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AsstracT: Our work offers a reflection on antisocial behaviours in adolescence that seeks to review
and synthesize relevant and prominent perspectives on the subject, focusing on those that come
from a developmental point of view. Such a framework implies, thus, a description and explanation
of the antisocial phenomenon in its history, development and possible outcomes, more specifically,
its etiology, risk and protective factors, developmental trajectories, manifestations, desistance and
persistence mechanisms, and degrees of severity. Therefore, the importance of answering specific
questions concerning the time at which antisocial manifestations first occur, the origins of such
manifestations and the pathways followed before and after is highlighted. In fact, since antisocial
acts may take place at different moments in the lifespan, our purpose was to identify the peculiarities
of the phenomenon in adolescence, with particular focus on aspects that undergo considerable
development at this stage and may play an important role in risk behaviours, namely, future time
perspective, self-control, delay of gratification, psychosocial competence and interpersonal relations.
The general conclusion of our review shows that several questions remain to be answered, particularly
in the Portuguese context. Hence, we present a project of investigation seeking to address some of
those issues.
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INTRODUCTION

A general assumption regarding the meaning of antisocial behaviours could be that they
describe behaviours that violate social rules intended to promote respect and consideration
towards other people’s life and property (Burt, Donnellan, lacono & McGue, 2011; Kagan,
2004). Such definition makes it clear that the concept of antisocial behaviour is a socially
determined construct that may include many different subtypes (from overt to covert),
levels of destructiveness, forms (from direct to relational), functions (from instrumental to
reactive), onsets (from early to late) and pathways (desistance or persistence). Ultimately, it
“must be interpreted as a social event, with meaningful subtypes, topographies, antecedents,
and functions” (Dodge, Coie & Lynam, 2008, p. 437).

Although we can list several examples of possible antisocial acts, the identification
and study of antisocial behaviours, especially in adolescence, is defined by a high level of
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uncertainty. Actually, “examples during childhood and adolescence range from more or
less normative behaviours, such as lying and underage alcohol use, to rarer but more severe
behaviours, such as animal cruelty, theft and assault” (Burt, 2012, p.264). Indeed, not only
the manifestations of such behaviours present great variability from individual to individual,
but also the very definition of the antisocial act presents a big relativity regarding its
classification and level of maladjustment involved. A specific behaviour may be considered
antisocial in one culture but may be accepted and viewed as adjusted in another culture. It
must be taken into account as well that some antisocial behaviours are almost normative
for some groups of individuals, even in societies where they are disapproved. We also need
to look at the motivations and levels of pathology that characterize such behaviours, since
“some criminal acts represent a highly principled form of civil protest” (Rutter, Giller &
Hagell, 1998, p. 113) and, in some cases, are performed without the intent to cause harm
or violate social rules. Particularly, before adulthood, as it will be further explored, the
individuals’ behaviours may be motivated by a multitude of factors, some of which do
not necessarily involve pathology or intent to harm. In other words, “some criminal acts
are indeed normal in the triple sense that their motivation is moral rather than antisocial,
that the usual risk factors for crime do not apply, and that they do not reflect either social
malfunction or personal psychopathology” (Rutter, et al., 1998, 113). Moreover, despite
being a serious social and public health matter, antisocial behaviour in adolescence is often
difficult to quantify because most acts are not formally reported to health or legal entities.

In this context, and from a developmental perspective, adolescence is viewed as a unique
stage of human development with very specific characteristics. It is period when individuals
do not only strive to adapt to the environment and seek balance, but also seek to build
their own identity. This occurs while multiple and profound physical, cognitive, moral
and socioemotional changes take place (Steinberg, 2009; Taborda Simées, 2002). Hence,
antisocial behaviours that are manifested at this stage must be analyzed and interpreted
within the context of such profound developmental changes and all the underlying
complexity and significance.

The complex and heterogeneous nature of antisocial behaviours, especially in
adolescence, is, thus, well acknowledged in literature regarding this issue (Rutter, 2004),
and there is a wide range of researchers that have been seeking to describe and explain
the antisocial phenomenon, as well as its etiology, determinants, related trajectories,
manifestations, degrees of severity, and persistence/desistance mechanisms. Developmental
theories, in particular, offer an interesting framework on antisocial behaviour that concern,
not only a descriptive analysis of antisocial acts and antisocial individuals, but also consider
its genesis and possible trajectories. “The assumption of developmental models is that
specific risk variables cause children to follow specific developmental trajectories. This
implies that changes in these risk variables should influence the course along which these
children develop” (vanLier, Vuijk & Crijnen, 2005, p. 522). Thus, in order to understand
the antisocial act from a developmental perspective, we need to understand at what point in
the individual’s life it occurred, how it was originated, and what pathways (i.e. persistence
or desistence, more or less severe antisocial behaviours) were followed by the individual
before and after. In the next section we address some of these aspects with a reflection
on the specificities and factors that may enlighten our knowledge of adolescent antisocial
behaviour, followed by the introduction of a project of investigation aimed at studying the
antisocial phenomenon in adolescence from a developmental perspective.
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DEVELOPMENTAL ASPECTS: THE IMPORTANCE OF PERSONAL HISTORY, PRESENT
DEVELOPMENT, AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVE

The starting point of our review is the acknowledgment of the heterogeneous character
of the antisocial phenomenon, which “constitutes a challenge for theory, research and
intervention design” (Mofhitt & Caspi, 2001, p. 355). In fact, the complexity involving
antisocial behaviours is evident if we consider the number of different deviant manifestations
(that range in nature and severity from running away from home, threats or truancy, to
theft, violent attacks or violation, amongst many others) and the diversity of antisocial
individuals and possible antisocial trajectories. Laub, Sampson and Sweeten (2006, p. 323)
even recognize, at this purpose that “there will always be a considerable heterogeneity in
criminal offending no matter how many factors are taken into account”.

Regarding adolescence in particular, there is a wide consensus that this developmental
stage seems to involve a significant increase in prevalence of antisocial manifestations.
Actually, the rapid increase in deviant behaviour during adolescence followed by a rapid
decrease after this developmental stage has been named #he age crime curve. This is a curve
characterized by a rapid increase in deviancy in midadolescence, a peak in late adolescence,
a marked decrease in early adulthood (or emerging adulthood) followed by a gradual,
monotonic decline (Blonigen, 2010). Explanations for this phenomenon have included
biological aspects, such as the rise of testosterone levels and neurological maturation, and
sociological aspects, such as the increase in the environment’s role and the peers” influence
on the individual’s conduct, that typically takes place in adolescence (e.g. Blonigen,
2010; Farrington, 2007; Tremblay, 2000). In this regard, Moffitt (1993) argues that both
prevalence and incidence of offending are more frequent in adolescence and that criminal
offenders are mostly teenagers. According to the author, this occurs because, in childhood,
delinquency is more of an individual psychopathology, while in adolescence it becomes
almost normative (shifting again to being psychopathological in adulthood).

In fact, distinctions in antisocial behaviours can be set according to several criteria, but
age appears to be, if not the main focus, at least an important topic of discussion for many
authors. Examples of its importance can be found in several prominent developmental
models that consider age-of-onset as the main criteria to define a taxonomy of antisocial
behaviours and to characterize the development of deviant trajectories (e.g. Farrington,
2008; Lahey & Waldman, 2004; Moffitt, 1993, 2003, 2006; Patterson & Yoerger, 2002a,
2002b; Sampson & Laub, 2005; Thornberry & Krohn, 2004; Zara & Farrington, 2010).
In general, a relation between precocity and severity/persistence is pointed out, with the
notion that the earlier the onset of deviant behaviours, the more severe and persistent
the antisocial path will be: “chronic antisocial behaviour after preadolescence is the
continuation of a pattern that begins in early childhood” (Lacourse et al., 2002, p. 909).
Indeed, it is believed that, when problems start later in development, individuals may
have experienced already some prior positive or prosocial opportunities that can serve
as protective factors against a persistent delinquent career (Mofhtt, 1993, 2003, 2006;
Patterson & Yoerger, 2002a, 2002b; Thornberry & Krohn, 2004). Sampson and Laub,
however, argue that “crime declines with age even for active offenders and that trajectories
of desistance cannot be prospectively identified based on typological accounts rooted in
childhood and individual differences” (Sampson & Laub, 2005, p. 17). Regardless of

each particular position, it appears to be consensual that the processes and risk factors
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involved in persistent and chronic antisocial behaviour are different from those involved
in adolescencelimited deviancy, which means that the age at which conduct problems are
manifested seems to be an important factor to consider when we analyze deviant trajectories.

From a different viewpoint, Tremblay (2000, 2010), recognizes the importance of
the age at which behaviours manifest for the severity and persistence of antisocial paths,
but suggests a differentiation of antisocial behaviours according to types of antisocial
manifestations (overt and covert) instead of ageofonset. As Loeber and Schmaling (1985,
p- 350) had previously suggested, “it would be fruitful to use distinct treatment approaches
for covert and overt patterns of antisocial behaviour, each focusing on separate behaviours
and different etiological variables”. In this regard, Burt et al. (2011) presented findings
from a recent study implying that, contrary to what was anticipated earlier, the age at
which antisocial behaviours first manifest is not as important as the behavioural subtypes
linked to ageofonset are for the prediction of antisocial trajectories. In fact, research has
pointed out to the fact that, not only different antisocial behavioural subtypes may evidence
different behavioural trajectories, but also that developmental trajectories of different types
of antisocial behaviour may not be driven by the same proximal and causal factors (Burt,
2012; Lacourse et al., 2002). In particular, Burt (2012) concluded that aggressive (overt)
behaviours tend to be more consistent over time, while rulebreaking (covert) behaviours
tend to be more frequent during adolescence.

Interestingly, it appears that the behavioural subtypes distinction corresponds more
or less to the ageofonset distinction: physical aggression is particularly characteristic of
childhoodonset antisocial behaviours, whereas rulebreaking is linked to adolescenceonset
antisocial behaviours (Burt, 2012). This may be explained by aspects related to socioemo-
tional development, since “one of the major developmental challenges of a child is to learn
to inhibit physical aggression and use other patterns of action in his attempts to achieve
his goals” (Tremblay, 2010, p. 347). In fact, Patterson and Yoerger suggest that overt forms
of antisocial behaviours grow during toddlerhood, whereas in adolescence covert antisocial
behaviours tend to be more significant: “the toddler growth spurt is characterized, primar-
ily, by overt forms; whereas the adolescent growth spurt is characterized by massive growth
in covert antisocial behaviour accompanied by additional growth in new forms of overt
antisocial behaviours” (Patterson & Yoerger, 2002a, p. 148). Lahey and Waldman’s model
also typically associates earlyonset of antisocial behaviours to less severe forms of overt
behaviours, whereas a later onset appears to be related to covert behaviors and aggressive
overt behaviours, in agreement with Moffitt's model, that describes a link between ageo-
fonset and behavioural subtypes (Burt et al., 2011). In sum, it appears that the differences
between distinct behavioural subtypes evidence normative aspects of socioemotional devel-
opment, as reflected by the differences between early and lateonset antisocial behaviour tra-
jectories. In other words, “the AGG [aggressive] and RB [rulebreaking] dimensions appear
to capture much of the same information as the age-of-onset types” (Burt, 2012, p. 272).

Regarding the factors involved in the antisocial phenomenon, most authors agree that
a wide array of possible variables may contribute to different deviant trajectories. From a
thorough analysis, these factors appear to be related to three major groups, that is, individual
characteristics, social environment, and family characteristics. Developmental theories
stress that the impact of such sets of variables may be different according to the individuals’
age or stage of development (Lahey & Waldman, 2004; Tremblay, 2000, 2010). Indeed,
studies from a developmental perspective show that the impact of family, peers and school
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factors differs in different ages during development, with divergences appearing when the
relative value of each group of variables is discussed. Mofhitt’s perspective (1993, 2003,
2006) suggests that aspects such as personality and behaviour are strongly influenced by
personenvironment interactions. In other words, “the child acts; the environment reacts;
and the child reacts back in mutually interlocking evocative interaction” (Caspi et al.,
1987, p. 308 cit in Moffitt, 1993, p. 683). Lahey and Waldman (2004) state that “genetic
influences interfere with the environment where behaviour problems are learned, partly
due to the effect that the child characteristics (temperament and cognitive skills) exert
in that environment” (p. 187-188). Accordingly, Patterson and Yoerger (2002a, 2002b)
raise the hypothesis that antisocial trajectories result from a joint effect of biological
and environmental variables, and, in Thornberry and Krohn’s perspective (2004), the
interactions between the individual and the environment originate behavioural patterns,
in a reciprocal influence.

The common aspect in developmental psychology is the active role of the individual
in its interactions with the environment, that is crucial to define how he/she thinks and
judges the social world around him/her. In this sense, “social interactions are involved in
the individuals’ constructions of moral judgments” (Turiel, 2008, p. 489), while moral
judgments may influence social interactions. In this context, adolescence, when social
relations assume a growing importance in the individuals’ lives, and when psychosocial
competences are still far from being fully developed, appear to be a critical stage to
identify, prevent and/or compensate for psychosocial vulnerabilities. In fact, many theories
on moral judgment and psychosocial maturity highlight the role of these competences
in the understanding of antisocial behaviours (Bandura, 2002; Kohlberg, 1981, 1987;
Piaget, 1965; Schultz, Barr & Selman, 2001; Selman, 1975; Selman & Adalbjarnardottir,
2000), that appear to be determinant, either as protective factor or risk factor, in guiding
individual’s choices regarding social behaviours (Mota, Matos & Lemos, 2011; Selman &
Adalbjarnardottir, 2000). These aspects are particularly important to study in childhood
and adolescence because psychosocial maturity and tasks that require coordination of
affect and cognition are still in development, at least, until young adulthood (Steinberg,
2009). In fact, more immature stages of morality have been identified as risk factors
for antisocial behaviours, whereas achieving more mature stages of moral development
may protect against deviant conducts (Monahan, Steinberg, Cauffman & Mulvey,
2009; Stams et al., 20006). Psychosocial maturity is also believed to encourage prosocial
and altruistic behaviour, serving as protective factor against several conduct problems.
Likewise, perspective-taking ability has been found to lead to more relationship enhancing
outcomes, whereas the lack of such competence may contribute to facilitating anger arousal
in situations of interpersonal provocation (Mohr, Howells, Gerace, Day & Wharton,
2007). Moral disengagement has also been strongly linked to antisocial behaviours in
childhood and adolescence, as well as to delinquent behaviour (Bandura, Barbaranelli,
Caprara & DPastorelli, 1996; Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Pastorelli & Regalia, 2001;
Bandura, 2002; Hyde, Shaw & Moilanen, 2010). In other words, having underdeveloped
psychosocial competences appears to encourage antisocial or aggressive behaviour, whereas
“to the extent adolescents can develop perspective on the complex connections between
their own biological, personal, and cultural relationship histories and their own individual
health choices in daily life, they are more likely to keep themselves out of harm’s way”
(Selman & Adalbjarnardottir, 2000, 50).

55



Hence, morality and psychosocial characteristics — that are clearly so important in
the children and adolescents’ social experiences — play a very significant role in antisocial
behaviours. It is quite consensual that the tendency to show altruism, sympathy, and respect
may be determinant in preventing an antisocial trajectory, whereas lack of social sensitivity,
empathy and perspective-taking in social interactions may put individuals at higher risk of
engaging in antisocial behaviours.

Control also appears to play an important role in antisocial trajectories, either as an
individual, social, or family aspect. In fact, theories such as Gottfredson and Hirschi’s
(1990) and Sampson and Laub’s (2005) assign a prominent role to this variable. In the
General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990), control as an individual feature
is highlighted: low selfcontrol appears as the main risk factor for a criminal career. Indeed,
personality traits like temper, impulsivity and egocentricity are considered “by-products of
self-control and can be rightly used to index levels of self-control” (DeLisi & Vaughn, 2008,
p- 533). In Sampson and Laub’s LifeCourse Theory of Crime (2005), control as a social
variable is evident in the sense that informal social controls are considered determinant for
creating strong bonds between the individual and the society, thus reducing the likelihood
of committing a crime. Accordingly, Thornberry and Krohn (2004) stress the role of the
individuals’ bonds to conventional society in the genesis of delinquency. In addition,
some models also acknowledge the importance of control as a family factor: in Patterson
and Yoerger’s model (2002a, 2002b), changes in problem-solving strategies in the family,
discipline, and control (that coincide with the beginning of adolescence) help to explain
the late onset of delinquency; Thornberry and Krohn (2004) also mention the lack of
parental capacity to establish an effective system of control, monitoring, supervision,
reinforcement of prosocial behaviors, and punishment of antisocial behaviours as a risk
factor for precocious offending; and Farrington (2004) refers to inadequate supervision as
a risk factor for delinquency.

In this context, the study of personality in the scope of antisocial behaviours appears
especially pertinent and there is a vast array of literature on this matter that has tested
the hypothesis that there are differences in personality between individuals who manifest
and do not manifest antisocial tendencies. Actually, a comprehension of an antisocial
individual’s personality may help to understand his/her social behaviour and vice-versa,
thus contributing as part of a model that intends to be extensive and complete. “Taking
personality into account implies accepting the existence of cognitive, affective, and
behavioural tendencies that may favour delinquency” (Romero, Luengo & Sobral, 2001,
p. 344-345), which means that, more than looking for particular preferences for one or
another type of antisocial behaviours, we should focus as well on personality characteristics
related to the tendency to break rules and to the refusal/inability to follow social rules

According to EysencK’s theory of personality (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985), individuals
with antisocial tendencies typically present high scores on the three traits included in the
author’s model of personality: extroversion, neuroticism, and psychoticism, combined with
low scores on the Lie scale (L) from the Eysenck’s Personality Questionnaire (EPQ). In
this sense, a high score on extroversion would mean that the individual is more difficult
to condition and, consequently, has a greater difficulty to inhibit any potential antisocial
tendencies. Accordingly, a high level of neuroticism is considered to be related to deviant
behaviour in the sense that it is related to anxiety, which is believed to act as a drive or to
increase the drive for antisocial behaviour. Finally, high psychoticism is also believed to
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be associated with antisocial behaviour because it describes individuals who are typically
egocentric, with reduced sensitivity towards other people’s feelings, lack of guilt, and who
manifest interpersonal hostility. Unlike the previous traits, psychoticism has gathered more
agreement regarding the existence of its strong relation with antisocial behaviour (Carrasco,
Barker, Tremblay & Vitaro, 2006; Center & Kemp, 2002; Center, Jackson & Kemp, 2005;
Romero et al., 2001). A low score on the Lie scale of EPQ has also been mentioned as a
potential characteristic of antisocial individuals, since it may be considered as a measure
of socialization and social conformity. In fact, some research has provided evidence that
confirms this hypothesis (Center & Kemp, 2002; Center et al., 2005).

Another interesting theoretical perspective on the subject of personality and antisocial
behaviour can be found in Gray’s reinforcement sensitivity theory (1991), a model where
motivation and emotion play an essential role in personality. The author identified three
neurobiological systems of learning that differ according to some of the individual’s
personality traits: a behavioural inhibition system (BIS), a behavioural approach system
(BAS), and a fight/flight/freezing system (FFES). According to this model, average
individuals have balanced systems of inhibition and approach, while antisocial individuals
tend to show lower sensitivity to punishment (a weaker BIS) combined with oversensitivity
to rewards, that is, a more responsive BAS (Fonseca & Yule, 1995). The explanation for
such imbalance lies on the fact that, for antisocial individuals, deviant behaviours are
perceived as rewarding. This does not mean, however, that all individuals perceive equally
the same rewards for a given behaviour. In this purpose, Lourenco (2003) mentions the
cost-perception/gain-construction hypothesis that, for children, the anticipation of costs
in prosocial acts is quite simple, unlike in antisocial acts, where the anticipation of gains
appears easier than the anticipation of costs. According to his research, as children develop,
their conceptions of gain/cost also develop, and go from a higher anticipation of costs in
prosocial acts to higher anticipation of costs in antisocial acts: “it might be the case that
the younger, less developed, and more antisocial children display more antisocial behaviour
because, among other reasons, they are more likely to think of antisocial acts in terms
of gain-perception or affirmation rather than cost-construction or negation” (Lourengo,
2003, p. 29). Also Steinberg (2009) mentions the hypothesis that, despite perceiving
risks similarly, adolescents and adults may evaluate rewards (especially when rewards are
weighted against the costs) differently, with the former attaching more value to the rewards
involved in a risky situation: “what distinguishes adolescents from adults in this regard is
not the fact that teens are less knowledgeable about risks, but rather that they attach greater
value to the rewards that risk taking provides” (Steinberg, 2004 cir in Steinberg, 2009, p.
469).

Overall, the traits that may influence individuals’ attitudes, perceptions and beliefs
towards risk taking are included in a common aspect that has been widely pointed out
by authors and researchers as characteristic of individuals with antisocial tendencies:
impulsivity. Indeed, “boys who were more impulsive have a higher risk of developing
antisocial behaviour than those who were not impulsive” (Carrasco et al., 2006, p. 1317).
Impulsivity is clearly a consensual prominent characteristic of antisocial individuals
(Carrasco et al., 2006; Caspi, 2000; Caspi, Henri, McGee, Moffitt & Silva, 1995; DeLisi
& Vaughn, 2008; Dodge et al., 2008; Farrington, 2004; Fonseca & Simaes, 2002; Koolhof,
Loeber, Wei, Pardini & D’Escury, 2007; Moffitt, 1993, 2003, 2006; Romer et al., 2009;
Romero etal., 2001; Rutter et al., 1998) and is often mentioned together with references of
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lack of selfcontrol, weak constraint or failure to delay gratification. Interestingly, as a general
trait, impulsivity has been found to decline from adolescence to adulthood (Steinberg et
al., 2009), which may imply that, in general, as adolescents grow into adulthood, they
will tend to become less prone to antisocial behaviours. In fact, it has been suggested that
“normative changes in personality may play a significant role in desistance from crime
and antisocial behaviour during the transition from late adolescence to early adulthood”
(Blonigen, 2010, p. 98). It is also possible that “experience gained during the adolescent
period may help adults to recognize the hazards of some forms of risk taking or to provide
skills to constrain such activity” (Romer, Duckworth, Sznitman & Park, 2010, p.327).

Impulsivity has been related to Eysenck’s Trait of Psychoticism (Colder et al., 2011),
and to a smaller tendency to delay gratification, that is, a smaller tendency to choose a
larger, more desired delayed reward instead of a smaller, less desired, but immediate reward.
In fact, impulsive individuals tend to choose smaller immediate outcomes more frequently
when facing the choice between those and larger delayed outcomes (Baumann & Odum,
2012). In turn, those who delay gratification appear to be more likely to inhibit risk taking
behaviours, being more prone to higher levels of self-control (Romer et al., 2010).

Recent research has also shown that people who are more impulsive tend to
overestimate the passing of time (Baumann & Odum, 2012). This aspect takes us to
another very important variable that may underlie individuals' choices regarding risk
taking, and may also explain the prevalence of antisocial behaviours in adolescence, that
is, time perspective. In fact, adolescents tend to have a weaker future orientation when
compared to adults, which may be due to the fact that, “to a young person, a short-term
consequence may have far greater salience than one five years in the future. The latter
may seem very remote simply because five years represents a substantial portion of her
life” (Steinberg, 2009, p. 469). Time perspective may influence an individual’s cognitions,
attitudes and emotions towards his/her behavioural choices, and adolescence appears as a
critical period for development of present and future identity (Husman & Shell, 2008),
determinant for adjusted developmental trajectories. In fact, as previously mentioned,
there seems to be a relation between low selfcontrol and immediate pursue of gratification,
which may imply an orientation toward the present as opposed to a future time perspective
(Monahan et al., 2009). In other words, while individuals who are present oriented tend
to adopt preferentially short-term goals and focus on immediate life events and immediate
gratification, future oriented individuals tend to have more developed planning abilities,
focus on longterm goals and show concern for the future. This means that individuals who
maintain a stronger future time perspective tend to be more protected against risk taking
and deviant behaviours in the sense that “being future-oriented goes hand in hand with
doing appropriate planning, scheduling one’s time wisely, and anticipating detours and
traps that might appear on the path to success” (Zimbardo & Boyd, 2010, p.147).

CoNcCLUSION
A project to address adolescent antisocial behaviours

This review makes it clear that in the antisocial phenomenon there are still many
aspects to be enlightened and uncovered due to the complex nature and heterogeneity that
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characterizes it. In the words of Rutter et al. (1998, p. 376): “it is quite simply meaningless
to talk or try to explain, or treat antisocial behaviour as if it were of only one «type». It
is different in different people, in different situations, and at different times in the life
history”. Indeed, the role of social environment, the role of family variables and the role of
individual characteristics are still far from being understood, especially in what concerns
the dynamics and interactions between such sets of factors. Clearly, if possible at all, the
identification (and the criteria for categorization) of different antisocial trajectories seems
to be far from determined: “there are clearly many developmental trajectories for any
given type of antisocial behaviour, and there are possibly different types of developmental
trajectories for different types of antisocial behaviour” (Lacourse et al., 2002, p. 921).

Having in mind the state of the art in the subject of antisocial behaviours in
adolescence, we seek in future research to better clarify how such behaviours develop and
manifest, and to help understanding more fully the underlying variables in play. In order to
promote a more profound knowledge and to contribute as well for the explanation of the
antisocial phenomenon, antisocial behaviours and interpersonal relations will be studied
from a developmental framework. The importance of analyzing some factors becomes thus
particularly relevant, specifically, the role of individual, family, and social variables that
can be potentially identified as protective or risk factors for the occurrence of behavioural
problems. Psychosocial maturity, social skills, selfconcept, personality, intellectual level,
gender, family relations, and socioeconomic status will be considered, having always in
mind that “a single mechanism by itself rarely functions exclusively as a unitary protective
or risk factor for maladjustment” (Ayduk, Rodriguez, Mischel, Shoda & Wright, 2007, p.
375).

The aim of our project of investigation is, thus, to build a developmental explanatory
model for the antisocial phenomenon in adolescence that can provide the possibility of
identifying and intervening in risk situations, and that can result in the construction and
implementation of prevention programs. Hence, the first issue to be addressed with the
collected data is identifying what behaviour problems are manifested in adolescence and
what are their characteristics. Secondly, we will identify and describe differences between
individuals who manifest antisocial behaviours and those who do not, and between those
who engage in different types of deviant behaviour. Gathering such information, we will
try to typify different patterns of antisocial behaviour in adolescence, based on their nature,
frequency, severity, and onset. The role of each of the above mentioned individual, family
and social factors will then be studied, both individually and in relation to the others.
We will also try to define the relative weight of each group of variables in influencing
antisocial behaviours, and, finally, attempt to find the major risks for antisocial behaviours
in adolescence, and what factors protect individuals from such conducts.
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