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Abstract

Objective.—Callousness has been identified as a key driver of aggressive and violent

behavior from childhood into early adulthood. Although previous research has underscored the
importance of the parenting environment in contributing to the development of youth callousness,
findings have generally been confined to the between-individual level and have not examined
bidirectionality. In the current study, we test whether aspects of parenting are associated with
callousness from childhood to adolescence both between and within individuals, examine the
temporal ordering of associations, and test whether these relations are moderated by gender or
developmental stage.

Method.—Data came from a longitudinal study in which parents of 1,421 youth (52% girls; 62%
White and 22% Black) from the second, fourth, and ninth grades were interviewed three times,
with one year between consecutive interviews.

Results.—Random-intercept cross-lagged panel models indicated that elevated youth callousness
predicts subsequent increases in parental rejection and decreases in consistency of discipline.
Findings were largely similar for boys and girls, but within-individual associations were generally
stronger for 4t graders compared to the 2"d and 9t graders.

Conclusions.—Callousness and parenting practices and attitudes were related both at the
between-individual and within-individual level. These results have implications for the etiology
and treatment of children and adolescents who exhibit callousness.
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Youth who exhibit callousness tend to lack empathy, remorse, and emotion, and are

more likely to engage in severe and stable patterns of antisocial and violent behavior

(Frick, Cornell, et al., 2003). Although callousness was long conceptualized as a largely
heritable and stable personality trait (Frick & White, 2008), a robust research literature

has identified the importance of the parenting environment in the development of youth
callousness (Waller et al., 2013). However, much of this work has examined between-person
associations, such that youth exposed to a harsher parenting environment exhibit higher
levels of callousness. Because these findings are at the person level, they may be due

to reverse causality or confounded by other variables that predict both the parenting
environment and youth callousness. Only limited work has examined whether within-person
changes in callousness over time are predicted by changes in aspects of parenting, and

this work has generally not examined temporal ordering nor bidirectionality (i.e., whether
youth callousness predicts later parenting and/or parenting predicts later youth callousness).
In addition, research has generally not examined how these associations might differ as a
function of gender or developmental stage. In this study, we examine associations between
youth callousness and aspects of parenting (rejection and consistent discipline) both between
and within individuals using three waves of data from a sample of 1,421 parents of youth in
the 2nd, 4t and 9t grades at baseline.

Etiology of Callousness

Callousness has been measured in children as young as two years old (Hyde et al.,

2016; Kimonis et al., 2006) and has been shown to be relatively stable from childhood
through adolescence and into adulthood (Frick, Kimonis, et al., 2003). Given these findings,
callousness often has been conceptualized as a trait-like personal characteristic, with
heritability estimates similar to those of common personality traits (Moore et al., 2019).
Indeed, callousness is often referred to as callous-unemotional traits in the literature, cast

as a potential developmental precursor to adult psychopathy, and understood as a key
component of the broader construct of psychopathic traits that also includes narcissism-
grandiosity and impulsivity-conduct problems (Frick, Cornell, et al., 2003). Research on
problem behaviors has generally supported these conclusions, as youth with elevated
callousness, relative to other youth, appear to engage in problem behaviors that are more
heritable (Viding et al., 2008) and less responsive to environmental factors (e.g., parental
discipline, intervention; Hawes & Dadds, 2005; Oxford et al., 2003). However, recent
research has provided evidence for heterogeneity in the development of callousness (Hawes
et al., 2014; Pardini & Loeber, 2008) and the influence of environmental factors, particularly
the parenting environment, on the development of youth callousness (Besemer et al., 2016;
Lopez-Romero et al., 2015; Waller et al., 2013; Waller et al., 2012; Waller et al., 2014).

Youth Callousness and Parenting

Research has indicated the parenting environment may be a particularly salient
environmental influence on the development of callousness. Youth exposed to harsh or
inappropriate parenting are generally at greater risk for developing callousness, whereas
youth exposed to warm, consistent, and involved parenting tend to have lower levels of
callousness (Besemer et al., 2016; Byrd et al., 2018; Dargis & Li, 2020; Lopez-Romero
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et al., 2015; Waller et al., 2018; Waller et al., 2013; Waller et al., 2012), though one

recent study indicates that the use of positive reinforcement might amplify conduct
problems in the presence of high callousness (Falk et al., 2021). Further, theoretical

models of environmental influences on callousness have generally implicated the parenting
environment. The moral socialization model posits that for youth who may be prone to
distress, fearfulness, and emotional reactivity, experiencing harsh, rejecting, or neglectful
parenting can elicit emotional numbing and callousness as a coping response, and disrupts
the youth’s internalization of morals and subsequent conscience development (Craig et al.,
2021; Frick & Morris, 2004; Kochanska, 1993). Importantly, this model posits bidirectional
influences between children and socialization agents, including parents (Newton et al., 2014;
Spinrad & Eisenberg, 2019).

Relatedly, the Sensitivity to Threat and Affiliative Reward (STAR) model of callousness
posits that the combination of low affiliative reward and low sensitivity to threat put youth
at risk for the development of callousness (Waller & Wagner, 2019). Thus, according to
this model, youth who do not derive personal pleasure from interpersonal relationships,
including those with parents, because of reduced responsiveness to affiliative inputs, and/or
because of low levels of affiliative inputs from the environment, including rejection and
inconsistent discipline, are more likely to exhibit callousness, particularly those who
exhibit high levels of fearlessness due to neurogenetic or temperamental factors, and/or

due to repeated exposure to threatening stimuli which can lead to desensitization and
fearlessness. Although this model identifies genetic and physiological factors that contribute
to the development of callousness, it also highlights the importance of the parenting
environment, as parents who exhibit lower levels of warmth and responsiveness and

engage in harsh parenting and rejection contribute to lower affiliative reward and greater
fearlessness in children (Waller & Wagner, 2019; Waller et al., 2021). Thus, both the

moral socialization model and STAR model of callousness propose that a harsh and
inappropriate parenting environment contributes to the development of callousness. Of
course, underpinning all theoretical perspectives implicating parenting in the development
of callousness is the observation of shared genetic influences between parents and children
on the family environment (Takahashi et al., 2021; Viding et al., 2007). Previous research
using genetically informed designs, however, has found evidence for parenting influences on
callousness above and beyond gene-environment correlations (see Waller & Wagner, 2019).

One specific aspect of parenting that has been implicated in the development of youth
callousness is parents’ rejection, or negative feelings towards, and dissatisfaction with, their
child. In one longitudinal study of children in Great Britain, negative parental feelings and
negative parental discipline at age 4 were predictive of higher youth callousness trajectories
from ages 7 to 12 (Fontaine et al., 2010). In a longitudinal study of children at ages 2, 3,
and 4 in the U.S., observed parental harshness (including parental criticism, rejection, and
negative attitudes) at age 2 predicted children’s deceitful-callous behavior at ages 3 and 4,
and harshness at age 3 predicted deceitful-callous behavior at age 4, even after controlling
for children’s deceitful-callous behavior at the previous age (Waller et al., 2012). This is in
line with previous theory and research which suggests that parental rejection, criticism, and
negative feelings towards one’s child tend to predict negative outcomes, such as behavior
problems, whereas warmth, acceptance, and positive feelings generally predict greater well-
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being and psychosocial adjustment (Rohner, 2004; Skinner et al., 2005). Parental rejection
also tends to be correlated with adverse parenting practices, including inconsistent discipline
and the use of coercion or control (Skinner et al., 2005). Thus, in the current study, we
expect parental rejection, which we operationalized as annoyance and dissatisfaction toward
the child, to be positively associated with youth callousness.

Although inconsistent discipline has been studied and theorized as an ineffective parenting
practice that contributes to the development of problem behavior more broadly (Cheung
etal., 2018; Lengua & Kovacs, 2005; Skinner et al., 2005), there has not been as much
work linking this construct to youth callousness specifically. Interestingly, one study found
that inconsistent discipline mediated the association between mothers’ antisocial personality
traits and their sons’ callousness (Robinson et al., 2016). However, other studies have failed
to find that parents’ inconsistent discipline predicts youth callousness (Childs et al., 2014;
Hawes et al., 2011; Vitacco et al., 2003), although one study did find that youth callousness
predicted later inconsistent discipline (Hawes et al., 2011). Identifying whether parents’ use
of consistent discipline is related to their child’s development of callousness can help to
inform future prevention and intervention efforts, particularly parent training and support
programs, to reduce risk of youth callousness. Thus, in the present study, we sought to
explore associations between consistent discipline and youth callousness. Given previous
research findings with other youth problem behaviors, we expect consistent discipline to be
negatively associated with youth callousness.

Gender and Callousness

Previous studies have consistently found that boys have higher levels of callousness on
average compared to girls (Docherty et al., 2017; Essau et al., 2006; Frick, Cornell, et

al., 2003; Kimonis et al., 2006; although see Barker et al., 2011 for an exception), and
callousness generally predicts problem behaviors for both boys and girls (Barker et al.,
2011; Cardinale & Marsh, 2020; Essau et al., 2006). However, findings have been mixed
regarding whether associations between parenting and youth callousness differ as a function
of youth gender. In a community sample of kindergarten students in the U.S., significant
relations between parenting practices (e.g., positive reinforcement, warmth) and callousness
were not moderated by gender (Clark & Frick, 2016). In a community sample of school-age
children in Cyprus, high parental distress and low parental involvement were associated
with higher trajectories of callousness over two years, and this did not differ as a function
of youth gender (Fanti et al., 2017). Among children in Great Britain, negative parental
feelings, negative parental discipline, and chaos in the home at age 4 were predictive of
being in a higher callousness trajectory from ages 7 to 12, and gender did not moderate these
associations (Fontaine et al., 2010).

Yet some studies have found significant moderation by gender. In the Avon Longitudinal
Study of Parents and Children (ALSPC), parenting behaviors at age 4 were differentially
related to callousness at age 13 depending on gender. Warm parenting was associated with
lower callousness for girls but was not associated with callousness for boys, whereas harsh
parenting was associated with higher callousness for boys but was unrelated to callousness
for girls (Barker et al., 2011). In a sample of 1,008 Australian children ages 3 to 10, positive

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 5

parenting was associated with lower callousness for girls but not for boys, whereas parental
involvement predicted lower callousness for boys but not for girls (Hawes et al., 2011).
And although Fontaine and colleagues (2010) did not find evidence for gender moderation
of parents’ feelings and discipline in their study, they used a twin design and found that

the variance in callousness trajectories was more attributable to additive genetic factors for
boys and shared environmental factors for girls, especially for the youth on a high stable
callousness trajectory. It is unclear whether mixed findings from previous research are due
to the differences in study samples (e.qg., different countries, different age ranges) or study
methodology (e.g., different follow-up periods, parent report vs. youth self-report). Thus,
given these mixed findings, more research is needed to understand whether associations of
parenting practices and attitudes with callousness from childhood through adolescence differ
as a function of gender.

Parenting and Callousness across Development

In addition to gender, it is possible that associations of parenting practices and attitudes

with youth callousness may differ as a function of developmental stage. Previous research
has indicated that aspects of the parenting environment predict callousness from early
childhood through adolescence (Waller et al., 2013), although studies have generally not
examined whether the strength of these associations differs across periods of development.
One study of Australian children (ages 3 to 10) found that age moderated the prediction of
parenting practices from callousness, such that the positive association between callousness
and corporal punishment was greater for older children (Hawes et al., 2011). In addition,
this study found a three-way interaction between callousness, age, and gender, such that
callousness was negatively associated with parental involvement, but only for older boys and
younger girls. In the same study, when parenting was used to predict callousness, parental
monitoring was negatively associated with callousness, but only among younger children.
Though these results point to possible developmental differences in the associations between
parenting and callousness in childhood, this sample did not include adolescents, and thus

it is unclear whether associations would continue to change as youth get older and their
relationships with their parents change (Steinberg, 2001). The present study considers
whether associations among aspects of parenting and youth callousness differ across
childhood, pre-adolescence, and adolescence.

Limitations of Previous Research

Previous research has identified the parenting environment as a robust predictor of
callousness, yet much of this work has relied on cross-sectional observational data or has
analyzed longitudinal relations at the between-individual level (Byrd et al., 2018; Dargis
& Li, 2020; Lépez-Romero et al., 2015; Waller et al., 2012). Thus, there is generally

a lack of research examining within-individual change in parenting and callousness over
time from childhood to adolescence; even longitudinal studies typically use analyses that
cannot disaggregate within-individual change from between-individual differences. This is
an important next step in testing theoretical models of bidirectional influences between
parenting behaviors and youth callousness, as pre-existing between-individual differences
due to other factors may be responsible for associations found in previous research. The
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one longitudinal study that did examine within-individual bidirectional associations between
interpersonal callousness and parenting behaviors found that interpersonal callousness
predicted parents’ use of physical punishment, but not other parenting behaviors, and
parenting behaviors did not predict changes in interpersonal callousness (Besemer et al.,
2016). However, this study was limited by its use of an entirely male sample. Further,
previous studies of callousness also generally have failed to identify whether any within-
individual associations differ in magnitude or direction as a function of youth gender or
developmental stage.

The Current Study

In this study, we examine bidirectional relations between parenting and youth callousness

in a longitudinal community sample of 1,421 children (29 graders), pre-adolescents (4t
graders), and adolescents (9t graders) interviewed annually for three years. We use
analytical models that are able to separate stable between-individual associations from
dynamic within-individual associations among changes in the outcome and predictors.
Based on theories implicating the parenting environment for the development of callousness
(moral socialization model and STAR model), we hypothesize that parenting and youth
callousness will be associated both between and within individuals, such that 1) compared
to other individuals, youth with higher levels of parental rejection and lower levels of
parental consistent discipline will exhibit higher levels of callousness (between-individual
level); 2) during times when youth are exposed to greater parental rejection and less
consistent discipline, they will be also be at greater risk for callousness refative to their own
average (within-individual level); and 3) at the within-individual level, associations between
parenting and callousness will be bidirectional (i.e., higher callousness will predict more
adverse parenting practices and attitudes at subsequent time points, and adverse parenting
practices and attitudes will predict greater callousness at later time points). Finally, we also
test moderation by gender and developmental stage to explore whether associations differ for
boys and girls and for youth at different ages.

The results of this study will have important implications for theoretical models of
callousness by indicating whether associations between parenting practices and attitudes
and youth callousness operate on a within-individual level and by establishing temporal
ordering among these variables. Thus, to the extent that parenting practices and attitudes
precede changes in callousness on a within-individual level, our results will be in support
of the STAR model of callousness and moral socialization theory. However, if we find that
youth callousness instead drives changes in parenting behaviors, this would still be in line
with moral socialization theory, which posits bidirectional influences, but would no longer
support the STAR model of callousness?. In addition, the results of this study have practical
implications for interventions focused on reducing youth callousness; if parenting behaviors
precede changes in youth callousness, then targeting these parenting behaviors may be an
effective way to improve outcomes for youth. Further, moderation analyses will indicate

1\We note here that if youth callousness were to predict changes in parenting, this would not be in opposition to the STAR model. It
would not be proposed by the STAR model, however, because this theoretical framework specifically addresses etiology of callousness
rather than the consequences of callousness or the causal factors that predict parenting attitudes and behaviors.
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whether such interventions are more likely to be beneficial depending on a youth’s gender or
developmental stage.

Participants and Procedures

Measures

Data for this study were drawn from a larger longitudinal project examining environmental
risk factors in the development of aggressive and antisocial behavior. Participants spanned
three separate grades (2", 41, and 9™ grades at baseline) and came from seven different
school districts in the Midwest region of the United States (four in Michigan and three

in lowa). Roughly equal proportions of students went to school in urban (35%), suburban
(33%), and rural (32%) areas. Of the 1,421 youth in the original study, 447 were in the 2nd
grade, 517 were in the 4™ grade, and 457 were in the 9™ grade. Baseline interviews (T1)
were conducted in 2006 and 2007; youth, their parents, and their teachers were interviewed
annually for another two years (T2 and T3). In this study, we use data only from parents
about their children, as parents completed measures of parenting attitudes and practices and
youths’ callousness.

Across the three grades, about 45% of participants were girls; 62% were White/Caucasian,
22% were Black/African American, 7% were biracial or multiracial, 2% identified with
another racial/ethnic category, and 7% were missing data on race/ethnicity. The interviewed
parents (88% of whom were mothers) were, on average, 36 years old (5D = 6.21) at T1

for the 2" grade students, 38 years old (SD = 6.93) at T1 for the 4! grade students, and

42 years old (SD = 6.88) at T1 for the 9" grade students. Of the interviewed parents, 98%
had completed high school, and 39% had completed college. At T1, 53% were working
full-time, 23% were working part-time, and 25% were not employed. At T1, 65% were
married, 31% were unmarried, and 5% were separated. The median yearly household
income category was $41,000 to $50,000 at T1.

Parents were interviewed each year by mail and/or phone. The interviewers were trained
staff and graduate students overseen by a masters-level supervisor. Parent retention rate by
the T3 interview was 75% and ranged from 73-77% by grade. Parents completed informed
consent forms for their own participation at each wave. The parent reporter could vary at
each wave; however, in only 93 out of 1,421 cases (6.5%) was this the case.? Interviews
were largely (~92%) completed by mothers. All study procedures were approved by the
Institutional Review Boards at University of Michigan and lowa State University.

Callousness.—Parents completed the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits (ICU;
Frick, 2004) at each wave for youth in all grades. Mothers rated how well each of 24

items (e.g., “I do not show my emotions to others™) applied to the study youth on a 4-point
Likert scale from “Not at all true” to “Definitely true.” After removing two items found

to be unreliable in previous research (Kimonis et al., 2008), we averaged the remaining 22

2\/ariation in parent reporters was not accounted for in analyses; however, results did not change after excluding participants whose
parent informant changed across waves. These results are available from the corresponding author upon request.
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items, which were internally reliable across all waves and grades (Cronbach’s a = .88-.90).
Previous research with the ICU has shown that parent reports can be more reliable and valid
than reports about the youth by others (Docherty et al., 2017).

Parenting.—We assessed parental refection toward their child with parent report on 10
binary yes/no items (e.g., “Have you been bothered that this child does not follow directions
when they run an errand?”; “Have you been satisfied with this child’s manners?”) from a
previous measure that has been used to study parental rejection, although items specifically
address parents’ disapproval of or dissatisfaction with their child (Eron, 1982; Eron et

al., 1991; Eron et al., 1971; Lefkowitz et al., 1977). We averaged items to compute a

scale score, such that higher scores indicate more parental rejection (a = .70-.77). To

assess consistent discipline practices, parents completed a nine-item measure of consistent
discipline strategies and parenting efficacy, including four items from the Parenting Practices
Inventory (Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 1996; e.g., “When you give your
child a command to do something, how often do you make sure they do it?”). Responses
ranged on a 5-point Likert scale from “Never or almost never” (0) to “Always or almost
always” (4). Items were averaged to produce a scale score in which higher scores indicate
more consistent use of discipline (a = .79-.81).

Covariates.

Child Aggressive Behavior.: To control for shared variance in callousness and parenting
variables that may be explained by child aggression, we included parent report of the
youths’ aggressive behavior at each wave as a time-varying covariate. Parents completed the
Aggression subscale of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBC; Achenbach, 1991) and rated
how well each item (e.g., “Physically attacks people™) described their child’s behavior on

a scale from “Not true” to “Very true or often true”. The 20 scale items were averaged to
produce a score in which higher values reflect greater child aggression (a = .88-.91).

Demographic Characteristics.: We also included youths’ gender (boy or girl), race (White/
Caucasian or non-White), and type of neighborhood (suburban, urban, or rural) as dummy-
coded time-invariant covariates in regression analyses. Youths’ age in years at baseline was
included as a time-invariant covariate. Parent’s education (measured on a 7-point scale from
“less than 8t grade” to “finished graduate school”) was also included as a time-invariant
covariate.

Plan of Analysis

To examine associations between parenting and youth callousness at both the between- and
within-individual levels, as well as bidirectional influences, we used a random-intercepts
cross-lagged panel model (RI-CLPM; Hamaker et al., 2015) with youth callousness and
parenting (rejection and consistent discipline) at each of the three annual waves. RI-CLPMs
are able to model between-individual differences by including a random intercept for each
variable of interest, which represents person-specific levels that are stable across time.
Correlations among random intercepts indicate associations at the between-individual level,
correlating a participant’s standing in the sample’s distribution on one variable (e.g., parental
rejection) with his or her standing in the sample’s distribution on another variable (e.g.,
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callousness). In addition, these models include autoregressive and cross-lagged paths among
residuals for each variable at each time point to examine within-individual associations.
Thus, there were autoregressive paths for each construct (e.g., callousness at T1 predicting
callousness at T2, and callousness at T2 predicting callousness at T3), as well as cross-
lagged paths between callousness and each of the parenting variables (e.g., callousness at
T1 predicting rejection at T2, and callousness at T2 predicting rejection at T3, as well as
rejection at T1 predicting callousness at T2, and rejection at T2 predicting callousness at
T3). These within-individual associations examine whether when an individual is higher (or
lower) than his or her own average across the three time points on one variable (e.g., parental
rejection), the same individual is higher (or lower) than his or her own average across

the three time points on another variable (e.g., callousness) at the subsequent time point.
Because we did not hypothesize cross-lagged associations among the parenting variables,
we did not estimate those paths in the model (e.g., rejection at T1 predicting consistent
discipline at T2), and thus they are constrained to zero.3 Correlations among variables
within each time point are also included, to examine within-individual associations within
the same time point. Random intercepts of the parenting and youth callousness variables
were regressed on gender, race, age at baseline, type of neighborhood, and parent education
as time-invariant covariates, and the parenting and youth callousness variables at each time
point were regressed on child aggression as a time-varying covariate. Figure 1 provides a
graphical representation of the model.

It should be noted that hypotheses were tested in one RI-CLPM that included callousness,
parental rejection, and consistent discipline, rather than in separate models. We first

tested a model in which parameters of interest (cross-lagged and autoregressive paths

and within-wave covariances) were free to vary across time, and compared this to a

model where parameters were constrained to equality across time. Better fit for the freely
estimated model would indicate that associations varied in direction or magnitude over time,
while comparable or better fit for the constrained model would suggest that associations
were largely similar across time. Overall model fit was assessed using chi-squared tests,
information criteria (AIC, BIC, and sample size-adjusted BIC (aBIC)), and other widely
used model fit indices (CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR). We used conventions of smaller
values for chi-squared tests, AIC and BIC/aBIC, and RMSEA and SRMR to indicate better
fit, with conventional cutoffs of .06 and .08 for RMSEA and SRMR respectively, and
larger values of CFl and TLI to indicate better fit, with values larger than .95 indicating
good fit to the data (West et al., 2012). In addition, because the models were estimated
using a maximum likelihood procedure that is robust to non-normality (MLR), we used

the Satorra-Bentler chi-squared test to compare nested models (Satorra & Bentler, 2001). A
significant Satorra-Bentler chi-squared test indicates that the model with freed parameters
provides a significantly better fit to the data, indicating that there are differences in the
parameters across time, while a non-significant test indicates that model fit is not worsened
by constraining parameters to equality, suggesting that the parameters are similar across

3We also tested a model that included the cross-lagged paths between parenting variables. The cross-lagged paths between parenting
variables were not significant (p values > .441) and this model fit no better than the model with them constrained to zero according to
a Satorra-Bentler chi-squared test (;(2(2) =0.74, p=.691). In addition, results were generally similar across both models. Results for
the model with parenting cross-lagged paths are available from the corresponding author upon request.
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time. In the case of a significant Satorra-Bentler chi-squared test, we used Wald tests to
compare autoregressive and cross-lagged paths across time (i.e., comparing each path from
T1to T2 to its counterpart from T2 to T3), as well as within-time correlations at each wave,
to test the stability of these parameters over time.

To test moderation by gender and developmental stage, we used multiple group models with
gender and then grade at baseline as the grouping variable to conduct the same RI-CLPM
as described above. First we estimated a model with all parameters (cross-lagged and
autoregressive paths and within-wave cross-construct covariances) freely estimated across
group and time (models M2a and M3a in Table 1). We then compared the fit of this model
to two subsequent models: one in which the parameters were constrained to equality across
time but varied across group (models M2b and M3b), and one in which the parameters were
constrained to equality across group but unconstrained across time (models M2c and M3c).
We then compared the fit of these models to one where parameters were constrained by
both group and time (models M2d and M3d). A Satorra-Bentler chi-squared difference test
was used to compare the fit of nested models. Once the best-fitting model was selected, if

it allowed parameters to vary across groups and/or time, we used Wald tests to determine
which individual parameters were significantly different.

Prior to analyses, we tested measurement invariance models by wave and by grade

at baseline assuming strict invariance for each of the three key measures (callousness,
rejection, and consistency of discipline). These generally provided a good fit to the data,
indicating the measures are invariant with respect to age and time and thus mean scores can
be compared, with the exception of the models for callousness, presumably because a single-
factor model was tested — because we are using the ICU total score — when previous research
indicates that the ICU may best be described by a bifactor model (Ray & Frick, 2020).
However, fit indices for strict invariance for the ICU, while below standard cutoffs, were still
high enough to indicate acceptable levels of invariance (i.e., CFl and TLI >.88, RMSEA <
.09, and SRMR <.11). All data organization was done in Stata 16 (StataCorp, 2019), and
RI-CLPMs were conducted using Mplus version 8 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) with an
MLR estimator.

Missing Data

Sample retention at T3 was relatively high for parents (76%). According to chi-squared
analyses, parent retention at T3 was similar across grades (p = .501), but parents of

boys were more likely to drop out relative to parents of girls (p=.035), and hon-White
participants were more likely to drop out relative to White participants (p < .001). In terms
of the major study variables, parents who reported greater rejection (p < .001) or more
inconsistent discipline (p=.001) at T1, or who reported their child had higher levels of
callousness at T1 (p < .001), were less likely to remain in the study at T3 according to
independent samples t-tests. However, in a multivariate logistic regression model predicting
T3 attrition from T1 and T2 variables, CU, rejection, and discipline were no longer
significantly associated with missingness after accounting for control variables (child’s age,
gender, and race, T1 and T2 child aggression, parents’ education, and neighborhood type).
Thus, based on a lack of associations between key study variables and missingness in this
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model, we assume that missingness is explained by variables observed in our dataset and
thus that our data are missing at random (MAR).

To account for missing data, models use Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML),
which uses all available information to estimate model parameters in the presence of
missing data and is appropriate for data that are MAR. FIML is considered a best

practice for handling missing data, and parameters obtained with FIML are more likely

to reflect true parameter values than those obtained with other methods for missing data
(e.g., imputation, deletion), even when data are not missing at random, and especially

when variables associated with missingness are included in the analytical model (Enders,
2001; Enders & Bandalos, 2001). Although multiple imputation is also considered a best
practice for handling missing data, we chose to use FIML because 1) FIML is more
conveniently implemented with the type of structural equation modeling used in our
analyses (Allison, 2003); 2) multiple imputation can create scenarios where the imputation
model is inconsistent with the analysis model (Sinharay et al., 2001); 3) although results are
generally similar for FIML and imputation, compared to imputation, FIML is asymptotically
efficient and produces parameters with less bias (von Hippel, 2016); and 4) there are
additional considerations for multiple imputation with longitudinal data (Young & Johnson,
2015).

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for observed data on youth callousness, parental rejection, and
consistent discipline at each of the three waves, as well as bivariate correlations among study
variables at each wave and means for each grade at baseline, are displayed in Supplemental
Table S1. Average scores on callousness (from the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits)
in the current sample (~0.8) were largely similar to average scores from similarly aged
samples (Bansal et al., 2022; Docherty et al., 2017; Kemp et al., 2021; Kimonis et al.,

2014; Pihet et al., 2015; Ueno et al., 2021). Parental rejection scores indicated that on
average, roughly one-third of parents’ responses indicated rejection of their child, which is
slightly lower compared to another community sample which used this measure (Huesmann
et al., 2002). To our knowledge, the measure of consistent discipline used in this study has
not been used before, but the average scores of ~3 indicate that on average parents report
“frequent” use of consistent discipline.

Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model Results

We initially tested two RI-CLPMs with callousness, parental rejection, and consistency
of discipline: one where autoregressive paths, cross-lagged paths, and within-time across-
construct covariances were all unconstrained and allowed to freely vary across waves
(model M1a in Table 1), and another where these were constrained to equality over time
(model M1b in Table 1). Fit indices for these and other models are displayed in Table

1. The constrained model did not fit worse than the unconstrained model, as evidenced
by a non-significant Satorra-Bentler chi-squared difference test, ;(2(13) =10.47,p=
.655. Indeed, fit indices generally appeared similar but slightly better for the constrained
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model compared to the unconstrained model. Thus, associations among variables generally
appeared to be stable over time, and we chose to interpret the constrained model because
of its better fit and parsimony. The results of this constrained model are displayed in Table
2 and represented graphically in Figure 1. At the between-individual level, the random
intercepts were significantly correlated with each other, such that youth with higher overall
levels of callousness also experienced higher levels of parental rejection and lower levels
of consistent discipline on average (all pvalues < .001). At the within-individual level,
there were significant autoregressive paths for youth callousness (p < .001), consistency of
discipline (p=.002), and parental rejection (p = .033) from each time point to the next.

Significant cross-lagged paths were observed from youth callousness at each time point

to parental rejection (unstandardized 6= 0.08, p=.003) and consistency of discipline (6
=-0.18, p=.005) at the subsequent time point. Thus, when youth had higher levels of
callousness relative to their own personal average, they were more likely to experience
higher levels of parental rejection and lower levels of discipline at the next wave. However,
cross-lagged paths from parenting variables at one time point to youth callousness at the
next time point were not statistically significant, suggesting that youth callousness precedes
parenting behaviors and attitudes rather than vice versa. Correlations among callousness and
parenting within each wave were significant at p < .001, suggesting that at times when youth
had higher levels of callousness, they also experienced higher levels of parental rejection (r
= .33 t0 .36; differences due to standardization) and lower levels of consistent discipline (r=
-.24 to -.28) on average.

Moderation by Gender—We then conducted the same RI-CLPM as above, but in a
multiple group model with gender as the grouping variable instead of including gender as a
control variable. An initial model with parameters unconstrained by time or gender provided
an excellent fit to the data, and Satorra-Bentler chi-squared difference tests comparing model
fit indicated that adding constraints for either time or gender, or for both simultaneously, did
not result in depreciated model fit (see Table 1). Thus, associations among callousness and
parenting variables are similar across time and also similar for boys and girls, such that there
is no evidence of gender moderation. Again, the model appeared to provide an excellent fit
to the data, although the model chi-squared test was significant. The results of this model
were similar to those from the overall model in Table 2.

Moderation by Developmental Stage—We repeated the multiple group RI-CLPM, but
with developmental stage (i.e., 29, 4™ and 9™ grade) as the grouping variable instead

of gender. An initial model with parameters unconstrained by time or grade provided an
excellent fit to the data, and a Satorra-Bentler chi-squared difference test indicated that
adding equality constrained across time did not significantly worsen model fit. However,
adding equality constraints across grade groups, while allowing parameters to vary across
time, did result in significantly worse fit, suggesting that associations are different across
the three grades. Finally, we compared this model to one in which equality constraints were
imposed for both grade and time, and found that the additional equality constraints did not
decrement model fit. Thus, associations appear to operate differently across developmental
stages, but similarly across time within developmental stage. The results of the multiple-
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group RI-CLPM with parameters freely estimated for each grade group but constrained to
equality across time are displayed in Table 3. Model fit indices generally indicated that this
model provides a good fit to the data, although the chi-squared test was significant (see
Table 1 for model fit indices and Satorra-Bentler chi-squared test results).

Results for this model are generally similar to the main model presented in Table 2, with
some slight differences by grade at baseline. At the between-individual level, correlations
among the random intercepts of the parenting and youth callousness variables were
significant for youth in all three grades, except for the correlation between youth callousness
and consistency of discipline for the 4™ graders. According to Wald tests, the correlation
between youth’s overall level of callousness and parental rejection was stronger for the 9t
grade students compared to the 2"d and 4t grade students (p = .001); otherwise, the strength
of correlations was similar across grades.

At the within-individual level, there were significant autoregressive paths for youth
callousness from one time point to the next for all three grades. However, the only
significant autoregressive paths for parenting were for rejection and discipline among 9t
grade students. The cross-lagged paths from youth callousness at one time point to parenting
at the next time point were significant for both rejection and discipline for the 4! grade
students, but for neither variable for the 2"d and 9™ grade students. The cross-lagged paths
from parenting at one time point to callousness at the subsequent time point were only
significant for rejection for the 2" grade students. There were also significant correlations
between youth callousness and each of the parenting variables at each wave, indicating that
at times when youth are exposed to more rejection or less consistent discipline relative

to their typical levels, they also exhibit more callousness compared to their own average.
Overall, results suggest that youth callousness and parenting practices and attitudes were
associated both between and within individuals across all three grades at baseline, but
there were some slight differences across grades. Youth callousness appears more likely

to precede adverse parenting practices and attitudes for 4! grade students, while parental
rejection is more likely to precede youth callousness for 2"d grade students.

Discussion

In this study, we examined how parenting attitudes and behaviors are related to youth
callousness, both between and within individuals, from childhood through adolescence.

We applied random-intercept cross-lagged panel models to test for associations at the
between-person level as well as the within-person level, and to examine cross-lagged paths
at the within-person level. The results from these analyses indicate that parenting variables

— specifically, parental rejection and consistency of discipline — were associated with
callousness at both levels, even while controlling for age, gender, race, parent’s education,
type of neighborhood, and child aggression. Thus, children and adolescents who experience
more parental rejection and lower levels of consistent discipline compared to their peers tend
to also exhibit higher levels of callousness, and during times when parents are engaging in
more rejection or less consistent discipline compared to their own typical level, children tend
to display more callousness relative to their own personal average.
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We tested for bidirectional influences between parenting and youth callousness over time,
and results generally supported the influence of youth callousness on parents’ behaviors and
attitudes rather than the reverse. When youth exhibit higher levels of callousness relative

to their typical level, they are more likely to experience subsequent parental rejection and
less consistent discipline. Thus, while contemporaneous and between-individual associations
support a link between youth callousness and parents’ behaviors, examining these variables
over time indicates that youth callousness may be more likely to drive changes in

parents’ attitudes and behaviors, rather than vice versa. While cross-lagged associations
only partially support our initial hypotheses, our findings highlight the influence of youth
callousness on eliciting parental rejection and diminishing the use of consistent discipline.
In addition, there was high within-individual carry-over of callousness across waves, such
that waves in which youth had higher callousness than their average were more likely to be
followed by waves in which youth’s callousness remained higher than their average.

We then examined moderation by gender and developmental stage. Results did not

support differences by gender, indicating that associations between youth callousness and
parenting behaviors might be operating similarly for boys and girls from childhood through
adolescence. This is in line with some previous work which similarly found that parenting
and callousness are related to each other in similar ways for boys and girls (Clark & Frick,
2016; Fanti et al., 2017; Fontaine et al., 2010). In addition, relevant theoretical models such
as the moral socialization model or the Sensitivity to Threat and Affiliative Reward (STAR)
model of callousness do not posit different etiologies or consequences of youth callousness
for boys and girls. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that some previous studies have found
that gender moderated associations between parenting and callousness, albeit not always

in consistent ways. Importantly, two studies found that parental warmth was more strongly
related to lower callousness for girls compared to boys (Barker et al., 2011; Hawes et al.,
2011); however, because we did not measure parental warmth in this study, we were unable
to directly replicate those prior results.

We did find evidence for significant moderation by developmental stage, however,
indicating some developmental differences in the strength of between- and within-individual
associations of parenting practices and attitudes with youth callousness. In particular, youth
with higher average levels of callousness tended to have higher average levels of parental
rejection, and this was especially the case for the adolescents in 91" grade. In addition,
although youth with higher average levels of callousness tended to have lower average
levels of parental discipline, this association was not significant for the pre-adolescents

(41 grade students). When examining cross-lagged associations, youth callousness was
generally a stronger predictor of parenting behaviors in pre-adolescence (4t grade) than
childhood or adolescence (2" and 9t grade). It is possible that the transition to adolescence
is a particularly vulnerable time in the parent-child relationship, as youth at this age

are struggling to establish their autonomy from parents, and parent-child relationships
become characterized by a more equal balance of power in adolescence than in childhood
(Branje, 2018; Holmbeck, 2016; Spring et al., 2002). Thus, parenting practices and attitudes
may be more likely to be influenced by a child’s behaviors and personality during this

time. Although this would be in line with some previous work that found boys’ conduct
problems to be more predictive of parenting behaviors (Pardini et al., 2008) and maternal
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depression (Gross et al., 2008) during the transition to adolescence than in childhood or
mid-adolescence, future research is needed to further elucidate the changing nature of
parent-child bidirectional influences across the transition to adolescence.

Interestingly, we found some support for parenting behaviors preceding changes in youth
callousness in childhood (2" grade students); higher levels of parental rejection at one
wave were followed by higher youth callousness at the subsequent wave. Thus, although

we did not find support for this hypothesis in the general model, the developmental model
indicated that callousness in childhood may be more susceptible to rejection by parents. We
also found that within-individual associations from parenting behavior at one wave to the
subsequent wave were stronger in adolescence compared to childhood and pre-adolescence,
for both rejection and consistency of discipline. This indicates a possible “downward spiral”
of parenting that occurs in adolescence, such that once parents begin engaging in adverse
behaviors towards their child, they are more likely to continue to do so in the future. It is
possible, then, that parenting behaviors may be particularly influential for youth callousness
during childhood, and then the reverse becomes true (youth callousness influences parenting
behaviors) during the pre-adolescent years. Then, by the time youth reach adolescence, these
adverse parent-child dynamics have become more stable and less susceptible to change.
According to the STAR model of callousness, lack of affiliative inputs, such as parental
warmth and affection, early in life may confer risk of developing callousness, which in turn
can decrease affiliative inputs later on (Waller & Wagner, 2019). Although this study did
not directly test this model, our findings were generally in line with these predictions, as we
explain in more detail below.

These findings highlight a potential environmental pathway for the development of
callousness, contrary to literature which has proposed that callousness begins early and
tends to remain stable across the life course (Frick, Kimonis, et al., 2003) but in line with
theoretical and empirical work highlighting the importance of the parenting environment for
the development of callousness (Hyde et al., 2016; Waller et al., 2013; Waller & Hyde, 2018;
Waller & Wagner, 2019). Specifically, these findings appear to be in line with the STAR
model of callousness (Waller & Wagner, 2019), such that parents who are more rejecting
toward their children may not be offering sufficient affiliative rewards and thus contributing
to the development of youth callousness; however, it is important to note that we did not
measure affiliative reward or sensitivity to threat directly. These findings would also be

in line with the moral socialization model, such that parental rejection may harm youth’s
affiliation with their parents and thus their internalization of moral standards communicated
by their parents. We also found evidence of bidirectional influences, which would be posited
by the moral socialization model; however, we did not assess whether associations varied

as a function of youth temperament, which this model theorizes. Although not explicitly
measured in this study, it is possible that parental rejection and lack of acceptance can hinder
the child’s ability to accurately perceive parents’ moral standards and their motivation to
adhere to these standards (Grusec et al., 2013). In addition, parents’ rejection might cause
children to feel shame and focus on their own distress, which can harm their ability to
experience other-oriented empathy (Tangney et al., 2007).
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This work indicates that there may be different etiological pathways to callousness,
depending on a youth’s exposure to adverse parenting behaviors and the timing of that
exposure. Given these different pathways, it might be that prevention and intervention
efforts can be differentially tailored to meet the needs of youth who have developed
callousness in response to environmental factors. For example, some interventions that focus
on youth’s emotional development, on building interpersonal skills, or on training parents
have been effective in reducing callousness (Hawes et al., 2014). One specific intervention
— parent-child interaction training (PCIT) — was recently adapted to target callousness in
preschool children by enhancing parents’ expressions of warmth along with the use of
positive reinforcement. This intervention was able to reduce callousness and externalizing
problems and increase empathy, albeit in a sample of 23 families (Kimonis et al., 2019). Of
course, future studies also should take into account the broader construct of psychopathic
traits, given that callousness represents just one facet of this challenging constellation of
characteristics (Salekin et al., 2018).

This study has a number of strengths, including a relatively large sample size, collection

of similar data across time points to be able to track longitudinal changes, and the use

of valid and reliable measures. However, there are a number of limitations as well. For
example, the main study variables were all obtained through parent report; thus, associations
may be inflated due to common method variance, although common method variance

may be partially accounted for by including multiple parent-reported predictors in the
models. Future research should examine these associations using converging data across
multiple sources, and include other parental variables that could impact observed relations
— especially indicators of parental psychopathology that might influence not only parenting
practices but also ratings of child behavior. Our findings also are limited to generalizations
regarding callousness, so future studies should integrate measures of other facets of the
broader construct of psychopathic traits (Salekin et al., 2018). Given the relatively low
levels of adverse parenting in our sample, it is unclear how our findings would generalize
to higher-risk samples in which youth may be experiencing greater parental rejection and
less consistent discipline. Although we accounted for parent education in our models, it is
possible that other factors — such as parent income, marital/cohabitation status, and family
support — might be influential for both parenting behaviors and youth callousness. Finally,
our measure of parental rejection focused on parents’ disapproval of or dissatisfaction with
their child and does not include other aspects of rejection (e.g., hostility or neglect).

The findings of this study generally support bidirectional influences between youth
callousness and aspects of the parenting environment, with some differences depending

on developmental timing. Youth may be particularly influenced by parental rejection in
childhood, while parents of pre-adolescents are more likely to engage in less effective
parenting practices in response to elevated youth callousness. These results also indicate that
research into the development of callousness might benefit from analyzing between- and
within-individual associations separately, as the magnitude of associations can differ across
these levels, as well as from incorporating cross-lagged associations to examine temporal
ordering. Understanding how these associations operate at both the level of the individual as
well as within individuals across time can help inform clinical practice by indicating who
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might be at greater risk for developing callousness, and in what particular situations these
individuals may be at relatively higher risk.
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Acknowledgements.

The authors would like to acknowledge and express their gratitude for Maureen O’Brien, MSW, who coordinated
data collection for this study.

Funding details.

This work was supported by the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development under Grant R01-HD049837; the Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development under Grant R01-HD084652; and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention under Grant
U49-CE000207.

Data Availability Statement.

A de-identified version of the data that support the findings of this study are available from
the corresponding author, Meagan Docherty, upon reasonable request.

References

Achenbach TM (1991). Manual for the child behavior checklist 4-18 and 1991 profile. University of
Vermont, Department of Psychiatry.

Allison PD (2003). Missing data techniques for structural equation modeling. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 112(4), 545-557. 10.1037/0021-843X.112.4.545 [PubMed: 14674868]

Bansal PS, Babinski DE, Waxmonsky JG, & Waschbusch DA (2022). Psychometric properties
of parent ratings on the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits in a nationally representative
sample of 5- to 12-year-olds. Assessment, 29(2), 242-256. 10.1177/1073191120964562 [PubMed:
33054314]

Barker ED, Oliver BR, Viding E, Salekin RT, & Maughan B. (2011). The impact of prenatal
maternal risk, fearless temperament and early parenting on adolescent callous-unemotional traits:
A 14-year longitudinal investigation. The Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 52(8), 878—
888.10.1111/j.1469-7610.2011.02397.x [PubMed: 21410472]

Besemer S, Loeber R, Hinshaw SP, & Pardini DA (2016). Bidirectional associations between
externalizing behavior problems and maladaptive parenting within parent-son dyads across
childhood. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 44(7), 1387-1398. 10.1007/s10802-015-0124-6
[PubMed: 26780209]

Branje S. (2018). Development of parent-adolescent relationships: Conflict interactions as a
mechanism of change. Child Development Perspectives, 12(3), 171-176. 10.1111/cdep.12278

Byrd AL, Hawes SW, Loeber R, & Pardini D. (2018). Interpersonal callousness from childhood
to adolescence: Developmental trajectories and early risk factors. Journal of Clinical Child &
Adolescent Psychology, 47(3), 467-482. 10.1080/15374416.2016.1144190 [PubMed: 27101442]

Cardinale EM, & Marsh AA (2020). The reliability and validity of the Inventory
of Callous Unemotional Traits: A meta-analytic review. Assessment, 27(1), 57-71.
10.1177/1073191117747392 [PubMed: 29239206]

Cheung RYM, Boise C, Cummings EM, & Davies PT (2018). Mothers’ and fathers’ roles in child
adjustment: Parenting practices and mothers’ emotion socialization as predictors. Journal of Child
and Family Studies, 27, 4033-4043. 10.1007/s10826-018-1214-1

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 18

Childs AW, Fite PJ, Moore TM, Lochman JE, & Pardini DA (2014). Bidirectional associations
between parenting behavior and child callous-unemotional traits: Does parental depression
moderate this link? Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 42, 1141-1151. 10.1007/
$10802-014-9856-y [PubMed: 24577746]

Clark JE, & Frick PJ (2016). Positive parenting and callous-unemotional traits: Their association with
school behavior problems in young children. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology,
47, S242-S254. 10.1080/15374416.2016.1253016 [PubMed: 27936935]

Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group. (1996). Parenting Practices Inventory.

Craig SG, Goulter N, & Moretti MM (2021). A systematic review of primary and secondary callous-
unemotional traits and psychopathy variants in youth. Clinical Child and Family Psychology
Review, 24, 65-91. 10.1007/s10567-020-00329-x [PubMed: 33079293]

Dargis M, & Li JJ (2020). The interplay between positive and negative parenting and children’s
negative affect on callous-unemotional traits. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 29, 2614-2622.
10.1007/s10826-020-01783-5

Docherty M, Boxer P, Huesmann LR, O’Brien M, & Bushman BJ (2017). Assessing callous-
unemotional traits in adolescents: Determining cutoff scores for the Inventory of Callous and
Unemotional Traits. 73, 3(257-278). 10.1002/jclp.22313

Enders CK (2001). The performance of the full information maximum likelihood estimator in multiple
regression models with missing data. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 61(5), 713-
740. 10.1177/0013164401615001

Enders CK, & Bandalos DL (2001). The relative performance of full information maximum likelihood
estimation for missing data in structural equation models. Structural Equation Modeling, 8(3),
430-457. 10.1207/S15328007SEM0803_5

Eron LD (1982). Parent-child interaction, television violence, and aggression of children. American
Psychologist, 37(2), 197-211. 10.1037/0003-066x.37.2.197 [PubMed: 7091864]

Eron LD, Huesmann LR, & Zelli A. (1991). The role of parental variables in the learning of
aggression. In Pepler DJ & Rubin KH (Eds.), The development and treatment of childhood
aggression (pp. 169-188). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Eron LD, Walder LO, & Lefkowitz MM (1971). Learning of aggression in children. Little, Brown.

Essau CA, Sasagawa S, & Frick PJ (2006). Callous-unemotional traits in a community sample of
adolescents. Assessment, 13, 454-469. 10.1177/1073191106287354 [PubMed: 17050915]

Falk AE, Stiles K, Krein IN, & Lee SS (2021). Parenting behavior and growth of child conduct
problems: Moderation by callous-unemotional traits. Aggressive Behavior, 47(3), 251-259.
10.1002/ab.21952 [PubMed: 33611819]

Fanti KA, Colins OF, Andershed H, & Sikki M. (2017). Stability and change in callous-unemotional
traits: Longitudinal associations with potential individual and contextual risk and protective
factors. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 87(1), 62—75. 10.1037/0rt0000143 [PubMed:
27046166]

Fontaine NMG, Rijsdijk F, McCrory EJ, & Viding E. (2010). Etiology of different developmental
trajectories of callous-unemotional traits. Journal of the American Academy of Child &
Adolescent Psychiatry, 49(7), 656-664. [PubMed: 20610135]

Frick PJ (2004). The Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits. Unpublished rating scale.

Frick PJ, Cornell AH, Bodin SD, Dane HE, Barry CT, & Loney BR (2003). Callous-unemotional
traits and developmental pathways to severe conduct problems. Developmental Psychology, 39(2),
246-260. 10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.246 [PubMed: 12661884]

Frick PJ, Kimonis ER, Dandreaux DM, & Farrell JM (2003). The 4 year stability of psychopathic traits
in non-referred youth. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 21(6), 713-736. [PubMed: 14696028]

Frick PJ, & Morris AS (2004). Temperament and developmental pathways to conduct problems.
Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 33(1), 54-68. [PubMed: 15028541]

Frick PJ, & White SF (2008). Research review: The importance of callous-unemotional traits for
developmental models of aggressive and antisocial behavior. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 49, 359-375. 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01862.x [PubMed: 18221345]

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 19

Gross HE, Shaw DS, & Moilanen KL (2008). Reciprocal associations between boys’ externalizing
problems and mothers’ depressive symptoms. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(5), 693—
709. 10.1007/s10802-008-9224-x [PubMed: 18288602]

Grusec JE, Chaparro MP, Johnston M, & Sherman A. (2013). The development of moral behavior from
a socialization perspective. In Handbook of moral development (pp. 113-134). Psychology Press.

Hamaker EL, Kuiper RM, & Grasman RPPP (2015). A critique of the cross-lagged panel model.
Psychological Methods, 20(1), 102-116. 10.1037/a0038889 [PubMed: 25822208]

Hawes DJ, & Dadds MR (2005). The treatment of conduct problems in children with
callous-unemotional traits. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 73(4), 737-741.
10.1037/0022-006X.73.4.737 [PubMed: 16173862]

Hawes DJ, Dadds MR, Frost ADJ, & Hasking PA (2011). Do childhood callous-unemotional traits
drive change in parenting practices? Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 40(4),
507-518. 10.1080/15374416.2011.581624 [PubMed: 21722024]

Hawes DJ, Price MJ, & Dadds MR (2014). Callous-unemotional traits and the treatment of conduct
problems in childhood and adolescence: A comprehensive review. Clinical Child and Family
Psychology Review, 17, 248-267. 10.1007/s10567-014-0167-1 [PubMed: 24748077]

Holmbeck GN (2016). A model of family relational transformations during the transition to
adolescence: Parent-adolescent conflict and adaptation. In Graber JA, Brooks-Gunn J, & Petersen
AC (Eds.), Transitions through adolescence: Interpersonal domains and context. Routledge.

Huesmann LR, Eron LD, & Dubow EF (2002). Childhood predictors of adult criminality: Are all
risk factors reflected in childhood aggressiveness? Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 12(3),
185-208. 10.1002/cbm.496

Hyde LW, Waller R, Trentacosta CJ, Shaw DS, Neiderhiser JM, Ganiban JM, . . . Leve LD (2016).
Heritable and nonheritable pathways to early callous-unemotional behaviors. American Journal of
Psychiatry, 173(9), 903-910. [PubMed: 27056607]

Kemp EC, Frick PJ, Matlasz TM, Clark JE, Robertson EL, Ray JV, . . . Cauffman E. (2021).
Developing cutoff scores for the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits (ICU) in justice-
involved and community samples. Journal of Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology.
10.1080/15374416.2021.1955371

Kimonis ER, Fanti KA, & Singh JP (2014). Establishing cut-off scores for the parent-reported
Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits. Archives of Forensic Psychology, 1(1), 27-48.

Kimonis ER, Fleming G, Briggs N, Brouwer-French L, Frick PJ, & Hawes DJ (2019). Parent-child
interaction therapy adapted for preschoolers with callous-unemotional traits: An open trial pilot
study. 48, S347-S361. 10.1080/15374416.2018.1479966

Kimonis ER, Frick PJ, Boris NW, Smyke AT, Cornell AH, Farrell JM, & Zeanah CJ (2006). Callous-
unemotional features, behavioral inhibition, and parenting: Independent predictors of aggression in
a high-risk preschool sample. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 15, 745-756.

Kimonis ER, Frick PJ, Skeem JL, Marsee MA, Cruise K, Munoz LC, . . . Morris AS (2008).
Assessing callous-unemotional traits in adolescent offenders: Validation of the Inventory of
Callous-Unemotional Traits. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 31, 241-252. 10.1016/
j.1j1p.2008.04.002 [PubMed: 18514315]

Kochanska G. (1993). Toward a synthesis of parental socialization and child temperament in
early development of conscience. Child Development, 64(2), 325-347. https://doi.org/https://
www.jstor.org/stable/1131254

Lefkowitz MM, Eron LD, Walder LO, & Huesmann LR (1977). Growing up to be violent:

A longitudinal study of the development of aggression. Pergamon Press Inc. 10.1016/
C2013-0-05708-8

Lengua LJ, & Kovacs EA (2005). Bidirectional associations between temperament and parenting and
the prediction of adjustment problems in middle childhood. Applied Developmental Psychology,
26, 21-38. 10.1016/j.appdev.2004.10.001

Lopez-Romero L, Romero E, & Gdmez-Fraguela JA (2015). Delving into callous-unemotional traits in
a Spanish sample of adolescents: Concurrent correlates and early parenting precursors. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 24(5), 1451-1468. 10.1007/s10826-014-9951-2

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.


https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/1131254
https://doi.org/https://www.jstor.org/stable/1131254

1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 20

Moore AA, Blair RJ, Hettema JM, & Roberson-Nay R. (2019). The genetic underpinnings of callous-
unemotional traits: A systematic research review. Neuroscience and biobehavioral reviews, 100,
85-97. 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.02.018 [PubMed: 30817934]

Muthén LK, & Muthén BO (1998-2017). Mplus user’s guide (Eighth Edition ed.). Muthén & Muthén.

Newton EK, Laible D, Carlo G, Steele JS, & McGinley M. (2014). Do sensitive parents foster
kind children, or vice versa? Bidirectional influences between children’s prosocial behavior and
parental sensitivity. Developmental Psychology, 50, 1808-1816. 10.1037/a0036495 [PubMed:
24708456]

Oxford M, Cavell TA, & Hughes JN (2003). Callous/unemotional traits moderate the relation between
ineffective parenting and child externalizing problems: A partial replication and extension. Journal
of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 32(4), 577-585. 10.1207/S15374424JCCP3204_10
[PubMed: 14710466]

Pardini D, & Loeber R. (2008). Interpersonal callousness trajectories across adolescence. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 35(2).

Pardini DA, Fite PJ, & Burke JD (2008). Bidirectional associations between parenting practices
and conduct problems in boys from childhood to adolescence: The moderating effect of age
and African-American ethnicity. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36(5), 647-662. 10.1007/
510802-007-9162-z [PubMed: 17899362]

Pihet S, Etter S, Schmid M, & Kimonis ER (2015). Assessing callous-unemotional traits in
adolescents: Validity of the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits across gender, age, and
community/institutionalized status. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment,
37(3), 407-421. 10.1007/s10682-014-9472-8

Ray JV, & Frick PJ (2020). Assessing callous-unemotional traits using the total score from the
Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits: A meta-analysis. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent
Psychology, 49(2), 190-199. 10.1080/15374416.2018.1504297 [PubMed: 30142284]

Robinson BA, Azores-Gococo N, Brennan PA, & Lilienfeld SO (2016). The roles of
maternal psychopathic traits, maternal antisocial personality traits, and parenting in the
development of child psychopathic traits. Parenting: Science and Practice, 16(1), 36-55.
10.1080/15295192.2016.1116894

Rohner RP (2004). The parental “acceptance-rejection syndrome”: Universal correlates of perceived
rejection. American Psychologist, 59(8), 830-840. 10.1037/0003-066x.59.8.830 [PubMed:
15554863]

Sinharay S, Stern HS, & Russell D. (2001). The use of multiple imputation for the analysis of missing
data. Psychological Methods, 6(4), 317-329. [PubMed: 11778675]

Skinner E, Johnson S, & Snyder T. (2005). Six dimensions of parenting: A motivational model.
Parenting: Science and Practice, 5(2), 175-235.

Spinrad TL, & Eisenberg N. (2019). Socialization of moral emotions and behavior. In Laible DJ, Carlo
G, & Padilla-Walker LM (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of parenting and moral development (pp.
57-72). Oxford University Press.

Spring B, Rosen KH, & Matheson JL (2002). How parents experience a transition to adolescence: A
qualitative study. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 11(4).

StataCorp. (2019). Stata Statistical Software: Release 16. In StataCorp LLC.

Steinberg L. (2001). We know some things: Parent-adolescent relationships in retrospect and prospect.
Journal of Research on Adolescence, 11(1), 1-19. 10.1111/1532-7795.00001

Takahashi Y, Pease CR, Pingault J-B, & Viding E. (2021). Genetic and environmental influences on
the developmental trajectory of callous-unemotional traits from childhood to adolescence. Journal
of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 62(4), 414-423. 10.1111/jcpp.13259 [PubMed: 32418200]

Tangney JP, Stuewig J, & Mashek DJ (2007). Moral emotions and moral behavior. Annual Review of
Psychology, 58, 345-372. 10.1146/annurev.psych.56.091103.070145

Ueno K, Ackermann K, Freitag CM, & Schwenck C. (2021). Assessing callous-unemotional
traits in 6- to 18-year-olds: Reliability, validity, factor structure, and norms of the German
version of the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional Traits. Assessment, 28(2), 567-584.
10.1177/1073191119847766 [PubMed: 31096770]

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 21

Viding E, Frick PJ, & Plomin R. (2007). British Journal of Psychiatry, 190(S49), S33-S38. 10.1192/
bjp.190.5.533

Viding E, Jones AP, Frick PJ, Moffitt TE, & Plomin R. (2008). Heritability of antisocial behaviour
at 9: Do callous-unemotional traits matter? Developmental Science, 11(1), 17-22. 10.1111/
j.1467-7687.2007.00648.x [PubMed: 18171362]

Vitacco MJ, Neumann CS, Ramos V, & Roberts MK (2003). Ineffective parenting: A precursor to
psychopathic traits and delinquency in Hispanic females. Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences, 1008(1), 300-303. 10.1196/annals.1301.037 [PubMed: 14998901]

von Hippel PT (2016). New confidence intervals and bias comparisons show that maximum likelihood
can beat multiple imputation in small samples. Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 23(3), 422-437. 10.1080/10705511.2015.1047931

Waller R, Baskin-Sommers AR, & Hyde LW (2018). Examining predictors of callous unemotional
traits trajectories across adolescence among high-risk males. Journal of Clinical Child &
Adolescent Psychology, 47(3), 444-457. 10.1080/15374416.2015.1102070 [PubMed: 26799585]

Waller R, Gardner F, & Hyde LW (2013). What are the associations between parenting, callous-
unemotional traits, and antisocial behavior in youth? A systematic review of evidence. Clinical
Psychology Review, 33(4), 593-608. 10.1016/j.cpr.2013.03.001 [PubMed: 23583974]

Waller R, Gardner F, Hyde LW, Shaw DS, J DT, & WIllson MN (2012). Do harsh and positive
parenting predict parent reports of deceitful-callous behavior in early childhood? Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 53(9), 946-953. 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2012.02550.x [PubMed:
22490064]

Waller R, Gardner F, Viding E, Shaw DS, Dishion TJ, Wllson MN, & Hyde LW (2014). Bidirectional
associations between parental warmth, callous unemotional behavior, and behavior problems in
high-risk preschoolers. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 42(8), 1275-1285. [PubMed:
24740437]

Waller R, & Hyde LW (2018). Callous-unemotional behaviors in early childhood: The development
of empathy and prosociality gone awry. Current Opinion in Psychology, 20, 11-16. 10.1016/
j.copsyc.2017.07.037 [PubMed: 28822897]

Waller R, & Wagner N. (2019). The Sensitivity to Threat and Affiliative Reward (STAR) model and
the development of callous-unemotional traits. Neuroscience & Biobehavioral Reviews, 107, 656—
671. 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.10.005 [PubMed: 31618611]

Waller R, Wagner NJ, Flom M, Ganiban J, & Saudino KJ (2021). Fearlessness and low social
affiliation as unique developmental precursors of callous-unemotional behaviors in preschoolers.
Psychological Medicine, 51, 777-785. 10.1017/S003329171900374X [PubMed: 31875794]

West SG, Taylor AB, & Wu W. (2012). Model fit and model selection in structural equation modeling.
Handbook of structural equation modeling, 1, 22.

Young R, & Johnson DR (2015). Handling missing values in longitudinal panel data with multiple
imputation. Journal of Marriage and Family, 77(1), 277-294. 10.1111/jomf.12144 [PubMed:
26113748]

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



1duosnue Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Docherty et al.

Page 22

-

-0.28%**

BETWEEN \ / WITHIN

0.28*** m 0.29%** cu
T2
TN 0,13+ ;
0.42+%* '
_0.23***
Figurel.

Random-intercept cross-lagged panel model of callousness (CU), parental rejection (REJ),
and consistent discipline (DIS) across three waves. Random intercepts (RIp) represent
differences between individuals, while residuals at each time point (noted with ;) represent
time-specific deviations from person-level means within individuals. All paths among
callousness and parenting variables included in the model are shown, except for covariances
among within-person residuals at each time point, each of which was significant at p<.05.
Not shown are relations with control variables: each random intercept was regressed on age,
gender, race, parent education, and type of neighborhood at T1, and each of the callousness
and parenting variables were regressed on child aggression measured at that particular wave.
Paths that were not significant at p<.05 are depicted with dashed lines, while significant
paths are represented by bolded solid lines.
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Table 2
Results of the Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model: Relations among Callousness and Parenting
Variables
Rejection Discipline
Est. (SE) 9% Cl Est. (SE) 95% ClI
Cross-lagged paths
CU — parenting 008** (0.03) [0.030.13] 018** (007) [-0.31,-0.05]
Parenting — CU 0.11 (0.07) [-0.02,0.23] 0.01 (0.03) [-0.06, 0.04]
Autoregressive paths
cU - cud 030™** (0.06) [0.19,0.40] -
Parenting — Parenting 011% (0.05) [0.01,0.22] 017" (0.06) [0.06, 0.28]
Within-time correlation between CU and parenting 0.01¥* (0.00) [0.01,0.02] 0.02*** (0.00) [-0.03,-0.02]
Correlation between random intercepts of CU and parenting o oo *** (0.00)  [0.01, 0.02] 0.03*** (0.01) [-0.04,-0.02]

Note. CU = callousness. Unstandardized coefficients are presented. Not depicted are covariates: age, sex, race, parent education, and type of
neighborhood were included as time-invariant covariates by predicting random intercepts, and child aggression was included as a time-varying
covariate by predicting the within-individual callousness and parenting variables. Cross-lagged paths, autoregressive paths, and within-time
correlations were constrained to equality across time, but slight differences may occur due to standardization. The model was estimated using
robust maximum likelihood (MLR). V= 1,421.

a . . _— . . .
Autoregressive paths for callousness are shown in the column for rejection but are the same across both parenting variables (i.e., there were only
two autoregressive callousness paths for the entire model).

*
p<.05.

*ok

p<.0l.

Aok

p<.001.

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



Page 25

Docherty et al.

"100" >d

KK

‘10 >d

¥
50" >d
*

*(]apow 81nus 8y} 10y
dnoub apesb yoes uiyim syred ssausnoj[es anIssaifaiolne omy AJuo a1am aiay “a'1) sajqerien Bunualed e ss0Joe aWes ay) aJe INg UoIIoalal J0j UWIN|0D Y} Ul UMOUS 81 SSausnojes 1oy syred o>_mwm._m88:<m

apelb )6 10} LGy pue ‘apelfi 7 1oy LT ‘9pelb 2 1o} Ly = (4 TIN) poouis|

winwiIxew isngod Buisn payewnss sem [apowl ay | 'sidiIasgns Jo asn syl YIIM Palou aJe S3oUaIaIp JuediIubIs ‘s)ualola0d ayy Buliedwod sisal piepn Aq parealpul se apelb Aq sisiaweled |apow usamiag
S30UBJBLIP JURIIUBIS 818 318yl UBUAA "Sa]qerien Bunualted pue ssausnojed [enpiAlpul-ulyiim ayy Buinoipaid Aq a1erienod BuiAlen-awi e se papnjoul sem uoissalBbe pjiyo pue ‘sydadssiul wopuel Bunoipaid
Aq S31B1IBAOD JUBLIBAUI-3WIY SB Papn|oul a1am pooyloqyBiau jo adAy pue ‘uoneonps usred ‘aoel ‘xas ‘afe :seyellen0d ale pajoldap JON ‘parussaid ale S)USIdIYa0I PazIpJepurIsUN 'SSaUsno|ed = ND ‘9JON

(100) 790" (100) 100- (100 »ex700"  (100) s €00  (000) k2100  (00°0) xx2T00  Bunuared pue N3 Jo s1da0IBIUI WOPUEI UBBMIBQ UOIE[1I0D
(100) #xx00" (100)  #xx€00" (1000) k%00 (000) xx'00  (000) wxxC00 (000) wxx 10O Bunussed pue N USBMIAY UOIE|SLI00 SWII-UILIAM
010  «<080 (600 z1o  (0T0) €10 (600)  «€¢0  (0T0) z00 (600 Z10 Bunuased «— Bunuased

- - = (10 %0 (600) «xxE0 (0TO)  AECO 29 < N9

syred anissalBaioiny

(¥00) 000 (500 €00~ (50°0) 100 (1100 %T0- (1T0) 200 (T70)  ,L29C0 NO « Bunuased
@ro) #9000~ @T0) s €0~ (1T0) Y00~ (g000) €00 (G00) #<ST0 (500 900 Bunuated < N9
syyed pabbe|-ssoi)
(39) ‘53 (39) ‘53 (39 53 (39 ‘53 39 53 (39) 53
aped 6 ape B pZ apelb 6 ape B ape B puZ
oo ky

apelo Aqg parelapoln ‘sejgelteA Bunuaied pue ssausnojed Buowe suoie|ay :|9poIA [aued pabbe-sso1) 1dadiaul-wopuey ayl Jo S1nsey

€ 9lqeL

Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript Author Manuscript

J Clin Child Adolesc Psychol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2025 July 01.



	Abstract
	Etiology of Callousness
	Youth Callousness and Parenting
	Gender and Callousness
	Parenting and Callousness across Development
	Limitations of Previous Research
	The Current Study
	Methods
	Participants and Procedures
	Measures
	Callousness.
	Parenting.
	Covariates.
	Child Aggressive Behavior.
	Demographic Characteristics.


	Plan of Analysis
	Missing Data

	Results
	Descriptive Statistics
	Random-Intercept Cross-Lagged Panel Model Results
	Moderation by Gender
	Moderation by Developmental Stage


	Discussion
	References
	Figure 1.
	Table 1
	Table 2
	Table 3

