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Table 1 
Means and Standard Deviations for Personality and Behavior Problem Variables 

Total (N = 116) Boys (n = 76) Girls (n = 40) 

Variable M SD M SD M SD 

Ego undercontrol 0.04 0.29 0.09 0.28 -.05 .29 
Ego resiliency 0.01 0.32 0.00 0.31 .02 .36 
Extraversion 5.02 1.80 5.13 1.76 4.81 1.89 
Agreeableness 5.29 1.69 5.01 1.66 5.83 1.65 
Conscientiousness 4.44 1.35 4.35 1.36 4.63 1.34 
Neuroticism 5.36 1.47 5.28 1.48 5.50 1.45 
Openness 5.24 1.40 5.40 1.33 4.93 1.49 
TRF externalizing T score 62.27 10.44 63.76 9.55 59.43 11.53 
TRF internalizing T score 63.22 10.23 63.99 10.43 61.75 9.81 
CBCL externalizing T score 65.67 11.44 67.08 10.40 62.92 12.94 
CBCL internalizing T score 65.52 10.89 65.93 11.55 64.72 9.57 
YSR externalizing T score 58.67 11.64 59.15 11.56 57.74 11.89 
YSR internalizing T score 58.77 12.21 59.31 13.41 57.74 9.57 
Age (in years) 11.11 2.61 10.72 2.56 11.85 2.56 

No/e. TRF = Teacher's Report Form; CBCL = Child Behavior Checklist; YSR = Youth Self-Report. 

items (for example, the statement "worries about things for a 
long time" from the CCQ overlaps with the item "worries" 
from the TRF). When the authors agreed in their determination 
of overlap (K = .90), those item were removed from the CCQ. 
When disagreement occurred, the authors discussed discrepanc­
ies and conjointly agreed on the elimination of additional items. 
In total, 18 items were removed from the CCQ by this proce­
dure, so that the 82 remaining items were considered conceptu­
ally distinct from those found on the TRF. 1 

Each personality scale was then recalculated on the basis of 
this reduced-item CCQ. Ego control and Ego resiliency scores 
based on the reduced-item CCQ were found to be highly inter­
correlated with their original CCQ counterparts (r = .99, p < 
.001, for both pairs of variables). To test whether removal of 
the 18 items affected associations with other variables in this 
study, all correlations were reanalyzed with the reduced scales, 
and differences between the new and original correlations were 
caleulated. Results indicated that item overlap did not signifi­
cantly alter the magnitude or direction of correlations. For exam­
ple, the correlation between Ego control (original) and internal­
izing problems (TRF) was r = - .24, p < .05, whereas the 
correlation between Ego control (reduced item) and internaliz­
ing problems was r = -.22, p < .05. The difference between 
these correlations was not significant, Z = .16, n s. This pattern 
of nonsignificant differences was consistent across all analyses. 

The issue of item overlap with regard to the FFM scales was 
potentially more problematic. Because the FFM scales were 
based on a subset of CCQ items (from 7 to 13 items, depending 
on the scale), removal of overlapping items resulted in substan­
tial reductions in the interitem reliability of several scales." Nev­
crtheless, with overlapping items removed from the scales, the 
FFM pattern of correlations remained essentially unchanged. 

Therefore, because item overlap did not significantly attenuate 
the relevant patterns of associations between personality and 
behavior problems, we decided to report only those results that 
were based on the ful1, 100-item CCQ. 

Personality Prediction to Behavior Problems 

To examine the concurrent, independent contributions of Ego 
resiliency and Ego control to the prediction of externalizing 
and internalizing problems, we conducted a series of multiple 
regressions. Because we were interested in the predictive value 
of Ego control and Ego resiliency independent of gender, sex 
was entered at Step 1 of each regression equation. Because we 
had no theoretical basis for believing that either Ego control or 
Ego resiliency would be a more important predictor of behavior 
problems than the other, we entered them simultaneously at 
Step 2. Tables 3 and 4 indicate that each personality variable 
contributes independently, but differentially, to externalizing and 
internalizing problems. Whereas Ego undercontrol made the 
stronger independent contribution in predicting externalizing 
problems (z = 3.53, P < .05), the personality variables contrib­
uted equally to the prediction of internalizing problems (z = 

.56, ns). 
Similar analyses were performed with the FFM dimensions 

as independent variables (Tables 3 and 4). Although bivariate 
correlations (see Table 2) suggested that only a subset of the 
FFM variables would significantly predict the problem domains 
of interest, nevertheless, all variables were entered together to 
discern the independent effects of each when considering the 
full model. As expected, Extraversion and Agreeableness were 
each significant predictors of externalizing behavior, with the 
latter variable making the greatest independent contribution (z 
= 2.47, p < .05). With internalizing problems, Neuroticism 
was the only dimension to improve prediction beyond that af­
forded by gender. 

'A list of these items is available upon request from Stanley J. 
Huey, Jr. 

2 Alpha coefficientsfor the reduced scales are as follows: extraversion 
(0 = .46), agreeableness (0 = .88), conscientiousness (0 .76), 
neuroticism (0 = .72), openness (0 = .70). 
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Table 3 
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting 
Externalizing Behavior Problems: Parallel EC-ER 
and FFM Regressions 

t Adjusted 
Independent variable /3 ratio R' F 

EC-ER regression 

Sex (boy = I, girl = 2) -0.06 -0.79 (ns) 
Ego undercontrol 0.55 7.28·· .. 
Ego resiliency -0.22 -2.9S·· 0.39 25.68**· 

PPM regression 

Sex (boy = I, girl = 2) -.07 -1.01 (ns) 
Extraversion .30 3.65··· 
Agreeableness -.56 -7.15 0 •• 

Conscientiousness .09 1.08 (ns) 
Neuroticism .06 0.67 (ns) 
Openness -.10 -1.36 (ns) .44 16.25··· 

Note. EC-ER Ego control-Ego resiliency; PPM = Five-Factor 
Model. All p values are two-tailed. 
•• p < .01. ••• p < .001. 

FFM Versus Ego Control-Ego Resiliency Model 

Next, we decided to test the relative predictive power of each 
personality model while controlling for the other: To do this, 
four additional regressions were run regressing externalizing and 
internalizing problems on the sets of Ego control-Ego resiliency 
and FFM variables in a hierarchical fashion. Because regression 
diagnostics indicated that multicollinearity might be a concern 
(in part because of high intercorrelations among some of the 
predictor variables). no effort was made to interpret individual 
regression coefficients (Pedhazur, 1982). Because multicollinear­
ity does not effect the determination and interpretation of the 

Table 4 
Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting 
Internalizing Behavior Problems: Parallel EC-ER 
and FFM Regressions 

t Adjusted 
Independent variable /3 ratio R' F 

EC-ER regression 

Sex (boy = I, girl = 2) -0.18 -2.17· 
Ego undercontrol -0.35 -4.21··· 
Ego resiliency -0046 -5.68··· 0.27 15.22··· 

PPM regression 

Sex (boy = I, girl 2) -.17 -2.08· 
Extraversion -.09 -0.89 (ns) 
Agreeableness -.04 -0040 (ns) 
Conscientiousness .19 1.89t 
Neuroticism .52 5.05 0 •• 

Openness -.09 -1.05 (ns) .27 8.18··· 

Note. EC-ER = Ego control-Ego resiliency; PPM = Five-Factor
 
Model. All p values are two-tailed.
 
t p < .10. • p < .05. • •• P < .001.
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Figure 1. Mean level differencesbetweennonclinical, externalizing, internalizing, andcomorbidsyndrome 
groups on personality scales in standard score units. 

ior problems. As predicted, Ego control was associated with 
both dimensions of problem behavior, albeit in different direc­
tions. Whereas Ego undercontrol was linked positively to exter­
nalizing problems in children, it was negatively associated with 
internalizing problems. 

These findings are partially consistent with those of Wolfson 
et al. (1987) who found Ego undercontrol to be positively asso­
ciated with externalizing problems (but unrelated to internaliz­
ing problems) in their sample of clinic-referred preschool chil­
dren. It is interesting to note that these results also mirror those 
of researchers studying a related construct; Noam et al. (1984) 
found that level of ego development (as described by Loe­
vinger & Knoll, 1983) was predictive of externalizing (but not 
internalizing) problems. Although distinct from Ego undercon­
trol in a number of ways, the early stages of ego development 
are similarly characterized by a tendency toward the immediate 
gratification of needs. In the Noam et al, (1984) study. those 
children at the lowest level of ego development (theoretically 

Table 7 
Summary of Significant Group Differences Along the 
Seven Personality Dimensions 

Personality Significant differences 
dimension (Newman-Keuls test) 

Ego underconlrol E>C>N>I 
Ego resiliency N>C 
Extraversion C>I.E>I,N>I 
Agreeableness N > E, N > C, I > E, I > C 
Conscientiousness I > C, I > N, I > E 
Neuroticism C>E,I>E,N>E 
Openness No differences 

Note. E = Externalizing; C = Comorbid; N = Nonclinical; I = Inter­
nalizing. 

the most impulsive). were more likely than those at higher levels 
to show evidence of externalizing problem behaviors. This rela­
tionship remained stable even when such background variables 
as sex, age, and socioeconomic status were appropriately par­
tialled (Noam et al., 1984). Furthermore. the present findings 
are consistent with studies that show poor impulse control to 
be related to a variety of externalizing problems including anti­
social behavior. delinquency, and hyperactivity (e.g., Luengo, 
Carrillo-de-la-Pena. Otero. & Romero. 1994; Pulkkinen, 1986; 
Tremblay. Pihl, Vitaro, & Dobkin, 1994; White et al., 1994). 
The findings in this study are thus in harmony with those of 
other investigators, indicating positive associations between un­
derregulation of impulse. on the one hand, and externalizing 
behavior problems on the other. 

Ego resiliency. by contrast, was inversely related to both cate­
gories of behavior problems. indicating the consistent relevance 
of this personality dimension for rather different forms of dys­
function in children. In theory, brittle individuals posses low­
level adaptive capabilities and are thus more likely to respond 
unfavorably to various environmental stressors (1. H. Block & 
Block. 1980). Consistent with this notion, the present results 
indicate that brittle children are more likely than resilient young­
sters to express themselves in either an externalizing or internal­
izing direction. This pattern conforms with research showing 
that problems as varied as adolescent drug abuse (1. Block et 
al., 1988) and depressive symptomology (1. Block & Gjerde, 
1990) are more prevalent among those with Ego-brittle 
personalities. 

It appears that these two broad personality dimensions carry 
rather different implications for the prediction of behavior prob­
lems in children. Within this sample, Ego undercontrol was 
clearly the strongest predictor of externalizing behaviors in chil­
dren, whereas behaviors of an internalizing nature were equally 
explained by Ego undercontrol and Ego resiliency. These find­
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ings suggest important implications regarding the apparent over­
lap between the nominally related personality and psychopathol­
ogy constructs. The common usage by some researchers of the 
terms undercontrol and overcontrol to describe externalizing 
and internalizing problems, respectively (e.g., Achenbach & 
Edelbrock, 1978; Weisz et al., 1987; Weisz et al., 1988), sug­
gests that at root, these problems are expressions of faulty im­
pulse regulation. The implication is that an undercontrol of im­
pulse is generally expressed through various externalizing or 
acting out behaviors, and an overcontrol of impulse tends to 
result in the expression of internalizing behaviors such as de­
pression or anxiety. Although this notion was partially confirmed 
by the present findings, the data suggest the need for a richer 
model, one that incorporates the potential value that a resilient 
or flexible personality structure might add to our understanding 
of behavior problem patterning in children. Our results suggest 
that the relative absence of such flexibility may predispose a 
young individual to developing an array of emotional and behav­
ioral problems. 

Consistent with Wolfson et al. (1987), we found the highest 
levels of psychopathology in brittle undercontrollers and brittle 
overcontrollers. Our findings suggest a potential pathology­
dampening effect of Ego resiliency. With increasing levels of 
Ego resiliency, the likelihood that a child will express impulses 
in an externalizing or internalizing direction appears to be sig­
nificantly reduced. This pattern is at least partially consistent 
with the view of J. Block et al. (1988) regarding the long-term 
implications of these personality dimensions that "if it is Ego­
undercontrol that will get [a child] into trouble, it is Ego-resil­
ience or its absence that will help decide whether [the child] 
works through and grows beyond his or her difficulties" (p. 
352). Thus, not only are these personality dimensions impli­
cated in the expression of child psychopathology, but they may 
also influence how effective various interventions are in helping 
a child work through his or her problems. This issue is explored 
later in this article. 

Comorbidity and Personality 

When children were categorized on the basis of the predomi­
nant form and level of psychopathology (i.e., externalizing vs. 
internalizing and clinical vs, nonclinical range), results indi­
cated that externalizers, intemalizers, and comorbid individuals 
possessed different personality characteristics. Relative to those 
in other categories, externalizers were impulsive extraverts who 
were disagreeable but low in neuroticism. Internalizers were 
overcontrolled introverts who were agreeable and conscientious. 
The latter profile was unexpected, given that intemalizers were 
described by John et al. (1994 ) as neurotic and not 
conscientious. 

Comorbid youth were similar to externalizers in that they 
tended to be undercontrolled and disagreeable, but unlike exter­
nalizers, they also tended to be neurotic, brittle, and not consci­
entious. Although the comorbid group displayed high levels of 
externalizing and internalizing problems quite similar to those 
found in the externalizing and internalizing groups, respectively, 
they were characterized by a unique, if low-level, personality 
profile that appears to belie the extent of their pathology. Consid­
ering the substantial co-occurrence ofmultiple problems in child 

samples (e.g., Bird, Gould, & Staghezza, 1993), these results 
highlight the potential value of separating comorbid participants 
from single-diagnosis individuals when exploring the correlates 
of child psychopathology. Furthermore, given that these results 
were based on multiple raters, they highlight the fact that parents 
and youth do contribute important, unique information concern­
ing child behavior across contexts (Achenbach et aI., 1987; 
Loeber ct al., 1989; Loeber, Green, & Lahey, 1990). 

Although we believe that this is the first published study to 
explore the FFM dimensions in a clinic-based sample of chil­
dren, the results are actually in accord with those reported by 
John et al. (1994) and Robins et al. (1994) in their nonclinical 
sample of Pittsburgh youth. When the impact of comorbidity is 
not considered in analyses, several key findings appear reliably 
across studies (a): Extraversion and agreeableness are relevant 
to understanding problems of an externalizing nature, (b) neu­
roticism is associated with problems of an internalizing nature, 
and (c) the alpha reliabilities of each FFM scale are fairly 
stable. Thus, given the broader age, ethnic, and gender diversity 
of our sample, the consistency with results from an independent, 
nonclinical sample is rather encouraging and supports the gen­
eral applicability of the FFM across several populations. 

Five-Factor Model Versus EC-ER Model 

Also, the pattern of associations between variables across 
personality models is similar to that found by Robins et al. 
(1994) in adolescent boys. Ego resiliency seems to reflect, in 
part, the well-adjusted pole of each FFM dimension, whereas 
Ego undercontrol is primarily expressed in energetic, yet antago­
nistic and undependable behavior that reflects high Extraversion, 
low Agreeableness, and low Conscientiousness. Given the 
shared method variance and item overlap, the magnitude of 
these correlations is likely to be inflated (Robins et al., 1994). 
Nevertheless, these analyses produced a differential pattern of 
associations generally consistent with outcomes suggested by 
each theoretical model. 

Exploring the relative predictive power of the FFM versus the 
Ego control-Ego resiliency model yielded interesting results. 
All personality variables except openness were significantly as­
sociated with measures of child psychopathology and were at 
least somewhat effective in discriminating between the diagnos­
tic groups of externalizing, internalizing, comorbid, and nonclin­
ical children. Although the FFM, relative to the Ego control­
Ego resiliency model, appeared to be a stronger predictor of 
externalizing problems, there was no apparent difference in pre­
diction of internalizing problems. Given the fact that the FFM 
scales were derived from a subset of the CCQ (48 of 100 items), 
these findings should argue for the theoretical and empirical 
strength of the FFM. 

Of course, the FFM and Ego control-Ego resiliency models 
need not necessarily be in competition for explanatory power. 
Robins et al. ( 1994) suggested a framework whereby the person­
ality regularities represented by the FFM are partially explained 
by the more dynamic dimensions of ego functioning. For exam­
ple, the expression of typical neurotic behaviors (e.g., excessive 
worrying and sensitivity) may depend upon a dynamic interplay 
between the impulse-constraining Ego control and the brittle 
component of Ego resiliency. Thus, at different levels, the FFM 
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and Ego control-Ego resiliency models may offer complemen­
tary perspectives regarding personality structures underlying 
psychopathology in children. 

Future Research 

Several recommendations can be offered for future research. 
First, we suggest that a subset of the seven personality dimen­
sions encompassed by the FPM and Ego control-Ego resiliency 
models may be studied in relation to psychotherapy and problem 
resolution in children. For example, in our research, efforts 
are currently underway to determine the short- and long-term 
implications of resilient personalities for therapeutic efficacy in 
our sample of children. It is not clear how malleable these 
personality dimensions may be, but their strong relationships 
with the major empirically derived forms of child psychopathol­
ogy make them logical candidates for therapeutic attention as a 
part of treatment programs for problem behavior. In fact, the 
emphasis of several extant therapies on teaching strategies of 
self-control to hyperactive and aggressive children (Karoly, 
1981; Kendall & Braswell, 1993; Meichenbaum, 1979) suggests 
a belief among some therapists and researchers in the importance 
of understanding the role of poor impulse control when treat­
ment involves externalizing problems. 

It is important to note that this study possesses several fea­
tures that limit the conclusions that can be drawn. First, although 
we hypothesized a causal relationship from personality to psy­
chopathology, we must note that the causal mechanism could 
flow in the opposite direction as well (from psychopathology 
to personality). Clearly more research is needed to determine 
the extent to which variations in levels of personality actually 
precede increases in child psychopathology. Using our longitudi­
nal data, we plan to directly explore the issue of causality in 
future research. A second limitation arises with the use of teach­
ers for ratings of personality and psychopathology. Having the 
same reporter provide both predictor and criterion data is likely 
to inflate correlations between variables. Although logistically 
difficult, future studies might seek to obtain personality and 
psychopathology ratings from different teachers. 

Overall, this study represents a convergence of several lines 
of research that have been conducted relatively independently 
of one another. The dimensions of Ego control and Ego resil­
iency are psychodynamically rooted and represent efforts to 
identify and integrate key personality structures within children 
(J. H. Block & Block, 1980), and the FFM is an empirically 
derived framework that may offer a rather comprehensive repre­
sentation of personality (John et al., 1994). The broadband 
externalizing and internalizing behavior dimensions, on the other 
hand, represent a systematic but atheoretical approach to classi­
fying the range of problem behaviors that children exhibit in 
various contexts (Achenbach, 1991). One contribution of the 
present study may be to illustrate how weaving these previously 
separate strands together may enrich our understanding of child 
adaptation and dysfunction, moving us closer to an integrated 
picture of child personality and psychopathology. 
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