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Abstract 

The Role of Parenting Patterns, Parent Characteristics, and the Family Environment in Child and 

Adolescent Internalizing and Externalizing in the ABCD Study 

 

By Emma E. Webster 

Internalizing and externalizing behavior problems during childhood can lead to poor mental 

health outcomes. Identifying intervenable mechanisms to decrease youth internalizing/ 

externalizing problems is crucial in preventing long-term negative psychological outcomes. One 

possible mechanism is parenting, which has been shown to predict youth internalizing and 

externalizing behaviors. Parenting research typically considers the influence of one or two 

parenting behaviors at a time, ignoring interactions between the wide range parenting behaviors 

that can impact child outcomes. Past research is also lacking a nuanced understanding of how 

parent characteristics, family environments, and parenting interact, along with how these 

relationships impact youth internalizing/ externalizing behavior. The current study aimed to 

address these gaps using data from the ABCD Study. We used LPA to explore patterns of 

parenting and found evidence for three parenting profiles that describe the data well (entropy 

range 0.956-0.994). Profile 1 was characterized by the lowest levels of positive and the highest 

levels of negative parenting behaviors, Profile 3 by the lowest levels of positive and the highest 

levels of negative parenting behaviors, and Profile 2 by comparatively moderate levels of 

positive and negative parenting behaviors. Increased parental psychopathology and poorer family 

environments characterized profiles with more negative and fewer positive parenting behaviors. 

Multiple regression models testing main effects of parenting, parent characteristics, and family 

characteristics indicated that the most robust indicators of youth internalizing/ externalizing were 

parent and family characteristics. Post-hoc analyses suggest inconsistent evidence for 

interactions between parent or family characteristics and parenting in predicting child outcomes.  
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The Role of Parenting Patterns, Parent Characteristics, and the Family Environment in 

Child and Adolescent Internalizing and Externalizing in the ABCD Study 

 Internalizing and externalizing problems during childhood lead to poor outcomes 

throughout childhood and adolescence and into adulthood. Some of the most common childhood 

internalizing disorders – those that are reflected inward and focus on the self – include 

depressive, anxiety, and somatic disorders (Liu et al., 2011; Nikstat & Riemann, 2020). 

Internalizing symptoms during childhood are associated with the development of anxiety 

disorders, depression, suicidal behavior, and hospitalization in adulthood (Pine et al., 1998). 

Importantly, internalizing problems during childhood and adolescence are highly correlated with 

suicide attempts during teenage years, a significant public health problem (Liu et al., 2011). 

Teenage suicide attempts, in turn, are associated with future adjustment difficulties including 

increased risk for repeated suicide attempts, poor school attendance, interpersonal relationship 

problems, internalizing disorders, externalizing behaviors, substance use, criminal arrests, and 

motor vehicle accidents (Spirito et al., 2000).  

 On the other hand, externalizing behaviors are expressed outwardly and affect the 

external environment (Eisenberg et al., 2001; Liu, 2005; Nikstat & Riemann, 2020). 

Externalizing behaviors during childhood – including aggression, oppositionality, hyperactivity, 

and other disruptive behaviors – are predictive of later juvenile delinquency, adult crime, adult 

antisocial behavior, and violence (Betz, 1995; Farrington, 1989; Lilienfeld & Waldman, 1990; 

Moffitt, 1993). Importantly, externalizing disorders such as conduct disorder, oppositional 

defiant disorder, attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder, and substance use disorders are more 

common in teenage suicide attempts compared with older population groups (Conwell & Brent, 
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1995), highlighting adolescence as an important time period for interventions targeting 

externalizing problems.  

 Given the significant impact childhood and adolescent internalizing and externalizing 

problems can have on future psychological health, it is crucial that we identify early risk factors 

that may serve as targets for preventative intervention. Parent training interventions effectively 

reduce both internalizing (Buchanan-Pascall et al., 2018) and externalizing (Chorpita et al., 2011; 

Forehand et al., 2014; Webster-Stratton & Hammond, 1997) behavior in children and adolescents 

by teaching parents skills to enhance communication, strengthen parent-child relationships, and 

promote positive behavior in youth. By gaining a nuanced understanding of the relationship 

between parenting and child/adolescent internalizing and externalizing behavior problems, 

researchers would be able to create more tailored parenting interventions for these problems. 

Parenting and the Family Environment  

There are four parenting styles that have been studied extensively: authoritarianism, 

authoritativeness, permissiveness, and neglect (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). These styles are based 

on Baumrind's (1968) authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive parenting styles. These 

parenting styles are based on two basic parenting dimensions – control or demandingness and 

affect or responsiveness (Becoña et al., 2012; Smetana, 2017). Generally, authoritative styles are 

associated with the most positive child outcomes (Baumrind et al., 2010; Smetana, 2017), while 

neglectful styles are associated with the most negative (Becoña et al., 2012). While parenting 

styles are quite straightforward in theory, in practice, many parents exhibit a combination of 

traits and behaviors from each style (Rangarajan et al., 2020; Vasiou et al., 2023). Importantly, 

specific parenting behaviors are closely linked to child outcomes, with greater parental 
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monitoring and involvement and less punishment and inconsistent parenting associated with 

more positive outcomes (Becoña et al., 2012; Mounts, 2002; Vasiou et al., 2023) 

Beyond parenting styles, the family environment encompasses patterns of interactions 

among family members, their roles, and the contextual factors that shape them (Jabbari et al., 

2023). Healthy family environments generally emphasize cohesion, warmth, organization, and 

clear communication (Jabbari et al., 2023; White et al., 2010). On the other hand, family 

environments that are enmeshed, isolated, rigid, disorganized, or conflictual are generally 

considered to be unhealthy (White et al., 2010). Factors that may contribute to family dynamics 

include single parenthood, parental substance misuse, family socio-economic status (SES), 

family structure (e.g., parental marital status, number of siblings, birth order, presence of step-

family members, extended family members in the family setting), parenting behaviors, and 

parent-child attachment (Osuji, 2023).  

Parenting has been linked to many psychological outcomes, including both internalizing 

and externalizing behavior problems. Parental emotional support, consistent discipline, and 

monitoring encourage positive psychological adjustment and are related to increased self-control, 

competence, and positive peer affiliations (Wills & Yaeger, 2003). Negative parenting practices – 

including inconsistent discipline, poor monitoring, low parental involvement, and coercive 

control – predict children’s externalizing behavior problems (Barnes & Farrell, 1992; Duncombe 

et al., 2012; Frick et al., 1999; Prevatt, 2003; Reitz et al., 2006). Unsurprisingly, punitive and 

physical punishment robustly also predicts externalizing behavior problems in children (Frick et 

al., 1999; Prevatt, 2003; Stormshak et al., 2000). Similarly, family environments high in family 

conflict predict child externalizing through poor parental monitoring and insecure parent-child 

attachment (Formoso et al., 2000).  
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 Parenting practices have also been linked to internalizing behavior problems in children. 

In particular, childhood internalizing problems are associated with parental rejection and control 

(Scaini et al., 2018). High levels of parental control or over-involvement – which involves 

excessive parental regulation of children’s activities, emotions, and thoughts – can lead to 

decreased self-efficacy, an increased sense of helplessness, low self-esteem, anxiety, and broader 

internalizing problems in children and adolescents (Scaini et al., 2018; Yap & Jorm, 2015). Other 

parenting behaviors including inconsistent discipline practices, low levels of parental monitoring, 

and low parental warmth are related to increased child internalizing and depression (Yap & Jorm, 

2015). Family environments that are high in family conflict and violence have consistently 

predicted increased youth depression, anxiety, and internalizing outcomes as a whole (Mäntymaa 

et al., 2011; Yap & Jorm, 2015). Additionally, while moderate levels of family cohesion are 

generally considered to be protective, too much (enmeshed family environments) or too little 

cohesion (disengaged family environments) is predictive of offspring internalizing problems 

(Bernstein et al., 1999; Stark et al., 1990). On the other hand, family factors including increased 

family stability and organization are protective against youth internalizing problems and have 

predicted increases in youth self-esteem (Israel et al., 2002; Israel & Roderick, 2001; Ivanova & 

Israel, 2005).  

Parent Characteristics  

Besides parenting, other parental characteristics are related to their children’s 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Maternal internalizing – indicated by depressive and 

anxiety symptoms (Gruhn et al., 2016; Hughes & Gullone, 2008) – predict both internalizing and 

externalizing symptoms and diagnoses in their offspring. Children and adolescents generally 

have higher rates of depressive, anxiety, and general psychiatric disorders when their parents 
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have depressive and anxiety disorders themselves, compared to children of parents without 

psychopathology (Hughes & Gullone, 2008).  

 Parental externalizing – indicated by antisocial behavior and substance use problems 

(Bountress & Chassin, 2015; Coley et al., 2011; Loukas et al., 2001) – have been found to 

predict both internalizing and externalizing symptoms and diagnoses in youth. Children exposed 

to maternal and/ or paternal substance use are more likely to experience externalizing problems 

than children who are not exposed (McGovern et al., 2023). In fact, children who have at least 

one parent with substance use problems show signs of externalizing problems as early as 

toddlerhood, demonstrating more aggression and poorer self-regulation compared to children 

without a substance-using parent. Additionally, children with at least one parent affected by 

substance use problems are at increased risk for internalizing difficulties compared to those 

without such parental history (Bountress & Chassin, 2015; McGovern et al., 2023).  

 Parent psychopathology is also related to the parenting practices they use. Parents, 

particularly mothers, with depressive symptoms tend to show greater inconsistency, criticism, 

and negativity as well as less involvement with their children compared to non-depressed parents 

(Goodman & Gotlib, 1999). Similarly, mothers with anxiety tend to be more controlling, more 

critical, less warm, and less supportive of their children than non-anxious mothers (Dumas et al., 

1995). Parental antisocial behavior has been shown to predict disrupted parenting behaviors 

(Dogan et al., 2007), including overreactivity (Klahr et al., 2017), hostility toward children 

(Harold et al., 2012), worse monitoring (Ehrensaft et al., 2003), and more inconsistent 

punishment practices (Ehrensaft et al., 2003).  

 Parents with alcohol use disorder (AUD) have also been shown to use more maladaptive 

parenting behaviors compared to parents without AUD. Parents with AUD tend to score lower on 
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emotional warmth and higher on parental rejection and overprotection (Becoña et al., 2012), 

demonstrate lower levels of monitoring and supervision (Arria et al., 2012; Rice et al., 2006), 

and show poorer discipline skills (Arria et al., 2012). Furthermore, children with substance-using 

parents report less quality time spent with parents, more instances of parents upsetting and 

criticizing them, harsher parenting, fewer instances of parents being role models, and more 

liberal rule-setting (Mupier et al., 2002). Parents with SUDs also tend to use more physical 

punishment with their children (Kumpfer & Bluth, 2004), and children with substance-using 

parents are prone to experiencing abuse and neglect (Lam & O’Farrell, 2011).  

 Family factors such as household size and household income are also related to parenting 

quality. Low-income mothers are less likely to communicate effectively or show affection toward 

their children than high-income mothers (Bradley et al., 2001), and are more likely to report 

using neglectful behavior and physical punishment (Berger et al., 2009). Additionally, a larger 

household size can lead to lower frequency and intensity of parent-child interactions (Reynolds-

Salmon et al., 2024), more rigid rules, less individualized parenting, and more corporal 

punishment (Wagner et al., 1985). 

Current Study 

 As illustrated thus far, it is clear that parenting, the family environment, and parental 

characteristics can have profound impacts on child and adolescent internalizing and externalizing 

behavior. However, while these factors have all been studied independently or in a bivariate 

manner, the field lacks an understanding of how these factors work together to influence 

childhood outcomes. While some studies have examined more than one parenting behavior at a 

time (e.g., McKinney & Renk, 2007) most studies tend to focus on either one parenting behavior 

or broad parenting styles (Gruhn et al., 2016). However, this is not representative of how 
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parenting most often occurs. Despite the use of a particular parenting behavior, it is important to 

understand the relationships between different aspects of parenting and their joint impact on 

child outcomes. Furthermore, while parenting behaviors likely interact with each other, they also 

interact with the broader family environment and other parent characteristics in influencing child 

behavior. This evidence highlights the need for improved conceptualization in modeling how 

familial factors shape child behavior. Additionally, it suggests the possibility of complex and 

more descriptive risk patterns for these behaviors when considering family-, parent-, and child-

level factors together (Schleider & Weisz, 2017) 

 With these gaps in mind, the current study aimed to understand how a broader 

conceptualization of parenting contributes to internalizing and externalizing behaviors in 

children and adolescents. More specifically, we investigated 1) profiles of parenting during late 

childhood and early adolescence; 2) how other child, parent, and family characteristics relate to  

parenting profiles; and 3) to what extent these parenting profiles and other child, parent, and 

family characteristics jointly predict child internalizing and externalizing across late childhood 

into early adolescence. 

 We hypothesized that between two and four parenting profiles would emerge reflecting 

variation along the domains of discipline, monitoring, emotional engagement, and supervision.  

We further hypothesized that psychopathology among parents would predict poorer parenting 

and worse childhood behavior problems. Lastly, we hypothesized that parenting would have 

robust effects on child internalizing and externalizing irrespective of parent and family 

environment characteristics, given its utility as an intervention target. To further test this last 

hypothesis, we evaluated a model in which parent characteristics and the broader family 
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environment moderated the influence of parenting behaviors on child/adolescent 

internalizing/externalizing. 

Method 

Sample 

Hypotheses were tested using data from the Adolescent Brain Cognitive Development 

(ABCD) Study (https://abcdstudy.org). The ABCD study is the largest longitudinal study of brain 

development and child health in the United States. The study consists of 21 research sites across 

the U.S. and comprises 11,880 children aged 9-10 at baseline. Data from the 5.1 release (5-year 

follow-up) was used in the current study. Analyses focused on a subset of ABCD participants that 

participated in the social development (ABCD-SD) sub-study. ABCD-SD was created to expand 

our knowledge of the relationships between adolescent risk characteristics, substance use, 

delinquency and victimization, and brain development (Hoffman et al., 2019). Participation in 

ABCD-SD was offered to families who had completed either a 1-year or 2-year ABCD follow-up 

assessment at the following participating ABCD Study sites: the University of Pittsburgh, 

University of Michigan, Yale University, University of Florida, and University of Maryland-

Baltimore (Hoffman et al., 2019; Social Development Substudy, 2025). ABCD-SD measures 

were collected at the 1-year, 2-year, and 3-year follow-ups (waves 1, 2, and 3, respectively).  

Aged 9-12 at baseline, wave 1 had 2,251 participants, wave 2 had 1,876 participants, and 

wave 3 had 1,273 participants. Participant demographics are described in table 1. Across waves, 

children ranged in age from 9 years to 14 years old, with an average age of 10.87 (SD = 0.65) in 

wave 1, 11.94 (SD = 0.66) in wave 2, and 12.82 (SD = 0.65) in wave 3. The majority of the 

sample was White (n = 1114, 49.49%) followed by Black (n = 609, 27.05%), Other Race (n = 

255, 11.33%), Latinx (n = 239, 10.62%), and Asian (n = 34, 1.51%). About half of the children 

https://abcdstudy.org/
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were reported as being Male (n = 1174, 52.15%) and half were reported as being female (n = 

1077, 47.85%). We used a generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) to examine whether 

participation in the substudy was associated with differences in childhood 

externalizing/internalizing. We found no evidence of selection bias in internalizing or 

externalizing T-scores between ABCD-SD participants and non-ABCD-SD participants. 

Assessments 

 All measures used in the ABCD study were selected for their validity and reliability 

(Barch et al., 2017; Gonzalez et al., 2021; Hoffman et al., 2019). The following assessments 

were used for the current study:  

Demographic Characteristics  

We examined child age, child race, child sex, household size, and household income. A 5-

level race/ethnicity variable was constructed using parent report of the youth’s race and ethnicity 

during the baseline visit. The categories are: White (if White is the only race selected and 

Hispanic/ Latino/ Latina is not selected), Black (if Black is the only race selected and Hispanic/ 

Latino/ Latina is not selected), Asian (if Asian is the only race selected and Hispanic/ Latino/ 

Latina is not selected), Hispanic (if Hispanic/ Latino/ Latina is selected), and Other (if Other race 

is selected and Hispanic/ Latino/ Latina is not selected OR if more than one race is selected and 

Hispanic/ Latino/ Latina is not selected). We dummy-coded the race to represent contrasts 

between the White race category and all other race categories for analyses. Child sex was 

reported based on the following options: male, female, intersex-male, and intersex-female. All 

participants in the current study’s sample were either male or female.  

 Household size was reported as the total number of individuals living in the home with 

the child full-time. Household income was reported as the total combined household income. For 
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parents or caregivers that only reported one income, their individual income was used as their 

household income. Household income was operationalized as 10 ordered categories (<$5,000; 

$5,000-$11,999; $12,000-$15,999; $16,000-$24,999; $25,000-$34,999; $35,000-$49,999; 

$50,000-$74,999; $75,000-$99,999; $100,000-$199,999; and >$200,000).  

Parent Characteristics 

Parents or caregivers reported on family history of psychopathology for immediate and 

extended family (i.e., parents, siblings, aunts, uncles, and grandparents). Reports of Parent 

Alcohol Problems and Parent Drug Problems were used in the current study. Specifically, 

caregivers reported whether the child’s mother and/or father (and other family members, 

including all grandparents, aunt, uncles, and siblings) have ever experienced the following: 

marital separation or divorce; laid off or fired from work; arrests or DUIs; alcohol/ drugs harmed 

their health; alcohol/ drug treatment program; suspended or expelled from school 2+ times; 

isolated self from family, caused arguments, or were drunk/ high a lot. Presence of familial 

alcohol- or drug-related problems was operationalized as 0 = no, 1 = yes.  

Internalizing and externalizing syndrome scores were assessed using the Adult Self-

Report (ASR) (Achenbach, 2009) to capture parent self-reported psychopathological syndromes. 

The Internalizing scale comprised scores from the Anxious/Depressed, Withdrawn/ Depressed, 

and Somatic Complaints syndrome scales. The Externalizing scale comprised scores from the 

Aggressive Behavior, Rule-Breaking Behavior, and Intrusive Behavior syndrome scales. Raw 

Internalizing and Externalizing scores were converted into T-scores for analysis. T-scores range 

from 0-100 and have a mean of 50 with a standard deviation of 10. Higher T-scores indicate 

more severe internalizing/externalizing. Analyses focus on externalizing/internalizing T-scores 

from the baseline and 2-year follow up assessments. For waves which the ASR was not assessed, 
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scores from the previous year were used: for the 1-year follow-up (Wave 1), baseline ASR data 

were used, and for the 3-year follow-up (Wave 3), wave 2 ASR data were used.  

Parent Behaviors  

 Parenting behaviors were assessed using the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (APQ; 

Shelton et al., 1996). The APQ is a parent self-report survey that measures parenting strategies 

based on 5 constructs: positive involvement, supervision and monitoring, use of positive 

discipline techniques, consistency in the use of such discipline, and use of corporal punishment 

(Elgar et al., 2007). The APQ was measured at all three waves of data used in the present study. 

 Analyses focused on six parenting subscales. The Involvement subscale comprised 10 

items that measure the level of parental involvement. Higher scores indicate more parental 

involvement with a maximum subscale score of 40. The Positive Parenting subscale used six 

items to measure parental behaviors that indicate warmth, support, and praise. Higher scores 

indicate more positive parenting with a maximum subscale score of 24. The Inconsistent 

Discipline subscale comprised six items that assess the consistency in the use of discipline 

practices. Higher scores indicate less consistency in the use discipline techniques with a 

maximum score of 24. The Poor Monitoring and Supervision subscale measures the extent to 

which a parent has knowledge of their child’s whereabouts and activities using 10 items. Higher 

scores indicate worse parental supervision and monitoring with a maximum subscale score of 40. 

The Corporal Punishment subscale used three items to measure the extent to which parents 

practice corporal punishment with their children. Higher scores indicate higher use of corporal 

punishment with a maximum subscale score of 12. Lastly, we employed an Other Punishment 

subscale to capture the frequency/variety of parents’ use of positive discipline techniques using 
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seven items. Higher scores indicate more use of positive discipline techniques with a maximum 

score of 28. 

Family Environment  

 Various aspects of the family environment were assessed using the Phenx Family 

Environment Scale (FES) (Moos & Moos, 1976; Sanford et al., 1999). The FES is a 90-item 

true-false measure that is comprised of 10 subscales. The current study focused on the Conflict, 

Cohesion, and Organization subscales. The Conflict subscale measures the amount of openly 

expressed anger and conflict among family members. The Cohesion subscale measures the extent 

to which family members are encourages to express their feelings. The Organization subscale 

measures the extent to which family behavior is planned and organized (Moos & Moos, 1976) 

All subscales are comprised of nine items and have a maximum score of nine. Data on Conflict 

was available at all three waves of data collection. Cohesion and Organization were only 

measured at waves 2 and 3.  

Child/Adolescent Behaviors  

 The Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) (Achenbach, 2009) was used to obtain parent-

reports of each youth’s dimensional psychopathological syndromes and adaptive functioning. 

Child/adolescent internalizing was based on the internalizing scale that comprised of scores from 

the Anxious/Depressed, Withdrawn/ Depressed, and Somatic Complaints syndrome scales. 

Child/Adolescent externalizing was based on the externalizing scale that comprised scores from 

the Aggressive Behavior and Rule-Breaking Behavior syndrome scales. Raw Internalizing and 

Externalizing scores were converted into T-scores, which range from 0-100 and have a mean of 

50 with a standard deviation of 10. Higher T-scores indicate more severe internalizing or 

externalizing. 
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Data analysis 

Given the sampling structure of ABCD, all study hypotheses were examined while 

accounting for the ABCD sampling/propensity weights. When applicable, child age (in years), 

child race, and child sex (0 = male, 1 = female) were included in models as additional covariates. 

Analyses controlled the presence of siblings using the ABCD Family IDs and the sandwich 

estimator implemented in MPlus Version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2007). Data cleaning was 

performed using R programming software (R Core Team, 2024), and models were fitted in 

Mplus. Figures were created using R Programming Software (R Core Team, 2024). Statistical 

significance was determined using the conventional threshold of p-value less than 0.05. 

Hypotheses were tested within each wave of assessment. 

Analytical Plan Overview 

We first identified parenting profiles using latent profile analysis (LPA). Latent profile 

analyses (LPAs) testing the presence of 2-, 3-, 4-, and 5-profiles were executed using the entire 

sample in preliminary analyses (see Supplementary Table 1). We identified the best-fitting model 

using the sample size adjusted Bayes information criterion (SSA-BIC), model entropy, and by 

ensuring that the prevalence of the smallest profile afforded ≥0.80 power to detect a small-

medium effect (Cohen’s D of 0.30-0.50) (Sullivan & Feinn, 2012). After identifying a 3-profile 

solution as the best fit, 3-group LPAs were executed in randomly selected halves of the sample 

within each wave. Our models allowed for the exploratory and validation LPAs to result in 

different profile membership across waves. The final LPAs used in subsequent analyses were 

derived from the entire sample within each wave.  

Next, we conducted a series of multinomial logistic regressions predicting parenting 

profile membership using child- parent-, and family-level factors. We also conducted a multiple 
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linear regression predicting variation in child internalizing and externalizing using parenting 

profile membership while controlling for child- parent-, and family-level factors. Lastly, we 

conducted post-hoc analyses to explore how parenting profile effects on childhood internalizing 

and externalizing are impacted by parent and family characteristics. All post-hoc models 

controlled for child age, sex, and race. First, we fitted main effects models using each parent or 

family environment variable, followed by a moderation model that included interaction terms. 

All post-hoc models operationalized parenting profile using a pair of dummy codes that set 

profile 3 (Green) as the reference group.   

 Results 

Descriptive Results 

 Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for all study variables separately for each wave. 

Generally, participants reported having high levels of Involvement (> 25) and Positive Parenting 

(> 15), and low levels of Inconsistent Discipline (<10), Poor Monitoring and Supervision (< 5), 

and Corporal Punishment (< 1). Parents a reported a moderate amount of Other Punishment (≈ 

10). Scores for Involvement, Positive Parenting, Inconsistent Discipline, and Other Punishment 

had moderate variability, and scores for Corporal Punishment had little variability. T-scores for 

Internalizing and Externalizing were average with considerable variability for the children in the 

sample. Participants had an average household size of around 5 individuals, but with substantial 

variability. Most participants reported a household income of $100,000-$199,999. The majority 

of participants (>85%) did not have a parent with alcohol- or drug- related problems. T-scores for 

Internalizing and Externalizing were average with considerable variability for the parents in the 

sample. Concerning the family environment, parents reported relatively low (< 3) levels of 
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Conflict, and relatively high levels of Cohesion (> 7) and Organization (> 6) on average. Scores 

for Conflict, Cohesion, and Organization had moderate variability.  

Parenting Profiles 

 Table 2 presents the fit statistics of the LPA models for the two halves of the sample. 

Figure 1A-I illustrates the patterns of each parenting profile. In total, we fitted nine LPA models, 

three for each wave. Within waves, LPAs conducted in the exploratory (Fig. 1A-3C) and 

validation groups (Fig 1D-3F) of the sample suggested similar profile configurations. Based on 

our observations, we fitted 3-group LPA models using the full sample within each wave (Figure 

3G-3I). Details on the observed profiles are provided from the full-sample results. 

 At wave 1, 196 participants (8.7%) were categorized into Profile 1, 447 (19.9%) into 

Profile 2, and 1609 (71.4%) into Profile 3. Compared to the other two profiles, Profile 1 had the 

lowest levels of Involvement (M = 28.11, SE = 0.54) and Positive Parenting (M = 19.16, SE 

=034), and the highest relative levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M = 8.11, SE = 0.37), Poor 

Monitoring and Supervision (M = 6.71, SE = 0.57), Corporal Punishment (M = 4.56, SE = 0.09), 

and Other Punishment (M = 13.26, SE = 0.31). Profile 3 had the highest relative levels of 

Involvement (M = 30.31, SE = 0.16), and the lowest relative levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M 

= 6.24, SE = 0.11), Poor Monitoring and Supervision (M = 4.04, SE = 0.11), Corporal 

Punishment (M = 0.22, SE = 0.01), and Other Punishment (M = 10.98, SE = 0.11). Profile 2 fell 

in between profiles 1 and 3, with comparatively moderate levels of Involvement (M = 29.01, SE 

= 0.38 ), Inconsistent Discipline (M = 6.64, SE = 0.24), Poor Monitoring and Supervision (M = 
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4.53, SE = 0.22), and Corporal Punishment (M = 2.25, SE = 0.04), but had the highest levels of 

Positive Parenting (M = 19.79, SE = 0.21). 

 At wave 2, 34 participants (1.8%) were categorized into Profile 1, 312 (16.7%) into 

Profile 2, and 1529 (81.5%) into Profile 3. Compared to the other two profiles, Profile 1 had the 

lowest levels of Involvement (M = 25.47, SE = 1.31) and Positive Parenting (M = 18.03, SE = 

0.79), and the highest relative levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M = 11.28, SE = 1.57), Poor 

Monitoring and Supervision (M = 13.83, SE = 3.43), Corporal Punishment (M = 6.72, SE = 

0.93), and Other Punishment (M = 14.45, SE = 1.02). Profile 3 had the highest relative levels of 

Involvement (M = 29.32, SE = 0.19) and Positive Parenting (M = 19.17, SD = 0.12), and the 

lowest relative levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M = 6.18, SE = 0.11), Poor Monitoring and 

Supervision (M = 4.26, SE = 0.11), Corporal Punishment (M = 0.15, SE = 0.02), and Other 

Punishment (M = 10.43, SE = 0.11). Profile 2 fell in between profiles 1 and 3, with relatively 

moderate levels of Involvement (M = 27.94, SE = 0.40 ), Positive Parenting (M = 19.09, SE = 

0.26), Inconsistent Discipline (M = 7.81, SE = 0.28), Poor Monitoring and Supervision (M = 

4.81, SE = 0.33), and Corporal Punishment (M = 2.75, SE = 0.13), and Other Punishment (M = 

12.78, SE = 0.22). 

 At wave 3, 60 participants (4.7%) were categorized into Profile 1, 130 (10.2%) into 

Profile 2, and 1082 (85%) into Profile 3. Compared to the other two profiles, Profile 1 had the 

lowest levels of Involvement (M = 26.49, SE = 0.60) and Positive Parenting (M = 17.99, SE = 

0.50), the highest levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M = 7.65, SE = 0.57), Poor Monitoring and 

Supervision (M = 7.02, SE =0.83 ), Corporal Punishment (M = 4.76, SE = 0.12), and high, but 

not the highest, levels of Other Punishment (M = 12.26, SE =0.38 ). Profile 3 had the highest 

relative levels of Involvement (M = 28.83, SE = 0.21) and Positive Parenting (M = 18.87, SD = 
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0.13), and the lowest relative levels of Inconsistent Discipline (M = 5.89, SE = 0.14), Poor 

Monitoring and Supervision (M = 4.70, SE =0.15 ), Corporal Punishment (M = 0.10, SE = 0.01), 

and Other Punishment (M = 9.87, SE = 0.15). Profile 2 had relatively moderate levels of 

Involvement (M = 28.14, SE = 0.59), Positive Parenting (M = 18.75, SE = 0.38), Inconsistent 

Discipline (M = 7.00, SE =0.39 ), Poor Monitoring and Supervision (M = 5.40, SE = 0.40), and 

Corporal Punishment (M = 2.20, SE = 0.05), but the highest levels of Other Punishment (M = 

12.48, SE = 0.36).  

Based on the patterns of parenting profiles found in our analyses, Profile 1 is henceforth 

referred to as the Red Profile, Profile 2 as the Orange Profile, and Profile 3 as the Green Profile. 

Parenting Profile Correlates 

Multinomial logistic regression models predicting parenting profile membership (i.e., 

using Green Profile as the reference) were conducted separately for each child-, parent-, and 

family-level variable at each wave. Odds ratios (ORs) and 95% confidence intervals (95% CIs) 

are reported for each predictor of membership in the Red vs Green profiles (P1v3) and the 

Orange vs Green (P2v3) profiles (Table 3). Observed trends were not always apparent across 

childhood and adolescence; several replicated observations are noted below: 

Several child characteristics were associated with certain combinations of parenting 

behaviors (aka profiles). On average, females were more likely to have parents who fell into the 

Green profile as opposed to Red. That said, there were several characteristics that were 

associated with greater odds of being in the Red (i.e., being Black/Latinx/Asian), and Orange 

(i.e., being Black/ “Other Race”) profiles. Parent characteristics were also associated with 

practicing a particular set of parenting behaviors. Higher scores on parent internalizing, 

externalizing, and lifetime history of drug-related problems were associated with higher odds of 
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being in the Orange Profile. Notably, higher externalizing scores among parents was associated 

with greater odds of being in either the Red or Orange Profiles.  

Lastly, several family environment characteristics were associated with certain 

combinations of parenting behaviors. Larger household size predicted greater odds of being in 

the Orange Profile. Similarly, families with higher levels of Conflict had greater odds of 

membership in either the Red or Orange profiles. Families with a lower household income were 

at greater odds of being in the Green compared to both the Red and Orange profiles. As 

expected, higher levels of Family Cohesion were associated with greater odds of being in the 

Green Profile compared to the Red Profile.  

Parenting, Parent-, and Family Indictors of Childhood/Adolescent Internalizing and 

Externalizing 

We predicted individual differences in child internalizing and child externalizing using 

the best-predicted parenting profile membership with a set of dummy codes that reflected 

membership in the Red Profile compared to the Green Profile (P1v3) and membership in the 

Orange Profile compared to the Green Profile (P2v3) while controlling for all child, parent, and 

family characteristics used in the previous analyses. Multiple linear regression models conducted 

for Child Internalizing (Table 4) and Child Externalizing (Table 5) are presented for each wave. 

Means and standard errors for Child Internalizing and Externalizing T-scores for each parenting 

profile are reported in Supplementary Table 2.   

With the exception of wave 1, we saw limited evidence for a robust effect of parenting 

profile on child internalizing or externalizing. At wave 1, children who had a parent(s) who fell 

into the Red Profile had higher levels of externalizing compared to children who were parented 

under the Green Profile.  The most robust indicators of increased externalizing behaviors across 
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waves were positive history of parent drug problems, higher scores on parent internalizing or 

externalizing, greater family conflict, and lower family cohesion. Similarly, evidence of parent 

alcohol or drug problems, higher levels of parent internalizing, and greater family conflict were 

associated with greater internalizing problems in children/adolescents.  

Post-hoc analyses (see Tables 6 and 7) confirmed most of the main effects from the 

comprehensive model. Notably, there was evidence to suggest that parenting profile effects were 

confounded with several of the parent and family environmental characteristics. As shown in 

Table 6, in every model, at every wave, we observed higher levels of externalizing, with parent 

drug and alcohol problems having the most consistent effect across waves of assessment. 

Evidence of interaction effects were few and inconsistent across waves of assessment. Regarding 

internalizing, post-hoc models (see Table 7) showed limited evidence of confounding, as the 

main effects of profile membership were similar to the larger main effects model. Evidence of 

interaction effects between parenting and the parental or family environmental characteristics 

were also few and inconsistent. See supplemental Figure 1A-H for visualizations of significant 

interactions predicting child externalizing and supplemental Figure 2A-E for visualizations of 

significant interactions predicting child internalizing.  

Discussion 

The findings of current study provide novel insight into a broader profile of patterns of 

parenting and their relation to child, parent, and family characteristics. Moreover, the current 

findings add to our understanding of how parenting and child, parent, and family characteristics 

jointly impact child/adolescent behavior problems.  

We found broad support for parenting patterns indicated by six parenting behaviors that 

differ in relative intensity of specific behaviors: parental involvement, positive parenting 
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practices, inconsistent use of discipline, poor monitoring practices, the use of corporal 

punishment, and the use of other punishment practices. We found consistent evidence for the 

presence of three parenting profiles. We labeled these as Red, Orange, and Green profiles to 

reflect a progression from patterns dominated by parenting practices that generally lead to poorer 

outcomes in children to those dominated by practices leading to better outcomes in children. 

Generally, the three parenting profiles follow a similar pattern, with higher levels Involvement 

and Positive Parenting and lower levels of Inconsistent Discipline, Poor Monitoring and 

Supervision, Corporal Punishment, and Other Punishment.  

Profiles differed in the relative levels of each of these parenting behaviors. Parents in the 

Red Profile tend to be the least involved with their children and use the lowest relative amount of 

positive parenting practices that foster feelings of warmth and support in the child. Parents in the 

Red Profile also tend to be the most inconsistent in their discipline practices, monitor their 

children the least, and use the most corporal and other punishment practices. Parents in the Green 

Profile are the most involved with their children and use the highest amounts of positive 

parenting practices. They also are the most consistent in their discipline, monitor their children 

the most, very rarely use corporal punishment, and use other discipline practices the least. 

Parents in the Orange Profile fall in between the other two parenting profiles for all parenting 

behaviors, with moderate child involvement, use of positive parenting techniques, inconsistency 

in discipline practices, child monitoring levels, and use of corporal punishment. However, 

parents in the Orange Profile are more similar to parents in the Red Profile in their relatively 

high use of other punishment practices.  

 Notably, we did not find evidence supporting either Baumrind's (1968) or Maccoby & 

Martin's (1983) parenting styles. All three parenting profiles seem to follow the pattern of 
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authoritative parenting described by both Baumrind (1968) and Maccoby & Martin (1983), 

which tends to be higher in warmth and affect and lower in control and demandingness. The high 

levels of involvement found in the current study could be a result of the sample itself – parents 

who are willing to enroll their children in an intensive, longitudinal study could be more highly 

involved with their children than typical. However, other studies that have investigated patterns 

of parenting similarly find that most parents tend to have high levels of involvement or warmth 

(e.g., Qiu et al., 2022; Vasiou et al., 2023). 

 Studies that have examined two or three parenting dimensions have consistently found 

evidence for three parenting patterns which resemble Baumrind's (1968) authoritative, 

authoritarian, and permissive or “good enough” parenting styles (Brenner & Fox, 1999; Lee et 

al., 2006; McNamara et al., 2010). These findings contradict the current results in that they found 

evidence for three parenting clusters that do not all follow the same general pattern. Two other 

studies have used LPA to explore patterns of parenting and have resulted in conflicting findings, 

with one finding evidence supporting Maccoby & Martin's (1983) four parenting styles (Borden 

et al., 2014), and the other closely resembling the current findings (Qiu et al., 2022). Importantly, 

studies that have found support for Baumrind's (1968) or Maccoby & Martin's (1983) parenting 

styles using cluster analyses or LPA tend to only include 2 or 3 parenting dimensions as 

indicators in their analyses, most often a measure of parental control and a measure of parental 

warmth/ responsiveness (e.g., Brenner & Fox, 1999; Lee et al., 2006; McNamara et al., 2010). 

However, Qiu et al. (2022) – who found evidence for positive, moderate, and negative parenting 

profiles that mirror our Green, Orange, and Red parenting profiles – used 5 parenting behavior 

indicators in their analyses. Thus, the divergence from traditional parenting styles found in the 

current study could be due to the inclusion of more parenting behavior indicators in our analyses: 
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the more parenting behaviors that are considered, the more similar parenting patterns seem to 

appear.  

 The observed profiles differed in more than just their relative aspects of parenting. 

Notably, they also differed based on child, parent, and family environment characteristics. 

Compared to parents in the Green Profile, parents in the Red Profile tended to display higher 

levels of externalizing behaviors, have a higher household income, and their families tend to be 

higher in conflict and lower in cohesion across late childhood and into early adolescence. Parents 

in the Orange Profile tend to display higher internalizing and externalizing behaviors, have a 

higher household income, and their families have more conflict compared to parents in the Green 

Profile across late childhood and into early adolescence. These results align with previous 

findings that parental depression, antisocial behavior, and substance use tend to predict engaging 

in worse parenting behaviors (e.g., Becoña et al., 2012; Ehrensaft et al., 2003; Hughes & 

Gullone, 2008). Our findings also highlight that these individuals also engage in other prosocial 

aspects of parenting, but at lower levels compared to other parents.  

Interestingly, we found that parents with a lower household income are more likely to be in 

the Green Profile compared to the Red and Orange Profiles. This contradicts previous work 

suggesting that low-income mothers tend to use fewer positive and more negative parenting 

tactics (Berger et al., 2009; Bradley et al., 2001). However, this finding could be a product of the 

sample itself. The majority of the ABCD sample reported a relatively high household income (> 

$100,000), with only a small portion reporting an annual household income below $25,000. 

Importantly, the data used in the current study was collected between 2019 and 2021, at which 

time the federal poverty line in the United States for a family of 3 individuals was approximately 

$21,500 (2019 Poverty Guidelines, n.d.; 2020 Poverty Guidelines, n.d.; 2021 Poverty Guidelines, 
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n.d.). Thus, the low rate of lower income households within our sample could have contributed 

to this finding.  

We also noted that race and ethnic differences emerged between the parenting profiles, 

suggesting that cultural factors may play a role in parenting practices in the ABCD sample. 

Specifically, Black parents were more likely to be categorized into the Red or Orange Profiles 

than White parents. Asian parents were also more likely to be categorized into the Red Profile 

than White parents. Research investigating parenting practices among racial and ethnic groups 

suggests that Black and Asian mothers tend to be less involved than White mothers (Baumrind, 

1972; Mowen & Schroeder, 2018). Specifically, Black parents tend to use parenting tactics 

characterized by high levels of control and supervision to control externalizing behavior. On the 

other hand, White parents tend to use tactics characterized by caring and trust to address these 

behaviors (Cernikovich & Giodano, n.d.; Clark et al., 2002; Paschall et al., 2003). Similarly, 

Asian parents tend to use authoritarian parenting tactics, which are characterized by high levels 

of control/ supervision and low levels of warmth/ responsiveness (Leung et al., 1998). Therefore, 

our results support previous findings that Black and Asian parents tend to use high levels of 

control and discipline and low levels of involvement and warmth when parenting their children.  

We found limited support for our hypothesized relationships between parenting profiles and 

childhood/adolescent externalizing/ internalizing. This is possibly attributable to a lack of power 

to resolve differences between profiles, given the importance of both parent and family 

characteristics in child psychopathology. More specifically, parenting did not predict child 

internalizing or externalizing consistently when assuming all children have similar parent 

characteristics and family environments. This contradicts previous findings which suggest that 

family-level problems, but not parent-level problems, predict children’s internalizing and 
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externalizing symptoms (Stanger et al., 2004). This could be at least partially explained by the 

fact that, when both positive and negative parenting behaviors are included as predictors for 

child internalizing and externalizing outcomes, negative parenting seems to have a stronger 

impact than positive parenting (Stanger et al., 2004). The inclusion of both positive and negative 

parenting behaviors in our parenting profiles could have masked the overall effects of parenting 

in our models.  

As such, the ABCD Study provided a unique opportunity to examine the robustness of 

parenting effects in light of a multitude of parent and family contexts. This was most apparent in 

our post-hoc analyses that evidenced significant main effects of parenting on externalizing when 

only singular parent and family characteristics were modeled. Children in our sample had more 

extreme externalizing behavior problems when their parents’ parenting was characterized by 

decreased involvement and warmth and by increased physical punishment and inconsistent 

parenting. The same could not be said for internalizing outcomes. This contradicts literature 

suggesting that parenting behaviors such as low warmth, inconsistent discipline, and poor 

monitoring predict increased internalizing outcomes (Scaini et al., 2018; Yap & Jorm, 2015). 

However, our results do support previous findings that children with externalizing diagnoses tend 

to experience less family cohesion, more inconsistent parenting, less parental warmth and 

responsiveness, and more parental physical punishment (Lindahl, 1998; Morrell & Murray, 2003; 

Stormshak et al., 2000).  

Most importantly, parent and family characteristics reliably explained variation in both child 

internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Moreover, parent characteristics and family 

environments had similar impacts on child internalizing and externalizing. Being in a family 

where either parent has had alcohol or drug problems, parent(s) have increased internalizing or 
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externalizing problems, family conflict is high, family cohesion is low, and family organization 

is low predicted increased child externalizing across waves. Similarly, being in a family where 

either parent has had alcohol or drug problems, parent(s) have increased internalizing or 

externalizing problems, household size is smaller, family conflict is high, family cohesion is low, 

and family organization is low predicted increased child internalizing across waves. 

 Previous research investigating the impact of parental and family characteristics on child 

internalizing and externalizing problems support the findings of the current study (e.g., 

Bountress & Chassin, 2015; Coley et al., 2011; Ehrensaft et al., 2003; Hughes & Gullone, 2008; 

Schleider & Weisz, 2017). It is possible that family environments have such a strong impact on 

child behavior due to their influence on emotion regulation. Lucia & Breslau (2006) suggested 

that healthier family environments, particularly those with higher cohesion, could have a 

beneficial impact on youth internalizing and externalizing because these environments encourage 

children to express their feelings directly. The researchers suggest that this allows children to 

develop skills to effectively manage their emotions while they are growing up (Lucia & Breslau, 

2006).  

 While exploratory, results from the interaction models suggest that certain contexts can 

cause parenting to have differential impacts on child outcomes. Generally, children tended to 

exhibit worse internalizing and externalizing behavior problems when their parents demonstrated 

internalizing or externalizing psychopathology or substance use problems. Furthermore, when 

parents with internalizing or externalizing psychopathology/ substance use problems were 

accompanied by worse parenting tactics (i.e., from the Red or Orange Profiles), this exacerbated 

behavior problems in their children. Previous studies investigating the impact of interactions 

between parenting and other parent or family characteristics on youth internalizing/ externalizing 
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problems support these findings. For example, parental internalizing problems have been shown 

to predict increased adolescent externalizing problems through decreased parenting quality 

(Gruhn et al., 2016), and poor family functioning and parental substance use problems have been 

found to interact in predicting children’s internalizing and externalizing symptoms (Stanger et 

al., 2002). These findings highlight the fact that, in the face of parental psychopathology or 

substance use problems, the parenting behaviors utilized by parents have the potential to 

exacerbate their children’s internalizing/ externalizing problems. Relatedly, these findings also 

suggest that attenuating the effect of parental psychopathology on child internalizing and 

externalizing behavior is the mechanism by which parenting interventions are effective.  

 There were other notable trends that may be clinically relevant. Specifically, increased 

parent internalizing predicted increased child externalizing problems, and increased family 

organization and higher household income predicted decreased child externalizing problems for 

children whose parents fell in the Green Profile, but these effects were not seen for children 

whose parents fell in the Red Profile. In fact, children whose parents fell in the Red Profile 

showed similar levels of externalizing across all levels of parent internalizing, family 

organization, and household income, though these children had higher baseline levels of 

externalizing than children whose parents fell in the Green Profile. These results indicate that, 

compared to the Green Profile, children whose parents fall in the Red Profile have more baseline 

externalizing problems and that these problems are not affected by parent or family 

characteristics. Importantly, this suggests that, for children who have higher baseline levels of 

externalizing problems, interventions that target parent characteristics or family environments 

themselves may not be helpful in reducing these problems. Instead, addressing the parenting 

patterns used could be an effective way to address child externalizing problems.  



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

27 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 The current findings should be interpreted in light of several limitations. First, as 

mentioned previously, the parenting patterns found in this study could be specific to the ABCD 

sample. Parents who are willing to enroll their children in a cognitively demanding and time-

consuming longitudinal study could be more highly involved in their children’s lives than other 

parents. This could mean that the parents in the ABCD sample use more positive parenting 

practices and fewer negative parenting practices than other parents. Similarly, parenting 

behaviors were assessed via self-report in our sample, which could leave room for social 

desirability bias or a lack of self-awareness in reporting parenting. However, there is evidence to 

support moderate to high convergent validity between parenting self-report measures and other 

methods of measurement, such as parental observations (Morsbach & Prinz, 2006). Taken 

together with the high internal consistency (Shelton et al., 1996) and construct validity of the 

APQ (Elgar et al., 2007; Essau et al., 2006), this suggests that self-report methods are acceptable 

for measuring parenting behaviors. Additionally, the parenting measures we used were relatively 

skewed in our sample. Scales measuring more positive parenting behaviors (Involvement and 

Positive Parenting) tended to be negatively skewed, while scales measuring more negative 

parenting behaviors (Inconsistent Discipline, Poor Monitoring and Supervision, and Corporal 

Punishment) tended to be positively skewed.  

 Finally, the number of individuals categorized into the Red Parenting Profile was 

consistently quite small, with 196 individuals in wave 1, 34 in wave 2, and 60 in wave 3. While 

we tried to limit this issue by imposing a size threshold to maintain power in our descriptive 

analyses, the small size of the Red Profile could have resulted in insufficient power to detect 

smaller effect size differences between profiles. Future studies should leverage larger sample 
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sizes to create adequate power to detect potentially small but meaningful effects of parenting on 

child outcomes.  

Summary 

 The current study provides four key findings that adds to our understanding of the role of 

parenting behaviors in child psychopathology. First, three parenting profiles reliably exist with 

ABCD, and these patterns do not mirror the parenting styles proposed by Baumrind (1968) or 

Maccoby & Martin (1983). While all three parenting profiles follow the same general pattern of 

higher levels of positive parenting behaviors and lower levels of negative parenting behaviors, 

the parenting profiles differ in the relative amounts of each parenting behavior used, namely the 

negative parenting behaviors. Second, parenting profiles can be further distinguished by certain 

parent- and family-level factors, particularly race/ethnicity, parental internalizing, parental 

externalizing, family conflict, family cohesion, and household income. Third, parenting profiles 

may act as a proxy for differences in parent and family characteristics that are robust indicators 

child internalizing and externalizing. Fourth, parenting practices in combination with certain 

parent and family environment characteristics can worsen or improve child internalizing and 

externalizing outcomes. Overall, this study has further refined our conceptual understanding of 

how parenting, parent characteristics, and family environment characteristics interrelate to affect 

child internalizing and externalizing behaviors. Additionally, the current findings indicate that 

more tailored parent training interventions can be created to address these child outcomes: in 

certain parental or family contexts, interventions targeting parenting have the potential to reduce 

child and adolescent internalizing and externalizing problems. However, future studies are 

needed to determine whether these interventions are effective in these contexts.  

 

  



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

29 

References 

2019 Poverty Guidelines. (n.d.). ASPE. Retrieved March 25, 2025, from 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/topics/poverty-economic-mobility/poverty-guidelines/prior-hhs-

poverty-guidelines-federal-register-references/2019-poverty-guidelines 

2020 Poverty Guidelines. (n.d.). ASPE. Retrieved March 25, 2025, from 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/topics/poverty-economic-mobility/poverty-guidelines/prior-hhs-

poverty-guidelines-federal-register-references/2020-poverty-guidelines 

2021 Poverty Guidelines. (n.d.). ASPE. Retrieved March 25, 2025, from 

http://aspe.hhs.gov/2021-poverty-guidelines 

Arria, A. M., Mericle, A. A., Meyers, K., & Winters, K. C. (2012). Parental substance use 

impairment, parenting and substance use disorder risk. Journal of Substance Abuse 

Treatment, 43(1), 114–122. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsat.2011.10.001 

Barch, D. M., Albaugh, M. D., Avenevoli, S., Chang, L., Clark, D. B., Glantz, M. D., Hudziak, J. 

J., Jernigan, T. L., Tapert, S. F., Yurgelun-Todd, D., Alia-Klein, N., Potter, A. S., Paulus, 

M. P., Prouty, D., Zucker, R. A., & Sher, K. J. (2017). Demographic, physical and mental 

health assessments in the adolescent brain and cognitive development study: Rationale 

and description. Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience, 32, 55–66. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2017.10.010 

Barnes, G. M., & Farrell, M. P. (1992). Parental Support and Control as Predictors of Adolescent 

Drinking, Delinquency, and Related Problem Behaviors. Journal of Marriage and 

Family, 54(4), 763–776. https://doi.org/10.2307/353159 

Baumrind, D. (1968). Authoritarian vs. Authoritative Parental Control—ProQuest. Adolescence, 

3(11), 255–272. 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

30 

Baumrind, D. (1972). An Exploratory Study of Socialization Effects on Black Children: Some 

Black-White Comparisons. Child Development, 43(1), 261–267. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1127891 

Baumrind, D., Larzelere, R. E., & Owens, E. B. (2010). Effects of Preschool Parents’ Power 

Assertive Patterns and Practices on Adolescent Development. Parenting, 10(3), 157–201. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290790 

Becoña, E., Martínez, Ú., Calafat, A., Juan, M., Fernández-Hermida, J. R., & Secades-Villa, R. 

(2012). Parental styles and drug use: A review. Drugs: Education, Prevention and Policy, 

19(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.3109/09687637.2011.631060 

Berger, L. M., Paxson, C., & Waldfogel, J. (2009). Income and Child Development. Children and 

Youth Services Review, 31(9), 978–989. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2009.04.013 

Bernstein, G. A., Warren, S. L., Massie, E. D., & Thuras, P. D. (1999). Family Dimensions in 

Anxious–Depressed School Refusers. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 13(5), 513–528. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0887-6185(99)00021-3 

Betz, C. L. (1995). Childhood Violence: A Nursing Concern. Issues in Comprehensive Pediatric 

Nursing, 18(3), 149–161. https://doi.org/10.3109/01460869509087268 

Borden, L. A., Herman, K. C., Stormont, M., Goel, N., Darney, D., Reinke, W. M., & Webster-

Stratton, C. (2014). Latent Profile Analysis of Observed Parenting Behaviors in a Clinic 

Sample. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 42(5), 731–742. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-013-9815-z 

Bountress, K., & Chassin, L. (2015). Risk for behavior problems in children of parents with 

substance use disorders. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 85(3), 275–286. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/ort0000063 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

31 

Bradley, R. H., Corwyn, R. F., McAdoo, H. P., & García Coll, C. (2001). The Home 

Environments of Children in the United States Part I: Variations by Age, Ethnicity, and 

Poverty Status. Child Development, 72(6), 1844–1867. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-

8624.t01-1-00382 

Brenner, V., & Fox, R. A. (1999). An empirically derived classification of parenting practices. 

The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 160(3), 343–356. 

Buchanan-Pascall, S., Gray, K. M., Gordon, M., & Melvin, G. A. (2018). Systematic Review and 

Meta-analysis of Parent Group Interventions for Primary School Children Aged 4–12 

Years with Externalizing and/or Internalizing Problems. Child Psychiatry & Human 

Development, 49(2), 244–267. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-017-0745-9 

Burt, K. B., Van Dulmen, M. H. M., Carlivati, J., Egeland, B., Alan Sroufe, L., Forman, D. R., 

Appleyard, K., & Carlson, E. A. (2005). Mediating links between maternal depression 

and offspring psychopathology: The importance of independent data. Journal of Child 

Psychology and Psychiatry, 46(5), 490–499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-

7610.2004.00367.x 

Cernikovich, S. A., & Giodano, P. C. (n.d.). Family relationships and delinquency. Criminology, 

25(2), 295–319. 

Chorpita, B. F., Daleiden, E. L., Ebesutani, C., Young, J., Becker, K. D., Nakamura, B. J., 

Phillips, L., Ward, A., Lynch, R., Trent, L., Smith, R. L., Okamura, K., & Starace, N. 

(2011). Evidence‐based treatments for children and adolescents: An updated review of 

indicators of efficacy and effectiveness. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 

18(2), 154–172. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2850.2011.01247.x 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

32 

Clark, R., Novak, J. D., & Dupree, D. (2002). Relationship of perceived parenting practices to 

anger regulation and coping strategies in African-American adolescents. Journal of 

Adolescence, 25(4), 373–384. https://doi.org/10.1006/jado.2002.0482 

Coley, R. L., Carrano, J., & Lewin-Bizan, S. (2011). Unpacking Links between Fathers’ 

Antisocial Behaviors and Children’s Behavior Problems: Direct, Indirect, and Interactive 

Effects. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 39(6), 791–804. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-011-9496-4 

Conwell, Y., & Brent, D. (1995). Suicide and Aging I: Patterns of Psychiatric Diagnosis. 

International Psychogeriatrics, 7(2), 149–164. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610295001943 

Dogan, S. J., Conger, R. D., Kim, K. J., & Masyn, K. E. (2007). Cognitive and Parenting 

Pathways in the Transmission of Antisocial Behavior From Parents to Adolescents. Child 

Development, 78(1), 335–349. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01001.x 

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. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-843X.104.1.104 

Duncombe, M. E., Havighurst, S. S., Holland, K. A., & Frankling, E. J. (2012). The Contribution 

of Parenting Practices and Parent Emotion Factors in Children at Risk for Disruptive 

Behavior Disorders. Child Psychiatry & Human Development, 43(5), 715–733. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-012-0290-5 

Ehrensaft, M. K., Wasserman, G. A., Verdelli, L., Greenwald, S., Miller, L. S., & Davies, M. 

(2003). Maternal Antisocial Behavior, Parenting Practices, and Behavior Problems in 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

33 

Boys at Risk for Antisocial Behavior. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 12(1), 27–40. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021302024583 

Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Shepard, S. A., Reiser, M., Murphy, 

B. C., Losoya, S. H., & Guthrie, I. K. (2001). The Relations of Regulation and 

Emotionality to Children’s Externalizing and Internalizing Problem Behavior. Child 

Development, 72(4), 1112–1134. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00337 

Elgar, F. J., Waschbusch, D. A., Dadds, M. R., & Sigvaldason, N. (2007). Development and 

Validation of a Short Form of the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire. Journal of Child and 

Family Studies, 16(2), 243–259. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9082-5 

Essau, C. A., Sasagawa, S., & Frick, P. J. (2006). Psychometric Properties of the Alabama 

Parenting Questionnaire. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 15(5), 595–614. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9036-y 

Farrington, D. P. (1989). Early Predictors of Adolescent Aggression and Adult Violence. Violence 

and Victims, 4(2), 79–100. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.4.2.79 

Forehand, R., Lafko, N., Parent, J., & Burt, K. B. (2014). Is parenting the mediator of change in 

behavioral parent training for externalizing problems of youth? Clinical Psychology 

Review, 34(8), 608–619. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2014.10.001 

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. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445599231005 

Gonzalez, R., Thompson, E. L., Sanchez, M., Morris, A., Gonzalez, M. R., Feldstein Ewing, S. 

W., Mason, M. J., Arroyo, J., Howlett, K., Tapert, S. F., & Zucker, R. A. (2021). An 

update on the assessment of culture and environment in the ABCD Study®: Emerging 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

34 

literature and protocol updates over three measurement waves. Developmental Cognitive 

Neuroscience, 52, 101021. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2021.101021 

Goodman, S. H., & Gotlib, I. H. (1999). Risk for psychopathology in the children of depressed 

mothers: A developmental model for understanding mechanisms of transmission. 

Psychological Review, 106(3), 458–490. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.106.3.458 

Gruhn, M. A., Dunbar, J. P., Watson, K. H., Reising, M. M., McKee, L., Forehand, R., Cole, D. 

A., & Compas, B. E. (2016). Testing specificity among parents’ depressive symptoms, 

parenting, and child internalizing and externalizing symptoms. Journal of Family 

Psychology, 30(3), 309–319. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000183 

Harold, G. T., Elam, K. K., Lewis, G., Rice, F., & Thapar, A. (2012). Interparental conflict, 

parent psychopathology, hostile parenting, and child antisocial behavior: Examining the 

role of maternal versus paternal influences using a novel genetically sensitive research 

design. Development and Psychopathology, 24(4), 1283–1295. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579412000703 

Hoffman, E. A., Clark, D. B., Orendain, N., Hudziak, J., Squeglia, L. M., & Dowling, G. J. 

(2019). Stress exposures, neurodevelopment and health measures in the ABCD study. 

Neurobiology of Stress, 10, 100157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ynstr.2019.100157 

Hughes, E. K., & Gullone, E. (2008). Internalizing symptoms and disorders in families of 

adolescents: A review of family systems literature. Clinical Psychology Review, 28(1), 

92–117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2007.04.002 

Israel, A. C., & Roderick, H. A. (2001). A Measure of the Stability of Family Activities: AN 

Initial Examination. Assessment, 8(4), 417–424. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/107319110100800406 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

35 

Israel, A. C., Roderick, H. A., & Ivanova, M. Y. (2002). A Measure of the Stability of Activities 

in a Family Environment. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 24(2), 

85–95. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1015336707701 

Ivanova, M. Y., & Israel, A. C. (2005). Family Stability as a Protective Factor Against the 

Influences of Pessimistic Attributional Style on Depression. Cognitive Therapy and 

Research, 29(2), 243–251. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-005-3167-0 

Jabbari, B., Schoo, C., & Rouster, A. S. (2023). Family Dynamics. In StatPearls. StatPearls 

Publishing. http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK560487/ 

Klahr, A. M., Burt, S. A., Leve, L. D., Shaw, D. S., Ganiban, J. M., Reiss, D., & Neiderhiser, J. 

M. (2017). Birth and Adoptive Parent Antisocial Behavior and Parenting: A Study of 

Evocative Gene–Environment Correlation. Child Development, 88(2), 505–513. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12619 

Kumpfer, K. L., & Bluth, B. (2004). Parent/Child Transactional Processes Predictive of 

Resilience or Vulnerability to “Substance Abuse Disorders.” Substance Use & Misuse, 

39(5), 671–698. https://doi.org/10.1081/JA-120034011 

Lam, W. K. K., & O’Farrell, T. J. (2011). Dynamics of Substance-Abusing Families and 

Implications for Treatment. In Children of Substance-Abusing Parents: Dynamics and 

Treatment. Springer Publishing Company. 

Lee, S. M., Daniels, M. H., & Kissinger, D. B. (2006). Parental Influences on Adolescent 

Adjustment: Parenting Styles Versus Parenting Practices. The Family Journal: 

Counseling and Therapy for Couples and Families, 14(3), 253–259. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1066480706287654 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

36 

Leung, K., Lau, S., & Lam, W. (1998). Parenting styles and academic achievement: A cross-

cultural study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 44(2), 157–172. 

Lilienfeld, S. O., & Waldman, I. D. (1990). The relation between childhood attention-deficit 

hyperactivity disorder and adult antisocial behavior reexamined: The problem of 

heterogeneity. Clinical Psychology Review, 10(6), 699–725. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0272-7358(90)90076-M 

Lindahl, K. M. (1998). Family process variables and children’s disruptive behavior problems. 

Journal of Family Psychology, 12(3), 420–436. https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-

3200.12.3.420 

Liu, J. (2005). Childhood Externalizing Behavior: Theory and Implications. Journal of Child and 

Adolescent Psychiatric Nursing, 17(3), 93–103. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-

6171.2004.tb00003.x 

Liu, J., Chen, X., & Lewis, G. (2011). Childhood internalizing behaviour: Analysis and 

implications. Journal of Psychiatric and Mental Health Nursing, 18(10), 884–894. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2850.2011.01743.x 

Loukas, A., Fitzgerald, H. E., Zucker, R. A., & von Eye, A. (2001). Parental Alcoholism and Co-

Occurring Antisocial Behavior: Prospective Relationships to Externalizing Behavior 

Problems in their Young Sons. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 29(2), 91–106. 

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005281011838 

Lucia, V. C., & Breslau, N. (2006). Family cohesion and children’s behavior problems: A 

longitudinal investigation. Psychiatry Research, 141(2), 141–149. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2005.06.009 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

37 

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent-child 

interaction. In Handbook of Child Psychology (Vol. 4). Routledge. 

Mäntymaa, M., Puura, K., Latva, R., Salmelin, R. K., & Tamminen, T. (2011). Predicting 

Internalizing and Externalizing Problems at Five Years by Child and Parental Factors in 

Infancy and Toddlerhood. Child Psychiatry & Human Development, 43, 153–170. 

McGovern, R., Bogowicz, P., Meader, N., Kaner, E., Alderson, H., Craig, D., Geijer-Simpson, E., 

Jackson, K., Muir, C., Salonen, D., Smart, D., & Newham, J. J. (2023). The association 

between maternal and paternal substance use and child substance use, internalizing and 

externalizing problems: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Addiction, 118(5), 804–

818. https://doi.org/10.1111/add.16127 

McKinney, C., & Renk, K. (2007). Multivariate Models of Parent-Late Adolescent Gender 

Dyads: The Importance of Parenting Processes in Predicting Adjustment. Child 

Psychiatry & Human Development, 39, 147–170. 

McNamara, K. A., Selig, J. P., & Hawley, P. H. (2010). A typological approach to the study of 

parenting: Associations between maternal parenting patterns and child behaviour and 

social reception. Early Child Development and Care, 180(9), 1185–1202. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430902907574 

Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life-course-persistent antisocial behavior: A 

developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100(4), 674–701. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.4.674 

Moos, R. H., & Moos, B. S. (1976). A Typology of Family Social Environments. Family 

Process, 15(4), 357–371. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.1976.00357.x 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

38 

Morrell, J., & Murray, L. (2003). Parenting and the development of conduct disorder and 

hyperactive symptoms in childhood: A prospective longitudinal study from 2 months to 8 

years. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 44(4), 489–508. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.t01-1-00139 

Morsbach, S. K., & Prinz, R. J. (2006). Understanding and Improving the Validity of Self-Report 

of Parenting. Clinical Child and Family Psychology Review, 9(1), 1–21. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10567-006-0001-5 

Mowen, T. J., & Schroeder, R. D. (2018). Maternal Parenting Style and Delinquency by Race 

and the Moderating Effect of Structural Disadvantage. Youth & Society, 50(2), 139–159. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X15598028 

Mupier, R., Rodney, H. E., & Samuels, L. A. (2002). Difference in Parenting Style between 

African American Alcoholic and Nonalcoholic Parents. Families in Society, 83(5), 604–

610. https://doi.org/10.1606/1044-3894.62 

Nikstat, A., & Riemann, R. (2020). On the etiology of internalizing and externalizing problem 

behavior: A twin-family study. PLOS ONE, 15(3), e0230626. 

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0230626 

Osuji, C. (2023). Lived Experiences of Adults Who Suffered Childhood Substance Use Disorder: 

Exploring the Connections With Family Systems and Family Dynamics - ProQuest 

[Dissertation, Walden University]. 

https://www.proquest.com/openview/9147208878cf41258ee499dab8da1bbd/1?pq-

origsite=gscholar&cbl=18750&diss=y 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

39 

Paschall, M. J., Ringwalt, C. L., & Flewelling, R. L. (2003). Effects of parenting, father absence, 

and affiliation with delinquent peers on delinquent behavior among African-American 

male adolescents—ProQuest. Adolescence, 38(149), 15–34. 

Pine, D. S., Cohen, P., Gurley, D., Brook, J., & Ma, Y. (1998). The Risk for Early-Adulthood 

Anxiety and Depressive Disorders in Adolescents With Anxiety and Depressive 

Disorders. Archives of General Psychiatry, 55(1), 56–64. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.55.1.56 

Prevatt, F. F. (2003). The contribution of parenting practices in a risk and resiliency model of 

children’s adjustment. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 21(4), 469–480. 

https://doi.org/10.1348/026151003322535174 

Qiu, Z., Guo, Y., Wang, J., & Zhang, H. (2022). Associations of Parenting Style and Resilience 

With Depression and Anxiety Symptoms in Chinese Middle School Students. Frontiers in 

Psychology, 13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.897339 

R Core Team (2024). _R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing_. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. <https://www.R-project.org/>. 

Rangarajan, J., Narasimhan, U., Janakiraman, A., Sasidharan, P., & Chandrasekaran, P. (2020). 

Parenting Styles of Parents Who Had Children With and Without High Risk at Birth: A 

Cross-sectional Comparative Study. Cureus, 12(2), e7079. 

https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.7079 

Reitz, E., Deković, M., & Meijer, A. M. (2006). Relations between parenting and externalizing 

and internalizing problem behaviour in early adolescence: Child behaviour as moderator 

and predictor. Journal of Adolescence, 29(3), 419–436. 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

40 

Reynolds-Salmon, R., Samms-Vaughan, M., Coore-Desai, C., Reece, J., & Pellington, S. (2024). 

Does household size matter? Crowding and its effects on child development. Psychology, 

Health & Medicine, 29(6), 1165–1178. https://doi.org/10.1080/13548506.2024.2326867 

Rice, C. E., Dandreaux, D., Handley, E. D., & Chassin, L. (2006). Children of Alcoholics: Risk 

and Resilience. Prevention Researcher, 13(4), 3–6. 

Sanford, K., Bingham, C. R., & Zucker, R. A. (1999). Validity issues with the Family 

Environment Scale: Psychometric resolution and research application with alcoholic 

families. Psychological Assessment, 11(3), 315–325. https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-

3590.11.3.315 

Scaini, S., Palmieri, S., & Caputi, M. (2018). The Relationship between Parenting and 

Internalizing Problems in Childhood. In L. Benedetto & M. Ingrassia (Eds.), Parenting: 

Empirical Advances and Intervention Resources. BoD – Books on Demand. 

Schleider, J. L., & Weisz, J. R. (2017). Family process and youth internalizing problems: A 

triadic model of etiology and intervention. Development and Psychopathology, 29(1), 

273–301. https://doi.org/10.1017/S095457941600016X 

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(3), 317–329. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15374424jccp2503_8 

Smetana, J. G. (2017). Current research on parenting styles, dimensions, and beliefs. Current 

Opinion in Psychology, 15, 19–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.012 

Social Development Substudy. (2025, January 15). https://wiki.abcdstudy.org/release-

notes/substudies/social-development.html 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

41 

Spirito, A., Boergers, J., & Donaldson, D. (2000). Adolescent suicide attempters: Post-attempt 

course and implications for treatment. Clinical Psychology & Psychotherapy, 7(3), 161–

173. https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-0879(200007)7:3<161::AID-CPP233>3.0.CO;2-C 

Stanger, C., Dumenci, L., Kamon, J., & Burstein, M. (2004). Parenting and Children’s 

Externalizing Problems in Substance-Abusing Families. Journal of Clinical Child and 

Adolescent Psychology, 33(3), 590–600. 

Stanger, C., Kamon, J., Dumenci, L., Higgins, S. T., Bickel, W. K., Grabowski, J., & Amass, L. 

(2002). Predictors of internalizing and externalizing problems among children of cocaine 

and opiate dependent parents. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 66(2), 199–212. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0376-8716(01)00201-0 

Stark, K. D., Humphrey, L. L., Crook, K., & Lewis, K. (1990). Perceived family environments of 

depressed and anxious children: Child’s and maternal figure’s perspectives. Journal of 

Abnormal Child Psychology, 18(5), 527–547. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00911106 

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(1), 17–29. 

Sullivan, G. M., & Feinn, R. (2012). Using Effect Size—Or Why the P Value Is Not Enough. 

Journal of Graduate Medical Education, 4(3), 279–282. https://doi.org/10.4300/JGME-

D-12-00156.1 

van der Valk, J. C., van den Oord, E. J., Verhulst, F. C., & Boomsma, D. I. (2003). Genetic and 

Environmental Contributions to Stability and Change in Children’s Internalizing and 

Externalizing Problems. Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent 

Psychiatry, 42(10), 1212–1220. https://doi.org/10.1097/00004583-200310000-00012 



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

42 

Vasiou, A., Kassis, W., Krasanaki, A., Aksoy, D., Favre, C. A., & Tantaros, S. (2023). Exploring 

Parenting Styles Patterns and Children’s Socio-Emotional Skills. Children, 10(7), Article 

7. https://doi.org/10.3390/children10071126 

Wagner, M. E., Schubert, H. J. P., & Schubert, D. S. P. (1985). Family Size Effects: A Review. 

The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 146(1), 65–78. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.1985.9923449 

Webster-Stratton, C., & Hammond, M. (1997). Treating children with early-onset conduct 

problems: A comparison of child and parent training interventions. Journal of Consulting 

and Clinical Psychology, 65(1), 93–109. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.65.1.93 

White, M. A., Elder, J. H., Paavilainen, E., Joronen, K., Helgadóttir, H. L., & Seidl, A. (2010). 

Family dynamics in the United States, Finland and Iceland. Scandinavian Journal of 

Caring Sciences, 24(1), 84–93. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-6712.2009.00689.x 

Wills, T. A., & Yaeger, A. M. (2003). Family Factors and Adolescent Substance Use: Models and 

Mechanisms. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 12(6), 222–226. 

Yap, M. B. H., & Jorm, A. F. (2015). Parental factors associated with childhood anxiety, 

depression, and internalizing problems: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal 

of Affective Disorders, 175, 424–440. 

 

  



PARENTING PROFILE EFFECTS ON CHILD PSYCHOPATHOLOGY   

   

 

43 

Tables and Figures 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics (Mean [standard deviation]/N[%]) by Wave  

Variable Name Wave 1 (2,251) Wave 2 (1,876) Wave 3 (1,273) 
Child/Adolescent Behavior    
Child Internalizing 48.54 (10.57) 47.23 (10.47) 47.69 (10.75) 
Child Externalizing  45.68 (10.41) 44.33 (10.00) 44.67 (9.78) 
Child demographics    
Child Age  10.87 (0.65) 11.94 (0.66) 12.82 (0.65) 
Child Race     

White 1,114 (49.5%) 952 (50.7%) 635 (50%) 
Black  609 (27.1%) 480 (25.6%) 352 (27.7%) 
Latinx 239 (10.6%) 200 (10.7%) 124 (9.7%) 
Asian  34 (1.5%) 31 (1.7%) 19 (1.5%) 
Other  255 (11.3%) 213 (11.4%) 143 (11.2%) 

Child Sex    
Male 1,174 (52.2%) 976 (52%) 664 (52.2%) 
Female 1,077 (47.8%) 900 (48%) 608 (47.8%) 

    
Reporter    

Mother 1,831 (81.3%) 1,572 (83.8%) 1,071 (84.2%) 
Father  254 (11.3%) 207 (11%) 114 (9%) 
Adoptive Parent 28 (1.2%) 26 (1.4%) 17 (1.3%) 
Custodial Parent 33 (1.5%) 29 (1.5%) 15 (1.2%) 
Other 31 (1.4%) 22 (1.2%) 14 (1.1%) 
NA 74 (3.3%) 20 (1.1%) 41 (3.2%) 

Parenting measures 

Involvement  30.02 (5.16) 29.25 (5.32) 28.90 (5.36) 
Positive Parenting  19.63 (3.17) 19.14 (3.35) 18.82 (3.46) 
Inconsistent Discipline 6.59 (3.57) 6.46 (3.61) 6.05 (3.57) 
Poor Monitoring 3.74 (0.95) 3.78 (0.66) 3.80 (0.51) 
Corporal Punishment  0.95 (1.43) 0.66 (1.30) 0.51 (1.15) 
Other Punishment  11.46 (3.57) 10.76 (3.56) 10.14 (3.71) 
Parent Alcohol Problems    

Yes 314 (13.9%) 250 (13.3%) 161 (12.7%) 
No 1937 (86.1%) 1626 (86.7%) 1111 (87.3%) 

Parent Drug Problems    
Yes 243 (10.8%) 190 (10.1%) 138 (10.8%) 
No 2008 (89.2%) 1686 (89.9%) 1134 (89.2%) 

Parent Internalizing  48.53 (11.11) 48.00 (11.00) 48.04 (11.10) 
Parent Externalizing  46.22 (9.99) 45.67 (9.92) 45.77 (9.88) 
Family Environment Characteristics 

Household Size 4.55 (1.55) 4.49 (1.55) 6.33 (65.90) 
Household Income     

<$5000 145 (6.4%) 104 (5.5%) 70 (5.5%) 
$5,000-$11,999 110 (4.9%) 64 (3.4%) 49 (3.8%) 
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$12,000-$15,999 55 (2.4%) 47 (2.5%) 26 (2.0%) 
$16,000-$24,999 119 (5.3%) 76 (4.1%) 58 (4.6%) 
$25,000-$34,999 139 (6.2%) 108 (5.8%) 85 (6.7%) 
$35,000-$49,999 162 (7.2%) 145 (7.7%) 77 (6.0%) 
$50,000-$74,999 222 (9.8%) 192 (10.2%) 131 (10.3%) 
$75,000-$99,999 240 (10.7%) 214 (11.4%) 131 (10.3%) 
$100,000-$199,999 614 (27.3%) 549 (29.3%) 384 (30.2%) 
>200,000 237 (10.5%) 230 (12.3%) 140 (11.0%) 
NA 208 (9.2%) 147 (7.8%) 121 (9.5%) 

Family Conflict  2.50 (1.92) 2.46 (1.97) 2.31 (1.93) 
Family Cohesion  NA 7.24 (1.67) 7.23 (1.66) 
Family Organization  NA 6.17 (2.06) 6.18 (2.02) 
Note: Means and standard deviations are reported for continuous variables. Number of participants (n) 

and percent of sample are reported for categorical variables 
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Table 2. Fit Statistics of LPA Models of Parenting Behaviors 

Wave Model AIC BIC SSA-BIC Log-Likelihood Entropy Smallest Profile 
Prevalence (%) 

1 Exploratory 33982.26 34112.878 34112.878 -16965.13 0.792 15.30% 

Validation 34067.463 34198.196 34198.196 -17007.732 0.964 7.70% 

Full Sample 68089.3 68237.997 68237.997 -34018.65 0.956 8.70% 

2 Exploratory 28517.153 28643.09 28643.09 -14232.576 0.972 1.80% 

Validation 28139.8 28265.737 28265.737 -14043.9 0.991 2.40% 

Full Sample 56689.001 56832.96 56832.96 -28318.5 0.981 1.80% 

3 Exploratory 18723.604 18839.234 18839.234 -9335.802 0.993 5.20% 

Validation 19078.841 19194.88 19194.88 -9513.421 0.995 4.30% 

Full Sample 37786.637 37920.494 37920.494 -18867.319 0.994 4.70% 
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Table 3. Regression Results Predicting Parenting Profile Membership from Child, Parent, and Family 

Characteristics 

Variable Name Profile (vs 
Profile 3) 

Wave 1 OR 
[95% CI] 

Wave 2 OR [95% 
CI] 

Wave 3 OR [95% 
CI] 

Child Age Class 1 1.14 [.87, 1.50] 1.15 [.79, 1.67] 0.89 [.56, 1.42] 
 Class 2 0.82 [.67, 1.01] 0.94 [.73, 1.20] 0.95 [.67, 1.34] 
Child Sex Class 1 0.74 [.51, 1.06] 0.59 [.36, .97] 0.51 [.27, .98]  

Class 2 0.91 [.71, 1.17] 0.81 [.59, 1.12] 0.81 [.52, 1.27] 
Child Race     

Black vs White Class 1 6.60 [4.13, 10.54] 7.765 [3.78, 15.94] 9.88 [3.79, 25.78] 

Latinx vs White  1.62 [.73, 3.58] 4.65 [1.08, 12.0] 5.12 [1.34, 19.59] 

Asian vs White  7.36 [2.78, 19.54] 7.14 [1.75, 29.16] 26.21 [5.32, 129.24] 

Other vs White  2.42 [1.09, 5.39] 2.78 [.89, 8.62] 2.66 [.69, 10.3] 
Black vs White Class 2 2.67 [2.0, 3.56] 2.89 [1.99, 4.19] 2.16 [1.32, 3.54] 

Latinx vs White  1.46 [.94, 2.25] 1.74 [1.01, 3.0] 1.04 [.46, 2.33] 
Asian vs White  1.02 [.34, 3.09] 2.55 [.89, 7.26] 7.1 [2.18, 23.15] 

Other vs White  2.52 [1.61, 3.94] 1.95 [1.12, 3.4] 1.88 [.83, 4.26] 
Parent Alcohol Problems Class 1 1.06 [.64, 1.77] 1.83 [.99, 3.4] 0.84 [.31, 2.26]  

Class 2 1.03 [.71, 1.49] 0.80 [.49, 1.32] 1.05 [.55, 2.02] 
Parent Drug Problems Class 1 1.16 [.66, 2.03] 1.08 [.46, 2.52] 0.63 [.21, 1.91]  

Class 2 1.51 [1.03, 2.21] 1.39 [.86, 2.22] 1.37 [.72, 2.62] 
Parent Internalizing Class 1 1.01 [.99, 1.03] 1.01 [.99, 1.03] 0.99 [.97, 1.02]  

Class 2 1.02 [1.0, 1.03] 1.02 [1.0, 1.03] 1.03 [1.0, 1.05] 

Parent Externalizing Class 1 1.04 [1.02, 1.06] 1.04 [1.02, 1.06] 1.04 [1.02, 1.07]  
Class 2 1.03 [1.02, 1.05] 1.03 [1.01, 1.04] 1.04 [1.01, 1.06] 

Family Conflict Class 1 1.3 [1.18, 1.43] 1.33 [1.17, 1.52] 1.2 [1.05, 1.36]  
Class 2 1.24 [1.16, 1.32] 1.15 [1.07, 1.24] 1.25 [1.13, 1.39] 

Family Cohesion Class 1 - 0.76 [.67, .86] 0.81 [.69, 0.94]  
Class 2 - 0.96 [.87, 1.06] 0.99 [.88, 1.14] 

Family Organization Class 1 - 0.92 [.82, 1.03] 0.96 [.83, 1.11]  
Class 2 - 0.96 [.88, 1.04] 0.92 [.84, 1.02] 

Household Size Class 1 0.97 [.84, 1.13] 0.92 [.75, 1.13] 0.999 [.997, 1] 
 Class 2 1.13 [1.04, 1.23] 1.13 [1.01, 1.26] 0.999 [.998, 1] 
Household Income Class 1 0.8 [.75, .85] 0.76 [.7, .83] 0.82 [.75, .89] 

 Class 2 0.86 [.82, .9] 0.88 [.83, .93] 0.91 [.84, .99] 

Parent Reporter     

Father vs Mother Class 1 0.51 [0.25, 1.04] 0.42 [.13, 1.36] 1.12 [.41, 3.02] 
Adoptive vs Mother  0.53 [.12, 2.44] 1.87 [.24, 14.46] - 
Custodial vs Mother  1.12 [.32, 3.94] 3.41 [.99, 11.78] - 
Other Parent vs Mother  1.54 [.41, 5.70] 1.67 [.35, 7.85] - 
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Father vs Mother Class 2 0.86 [.56, 1.33] 0.69 [.37, 1.26] 0.53 [.17, 1.67] 
Adoptive vs Mother  0.95 [.22, 4.18] 0.73 [.19, 2.79] 0.94 [.12, 7.38] 
Custodial vs Mother  1.90 [.78, 4.62] 0.32 [.07, 1.39] - 
Other Parent vs Mother  0.98 [.35, 2.74] 0.96 [.27, 3.40] 3.10 [.89, 10.80] 

Note: Bolded values represent those that reached statistical significance as indicated by 95% confidence 
intervals that do not include 1 
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Table 4.Unstandardized Effect Sizes and Standard Errors Predicting Child Externalizing from 

Parenting and all Parent and Family Characteristics 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 
(Intercept) 25.60 (4.40) 30.35 (5.19) 52.27 (6.84)*** 
Red Profile (vs Green) 2.12 (1.07)* 0.54 (1.34) 1.19 (1.75) 
Orange Profile (vs Green) 0.97 (0.70) 0.74 (0.83) 1.89 (0.10) 
Household Size -0.002 (0.17) 0.18 (0.17) -0.12 (0.20) 
Household Income -0.23(0,13) 0.004 (0.12) 0.19 (0.14) 
Parent Alcohol Problems 1.02 (0.84) 0.62 (0.85) 1.24 (1.05) 
Parent Drug Problems 3.12 (0.97)** 2.94 (2.55)* 2.33 (1.13)* 
Parent Internalizing 0.16 (0.03)*** 0.19 (0.03)*** 0.15 (0.04)*** 
Parent Externalizing 0.15 (0.04)*** 0.17 (0.038)*** 0.16 (0.05)*** 
Family Conflict 1.35 (0.14)*** 1.01 (0.15)*** 0.87 (0.18)*** 
Family Cohesion - -0.49 (0.19)* -0.83 (0.22)*** 
Family Organization - -0.06 (0.14) -0.30 (0.17) 
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

 

Table 5. Unstandardized Effect Sizes and Standard Errors Predicting Child Internalizing from 

Parenting and all Parent and Family Characteristics 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 
 Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) Estimate (SE) 
(Intercept) 25.26 (4.80) 29.10 (5.24) 50.22 (7.51)*** 
Red Profile (vs Green) -1.47 (1.08) -0.30 (1.15) -0.43 (1.60) 
Orange Profile (vs Green) -0.08 (0.71) 0.06 (0.80) 0.90 (1.02) 
Household Size -0.38 (0.17)* -0.37 (0.18)* -0.68 (0.22)** 
Household Income 0.095 (0.13) 0.26 (0.13) 0.43 (0.14)** 
Parent Alcohol Problems 2.88 (0.86)*** 1.73 (0.81)* 0.65 (1.09) 
Parent Drug Problems 2.15 (1.00)* 1.15 (1.11) 2.89 (1.19)* 
Parent Internalizing 0.29 (0.04)*** 0.40 (0.03)*** 0.33 (0.04)*** 
Parent Externalizing 0.10 (0.04)* 0.06 (0.04) 0.07 (0.05) 
Family Conflict 0.69 (0.16)*** 0.28 (0.15) 0.16 (0.18) 
Family Cohesion - 0.01 (0.19) -0.42 (0.23) 
Family Organization - -0.32 (0.15)* -0.72 (0.18) 
Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
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 Table 6. Unstandardized Effect Sizes and Standard Errors Predicting Child  

Externalizing from Parenting and Individual Parent and Family Characteristics 

  Main Effects Models Interaction Models 
Wave Main Effect Variable Profile 1 vs 3 

Main Effect 
Profile 2 vs 3 
Main Effect 

Variable Main 
Effect 

P1v3 x Main 
Effect 

P2v3 x Main 
Effect 

1 Parent Alcohol Problems 6.27 (1.10)*** 3.44 (.77)*** 3.99(.85)*** -2.20 (2.57) -1.57 (2.06) 
Parent Drug Problems 6.12 (1.09)*** 3.16 (.76)*** 5.27 (.93)*** -0.76 (2.39) 0.67 (2.21) 
Parent Internalizing 4.71 (.99)*** 2.54 (.68)*** 0.34 (.02)*** -0.04 (.08) 0.10 (.06) 
Parent Externalizing 4.10 (.97)*** 2.01 (.71)** 0.37 (.03)*** 0.02 (.08) 0.05 (.07) 
Household Size 6.18 (1.13)*** 3.75 (.79)*** 0.06 (.20) -0.68 (.67) -0.65 (.45) 
Household Income 5.07 (1.12)*** 2.81 (.79)*** -0.60(.13)*** 0.72 (.37)* 0.22 (.29) 
Family Conflict 4.44 (1.09)*** 1.97 (.73)** 1.87 (.14)*** -0.52 (.49) 0.23 (.35) 

2 Parent Alcohol Problems 3.10 (1.41)* 2.96 (.99)** 2.86 (.94)** -3.24 (4.10) -1.30 (2.46) 
Parent Drug Problems 3.23 (1.37)* 2.65 (.96)** 4.73 (1.16)*** -2.37 (4.48) 0.99 (2.93) 
Parent Internalizing 2.02 (1.33) 1.69 (.80)* 0.39 (.03)*** -0.07 (.11) 0.13 (.06)* 
Parent Externalizing 0.90 (1.30) 1.38 (.83) 0.43 (.03)*** -0.02 (.11) 0.16 (.07)* 
Household Size 3.34 (1.44)* 3.00 (.99)** 0.12 (0.19) -0.18 (.77) .26 (.55) 
Household Income 3.18 (1.47)* 3.01 (1.05)** -0.49 (.16)** -0.03 (.53) 0.40 (.40) 
Family Conflict 1.12 (1.33) 1.89 (.93)* 1.85 (.14)*** -0.43 (.60) 0.26 (.46) 
Family Cohesion 1.60 (1.32) 2.71 (.94)** -1.72 (.19)*** 0.06 (.71) -0.04 (.54) 
Family Organization 2.52 (1.35) 2.53 (.93)** -1.18 (.14)*** -0.08 (.61) -0.65 (.43) 

3 Parent Alcohol Problems 4.74 (1.61)** 4.09 (1.22)** 3.26 (1.07)** 2.83 (8.85) 5.69 (2.36)* 
Parent Drug Problems 4.77 (1.59)** 3.90 (1.20)** 3.73 (1.03)*** 3.33 (8.83) 6.12 (2.21)** 
Parent Internalizing 4.30 (1.69)* 2.81 (1.05)** 0.34 (0.03)*** -0.36 (.11)** 0.04 (0.08) 
Parent Externalizing 2.22 (1.52) 2.48 (1.01)* 0.39 (.03)*** -0.10 (.10) 0.20 (.08)** 
Household Size 4.59 (1.67)** 3.93 (1.25)** -.103 (.22) -0.68 (.78) 1.29 (.80) 
Household Income 3.95 (1.73)* 4.17 (1.28)** -0.14 (.16) -0.97 (.85) -0.04 (.48) 
Family Conflict 3.57 (1.72)* 2.59 (1.11)* 1.70 (.17)*** -1.19 (1.10) 0.39 (.55) 
Family Cohesion 3.60 (1.57)* 4.08 (1.21)** -1.75 (.22)*** 0.23 (.92) 0.39 (.78) 
Family Organization 4.04 (1.67)* 3.38 (1.19)** -1.26 (.17)*** 1.33 (0.63)* -0.56 (.50) 

Note: * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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 Table 7. Unstandardized Effect Sizes and Standard Errors Predicting Child  

Internalizing from Parenting and Individual Parent and Family Characteristics 

  Main Effects Models Interaction Models 
Wave Main Effects Variables Profile 1 vs 3 

Main Effect 
Profile 2 vs 3 
Main Effect 

Variable Main 
Effect 

P1v3 x Main 
Effect 

P2v3 x Main 
Effect 

1 Parent Alcohol Problems 1.67(1.10) 1.64(.75)* 5.52(.86)*** 0.04 (2.84) -0.64 (2.38) 
Parent Drug Problems 1.58 (1.11) 1.42 (.75) 4.82 (.92)*** -0.02 (3.34) -1.01 (2.32) 
Parent Internalizing 0.15 (1.02) 0.59 (.68) 0.40 (.02)*** 0.06 (.08) 0.07 (.05) 
Parent Externalizing -0.26 (1.01) 0.21 (.73) 0.37 (.03)*** 0.15 (.08) 0.04 (.08) 
Household Size 1.7 (1.17) 2.06 (.78)** -0.34 (.19)* -0.73 (.63) -0.84 (.40)* 
Household Income 0.86 (1.19) 1.16 (.80) -0.34 (.14)** 0.26 (.43) -0.12 (.30) 
Family Conflict 0.49 (1.09) 0.66 (.75) 1.30 (0.16)*** 0.62 (.53) 0.34 (.41) 

2 Parent Alcohol Problems 0.34 (1.36) 1.62 (1.02) 2.99 (.95)** -2.71 (3.41) -3.82 (2.63) 
Parent Drug Problems 0.55 (1.35) 1.05 (.99) 2.86 (1.13)** -3.08 (3.94) 1.66 (3.06) 
Parent Internalizing -1.03 (1.07) -0.29 (.76) 0.49 (0.02)*** 0.10 (.08) 0.17(.05)** 
Parent Externalizing -1.77 (1.27) -0.27 (.84) 0.41 (.03)*** 0.11 (.10) 0.28 (.06)*** 
Household Size 0.74 (1.40) 1.58 (1.01) -0.55 (.19)** -0.55 (.71) 0.02 (.58) 
Household Income 1.19 (1.43) 1.91 (1.07) -0.20 (.16) -0.59 (.52) -0.50 (.40) 
Family Conflict -0.75 (1.40) 0.60 (.97) 1.12 (.16)*** -0.74 (.67) 0.82 (.48) 
Family Cohesion -0.70 (1.39) 1.06 (.95) -1.27 (.20)*** 0.11 (.83) -0.97 (.55) 
Family Organization -0.26 (1.34) 0.81 (.92) -1.23 (.15)*** 0.27 (.76) -0.96 (.40)** 

3 Parent Alcohol Problems 1.73 (1.51) 3.15 (1.27)* 2.78 (1.7)* 0.11 (5.81) 4.35 (4.48) 
Parent Drug Problems 1.74 (1.50) 2.95 (1.27)* 3.89 (1.22)** 0.28 (8.00) 3.57 (3.15) 
Parent Internalizing 1.16 (1.50) 1.52 (1.01) 0.43 (.03)*** -0.28 (.12)* 0.08 (.07) 
Parent Externalizing -0.81 (1.43) 1.52 (1.09) 0.40 (.04)*** -0.10 (.10) 0.14 (.11) 
Household Size 1.74 (1.54) 3.07 (1.30)* -0.63 (.26)* -0.29 (.82) 0.01 (.91) 
Household Income 1.21 (1.59) 2.97 (1.34)* -.007 (.20) -1.27 (.74) -0.72 (.51) 
Family Conflict 0.99 (1.58) 2.17 (1.24) 1.10 (.19)*** -0.60 (.87) 0.10 (.63) 
Family Cohesion 0.74 (1.54) 3.13 (1.29)* -1.52 (.22)*** 0.50 (.84) 1.16 (.66) 
Family Organization 0.94 (1.54) 2.37 (1.22)* -1.39 (.19)*** 0.52 (.62) -0.76 (.55) 

Note: * p < 0.5, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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Figure 1. Means and 95% Confidence Intervals of Parenting Behaviors by Parenting Profile. 

(RStudio Team, 2024). 

Note: Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals around the means. Maximum scores for parenting behavior scales 

are as follows: Involvement = 40, Positive Parenting = 24, Inconsistent Discipline = 24, Poor Monitoring = 40, 

Corporal Punishment = 12, and Other Punishment = 28. 
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Appendix  

Table 1. Fit Statistics of Preliminary Exploratory LPA Models 

Number of 
Profiles 
 

AIC BIC SSA-BIC Log-Likelihood Entropy Smallest Profile 
Prevalence (%) 

2 176987.248 177113.875 177053.499 -88474.624 0.940 12% 

3 174673.583 174846.862 174764.242 -87310.792 0.973 6.15% 

4 173274.786 173494.717 173389.852 -86604.39 0.954 2.6% 

5 171865.060 172131.643 172004.534 -85892.530 0.851 1.57% 

 

Table 2. Child Internalizing and Externalizing T-Score Means and Standard Deviations by 

Profile and Wave 

Variable Name Wave 1 (N = 2,251) Wave 2 (N = 1,876) Wave 3 (N = 1,273) 

Child Internalizing 48.54 (10.57) 47.23 (10.47) 47.69 (10.75) 

Profile 1 49.22 (11.02) 46.77 (11.02) 46.42 (9.44) 

Profile 2 49.23 (10.93) 48.03 (11.61) 49.59 (10.79) 

Profile 3 48.29 (10.42) 47.14 (10.24) 47.56 (10.79) 

Child Externalizing  45.68 (10.41) 44.33 (10.00) 44.67 (9.78) 

Profile 1 51.32 (11.10) 47.69 (11.03) 57.77 (10.00) 

Profile 2 48.32 (11.22) 47.41 (11.47) 48.74 (11.12) 

Profile 3 44.42 (9.79) 43.64 (9.54) 44.11 (9.50) 
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Figure 1. Moderation Effects of Parenting Profile on the Relationships Between Parent and 

Family Characteristics and Child Externalizing. (RStudio Team, 2024). 

 

 

Note: Figures 1A, 1D, and 1E display the moderation effects of membership in Parenting Profile 1 (Red) vs Profile 3 

(Green) and Household Income in wave 1 (A), Parent Internalizing T-scores in wave 3 (D), and Family Organization in 
wave 3 (E) in predicting Child Externalizing T-scores within their respective waves of data. Figures 1B, 1C, 1F, 1G, and 

1H display the moderation effects of membership in Parenting Profile 2 (Orange) vs Profile 3 (Green) and Parent 
Internalizing T-scores in wave 2 (B), Parent Externalizing T-scores in wave 2 (C), history of Parent Alcohol Problems in 

wave 3 (F), history of Parent Drug Problems in wave 3(G), and Parent Externalizing T-scores in wave 3 (H) in predicting 
Child Externalizing T-scores within their respective waves of data. T-scores range from 0-100 with a mean of 50 and a 

standard deviation of 10. Household income is represented in 10 ordered bins: <$5,000; $5,000-$11,999; $12,000-
$15,999; $16,000-$24,999; $25,000-$34,999; $35,000-$49,999; $50,000-$74,999; $75,000-$99,999; $100,000-$199,999; 

and >$200,000. Family Organization scores range from 0-12. History of Parent Alcohol and Drug Problems are 

represented as 0 = No and 1 = Yes. All interactions displayed reached statistical significance (p < 0.05) 
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Figure 2. Moderation Effects of Parenting Profile on the Relationships Between Parent and 

Family Characteristics and Child Internalizing. (RStudio Team, 2024) 

 

Figure 2E displays the moderation effects of membership in Parenting Profile 1 (Red) vs Profile 3 (Green) and Parent 

Internalizing T-scores in wave 3 in predicting Child Internalizing T-scores within their respective waves of data. Figures 
2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D display the moderation effects of membership in Parenting Profile 2 (Orange) vs Profile 3 (Green) and 

Household Size in wave 1 (A), Parent Internalizing T-scores in wave 2 (B), Parent Externalizing T-scores in wave 2 (C), 
and Family Organization in wave 2 (D) in predicting Child Externalizing T-scores within their respective waves of data. T-

scores range from 0-100 with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. Household size is represented as the total 
number of individuals living in the household. Family Organization scores range from 0-12. All interactions displayed 

reached statistical significance (p < 0.05) 

 


