28 0.24 0.25 0.22 -0.13 -0.15 -0.08 -0.13 -0.17 -0.09 0.23 0.14 0.13 0.14 

 

    35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 

35 T5 Morality 1.00             

36 T6 Morality 0.51 1.00            

37 T7 Morality 0.40 0.57 1.00           

38 T8 Morality 0.31 0.45 0.58 1.00          

39 T5 General Trust 0.18 0.11 0.08 0.10 1.00         

40 T6 General Trust 0.18 0.16 0.12 0.06 0.37 1.00        

41 T7 General Trust 0.11 0.15 0.18 0.07 0.29 0.52 1.00       

42 T8 General Trust 0.03 0.05 0.12 0.10 0.23 0.40 0.51 1.00      

43 T5 Police Contact -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.05 -0.07 -0.08 0.00 1.00     

44 T6 Police Contact -0.19 -0.19 -0.14 -0.07 -0.07 -0.12 -0.12 -0.03 0.22 1.00    

45 T7 Police Contact -0.17 -0.27 -0.24 -0.16 -0.06 -0.10 -0.10 -0.02 0.21 0.30 1.00   

46 SES -0.08 -0.08 -0.11 -0.14 -0.02 0.07 0.13 0.24 0.00 0.04 0.06 1.00  

47 Gender -0.17 -0.19 -0.26 -0.28 0.01 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.17 0.03 1.00 

Note. Correlations in bold significant at p ≤ 0.05; 
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APPENDIX B 

LCM-SR UNCONDITIONAL MODEL EXAMPLE 
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Figure 7. Unconditional LCM-SR Example 

 

(See also Mund & Nestler, 2019). 


