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ABSTRACT 
the aim of this study is to ascertain whether there are 
any differences in the parenting practices received 
by two groups of children who obtain low-risk and 
high-risk scores, respectively, in relation to conduct 
problems and determine which parenting variables 
are linked with the presence or absence of this kind 
of problematic behavior. we selected a sample of 30 
children between 6 and 14 years old with risk scores 
in behavioral problems according to the Behavior 
Assessment System for Children (BASC), and another 
similar group with low scores in this variable. After 
applying the Parent-Child relationship inventory (PCri) 
to both parents, we carried out a binomial logistic 
regression analysis which resulted in a prediction model 
for the 80% of the sample, composed of the Parenting 
variables: communication and role orientation from 
the mothers, and parental support, autonomy and limit 
setting (the most significant factor) from the fathers. 
Finally, the utility of results to raise intervention 
strategies within the family is discussed.
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nition is offered by Benjumea and Mojarro (3), referring 
to persistently inappropriate patterns of behavior for the 
child’s age, characterized by the violation of others’ rights 
and the transgression of social norms of coexistence. 
These patterns of behavior usually include aggression 
and other behavioral problems such as dishonesty, theft, 
skipping school, lying, running away from home, drink-
ing alcohol or taking drugs (4).

Conduct Disorder is more frequently diagnosed 
among boys, with a prevalence ranging from 6% to 16%, 
whereas in girls prevalence varies between 2% and 9% 
(1), and several studies have reported that externalizing 
behavior diminishes during childhood and increases 
during adolescence (5). For specific behavioral problems 
relating to tantrums, disobedience, demands and com-
plaints, which generate a high number of problems affect-
ing coexistence both at school and at home, estimated 
prevalence is much higher, around 60%, although this 
does not entail a diagnosis of Conduct Disorder (6).

Behavioral problems usually deteriorate as children 
get older, exacerbated by factors such as academic failure, 
peer rejection or ineffective parental style as parents lack 
the skills to run a family effectively, establishing coercive 
interactions with their children, who end up incorporat-
ing this model into their own repertoire and applying it 
within the family context as well as other settings with 
children and adults (7-10). Recent studies have referred 
to this parenting model as negative or dysfunctional disci-
pline, which acts as a mediator between the personality of 
parents and children and behavioral problems (11, 12).

As regards the influence of parental styles on behav-
ioral problems, undoubtedly the best-known model 
was put forward by Baumrind (13-15), and redrafted 
by Maccoby and Martin (16). This model points to 
the existence of four parental styles – authoritative, 
authoritarian, negligent and indulgent – which foster 
to a greater or lesser extent the appearance of behav-

InTRoduCTIon
In the DSM-IV-TR, the category of Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorders and Disruptive Behavior makes 
the most direct reference to disruptive behavior, involv-
ing the diagnosis of Conduct Disorder, characterized by 
a variety of persistent antisocial behaviors including acts 
of aggression, destruction of property, deceitfulness, theft 
and violation of rules (1). These anti-social behavioral 
patterns provoke a significant deterioration in everyday 
functioning at home and school (2). Another useful defi-
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ioral problems in children. Based on this model, recent 
studies, for example by Steinberg, Blatt-Eisengart and 
Cauffman (17) or Villar, Luengo, Gómez and Romero 
(18), have drawn the conclusion that the authoritative 
style offers the best prevention of behavioral problems 
in children, whereas negligent and indulgent styles pres-
ent the most direct links with these problems. Although 
parental styles have proved to be extremely important 
in the explanation of behavioral problems in children, 
the distinction drawn by Darling and Steinberg (19) 
between parental styles and parenting practices has 
influenced the study of family dynamics in recent years. 
These authors suggest that parental style is a constella-
tion of attitudes that lead to a series of parenting prac-
tices and socialization goals, which have a more direct 
influence on the problematic behavior of children. 

Based on the study of parenting practices and atti-
tudes, in recent years a wide variety of variables have 
been examined, referring to a series of parental behaviors 
in their everyday interaction with their children. Some 
of the most widely studied aspects are discipline, consis-
tency or behavioral control. Most recent studies concur 
that reasoned and consistent disciplinary guidelines are 
related with a lower instance of problematic behavior in 
children (20-25). One of the main requirements to estab-
lish consistent and reasoned disciplinary guidelines is the 
existence of adequate communication between parents 
and children. Along these lines, numerous data offered by 
different researchers have linked a lack of communication 
with behavioral problems (18, 26-28). Other studies asso-
ciate aspects inherent in communication such as mutual 
respect or honesty with behavioral problems (29). 

Another frequently studied aspect, owing to its rela-
tionship with behavioral problems, is what most authors 
refer to as autonomy. Although numerous authors 
indicate that a certain degree of autonomy in decision-
making fosters responsibility and is linked with a lower 
instance of problematic behavior in children and teen-
agers (25, 30, 31), a high degree of autonomy could be 
identified with a negligent attitude on the part of the 
parents, which could give rise to a situation of risk as 
regards the possible appearance of behavioral problems 
in children (32-34).

Finally, other types of variables inherent in parent-
ing which bear a close relationship with behavioral 
problems in children refer to the level of social support 
perceived by parents and the collaboration of both par-
ents in parenting tasks. As regards perceived support, 
some studies have linked behavioral problems in chil-

dren with different factors such as chronic poverty (35), 
ethnic background (23, 35), unemployment (22) and 
the quality of social networks (36). As for the second of 
these variables, Webster-Stratton and Hammond (37) 
highlighted various aspects such as negative commu-
nication and affection within the couple and a lack of 
collaboration in parenting as aspects that are strongly 
linked with behavioral problems in children.

Previous studies carried out on Spanish sample popu-
lations have shown that variables such as autonomy and 
discipline (limit setting), pertaining to the parenting 
practices of mothers and fathers, bear a close relationship 
with certain behavioral problems in their children, such as 
hyperactivity and impulsiveness (38) or aggressive behav-
ior (39-41). Furthermore, the equal distribution of house-
hold chores towards which we are heading confers a new 
status on the parenting practices of fathers, which until 
now has been studied to a much lesser degree than that of 
mothers (42). Until now, little has been known about the 
way in which the interaction between the parenting prac-
tices of the father and mother affect the functioning of the 
family. However, as Lindsey and Mize (43) affirm, based 
on a systemic perspective of the family, the relationship 
between the parenting practices of the father and mother 
could be expected to make a more significant contribu-
tion to the development of the child than the effect of the 
mother’s or the father’s practices individually.

Ultimately, this study aims to determine the relation-
ship between the different factors that comprise the par-
enting practices and attitudes of mothers and fathers 
according to the Parent Child Relationship Inventory 
(PCRI; 44) and the behavioral problems of their children 
as reported by parents using the Behavior Assessment 
System for Children (BASC; 4). In other words, the 
intention is to ascertain whether there are differences 
in the parenting practices and attitudes received by two 
groups of children who obtain low-risk and high-risk 
scores respectively on the instrument used to measure 
the variable conduct problems and determine which par-
enting variables are linked with the presence or absence 
of this kind of problematic behavior. 

MeThod
PARTICIPAnTS
To select a broad sample of participants from an average 
socioeconomic background, pupils from three Nursery, 
Primary and Secondary Schools were analyzed, located 
in the provinces of Cordoba and Jaen in Spain. Having 
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administered a total of 500 questionnaires, information 
was obtained from 432 participants, from which 60 sub-
jects were selected and divided into two groups of 30: the 
first group encompassed all participants situated in the 
high-risk group in terms of the variable conduct problems 
as reported by their parents (risk group), having obtained 
a T score over 60, as discussed in greater detail in the 
description of the instrument provided below. In the sec-
ond group, with a low score in conduct problems, all par-
ticipants registered a T score for this variable below the 
normative mean indicated by the instrument (T<50).

Both groups were made up of 21 boys and 9 girls aged 
from 6 to 14 years old, with an average age of 9.37 (SD= 
2.189) in the high-risk group and 9.37 (SD=2.327) in the 
low-scoring group for conduct problems. Breaking the sam-
ple down by school year, both groups comprised 15 chil-
dren enrolled in grades 1 to 4 in Primary Education, and 
another 15 children between grade 5 of Primary Education 
and grade 2 of Compulsory Secondary Education. 

InSTRuMenTS
In order to compile information, the following instru-
ments were used:

An adaptation into Spanish of the BASC (4).
The purpose of this system is to evaluate a wide range 

of pathological and adaptive dimensions using different 
sources of information (parents, teachers and children) 
and different methods (questionnaires, developmental 
history and observation). In this case, the questionnaire 
for parents was used.

The questionnaires used in this study, which are divided 
into two levels according to age (6/12, 12/18), present an 
internal consistency index of .70 for parents. Test-retest 
correlation (three months interval) was .88 and .70 for the 
two levels of questionnaire completed by parents.

Of all the different scales included in this instru-
ment, the conduct problems scale was used for this 
study, defined by the instrument as “a tendency to show 
antisocial behavior, which breaks the rules, including 
destruction of property.” This scale presents internal 
consistency indexes between .68 and .75, depending on 
the age of the subjects.

The scores obtained for any of the scales are trans-
formed into T scores, which indicate the distance of a 
particular score in relation to the control group mean, 
thereby enabling comparisons to be made between sub-
jects of different ages. These T scores can vary between 
0 and 100 and present a mean of 50 and SD of 10. On 
the basis of these T scores, different levels are estab-

lished: scores below 30 are considered very low, under 
40 low, between 40 and 60 intermediate, over 60 at risk, 
and over 70 clinically significant.

The other instrument utilized was a Spanish version 
of the PCRI (45), which measures paternal and maternal 
practices and attitudes towards parenting using a direct 
score. It comprises 78 items with four response options 
(totally disagree, disagree, agree and strongly agree), 
which are grouped into seven scales. High scores on 
the different scales indicate greater agreement with the 
situation defined in each scale. The seven scales are: 

Support•	 , social and emotional, received by a mother 
or father.
Satisfaction with parenting•	 : satisfaction obtained by a 
parent through parenthood.
Involvement•	 : level of interaction and parental knowl-
edge about their child.
Communication•	 : perception regarding the effective-
ness of communication with their child.
Limit setting•	 : level of exigency in obedience of rules.
Autonomy•	 : ability to give the child independence.
Role orientation•	 : attitudes about the role played by 
each gender in parenting.
A small social desirability scale is also included.
The internal consistency of the instrument for this 

sample, obtained using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, 
is .87. For each scale, this coefficient ranges from .68 
for the Support scale to .78 for the Satisfaction scale. 
Furthermore, in the case of this sample, the ques-
tionnaire presents good construct validity, given the 
correlations between the different scales on the ques-
tionnaire, especially in the most important parenting 
scales such as Involvement-Satisfaction with parenting 
(.51), Involvement-Communication (.64), Limit set-
ting-Support (.42), Limit setting-Autonomy (.44) and 
Satisfaction with parenting-Limit setting (.37).

PRoCeduRe
Once the schools were selected, as indicated in the 
Participants section, contact was made with the head 
teachers of the schools once their school board had pro-
vided their consent to participate in the study. To inform 
the families in writing of this study and provide them 
with the instrument, the form teachers collaborated in 
the distribution and collection of questionnaires. Families 
that agreed to collaborate voluntarily completed the P 
format (parents) of the BASC in its different versions 
depending on the age of the children, and the PCRI, 
completed by both the father and mother.
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dATA AnAlYSIS
To evaluate the possible effect of parenting variables on 
conduct problems, an ex-post-facto design was applied 
with a quasi-control group. Hence, a dichotomic variable 
was used as the dependent variable, derived from the T 
score obtained in conduct problems. The two options for 
this variable were 0 for subjects with a low conduct prob-
lems score, and 1 for subjects in the risk area. For this 
purpose, subjects were selected if their T score in con-
duct problems, as reported by their parents, situated them 
above the level of risk, and another group was chosen 
with low conduct problems scores, equivalent to the first 
group in terms of gender and school level. 

Subsequently, binary logistic regression analysis was 
performed. Based on the coefficients estimated by logis-
tic regression for each of the variables, in accordance 
with its probability of belonging to either level of the 
dependent variable, this process classed each subject 
into one of the two categories proposed.

Logistical regression enabled various models to be 
established, the most efficient one being the model that 
predicts the highest percentage of correctly classified 
subjects with the lowest number of possible variables, 
since the main purpose of this analysis is to establish a 
model that predicts the dependent variable using the 
independent variables. The model comprises an equa-
tion made up of estimated coefficients and the scores of 
the different variables, giving a resulting score between 
0 and 1, with a cut-off point of .5: scores between .5 and 
1 indicate the probability of obtaining a high score in 
conduct problems; scores between 0 and .5 indicate the 
contrary.

To perform these analyses, the following predictive 
variables were taken into account, from the perspective 
of both the father and the mother: Support, Satisfaction 
with parenting, Involvement, Communication, Limit 
setting, Autonomy and Role Orientation.

ReSulTS

On the conduct problems scale, for possible T scores between 
0 and 100, the risk group obtained a mean T score of 66.10 
(SD= 8.023), ranging from 60 to 87, whereas the low con-
duct problems group obtained a mean score of 39.93 (SD= 
3.269), with a minimum of 37 and a maximum of 45.

By applying binary logistical regression analysis to 
these two groups, between the different possible mod-
els, a prediction model was established comprising five 
factors described in Table 1. This five-factor model was 
selected since it predicts whether a subject will belong to 
one or the other group for a large percentage of the sam-
ple with a fairly small number of variables. The good-
ness-of-fit for the model was good, with a Chi-Square of 
25.744 and five degrees of freedom, statistically different 
from zero. Furthermore, the Cox & Snell R-square and 
the Nagelkerke R-square presented acceptable values: 
.349 and .465, respectively. The Hosmer-Lemeshow test 
to evaluate correspondence between real and predicted 
values of the dependent variable did not provide signifi-
cant results, since X2= 11.446 (p=.178).

As for the classification of subjects, a mean percent-
age of 80% was obtained for correctly classified subjects, 
obtaining small differences between both groups: 83.3% 
for the risk group and 76.7% for the low score group.

One of the main applications of logistical regression 
analysis is the possibility of creating an equation that 
can be used to classify a subject in one of the condi-
tions of the dependent variable and knowing the prob-
ability of manifesting a high level of conduct problems 
depending on the score obtained for one or more of the 
independent variables.
The equation is:

b1= 1/1+e-z

where:
Z= B0 + B1(X1) + B2(X2) + B3(X3) + Bn(Xn)

Table 1. Variables included in the model

VARIAbLES
 
 b

 
 S.E.

 
Wald d.f.  Sig.  Exp (b)

95% C.I. Exp (b)

Lower Higher

Father’s support -.159 .132 1.455 1 .228 .853 .659 1.104

Father’s limit setting -.322 .117 7.557 1 .006 .724 .576 .912

Father’s autonomy .267 .139 3.720 1 .054 1.307 .996 1.715

Mother’s communication -.174 .094 3.406 1 .065 .840 .698 1.011

Mother’s role orientation .162 .083 3.802 1 .051 1.176 .999 1.383

Constant 8.008 3.869 4.285 1 .038 3006.017
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and:
Z= linear combination of variables.
B0= estimated coefficient of the constant regression.
B1= estimated coefficient for variable 1.
X1= subject’s score for variable 1.
b1= probability of belonging to the risk group.
e= base of natural logarithms (2.718).

By transferring the data from the study to the equation 
described above, we get:

Z= 8.008 + (-.159)(X1) + (-.322)(X2) + (.267)(X3) + 
(-.174)(X4) + (.162)(X5) 
where:

X1= father’s score for support.
X2= father’s score for limit setting.
X3= father’s score for autonomy.
X4= mother’s score for communication.
X5= mother’s score for role orientation.
Finally, the result obtained for Z is transferred to the 

first equation to obtain the probability of b1 or probabil-
ity of obtaining a risk score in conduct problems.

When two subjects were chosen at random, one from 
the low score group (subject number 22) and another 
from the risk group (subject number 51), the probabil-
ity of b1 obtained for the first was .039 < 0.5, hence this 
subject was correctly classified by the model in the low 
score group; and the score obtained by the second was 
.975 > 0.5, and therefore this subject was also correctly 
classified by the model in the risk group.

Furthermore, of particular note was the strong joint 
influence of the variables “father’s discipline” and “father’s 
autonomy” on the possibility of belonging to the risk or 
low-score group, since when logistical regression analysis 
was applied, only inserting this factors as the indepen-
dent variables, 76.7% of subjects were correctly classified, 
although the father’s autonomy was not significant.

dISCuSSIon And ConCluSIonS
The purpose of this study was to analyze which factors 
in the parenting practices and attitudes of fathers and 
mothers were linked with a higher or lower probability 
of obtaining a score in the risk area of the BASC in rela-
tion to conduct problems.

Based on the model of parenting practices suggested 
by Darling and Steinberg (19), certain family models or 
general patterns of parental behavior could be established 
that would be directly related with behavioral problems in 
their children. Accepting some methodological limitations 
like small group size, a wide age range, cross-sectional, or 

using questionnaires and behavior reports taken from a 
single source of information, the results obtained reflect 
major differences between the two groups; for four out of 
every five subjects included in the sample, a combination 
of high scores in autonomy granted by the father and role 
orientation on the part of the mother together with low 
scores in perceived support and limit setting for the father 
and communication for the mother have a significant 
influence on the increased probability of scoring in the 
high-risk area of the BASC for conduct problems.

The model created is made up of variables that, 
although not significant in some cases, make an important 
contribution to the model’s predictive ability, increasing 
the number of correctly classified subjects. In this respect, 
discipline (limit setting), understood as the establishment 
of clear limits, acts as an excellent predictor of higher lev-
els of adaptation in children, coinciding with the affirma-
tions made by Aunola and Nurmi (20), Elgar et al. (21), 
Knutson et al. (22), McCoy et al. (23), Pfiffner et al. (24), 
and Tur et al. (25). Autonomy or the level of Independence 
granted to the child has revealed in this case its most nega-
tive side, since the data found in this study concur with 
statements made by Adalbjarnardotir and Hafsteinsson 
(32), Beyers et al. (33), and Vazsonyi (34), who suggest 
that excessive autonomy is a kind of negligence, a predic-
tor of high scores in behavioral problems. 

We cannot ignore that these kinds of problems must be 
analyzed in terms of interaction, since although the fam-
ily situation described might be a precursor to conduct 
problems, these problems in children can also destabilize 
the family dynamic, generating inappropriate patterns 
of interaction with the parents. However, although the 
method used doesn’t allow us to establish causal relation-
ships, the information obtained has broad applications 
for interventions with families with problematic children, 
since the parents’ responses to the instruments utilized 
reveal patterns of behavior that can be modified in both 
parents and children. In this respect, clear rules could be 
established, ensuring they are enforced, coming up with 
daily monitoring strategies in different tasks, being com-
municative with their children and involving all members 
of the family unit in the different parenting tasks to favor 
the work/life balance for both parents.

Finally, in terms of the future, further research could 
be conducted to provide information about certain 
aspects yet to be clarified such as possible differences 
between the most important variables in the prediction 
of conduct problems in young children and adolescents. 
Moreover, this study opens up a broad new avenue of 
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research, through which other problems – both exter-
nalizing and internalizing in nature – could be tackled.
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