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Abstract This study of early adolescents from the gen-

eral population examined the direction of effects

adolescents’ depressive symptoms, aggression, and per-

ceived parental rejection have on one another in a

longitudinal study. Over a four-year period, data were

collected yearly from 940 early adolescents (50.6% boys

and 49.4% girls) who completed self-report questionnaires

of depressive symptoms, aggressive behaviors, and per-

ceived parental rejection. The longitudinal relationships of

adolescent reported depressive symptoms, aggression, and

perceived parental rejection were tested in multi-group

structural equation models. The findings of this study

demonstrate that adolescents’ depressive symptoms,

aggression, and perceived parental rejection can be viewed

as two unidirectional effects models that work in tandem:

adolescents’ depressive symptoms longitudinally predict-

ing perceived parental rejection and, in turn, perceived

parental rejection longitudinally predicting adolescents’

aggression. Additionally, the strength of these effects

diminished as the adolescents grew older and the effects

were similar for both adolescent boys and girls.
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Introduction

Negative interactions in a family can lead to a blame game.

Adolescents may blame their aggressive and depressive

behaviors on their parents’ rejecting attitudes, and parents

may excuse their rejecting attitudes on their children’s

behaviors. But instead of blame, maybe it is more a

question of dysfunctional interactions that are self-perpet-

uating, negativity begetting negativity as it were. It is for

this reason that developmental researchers are focusing

more of their attention toward bidirectional interaction

models and away from models that examine these inter-

actions only in a unidirectional manner.

According to Spoth et al. (2006), the study of negative

parent—child interactions can be categorized into two

general groups: the unidirectional models (i.e., parent or

child effects models) and the bidirectional models (i.e.,

parent—child interaction effects models). They suggest

that bidirectional modeling of parent—child interactions

helps to better describe how both negative parental

upbringing behaviors and children’s problem behaviors can

jointly affect one another. In other words, negative parental

upbringing behaviors and a child’s problem behaviors are

considered as a complex, integrated whole, in which each

individual member exert a continuous and reciprocal

impact on the other (Branje et al. 2008; Cox and Paley

1997).

Studies of negative parent—child interactions have

shown that early adolescent problem behavior and nega-

tive parental upbringing behaviors often enhance one

another. Spoth et al. (2006) found that early adolescent

problem behaviors and negative parental upbringing

behaviors were strongly and reciprocally related to one

another. Similar findings have been noted by Conger and

Simons (1997).
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However, the impact parents have on adolescents less-

ens over time as adolescents grow older, begin to develop

their own identity beyond their parents and when peer

relationships also begin to grow in emotional importance to

the adolescent (Meeus et al. 2005; Steinberg and Morris

2001). Additionally, new social obligations in later ado-

lescence, such as attending high school, result in

adolescents and parents spending less time with one

another (Collins and Laursen 2004). Furthermore, parents

stimulate the growth of the adolescent’s autonomy during

this period, producing an increasingly egalitarian parent—

child relationship (Baer 2002). This increasing indepen-

dence of the adolescent results in a gradual decline of the

impact between negative parental upbringing behaviors

and adolescent problem behaviors (e.g., Feinberg et al.

2000). Therefore, studying early adolescence can help to

illuminate the initiation of the bidirectional effects of

negative parental upbringing behaviors and adolescent

problem behaviors.

To research bidirectionality, longitudinal data are nee-

ded in order to study how negative parental upbringing

behaviors and adolescent problem behaviors develop over

time. Additionally, such longitudinal studies need to con-

sider estimates of initial associations and stability paths of

adolescent problem behaviors and negative parental

upbringing behaviors when determining the reciprocal

effects between these constructs. If these estimates of ini-

tial associations and stability paths are not considered, then

the predictive effects of either the early adolescent or

parental constructs can become artificially inflated (Branje

et al. 2008). Unfortunately, many previous studies of the

relationship between negative parental upbringing behav-

iors and adolescent problem behaviors have been either

cross-sectional or longitudinal studies that have not inclu-

ded such estimates. Therefore, the present study examines

longitudinal data of early adolescents from the general

community and employs the estimates of initial associa-

tions and stability paths of negative adolescent problem

behaviors and negative parental upbringing behaviors when

analyzing the bidirectional effects between these

constructs.

The Relationship Between Adolescents’ Depressive

Symptoms, Adolescents’ Aggression and Perceived

Parental Rejection

In the study of either adolescents’ depressive symptoms or

adolescents’ aggressive behaviors, many times researchers

include both these problem behaviors due to their strong

comorbidity with one another (e.g., American Psychiatric

Association 2000) and findings that many times adoles-

cents’ depressive symptoms and aggression appear to be

dependent on each other (e.g., Akse et al. 2004). Moreover,

previous research has shown that both adolescents’

depressive symptoms and aggression are strongly related to

negative parental upbringing behaviors (Herman-Stahl and

Petersen 1995; Marcus and Betzer 1996; Scaramella et al.

2002). Specifically, one negative parental upbringing

behavior factor that has been studied in relation to ado-

lescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression is perceived

parental rejection. Perceived parental rejection is defined as

an adolescent’s belief that his or her parents are not con-

cerned or interested in him or her as a person (Robertson

and Simons 1989), parents wanting the adolescent to be a

different person or parents frequently criticizing the ado-

lescent (Muris et al. 2001).

It has been demonstrated that perceived parental

rejection is strongly associated with general adolescent

maladjustment (Harold et al. 1997; Khaleque and Rohner

2002; Steinhausen and Metzke 2001) as well as adoles-

cents’ depressive symptoms (Dallaire et al. 2006;

MacPhee and Andrews 2006; Magaro and Weisz 2006)

and adolescents’ aggression (Heidgerken et al. 2004; Si-

mons et al. 1989). Since many studies have documented

that aggressive behaviors are more prevalent in adolescent

boys (e.g., Kashani et al. 1999) and that depressive

symptoms are more prevalent in adolescent girls (e.g., Ge

et al. 2001) it could be assumed that negative parental

upbringing behaviors, such as perceived parental rejec-

tion, have specific differential effects on adolescent boys’

and girls’ internalizing and externalizing problem

behaviors.

However, such gender specific effects have not always

been borne out in research. Studies of perceived parental

rejection and early adolescent internalizing (e.g., depres-

sive symptoms) and externalizing (e.g., aggression)

problem behaviors have not always found specific differ-

ences between early adolescent boys and girls (e.g.,

Scaramella et al. 1999; Yahav 2006). Feinberg et al.

(2000) found that maternal verbal aggression had a some-

what stronger effect on aggressive behavior of early

adolescent girls than boys, whereas Spoth et al. (2006)

found a significant relationship between early adolescent

aggressive behavior and negative parental upbringing

behaviors, but no significant gender differences. Nolan

et al. (2003) stated that parental rejection and adolescents’

depressive symptoms had different effects for early ado-

lescent boys and girls, but were unable to statistically

analyze these effects due to a too small sample size. Hence,

it would appear that the relationship between negative

parental upbringing behaviors, such as perceived parental

rejection, and adolescent problem behavior, such as

depressive symptoms and aggression, are strongly related

to one another; however, it is not clear whether this rela-

tionship is similar or different for early adolescent boys

than it is for girls.
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In contrast to the aforementioned studies, far fewer

studies have been conducted that explicitly assess the

specific association between perceived parental rejection

and adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression in

the same design. One notable exception is a recent cross-

sectional study that specifically explored the relationship

between early and middle adolescents’ depressive symp-

toms, adolescents’ aggression and adolescent perceived

parental rejection (Hale et al. 2005). This study found that

perceived parental rejection explained aggression symp-

toms of both early and middle adolescents, both via a direct

relationship as well as mediated through adolescents’

depressive symptoms. This effect was strongest for early

adolescents and tapered off with age. Additionally, no

significant differences were found between early adoles-

cent boys and girls. However, since this was a cross-

sectional study, no inferences can be drawn as to how these

relationships develop over time.

The Present Study

In respect to the aforementioned, this four-year longitudi-

nal study tests the following two hypotheses: (1) perceived

parental rejection, early adolescents’ depressive symptoms

and aggression have positive, bidirectional relationships

with one another and (2) the positive, bidirectional rela-

tionships become weaker over time as adolescents become

increasingly independent from their parents. No specific

hypothesis was posed as to potential gender differences

between these relationships due to the conflicting findings

in the literature. To test these hypotheses, as well as to

examine possible gender differences, data on perceived

parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression were collected from early adolescents from the

general community. These longitudinal relationships were

tested in structural equation models that estimated the

initial associations and stability paths of perceived parental

rejection and adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggressive behaviors when testing the reciprocal effects

between these constructs.

Method

Participants

Data for this study were collected as part of a longitudinal

research project entitled CONAMORE (CONflict And

Management Of RElationships), with a one-year interval

between each of the waves. At the first wave of the study,

940 early adolescents participated. These adolescents came

from 12 different Dutch junior high and high schools in the

Utrecht province of The Netherlands. The adolescent

population was comprised of 476 (50.6%) boys and 464

(49.4%) girls. The age of the adolescents ranged from 10 to

14 (M = 12.4, SD = 0.58) at the first wave of this study.

Only those adolescents who had completed the depressive

symptoms, aggression and perceived parental rejection

questionnaires were included in this study. Sample attrition

was 1.2% across waves. Missing values were estimated in

SPSS, using the EM-procedure.

Data Collection Procedures

The adolescents who participated in this study filled in the

questionnaires, which takes approximately 15 min, during

the homeroom study period. Before the study, both ado-

lescents and their parents received written information and

were required to provide written informed consent. Written

informed consent was also obtained for all the participating

schools. Verbal instructions were given just prior to the

testing to complement the written instructions printed

above each questionnaire. At the end of the homeroom

study period, the questionnaires were collected by the

research assistant and returned to the researchers.

Questionnaires

Adolescents’ Depressive Symptoms

The Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI) is a widely

utilized self-report questionnaire of depressive sympto-

mology in children and adolescents for ages of 8–18 years

(Timbremont and Braet 2002). The questionnaire is com-

posed of 27 items that review the various depressive

symptoms categories such as mood, vegetative, cognitive

and psychomotor disturbances. The questionnaire is scored

on a three-point scale ranging from ‘‘not true’’, ‘‘a bit true’’

to ‘‘very true’’. Two sample questions are: ‘‘I am sad the

entire day’’ and ‘‘Nothing is fun anymore’’. The CDI has

strong internal consistency and validity in non-clinical

populations (Saylor et al. 1984). In this study the Cronbach

alphas for the CDI were .93/.89/.90/.90 for each wave

respectively.

Adolescents’ Aggression

The adolescents’ aggression was measured by the Direct–

Indirect Aggression Scale (DIAS) (Björkqvist et al. 1992).

The direct aggression scale of the DIAS was used in this

study. The questionnaire asks what the adolescent would

do to a classmate when the adolescent was angry with the

classmate. This is a measurement of how adolescents react

to classmates when angry; hence, it is a situational mea-

surement. However, it has been found that child and

adolescent self-ratings of situational aggression is
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significantly correlated with that of similar peer-rated

reports, leading to the idea that self-ratings of aggression

can be used to measure general child and adolescent

aggression (Lagerspetz et al. 1998).

Reliability and construct validity have been shown to be

strong (Carroll and Shute 2005; Owens 1996). The ques-

tions were scored on a scale from 1 (‘‘never’’) to 4

(‘‘always’’). Two sample questions are: ‘‘If I am mad or

upset with someone in my class...’’ ‘‘...I will call him (or

her) names’’ and ‘‘...I will kick or hit him (or her)’’. The

Cronbach alphas were .91/.89/.88/.88 for each wave

respectively.

Perceived Parental Rejection

The criticism scale of the Level of Expressed Emotion

questionnaire (LEE) was used to measure perceived

parental rejection. In a previous study (Gerlsma and Hale

1997), it was stated that the LEE criticism factor is

reflective of a person’s perception of being rejected by

others, as formulated by interpersonal interaction theory

(Coyne and Downey 1991). In this same study (Gerlsma

and Hale 1997), it was demonstrated that the criticism

factor was predictive of depressive symptoms in both

psychiatric patients and healthy control persons. A recent

study demonstrated that the criticism scale of the LEE

is also valid for adolescents from the general popula-

tion and that the criticism factor was significantly

correlated to adolescents’ depressive symptoms (Hale

et al. 2007).

The questions were scored on a scale from 1 (‘‘never’’)

to 4 (‘‘always’’). Two sample questions are: ‘‘My parents

are very critical of me’’ and ‘‘My parents try to change who

I am’’. Reliability and construct validity have been shown

to be strong (Gerlsma and Hale 1997; Hale et al. 2007). In

this study the Cronbach alphas were .73/.72/.74/.77 for

each wave respectively.

Data Analysis

To examine our hypothesis that bidirectional relationships

exist between perceived parental rejection, adolescents’

depressive symptoms and aggression (see Fig. 1 for the

conceptual model), structural equation modeling based on

maximum likelihood estimation was performed in AMOS

(Arbuckle and Wothke 2006).

The AMOS analyses were based on the assumption that

associations are present between perceived parental rejec-

tion, adolescents’ depressive symptoms, and aggression.

Bivariate correlations demonstrated that this assumption

could be accepted: significant zero-order correlations exist

among the relevant constructs (Table 1).

Wave 1           Wave 2   Wave 3     Wave 4 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Aggression Aggression Aggression Aggression

Fig. 1 Hypothesized

relationships between perceived

parental rejection, adolescents’

depressive symptoms and

aggression
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Several theoretically meaningful and nested models

were designed in order to evaluate the hypothesized bidi-

rectional model. Six models (Models 1, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, and

4) were tested, ordered hierarchically from a model with all

hypothesized bidirectional effects to a model with no

effects at all. The first model (Model 1) is the hypothesized

bidirectional model, implying bidirectional effects between

perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression. This model contains all paths

between constructs, as well as stability paths between

consecutive waves within constructs. The second model

(Model 2) is a unidirectional model from perceived

parental rejection to adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression, based on the assumption that perceived

parental rejection affects depressive symptoms and

aggression and not vice versa. Model 2a contains paths

from perceived parental rejection to adolescents’ depres-

sive symptoms and aggression. In addition, this model

includes mutual paths between adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression, allowing for co-occurrence

between these constructs, as well as stability paths within

all constructs. Model 2b does not include the mutual paths

between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression.

Model 3 is also a unidirectional model, but pertains to the

reverse notion: the adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression affect the perceived parental rejection and not

vice versa. Therefore, in this model paths were drawn from

adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression to per-

ceived parental rejection. Model 3a includes mutual paths

between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression,

whereas Model 3b excludes mutual paths between ado-

lescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression. The final

model (Model 4) is a stability model; hence, no paths were

drawn between perceived parental rejection, adolescents’

depressive symptoms and aggression. In this model, paths

were only drawn between consecutive waves within con-

structs. Chi-square difference tests were used to compare

the models described, and to determine which model had

the best fit to the data.

After determining which model best represented the

data of the total sample, we examined possible gender

differences. This was done by testing the best fitting

model in a multi-group analysis in AMOS. For these

multi-group analyses, we compared several nested mod-

els. First, we tested a restricted model, in which all

parameters were required to be equal across gender

against a fully non-restricted model, in which all param-

eters were allowed to differ across boys and girls. We

then systematically tested several partly restricted multi-

group models. The best fitting gender model was exam-

ined in more detail. Significant differences between

groups were investigated with critical ratio analyses, with

values above 1.96 being significant.

Results

Descriptives

Table 1 provides the means, standard deviations, and

bivariate correlations of perceived parental rejection, ado-

lescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression for all

waves. The descriptive statistics are shown for the total

group and for boys and girls separately. These findings

offer a first impression as to the validity of our hypotheses.

First, they confirmed that perceived parental rejection,

adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression are sig-

nificantly related both concurrently and longitudinally,

demonstrating considerable associations between these

three constructs. Second, adolescents’ depressive symp-

toms and aggression are consistently and significantly

related both within time and over time, indicating sub-

stantial co-occurrence between these problem behaviors.

Third, Table 1 shows various significant mean score dif-

ferences between the early adolescent boys and girls. That

is, girls score significantly higher on depressive symptoms

than boys at the third and fourth waves, as well as scoring

higher on perceived parental rejection at all four waves,

and boys score significantly higher on aggression than girls

at all four waves, as would be expected by previous

research. In sum, these findings between perceived parental

rejection, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggres-

sion fend for the usefulness of further testing our

hypotheses. Structural equation modeling was conducted to

unravel the interrelations of these constructs.

Model Testing

Table 2 presents the results of the model testing as

described in the data analysis section. The first goal was

to evaluate the relative superiority of these models. We

found our hypothesized bidirectional model (Model 1) had

the best fit to the data as compared to the alternative

models (v2 (27) = 295.0, p \ .01). The stability model

(Model 4), in which no associations are implicated

between any of the constructs, but only within constructs

over time, had the worst fit to the data (v2 (48) = 503.1,

p \ .01). Both Models 2 and 3 fitted the data significantly

better than Model 4, but worse than Model 1. The fit of

both unidirectional models slightly differed, in that Model

2 (perceived parental rejection to adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression effects) has a somewhat better

fit than Model 3 (adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression to perceived parental rejection effects). Both

Model 2 and Model 3 had a better fit to the data

when additional paths between adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression were incorporated, resulting

in Model 2a (v2 (36) = 427.7, p \ .01) and Model 3a
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(v2 (36) = 451.9, p \ .01) respectively. More precisely,

the fit of Model 2 is stronger when the co-occurrence

between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression

is taken into account, as compared to Model 3. Finally and

most importantly, our hypothesized bidirectional model

(Model 1), showed the best fit to the data and fitted the data

significantly better than the stability model (Dv2

(21) = 208.1, p \ .01) and all of the unidirectional models

Table 1 Means, standard deviations, and bivariate correlations between perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression

for the total group (in bold) and boys and girls separately

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Depressive symptoms W1 – .44** .33** .27** .27** .22** .19** .26** .41** .23** .15** .12**

Boys .33** .25** .19** .24** .21** .12** .24** .48** .27** .17** .12*

Girls .62** .46** .39** .36** .27** .32** .31** .31** .19** .14** .15**

2. Depressive symptoms W2 – .50** .38** .24** .35** .27** .31** .19** .32** .16** .11**

Boys .38** .26** .24** .32** .26** .27** .26** .40** .24** .13**

Girls .61** .48** .27** .41** .30** .36** .12** .24** .10** .12**

3. Depressive symptoms W3 – .49** .18** .20** .37** .27** .13** .15** .22** .09**

Boys .35** .21** .17** .35** .22** .24** .20** .30** .12*

Girls .58** .21** .29** .45** .34** .06ns .16** .21** .15**

4. Depressive symptoms W4 – .06ns .17** .21** .35** .04ns .09** .09** .14**

Boys .11* .19** .21** .22** .09ns .14** .19** .24**

Girls .10ns .22** .27** .34** .06ns .11* .07ns .15**

5. Perceived rejection W1 – .48** .42** .26** .20** .26** .22** .13**

Boys .47** .38** .23** .15** .25** .15** .05ns

Girls .44** .42** .28** .22** .21** .24** .14*

6. Perceived rejection W2 – .47** .39** .18** .26** .22** .18**

Boys .44** .40** .13** .21** .15** .11**

Girls .47** .38** .19** .28** .26** .20**

7. Perceived rejection W3 – .50** .13** .22** .27** .23**

Boys .46** .07ns .17** .19** .15**

Girls .53** .17** .23** .32** .26**

8. Perceived rejection W4 – .14** .22** .20** .22**

Boys .15** .22** .20** .21**

Girls .09ns .20** .18** .22**

9. Aggression W1 – .56** .39** .38**

Boys .53** .35** .36**

Girls .56** .41** .32**

10. Aggression W2 – .52** .46**

Boys .52** .47**

Girls .46** .36**

11. Aggression W3 – .60**

Boys .58**

Girls .57**

12. Aggression W4 –

Boys

Girls

Means 1.16 1.17 1.18 1.19 1.56 1.64 1.65 1.63 1.45 1.49 1.49 1.44

Boys 1.16 1.16 1.15 1.15 1.45 1.56 1.56 1.60 1.54 1.57 1.58 1.55

Girls 1.17 1.19 1.21 1.22 1.67 1.72 1.75 1.67 1.36 1.40 1.39 1.34

Standard Deviations .26 .23 .24 .24 .54 .55 .57 .56 .49 .45 .45 .41

Boys .30 .24 .23 .21 .55 .56 .58 .56 .57 .49 .48 .46

Girls .21 .22 .25 .26 .52 .53 .55 .56 .38 .39 .39 .33

Note: ** p \ .01, * p \ .05, ns = not significant; W1 = Wave 1, W2 = Wave 2, W3 = Wave 3, W4 = Wave 4; Total group, N = 940; Adolescent

Boys, n = 476, Adolescent Girls, n = 464. Mean differences (Analyses of Variance) between boys and girls are significant at p \ .01 for all variables,

except for adolescents’ depressive symptoms at Wave 1 and Wave 2
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(Dv2 (9) = 128.7 and 156.9 for comparison to Model 2a

and Model 3a respectively; Dv2 (15) = 148.0 and 162.4 for

comparison to Model 2b and Model 3b respectively; all

p \ .01). It can therefore be concluded that we can accept

our hypothesis that bidirectional relationships exist

between perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depres-

sive symptoms and aggression.

Bidirectional Model

The standardized parameter estimates, as shown in

Table 3, indicate that the stability parameters of the con-

structs are considerable and increase over time, as

adolescents become older. All the initial correlations at the

first wave between perceived parental rejection, adoles-

cents’ depressive symptoms and aggression are significant

(r = .27 between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

perceived parental rejection, r = .42 between adolescents’

depressive symptoms and adolescents’ aggression, and

r = .22 between perceived parental rejection and adoles-

cents’ aggression). Inspection of the hypothesized

bidirectional relationships (regression paths) between the

constructs reveals that a particular and unanticipated pat-

tern emerges: adolescents’ depressive symptoms

consistently have a significant effect on perceived parental

rejection (b = .09, p \ .01; b = .09, p \ .01; b = .06,

p \ .05), whereas perceived parental rejection, in turn,

consistently affects adolescents’ aggression (b = .17,

p \ .01; b = .07, p \ .01; b = .06, p \ .05). The only

exception to this pattern is a significant effect from per-

ceived parental rejection at wave 1 to adolescents’

depressive symptoms at wave 2 (b = .16, p \ .01).

Figure 2 shows the standardized estimates of the bidi-

rectional model. To enhance interpretability and clarity of

the results, only the significant regression paths and their

coefficients are presented.

Gender Differences in the Bidirectional Model

We then performed multi-group model analyses in AMOS to

examine possible gender differences in the bidirectional

model. Results of the multi-group model analyses are shown

in Table 4. Systematic model comparisons revealed that the

unrestricted model had the best fit for the data (see Table 4).

That is, a model that allows all parameters to differ between

adolescent boys and girls has a significantly better fit to the

data than any other model in which all or some parameters

are restricted to be equal across boys and girls. The statistical

fit of the unrestricted, bidirectional model was moderate but

acceptable (comparative fit index, CFI = .91; normative fit

index, NFI = .90; root mean square error of approximation,

RMSEA = .08) (Klein 2005).

Standardized parameter estimates of the unrestricted

gender model are shown in Table 3 and the significant

regression paths, as compared to the findings of the total

adolescent sample, are shown in Fig. 2. Inspection of the

critical ratios revealed that certain parameters significantly

differed between boys and girls. These differences in

parameters are presented in bold in Table 3. There are

several differences in stability of the constructs; girls’

depressive symptoms from the first to second wave and

from the third to fourth wave were significantly more stable

compared to boys’ (c.r. = -3.25 and 2.22 respectively),

whereas boys’ aggression was more stable from the third to

fourth wave compared to girls’ (c.r. = -3.00). Second, the

initial correlation between perceived parental rejection and

depressive symptoms was significantly higher for girls than

for boys (c.r. = 2.02), and the initial correlation between

depressive symptoms and aggression was higher for boys

(c.r. = 2.65). Third, two regression paths were significantly

different between boys and girls: that the prediction of

boys’ aggression at the first wave to depressive symptoms at

the second wave was stronger than for girls’ (c.r. = 3.23),

and the prediction of girls’ perceived parental rejection at

the second wave to aggression at the third wave was

stronger than for boys’ (c.r. = 2.20). It should be noted that

for the total group the path from adolescents’ aggression at

the first wave to adolescents’ depressive symptoms at the

second wave was not significant.

Discussion

While it was hypothesized that perceived parental rejec-

tion, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression

would influence one another in a bidirectional fashion, the

findings of this study only found bidirectional effects

between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and perceived

parental rejection at the first two waves of the study.

However, during all four waves of the study, an interesting

Table 2 Comparisons of theoretically competing models

Model v2 df p Model

comparisons

Dv2 Ddf p

1. Bidirectional 295.0 27 .00

2a. Unidirectional 427.7 36 .00 1 versus 2a 128.7 9 .00

2b. Unidirectional 443.0 42 .00 1 versus 2b 148.0 15 .00

3a. Unidirectional 451.9 36 .00 1 versus 3a 156.9 9 .00

3b. Unidirectional 457.4 42 .00 1 versus 3b 162.4 15 .00

4. Stability 503.1 48 .00 1 versus 4 208.1 21 .00

Note: Model 1 = Bidirectional model; Model 2 = Unidirectional

model perceived parental rejection to adolescents’ depressive symp-

toms and aggression; Model 3 = Unidirectional model adolescents’

depressive symptoms and aggression to perceived parental rejection

(Models 2a and 3a: Mutual associations between adolescents’

depressive symptoms and aggression included, Models 2b and 3b:

Mutual associations between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression excluded); Model 4 = Stability model
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pattern occurred, namely that adolescents’ depressive

symptoms predicted perceived parental rejection and per-

ceived parental rejection predicted adolescents’ aggression.

This pattern, that decreased slightly as the early adoles-

cents grew older, also was generally the same for the early

adolescent boys and girls. In sum, it was demonstrated that

perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression influence one another in a quite

specific pattern. While this study produced many signifi-

cant results, we will limit our discussion to the most salient

findings of the effects that perceived parental rejection,

adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression had on

one another. Attention will first be given to the initial

correlations and stability path findings before returning to

the regression path findings.

Cross-Sectional Relationships Between and Stable

Relationships Within the Constructs

As was noted in Table 3, all the initial correlations between

perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression were significant for both early

Table 3 Parameter estimatesa of the bidirectional model for the total adolescent sample and for adolescent boys and girls

Standardized path Bidirectional model Multi-group model

Total sample Boys Girls

Stability paths

Depressive symptoms W1 ? W2 .40** .22** .61**

Depressive symptoms W2 ? W3 .75** .79** .75**

Depressive symptoms W3 ? W4 .73** .58** .76**

Perceived rejection W1 ? W2 .46** .46** .41**

Perceived rejection W2 ? W3 .74** .65** .83**

Perceived rejection W3 ? W4 .79** .84** .76**

Aggression W1 ? W2 .54** .52** .53**

Aggression W2 ? W3 .72** .68** .72**

Aggression W3 ? W4 .89** .96** .73**

Initial correlations

Depressive symptoms W1 $ Perceived rejection W1 .27** .24** .36**

Depressive symptoms W1 $ Aggression W1 .42** .49** .30**

Perceived rejection W1 $ Aggression W1 .22** .18** .22**

Regression paths

Depressive symptoms W1 $ Perceived rejection W2 .09** .10* .12**

Depressive symptoms W1 $ Aggression W2 -.05ns -.03ns -.02ns

Perceived rejection W1 $ Depressive symptoms W2 .16** .21** .09*

Perceived rejection W1 $ Aggression W2 .17** .18** .12**

Aggression W1 $ Depressive symptoms W2 -.01ns .13** -.10**

Aggression W1 $ Perceived Rejection W2 .03ns .01ns .03ns

Depressive symptoms W2 $ Perceived rejection W3 .09** .10** .09*

Depressive symptoms W2 $ Aggression W3 -.04ns -.03ns -.07ns

Perceived rejection W2 $ Depressive symptoms W3 .02ns .01ns .04ns

Perceived rejection W2 $ Aggression W3 .07** .01** .15**

Aggression W2 $ Depressive symptoms W3 -.04ns -.03ns .02ns

Aggression W2 $ Perceived rejection W3 .05ns .03ns .07ns

Depressive symptoms W3 $ Perceived rejection W4 .06* .01ns .08*

Depressive symptoms W3 $ Aggression W4 -.04ns -.09* .00ns

Perceived rejection W3 $ Depressive symptoms W4 .01ns .06ns .01ns

Perceived rejection W3 $ Aggression W4 .06* .04ns .07ns

Aggression W3 $ Depressive symptoms W4 -.02ns .08ns -.05ns

Aggression W3 $ Perceived rejection W4 .02ns .07ns -.02ns

Note: aPath coefficients (Parameter estimates) are standardized Beta values. ** p \ .01, * p \ .05, ns = not significant; W1 = Wave 1,

W2 = Wave 2, W3 = Wave 3, W4 = Wave 4; Total group, N = 940; Adolescent Boys, n = 476, Adolescent Girls, n = 464. Significant

differences in coefficients between boys and girls are indicated in bold
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adolescent boys and girls. Additionally, girls’ initial cor-

relation between depressive symptoms and perceived

parental rejection was significantly stronger than for boys’,

whereas boys’ initial correlation between depressive

symptoms and aggression was significantly stronger than

for girls’. While this may seem to lend support to the idea

that perceived parental rejection affects both early ado-

lescent boys and girls in a differential manner, one should

interpret this result in combination with the regression

paths findings; a point that will be discussed in the fol-

lowing section.

As to the stability paths, the stability of the adolescent

girls’ depressive symptoms was significantly stronger at the

first to second wave, as well as at the third to fourth wave

than boys’. When the girls’ stability at the third to fourth

wave is taken together with the findings of significantly

higher scores at these two waves (Table 1), then it might be

concluded that these findings are reflective of the sharp rise

Wave 1           Wave 2   Wave 3     Wave 4 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Depressive
Symptoms 

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Perceived 
Rejection

Aggression Aggression Aggression Aggression

.16 (.21/.09)

.09 (.10/.12)

.17 (.18/.12)

.09 (.10/.09)

.07 (.01/.15)

.06 (--/.08)

.06 (--/--)

Fig. 2 Significant regression-

paths (and their coefficients)

between perceived parental

rejection, adolescents’

depressive symptoms and

aggression for the bidirectional

model. Note: The coefficients

outside of the brackets are for

the entire adolescent population.

The coefficients for the boy

adolescents are noted inside the

brackets and are indicated in

bold, and the coefficients for the

girl adolescents are indicated in

italics. - - represents a non-

significant coefficient

Table 4 Comparisons of nested multi-group models for adolescent boys and girls and the fit statistics for the unrestricted model

Model v2 df p Model comparisons Dv2 Ddf p

1. Restricted model 889.0 118 .00

2. Model a 510.8 84 .00 2 versus 1 378.2 34 .00

3. Model b 443.5 75 .00 3 versus 2 67.3 9 .00

4. Model c 395.1 72 .00 4 versus 3 48.4 3 .00

5. Unrestricted model 358.8 54 .00 5 versus 4 36.3 18 .00

Fit statistics for the unrestricted model v2 = 358.8, df = 54, p = .00; CFI = .91/NFI = .90/RMSEA = .08

Note: Model a = 1st partly restricted model: stability paths, correlations, and regression paths are fixed between the models for boys and girls;

Model b = 2nd partly restricted model: correlations and regression paths are fixed; model c = 3rd partly restricted model: only regression paths

are fixed between the groups
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in the development of depressive symptoms in adolescent

girls at around 15 years of age (approximately when the

third wave data were collected) that continues on through

late adolescence (Hankin et al. 1998).

The aggression stability paths, while growing in strength

during adolescence, only significantly differed between

adolescent boys and girls at the third to fourth wave. It has

been noted that there has been a steady rise in the preva-

lence of adolescent girls’ aggression, as compared to boys’,

in recent years (Graves 2007). It could be speculated that

this increase in the prevalence of adolescent girl aggression

results in a similar stability of aggression growth in early

adolescent boys and girls and only differs from one another

in later adolescence. However, the mean aggression scores

of the adolescent boys were significantly higher than that of

the adolescent girls at all four waves, in agreement with

findings of previous studies that adolescent boys display

more aggression than girls (e.g., Kashani et al. 1999). In

other words, while boys scored higher on aggression than

girls at all four waves, a difference in the stability of the

growth of aggression only occurred at the last waves of the

study. Since many previous studies have based their find-

ings only on mean score differences, future studies of the

growth of adolescents’ aggression, and adolescents’ prob-

lem behaviors in general, might provide finer distinctions if

stability path analyses are also conducted. Finally, it is

interesting to note that while early adolescent girls had

significantly higher perceived parental rejection scores than

boys at all four waves, that the stability of these scores did

not significantly differ between them. While these score

differences are in agreement with previous studies (Akse

et al. 2004; Hale et al. 2005), the stability of the growth of

these scores is similar for both adolescent boys and girls.

Longitudinal Relationships Between The Constructs

As was just stated, the only bidirectional effect was found

for adolescents’ depressive symptoms and perceived

parental rejection at the first two waves. However, during

all waves of the study unidirectional effects were found:

adolescents’ depressive symptoms predicting perceived

parental rejection and perceived parental rejection pre-

dicting adolescents’ aggression. As can be seen in Fig. 2

and Table 3, this same pattern also applied to early ado-

lescent boys and girls, with the exception of perceived

parental rejection to adolescents’ aggression between the

third to fourth wave (which was not significant for either

gender) and adolescents’ depressive symptoms to per-

ceived parental rejection between the third to fourth wave

(which was significant for girls but not for boys). Addi-

tionally, boys and girls did not significantly differ from one

another, with the exception of perceived parental rejection

to aggression between the second to third wave. Finally,

the results of the regression paths, for both the adolescent

group as a whole and the boy and girl groups, indicated that

the strength of the prediction of perceived parental rejec-

tion, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression to

one another became weaker over the subsequent waves.

As was stated in the introduction, we hypothesized that

perceived parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive

symptoms and aggression would have bi-directional effects

on one another. However, it would appear that a specific

unidirectional effects model better explains our data, with

adolescents’ depressive symptoms having an influence on

perceived parental rejection and this perceived parental

rejection, in turn, leading to adolescents’ aggression. While

previous studies have found perceived parental rejection to

be related to adolescents’ depressive symptoms (Dallaire

et al. 2006; MacPhee and Andrews 2006; Magaro and

Weisz 2006) and adolescents’ aggression (Heidgerken

et al. 2004; Simons et al. 1989), no study has specifically

examined these three specific constructs in a long-term

longitudinal design. Hence, when examining these con-

structs only in pairs (i.e., depressive symptoms—perceive

parental rejection or perceive parental rejection—aggres-

sion) bidirectional effects occur, whereas when these three

constructs are examined as a whole so that a clearer pattern

can be seen of two unidirectional effects models that work

in tandem: adolescents’ depressive symptoms affecting

perceived parental rejection which, in turn, affects ado-

lescents’ aggression. Such specific effects cannot be

examined when global measures of adolescent problem

behaviors are employed (e.g., Conger and Simons 1997;

Spoth et al. 2006) or when the study is a cross-sectional or

a short-term longitudinal design (e.g., Heidgerken et al.

2004; Newman et al. 2007).

In way of an illustration of the abovementioned, if this

study used a cross-section design, the initial correlation

findings that were significantly stronger for early adoles-

cent girls than for boys would be interpreted as a

bidirectional gender difference, whereas the longitudinal,

multi-group model regression paths demonstrate that the

effects are unidirectional and quite similar for both girls

and boys. In way of another example, if this study

employed a two-wave short-term longitudinal design, we

would conclude that depressive symptoms and perceived

parental rejection have a bidirectional relationship to one

another, such as the findings of Nolan et al. (2003), as

opposed to finding that, as adolescents grow older, this

relationship is unidirectional when adolescents’ aggression

is included in the model. Furthermore, global measures of

adolescent problem behaviors may have resulted in bidi-

rectional effects with perceived parental rejection whereas

the inclusion of depressive symptoms and aggression as

specific constructs in the model reveals their individual

contributions. Finally, the diminishing effects of these
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relationships over time would not be apparent in a cross-

sectional or short-term longitudinal design.

Limitations

Certain limitations of this study should be noted. One

possible limitation is that the research sample was only

comprised of adolescents from the general population and

only used adolescent self-reports of depressive symptoms

and aggression, therefore it should be stated that these

findings are not equivalent to studies of adolescents with

diagnosed psychiatric depressive and aggressive disorders.

Nevertheless, research in community populations can

provide insight into developmental issues relevant to the

clinical setting (e.g., Hale et al. 2005).

Additionally, since this study only used the adolescents’

self-reports of perceived parental rejection, as opposed to

parental questionnaires, it is possible that some would hold

that the regression path findings are artificially inflated.

However, in a recent study of children’s and adolescents’

perceived parental rejection and depressive symptoms, the

authors stated that their findings ‘‘argues against an arti-

factual interpretation that the experience of depression

taints the child’s report of parental behaviors creating

spurious correlations between depressive symptoms and all

forms of perceived parenting’’ (Magaro and Weisz 2006,

p. 873).

Moreover, while many studies have assumed that par-

ents are better reporters of their own upbringing behaviors

than adolescents are, Dekovic et al. (2005) has noted two

compelling reasons why adolescent reports may in fact be a

better representation. First, parents have been found in

research to have a strong positive bias of their own

upbringing behaviors and parental reports have been shown

to have less agreement with outside observers than ado-

lescent reports have (Cook and Goldstein 1993). Second,

the subjective experience of being ‘‘brought up’’ has more

influence on adolescent development (Steinberg et al.

1992) and is more strongly related to adolescent adjustment

and mental health than parents’ reports of their upbringing

behaviors (Gesac and Schwalbe 1986). Dekovic et al.

(2005) underscore the importance of the adolescent’s per-

ception of being ‘‘brought up’’ in relation to the

adolescent’s problem behaviors by quoting Gesac and

Schwalbe (1986): ‘‘It is our perception of others’ attitude

or behavior which are more consequential for our own

attitudes and behavior than the actual attitudes or behavior

of others’’ (p. 42, italics ours). Therefore, in light of our

findings, we would suggest that our use of adolescent

reports of perceived parental rejection is justified. Still it is

possible that the employment of a multi-informant method

could also have been used to study differences in adoles-

cent and parent reporting of perceived parental rejection, as

well as adolescents’ depressive symptoms and aggression.

Furthermore, the use of other informants, such as teachers

and clinicians, can also be employed in helping to unravel

the relationship between adolescents’ problem behavior

and perceived parental rejection (e.g., Garber et al. 1997).

Conclusion

The findings of this study demonstrated that perceived

parental rejection, adolescents’ depressive symptoms and

aggression can be viewed as two unidirectional effects

models that work in tandem: adolescents’ depressive

symptoms predicting perceived parental rejection and, in

turn, this perceived parental rejection predicting adoles-

cents’ aggression. Bidirectional effects only occurred

between adolescents’ depressive symptoms and perceived

parental rejection at the first two waves of the study. As

predicted, the model effects diminished over time as the

adolescents grew older and became more independent of

their parents. And finally, the model effects were similar

for both adolescent boys and girls.

Acknowledgements This study was funded by the Research Center

Adolescent Development at Utrecht University.

References

American Psychiatric Association. (2000). DSM-IV-TR: Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders, fourth edition, text
revision. Washington, DC: American Psychiatric Publishing, Inc.

Arbuckle, J. L., & Wothke, W. (2006). Amos 7 User’s Guide.

Chicago: SmallWaters.

Akse, J., Hale, W. W., III, Engels, R. C. M. E., Raaijmakers, Q. A.

W., & Meeus, W. H. J. (2004). Personality, perceived parental

rejection and problem behaviour in adolescence. Social Psychi-
atry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 39, 980–988.

Baer, J. (2002). Is family cohesion a risk or protective factor during

adolescent development? Journal of Marriage and the Family,
64, 668–675.

Björkqvist, K., Lagerspetz, K. M. J., & Kaukiainen, A. (1992). Do girls

manipulate and boys fight?: Developmental trends in regard to

direct and indirect aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 18, 117–127.

Branje, S. J. T., Hale, W. W., III, & Meeus, W. H. J. (2008).

Reciprocal development of parent-adolescent support and ado-

lescent problem behaviors. In M. Kerr, H. Stattin, & R. Engels

(Eds.), What can parents do? New insights into the role of
parents in adolescent problem behavior. West Sussex, England:

John Wiley & Sons.

Carroll, P., & Schute, R. (2005). School peer victimization of young

people with craniofacial conditions: A comparative study.

Psychology, Health and Medicine, 10, 291–304.

Collins, W. A., & Laursen, B. (2004). Parent-adolescent relationships

and influences. In R. Lerner, & L. Steinberg (Eds.), Handbook of
adolescent psychology (pp. 331–361). New York: Wiley.

Conger, R. D., & Simons, R. L. (1997). Life-course contingencies in the

development of adolescent antisocial behavior: A matching law

approach. In T. P. Thornberry (Ed.), Advances in criminological

938 J Youth Adolescence (2008) 37:928–940

123



theory (Vol. 7, pp. 55–99). New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction

Books.

Cook, W. L., & Goldstein, M. J. (1993). Multiple perspective on

family relationships: A latent variables model. Child Develop-
ment, 64, 1377–1388.

Cox, M. J., & Paley, B. (1997). Families as systems. Annual Review
of Psychology, 48, 243–267.

Coyne, J. C., & Downey, G. (1991). Social factors and psychopa-

thology. Annual Review of Psychology, 42, 401–425.

Dallaire, D. H., Pineda, A. Q., Cole, D. A., Ciesla, J. A., Jacquez, F.,

LaGrange, B., et al. (2006). Relation of positive and negative

parenting to children’s depressive symptoms. Journal of Clinical
Child and Adolescent Psychology, 35, 313–322.

Dekovic, M., ten Have, M., Vollebergh, W. A. M., Pels, T.,

Osterwegel, A., Wissink, I. B., et al. (2005). The cross-cultural

equivalence of parental rearing measure: EMBU-C. European
Journal of Psychological Assessment, 22, 85–91.

Feinberg, M. E., Howe, G. W., Reiss, D., & Hetherington, M. E.

(2000). Relationships between perceptual differences of parent-

ing and adolescent antisocial behavior and depressive symptoms.

Journal of Family Psychology, 14, 531–555.

Garber, J., Robinson, N., & Valentiner, D. (1997). The relation

between parenting and adolescent depression: Self-worth as a

mediator. Journal of Adolescent Research, 12, 12–33.

Ge, X., Conger, R. D., & Elder, G. (2001). Pubertal transition,

stressful life events, and the emergence of gender differences in

adolescent depressive symptoms. Developmental Psychology,
37, 404–417.

Gerlsma, C., & Hale, W. W. III (1997). Predictive power and

construct validity of the Level of Expressed Emotion (LEE)

scale: Depressed out-patients and couples from the general

community. British Journal of Psychiatry, 170, 520–525.

Gesac, V., & Schwalbe, M. L. (1986). Parental behavior and

adolescent self-esteem. Journal of Marriage and Family, 48,

37–46.

Graves, K. N. (2007). Not always sugar and spice: Expanding

theoretical and functional explanations for why females aggress.

Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12, 131–140.

Hale, W. W., III, Raaijmakers, Q., Gerlsma, C., & Meeus, W. (2007).

Does the Level of Expressed Emotion (LEE) questionnaire have

the same factor structure for adolescents as it has for adults?

Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 42, 215–220.

Hale, W. W., III, Raaijmakers, Q., Muris, P., & Meeus, W. (2005).

Psychometric Properties of the Screen for Child Anxiety Related

Emotional Disorders (SCARED) in the General Adolescent

Population. Journal of the American Academy of Child and
Adolescent Psychiatry, 44, 283–290.

Hale, W. W., III, van der Valk, I., Engels, R., & Meeus, W. (2005).

Does perceived parental rejection make adolescents sad and

mad? The association of perceived parental rejection with

adolescent depression and aggression. Journal of Adolescent
Health, 36, 466–474.

Hankin, B. L., Abramson, L. Y., Moffitt, T. E., Silva, P. A., McGee,

R., & Angell, K. E. (1998). Development of depression from

preadolescence to young adulthood: Emerging gender differ-

ences in a 10-year longitudinal study. Journal of Abnormal
Psychology, 107, 128–140.

Harold, G. T., Osborne, L. N., & Conger, R. D. (1997). Mom and dad

are at it again: Adolescent perceptions of marital conflict and

adolescent psychological distress. Developmental Psychology,
33, 333–350.

Heidgerken, A. D., Hughes, J. N., Cavell, T. A., & Willson, V. L.

(2004). Direct and indirect effects of parenting and children’s

goals on child aggression. Journal of Clinical Child and
Adolescent Psychology, 33, 684–693.

Herman-Stahl, M., & Petersen, A. C. (1995). The protective role of

coping and social resources for depressive symptoms among

young adolescents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 25, 733–

753.

Kashani, J. H., Jones, M. R., Bumby, K. M., & Thomas, L. A. (1999).

Youth violence: Psychosocial risk factors, treatment, prevention,

and recommendations. Journal of Emotional and Behavioral
Disorders, 7, 200–210.

Khaleque, A., & Rohner, R. P. (2002). Perceived parental acceptance

rejection and psychological adjustment: A meta analysis of cross

cultural and intracultural studies. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 64, 54–64.

Kline, R. B. (2005). Principles and practice of structural equation
modeling (2nd ed.). New York: The Guilford Press.

Lagerspetz, K. M. J., Björkqvist, K., & Peltonen, T. (1988). Is indirect

aggression typical of females? Gender differences in aggres-

siveness in 11–12 year old children. Aggressive Behavior, 14,

403–414.

MacPhee, A. R., & Andrews, J. J. W. (2006). Risk factors for

depression in early adolescence. Adolescence, 41, 435–466.

Magaro, M. M., & Weisz, J. R. (2006). Perceived control mediates the

relation between parental rejection and youth depression.

Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 34, 867–876.

Marcus, R. F., & Betzer, P. D. S. (1996). Attachment and antisocial

behavior in early adolescence. Journal of Early Adolescence, 16,

229–248.

Meeus, W., Iedema, J., Maassen, G., & Engels, R. (2005). Separation-

individuation revisited: On the interplay of parent-adolescent

relations, identity and emotional adjustment in adolescence.

Journal of Adolescence, 28, 89–106.

Muris, P., Schmidt, H., Lambrichs, R., & Meesters, C. (2001).

Protective and vulnerability factors of depression in normal

adolescents. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 39, 555–565.

Newman, B. M., Newman, P. R., Griffen, S., O’Connor, K., & Spas,

J. (2007). The relationship of social support to depressive

symptoms during the transition to high school. Adolescence, 42,

441–459.

Nolan, S. A., Flynn, C., & Garber, J. (2003). Prospective relations

between rejection and depression in young adolescents. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 85, 745–755.

Owens, L. D. (1996). Sticks and stones and sugar and spice: girls’ and

boys’ aggression in school. Australian Journal of Guidance and
Counselling, 6, 45–55.

Robertson, J. F., & Simons, R. L. (1989). Family factors, self-esteem,

and adolescent depression. Journal of Marriage and Family, 51,

125–138.

Saylor, C. F., Finch, A. J., Jr., Spirito, A., & Bennett, B. (1984). The

children’s depression inventory: A systematic evaluation of

psychometric properties. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 52, 955–967.

Scaramella, L. V., Conger, R. D., & Simons, R. L. (1999). Parental

protective influences and gender-specific increases in adolescent

internalizing and externalizing problems. Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 9, 111–141.

Scaramella, L. V., Conger, R. D., Spoth, R., & Simons, R. L. (2002).

Evaluation of a social contextual model of delinquency: A cross-

study replication. Child Development, 73, 175–195.

Simons, R. L., Robertson, J. F., & Downs, W. R. (1989). The nature

of the association between parental rejection and delinquent

behavior. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 18, 297–310.

Spoth, R., Neppl, T., Goldberg-Lillehoj, C., Jung, T., & Ramisetty-

Mikler, S. (2006). Gender-related quality of parent-child inter-

actions and early adolescent problem behaviors: Exploratory

study with midwestern samples. Journal of Family Issues, 27,

826–849.

J Youth Adolescence (2008) 37:928–940 939

123



Steinberg, L., Lamborn, S. D., Dornbusch, S. M., & Darling, N.

(1992). Impact of parenting practices on adolescent achieve-

ment: Authoritative parenting, school involvement, and

encouragement to succeed. Child Development, 63, 1266–1281.

Steinberg, L., & Morris, A. S. (2001). Adolescent Development.

Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 83–110.

Steinhausen, H. C., & Metzke, C. W. (2001). Risk, compensatory,

vulnerability, and protective factors influencing mental health in

adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30, 259–280.

Timbremont, B., & Braet, C. (2002). Children’s depression inventory:
Dutch language manual. Lisse, The Netherlands: Swets &

Zeitlinger.

Yahav, R. (2006). The relationship between children’s and adoles-

cents’ perceptions of parenting style and internal and external

symptoms. Child: Care, Health and Development, 33, 460–471.

Author Biographies

Dr. William W. Hale III, a clinical psychologist, is an assistant

professor at the Research Center for Adolescent Development, Utr-

echt University, The Netherlands. He obtained his Ph.D. at the

Department of Biological Psychiatry, University of Groningen in

1997, on his work on non-verbal behaviors and clinical depression.

Since then he has worked as both an assistant professor and a cog-

nitive-behavioral therapist for the University of Maastricht and later

for Utrecht University. Currently, he is involved in research on

adolescent depression and anxiety, and the effects parental interac-

tions have on these psychosocial problem behaviors.

Inge VanderValk is a Postdoc Researcher at the Research Unit of

Adolescent Development, Utrecht University, The Netherlands. She

received her Ph.D. in 2004 from Utrecht University. Her major

research interests include associations between adolescent adjustment

and parental marital quality and divorce.

Joyce Akse is a Postdoc Researcher at the department of Neuropsy-

chology and Psychopharmacology, Maastricht University, The

Netherlands. She received her Ph.D. from Utrecht University in 2006.

Her major research interests include the development of personality,

psychosocial problem behaviors and executive functions in

adolescence.

Wim Meeus is Professor of Adolescent Development and chair of the

Research Center Adolescent Development of Utrecht University, The

Netherlands. He received his Ph.D. in Social Psychology from Utr-

echt University. His major research interests include identity and

personality development, personal relationships and psychosocial

problems in adolescence.

940 J Youth Adolescence (2008) 37:928–940

123


	The Interplay of Early Adolescents&rsquo; Depressive Symptoms, Aggression and Perceived Parental Rejection: A Four-Year Community Study
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The Relationship Between Adolescents&rsquo; Depressive Symptoms, Adolescents&rsquo; Aggression and Perceived Parental Rejection
	The Present Study

	Method
	Participants
	Data Collection Procedures
	Questionnaires
	Adolescents&rsquo; Depressive Symptoms
	Adolescents&rsquo; Aggression
	Perceived Parental Rejection

	Data Analysis

	Results
	Descriptives
	Model Testing
	Bidirectional Model
	Gender Differences in the Bidirectional Model

	Discussion
	Cross-Sectional Relationships Between and Stable Relationships Within the Constructs
	Longitudinal Relationships Between The Constructs
	Limitations

	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org?)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
    /DEU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [5952.756 8418.897]
>> setpagedevice


