
 

 
 

ABSTRACT 

A Review on the Relationship between Parenting Style and the Prevalence of Callous and 

Unemotional Traits in Children and Adolescents  
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Many people consider callous and unemotional (CU) traits to be a simple 

subsection of another disorder, often overlooking the significance they may have in 

children, adolescent, and undiagnosed populations. Studies on CU traits in children and 

adolescents are not nearly as prominent as those in adult populations, and the focus is 

often placed on those who are already diagnosed with some sort of disruptive behavior 

disorder. CU traits may be crucial in the identification of more severe or chronic forms of 

some disorders such as conduct disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, or antisocial 

personality disorder, or may be predictive of the development of antisocial tendencies 

when identified in children and adolescents. The styles of parenting as described by 

Maccoby and Martin may be associated with the development of CU traits in children 

and adolescents. Authoritarian, neglectful, and indulgent parenting styles have been 

associated with children with more antisocial tendencies while there is evidence that the 

development of CU traits can be prevented through authoritative parenting practices. The 

identification of CU traits in children and adolescents will allow for the proper treatment 

or preventative measures to be put in place, which may involve alterations in the 

parenting style they are experiencing. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

 Despite the increasing amount of research being done in the field of psychopathy, 

there are still comparatively few studies done on antisocial behavior in children and 

adolescents. Psychopathy is a term that was coined by Hervey M. Cleckley, and it 

persists today despite its lack of a formal diagnosis in the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual of Mental Disorders 5th Edition (DSM-5) (American Psychological Association). 

In Cleckley’s The Mask of Sanity he discusses the change in terminology that has 

occurred over time regarding the psychopathic individual, but maintains the use of the 

term psychopath throughout his work because of its familiarity (1955). Despite the 

popularity of the term, there are a number of different terms used to describe those with 

antisocial behavior, and there is a widespread misunderstanding of what these terms 

actually entail. In the DSM-5 there is a diagnosis for antisocial personality disorder that 

embodies many of the traits that Cleckley used to define psychopathy, but there are 

several aspects that are not included (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). Lee Robins also 

created a set of criteria in an attempt to identify the same group of people, but she named 

her disorder sociopathic personality disturbance and her definition does not line up 

exactly with either Cleckley’s psychopathy or the DSM-5 antisocial personality disorder 

(Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). With so many different names for what is essentially 

the same group of people, there is a lot of confusion on the exact characteristics that 

make up this unique group of individuals.
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Callous and unemotional (CU) traits are personality characteristics that are often 

associated with psychopathy and are one of the most researched categories of the 

disorder. Even with the research that is being done in this area, however, there is still not 

a thorough understanding of what CU traits mean in regard to disruptive behavior and 

personality disorders. This may be in part because of the lack of research that is being 

done on psychopathy in children and adolescents. The progress made in this particular 

field has been slow moving because the concept has only gained popularity over the past 

decade (Salekin & Lynam 2010). Salekin and Lynam attribute the slow pace to the public 

fear that children and adolescents will have an overrepresentation of the disorder across 

their population (2010). The diagnosis of such a serious disorder at a young age could 

have detrimental effects on a child or adolescent’s life, and may not be an accurate 

diagnosis if the developmental stage and area of cognitive development the youth is in 

are not taken into account (Salekin & Lynam 2010). Despite these fears, it is necessary to 

continue to build our knowledge in this field. Viding and Larsson believe that focusing 

on children and adolescents will allow for a better understanding of psychopathy as a 

whole (2010). Creating an understanding of psychopathy throughout the juvenile years 

will allow for a better understanding of how the disorder develops, what traits are 

constant throughout the lifespan, and what might be attributed to one’s developmental 

stage. CU traits may be instrumental in the progression of the disorder throughout 

childhood, and a greater understanding of them might provide an idea of what to look for 

in order to adequately treat those who are already showing symptoms and prevent the 

development in those that who are at risk in order to keep them from meeting the criteria 

for a diagnosis.  
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 Children can exhibit psychopathic traits even early on in life, which may be seen 

through their meeting criteria for disruptive behavior disorders or through any antisocial 

behaviors they are displaying. For example, Lykken is in support of the low-fear 

hypothesis, meaning that a child can become a psychopath with typical parents and a 

normal personality in all ways except their low level of fearlessness (1995). Another 

issue that is encountered with studying juvenile populations is the increased difficulties 

for testing, evaluating, and labeling them using ethical research procedures. Crane and 

Broome acknowledge that there are additional precautions and necessary steps that need 

to be taken when conducting research with children (2017). Researchers need to ensure 

that they are adequately communicating information to children and adolescents, that the 

youths fully understand statements made and questions asked, as well as have the ability 

to exert the rights they have throughout the research (Crane & Broome 2017). 

Furthermore, a relationship must be established between the researcher and a juvenile 

participant with a mutual trust and respect or there may be an impact on the child’s 

relationship with both the researcher and the parent (Crane & Broome 2017). Crane and 

Broome ascertain that there is more to child research than an explanation of the study and 

the giving of consent, but that risk needs to be assessed throughout research (2017) Crane 

and Broome describe children and adolescents as a vulnerable population with diverse 

needs that need to be met throughout any study (2017).  

 Even with the diverse behaviors that children and adolescents may display as a 

result of their early personalities and stages of development, CU traits may still be 

identifiable in this population. White and Frick suggest that high CU traits later in life 

may be related to certain temperaments an individual displays in infancy, or that 
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abnormal brain functioning or neurotransmitter levels may have some sort of relationship 

with high CU trait behavior (2010). Young boys diagnosed with Oppositional Defiant 

Disorder with high CU traits have certain symptoms that are significantly more severe 

(O’Kearney, Salmon, Liwag, Fortune, & Dawel 2017).  O’Kearney et al. describes those 

with high CU traits as having a more difficult time displaying empathy and understanding 

complex, but not basic emotions (2017). CU traits may even display themselves 

differently in children than they do in adult populations. Dadds, Gale, Godbee, Moul, 

Pasalich, Fink, and Hawes provide evidence supporting the idea that while adults with 

high CU traits have general emotional and interpersonal issues, children that are high in 

CU traits may still be able to have normative emotional responses in attachment settings 

(2016). Children with high CU traits will likely display disruptive behaviors similar to 

those shown in high CU adults, but there may be certain characteristics that are unique to 

the juvenile population (Dadds et al. 2016).  

 CU traits traditionally include a lack of guilt and empathy, a shallow affect, and 

violence, and they are often found to be highly prevalent in children who are at risk for 

developing psychopathy in adulthood (Viding & McCrory 2012). While a child or 

adolescent cannot be diagnosed with antisocial personality disorder until they reach 

adulthood, there are other diagnoses of disruptive behavior that they may fall into. 

Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD) is characterized in the DSM-5 as having an 

irritable or angry mood, defiant behavior, or vindictiveness lasting for six months or 

longer as seen in the child’s interaction with at least one non-sibling (2013). The 

behaviors exhibited should also be distressing to others or negatively impact the 

individuals functioning in some area, and should not occur only during some other type 
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of psychotic episode (American Psychological Association 2013). Conduct Disorder 

(CD) is characterized as a persistent pattern of behavior in which societal norms are 

violated for the previous twelve months (American Psychological Association 2013). 

According to the DSM-5 these behaviors could include aggression to people and animals, 

destruction of property, deceitfulness or theft, or serious violations of rules (2013). CD 

can also be specified with the label of limited prosocial emotions in which there is also a 

lack of remorse or guilt, callousness or lack of empathy, a lack of concern about 

performance, and a shallow or deficient affect (American Psychological Association 

2013). These two disorders are well known disruptive behavior disorders, and children 

and adolescents who are diagnosed with them are often a point of focus for researchers 

trying to study CU traits in children. Researchers such as Crane and Broome (2017), 

Dadds et al. (2016), and Levy and Orlans (2000) acknowledge that disruptive behavior 

disorders such as ODD and CD may have some relation with CU traits in children and 

adolescents, and that those with high CU traits could be diagnostically differentiated from 

those with low CU traits. The diagnosis of these disorders in an individual could be 

impacted by the level of CU traits shown in that person, and the high CU trait individuals 

may have a more severe or chronic form of the disorder than those with low CU traits.  

 It is not uncommon for those diagnosed with ODD early on in life to later meet 

criteria for CD in their elementary and middle school years, and to later on meet criteria 

for antisocial personality disorder once they reach adulthood (American Psychological 

Association 2013). However, there are children who are diagnosed with ODD that do not 

develop either CD or antisocial personality disorder, adolescents diagnosed with CD who 

were not diagnosed previously with ODD and are not later diagnosed with antisocial 
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personality disorder, adults who are diagnosed with antisocial personality disorder who 

did not meet criteria for either ODD or CD in their youth, and individuals who have 

various other diagnostic histories (American Psychological Association 2013). So while 

some individuals experience chronic behavioral issues throughout their lifetime, others 

only meet diagnostic criteria during certain portions of their life. Research done by White 

and Frick (2010), O’Kearney et al. (2017), and Viding and McCrory (2012) suggest that 

CU traits may be related to the severity of the psychopathology and the progression of 

these disorders throughout the lifespan. If the development of knowledge on CU traits 

could aid in the comprehension of these disorders and a better understanding of antisocial 

and disruptive behaviors across the lifespan, then there may be additional incentive for 

continuing research in this field.  

 Studies done by Tuvblad, Fanti, Andershed, Colins, and Larsson (2016), Mann, 

Briley, Tucker-Drob, and Harden (2015), and Tuvblad, Bezdijian, Raine, and Baker 

(2014) all show that there is a moderate to strong genetic influence on the variance of CU 

traits in individuals, but that there is also variance accounted for by shared environmental 

influences, and little from unshared environmental influences in their respective twin 

studies. Despite these findings, the treatment suggested by many studies points to more 

effective parenting procedures and preventative measures through attachment and 

socialization as the best options (White & Frick 2010), (Kahn, Deater-Deckard, King-

Casas, & Kim-Spoon 2016), (Aunola & Nurmi 2005). The environment that a child is 

raised in has an influence on their socialization and the traits they develop, and it is 

possible that certain styles of parenting allow for better socialization and more normative 

development than others (Darling & Steinberg 1993).  
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 The styles of parenting used for the purpose of this paper were developed by 

Maccoby and Martin who expanded on Baumrind’s tripartite model of parenting. 

Maccoby and Martin define parenting using responsiveness and demandingness, creating 

four categories of parenting styles (Darling & Steinberg 1993). The styles expanded on 

by Maccoby and Martin are different from Baumrind’s in that they add the fourth 

neglectful parent category, and they no longer use Baumrind’s original classifications of 

control and warmth to define the styles (Darling & Steinberg 1993). The four styles are 

authoritative, which is high in demandingness and responsiveness, authoritarian, which is 

high in demandingness but low in responsiveness, permissive which is high in 

responsiveness but low in demandingness, and neglectful, which is low in both 

responsiveness and demandingness (Maccoby & Martin). All of these parenting styles 

promote different characteristics in children, and they socialize them to different degrees 

(Darling & Steinberg 1993). Although no parent falls perfectly into one single category, 

there is evidence that suggests parents should strive for an authoritative parenting style 

over the other three in order to produce the most socially desirable outcomes for their 

children (Darling & Steinberg 1993). Authoritarian, permissive, and neglectful parenting 

all may have different influences on a child, but authoritative has been shown to be the 

most socializing style of parenting, and to be associated with children who are successful 

and well adjusted (Darling & Steinberg 1993).  

 Along with other characteristics, parenting styles may be influential on childhood 

development of CU traits and other disruptive behaviors. Lykken (1995) states that the 

solution to preventing sociopathy is to prevent children from being reared by unsocialized 

parents. Similarly, White and Frick (2010) produce evidence suggesting that effective 
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parenting procedures may be able to decrease the prevalence of CU traits in children. 

There is also evidence that proper attachment may be instrumental in preventing CU 

traits from developing and to keep them from progressing over the lifespan (Dadds et al. 

2016).  

 The parenting style one was raised with and the prevalence of CU traits in that 

individual may be related. Environmental factors may not be the strongest predictors of 

the presence of CU traits, but there is a possibility that they are still influential on their 

development. The prevention and treatment of high CU traits in individuals could allow 

for a more productive and efficient society (Lykken 1995), and socialization through 

specific parenting procedures may provide a way to begin to accomplish this (White & 

Frick 2010). Further evaluation of the relationship between parenting style and presence 

of CU traits in children and adolescents is necessary to better understand how CU traits 

develop, the role they play in ODD, CD, and antisocial personality disorder, and discover 

how influential parenting can be on individual development and subsequent diagnosis of 

disruptive and antisocial behavior. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

A Review of Callousness and Unemotionality 

 Callousness and unemotionality can be defined as behavior that shows a disregard 

for others, a lack of empathy, and a possible representation of some sort of deficiency in 

emotional development. Callous and unemotional traits (CU traits) are widely considered 

to be a part of the psychopathic personality as seen in studies by White and Frick (2010), 

Tuvblad et al. (2014), as well as Hervey Cleckley’s description of the Psychopath (1955). 

CU traits are considered to be defining characteristics in psychopathy as well as other 

disruptive behavior disorders (Rowe et al., 2010). There is also evidence that the presence 

of CU traits may be indicative of a more severe and chronic form of certain disorders 

(Rowe et al., 2010). Adults are not the only population for which this holds true; children 

and adolescents have been shown to exhibit high levels of CU traits as well (Kumsta, 

Sonuga-Barke, & Rutter, 2012). There is also evidence that children and adolescents with 

disruptive behavior disorders and high CU traits may have a more stable form of their 

disorder that is more likely to be characterized by aggression (Rowe et al., 2010). Rowe 

et al. (2010) also found that children diagnosed with conduct disorder and found to have 

high CU traits had greater behavioral issues than those diagnosed with conduct disorder 

with low CU traits, and that the two groups are qualitatively different from one another. 

High levels of CU traits in children with conduct disorder is also predictive of the 

persistence of conduct disorder into adolescence, and possibly the progression of 

antisocial behaviors into adulthood (Docherty, Boxer, Huesmann, O’Brien, & Busman, 

2017) 
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With evidence that high levels of CU traits may be correlated with the stability of 

antisocial behaviors throughout the lifespan, studying children and adolescents may 

provide some of the most informative research in this field. Viding and Larsson (2010) 

believe that focusing on children and adolescents is critical if we are ever to obtain a full 

understanding of psychopathy as a construct. The aforementioned studies suggest that CU 

traits may be one of the crucial psychopathic characteristics to identify in younger 

populations because they may represent the presence of a more long term personality 

disorder, aid in the diagnosis and understanding of the DSM-5 adult antisocial personality 

disorder, and be used to predict more aggressive and violent behavior across the lifespan.  

 CU traits can be identified in a number of ways. For example, Farrington, Ullrich, 

and Salekin (2010) used two longitudinal studies called the Cambridge and Pittsburgh 

studies to get data on psychopathic characteristics in a non-psychopathic population. 

They also used these studies to analyze the relationships between the environment and 

different aspects of psychopathy such as CU traits (Farrington, Ullrich, & Salekin 2010). 

Various instruments can be used to determine levels of CU traits in individuals such as 

the Inventory of Callous Unemotional Traits (ICU) (Kahn, Deater-Deckard, King-Casas, 

& Kim Spoon, 2016). The ICU was developed with the purpose of identifying CU traits 

in youth and it is often used to analyze the relationship of CU traits with certain disorders 

such as conduct disorder and oppositional defiant disorder (Gao & Zhang, 2016). Gao & 

Zhang (2016) found a high reliability for both the parent reported and self-report ICU, 

but acknowledge that the parent reported was shown to be more reliable than the self-

reported version. Another scale that is used is the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-

R), and its subtests such as the Psychopathy Checklist: Screening Version (PCL: SV) and 
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the Psychopathy Checklist: Youth Version (PCL: YV), that measure levels of 

psychopathic characteristics individual’s exhibit (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger, 2012). The 

PCL-R has been shown to have excellent interrater reliability, strong internal consistency, 

and is often used in forensic settings to inform decisions on sentencing, bail, institution 

placement, and other legal matters (Olver, Neumann, Sewall, Lewis, Hare, & Wong, 

2018)  Still other measures include the Child Psychopathy Scale (CPS), the Antisocial 

Process Screening Device (APSD), and various other personality and temperament 

inventories that can indirectly measure levels of CU traits present in individuals (Tuvblad 

et al., 2014).  

While there are many scales, tests, and checklists available for this topic of 

research, the psychometrics of these instruments can guide decision making on which one 

is the most relevant to a specific topic. The ICU is probably the most well-known 

instrument that focuses solely on CU traits. Many others only have callousness and 

unemotionality evaluated as a subcategory of psychopathy or some other disorder, 

causing difficulties in the direct analysis of CU traits on their own. Additionally, CU 

traits can be difficult to assess given the stigma associated with the concept of 

psychopathy (Cleckley, 1951). The term ‘psychopathy’ should be used in a constructive 

rather than derogatory way in order to help individuals become more productive, 

prosocial people who can live more meaningful lives (Salekin & Lynam, 2010). The 

stigma placed on the term may result in dishonesty from individuals or their families in 

order to avoid being labeled with a negative diagnosis.  

Furthermore, research with children and adolescents may provide further 

difficulties due to pushback within the field of psychology and the classification of 
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youths as a more protected population. Salekin and Lynam (2010) attribute the lack of 

progress in the field of child and adolescent antisocial behavior to the controversy 

amongst experts on whether the concept of psychopathology will be overrepresented in 

the youth as well as the uncertainty of the validity of the measures. While some 

researchers believe it would be beneficial to identify individuals with these traits so that 

treatment can begin (Lykken, 1995), others think that the concepts will be misused and 

over-applied in juvenile populations (Steinberg, 2001).  

 Despite these limitations, the presence of high CU traits has been shown to 

correlate with a number of different characteristics, providing useful information for 

researchers. White and Frick’s (2010) studies acknowledge callousness and 

unemotionality as a particularly significant aspect of psychopathy, providing evidence to 

support the idea that high CU traits represent more severe antisocial behavior. Rowe et al. 

(2010) also provide evidence in support of this, showing that high levels of CU traits 

signify a more severe form of antisocial behavior that has greater stability and is likely 

more aggressive. The correlation between the prevalence of CU traits and crime and 

violence is a relationship that is examined in several studies. Lykken (1995) claims that 

crime can be minimized by reducing the proportion of antisocial personalities in society, 

and White and Frick (2010) suggest that psychopathy should be broken into subgroups 

based on whether the individual has high or low CU traits in order to determine who is 

more likely to commit crimes. According to Levy and Orlans (2000), an increasing 

number of youths are committing violent crimes. The patterns of aggression, rage, and 

defiance can be seen as early as the age of four, and child murderers have displayed 

increasing levels of callousness and indifference over the course of the 20th century (Levy 
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& Orlans, 2000). The positive correlation between the level of CU traits and rates of 

criminality is a relationship that could guide further studies. 

 While it is widely accepted that adults can possess callous and unemotional 

characteristics, fewer studies focus on the presence of CU traits in children and 

adolescents. Children and adolescents can be diagnosed with disruptive behavior 

disorders such as oppositional defiant disorder and conduct disorder that have some 

antisocial symptomology similar to the antisocial characteristics seen in antisocial 

personality disorder in adults (American Psychological Association, 2013). There is 

evidence suggesting a heterotypic continuity from ODD, to CD, and then to antisocial 

personality disorder later on in adulthood (Rowe et al., 2010). Kumsta, Sonuga-Barke, 

and Rutter conducted a study in which they assessed CU traits in children and adolescents 

that were diagnosed with conduct disorder, oppositional defiant disorder, and those that 

were undiagnosed (2012). This study found that both the diagnosed and undiagnosed 

groups contained children and adolescents with high CU traits and low CU traits (Kumsta 

et al., 2012). The authors concluded that CU traits are useful for predicting subcategories 

that exhibit aggression and more severe antisocial traits among antisocial youth, but that 

they are not directly related to conduct disorder or oppositional defiant disorder (Kumsta 

et al., 2012).  

The study conducted by Kumsta and colleagues (2012) shows that children and 

adolescents are capable of possessing CU traits. Recognizing that children and 

adolescents can display callous and unemotional behavior may provide insight into which 

individuals are at higher risk for a continuation of antisocial behavior (Kumsta et al., 

2012). The identification of individuals with high CU traits could assist in risk evaluation 



 

14 
 

and treatment decisions (Bjørnebekk & Kjøbli, 2017), which may be particularly 

impactful for children and adolescents (Bennet & Kerig, 2014). Bennet and Kerig (2014) 

acknowledge the high risks involved with improper treatment in youth and determine that 

proper identification of those with CU traits could prevent this from occurring. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

A Review of Parenting Styles and Their Socializing Effects 

 Parental socialization occurs through a parent’s interaction with their child. This 

interaction has been broken down and categorized by several different researchers and 

theorists. Baumrind, a developmental psychologists and pioneer in this field, originally 

developed a tripartite model that consisted of authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive 

parenting styles (Baumrind, 1966). Baumrind (1966) characterized these three styles of 

parenting using control and warmth. She essentially identified the authoritative parent as 

both warm and controlling, the authoritarian parent as controlling but not warm, and the 

permissive parent as warm, but lacking control (Baumrind, 1966). According to Darling 

and Steinberg, this model has created a consistent framework that has been the focus of 

much research and allowed for an understanding of how children are successfully or 

unsuccessfully socialized to the culture in the United States (1993).  

Baumrind, unlike other theorists, used a broad concept of “control” to label the 

parents’ attempts to socialize the child into the family and into society (Darling & 

Steinberg 1993). However, Maccoby and Martin defined parenting style using 

responsiveness and demandingness, rather than control (1983). This allowed them to 

develop dimensions with which parenting aspects could be more easily measured, and 

resulted in the splitting of Baumrind’s permissive parent into two separate categories 

(Maccoby & Martin, 1983). These new categories of the indulgent and neglectful parent, 

created a total of four styles of parenting rather than three (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). 

Baumrind acknowledges and builds on Maccoby and Martin’s theory, but Darling an 



 

16 
 

Steinberg warn that the theory developed by the latter does not directly define 

what Baumrind describes because some of the prominent characteristics in Baumrind’s 

model such as restrictiveness, autonomy granting, warmth, and coerciveness may not be 

included in Maccoby and Martin’s model (1993). Despite these differences from 

Baumrind’s model, Maccoby and Martin’s four parenting styles are commonly used to 

categorize parenting for research and labeling purposes.  

 Maccoby and Martin’s authoritarian parent is demanding and controlling while 

also being rejecting and unresponsive to their child (1983). They describe the 

authoritarian parent as power assertive, and more concerned with themselves over their 

children (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Authoritarian parents expect their children to follow 

the rules and requirements they put in place and inhibit their own feelings about the 

matter; failure to do so will likely result in harsh punishment by the parent which may be 

physical in nature (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). This parenting style often has a negative 

connotation associated with it, and some studies show that there are detrimental impacts 

on the children who are subject to this type of parenting. However, authoritarian parents 

also share certain behavioral characteristics with other parenting styles that have a 

different effect on children such as the overlap in demandingness in both authoritative 

and authoritarian styles (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). It is likely the presence or absence 

of responsiveness that influences how the child is affected (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). 

 Although authoritarian parenting is associated with a generally negative 

connotation, there are certain subcultures that respond differently than others. Some 

African American children do not respond positively to authoritative parenting in the 

same way that other subcultures do (Hopkins, 2016). Furthermore, Hopkins (2016) found 
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that African American children may actually respond positively to authoritarian parenting 

practices that have shown detrimental effects in other cultures. It is important to note that 

there are certain groups and cultures that may respond differently to certain parenting 

styles, and that there is no definitive outcome for any individual based on the parenting 

strategies that are employed.  

 The neglectful parent, like the authoritarian parent, is unresponsive to their 

children and often dismissive of them, but unlike the authoritarian parent, they do not 

generally place high demands on their children (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). The 

neglectful parent does not attempt to control their child and expects very little of them, 

but also has a more self-centered focus that results in the neglect of their child (Maccoby 

& Martin, 1983). This parent is indifferent towards their child and shows very little 

commitment to them or their role as a parent, and they display a complete absence from 

their child’s life (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). According to Maccoby and Martin, it is very 

likely that a neglectful parent will have no rules or regulations for their child and that 

they will do whatever they can to prevent themselves from being inconvenienced (1983). 

This type of behavior from the neglectful parent may leave the child alone the majority of 

the time. 

Like the neglectful parent, the indulgent, or permissive, parent makes no attempt 

to control their children, but while the neglectful parent is more parent-centered, the 

indulgent parent is accepting of their child, attentive to them, and may center their lives 

around that child (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Permissive parents are accepting of any 

way their children choose to behave, whether it is normative or not (Baumrind 1966). In 

Baumrind’s work, she found that permissive parents can either be caring and inviting or 
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distant and uninterested from their children, but that they generally do not make an 

attempt to exert control over their children (1967). Maccoby and Martin (1983) divided 

this type of parenting to create more specific categories. The neglectful parent 

characterized by Maccoby and Martin (1983) is the distant and uninterested side, but the 

indulgent parent is the more caring and inviting side. The indulgent style of parenting, 

like the previous two, has a reputation of detrimentally impacting the children. The way 

that each parenting style impacts a child and how much impact it has on them varies 

based on the specific characteristics of those parents as well as the attributes of the child 

(Maccoby & Martin 1983). It is important to note that while these categories of parents 

have traits in common with one another, these attributes vary in intensity. The differences 

between individuals insure that no two parents will behave in exactly the same way 

despite being categorized into the same style of parenting.  

The fourth type of parenting is known as authoritative parenting, a style that is 

distinguished by its open line of communication made available between the parent and 

child (Lewis 1981). This fourth style of parenting is characterized by high demand from 

the child with an accepting and responsive attitude that is focused on their health and 

wellbeing (Maccoby & Martin 1983). The authoritative parent has a more positive 

reputation of being associated with children that are more adjusted and socially capable 

than those of the other three styles. Several researchers, such as Darling and Steinberg 

(1993) provide a reminder that the association between prosocial children and 

authoritative parenting does not determine causation. Firouzkouhi-Moghaddam, Validad, 

Rakhshani, and Assareh (2017) found a significant relationship between authoritative 

parenting and children with high self-esteem, Hastings, McShane, Parker, and Ladha 
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(2007) noted a relationship between prosocial behavior in children and authoritative 

socialization from parents, and Kim, Calzada, Barajas-Gonzalez, Huang, Brotman, 

Castro, and Pichardo (2018) found that Latino students with authoritative parents were 

more likely to succeed academically than those with authoritarian parents. While there is 

no definite way to determine causation in much of this research, the results of the studies 

suggest a trend associating authoritative parenting with more healthy and well-adjusted 

children. 

Maccoby and Martin’s (1983) use of demandingness and responsiveness as a 

means to define parenting style provides a way to measure aspects of parenting and group 

them into categories. Breaking the styles down into measurable constructs enables 

researchers to more easily assess parenting characteristics. Aunola and Nurmi (2005) 

conducted a study in which they determined parenting style by having the parents of 200 

Finnish students fill out a Finnish version of the Block’s Child Rearing Practices Report 

(CRPR), and then determined problem behavior in the students through the Johns 

Hopkins Depression Scale and the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire. Self-report 

studies, interviews, evaluations, observations, and questionnaires are all possible ways to 

harvest information to assess the characteristics of a parent and determine what category 

can be grouped in. 

Of the four parenting styles, Authoritative parenting has the highest correlation 

with prosocial and well-adjusted children. It is unclear whether the positive personality 

traits observed in these children are a result of authoritative parenting or the authoritative 

parenting is a result of children with positive personality traits. Different researchers may 

have a variety of opinions based on their own experience or the studies they have 



 

20 
 

conducted. For example, Darling and Steinberg believe that the way a child develops is 

due to a combination of whether the practices are related to the desired outcome and if 

the style actually influences the child (1993). Permissive, neglectful, and authoritarian 

parenting are all very different styles of parenting, and they may each have a unique 

impact on the child that is exposed to them. There is evidence from researchers such as 

King, Vidourek, and Merianos (2016), Knutson and colleagues (2004), and Wischerth, 

Mulvaney, Brackett, and Perkins (2016) that there are negative associations between 

authoritarian, permissive, and neglectful parenting, and healthy development in a variety 

of ways. These studies show that permissive parenting may predict lower emotional 

intelligence (Wischerth et al., 2016), authoritarian parenting may be associated with 

higher rates of depression (King et al., 2016), and neglectful parenting may be associated 

with the development of antisocial behavior (Knutson et al., 2004). As with authoritative 

parenting, there is still no way to determine causation in these relationships, but there is a 

trend in these studies that could be taken into account. 

With research done in this area there are additional barriers that need to be 

recognized. There are additional guidelines that need to be followed when conducting 

research with children (American Psychological Association, 2013), and a child’s age 

and development process can complicate findings in a study (Fairchild et al., 2013). Since 

the body and brain are still developing throughout the childhood and adolescent years, 

there are children that are diagnosed with conduct disorder and have antisocial tendencies 

that simply grow out of this behavior and become prosocial functional adults (Fairchild et 

al., 2013). For this reason, the children’s developmental stage needs to be taken into 

account in order to have a full understanding of the information that is being analyzed. 
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Moffitt’s developmental taxonomy theory suggests that although antisocial behavior is 

relatively persistent over the lifespan, its prevalence changes at different developmental 

stages (1993). This theory enforces the idea that developmental stage needs to be taken 

into account when conducting research with children and adolescents. Assessment at only 

a single age may not provide accurate information due to the stage of development that 

child is in, and failure to take this into account would likely result in inaccurate 

information (Moffitt, 1993). 

 The environment that a child is exposed to may have a significant impact on their 

development and learning (Farrington, Ullrich, & Salekin 2010). A large part of a child’s 

environment is their home environment, where they spend the majority of their time. 

Although there has not been definitive evidence showing that poor parenting practices 

can cause maladjusted children, White and Frick found that positive parenting practices 

may prevent the development of antisocial traits in children who may have some sort of 

genetic predisposition, and that effective parenting procedures may be able to decrease 

the prevalence of antisocial traits in children who are already diagnosed with some sort of 

antisocial personality disorder (2010).  

However, it is important to note that parenting style is not the only thing that has 

an impact on the characteristics of children and adolescents. Twin studies show that non-

shared environmental influences and genetic influences can impact the development of 

certain traits (Viding & Larsson 2010). Kahn, Deater-Deckard, King-Casas, and Kim-

Spoon suggest that home environment factors other than parenting styles may play a 

major role in the presence of certain traits (2016). Their research showed that chaos in the 

home is correlated with antisocial behavior in children and adolescents, and concludes 



 

22 
 

that stable and predictable home environments may be instrumental in raising a healthy 

prosocial child (Kahn et al. 2016). The research done by Kahn and colleagues (2016) 

suggests that parents play a significant role in maintaining the stability of the home 

environment. Despite the combination of factors that contribute to the development of 

children and adolescents, parenting style appears to have a strong relationship with the 

socialization of individuals over time. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

A Review on the Relationship between Parenting Style and CU Traits 

Callousness and unemotionality, like any other traits, are subject to the influence 

of both nature and nurture (Viding & Larsson, 2010). Multiple twin studies have been 

conducted by researchers such as Waldman and Rhee (2006) and Viding, Blair, Moffitt, 

and Plomin (2005) producing very similar results, showing that nonshared environmental 

influences, and heritability are both influential in the development of CU traits in youth. 

Neither of these studies found that shared environmental influences played a significant 

role in the presence of CU traits, but Viding & Larsson (2010) suggest that environmental 

factors such as parental characteristics likely still have an impact on the presence of 

psychopathic characteristics in less direct ways. Other research shows that parenting 

practices may be the best way to prevent CU traits from occurring in children and 

mitigate the traits if they are already present (White & Frick 2010). This means that even 

those that are born with a predisposition to develop CU traits are not guaranteed to be 

diagnosed as a psychopath in the future. Early identification of CU traits may be crucial 

in preventing antisocial and aggressive behavior from developing in an individual, and 

could avoid any antisocial personality diagnosis such as conduct disorder, oppositional 

defiant disorder, and antisocial personality disorder (White & Frick 2010). Implementing 

better evaluations for CU traits could potentially benefit society through the ability to 

better treat individuals with CU traits. 

Acknowledging callousness and unemotionality as a distinguishing feature in 

those with antisocial personality disorders has the potential to greatly increase the current
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understanding of psychopathy and allow for more specified treatment of those individuals 

(Rowe et al. 2010). Furthermore, it may help identify more aggressive or violent 

individuals who may not meet the criteria for a diagnosis of a DSM-5 disorder, but are 

still at a higher risk for breaking the law. Rowe and colleagues suggest that those with 

high CU traits that do not have conduct disorder should be given more attention and 

possibly even treated like those who are diagnosed with CD (2010). Research into CU 

traits has led Kumsta, Sonuga-Barke, and Rutter (2012) to the conclusion that antisocial 

behavior is not an integral part of psychopathy, but something that occurs alongside it 

without direct influence on its presence. This research has also provided the ability to 

determine which individuals have a more severe form of a disorder, and which may grow 

out of it as they become adults (Rowe et al. 2010).  

Some researchers strongly believe that psychopathy is a chronic and incurable 

disorder (Lykken 1995), but other researchers have suggested that effective parenting 

practices have allowed individuals to mitigate their symptoms and outgrow their 

antisocial tendencies as they age into adulthood (White & Frick 2010). Research done by 

Tuvblad and colleagues (2014) found that genetic influence accounted for sixty three 

percent of the variance for psychopathic personality dimensions in a twin study. 

Additionally, Fairchild and colleagues (2013) found that CD is associated with 

neuropsychological deficits in emotion recognition, fear conditioning, and automatic 

reactivity, and that antisocial behavior is related to reductions in gray matter volume and 

cortical thickness in areas like the amygdala, anterior insula, and orbitofrontal cortex. 

Despite these biological explanations for the antisocial behavior, there is still 

acknowledgement that the environment plays a role in this behavior (Tuvblad et al. 
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2014), and that the individual’s experiences can moderate their antisocial behavior when 

raised in a healthy environment or amplify their underlying neuropsychological 

deficiencies in cases of childhood adversity or a hostile environment (Fairchild et al. 

2013). Levy and Orlans (2000) focus on family and environmental factors as the most 

influential in the development of aggression and violence in children, and claim that child 

murderers are becoming increasingly more callous and indifferent over time. While 

genetic factors have a great deal of influence on the presence of antisocial behaviors in 

children, youth are also shaped by their environment and their personalities are a product 

of gene-environment interaction. It is necessary to acknowledge both factors when 

considering the development of antisocial personalities and CU traits. 

 Adults with antisocial personality disorder or that have high CU traits are not 

necessarily unable to receive any sort of treatment, but many researchers agree that it is 

much easier to identify these traits early on and use preventative measures earlier in life. 

However, assessing antisocial personality characteristics, especially CU traits, may be 

equally important for adults as for children. There is an increasing interest in psychopathy 

in the criminal justice system because of the similar traits between criminals and this 

disorder (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). This means that the identification of these 

characteristics can be used to predict criminal behaviors, assess recidivism and violence 

across all ages and genders (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). In adulthood, however, 

treatment should be employed in a different way than with children. Flouri’s work 

suggests that parental relationships and family bonding are imperative for children to 

grow up as healthy prosocial human beings, and that parental encouragement is necessary 

for children to have healthy relationships with other people (2005). However, Hare, 
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Neumann, and Widiger claim that that strategies used for adults should not attempt to 

develop emotional or interpersonal skills in these individuals because they feel very little 

distress about their behavior, and are usually characterized by low conscientiousness and 

low agreeableness (2012). Instead, they suggest that these treatment programs should find 

ways to reduce recidivism and violence (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). In this way, 

Hare, Neumann, and Widiger are suggesting that there is not a solid cure for 

psychopathic behavior in adulthood, but there may be a way to mitigate the socially 

unacceptable behaviors through these types of treatment. Consequently, children and 

adolescents are in a much better position when they are identified as having psychopathic 

characteristics.  

 Parenting style can be influential on a child in many ways, and the development 

of CU traits is no exception. Even some children that are predisposed to be difficult to 

socialize can eliminate many problematic aspects through the right environment and 

adequate social interaction (Lykken 1995). Parental involvement early in a child’s life 

has been shown to predict feelings of closeness to parents in adolescents, and the way an 

adolescent perceives their relationship with their parents can predict the quality of the 

relationships they have as adults (Flouri 2005). Individuals with high CU traits are 

described as lacking guilt and empathy, having a shallow affect, and being aggressive or 

violent (Viding & McCrory 2012). The children that show this type of behavior are 

usually unable to recognize distress in other people, and are consequently unable to 

socialize in a healthy manner (Viding & McCrory 2012). Although Viding and McCrory 

state that genetic influences are the major influencer on the variation in CU traits across 

the population, they also claim that positive parenting has been shown to be successful in 
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changing CU traits over time while parental involvement has shown to be the same for 

boys (2012). In other words, some children are born with certain deficiencies or 

abnormalities in certain areas of their brain that cause them to feel and act differently 

than the normal population, but this does not mean that they are going to behave this way 

indefinitely. Over the course of their development, all children are impacted by their 

environment, and this environmental influence can shape the personality and 

characteristics of that person. In Maccoby and Martin’s discussion of interaction theory 

they simplify the concept to say that the children’s social selves are entirely embedded in 

the relationships they have with others, and that there is no existence that is independent 

from this (1983). The relationship that a child has with their parents is one of the first 

they develop in most cases, and one that is often maintained for many years. Whether that 

relationship is healthy or unhealthy, it likely has an impact on the development of that 

person and the personality characteristics they have. Lykken (1995) saw that the key to 

preventing antisocial personalities is to prevent children from being raised by 

incompetent unsocialized parents. He said this can be accomplished by improving the 

foster care system, establishing boarding schools with strong role models, and even went 

as far as saying that parenting should require a license (Lykken 1995). While these types 

of things may produce desired results, they may not be feasible or even possible. 

 With the absence of parental licensure, the amount that can be done to affect 

parenting practices on a large scale is relatively minimal. Individuals are permitted to 

have as many children as they want at any time they want without any direct regulation or 

interference in how they raise their children. The government systems that are in place 

such as Child Protective Services (CPS) have an overwhelming amount of children to 
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look after with a very limited amount of money to work off of (Cuccaro-Alamin, Foust, 

Vaithianathan, & Putnam-Hornstein 2017). Without adequate resources and a foolproof 

way to detect risk in families due to legal and ethical considerations, CPS is not able to 

control every family’s actions (Cuccaro-Alamin et al. 2017). With government 

intervention being inadequate for ensuring healthy parenting practices, parenting styles 

should be focused on with an emphasis on the outcome they have on the children. 

 Many people try and blame a multitude of societal problems on divorce and 

broken families, and claim that families that are intact have greater advantages over those 

that are not. However, not all children of single parent households are antisocial and 

maladjusted, and not all children in intact families exhibit healthy normative behavior. 

Deeper research needs to be done to determine what parental characteristics and which 

type of parent-child relationships are contributing to or mitigating the development of CU 

traits. Flouri (2005) suggests that there are certain characteristics of the father that can 

determine their involvement such as their socioeconomic status and presence pre-birth 

and during birth. There is a correlation found between father involvement and child 

academic success and few emotional and behavior problems, but gender of the child and 

financial difficulties were not shown to be related to father involvement Flouri 2005). 

Furthermore, Flouri (2005) found evidence that firm behavioral control by parents is 

more preventative of antisocial behavior than support. From Flouri’s research there is 

evidence that a parent who is both involved and controlling is the most likely to have a 

child that is prosocial, more successful academically, and less aggressive. According to 

the four parenting styles previously discussed, this parent would fall under the 

authoritative category. The parent that makes reasonable demands without outrageous 
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regulations allows the child to have some sort of control, and this type of parenting is the 

most likely to promote high self-esteem and prosocial behaviors (Maccoby & Martin 

1983).  

 The balance between demandingness and responsiveness is what places a parent 

in the authoritative style of parenting. Without either of these, a parent is neglectful, 

without responsiveness, they are authoritarian, and without demandingness they are 

indulgent (Maccoby & Martin 1983). In a study conducted by Knuston, DeGarmo, and 

Reid (2004), they found that denial of care or neglect from parents were the most 

influential factors in the development of aggression and antisocial behavior in elementary 

aged children. Supervisory neglect and punitive discipline were both factors in the study, 

but neglect from the parents was the most impactful in this area (Knuston DeGarmo, & 

Reid. 2004). Lack of involvement and responsiveness by the parent is shown here to be 

extremely detrimental to a child’s development, and can be related to a lack of interaction 

with their peers and more delinquent behavior. Knuston and colleagues do not focus on 

CU traits in their study, but describe many antisocial personality characteristics that may 

fall under CU traits.  

 Authoritarian parenting has also been shown to produce more antisocial behavior 

when compared with authoritative parenting. Corporal punishment, which is often 

associated with authoritarian parenting, was related to a lack of empathy in all children in 

a study by Cornell and Frick (2007). These authors also found that consistency in 

parenting was important in developing prosocial behavior (Cornell & Frick 2007). 

Authoritarian parents were shown to produce children that were high in their levels of 

guilt, but low in empathy (Cornell & Frick 2007). This lack of empathy is evidence that 
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CU traits are present in this individual’s personality characteristics. The results from this 

study have shown that a strict rule oriented approach can be detrimental to children’s 

prosocial development, and emphasizes the necessity for consistency in parenting. 

 Despite the correlations that can be seen between the different parenting styles 

and the outcome of a child in regard to their socialization and presence of CU traits, it is 

important to remember that every person is different and may not react to something in 

the same way. For instance, Flouri (2005) suggests that male and female children may be 

impacted differently based on whether their mother or father is present or how involved 

they may be. Similarly, Cornell and Frick (2007) point out that strict rules may be more 

advantageous for behaviorally uninhibited children but detrimental to children who do 

not fall into this population. The temperament of the child and their specific personality 

characteristics may be involved in what parenting style is most affective for them. 

Although there are styles of parenting that have been shown to be more effective at 

producing prosocial children than others, alterations may have to be made to figure out 

what works best for each child.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Conclusion 

 There is relatively little research that is being done in the field of psychopathy, 

and even less when it comes to psychopathic traits in children and adolescents. While the 

field is growing more now than it ever has before, there is still a limited amount of 

research available. Some of the major problems with the research that has been already 

been done in this field is the lack of studies focusing directly on CU traits in youth and 

the focus on incarcerated individuals when studying psychopathy. Many studies choose 

to focus on diagnoses as a basis for searching for CU traits and other antisocial behaviors 

(Kumsta et al. 2012) (Rowe et al. 2010). Even the DSM-5 includes a section in its section 

on antisocial personality disorder that warns that most of the research that has been done 

has been on incarcerated individuals (APA 2013). Those who have been incarcerated are 

likely only a portion of the population of psychopathic individuals. Lykken (1995) clearly 

states that criminality and psychopathy are not synonymous despite their overlap in 

behavior; in other words, not all criminals are psychopaths, and not all psychopaths are 

criminals. This raises questions of whether there is an adequate understanding of 

psychopathy if only a subsection of those who are affected by this disorder are being 

studied. However, psychopathic individuals will likely only present themselves with 

antisocial personality characteristics when it is in their best interest, so it may be nearly 

impossible to identify someone as a psychopath unless they choose to present themselves 

as one (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012).
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There is also the potential for bias when working with criminal populations, and 

clinicians may be more prone to diagnosis of a disorder when they know that someone is 

already incarcerated. Conversely, the diagnostic criteria that is being used could possibly 

be influenced by studies that are focusing mainly on criminal populations, resulting in a 

disorder that is operationalized to relate more to criminal characteristics than to anything 

else. According to the DSM-5 (2013), males are another population that have a higher 

prevalence rate of antisocial personality disorder when compared to females. Even at 

early ages boys are more likely to exhibit aggressive behavior than girls, as represented 

through the higher diagnosis of boys with conduct disorder and oppositional defiant 

disorder than girls (Flouri 2005). Conduct disorder has a strong emphasis on aggression, 

and antisocial personality disorder is distinguished from other personality disorders by its 

characteristic higher levels of aggression (APA 2013). Societally females are seen as less 

aggressive in comparison to men, so there is still a possibility that both of these disorders 

are underdiagnosed in females because of clinician bias or through their comparison to 

males. A female may exhibit behavior that is much more aggressive than the average 

level of female aggression, but not diagnosed with an antisocial personality disorder 

because that behavior was only slightly more or equal to the average aggression that a 

male shows. There may need to be a different set of diagnostic criteria for females that 

does not have such a strong focus on androcentric characteristics (Levy & Orlans 2000). 

Levy and Orlans (2000) claim that boys are often more aggressive than girls, but Flouri 

(2005) shows that females may simply display more internalizing behaviors while males’ 

tend to be more externalizing. In other words, females may not be less likely to have 

antisocial personality disorder, but just display the disorder in a different way.  
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 Another problem that may be faced with research in the field of antisocial 

personality traits is the different terminology that is used. Antisocial personality disorder 

is the current terminology in the DSM-5, and it is characterized in the dramatic/erratic 

cluster of personality disorders (APA 2013). To meet criteria for this disorder the 

individual must display a pervasive pattern of disregard for and violation of the rights of 

others since age fifteen as indicated by at least three of the following symptoms: failure 

to conform to social norms with respect to lawful behaviors, deceitfulness through lying, 

use of aliases, or conning others for profit or pleasure, impulsivity or failure to plan 

ahead, irritability and aggressiveness, reckless disregard for personal safety or safety of 

others, consistent irresponsibility, and lack of remorse (APA 2013). These characteristics 

are very similar to Cleckley’s psychopath or Lee Robins’ sociopath, but they have slight 

differences (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012). All of these terms are used sort of 

interchangeably to refer to a person with the same sort of characteristics, but since the 

exact definitions do not match up, there could be some inconsistency with research or 

different measurements used depending on the terminology the author is using.  

 The research that has been examined previously has depicted that there is no one 

experience that will cause an individual to develop antisocial personality disorder, and no 

single gene whose presence indicates the symptoms. Many researchers agree that this 

disorder likely develops from an interaction between genes and environment, and that all 

of the factors are capable of influencing each other greatly. There is still a great deal that 

is not understood about antisocial personality disorder and CU traits, and while there are 

several relationships between these characteristics and certain factors, there is really no 

way of determining if the traits caused these predictive environmental circumstances, if 
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the behavior was a result of exposure to those circumstances, or it was some unknown 

mixture of the two.  

 With that in mind, the research examined has shown a relationship between the 

presence of CU traits in children and adolescents, and different parenting styles. 

Therefore, it may be prudent to address the issue of psychopathic individuals in society 

by focusing on parenting education and other things that may prevent CU traits and other 

psychopathic traits from developing or becoming too prominent in youth populations. 

Lykken (1995) claims that each sociopath costs society over $1.5 million over their first 

50 years, and many other researchers suggest that it is extremely important to attempt and 

reduce the number of psychopathic children and adolescents in order to increase 

collective human well-being (Farrington, Ullrich, & Salekin 2010). With the amount of 

evidence supporting the idea that psychopathic characteristics are detrimental to society, 

more research in this field would be greatly beneficial.  

 In order to gain a better understanding of how many children and adolescents 

have these CU traits other than the ones who are already incarcerated, there could be 

evaluations done through the school system to determine which children are at risk. By 

doing this, it could provide a more accurate representation of how many youth have CU 

traits, and introduce the option of taking special precautions to help in the prevention of 

further development of these CU traits into a diagnosis of conduct disorder, oppositional 

defiant disorder, or antisocial personality disorder later on in life. Starting prevention 

early on provides a better chance of success than waiting until adulthood to implement 

treatment techniques. There are few treatment programs for adults that are gaining 
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drastically positive results (Lykken 1995), but much more evidence of success when 

starting earlier on in the lives of these at risk individuals (White & Frick 2010). 

 Another major issue facing the field of antisocial individuals is the stigma that 

comes with any antisocial personality disorder diagnosis. Many people have a negative 

perception of the term ‘psychopath’ without even fully understanding what it means to 

have psychopathic traits. The term psychopathy should not be used in a damaging way, 

and instead in a constructive way that can help youth become more productive, prosocial, 

and live more meaningful lives (Salekin & Lynam 2010). Breaking the stereotype would 

be extremely difficult, but necessary so that individuals with psychopathic traits can get 

the treatment or prevention they need without the terrible stigma that is present with the 

label. Even the official diagnosis of antisocial personality disorder conveys a message of 

something negative. Not only are these biases difficult for the individuals who are 

diagnosed, but they may affect the work of some of the researchers and clinicians that are 

working with these individuals. As discussed earlier, all researchers are subject to bias, 

and working with a population that has such a negative connotation could cause the 

researcher to want to fight back against the stigma by overestimating their own safety 

when with those individuals, or allowing their fear to shape the way they are evaluating 

someone.  

 Genetic factors have been shown to play a role in the CU traits in children and 

adolescents (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012) (Lykken 1995) (Viding & Larsson 2010) 

(Sadeh et al. 2010), but there is still a significant environmental influence that has a large 

impact as well (Hare, Neumann, & Widiger 2012) (Kahn et al. 2016) (Fairchild, Goozen, 

Calder, & Goodyer 2013). There has been a general consensus among the research 
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gathered that authoritative parenting is an effective parenting style that is correlated with 

socialized, healthy children that have the lowest CU traits of any of the four parenting 

styles. Authoritarian parenting, neglectful parenting, and indulgent parenting were all 

associated with differing levels of negative antisocial characteristics in children. It 

appears from the evidence gathered that neglectful parenting produces children with the 

highest CU traits, likely because the parent is neither responsive nor demanding, but 

simply just not involved with their children’s lives. The lack of any sort of parent appears 

to be the most related to high CU traits, as in neglectful parenting. Authoritarian 

parenting has several variations of it with some being more harmful than others. There 

are authoritarian parents that are simply very rule oriented and strict, but there are also 

others who are physically abusive as a result of their intense control with low acceptance. 

Physical abuse was shown to have negative impacts on child development with the 

potential for aggression and future violence in those individuals, but there was also 

research stating that strict rules may be beneficial for some populations. Similarly, there 

are different variations of the indulgent parent from one who simply acts like a friend to 

one who enables their child to get away with anything. This indulgent parenting may not 

be strongly correlated with CU traits, but it does have a relationship with other antisocial 

personality characteristics.  

 Despite these relationships between parenting style and the presence of CU traits 

and other antisocial personality characteristics, it must be acknowledged that correlation 

is not causation. It is just as possible that the parents act a certain way towards their child 

because of the behavior or temperament of that child as it is that the parenting style is 

responsible for the behavior and personality of the child or that some third variable is 
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influencing both parenting style and the development of the child’s personality. While 

there does appear to be a relationship between parenting style and presence of CU traits, 

more research needs to be done in order to determine the nature of this relationship and 

how significant it may be.  

 There are some possible avenues for treatment or prevention that may be taken in 

order to help alleviate the issue of psychopathy in society. The encouragement of 

parenting education courses that focus on authoritative practices may allow new parents 

to interact with their child in a way that will socialize them and allow them to develop 

with normative social skills. There are thousands of parenting books and videos already 

available, but they only reach a portion of the population. Finding a way to provide 

parenting education to the majority of people would be greatly beneficial in the efforts to 

improve parenting practices. Additionally, proper sex education in schools may provide 

teenagers with the knowledge of how to avoid having children before they are ready, 

thereby avoiding putting children into an environment that they will be neglected in. 

Another way to provide more specific treatment regimens to individuals would be to 

distinguish amongst antisocial personalities based on the presence of CU traits. Since CU 

traits have been shown to be indicative of more severe and permanent antisocial 

personality disorders, identifying who has higher CU traits may allow for the proper 

allocation of resources to those who are in the greatest need of them.  

 There are many possible plans that can be made in the attempt to prevent the 

growth of an antisocial population, but these plans can be better formulated if a greater 

amount of research was being done in the field. Gaining a greater understanding of 

individuals with CU traits and studying these characteristics across the lifespan will allow 



 

38 
 

for a more holistic view at antisocial individuals, and ultimately new and improved ways 

of combating this problem in society. With a better understanding of how individuals are 

impacted by parenting styles, the association between these two factors may provide a 

viable solution to this issue.  
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