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Abstract
There is compelling evidence from researchers and practitioners that parent and teacher ratings of problem behaviors offer different, yet equally valid information about child functioning and should be used in concert to identify children at risk of behavioral maladjustment. This research used a parent-administered measure of problem behaviors to study perceptions of child behaviors in different home situations. We applied latent profile analysis to identify unique subgroups of children with common behavioral tendencies in a nationally representative sample of 4- to 15-year-old students in Trinidad and Tobago. Building upon previous research conducted with the teacher version of the Adjustment Scales for Children and Adolescents, in this study we (a) identified latent profiles of children’s over- and underactive behavior problems based on parental observations of child behaviors in varied home settings and (b) examined how profile membership predicted academic skills such as reading fluency, motivation, and problem-solving, as well as teacher-observed problem behaviors. The best-fitting 4-profile model included one profile of adjusted/healthy behaviors (56%), one of elevated attention-seeking behaviors (21%), a profile featuring withdrawn and disengaged behaviors (15%), and a relatively rare profile emphasizing aggressive behaviors (8%). Children classified in the last profile had the poorest scores across academic outcomes and the highest levels of classroom behavior problems as observed by teachers. Implications for multi-informant assessment of child behavior functioning are discussed.
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Profils latents des problèmes de comportement observés par les parents à Trinidad et Tobago

Résumé
Les chercheurs et les praticiens ont des preuves convaincantes que les évaluations des comportements problématiques par les parents et les enseignants offrent des informations différentes, mais tout aussi valables, sur le fonctionnement de l'enfant et qu'elles devraient être utilisées conjointement pour identifier les enfants à risque d'inadaptation comportementale. Cette recherche a utilisé une mesure des comportements problématiques administrée par les parents pour étudier les perceptions des comportements des enfants dans différentes situations familiales. Nous avons appliqué l'analyse des profils latents pour identifier des sous-groupes uniques d'enfants ayant des tendances comportementales communes dans un échantillon national représentatif d'élèves de 4 à 15 ans à Trinidad et Tobago. En s'appuyant sur des recherches antérieures menées avec la version pour enseignants de l'échelle d'ajustement pour les enfants et les adolescents, nous avons (a) identifié des profils latents de problèmes de comportement hyperactifs et sous-actifs chez les enfants en nous basant sur les observations parentales des comportements de l'enfant dans différents contextes familiaux et (b) examiné comment l'appartenance à un profil prédisait les compétences scolaires telles que la fluidité de la lecture, la motivation et la résolution de problèmes, ainsi que les comportements problématiques observés par les enseignants. Le modèle à 4 profils le mieux adapté comprenait un profil de comportements ajustés/sains (56%), un profil de comportements de recherche d'attention élevée (21%), un profil de comportements de retrait et    de désengagement (15%), et un profil relativement rare mettant l'accent sur les comportements agressifs (8%). Les enfants classés dans le dernier profil ont obtenu les plus mauvais résultats scolaires et les plus hauts niveaux de problèmes de comportement en classe observés par les enseignants. Les implications pour l'évaluation multi-informative du comportement de l'enfant sont discutées.

Mots clés : Échelles d'évaluation du comportement des parents ; Environnement familial ; Analyse des profils latents ; Trinidad et Tobago.
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Latent Profiles of Parent-Observed Behavior Problems in Trinidad and Tobago
Child behavior is situation-specific and will vary based on when, where, and by whom the behavior is observed. Behavior rating scales are used in educational and clinical contexts to identify children who frequently display maladaptive behaviors that could impede their social and cognitive development. Behavior ratings are usually more consistent when examined in the same context, by the same informant, and over an extended period. Yet, discrepancies in observed behaviors are quite common, with teachers and parents or mothers and fathers disagreeing on whether, where, and how often maladjusted behaviors occur (e.g., Dirks et al., 2012; Harvey et al., 2013). The early and accurate identification of severe behavior problems is, however, critical in providing children with needed social, behavioral, and academic assistance. Maladaptive behaviors include overactive behavior problems (e.g., aggression, hyperactivity, and attention-seeking), as well as underactive behavior problems (e.g., anxiety, timidity, and socially withdrawal; Lutz et al., 2002; Burlotsky-Shearer et al., 2012). Both types of behavior problems are associated with adverse developmental outcomes, including low educational achievement (Liu et al., 2017; Sayal et al., 2015), family conflict (Campbell et al., 1996; Long et al., 2008), and youth psychopathology (McLeod et al., 2012). 
Numerous researchers and practitioners have advocated for the use of multi-informant assessments of behavior problems as they are looking for ways to reduce the prevalence of youth mental health issues (e.g., De Los Reyes et al., 2015; Dirks et al., 2012). Although teachers can provide important perspectives on students’ behaviors in the classroom, parents are much better situated to observe behaviors in community and neighborhood settings and over an extended period. Hence, multiple informants can provide different, yet complimentary and equally valid insights into a child’s behavioral functioning and help identify settings for intervention where behaviors most frequently occur (Konold et al., 2004). To investigate how behavior problems differ across social environments, we use latent profile analysis (LPA) with a national sample of children in Trinidad and Tobago to identify patterns of behavioral problems observed by parents in different home situations and relate those problems to behaviors observed by teachers in school. Thus, we adopt a multi-faceted conceptualization of risk where children displaying problems across multiple social settings as identified by multiple informants warrant the highest need for intervention. 
Behavior Rating Scales for Parents
	Behavior rating scales are a quick and effective way to describe children’s behavioral functioning and identify those in need of additional school and home supports (Levinson et al., 2021). One criticism of such scales is the frequently observed lack of agreement across informants, for example, father versus mother or caregiver versus teacher (Dirks et al., 2012; Konold et al., 2004; Moens et al., 2018). In an effort to explain low correlations between informants, researchers have turned toward contextual theories of child development (LeVine, 1974; Super & Harkness, 1986) and argued that observed discrepancies are a meaningful phenomenon and not just noise in the data (Konold et al., 2004). Behavior is best understood within the context it arises and, thus, child behaviors may vary significantly across environments (Levinson et al., 2021). School and home environments pose unique demands and expectations on children, which may elicit different behavioral responses. Therefore, the expression of problem behaviors may be highly situational (Achenbach et al., 1987; Goodman et al., 2000) and informant discrepancies would reflect genuine differences in how symptoms present across contexts.
	Many popular behavior rating scales, such as the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach & Ruffle, 2000), Conners Rating Scale (Conners et al., 1998), and Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (Stone et al., 2010) provide a teacher and parent version of an instrument. Research applying both forms offers insights into behavioral variation across contexts, although findings can be highly heterogenous (see review by Harvey et al., 2013). For example, some research suggests that teachers provide lower ratings of behavior problems due to their ability to compare behaviors across children and to their greater knowledge of child developmental functioning (De Los Reyes et al., 2013), whereas others have found that teachers report more problem behaviors than other informants (Renk, 2005). Parents may overidentify behavior problems as they lack an age-appropriate reference group and may set unrealistic behavioral expectations for their children (Roopnarine et al., 2015), but they also are able to observe children over longer periods of time and within more environments. Overall, there is a growing consensus that parent and teacher ratings offer equally valid and important information about child functioning and should be used in concert with one another to identify children at risk of behavioral maladjustment (An et al., 2019; Campbell & Hammond, 2014; Watkins et al., 2020). 
	This research utilized the home version of the Adjustment Scales for Children and Adolescents (ASCA-H; Watkins & McDermott, 2002), which was designed to examine the nature and prevalence of behavior problems in different home settings, (e.g., reaction to parent correction, seeking parent help, respecting agemates, etc.). The measure was developed by a group of Trinidadian and American researchers for use in Trinidad and Tobago to complement teachers’ observations of student behavior. Parents may offer valuable additional insights into the duration and severity of behavior problems as they can observe child behaviors over longer periods and interpret behaviors based on specific situational factors (e.g., knowledge of significant life events such as a parent losing a job or acquiring an illness which may impact child behavior). 
Previous research with the teacher version of the ASCA has identified six distinct behavior profiles with 60% of children displaying no behavior problems across school settings, 20% of children exhibiting elevated underactive behaviors situated in teacher and learning contexts, and 15% exhibiting elevated overactive behaviors in peer and learning contexts (BLINDED, 2022). A small portion of children (5%) displayed substantial underactive and overactive behavior problems across school contexts and were at the highest risk for academic problems, low motivation, and deficits in problem-solving skills. The current research expands upon prior work by identifying children’s behavior profiles based on parents’ behavior ratings and examining how parent-based profiles relate to children’s behavioral and academic functioning in school.
Cultural Considerations on Home Behavior Problems
Parental appraisals of child behavior should be viewed within the frame of local culture. Some researchers have suggested that informant discrepancies in behavior ratings may reflect differences in behavioral expectations given specific cultural values held in society and the social and economic demands of the families’ environment (Durbrow et al., 2001). Parents assess children’s behaviors based on their cultural context, parenting beliefs, child characteristics, and their own experiences and upbringing. Research on Caribbean parents indicates that parents often adopt an authoritarian parenting style with strict expectations concerning obedience, respect, and behavioral conduct (Wilson et al., 2003; Roopnarine et al., 2013). Authoritarian parenting and parental control have been linked to negative child outcomes in more individualistic, Western societies with higher rates of conduct problems, depression, anxiety, and substance abuse observed in children (e.g., Barber, 1996; Creveling et al., 2010; Silk et al., 2003). However, findings for non-Western, collectivist societies are more varied (e.g., Chao, 1994; Dwairy et al., 2006). 
The current study took place in Trinidad and Tobago, an English-speaking Caribbean nation that has relatively more economic and social resources arising from its rich natural reserves compared to most other Caribbean countries (Roopnarine et al., 2015). Its multiethnic population comprises families of African and East Indian descent as well as families with mixed backgrounds. Families’ original cultural heritage and traditions influence parenting practices. Moreover, poor economic and neighborhood conditions still faced by many families may impact their parenting choices and parents’ ability to monitor their children’s development. Roopnarine and colleagues (2012, 2014) observed high levels of warmth in parents from Trinidad and Tobago coupled with high endorsements of corporal punishment and behavioral control. They acknowledged that Caribbean parenting presents a paradox to some researchers as many families mix warm and positive parenting strategies with harsh discipline and physical punishment of children who are perceived as disobedient. 
Roopnarine et al. (2014) suggested that parents’ awareness of their children’s ecological environment, such as high levels of insecurity, crime, and economic instabilities, may promote harsh parenting practices with parents feeling the need to toughen their children. Research on parental knowledge of child development also shows that Caribbean parents may have age-inappropriate behavioral expectations leading to more punitive parenting practices (Roopnarine et al., 2015). Thus, harsh discipline may represent a mismatch between parental expectations and child competencies rather than a purely protective parenting strategy (Leo-Rhynie et al., 2009). The approach adopted in this study allowed us to describe subgroups of children who display different patterns of behavioral functioning and relate them to other child outcomes based on the unique perspective of parents in Trinidad and Tobago.
The Current Study
	This research makes use of an ecologically-valid measure of problem behaviors to study Caribbean parents’ perceptions of child behaviors in different home situations. We apply LPA to identify subgroups of children with common behavioral tendencies displayed during parental interactions. As a person-centered approach, LPA is better suited to describe individual differences among children and study their implications for child development by relating children’s profiles to social and academic outcomes (Laursen & Hoff, 2006). We used adjusted behavior rating scores for our analyses which were obtained through bifactor measurement analysis to account for a general factor permeating the instrument’s subscales, thereby, revealing relevant and defining configural (shape) differences. 
Building upon previous research conducted with the teacher version of the instrument, this study had two main objectives. The first was to identify latent profiles of over- and underactive behavior problems based on parental observations of child behaviors in different home situations. The second objective was to examine how profile membership predicts academic skills, including reading fluency, motivation, and problem-solving, as well as teacher-observed problem behaviors. In light of the foregoing research, we hypothesized that most children would display healthy or adjusted behavioral patterns, with a smaller portion of children being characterized by profiles of elevated behavior problems when interacting with parents. We further anticipated that children with more pronounced behavior problems at home would display more negative academic outcomes and maladjusted behaviors in school contexts as observed by teachers.   
Method
[bookmark: _Toc42523413]Sample and Participants
[bookmark: _Hlk87457938][bookmark: _Toc42523415]	Data are drawn from a study of 4- to 15-year-old students in Trinidad and Tobago attending 79 government and government-assisted elementary schools. Prior to the selection of schools, the nation’s schools were stratified by regional enrollment and thereafter randomly selected via a multi-stage sampling strategy to be representative of the primary school population of Trinidad and Tobago (Watkins et al., 2014). Home behavior ratings were collected from 709 students. Participating children were enrolled in grades Infant 1 through Standard 5 (representing the first 7 years of schooling), with a mean child age of 7.9 years (SD = 2.1). The student sample was 50.8% female, with 38.6% African, 39.5% East Indian, and 21.9% mixed race/ethnicity. There were no missing data.
Measures
[bookmark: _CTVK00108817f66797f4a3f89926aa35ea2d352]Adjustment Scales for Children and Adolescents – Home Addition. The ASCA-H (Watkins & McDermott, 2002) assesses whether a parent or guardian observed specific home behavior problems (scored present or absent) within a two-month period. The instrument contains 182 descriptions of positive and maladaptive behaviors situated within 33 social, recreational, and daily living contexts. Parents may endorse multiple behavior indicators that fit their child within a given context, (e.g., child “Refuses to eat,” “Starts arguments or fights,” or “Appropriately eats the food served” during mealtimes). Positive behaviors were included to reduce response bias associated with exclusively negative behavior descriptions (see LeBoeuf et al., 2010) but are not included in the scoring. Maladjustment is instrumentally defined as the pervasive expression of multiple problem behaviors within and across situations.
[bookmark: _Hlk107483014][bookmark: _Hlk107482897]	Psychometric analysis of the ASCA-H in the present sample revealed three phenotype scales and two situtype scales (Chao, McDermott, Watkins, Rovine, et al., 2018; Drogalis et al., 2017) corresponding to distinct types of maladjustment and situational contexts where problem behaviors occur. The phenotype scales are (a) Aggression (35 items; α = .79; e.g., “Destroys belongings,” “Makes threats”), (b) Reticence/Withdrawal (25 items; α = .72; e.g., “Too timid to join informal play,” “Too shy to greet adults”), and (c) Attention-Seeking (30 items; α = .83; e.g., “Much too talkative,” “Greets loudly,” “Constantly restless at meals”). The situtype scales include contexts that require disciplined behavior (15 situations; α = .85, e.g., “Respecting agemates,” “Getting ready for school,” “Caring for belongings”) and contexts requiring engaged behaviors (10 situations; α = .82; e.g., “Reaction to parent correction,” “Seeking parent help,” “Answering parent questions”) and were labeled Indiscipline and Disengagement, respectively. All scales were calibrated using item response theory (IRT) models and scores via Bayesian expected a posteriori (EAP) estimation. 
Classroom Problem Behaviors. The relationship between children’s home behavior problems and classroom behavior problems was evaluated with the ASCA (McDermott et al., 2015; 2016), the teacher-rating version of the ASCA-H. The ASCA contains 156 dichotomous indicators describing adaptive and problematic school behaviors embedded in 24 classroom contexts. Ample reliability evidence for the ASCA has been presented for Trinidad and Tobago (George et al., 2012; McDermott et al., 2016, 2015) and the United States and Canada (Canivez & Beran, 2009; McDermott, 1993). Like the ASCA-H, the instrument features both phenotype and situtype scales. The two problem behavior scales are Overactivity problems (α = .90; e.g., “Snatches objects away from others,” “Loses temper”) and Underactivity problems (α = .79; e.g., “Withdrawn,” “Rarely smiles”) and the three situation scales are Problems in Peer Contexts (α = .85; e.g., “Getting along with agemates,” “Playing fairly”), Teacher Contexts (α = .70; e.g., “Seeking teacher help,” “Talking to teacher”), and Learning Contexts (α = .86; “Working by self,” “Paying attention in class”).
Classroom Learning Behaviors. Positive learning behaviors that may be protective against behavior maladjustment in school and at home were assessed with the Learning Behaviors Scale (LBS; McDermott, 1999). This study used two subscales of the instrument: Competence Motivation (8 items, α = .89; e.g., “Easily gives up task”) and Strategy-Flexibility (8 items, α = .79; e.g., “Aggressive or hostile when corrected”). Each behavior is rated on a three-point Likert scale by classroom teachers who observe children for at least a 50-day period. Reliability and validity evidence has been presented for the present sample (Chao, McDermott, Watkins, Rhoad-Drogalis, et al., 2018) and the North American context (Canivez et al., 2006; Worrell et al., 2001).
Academic Achievement. Oral reading fluency (ORF; Fuchs et al., 2001) was used to assess the association between children’s academic achievement and home behavior profiles. ORF is an individually-administered reading assessment that measures reading speed and accuracy based on two grade-level appropriate text passages (Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006). ORF scores represent the average number of words read correctly in one minute, with M = 72.42 and SD = 41.23. Supportive convergent and predictive validity and clinical utility of ORF measures have been presented and discussed by various researchers (e.g., Hart et al., 2013; Shin & McMaster, 2019; Yeo, 2011). Nationally standardized achievement measures were unavailable for this sample.
Data Analyses
[bookmark: _Hlk111628895]Bifactor Measurement Model. Latent profile analysis identifies profiles based on indicators that vary meaningfully (Bergman & Magnusson, 1997). Profile shape and level differences allow for a subsequent interpretation of profiles. Preliminary analyses of the data indicated that a general factor of behavioral adjustment permeated the five ASCA-H subscales and, therefore, no meaningful profile shape differences could be detected. Following Morin et al. (2016), we constructed a bifactor model to disentangle shape from level effects by partialling out the general factor before estimating further latent profile models. In our bifactor model, the general factor represents simple level differences in problem behaviors, whereas the specific factors distinguish the profile shapes. In line with the psychometric evaluation and calibration of the ASCA-H, analyses were conducted on the original items via IRT Full-Information Item Bifactor analysis (Cai et al., 2011) using the flexMIRT software (Cai, 2022). 
For the bifactor model, each item was allowed to load simultaneously on the general factor and one of the five group-specific factors corresponding to the five ASCA-H indicators. No cross-loadings were allowed between specific factors. The two-parameter logistic model was estimated for dichotomous items of the ASCA-H phenotypes and the generalized graded response model was estimated for polytomous items of the ASCA-H situtypes. Standardized group and general factor scores were computed via EAP estimation with M = 0 and SD = 1.   
Latent Profile Model. Factor scores derived from the bifactor model were submitted to LPA. Successively complex models (1- through 5-profiles) were fitted to identify the best and most parsimonious profile solution. For all models, means of indicator variables were freely estimated and variances were constrained to be equal (Berlin et al., 2014). The best-fitting solution was identified based on the following a priori criteria: (a) minimal values for Schwarz’s Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and Integrated Classification Likelihood with Bayesian Type Approximation (ICL-BIC; Biernacki et al., 2000), (b) maximal values for entropy and average posterior classification accuracy (Wang & Wang, 2019), and (c) statistical significance of the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin (VLMR), the Lo-Mendell-Rubin adjusted (LMR; Lo et al., 2001), and parametric bootstrapped (with 500 draws) likelihood ratio tests (BLRT; McLachlan & Peel, 2004). LPA models that met the above fit criteria and produced theoretically meaningful profiles retaining membership ≥ 5% of the full sample were regarded as preferable. Analyses were conducted with Mplus 8.8 (Muthén & Muthén, 2018) using full-information  maximum-likelihood estimation. 
Distal outcomes, including classroom problem behaviors, classroom learning behaviors, and academic achievement, were separately regressed on the latent profile membership variable, with means and standard errors for each profile estimated through the Mplus BCH function, which accounts for relative classification accuracy (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). Profile means were compared for statistically meaningful differences using chi-square tests to determine relevant differences between profile membership.
Results
Latent Profile Solution
Table 1 displays fit indices for the 1- through 5-profile models. The 4-profile solution was chosen based on the significance of the likelihood ratio tests. For solutions with five or more profiles, the VLMR and the LMR likelihood ratio tests did not attain requisite statistical significance. The 4-profile model also had adequate entropy and average classification accuracy, lower BIC and ICL-BIC values than less complex models, and retained memberships that did not fall below the 5% criterion. Moreover, the solution was theoretically parsimonious and compatible with prior research.
Table 1
Fit Indices for Latent Profiles of Home Behavior Problems
	
	
	
	
	
	
Likelihood ratio tests


	Model

	BIC

	ICL-BIC

	Entropy

	Average PCA

	VLMR

	LMR

	BLRT


	1-Profile 
	9738.989
	9738.989
	1.000
	1.000
	-
	-
	-

	2-Profile 
	9502.247
	9661.474
	0. 838
	0.937
	<0.001
	<0.001
	<0.001

	3-Profile 
	9303.272
	9569.661
	0.829
	0.898
	<0.001
	<0.001
	<0.001

	4-Profile 
	9190.587
	9534.596
	0.825
	0.874
	0.001
	0.001
	<0.001

	5-Profile 
	9129.571
	9508.413
	0.834
	0.881
	0.094
	0.099
	<0.001



Note. BIC = Bayesian Information Criterion, ICL-BIC = Integrated Classification Likelihood with Bayesian-Type Approximation, PCA = Posterior Classification Accuracy, VLMR = Vuong-Lo-Mendell Rubin, LMR = Lo-Mendell-Rubin, BLRT = Bootstrapped Likelihood Ratio Test.

The final model is displayed in Figure 1 and means and standard errors for the general factor and the ASCA-H indicators are shown in Table 2. Profile means elevated 1 SD above the population means signify appreciable behavior problems and were used to define profiles. Children in Profile 1 showed no elevated behavior problems and made up the largest subgroup of this sample (56%). Profile 2 featured above-average attention-seeking behaviors and included 21% of children. These children display behaviors such as talking too loudly or being restless at meal times. The third profile included 15% of children and is characterized by elevated levels of reticence/withdrawal. These problems are situated within contexts that require effortful engagement on the part of children, such as seeking help from a parent. The fourth profile (8%) comprises children who display aggressive behaviors such as disrupting others by fooling around, deliberately destroying others’ belongings, or making threats.
[bookmark: _Hlk109721883]Figure 1 
Results from 4-Profile Latent Profile Model

Table 2
Estimated Means (and Standard Errors) for Latent Profiles of Home Behavior Problems
	
	
	
ASCA-H phenotype indicator

	
	ASCA-H situtype indicator

	Latent profile

	General

	Aggression

	Reticence/
Withdrawal

	Attention-Seeking

	

	
Indiscipline

	Disengagement


	Profile 1 
Adjusted
	-0.223
	-0.098
	-0.139
	-0.292
	
	0.038
	-0.309

	
	(0.050)
	(0.034)
	(0.048)
	(0.023)
	
	(0.035)
	(0.043)

	Profile 2 
Attention-seeking
	0.163
	-0.127
	-0.343
	1.042
	
	0.106
	0.323

	
	(0.082)
	(0.063)
	(0.049)
	(0.046)
	
	(0.075)
	(0.060)

	Profile 3 
Withdrawn disengaged
	0.495
	-0.205
	1.039
	-0.074
	
	0.251
	1.000

	
	(0.127)
	(0.075)
	(0.077)
	(0.086)
	
	(0.094)
	(0.110)

	Profile 4
Aggressive
	0.213
	1.373
	-0.08
	-0.507
	
	-0.990
	-0.535

	
	(0.138)
	(0.140)
	(0.141)
	(0.089)
	
	(0.182)
	(0.123)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note. Values are EAP scored means where M = 0 and SD = 1. Values one standard deviation above or below the mean are in bold. Values half a standard deviation above or below the mean are in italics.

Distal Outcomes 
[bookmark: _Toc42523416]	To further inform differences between profiles, means (and standard errors) associated with latent profile membership were computed for eight distal outcomes (see Table 3). Across academic outcomes, children in Profile 4 had the lowest scores. They read fewer words and showed less strategic flexibility and motivation when approaching learning tasks as compared to adjusted children. Academic outcomes were not meaningfully different between children in Profile 1 (adjusted) and Profiles 2 or 3 (attention-seeking and withdrawn-disengaged). For behavior problems observed by classroom teachers, children in Profile 4 had the most problems across all ASCA subscales. Their scores were elevated approximately ½ SD above the population means for over- and underactivity problems as well as problems in academic, peer, and teacher contexts. None of the ASCA classroom-based subscales were substantially elevated for children in Profiles 2 or 3. Children in Profile 1 displayed no classroom problems and had the most adjusted scores for overactivity and peer problems.
Table 3
Distal Outcomes Associated with Latent Profiles Home Behavior Problems
	Outcome

	
Profile 1

Adjusted

	
Profile 2
Attention-seeking

	
Profile 3
Withdrawn disengaged

	
Profile 4

Aggressive


	Oral Reading Fluency
	3.061ab
	3.331a
	2.848bc
	2.499c

	
	(0.087)
	(0.143)
	(0.148)
	(0.155)

	LBS Strategy -Flexibility
	51.718a
	50.931a
	52.245a
	44.356

	
	(0.510)
	(0.828)
	(0.981)
	(1.179)

	LBS Competence Motivation
	52.26a
	52.521a
	50.565a
	42.365

	
	(0.497)
	(0.784)
	(0.969)
	(1.010)

	ASCA Overactivity Problems
	47.443
	50.66a
	49.837a
	57.578

	
	(0.463)
	(0.748)
	(0.910)
	(0.849)

	ASCA Underactivity Problems
	49.863a
	48.034
	51.534a
	54.717

	
	(0.388)
	(0.516)
	(0.831)
	(1.035)

	ASCA Academic Problems
	46.695a
	48.208ab
	49.535b
	56.895

	
	(0.523)
	(0.810)
	(1.020)
	(0.828)

	ASCA Peer Problems
	46.286
	49.46a
	48.894a
	56.875

	
	(0.489)
	(0.814)
	(0.982)
	(0.882)

	ASCA Teacher Problems
	49.19ab
	47.372a
	51.122b
	54.709

	
	(0.529)
	(0.800)
	(1.081)
	(1.372)



Note. Nonparenthetical values are estimated means and parenthetical values are standard errors. Means that do not share a subscript are significantly different at p < .05.

Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk109720804]	Consistent with other multi-informant research, we propose that parental observations of child behavior offer unique, complementary information to study children’s behavioral functioning. Using parents’ observations, we identified four subgroups of children, with approximately 60% of children displaying adjusted or healthy behaviors and the remaining children being classified into one of three profiles with elevated problem behaviors. The most common behavior problem observed by parents was attention-seeking which is displayed by 1/5 of children in the national sample. Underactive behaviors such as timidity and social withdrawal are exhibited by 15% of children; these behaviors are most common in situations that require children to engage with their caregivers, for instance, seeking help or answering a question. The most vulnerable subgroup of primary school children (8%) showed elevated levels of aggressive behaviors with concomitant deficits in reading fluency, problem-solving skills, and limited motivation. These behavior problems were also observed by teachers such that children in Profile 4 had more overactive classroom behavior problems, academic difficulties, and problems interacting with peers compared to their classmates.
	Our results are similar to findings from earlier work that used the teacher version of the ASCA (BLINDED, 2022) and identified six profiles of child behavior problems, with also approximately 60% of children displaying adjusted behaviors in school. Based on our findings, parents identified more children in profiles characterized by attention-seeking and aggressive behaviors than teachers (29% vs. 20%), whereas teachers identified more children in profiles characterized by underactive behaviors than parents (25% vs. 15%). Similar to BLINDED (2022), the most vulnerable group was the smallest subgroup and this profile was associated with the lowest academic outcomes. The main difference we observe is that children in home-based Profile 4 do not show elevated underactive behaviors or any situation-specific problem behaviors (i.e., indiscipline or disengagement) in the present study, whereas children in the overall risk profile as identified by teachers also display underactive behavior problems and problems in peer, learning, and teacher contexts. 
	Prevalence rates of teacher- and parent-observed behavior problems are quite comparable for this sample (about 40%), indicating that parents and teachers make similar observations concerning the overall frequency of maladjusted behaviors. Thus, parents may not generally overidentify maladjusted behaviors as suggested by other researchers (De Los Reyes et al., 2013; Roopnarine et al., 2015). However, contrary to some studies that suggest mothers are more prone to identifying children’s underactive behaviors (e.g., Loeber et al., 1990), for this sample, teachers identified more children with underactive behavior problems, especially during learning tasks and student-teacher interactions. Caribbean teachers’ greater sensitivity to underactive behaviors was also observed in other work (Watkins et al., 2020). It may be that teachers pay closer attention to socially withdrawn behaviors, which have been shown to impede a child’s ability to successfully engage in learning (Fantuzzo et al., 2007). 
On the other hand, parents in our study observed more overactive behavior problems, with 29% of children being classified as overactive, which exceeds teacher-based classifications by 9%. Possibly parents have a greater sensitivity towards more visible, overactive behaviors that could be culturally inappropriate and represent a bad reflection on their parenting abilities. Moreover, Caribbean parents’ increased attention to children’s obedience and compliance in home settings (Wilson et al., 2003) may be protective in more insecure social environments. Thus, differences in parent- and teacher-observed behavior profiles may echo the different roles they take on in children’s lives, with teachers focusing on academic skills and parents on teaching culturally appropriate social skills. 
Alternatively, informant discrepancies in this study may be indicative of parents’ age-inappropriate expectations of child competencies (Roopnarine et al., 2015), which could impede their children’s social development. Children may be more likely to be perceived as attention-seeking and aggressive when parents have behavioral expectations that a child cannot meet, given a certain age (e.g., being neat and tidy during preschool years). Moreover, problems may increase over time as parents engage with “troublesome” children in more negative ways, use higher levels of corporal punishment, and provide less nurturing environments (Wiggins et al., 2007). Thus, higher rates of overactive child behavior problems in this study could be a reflection of parental expectations (informant) and the environments where behaviors are observed (context) rather than the child’s underlying abilities. 
Conclusion
Our findings highlight that similar rates of maladjusted behaviors are observed at home and at school, with approximately 40% of children displaying distinctive behavior problems. However, the prevalence of over- and underactive behavior profiles differed across informants as parents and teachers observe children in contexts that pose different demands and expectations on children. We also acknowledge that higher rates of overactive behavior profiles observed in this study may represent a mismatch between children’s social competencies and parental expectations. Therefore, researchers and practitioners should consider a few strategies to improve the accuracy of behavior ratings. For example, parents and teachers could be provided with additional information on child development and age-appropriate social skills prior to administering an assessment device to reduce response biases. Further, assessments like the one used in this study that provide descriptive items, rather than requiring informants to make judgments about children’s unobservable psychological processes (i.e., feelings, thoughts; LeBoeuf et al, 2010) should be favored. Finally, behavior ratings from trained, outside observers could supplement ratings from parents and teachers and provide a less biased, external perspective (e.g., Waterman et al., 2012). Although these strategies may increase the cost of assessment processes, they would likely increase the accuracy of behavior ratings and avoid providing unnecessary interventions for children who already have the skills and abilities to succeed in school and beyond, and instead focus on children who require assistance the most.
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