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This dissertation is dedicated to every girl that has been arrested, detained and/or
incarcerated whethdy direct or indirect fault of her owriYour plight and experience has not
gone by unnoticed nor without concern for redreésur involvement in the justice system is
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SUMMARY

An exploratorystudy ofgenderand raciabifferences inrisk and protective factoend
therecidivismof youth on probation in Cook County, lllinois wesnductedusingsecondary
data analysisIinformation was collectely probation officers and cliniciamms 5,831 girls and
boysages 12 to 17 comprisirdemographics, risk and protective factor characteriatics
unique identifiers (nangebirthdats and 1Ds) Associations betweeaace, genderjsk and
protection,andrecidivismwereexamined

The studyresults noted that girls had higher ratings in the majority of risk factors across
social domainsMany of the risk factors for girls and boys were consistent with previous
research.Significantly nore girlsthan boyshadrun away, hac¢tonduct disorder symptoms
mentalproblems anduicidal behavior, experienced abuse, victimizatgamental problems
(problems with alcohol and drugs and mental health, and criminal records) and ineffective
parenting. Boyshadmore we@ons offensedjad problems with substance abusere friends
with delinquent influencesnoregang involvement and learning difficultidsan girls Boys had
higher ratings than girls in the majority of protective factors in the social domains. Mare bo
held positivebeliefsabouteducationproblem solvingexperienced appropriate parenting, were
close to parents and family, felt connected to school and had high academic achieGinsent.
compared to boyseld beliefghatschoolprovidessupport ad were close to prosocial peers.

Unlike girls, boys had significant findings across most racial/ethnic groups and across
recidivism. More White girls and boys indicated the problems with substance #iarsgouth
from other racial groupsAfrican American males had the most parents with criminal

backgrounds and more Hispanic males were gang involvedprotective factorshe Other
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racial group omales experienced more appropriate parental discipline, were close to prosocial
peers and involved in &acurricular activities.Seven percent of the sample recidivated
including a higher number d@ys than girlg7.5% and3.2%, respectively).One significant risk
factor for boydor recidivism was age at first offens&€he significant protective facterfor boys
that didndét recidivate were appropriate paren
Separate mitivariate analysefr boys and girl€ould not be conducted due to the small sample
of girls that recidivated.

Girls and boys on pration have critical needs based on their risk factors in this study.
In particular, girls have greataeeds but paradoxically their recidivism rates are lower. Their
risk of recidivismpersistsas they have more risk factors and fewer protective fackbosvever,
both girls and boys had some protective factors indicating thahtheyopportunities to
overcome their psychological difficultiésough more support is needddtensive amily
focused mental health and substance abuse treatment wolddfbkto address some of the
family issues that girlexperience.Social workers hay an important role gwoviders but also

as advocates to lobby legislators for increased funidisgpport innovative treatment services.

XiX



. INTRODUCTION

The purpose ahis exploratory study was to develop a better understanding of gender
and racialifferences inyouthon probatiorin Cook County, lllinois includinghe risk and
protective factors associated with theacidivism Of particular interest ithe roleofgi r | s 0
strengthgelated to their protective factottsat has not been a prominent aspect of current
delinquencyesearch antiterature. Gi ven t hat girl sdé involvement
to the presence of substance abtiseir personal reteonships in the form of attachment to
parents and nefamilial adults andfamily problems this study explored the effect of the
abovementionethctorsfor girls on probatiorandtheir association withiecidivism Also, the
study exploreassociations étweengenderand raciadifferencedn risk andprotective factors.
This chapter discusses the backgroundratidnale the problem of adolescent female
delinquency as a social welfare problem, and the pugnrudaignificancef this dissertation
study

A. Background and Rationale

Understanding the etiology of juvenile offending is important for prevention and
intervention efforts to reduce their recidivisirevious research on predominantly male
samples suggests that many adolescents who engage gudeliactivity as teens will continue
this behavior as adults (Colman, Kim, MitchElérzfeld, & Shady, 2008)Research on female
offenders has been overshadowed by research on male offenders even though girls are the fastest
growing group of offenders (Aerican Bar Association [ABA] National Bar Association [NBA|],
2001). This is the case even though most adolescent female offenders are not arrested and/or

detained because of violent offenses (Chedneg, & Jones, 2010)Girls have been recipients



of aspecialand discriminatory form of justice since the inception of a separate system of justice
for youth (Chesneyind, 1973; Schlossma& Wallach, 1987).fiWith some exceptions,
extensive recent scholarship focusing on gender and crime has tendecttgdred@®n women,
not on girl® (Zahn, Agnew, & Browng2009). There has beea growing recognition that a
significant number of young women and girls engage in aggressive and antisocial behaviors
including traditionally male ansocial behaviorske truancy, delinquency and substance abuse
(Kann, Kinchen, Williams, Lowry, Hill, Grunbaum, Blumson, Collins, & Kolbe, 1998;-Poe
Yamagata & Butts, 1996; Schaffner, 1998)fty-four percenbf crimes to girls1215 yearsold
are committed by other girls (Sthi& Thomas, 20000 criminal propensity is not restricted to
males (Williams, Ayers, Van Dorn, & Arthur, 2004n addition,

though girls continue to close the juvenile justice gender

gap, it is not clear that the characteristics or motivation toward

criminal or delinquent behavior are the same for girls and

boys nor what factors are associated with their success and

failured on probation(Veysey, & Hamilton2007, p. 345.

Despite the scant literature abgutis and boyon probation, emerging search on

detainedyouthhasestablished some correlates of risk factors relateecidivism The2009
report from the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority includetist of risk and
protective factors associated with juvenile delinquencyaolence for girls and boysee
Figure 1). Some scholars argue that delinquent girls and boys are more similar than different;
however, the gender similarities approatten results in a lack of attention to the importance of
gender (Miller, 2001) Feministresearchers working in criminology, psychology, and law have
amassed reliabldatad o cument i ng t he experiences of girl si

(ChesneyLind, & Shelden, 1992; Miller, 2001; Richie, 1996) as have some social work scholars

(Goodkind, Wallace, Shook, Bac hMeaaygylshaveOO6 Mal | e



negative interpersonal relationships (Ehrensatft, 2005), and histories of abuse, mental disorders,
and trauma (Teplin, Abram, Mitelland, Dulcan, & Mericle, 2002)Literature also suggests that
how youth are processed and released trwmuvenile justice system aaéfectedby different
individual and social/environmental factors beyond purely legal factors (Biderman & Reiss,
1967; Maschi, Hatcher, Schwalbe, & Ros&@08).Gi r | sd6 entry and involve
justice system has been linked to their histories of adverse childhood experiences including
emotional, physical, or sexual abuse (Dofgda, Filetti, Dube, & Giles2003a; DubeAnda,
Fellitti, Edwards & Williamson, 2002b; Larkin & Park, 2012), which are linked to their arrests.
Women and gender studieshslars have long studied violence against wometng the
understanding of this social problem in the context of gender inequality (Brther, 1975).
Criminologists have also made significant contributions in documenting and theorizing the
overl apping relationship between young womeno
victimization (Miller, 2001, 2008; Richie, 1996%pecifically,studies have identified gender
specific pathways to crime for female offenders including exposure to community violence and
various forms of traumaSome sociologists haw®nducted studies with African American
female offenders and identified criminal pathwalyat are linked to violence, violence exposure,
and victimizationMiller, 2008; Richig, 1996)

Lastly, the overrepresentation of minority youth has been identified at all stages of the
juvenile justice system (Farrington, Loeber, Stouthabomber, VarKammen, & Schmidt,
1996; Hartney & Silva, 2007; Hindelang, 1978; Hindelang, Hirschi, & Weis, 1981; MacDonald
& ChesneylLind, 2001; Shaffner, 2006)in particulay African American girlscomprise a
substantial number of youth the juvenile justice syste which isa problem that hasontinued

to exacerbatéOffice of Juvenile Justice& Delinquency Prevention [OJJDP], 206Research
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documents how African American women and girls are more likely to be targeted for arrest and
processed more harshly thémeir white counterpardgChesneyLind, 1998; Gilbert, 1999;

Mauer & Huling, 1995; Miller, 1996; Richie, 1996lror examplefiAfrican American girls
accounted for 23% of girlsé delingquency cases
African Americansomprised only 17% of the juvenile populatid®JJDP, 2007)In addition,

research has also documented variations in the treatment and needs ofrsysiierd girls of

color (Chesneyind & Shelden, 2004)Lack of appropriate attention and actiorthe complex

role of trauma and victimization of delinquent girls and racial bias requires redress of this issue

by social workersWhile they are aware of the relationship between delinquency and trauma,

they have yet to operationalize all the relevantlicapions for assessment, practice, policy,
advocacyandresearctwith regard taecidivismof girls on probation.Considering the
intersection of gendemndradald i spari ties while exploring the

desistance from crime becomease more critical

B. Problem Formulation

Girls in thejuvenile justicesystem remain a pressing concern given soaring arrest rates,
especially for simple assault due to mandatory arrest eanpest laws for domestic violence
(Durose, Harlow, Langan, Motans, Rantala, & Smith, 200&oodkindet al, 2009. Yet,
femal e delinquents, once dubbed the O6fhavegott en
historically been viewed by scholars as less serious than male deliggunel therefore not
worthy of serious theoretical attention or empirical research (Simourd, & Andrews, 1994).
Recently,scholars have begun to explore factors that shape female off@imgergement in
crime including higher exposure to trauma and abuse that ofteccow with aiety and mood

disorders (Tepliret al 2002). Studies also showthgti r | sdé arrest rates for
4



increased fronfil0% in 1980 to 17% in 200&trend which is driven largely by increased arrests
of girls for aggravated assa(iSynder, & $gmund, 2006) When simple assault is examined
figi rl s6 arrest rates increasedfor8isagedl@)r om 130
between 1980 and 2006Bo y s 6 ar r e st 6 thdn ékslightly(altbough tike girls, 1 9 9
b o y s G rateshave ssen slightly since 20QKational Center for Juvenile Justi@07).

The number of girls involved in thavenile justice system has
Increaseaver the last fifteen yearsilt is estimated that there were over 640,000 arrests of
femalesunder eighteen in 200§Zahnet al, 2009. Generally, dgrls are more likely to be
detained for notviolent offenses, return to detenti@nd stayn detentiorfor longer periods of
time, and are also more likely to be placed on formal probation tleammale counteigrts
(ABA, NBA, 2001). Specifically,icommon arrests include minor crimes like larcémsft,
simple assault, disorderly conduct, and running away though a substantial number were arrested
for aggravated assault and burgta¢yohnson, O 6 M a |Blachrgan, & Schulenberg010. In
2000, 68% of girls were placed on probation compared to 62% of boys across all categories of
offenses (Stahl, Finnegan & Kang, 2003), and 71%irts adjudicated delinquentere fordrug
offense cases in 200Pzzanchera, Adams, & Hockenberry, 2012pme researchers argue
that this paradox is an artifact for reidening policies related tineoverp ol i ci ng of gi
behavior(Buzawa & Hotaling, 2008Chesneylind & Shelden, 2004; Kempfeonard &
Sample, 200; Miller, 2008)related to challenging familyschool and coudynamics

There is not enough information about girls on probatiowhat protects therinom
recidivismin the literature.Though relevant, och of what is known about female delinquency
is based onesearch about risk factors associated with thetiminment and incarcerabn, which

validates the incidence of their mental health disortieiepression, anxiety and conduct
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(ChesneyLind, 1989; Chesnelind, Morash, &Stevens2008; MolnarBrowne, Cerda, &

Buka, 2005; Schaffner, 2006; Teplin, 200Research on girls and violence is limited as well
despite the perception that girlsd wmnj20l2)ent
In addition, here is a dearth of literamiabout gender differences based on race/ethnicity and
recidivismof probationinvolved youth given their risk and protective factoBespite variation

in expert opinions about female involvement in the juvenile justice sygtenimportant to
undersand the nature of female offending (Hubbard, & P2£102. Also, it is important that

any differences in the naturefemale and maleecidivismarerecognizedasthis topic

continues to be a significant issue for clinicians to understand and adDesdoping a
comprehensivenderstanding of the risk and protective factors for delingumurth on probation

is needed to create appropriate screening, assessment and treathemt of

C. Purpose& Significance of the Study

A recent annual estimate frofithe U. S. Department of Justice shows that there were 2.2
million juvenile arrests in 20@3Snyder, 2003) Girls now account for nearly a third (29%) of
juvenile arrestsRuzzanchera, 2009This is a dramatic shift from previous decades when girls
acounted for only about one in five juvenile arrests (Chedrneg, & Shelden, 2004)Well
over 100,000 girls are placed on probation every gadrthe factors that influence their high
recidivism ratgSnyder, 1998 are gendered and influence each sabiahain of their lives
Many studies have focused on boys and the risk factors associated with delinquency (Loeber, &
Farrington, 1998). Current studies on gender differences of adolescent offenders have explored
the role and consequences of risk factousfew studies have thoroughly exploredth risk and
protective factors that predict or are associated mitidivism The purpose of this study is to

increase understanding of gender differences in risk and protective fattong youth on
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probation.In addition, gender differences in predictors of recidiwsasexplored. This may
enhance policy decisiemaking and enforcemeniMoreover justiceinvolved youth have the
same developmental needs that other young people have (Butts, Bazemore, &BHdpe,
Theeffective creatiorand delivery of servicesreatment andupervision for female offenders
requires the acknowledgement of gender differences, and the inclusion of a stbaisgths
approach to treatment and skill building (Bloom, Owen, Cgtain, & Raeder2003.

In addition,this study exploreracial differences in risk and protective factors, with a
focus on the experiences of African American girlsze@epresentation of minority females is
well established but not well understodth{kins, Herrenkohl, FarringtorBrewer, Catalano, &
Harachi, 1998)and they are disproportionately African Americ@mésneylind, & Jones,
2010;Wolf, Grazino, & Hartney2009;Wolf & Kempf-Leonard, 2009)fiRacial, ethnic, and
gender differences in rate$ delinquent behavior have been observed for much of the past
century (Hawkinset al 1998). Law enforcement strategies in poor urban communities produce
a range of harm to African American residents and is related to disproportionate minority contact
(DMC) (Fagan & Davies, 2000; Mastrofski, Reisig, & McCluskey, 20@Rer, 2008; Smith &
Holmes, 2003 Some believe that DMC is rooted in institutional racism (Bishop & Frazier,
1996) while others argue that social risk factors threaten or endangesatttedr well being of
African Americansidsia, Bridges, & McHale, 2004; Pope & Snyder, 2003; Snyder & Sickmund,
1999. Although the impact of policing is not a focus of this study it is important to note its
relatedeffects on girls of color.

This dissetation studybuilds on the existing literature in several way&rst, this study
determingif variables previously identified as risk and protective factors in broader samples

differ for girls and boy®n probation.Second, this studgxplores differences in risk and
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protective factors across different racial/ethnic groups within each gendied, this study
determinsthe association between the risk and protective factoablesand recidivism given
the gender and race of youth on probatibagly, the study determirsaf previously identified

as risk and protective factors in broader samples actually predidivismwithin this sample of
girls and boys on probation and compare the results of the aredysss genddo determine
whether tle predictors for femaleand males differThe small sample size of girls required a
change in this plan, so the predictive analyses were exclitdtis study build on the scant
literature base that focuses on both risk and protective factor fieeaocial domains.Also,

by including protective factors in the study, thesas a deliberate focus on examining the
strengths of the youth despite their current circumstariteésan important consideration as few

investigations have focused orotective factors



. CONCEPTUAL & THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

The risk and resilience perspectigeghe guiding framework for thstudy. The
theoretical frameworkinclude social controkritical raceandrelationaltheories. Social control
was the primargheoryusedtee x pl or e t he youtho6és conventional
peersschoo) and communitybutit is inadequate aloneritical race and relational thaes
were included to explore the intersections of gender andatmeey with a focusnthe presence
of healthyrelationshipawith nonfamilial adults Where it is feasible, aspects of each theory
corresponddto the study measuredlo theories weréesedbut they inbrmedtheresearch

guestions andiscussion ofhestudyfindings

A. Conceptual Framework

1. Risk and Protective Factors

Research related to optimal youth development has beglefit@critical dimensions of
important social contextsRisk and protective factofer juvenile delinquencareknown to
existinallareasofaoyut hés | i fe, as well as within the vy
al., 2004). Somesalient risks include poverty; racism, sexism, and other forms of prejudice and
discrimination; parental mental illness or substance abuse; experiencing chihtnadint or
chronic family conflict; academic failure; and peer rejection (Fr&ehman, & Galinsky
1999; Werner, 2000)In order to determine the reasons and justifications for delinquent acts
committed by youth, researchers have started analyzingrkrisk and protective factors(et,
there remain limited empiricainfdings that confirm what specificsk and protective factors are
for girls and boys on probatio o that end, emerging research on detained girls has established

some correlates ofsk and protective factors related to delinquency and violeDe¢ermining
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whether risk and protectivadtors varyacrosggendeyrace andrecidivism among youth on
probation would be helpful in treatingem Furthermore, a study focused on underditag
both risk and protective factors has not been conducted in a sample of youth on probation in
Cook County, lllinois.
A general definition forisk factorsincludes influences thabay lead to problem
behaviors or conditions (Frazer, Kirby, & Smokows04). Fraseret al.(2004) suggest
the combination of several risk factors may lead to the
conclusiot hat a child is at o6éhigho risk for
outcomes, such as alcohol abuse or mental illness (p. 4).
Al s aatectidrporprotective fators havesometimes been defined simply as the absence of
risk or as the low end of a risk variabl@dessor, Van Den Bos, Vanderryn, Costa, & Turbin,
1995). Also, they are social and personal resources that encourage prosocial coping in the face
of criminogenic conditions (Hartmamurner, Daigle, Exum, & Culler2009). Rutter (1987)
argued most forcefully, however, thgirotective factors and risk factors should be treated as
conceptually distinct rather than as opposite ends of a single dime(isair-Ortiz &
Newcomb, 1992; Hawkin&atalano, & Miller,1992; Jessor, 1991; Luthar & Zigler, 1991,
Pellegrini, 1990).With the latter perspectivéprotective factors are considered independent
variables that can have their own direct effects on behlafdessor et al., 1995 Consequently,

protective factors wernacluded as independent variableghis study

B. Theoretical Framework

Threekey theoretical frameworks undergird the study and analytic prog@éssstudy
used sociatontroltheory to highight the role of social bondscludingvariables that represent
ties to significant others (being close to parents and family and prosocial peers); investment in

convention society (high academic achievement); involvement in conventional behavior
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(particpati on in | eisure and extracurricular schoi
(positive educational beliefs and beliefs that school provides supfuitical racetheory was

used taunderstananinority overrepresentatiorLastly, relationaltheory wasincluded to explore

t he I mpact of wighitheit family nremdergbeingelose to papests and family

variables) as wellas nonfamiliabdults(talking with teachers variable These theories were

used to inform the study findisg With a strengthdased orientation, the attention was extended

beyond the challenges of fixing individuateficitsand pathologies towards ways to support

key protective processes and adaptive outcomes for girls (Leadbeater, D &ypdarz, 2005)

These three theories drgefly discussed below.

1. Social Control Theory

Social control theory offers the opportunity to determimagfisures of socialonds
explain serious delinquency and risky behaviwdthet al.,2008. Hirschbs (1969) t heor
socialcontrofic ont ends t hat internalization of societ
human beings from committing delinquent acts, and that the key to internalization lies in
attachment to othebdgHirschi, 1972) Specifically, strong social baas inhibit delinquency,
whereas weak bonds offer little resistance to offenddupth et al., 2008;aundra, Kiger, &
Bahr, 2002 Sampson & Laub, 1993 In addition, group norms are violated and negative
behavior/delinquency occurs (Hoffman, 2008)Vith the violation of group norms, low levels
of parental control and family cohesion contribute to the inability of parents to effectively
discipline poor behavior in early childhood and adolesag(€leurch Wharton & Taylor,
2009). This theory shows thiemportance of familysolidarity, parental stressors, parental
discipline, and prosocial behaviorpneventingnegative behavior (Church, Jaggers, & Taylor,

2012), which is directly related to the development of strong social bonds.
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The social bond is s&ito have four dimension8attachment or ties to significant others
(parents opeers), commitment or investment in conventional society (as in education),
involvement in conventional behavior (such as participation in recreational actianes)elief
in societyds val ues )g(Akers Wreho tLanfd@ducel]&& w and aut h
Radosevich1979; FigueirdMicDonough, 1987; Hirschi, 1969; Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1993;
McCord, 1991; Rosenbaum, 198%Attachmentepresents the closeness between amlénd
their parents or other important individuals in their livéésan include the amount of parental
supervisio (Haganet al, 1985),fithe quality of communication between parents and their
children, how much time parents and children spendtegeth par ent sé knowl edg e
friends and issues of trdsfAgnew, 1991; Hirschi, 1969)Commitmentand involvement result
from proper attachment and from the internalization of prosocial ndgpscifically,
commitmenindicatesfithat the existig values and norms are appropriaterepresents what one
has to lose when breaking the lalmvolvement ndi cates an individual 6s
with proper socializing agents and is based on the idea that idle time is daog&tauth
involvedin leisure activities become bonded to institutions so prosocial norrsgr@ngthened
and will decreas¢heir involvement in delinquent behavidrastly, beliefsare theoretically
linked to other social bonds by legitimizing their value (Hirschi, 19&9% feasible that
increases in positive attachment and commitment will also increase youth beliefs in moral and
lower delinquency (Laundret al, 2002).

Social control theory is important becatuisitames the system whichindividual
choices are ade (Church et al., 2009jit treats the socialization process and commitment to
conventional norms and values as problematien delinquency occurgElliot, Ageton, &

Canter, 1979as it is evidence of weakened social bonds to prosocial people &indiors
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Moreovers o c i al ¢ o hat beenlappliett gimarily to tinderstanding features of
adolescent delinquency but also has proved versatile in explaining a variety of other aspects of
delinquency and criminal behavidBooth,et al 200§ including the prediction levels of self
reported delinquency (Huebner & Betts, 200Revelopmental theorists have also argued the
importance oficonsidering how the changing features of social bonds explain the trajectories of
delinquency careers througtdhe lifecoursé (Laub & Sampson, 2003) and the process of
desistance from crime (Bushway, Piquero, Broidy, Cauffman, & Mazerolle, 2001; Huebner,
2005). Specifically, femalesvho are lower in parental supervision, less tied to their homes and
families, ae weakly bonded to conventional others, such as parents and teachers, do poorly in
school, spend little time on homework, are in peer groups in which the constraints against
delinquency are lower, do not condemn crime, and are low in self control, ardikety to be
delinquent.Data suggests that these types of controls affect female as well as male delinquency
(Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985; Fleming, Catalano, Oxford, & Harachi, 2002; Friedman &
Rosenbaum, 1988; Heimer, 1995; Hubbard & Pratt, ROBBwever limited research including

both sexes suggesigender stratification and patriarchal power dynamics within families and
communities foster both gendgpecific mechanisms of and responses to social coriBobth

et al., 2008).

Feminists hae been highly critical of traditional researcliamethods and claims to
objectivity and rationalityBelknap & Holsinger, 200&elly, 1990; Roberts, 1981; Stanley &
Wise, 1983)including traditional theories like social contrdlhe majority ofreseach testing
social control and delinquency has focueadnales so thgeneralizability of the findings to
femaless unknown(Booth et al., 2008) The exclusionof femaleshas ledito both criticism and

attempts to assess how well social control theopjiegto females (Alarid, Burton, & Cullen,
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2000; Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992; ChesHegd, 1997; Chesnekind & Shelden, 2004;
Dornbusch, Erickson, Laird, & Wong, 2001; Huebner & Betts, 2002; Laundra, Kiger, Bahr,
2002; Naffine, 1987)Recent researdhighlights some of the reasons for observed gender
differences in crime Specifically, gender differences among young, urban youth were noted in
gendesrelated activity patterns where male lifestyles were characterized by freedom, mobility,
lack of accoutability, andl i f e i n t hwas éldoahewn thiatdemales five under
greater social constraints (Bottcher, 1995).

Though some research on gender and social control identifies differences in how young
women and men experience social controgsiions remain about how it explains their
delinquent behavigErickson, Crosnoe, & Dornbusch, 2006jowever, more research should
be conducted to confirm the uniformitgtween females and male&nalysis must focus on the
concept of gender itself asform of social control (Rafter, 2000 246. This includes
investigating whether or nobsial controladequately addressthe life situations of girls on the
economic and political margin®\lso, the theory implies that causes of delinquencydestical
acrosgacial groups (Hirschi, 1969 owever, girls of color grow up in contexts very different
from those of their white counterpar8ecause poverty and racism are often fellow travelers,
they are forced by their color and their poverty tatearly and often with problems of violence,
drugs and abuse (Campbell, 1984tler, 2008; Orenstein, 1994; Robinson, 1990), so it is
feasible that these racial differences wifluencethe causes of their delinquent behavior.
Another criticism is tht most studies on the applicability of soc@ahtroltheory on gender have
not fully tested elements of the theory concerriemyale and male delinquent actlthough
theory testing is beyond the scope of this dissertation, aspects of the theorg miostudy

findings based on how youth in the sample vary in terms of their attachment to their, parents
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peers, commitment to school, involvement in extracurricular activitiegpr@sence oprosocial

beliefs.

2. Critical Race Theory

Critical race theory (BT) refers tdia historical and contemporary body of scholarship
that aims to interrogate the discourses, ideologies, and social structures that produce and
maintain conditions of racial injustioe CRT emerged in the wake of the civil rights movement
asa component of legal scholarship (Delgado & Stefancic, 2001; Roithmayr, 10B9)is a
concept used tivame various relationships between race and geart#articulate the
interaction of racism ansexism Although theorists and practitioners havealse approaches
their scholarship and advocacy share common ground in these basic tenets: 1) endemic racism,
2) race as a social construction, 3) differential racialization, 4) interest in convergence/materialist
determinism, 5) voices of color, and 6Y}iassentialism/intersectionality (Abrams & Moio, 2009
p.251). For the purpose of this study, antiessentialism/intersectiomaétyiscussedndused
to assist in interpreting the study results
Antiessentialism/intersectionaligcknowledges thantersectionality of various
oppressions and suggests that a primary focus on race can eclipse other forms of exclusion
(Hutchinson, 2000) Specifically:
CRT theorists contend that analysis without a multidimensional
framework can replicate the very pattgiof social exclusion it
seeks to combat and lead to the essentializing of oppressions
(Hutchinson, 2000p. 253.
Intersectionality is important because it recognizes multiple oppressions including, gaoeler

and describes th®verrepresentatioof women of color both within overlapping systeofs

subordination and at the ngams of feminism and antiracisniCrenshaw, 1991)Females of
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color involved in the justice system experience the effects of race throughout their lives and
society causing #m to be marginalized, so they tend to fall in the nondominant group in society.
CRT wasused in this study as it supports an examination of marginalized people (Ortiz & Jani,
2010). For exampleminority youthdisproportionately live imlisadvantaged comunities

affected by violence, so they may not engage in leisure activities in their neighborhoods or at
school. This is particularly salient tAfrican Americangirls who are at greater risk of

victimization in their neighborhood€xploring the intersction between race, gender,

participation in leisuractivitiesa n d  gecidivisrsheélps elucidate aspects of theirotective

factors that buffer their risks related to race and gender

3. Relational Theory

Relational theory is consonant with traditiosakial work perspectivess it emphasizes
the importance of relationships and of the environment (Saari, 260%Er the past decades,
there has beerecognitionand acknowledgement of the differences between women and men
and me difference iflowtheydevelop psychologicalfy(Covington& Bloom, 2007). In a
review of the literature, Cosse (1992) concludesfihdeminine pathway includes a strong
emphasis on relationships with others, whereas a masculine pathway focuses on autonomy and
development o$killso. Re | at i onal theory f oc wmeedtesaddress wo meno s
issues in theontext of connection to others that is based on empathy, mutuality, and a dynamic
relational process (Covington & Surrey, 1997iR e | at i o n s héi pasthe caraodfthed s e | f
particular relationship theory developed at the Stone Center at Wellesley Cdllegmajor
construct is that all people grow and develop in the context of connections with others

(Silverman, 2001).Interpersonal relationships represgnportantconnectiongor women and
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can often be traced to psychological problems (disconnections) within their relationships with
family membersfriends partners or spousesy, in society at largeJovington & Bloom,2007).
Research by criminologists ogistently indicates that relationships with parents, especially those
characterized by inadequate supervision and m
delinquency(Cernovich & Giordano,1987. This may be critical for delinquent girls with
histories of abuse and victimizatias they may experience strained or broken relationships with
their perpetratorer other family members

Selfdevelopment in the context of connections with others has been highlighted by
relational theoriesKlein, 1948;Mitchell, 1988; Sullivan, 1993).In the absence of others with
whom to interact, human beings are likely to hapeorly developed sense of both their inner
and their outer worlds (Saari, 2003h particular,igirls experience themselves as intricatel
|l inked to others. Separation and individuatio
devel opment as t he yo(Belgrave 2aD2)Duoing addlesdeatv el o p me nt
devel opment, a central quest itomtodthes? 6 g{ MIi I & D,
1986; Surrey, 1991)Consequently, being able to establish and develop positive interpersonal
relationships is an essential developmental task for adolescer{Bgidsave, 2002).

These aspects of relational theory are imparita understanding girls, especially those
involved with the juvenile justiceystemanduse of this theory in a model including a risk and
protective factorperspective is needed to understand gender differences with more depth.
Specifically, girlswho have been abused by family memb@artnersand friends experience
some level of disconnection in these relationships, which could adversely affect their growth and
identity developmentAccording to Covington (2000), many of the problems girls expeee

~

can fAbe traced to disconneoot i(opn Fhds®girlsbecareat i on
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involved in criminal activity because tliésconnection asstated withabusan their

interpersonal relationships lesitiem to delinquent peers andrsigcant others.Younger

female offenders may be more likely to engage in relationships that promote and even encourage
criminal activity. Moreover,fipositive change for girls is dependent on developing mutually

trusting and empathetic relationships thagvent them from undergoing the same experiences
agaird (Hubbard & Matthews, 2008)In this study, relational theory foceson the existence of

healthyrelationshipsvith nonfamilial adults to determine their influence tidivism

C. Study Aims

Aim 1: Understandhe gender and racialifferences irrisk and protective factommongyouth
on probatiorin Cook County, Illinois.

Aim 2: Understand wich risk and protective factors predrecidivismof girls and boy®n
probation in Cook County, lllinois.

D. Conceptual Definitions of Key Variables

1. Dependent Variable

The dependent (outcome) variable for this studgesdivism ofyouth onprobation.
Recidivismis defined as a new finding of delinquency while the youth is on probation or
supervision

2. Independent Variables

The independent variables in this study include constr@6tsgk and10 protective
factors)thatrepresent variables in the five social domains: Individual, Family, Peers, School and
Community(Herrenkohl, Maguin, Hill, Hawkins, Abbot& Catalano, 2000)The constructs and

correspondingisk and protective factor variablean be found in Appendik.
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a.Risk Factor Variables

Individual

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Running Aways defined as leaving home without permission
(Gaarder, Rodriguez, & Zgt2004).

Mental Halth Problens is defined asnajorseriousmental
disordergschizophrenia, bipolar and psychosedfgctive
disordersand thought/personality & other disordéfeplin, et
al., 2002)that have been found to affect both girls and boys
involved in the juvaile justice system.

Suicidalty is defined asevere thoughts about suicialed
report ofsuicide attempts (Cash & Bridge, 2009).

Violent Behaviorss defined aga) weaponffense involving
the unlawful use or possession-afirearm, ammunition or
other weapongBostwick, & Ashley, 2009 (b) sexual
aggressiori force someone to do sexual things they did not
agree to d@Tzoumis, Lussier & Corrado,2012), and (c)
homicidal ideations having thought of seriously harming
someoneelse (Abrantes, Haffiann, & Anton, 2005)
Problematic Substance Usedefined as thexperience of
adverseconsequences related to tise of alcoholand other
drugson functioning(Mason, Hitchings & Spoth, 2007).
Court Finding of Negleds definedasthe parent/caregivérs

failure to protect a child from exposure to any kind of danger
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7

8)

9)

and/or being left unsupervised resulting in the significant

| mpairment of the childds healt
nonorganic failure to thrive (FalshaBtowne, & Hollin,
1996).Examples of neglect include failing to provide food to a

child when a caregiver is able, or being incapacitated at times
when a child needs supervisifn. S. Department of Health &

Human Services, 2@).

History of Physical and Sexual Abuselefinedbased on he

Practical Adolescent Diagnostic Interview (PADDI). Physical

abuse includemcidents of kicking, punching, kicking,

burning, and otherwise inflicting physical harAb¢anteset

al., 2005;Smith & Ireland, 2009).Sexual abuse includes

unwanted physicatontact or coercion to engage in sexual acts
includingbehavior from fondling and touching to intercourse
(Abranteset al, 2005;Kendall Tackett, Williams, & Finkelhor,

1993.

Victimizationis defined agxperiencingonflict or violence
includingphysial assaulby strangergLake, 1993; Widom,

2000.

Conduct Disorder Symptonsdefinedasia r epeti ti ve
persistent pattern of behavior in which the basic rights of others
ormajorageappropriate societal nor ms

In addition,itisdefinedasiaggr essi ve conduct
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threatens physical harm to other
Psychiatric Association, 2000).
i.  Family

1) Outof-Home Placemens defined as thehild protection
systemremoving children from the care of thgarents into a
temporary placement (e. {@pster careplacement
hospitalization, emergency shelters, secure detention, youth
development facility, and mental health faciljtgrmanent
placement (e. g. to an adoptive hon#jt(cker, Bullis, Close,
& Yonanoff, 2006Barrett Katiyannis, & Zhang2010).

2) Kickedor LockedOut is definedas girls beingit hr own awayo
(Johansson, & Kemgteonard, 2009) by not being allowed to
remain in or return ttheir homes This may beelatedto
violence victimizationand running awayfrom home(Bass,
1992; McMorris, Tyler, Whitbeck, & Hoyt, 2002; Widom,
198%; Johansson & Kempgieonard, 200p

3) History of ParentalProblemss defined agproblems with drug
and alcohol and mental health problems, as well as criminal
recorcds. Parental dug and alcohol includesubstance
problems that can impede parenting and the provision of a
nurturing environment (Barnard, & McKeganey, 2004) for
children. Parental rental health problems inclu@deprofile of

disorders across their lifegpancluding depression and
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aggressive hostilityRepetti, Taylor, & Seeman, 2002Parental
criminal records include having a parent who has engaged in
criminal behavior (Acoca, 1999).

4) Harsh Parentings defined agparenting withhigh levels of
conflict, aggressionand hostilitythatlacks inacceptance,
warmth, and supporRepetti, Taylor, & Seeman, 2002).

5) PoorParental Supervisiorsdefinedap ar ent s behavi c
is low in discipline, monitoring, structure, cohesion and beliefs
(GormanSmith, Toln, & Henry, 2000).

6) Family Violencas defined asonflict or violence involving
family membersncluding childrenwho have witnessed and
experienced multiple acts of violenicethe home (Cooley
Quille, Turner, & Beidel, 1995; Schwektone Ayers, Voyce,
Barone, Shriver, & Weissberg, 1995

iii.  Peers

1) Friends wDelinquentinfluencess defined agriends who
provide opportunities for youth to engage in probleghavior
possibly througlsocial pressure and positive reinforcement for
deviant behavior (PattersddeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989).

2) Ganglnvolvements defined ag/outh exposure t&riends who
are delinquent (Elliot & Menard, 1996nhd/orwho model
deviant behaviors (Dishion, Andrews, & Crosby, 1995; Elliot,

& Menard, 1996; Patterson et al., 1992; Warr,200
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iv.  School
1) Learning Difficultiesis defined as cognitive delayshich
interfere with learning opportunities including language and
motor skill difficulties (Prior, Smart, Sanson, & Oberklaid,
1993) resulting in poor academic performance.
v.  Community
1) Intereg in Leisure Activitiess defined as thosactivitiesthat
are not part of the regular school curriculum (Mahoney
Romig, & Armstrong 2005) because they are voluntary but
may take place in the school setting (e. g., sports teams,
academicallyoriented ativities, performing arts, school
involvement clubs, etc.) (Roth, & Brookdunn, 2003)

b. Protective Factor Variables

i.  Individual

1) Prosocial Beliefss defined as beliefs that are developed via
socializing agents (parents, etc.) and processes (Kosterman,
Haggerty, Spoth, & Redmond, 200dhere youth tend to
respect and adhere to generally accepted values like honesty,
following rules, (Brown, Catalano, Flemming, Haggerarty,
Abbott, Cortes, & Park, 20053s well aeliefs ineducation
and school support

2) ProblemSolvingis defined as a social cognitive process based

on strategies to develop solutions to interpersonal problems
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thinking consequentially and resoig conflict (Tate,
Reppucci, Mulvey, 1995; Wasserman, Miller, & Cothern,
2000).
i.  Family
1) AppropriateParengal Disciplineis defined as the extent that
the parent(s) have clearly defined rules, child monitoring and
consistent discipline (Kosterman, et al., 20849 appropriate
rewards.
2) Close to Parents & Familis defined aslose and warm
relationshipswith aparent or parent figusancluding family
members (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998).
il Peers
1) Closeto Prosocial Peerss defined as individuals that socialize
with those that engage in positive behaviors and activities, and
show sensitivity to the opinioof others Hartup, 1993
iv.  School
1) School Connectedneissdefined as a positive perception of the
school environment and positive interactions with people at
school (Perkins & Jones, 2004).
2) High Academic Achievemeistdefined as school success
(Perkins &Jones, 2004; Resnick et al., 2004) and students with
high GPA (Perkins & Jones, 2004).

V. Community
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1) Talk withTeacherss defined acommunication with
nonfamilial aduls at school(Hawking Graham, Williams, &
Zahn 2009).

2) Involved in Extracurricular Actitiesis defined as
participation inafterschool activities (Karcher, 2005uch as
fischootbased after school centers, parks and recreation centers
and leagues, community centers, amateur sports leagues, faith
based centers, and the myriad places apdpnities
developed by communitgased and national youth
organizations such as YMCA, YWCA;H, Boys and Girls
Clubs, Girls, Inc., Beacons and th&'Zentury Learning
Centers (Eccles & Templeton, 2002).

E. Research Question®& Hypotheses

This studyfocuseson how femals on probatiomiffer from males on probationn terms
of their risk and protective factorg his study extractdand analyze data from @ok County
Juvenile ProbatiodepartmentCCJPD data sources to address the studysaind to adress
theresearch questiong.he majority of empirical studies of delinquent yottiat informed the
conceptualization of theesearclguestions wereonducted with detained and incarcerated
youth. This was necessadue to the dearth of studies conduatedprobatiornvolved youth.
Due to the lack of research with this specific population, research questiensvo and three
are exploratory.Initially, hypotheses were created to test research question four that were also
informed by the empirical firidgs about serious juvenile offenderBhe first hypothesis

focused on the effect of weak attachment to parents due to harsh parenting on recidivism
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between girls and boys (Chamberlain & Reid, 199)e second hypothesis focused on the

effect of healthyrelationships with nofiamilial adults on recidivism between African American
girls versus boys and other racial/ethnic groups of girls (Benson, 1990; Burton & Marshall, 2005;
Dishion& Kavanagh, 2003; Hawley and DeHaan, 1996; Romer, 2003; Werner arigd 5982,

1992; Stevens, 2002 he third hypothesis focused on the effect of problematic substance abuse
on recidivism between girls and boys (Teplin et al, 2002). The last hypothesis focused on the
effects of family violence and history of parental peohs (drugs and alcohol, mental health
problems and criminal record) on recidivism between girls and bddgeever they could not

be tested due to the limitations in the datae research questions are as follows:

Research Question 1Are there genderiffierences in the characteristics (risk factors, protective
factors, and race) of youth on probation?

Research Question 2Are there racial differences in the risk and protective factors of youth on
probation?

Research Question 3What risk and protectiviactorsare associated wittecidivisnt?

Research Question 4Are there gender differences in the risk and protective faasssciated

with recidivisnf?
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[ll. LITERATURE REVIEW

This review is not an exhaustive examination of literature regarding risk atedtpre
factors of delinquent behavior of girls and bos; design, it reviews only the most relevant
material to support th dissertation studyKey conceptare included t@xplain thevariables
measuredh the study It begins with an overview ohejuvenile justice systenincluding
background, key terms and definitions, stages of involvement (arrest, probation,
offenses/offending, and recidivism/reoffending)sproportionate Minority Contact (DM@nd
current policy impact The next section inades empirical studies on gender differences
including an overvievof recidivismbehaviorandrisk and protective factors organized by five
social domains: individual, family, peer, school, and communiitye final section includes

summay of the majo gaps in the literature.

A. Juvenile Justice System

The first juvenile court was established in Cook County, lllinois in 1899 (Snyder &
Sickmund, 2006).Theend of the nineteenth century marked a desired change by many in how

juveniles who committed crimesgere perceived and treate@his was based on a new

theoretical foundation of the court that became knowpassns partriag it he princi pl e

state must care for those who cannot take
Children had noteached the age of full legal capacity and the philosoppw@ns patriae
allowed the state tact in a parental role (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006pnsequently, juveniles
were seen in juvenile court for criminal acts and status offénaets thought tbe harmful to a

yout hds devel opment (Gardner, 1997).
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The establishment of juvenile courts became an international movement and by 1945 they
were evident in every United States federal and state jurisdiction, as well as most European
nations (Gardnerl997). The | anguage in juvenile court demo
conceptualization from civil not criminal proceedings, the result of tremendous effort at not
attaching the adult stigma of the criminal justice system to the juvenile court (Gardhér, 19
Over time, the application of the language in the juvenile dmsthanged. During the 1950s
and 1960sthe court became more formal and similatt@adult criminal courts.The Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention Control Act of 1968 recommendedstiasis offenses h@ocessed
outside of the juvenile court (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006)1974, the Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention Act (JJDPA) of 1974 pasdedequired the deinstitutionalization of all
nonseriousoffenders and the discige of all juveniles detained in jails and adult lockdown
facilities (Snyder & Sickmund, 2006 he formality of the court system equates juveniles to
adults, but diversion and communltgsed treatment programs imply to the public that the court
is too knient on juvenilesAlso, the extenthatpublic policy hasstressedehabilitation over
punishment has changsdoradicallyover the past thirty yea(glexnor & Baldwin, 1914;

Young, 1937).

According to Schwalbe and Maschi (2009) as cited in Gudeinezzi & Loughran,

(2004), Howell (2003), and Maloney, Romig, & Armstrong (1988):
In the face of public outcryof a more punitive response
to juveniledelinquencyis related t@ressure from victim
rights advocates for strongervoice in the criminal
justice system at large, and advocacy by proponents of
the rehabilitative idealConsequentlythree mandates
wereimplementedor thejuvenile justice systenand
for probationinterventions in what has become known

asaBalanced Approach: to protecthgic safety, to hold
youth accountable for their offenses, and to promote
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rehabilitation p. 358.

Also, the parens patriagohilosophy changed towards the end of the twentieth century and into
the twentyfirst century(Elikann, 1999; Snyder & Sickmun@006) Thepreservday realities of
the juvenilgustice system that began to emeagi¢he turn of the century stand in sharp contrast
to the systemdés original premise that individ
rehabilitative sevices that would enable them to grow into healthy adults (ABA, 1993).
addition, because of an overreliance on incarceration in the last decades of the twentieth century,
thecircumstance$or girls in the U.S. juvenile justice systdravedeclined(Sdaffner, 2006).

Thefairly recent trend of harsh, Armonsense treatment toward youthful offenders
represents a change in the way America has traditionally treestazkinvolved youth
Consequently, a significantumenhonavedinteen of t hi
juvenile justice syster(ireplin et al., 2002) The shift in public policies has an underlying
assumption that youth in the juvenile justice
2008)that is irreparableespitetheir inherent strengths @he empirical evidence aut their
personal, familial, and social issudg thatsense, probationas becomea reservoiof the
juvenile justice system ariths not been a viable response to delinquency to curb recidivism
given theincreasing and more dangerous caselo@usnn & Van Dyke, 20047 orbert 1997)of
offenders Consequently, current policies need®revisited to ensure appropriate application
and toaddress the increasetime severity of problemghatyouth face whethrethey are detained,

incarcerated or receive probation as a final disposition.

1. Overview, Background, Definitions, and Stages of Involvement

This section includea detailed overview of the juvenile justice systérmluding key

terms and definitions, to plain this complex system of processes and stEpsthe purposes of
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this sectionisugéce itregtme a&d/ oaft hdgi rl1 sd and Oboy:
recognize gender specific terms.
The U. S. criminal justice systecomprisesa geneil:

sequence of police, court, and correctional functidrse

further people are drawn into this sequefroen initial police

contact, to arrest, to booking, to charging, to conviction, to

sentencindgadjudication) and ultimately to placement in a

secure facilitythe greater the potential for stigma, social

exclusion, and disruption in life course transition processes

(Uggen & Wakefield, 2005, p. 115).
The structure of juvenile justice systems depends on the size of the population in a given
jurisdiction. It may be formally divided into district branches: a detention facility with its own
administrative system, a court legal system with attendant support staff, and a juvenile probation
system that oversees children who have been-codered © serve a probationary sentence
(Schaffner, 2006) AppendixD includes a diagram of all the entities in the juvenile justice
system.

The juvenile justice system comprises four major stages of involvepremention,

police, judicial process and correctia Preventions defined as a philosophy of corrections
that believes the aim of punishment should be to prevent crime (Champion, Z0@5is the
initial stage of involvement in the system, as not all youth that become involved do so as a result
of beingarrested which is defined afthe act of taking into custody and restraining an
individual until he or she can be brought before the court to answer the charges against him or
hero (Champion, 2005, p. 16)formal involvement with the juvenile justicystem is initiated

by anarrestby the police.This occurs because the individual commits a crinoff@nse which

includes felonies, misdemeanors, or delinquent attaith offenders have been convicted of
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one or more crimes (Champion, 20050 athough formal involvement with the system begins
with arrest, a more technically accurate definition of involvement may include activities that are
elements of prevention.

The second stage of involvement inclugeiceand includes a police officer
investigation, phases of counseling and referral(s), intake screening, and detention or release.
Policeis defined as persons whadaty it is to enforce the criminal laws and ensure public
safety (Champion, 2005Many youthinteractwith police directy or indirectly. This could
occur in the form of a stationhouse adjustment where police officers deal informally with an
arrestee, often at a police statidrinvolves warnings but not an arrest (Champion, 2005, p.

241). Also, some youth may come inrdact with the police as a result of their behavior in

public spaces or staging areas (street corners), where drug dealers and corner boys hang out
(Anderson200Q p. 130). Youth mayalsobe involved with the police because their parents or
school officals call them to intervene as a result of their behavior.

Thejudicial processs the third stage of involvemerandis defined as the sequence of
procedures designed to resolve disputes or conclude a criminalldasestage includes seven
different phases from intake screening to dispositions (Champion, 200&)last stage of
involvement iscorrections and it is defined as thmllectiveof programs, services, facilities,
and organizationaccountabldor the management of people who have emused or
convicted of criminal offensesA key concept here is tlispositionof cases or the process of
cases beindisposed

where an action by a criminal or juvenile justice court or agency
suggestinghat a portion of the justice process is cortgadeand
jurisdiction is relinquished aeassignetio another agency, or

suggestinghat a decision has been reached on one aspect of a
case and a different aspect comes under consideriavotying
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a different kind of decision (Champion, 20@5 8J).
A judgemakes these decisioimsa disposition hearingp sentenceéhe youth tgrobation,
aftercare, residential placement or incarceratibne | u d gsersérebasedmon an order,
resulting in adjudicatiofadjudicate) which is theactualjudgment; to decide a case; or conclude
a matter (Champion, 2005)n 200, judges imposed probation sentences as the most serious
disposition inonethird of all delinquency casékivsey, 2012.

Once an individual 6s c astersoneosthrée@lases:di spose
nominal, conditional or custodiallhe nominalphase includes a warning or reprimand. The
conditionalphase includes restitution, a fine, community service, community supervision or
suspended disposition. Thenditionalphasds the phase where a juvenile can be placed on
probation which is defined as a sentence of supervised, conditional release for a specified
period, usually under supervision of a juvenile probation officer, i.e., professionals who
supervise probationers i@mpion, 2005).The probation officeris at the core of the juvenile
justice systemiithey assess, refer, coordinate, counsel, cajole, and coerce delinquent youth to
reduce their risk of recidivism, to be accountable for their behavior, to promotedhkir and
well-being, and to expand their life changéSriffin & Torbert, 2002). The custodialphase
requires the youth to remain in some form of custottuding both nonsecure and secure
facilities (American Correctional Association, 199Bhampion2005), such as residential
facilities, day treatment, alternative treatment, group home, counseling, and foster care (Asplin,
Marsh, & Beighly, 2011).

Probationis the mostustomaryform of criminal sentencing in the United States
(Petersilia, 1997) 1t was introduced in the United States in 184t it was over 30 years later

before probation was formally adoptetihese efforts were spearheaded by John Augustus, the
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Father of Probation, and hi sHehapedpeogeawid pr obat
rearresby addresmg their substance abuse problems and a&sHiseém in locating employment

sothey would not steal aelapseg(Petersilia, 1997)His effortspersistedand the court

gradually accepted that not all offenders needed to laecexatedlespite resistance from law
enforcement officials who favored punishment over helping offer{@etersilia, 1997)These

efforts expanded after the juvenile court was organized in 488pProbation officers became

the chief meanthatthe juvenile court served delinquent youth (Flexnor & Baldwin, 1914).

Many years latelhy 1927, all states except for Wyoming had established juvenile probation

laws, by 1956, all states adopted adult and juvenile probation(Retsrsilia, 199).

Betweenthd 9506s and 19706s, U. S. pr icNataali on ev
attention increased in 1974 due to criticisms of service inadequacy and system Tdikure.
fiSupreme Court interventions of the 1960s and 1970s along with public policy dissussihe
1980s and 1990s led &gradual reorientation of the juvenile justice sysiéReld, 2005).From
1987 to 1996, the total number of delinquency cases receiving formal or informal probation
increased 46% from 435,200 to 634,100 (Snyder & Sickiniif99). In more recent years,
probation agencies have struggled with meager resources to upgrade services (electronic
monitoring) and the addition of intensive supervision with varied success in recidiVisn.
probation system continues to face challes like operating above capacity and sporadic efforts
to develop an empirical evidence base for effective probation practice (Schwalbe & Maschi,
2009).

The American juvenile justice system hasdto upholda balance between rehabilitating

andpenalizng young offenders, and probation straddles the same historic tension (Petersilia,
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1997; Steiner, Prukiss, Kifer, Roberts, & Hemmens, 2084rording to Schwalbe and Maschi

(2009) as cited in Flexnor & Baldwin (1914) and Young (1937):
For much of the juenile justice historydvocates of more
Asophisticatedo approaches viewed puni s
relies on close monitoring and rule enforcement, as an
outgrowth of inadequately trained and overworked
probation officers. Yet, rehabilitation rested on a
sympathetic relationship between individual probation

officers and youth represented a significant advance toward
humanizing the justice system for delinquent youth

(p. 359.
Currently,criminal sentencgeallow individuak to stayin the community undecourtsupervision
for adesignatedime period Specifically,Uggen and Wakefield®2005 as citedn U. S.
Department of Justice, 20Q3a

the probationer breaks the law or fails to abide by the terms

of the probation agreement (which may involve condgio

such as drug testing, work requirements, and travel restrictions)

for the duration of the sentence, probation may be cancelled or

revoked and a more severe sentence imp@sedLg.
When youth break the law while undbe supervision of the cotyrthey can be arrested again
and at that point are considered to be reoffendeemnffending behavior drives recidivism,
which can occur while youth are in custody, on probation or on paRaeidivisnmoccurs when
youthreturn to criminality, includingearrest, reconviction, and reincarceration of previously
convicted felons (Champion, 2005, p. 214).

Firsttime and norviolent offenders often receiygobationas a final dispositioand

fiabout 50% of all probationers have been convicted of feloniesinoes that are punishable by
one year or more in prisorfUggen & Wakefield, 2005)Youth on probation are under

correctional authority and living in the community with several legal statuses (Altschuler, 2005,

p. 99) including some form of aftercarep@role. Young offenders in the community comprise a
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dramatically increasing population, and have been swamping the capacity of probation and
parole (Altschuler, 2005, p. 99), and 60% are through community supervsitudingthe
management of clientprisoners, or patients by authorized persosneh agprobation officers
who oversee their behaviors (Champion, 200846;Snyder& Sickmund, 2006).

From 1987 to 1996probation has and continues to be the overwhelming sanction
of choice forthenadin 6 s | u v eHifty-$ixepercenbiiall tases adjudicated for a
delinquency offense received probatiand28% were placed in sonfierm of residential
facility, while 12% received some other disposition (e. g., restitution) (Altschuler, 200%).p. 9
Juvenile probation agencies hawanaged theest they camwith extremely limited resources
Currenty, the state of probation agencibas nototally taxed theorganizationahbilities of
juvenile probation administrators and managges reformsa improve effectiveness are
needed As young offenders have become maryancegdserious, and violenand as the public
has increased expectations regarding official responses to youth crime, probation agencies must
makesubstantiathanges to properlgddress the needs of young offend@isomas,1997).

2. Disproportionate Minority Contact (DMC)

The presence of DMC (also known as Disproportionate Minority Represe AEA&)
indicates that the percentage of children of color in the various stages oféhiglegal system
is disproportionate to theiepresentation ithe general population (Schaffner, 20p6182.

The issue oDMC wasinitially addressed ia988whentheNational Coalition of State Juvenile
Justice Advisory Groups made their anngart to Congress. In that same ydlae Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) commissioned a report ex#mining
issue and there was substantial evidence that racelylmect indiredy impacedthe outcome of

many juvenile cor decisions (Roscoe & Morton, 1994As a result, Congress made a series of
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amendments tdJDPAincludingrequiranents for eacltateto address DM@hatoccurs when

theamountof confined minorities in secure detention facilitsespassethe amountof

mi norities that are in the gener®efirspopul ati on
amendment of the JJDPA, in 1988, required that any state pairtigipathe Part B Formula

Grants prograndeterminsif the number of confineflivenile minoritiesexceeds thaumberof

juvenile minorities in the general population (Pulblaszv 93415, 42 USC 5601 et se@pd

deabwith DMC in their secure facilities (Devine, Coolbaugh & Jenkins, 1998pse states

had to determine the extent of DMC and then craateimplement reduction strategtes

address i{Devine et al., 1998).

DMC was also addressed @sngressionamandates required states to demonstrate their
efforts to reduceninority overrepresentatiofirederal Register, 1991; Hsia, 1999; Pope et al.,
2002). In 199770JJIDP reported that minority youth represented 34% of the juvenile population
in the United States, buob(H#2BWidgesf& McHiak, 2004)t i on 6 s
The issue continues todayzso tolerancéisciplinein school pliciesand domestic violence
lawshaveexpanded, as well as thecgategorizatiorof status offensethathaveresulted in
increasesn arrestf African Americangirls (Stevens, et al., 2011), making DMC problematic
in manystates According to the 20@ reportof the Cook County Juvenile Cotltivenile Justice
Division, race data has not historically been gathered through the Clerk of the Circuit Court
regarding petitions filein juvenile court. However, while African American youth represented
32% ofyouth ages 10 to 16 in Cook County, they represented 74% of youth arrested and 77% of
youth sentenced and 83% of youth detained in the Juvenile Temporary Detention Teater.

Cook County Juvenile Court is committed to addressing this disparity.
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When grls of colorare compared t@/hite girlsin the juvenile justice systenthe former
fare much worseEven when girls in the general population are compahedyroportion®f
girls of colorare higher at arrest, at detentemmdcourt hearingsand in rsidential placements
(Schaffner, 20060. 189. Thegrowingeffect of race islemonstrateth several studies that
examine racial bias early processing decisions (i. e., detention and petiiod)nfluencelater
court decisions (i. e., dispositionfrindings from empiricastudiesnotethatfiraceinfluencedthe
decision to detain a youth pagljudication. Minority youth who were predetained were more
likely to receive a harsh disposit@(Bishop & Frazier, 1996; Bortner & Reed, 1985; Feld,
1993).Overallr aci al bias results in a Acompound ri sk

McCord et al. (2002) suggested that:

at almost every stage in the juvenile justice process, racial bias may
bepresent but may not be extreme, but because gtemsyoperates
cumulatively, the risk is compounded and the end result iBthek
juveniles are three times as likely as White juveniles to be in residential
placementp. 257).

This is one example of the consequencestarshly punitive juveite and criminal justice

policies that target poor girls of color and their families (Chedmey, & Jones, 2010).

3. Current Policy Impact

The Juvenile Justice & Delinquency Prevention @3DPA)of 1974 was the first
legislation tooutlinethe matterof state policy on the juvenile court systamdwas enacted in
response tpersistentlisapprovabf the juvenile justice court systenThecriticism peaked with
three Supreme Court deci swhemiUBPAlequiret stated| at e 196
ficomdy with requirements for responding to status offentgnsot holding them in secure
detentionyetainingthem in families and communities rather than juvenile institutions, and

separating them from delinquent and adult offentersceive federal fundge (Schmid, 2005
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Schwartz, 1989 as cited in Feld, 2D0Despite these legislative efforts, other policy changes
had contributed to increases in arrests and detainment of girls, espkfriahy Americangirls.
The specific policies are discussed xplain the nature and impact of these changes.
Domestic Violence Laws and Practicd®ecent changes and the expansion of Domestic
Violence laws have had an impactthe increase in arrest rates of adolescent girls involved in
the juvenile justice systenPreviously, the police response did not always result in arrests of the
involved partiesAccording to Shermaand Berk(1984) in Sherman et a{1992):
police responded to domestic violence with mediation or separation
versus arrest priortothemid9 8 06 s. Among ot her things,
findings from the Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment
influenced a US Attorney General ds 19814
as the preferred police responpeZ70.

By 2003, all states permitted warrantless amett probable cause for misdemeanor family

violence includingdisputeshetween parents and children, siblings, and other household

residents (Buzawa & Hotaling, 200@iller, 2004). Reports from the National IncideBased

Reporting System (NIBRS)otedthatl6% of the populatiowith onethird of thefamily

violence victims were parents, siblings, or otfagnily members of whicliyouth made up

50.6% of offenders acting against a parent and 31.8% of those acting againstosiiMiogs

than half(72.7%)of these arrests for family violence inceasimple assaulisvhile the

remaining arrests included aggravated assaults (12.5%), and intimidation (9.3%)isgg¢juest

pro-arrest policies for the expanded definition of domestic violence resulted indedreaests

of youth for simple assaults against family members (Duebag 2005). It was also found that

some youth assaulted a parent in response to being assaulted by that parent with fairly low

chance®f parental arrestFemales that were perged as acting violently had a greater chance

of being arrested than males for each type of victilnf ender r el apdreoths hi p i n

38



child, intimate partner, or sibliig Consequently, it has been speculated that police may be less
toleranthaoad loyds®oviolence (Buzawa & Hotaling,

Zero tolerance discipline in school policieSchoolshave changed their response to
violent behavior withincreased expulsions and suspensions as part of zero tolerance discipline
policies in 1988 (Browne 2003; Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Verdugo, 200R)ey were
connected to some forms of federal funding designed to halt drug orejateg activity
resulting in the expansion of existing school policies covering a larger range of violdtldres.
rationde for the expansion was that severe punishment of less seiatattonswould prevent
serious delinquen@yReynolds, Conoley, Garciazquez, Graham, Sheras, & Skiba, 2006).

As a result, the internahanagemenif student misbehavior was shifted t@awsety guards or
station police at school because schabalff began to routinely call the polic8tevens, Morash,
& ChenseylLind, 2011). These practicealsobecame evident with minority and disadvantaged
youth (Browne, 2003), especialyfrican American girls (Reynolds et al., 2006; &Vace,
Goodkind, Wallace, & Bachman, 2008).

Up-criming. Considerable evidence has been noted where many juvenile courts
circumvented recent JJDPA legislation to reducentimaber ofstatus offenders and minorities in
detention and jails.States have done this by relabeling status offenses as delinquelitects,

g i rdisputéswith parents from status offenses to ass@iiesneylind, 2010). Up-criming or

the criminalizingof minor offenses has been describettassngas i gni f i cant ef fect
enduringinvolvement in the juvenile justice system (Cheshey & Belknap, 2004Chesney

Lind & Pasko, 2004 In addition a f ooo ins b f &gh pdcuwhede probation

departments cause girls to be locked upriolating conditions of probatigreven if the original

offense was minor (Schaffner, 2008).has beemrspeciallydistinctfor African American girls.
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In fact, bootstrapping magounterdecades of efforts to deinstitutionalize status offenders by

suppating detention and residential placemémntgirls, as well as undermining the end of DMC
(ChesneyLind, 2010). Consequentlyfrom 1996 to 2005, African Americapmi r | s0 cour t
referrals and commitments to juvenile institutiomsreased Specifically, tlere wasa 48.6%

increasan girls' detention commitment compared to a 7.3% increase for boys, and an 18.6%
increase in girlsd c¢ o mnpsauggestngthahese dispopitiomsare ment f
related to harsher resposseo g i r | s 6 mund,&ladkyy & Kang( 2808katis

consistent with outcomes related to the expansion of domestic violence pdlipiesiming is

an important example of how the juvenile justice system continues to move toward punishment

and away from rehabilitation fgirls (ChesneyLind & Belknap, 2004; Garland, 2001).
Unravelingtheed et ai | s rel ated to the increase in girtr
gender bias.These issues coupled with the presence of risk factors all contritananiorease

in documentedelinquery.

B. Gender Differences

Gender differencesf delinquent youth have been explored in current research, and
gendethas been identified ame of the strongest correlates of crime and delinquency (Hagan,
Gillis, & Simpson, 1985; Harrid977). Yet, enpirical research findingsave beemixed. Past
research exists relatedteveraklementf offending like onset (Farrington & Painter, 2004;
Mofitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001; Silverthorn & Frick, 1999), seriousness (Lanctot &
LeBlarnc, 2002), and escalation (Elliott, 1994 eminist criminologists have become
increasingly interested in investigating how race and class inequalities, in conjunction with urban
space, shape womeno6s a rbasedyiolentedMiller20@8mped. i ences o0

Social work scholargdentified thatfisubstance abuse by women and domestic violence toward
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womenhasa reciprocal relationship; either problem increases the risk for the¢Bamett, &
OO0 Br i e n Similary,@ender. entrapmenias leen identified as pathway to crime for
battered African American womeRigChie,1996) Also, gendered violence has badentified
as apathway for African American girls who also experience trauma and victimization due to
community violenceNliller, 2008). Moreover, girls who live in distressed urban neighborhoods
face a gendered dilemma: they must learn hosutzessfullynanage potentialsks of
interpersonal violence (Jon€f)09 p. 9. According to these findings, female involvemant
certainoffense dimensions include unique psychological, physiological, and sociological
pathways as compared to mal€hésneylind & Shelden, 2004Hartman, Listwan, & Schaffer,
2007;Howell, 2003;Hubbard & Matthews, 2008nplying that risk factors have a diffent
effect on females than on males

Many of the gender differences of delinquent youth have been observed in terms of risk
factors, which include abuse and mental disorders (Chdsndy1989; Chesnelind, Morash,
& Stevens, 2008; Molnar, Browne, Card Buka, 2005; Schaffner, 2006; Teplin, 2001).
Identified gender differences for peer and commulaitael factors include delinquent peer
associates (Thornberry, 2006) ameakattachment to nonfamilial adults (Huebner & Betts,
2002). Gender differenceare also evident in types of offenses (Chedmieg & Shelden, 2004;
KempfLeonard & Sample, 2000), and have been most consistettigin cases involving
status offenses (Gaarder, Rodriguez, & Zatz, 2004; Siegel & Senna, ZB6®0an American
femde first-time offenders have been more likely to be referred for more serious offenses and
White females have been more likely to be referred for status oftefiBaasett, Katiyannis, &
Zhang, 201D A | s @lf-repdrsdata show that girls and boys comstatus offenses in roughly

the same numbets Yet, mostof thegirls werearrested for running away, violating probation,
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curfews, or disorderly condu@ahn, Brumbaugh, Steffensmeier, Feld, Morash, Chekimaly
Miller, Payne, Gottfredso& Kruttschntt, 2008) or shoplifting and referred to juvenile court for
status offenses is higher (Chesiayd & Shelden, 2004; Kemgfeonard & Sample, 2000).
Given the varying effects of ri sktisfingppartandbr s on
to undestand the nature ofsk to address their lontgrm involvement in the juvenile justice
system.

Researchas established a set of pathways for |
at the exclusion afirls, and gendecomparisons Abuse and trauma tia been identified in
girls and boys involved in the juvenile justice systamy have been described as a primary link
to violence and delinquency for girls (Chesiayd, & Rodriguez, 1983; Daly, 1992; Rivera, &
Widom, 1990; Widom, 1989b), especially &fn American girls (Miller, 2008)Moreover,
females are more seriously impaired as a result of childhood histories of physical and sexual
abuse (Chesnelyind & Shelden, 2004Herrera & McCloskey, 200L,ewis, Yeager, Cobham
Portorreal, Klein, Showalte& Anthony, 1991, Miller, 2008. They suffer substantial
psychological distress, such as suicidality and PTSD (Wood, Foy, Goguen, Pynoos, & James,
2002); and conduct disorders (Myers, Burket, Lyles, Stone, & Kemph, 198@)e of the most
serious femaleffenders join gangs for protectidimatalso leads them to delinquent and violent
behavior (Miller, 2008; Thornberry, 1998) resdfin multiple episodes of detainment and
incarceration.However, some girls never engage in any type of delinquent behatich
raises questions about the protective factors associated with this pheno&houagh this
studydid not investigate differences in pathways between delinquent girls and boys, it is

important to note adistinction between them.
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According to \eysey et al., (2007) as cited in Acoca & Dedel, 1998 profile of a

justiceinvolved girlis:

similar to and different from her male counterparts. Like her male

counterpart, she is likely to be a member of a minority group, to

be economically disadwéaged and to reside in a highme

neighborhood, to abuse drugs and/or alcohol, to be easily influenced

by peers, to come from families characterized by fragmentation and

dysfunction, and to have academic difficult{ps 349.
In ametaanalysisincluding5981 individual casesSimourd and Andrews (1994ymmarizd
the literature on female delinquenayer the last thirty yea@ndnotedthat many of the
strongest correlates of delinquency weoesistent for males and femalékhese factors inclile
a history of antisocial behavior, antisocial peers, antisocial attitudes, and antisocial personality.
However, Simourd and Andrews acknowledge methodological challenges, such as collapsing
antisocial peers and antisocial attitudes into one categuedableandexcluding important
variables like history of physical and sexual abuse;estfem, and anxiety from the analysis
(Hubbard & Pratt, 2008)Unlike previous research studies, it was found that family and school
relationships were important predicting female delinquency as well (Simourd & Andrews,
1994). Farrington and Painter (2004) cameslightly differentconclusions They conducted a
longitudinal study with 397 families looking labys and their siblingsisters and brothexs
Theyfound that the important risk factors fooyswereincarceratedanothers and fathers
delinquent siblingpoor parental supervision, parental conflict, &owd income whichall
predictedconvictions Similarly, the risk factors for brothers in the sampicluded parental

conflict and an incarcerated fathédowever, the risk factors for convictions of sisters varied

and included a delinquent sibling and low family income.
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Also, in contrast to male justidavolved youth, females araorelikely to getinvolved
in delinquency at an earlier aggergsmann, 1994)Additionally, they are more likely to have
run away from home (Chesnéynd & Shelden, 1998) or have attempted sui@dether forms
of seltinjury (Miller, 1994), a factorthat is likely rel@ed to their histories of trauma and abuse.
However, there are many ways that the profile of a justicelved girl differs from her
male counterpart. Several scholars have provided accounts of these differences but one
qualitative study (Miller, 2008)f 75 African American youth (35 young women and 40 young
men)reported findingshat highlightedyender differences anishks betweergendered violence
and delinquencef African Americangirls. Thesestudy findingsndicatedt h a t dejinquehts 6
behavior wasdistinguishedy violence, abuse and victimization in maogcialdomains of their
lives. These effects lead to behavior changes that could later increase the risk of victimization,
depression, substance use and risky behaioeir problems araggravatedyy family
problems such as witnessing or experiencing physical violence among adults, parental addiction
and criminal backgrounds, which are also related to sexual victimization of Tinést
interaction with delinquent/deviant peers furtegposes girls tthe potential perpetrators of
sexual victimization and subsequent delinquent beha@ohool becomes another stage where
these girls experience the threat of violence and harassment with little protection by adult
authority figures.Their neighborhoods also represent points of threat as they may be
disadvantaged and have heightened levels of violeBpecifically, young men in their
communities who enact a hypermasculinity do so by controlling the public, sgaich
reinforces gendenequality. Consequently, girls try to escape threats of violence by travelling
in groups or staying home to avoid public spaces altogether to remairGsd$ethat choose to

interact in public spaces do so because they enlist male projeetidhey are fully aware of
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their vulnerability and potential for being targeted for violentke threat of harm in all these
socialdomains | imits girlso6 abi Alsotthesituatondlul |y par't
vi ol ence that s oomdes gpossiblese&plaeatiop ®rrincreases i@ their violent
behavior. Some girls confront the violence they experience directly, become involved in dating
violence or retaliate against men in their homes or communitiesihs¢dhem causing them
to be ostracized and dislocated from any systems of supRarining away becomesmethod
of escapehat alsancreagsthar risk of victimization and delinquent behavior, which is
reinforced by their degraded positions in society and inability to becamdegtive individuals.
Delinquent behavior then becomes a symptom ofiphienary traumas related to violence,
physical and sexual abuse and secondary traumas, which the environment responds to with
blame or disbeli@f (Bowers, 1990).Their delinquent bedvior becomes a default given the
multiple problemsgirls face

Fewer studies have investigdt®hetherfemales and males rely on different (or similar)
protective factors while continuing their noninvolvement in delinquency and other problem
behaviors (He et al., 2007Hartman, Turner, Daigle, Exum, & Cullen, 2008¢Knight &
Loper, 2002).For example, authoritative parenting may protect juveniles from starting
delinquent behaviop{ Baumr i nd, 1968; Mounts & Sheextentber g,
that it protects youth on probation from recidivis8imilarly, fistudies conducted on violent
behavior and academic abilities have found that juveniles with high grades were less likely to be
involved in violent behaviar(Blum, Ireland, & Blum, 2003)but the role of school achievement
and involvement in desistance is unknowrhnis study explorethe relationship between high
academic achievement and recidivism to gain a better understanding afaily, fimentors

provide juveniles with either the gport that their parents do not provide or added support above
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and beyond that of parents and pe€¢Beam,Gil-Rivas,Chen, & Greenberger, 2002; Hunter &
Kilstrom, 1979). Additional research in these areas focusing on the differences (and similarities)
betweengirls andboysaids in understanding therotectivefactors that foster and sustdieir

desistance from delinquent behavior

1. Recidivism

Youth crimes comprise about 15% of 14 million arrests per year (Zahn et al., 2008).
fiResearch has consistentlgcumented that between 50% and 80% of youtheareested
within 1 to 3 years of releagéHowell, 2003 Minor, Wells, & Angel, 2008; Trulson, Marquart,
Mullings, & Caeti, 2005 Consequentlya s ma |l | percentage of indivVvi
acountfor about half of all the crime that is committed (Petersilia, 1980; Piper, 1985; Piquero,
2000a; Snyder & Sickmund, 2006; Tracy, Wolfgang, & Figlio, 19%yholars havalso
explored gender in delinquency and reoffending and noted difference$(3604), while some
scholars suggest that the primary causes of reoffending foagitlboysare similar (Cauffman,
2008). Official statistics reveal thahostof these offenderBarrested are male (68%), between
the ages of 16 and 17 (68%), and aspdiportionately African American (27%)Snyder &
Sickmund, 2006) Other scholars note that minority statisingmaleand younger offenders
also recidivate more (Benedict, Huforzine, & Corzine, 199 Gai ney , Payne, & O
2000; Spohn & Hollerar2002; Ulmer, 2001)Yet , girl s6é arrests repres
of the juvenile arrests, demonstrating a marked increase since 1980 (Zahn et al.[r2008).
addition,gi r 1 s® arr est s hav athodghaimeadatasshalvs thahgrld e cent y ¢
arrests for violent off earsse{Sootkkimdeteal, 2000c r eased r

Steffensmeier, & Schwartz, 2009).
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In Cook County, lllinois half of male youth and almost three quarters of female youth
coming to the attention of the courtdoot r et ur n even though the col
office have been diverting less serious offend@itse percentage of youth who are arrested
also havea pendingcasein the juvenile court or are charged with a new offense in the juvenile
courtwithin two years after completing the court process on a different case, has decreased in
recent years with male recidivism decreasing even more than their female counterparts. In 2006,
17.0% of 83 female offenders had one subsequent case while 9.@#eofde offenders had
more than one subsequent cadéso, in 2006, 19.7% of 549 male offenders had one subsequent
case while 22.8% of 636 had more than one subsequen(Gmse County Juvenile Court.

Juvenile Justice Division, 20R9

However, arrestates aly partially drive the changes in gender composition of juvenile

court caseloads incl udi fram1899 t® B08Y, gontribgingltoiginse 1 n
comprisinga largerportion oftheyoutharresed (Puzzanchera, 2009%0 the increse i n gi r | s
arrest andegal statistics are not necessarily due to girls becoming like boys in assaultive
behaviors (Steverst al, 2011). In terms of exit from juvenile justice involvement, mentors and
mentoring programs have mixed findings in termgafth desistanceCriminology and social
work scholardave said for decades (Biderman, & Reiss, 1967; Maschi et al., 2008) that not just
illegal behavior but also mechanisms of social contrftlenceofficial statistics (Stevens et al.,
2011). Legalscholars also note that racialized social control functions in a manner similar to Jim
Crow for minorities (Alexander, 2012)Consequently, other scholars have investigated these
factors to determine if the gender gap is really related to youth arrelstear involvement.

Criminologists and child development researchers have produced voluminous

documentation on the risk factors for conduct disorders, aggresggiomuencyand criminal
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behavior (Savage, 2009%tudies such as the Seattle Social Dgwelent Project (Hawkins et
al., 1992), the Montreal Longitudin&xperimental Study (Haapasalo & Tremblay, 1994), the
National Youth Survey (Elliot, 1994), the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development
(Farrington, 1995), the Dunedin Longitudinal Study iHg Caspi, Moffitt, & Silva, 1996), the
Oregon Youth Study (Capaldi & Patterson, 1996), the Pittsburgh Youth Study (Loeber
StouthameiLoeber Farrington Lahey, Keenan& White, 2002), and the Danish Longitudinal
Study (Kyvsgaard, 2002) among others hgererated an enormous amount of empirical data
that has revealed dozens of developmental correlates of criminal offediahg pathways to
delinquency have been characterized by maternal age and marital status, parenting styles, school
achievement, atthment and attainment, harsh discipline and child abuse, and association with
delinquent peers (Altschuler, 2005; Savage, 20@3her factors that have been found to predict
reoffending behavior include combating family dysfunction, school disciplinafylgms and
substance abuse (Altschuler, 2006pnsequently, a perspective remains tlegidgrspecific
findings are not particularly relevasincecomparisonsvith chronic and serious femadad
maleoffendersshow similarities in some dieir develomental correlates (Katsiyannis &
Archwamety, 1999; Barrett et al., 2006; Chamberlain & Moore, 2003; LedeiDadof, Larrea,
& Li, 2004; McCabglLansing, Garland, & Hougt2002) However, one important way that they
differ is thatfemales havenique andyreatemeedsand at higher risk for future problems
(Barrett Katiyannis, & Zhang2006 Chamberlain, 1996; Irwin & Chesnéynd, 200§.

Many factors influence the recidivism rate for juvenile offendémwscording to Colman,
Kim, Mitchell-Herzfeld, andShady (2008):

Although studies vary considerably in sample selectranyding

thelength of followup, and choice of recidivism measunggvious
research on predominately male samples sugtesta sizeable

48



proportion of adolescents who engagé@finquent activity as
teens will continue to engagedénminal activity as adult§. 356)

The findings from longitudinal studies hasieapedhe claimfor early intervention with children
by showingthe difficulty inchanginga ¢ hi | d 6 anceinitiated. Snaall changegarly on
could promotesubstantiathangesn their later developmeat path toward delinquency (Karoly,
Greenwood, Everinham, Hoube, Kilburn, Ryd8landers& Chiesa,1998; Yoshikawa, 1994).
AEXisting longitudinal researchak not been useful in providing clear guidance about what
should be done witiiouthalready in the juvenile justice systeifMulvey, SteinbergFagan,
Cauffman, Piquero, Chassin, Knight, Brame, Schubert, Hecker, & Lp26§4) to curb future
involvement n the criminal justice system as adults.

A review of factors influencing probation outconfesadultsindicated that in a majority
of the cases, probation failure was measured by reconviction, revocation or absc&uairegof
the factors most associatetth failure included employment status, prior criminal record, low
income, age, sex, and marital stat@pecifically, young, unemployed (or underemployed) males
with a low income and prior criminal record are more likely to fail while probationersaveno
married with children, adequately employed, and have lived in an area for more than two years,
are often successful under supervision (Morgan, 1998k study of recidivism found thtite
age of youthatfirst referral offense was a consistent premli¢Barrett, Katsiyannis, & Zhang,
2010), and youth referred before age 14 were more likely to be referred for second or third
offenses (Barrett, Katsiyannis, & Zhang, 2010).

A small number of studies have been conducted with youth on prob&soprobdion is
the focal point of juvenile court interventions, the lack of scholarship in this area is startling

(Snyder & Sickmund, 2006)A review of research on probation outcomes included factors that

49



contribute to success and failubeit also notes methotbgical concerns, lack of uniformity in
how failure was defined and none of the studies included a control group for comparison
(Morgan, 1993).0ther studies that have included samples of probatwwslved youth indicated
that girls with conduct disordéave higher rates of anxiety and affective disorders than boys
with conduct disorder (Wasserman, et al., 200%)wever court histories predicted detention
placement for botNVhite and minority youthbut mental health and substance abuse did not
(Mallett, Quinn, & StoddareDare 2012).

Three studies included girls in their samples to examine how gender and racial
stereotypral beliefsand class influence how probation officers welthem, as well as the
evaluation ofagenderspecific programMiller 6 s (1996) wor k on delinqu
on aficontent analysis of investigation reports of girls on probation, found that juvenile court
officials use middle clasBasedguidelinesto make disposition recommendationg\nother
study indicated tht stereotypeaffectprobation officers views of delinquent girls in a negative
way causing them to express distaste in working with them (Gaarder et al., 2088 and
coll eagues (2009) conducted an evalRYSE)i on of
program and noted that African American progr
system worsened despite their participatidfolf, Graziano, & Hartney2009). These findings
show the need for continued exploration into understartiimgssues that probationvolved
youth experience, especially girl&lso, there is a need to consider differencegenderand
race/ethnicity, as well as appropriate study designs and methodology to establish correlates and
predictors that lead te@adivism.

a. Risk Factors

The concept of dArisko domi natteoshatwoboe kdel i nq
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literature[which focuses on assessment, treatment models, and treatment setting (Matthews &
Hubbard, 2007)J]a yout hds | e v e lorherfikelihoodokrecidimigmi (Andréws,s hi s
Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Lowenkamp & Latessa, 2004; Van Voorhis, 2(8ztne sudies that
investigated gender differences in terms of risk factors and delinquency (Griffin, Botvin, Scheier,
Diaz, & Miller, 2000; Hartet al., 2007; Herrera & McCloskey, 2001; Hipwell & Loeber, 2006;
Loeber & Keenan, 1994; McCal¢al, 2002; Resnick, Ireland, & Borowsky, 2004; Teplin et
al., 2002) have mixed findings. Some studies noteespexificcorrelates ofisk factors
(Bloom, Owens, Deschenes, & Rosenbaum, 2002; Griffin, Botvin, Scheier, Diaz, & Miller,
2000; Hamerlynck, 2008; Hipwell & Loeber, 2006; Loeber & Keenan, 1994; Mcé€ladde
2002; Rhodes and Fischer, 1993; Vermeiren, Jespers, & Moffitt, 2006; Zahn sRQ08}stig
unique developmental pathways across genBer example, Rhodes and Fischer (1993) found
that some of the risk factors that are more salient for boys include communication (negative)
with parents and gang involvemeri2espite a lower prevalence of ewicial behavior among
girls, research has shown that girls with antisocial behavior display more seeed health
problems than boys, such as depressive disorders, substance abuse, trauma, and comorbid
disorders (AbramWashburn, Teplin, Emanuel, Rorag& McClelland, 2007; Teplin, 2001,
2002). A studyconducted by Broidy and colleagues (2008pver 700 adolescents from six
sites within three countries found

a strong relationship between early aggressive behaviors and

continuous delinquency amohbgys butfound no similar

relationship among girlsThe reason for thisasthe lack of

variation amongyirls and earlyaggressive behaviqgrisut also a

notable lack of consistency between early aggressive behaviors and
later delinquency among gir{p. 17).
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In anotherstudy of 7829 10thgrade adolescents, Fagamd colleague@007) found that
fiboys experience higher exposure to multiple risks associated with later delinquency than
females.Speci fi cal | y  highnedeyeds®f peekdaguencyerebellmusness, and
academic failure while girls experience greater family conflict and lower levels of attachment to
fatherso The study findingshowedvariation in the development of delinquérgjectores
related tadelinquencyincluding nunerous types dafisks for boys and throughterpersonal
relationships for girls (Whitney, Renner, & Herrenkohl, 201@ixls experience multiple risk
factors as aasultof theiradverse childhood experiences and stragoaifl relationships that
leadto theirdelinquentehavior andinfavorableoutcomes

Thesemultiple risk factors for delinquen@ndthe indication of differences in the risk
factorsthagi r 1| s6 experience (abuse, trauma and vi ct
fAdditional gemlerfocused research examining a broad range of risk factors among larger
samples of delinquent youth is necessary before firm conclusions can b (vea@abe et. al.,
2002). Many of these risk factors aff eschbolapd rl so6 d
the community (ThornberpyHuizigna,& Loeber 1995). Therefore, differences magxistin
how aspects of social control may be useddnyilies, communities, and schools are different
for youngwomen andyoung men(Booth, et al., 2008)

Girlsbadverse experiences have been assessed in the Adverse Childhood Experiences
(ACES) Study

a@ase exampéof the convergence between epidemiologic and
neurobiological evidence of the effects of childhood traufitee
ACESstudy included 17,337 adult HM@embers and assessed 8
adverse childhood experiences including abuse, witnessing domestic

violence, and serious household dysfunction (Anda, Felitti, Bremner,
Walker, Whitfield, Perry, Dube, & Giles, 2006.1).
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Recent study findings have showfstrong, gradual relationship between the numbers of
adverse childhood experiences and multiple risk factors for leading causes of death in the United
States (Felitti, Anda, Nordenberg, Williamson, Spitz, Edwards, Koss, & Marks, 19988).
particular, tude s have investigated the relationship b
outcomes and adol es c énmstglpof wharohige stloe sepi@s pet r at i
(n=1093) from socieeconomically disadvantaged communities in Boston, Massachusetts,
participantso AdrEl@eduttether mental health gutcgmeepressive
symptoms, drug abuse and antisocial behaviors (Schilling, Aseltine, & Gore, 2007).

Similarly, Duke and colleagues (2010) conducted a study of 136843 @&nd 12’
grades who responded to the 2007 Minnesota Student Suivéyey f ound t hat gi r |
risk of fiviolence perpetration (delinquency, bullying, physical fighting, dating violence, weapon
carrying on school property) and sdifected violence (selnutilatory behavior, suicidal
ideation and suicidal attemptyvas increased by any ACES regardless of the type of event
f(physical abuse, sexual abuseadgmily memberand/or other persons, witnessing abuse, and
household dysfunction caused by family &leband/or drug usé) These study findings show
the impact of childhood adversity and their cumulative etfecyouth outcomesncluding high
rates ofmental disorders, substance abuse, antisocial behavior, violence (toward self and others)
and death.In addition, thesignificant variation in gender that warrants further investigadfon
theseevents wherxaminingadolescent delinquency.

i. Individual Factors

Research on males comprises the majoritgybfat 1 s cur r athel y fiknown
predictors oindividual factorsof delinquencyChesneyLind, & Shelden, 2004; Daly, &

ChesneyLind, 1988;Hubbard, & Pratt, 20Q8Viller, 2008; Schaffner, 2006 These tidies
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documenthatthose who have committed serious criralBs®have prior offenses, drug

problems little education, and those with higher rates of supervision during probation or parole
are more likely to recidivate when other factors are controlled (Altschuler, 2005, p. 100;
Benedict & HuffCorzine, 1997; Listwan et al., 2003; Ulmer, 200®G)i r récelidismappears to

be characterized by community violence exposure (CVE), abuse and {&G&B8), which

could manifest as both internalizing and externalizing disordénss idea suggests that their
pathways to delinquency may be less linear anddihan that of boys.

Youth involvement in the juvenile justice system has been known to increase based on
their race/ethnicity, gender, and psychosocial histories of mental health, trauma (abuse and
victimization) and delinquearbehavior(Dembo, 1996; Gsso, 1999; Wasserman, Ko, Larkin, &
McReynolds, 2004)Research on risk factors has identified individual level factors for
childhood delinquencyncluding early antisocial behavior, emotional behas/ipoor cognitive
development, low intelligence anggeractivity. Early antisocial behavior may be the best
predictor of later delinquencyl'hese behaviors usualilyvolve assorteforms of oppositional
and aggresse behawr, such as theft, physical fighting, and vandalism (Loeber & Farrington,
2001). The following individual risk factors represented indicators that were explored in this
study.

Age at First OffensdiYouth arrested before age 14 are 2 to 3 times more likely to
become chronic adult offenders compared to youth arrested after@eéler & Farrington,
2000). Research has shown thaetage of the first contact forh e y delinquéndaos criminal
offensesignificantly discriminates between recidivists and-necidivist(Benda Corwyn, &
Toombs 2001;Archwamety, & Katsiyannis, 199&atsiyannis & Archwamety, 1997; Loeber &

Farrington, 2000Widom, 198%; Wierson & Forehand, 1995).
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Running AwayRunning away is one of the most prevalent risk factors for girls ingtolve
in the juvenile justice system anduld likelylead to theidetanment and/omcarceration
(ChesneyLind & Shelden, 1992) Many adolescent girls that run awdg so toescape from
violence and abuse in the home (Cheshieg, 1989; Chesneliind & Shelden, 1998Chesney
Lind,199%. Lakeds (1993) sntofteddgrsichs€ovefed tived ih @denta escape
abuse, many of these femaleft home ending up on the streets and eedagprostitution,
theft, and fraud in order to surviv’éChesneylind, 1998). In a prospective study of 206 women
that were treatenh a hospital emergency room, 5.3% were arrested for running away (Siegel &
Williams, 2003). In another prospective study, the interrelationship among childhood victims of
abuse and neglect examined running away and delinqué&ihey compared cases ofilcthood
abuse and neglect to matched controls including follow up between 1989 andlh@95ound
that 49.9% of abused and neglected children, n = 676 ran away before age 18 (Kaufman &
Widom, 1999).

Mental HealthProblems People with mental iliness, gscially those left untreated, often
become involved in the criminal (juvenile) justice system duwmiwluctthat is inappropriate or
dangerous to the public that is related tordsgrictedaccessibility of mental health services
(Lamb, Weinberger, & QGrss, 2004).This has been described as the criminalization hypothesis
by mental health professionals wkarmisethat the jails have become a repository for the
severely mentally ill (Teplin, 1983)Also, mental health problems are highly associated with
substance abuséljram et al., 2007Bloom et al., 2003)Studies have been conducted to
explore gender differences in mental health disorders of delinquent yOo#hof thdargest and
best designed studies @étained youth examinedental healtldisorderswas conducted by the

Northwestern Juvenile Project (NJP) (Teplin, 20(¢ginning in 1995, the NJP researchers
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examined 1830 delinquent youth with mental disorders (1172 males and 658 females) held in the
Cook County Juvenile Temporary Detentioanter (CCJTDC).A baseline study was conducted
to assess mental disorders and determine the extent to which detainees in need of mental health
fiservices received them while they were in custody of the juvenile justice system, dadré®
to which the puth were referred for services at their case dispositidbsveral studies have
been conducted to gather epidemiological and longitudinal data on their disatdkrs, service
use and risky behaviors (violence, etclhar findings have consistentshowed thatemales
hadfar greater mental health needs and greater risk factors than males (Teplin, 2001; Teplin et
al., 2002; Teplin et al., 2003)This includes findingthat more females (56.5%) than males
(45.9%) met theliagnosticcriteria for twoor more psychiatric disorde($eplin et al., 2003) In
addition, prevalence rates indicate that many disorders are highest amegpamc Whites
who may on average have greater psychiatric morbidity than minority youth (Teplin et al., 2002).
More recently, Teplin and colleagues (2012) conducted a stuthyvéstigatechanges in the
incidenceand persistence of psychiatric disorders over ayear period following post
detention. The prospective study focused genderand racial/ethnic differencesd found that
although rates of most psychiatric disorders declined with youthadayge portion of
delinquentyouthcontinued to have disorders, and females had higher rates of major depression
over time. Another study found Bnk between depressicand violence indicatg that
institutionalized female adolescents were at significantly higher risk of depressive symptoms as
adults than their male counterparts (Leadbe&i@perminc, Blatt, & Hertzog1999).

Suicidality. ASuicide is the third leadgncause of death in young people aged 15 to 24
years, affecting 9.5 per 100,000 adolescents in 2(d88yert, Kung, & Smith, 2005; Spirito &

Overholser, 2003)Suicidal behaviomcludesideations (severe thoughts about suicide),
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attempts and completioff€ash & Bridge, 2009). Depression is the best known risk factor for
suicide (Brent, Perper, Morwitz, Allman, Friend, Roth, Schweers, Balach & Baugher, 1993), as
evidenced by empirical studies (Thompshlio, & Kingree 2007) and is a common mood
disorderamong justicenvolved girls Suicidal behaviors a major problem in detained juvenile
delinquents (Vermeiren, 2003) and incarcerated youth

Prevalence rates of current suicidal ideation zempng juvenile justice involved youth
from 14.2% to 51% (Cauffian, 2004; Esposito & Clum, 199%)Racial and ethnic differences
in suicidal ideation also vary across studies indicating higher ideation rates Higpamic
Whites (Cauffman, 2004) while others reported no racial/ethnic differences (Esposito & Clum,
1999). A descriptive study of 141 Hispanic girls sentenced to probatiorcaratuced to
describe the rates of substance use and violent beh&wnatings indicate that suicide attempts
represent a major problem fispanicgirls receiving a delinquemtdjudication (Cuella &
Curry, 2007).

Gender differences in suicidal behavior appear to @ithtdelinquent and incarcerated
youth(Ang & Ooi, 2004; Lewinsohn, Rohde, Seeley, & Baldwin, 2008gveral studies
reported higher prevalence rates of suicideation in females than males (Abra@hoe,
Washburn, Teplin, King, & Dulcar2008; Cauffman, 2004)thoughothers reported no gender
differences (Sanislow, Grilo, Fehon, Axelrod, McGlashan, 2003; Esposito & Clum, 1899).
study of1829 juvenilesat CCJTDCiexaminel suicidal ideation, suicide attempts, lethality of
suicide attempts, and the relationship between psychiatric disorder and recent attempts in newly
detained juveniles. Study findings indicate that risk varied by gender and race, with klspa
females the most likely to have suicidal ideati@®p e c i f iocedfridary Ameritan and

Hispanic males had thoughigdeath in the past 6 months than #idispanicWhite (Abram et

57



al., 2008). Suicidal behavior is a frequent problem with youthhe juvenile justice system,
especially girls suffering from depressive and anxiety disorders, so identification and treatment is
important to address this issue.

Violent BehaviorsGi r | s 6 ar r effendisghals nsen as they haeerbdenore
likely to be arrested for violent crimes, more likely to be detained or committed to residential
facilities, and serve more time than girls in years@@hesneyLind & Irwin, 2008). The
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBhcludes

four crimes in itcrime index violent crime categomurder and

nortnegligent homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aagfravated

assault. In 2005, girls comprised 18.4% of juveraigests for

index violent crimes. Gwasl s invol vemen

highest in agravated assault. AImost one of four juvenile arrests

for aggravated assault was female (23%). Girls comprised

approximately 10% of those arrested for murder and robbery,

and far less than 1% of those arrested for forcible rape (FBI, 2006).
However,most girls tend to engage imgple assault againgeoplethey knowwhen the commit
violent offense¢BJS, 2006).A study with data from the National IncideBased Reporting
System (NIBRS) from 200icluded all assault and intimidation cas&pecificdly, there were
208,280domestic and acquaintancaseghatwere reviewedn 2819 jurisdictions in 19 states
for individuals 13 and overMost of the incidents were for simple assaults (63.5%) including
those committed with a weapon (59.6%) addition 12.1% of juvenile femaldsadcommitted
aggravated assault compared.607% ofjuvenile malegBuzawa & Hirschel, 2010)In lllinois,
few girls have been arrested, detained, or incarcerated for weapons or sex (Heswesk, &
Ashley, 2009.

Thecontext of violent behaviors varies significantly by gender as mdsavwgre

arrested who also hduilstoriesof physical child abuse than boys with similar histories (Herrera
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& McCloskey, 2001).Dat a on gi r | s 62008 showedthasthef cdomuerto 1 9 9 6
account for fewer arrests for violent offenses than jayssts for violent offenses decreased for
girls and boys during this peripdrrest patterns diverged for girls and b{f8I, 2006; Zahn et
al., 2008) violent crime index decreased farlg and boys but the decrease was greater for boys
in murder robbery, and aggravated assault; and arrestrfgleassault that is a nandex
violent crime increased by 24% for girls and decreased by 4.1% for Heige( & Solomon,
2009; Zahn et al2008.

Recent analysis of crime statistiatsoindicates that girls argimaking arrest gains on
boys for aggravated and simple assduit not for homicide, rape and robbe(gteffensmeier
& Schwartz, 2009)The FBI dat a f o rcongrasts With that ef boyseasdinstesf or r
an increase mostly because their involvement in this aarmaited. Specifically, the number of
girl sé arrests for rape increased from 49 in

ProblematicSubstance Abuse&ubstance alse is associated with delinquency and is a
serious health concern for adolescents (Abrdraplin, McClelland, & Dulcan2003;Bostwick
& Ashley, 2009;Stevens, et al., 2004; Teplin, et al., 2008plin et al., 2008 especially youth
involved in the juenile justice systemHowever, much less is known about probdim
substance use and radt youth that use substances develop problematic patterns of use
(Baumrind, 1991; Windle, 1996)Yet, youth that use substances at high levels are at increased
risk for differentadverseoutcomes including delinquency (Shrier, Harris, Kurland, & Knight,
2003; Teplin et al., 2001)Some enpirical studies have fourgender differences whefemales
experience greater severity in substance use (Stevens et al.wdile4)thers note that males
hadmuch greateodds of substance use disorders when compared to females at baseline and five

years post baseline (Teplin et al., 2012). They also noted that substanoadisenswere
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more common among nesispanic Whitesand Hispanics than African Americans (Telpin et al.,
2012). Consistent with these findings ateferenceghatexist where African American girls are
less likely to initiate alcohol use (Williams, Van Dorn, Ayers, Bright, Abbott, & Hawkins, 2007).
Someinconsistencies have been identifiadting it as a strong predictdor delinquent behavior
in some instances (Girls Incorporated, 1996; Roy, 1995; Van der Put, Dekovic, Hoeve, Stams,
Van der Laan, & Langewoutes, 2011; White, Loeber, Stouth&woeber, &Farrington, 1999)
but not others (Wierson & Forehand, 1998)ther studies find ipredictiveof delinquent
behavioronly for a specific substance, such as cocaine (Dembo, Williams, Schmeidler, Getreu,
Gemung, Wish, & Christensen, 199T)eplin and cokagues (2012) found that réfispanic
Whites and Hispanics had higher rates of substance use when they evaluated psychiatric
disorders in youth after release from detention.

The Monitoring the Fut ur e ofdwgandalcohasep or t ed
and showedew differences between girls and boys in tflersd 18" grades.According to the
survey, girls and boys reported similar use of ecstasy, cocaine, crack, heroin, Ritalin, Rohypnol,
and GHB. However, theravere reported increasasuse ofalcohol, inhalants, amphetamines,
Ritalin, methamphetamine, and tranquilizers indicating thattgigle ofillegal drugs other than
marijuana is higher (Johnstonl)). O6Mall ey, Bach

Stevensand colleague2004)conducteda studywith 1207 adolescents with juvenile
involvement (941 males and 266 femajasipstance abuse and criminal justice were examined
before and after treatmenComparisons were made between @rigl boysat treatment entry
and three, six, twelve and thirty ntbs later. Study findings revealed thétemaleshad
significantly greater severity in substance use, problems associated with use, and mental health

related variables at intake while males had significantly more days on probationép&tle.
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genders ¥perienced positive rates of changiile in treatmentbutthe dramatic difference in
severity at intake highlights the need for greater screening and assessment at the initial point of
treatment engagement with females.

Another study conducted to undenstl race, gender, delinquent acts, alcohol and
marijuana use included social development constructs to investigate differences in the initiation
of risky behaviors.The longitudinal study included a sample of 808 fifth grade students and
their parents ii8 Seattle elementary schoolBhey examined the effects of parental
supervision, clarity of family rules, and association with delinquent paérs.results indicate
no gender differences in the initiation of alcohol and marijuana use during adoleseeace
found though there was a negative and significant effect for African Americans and the initiation
of alcohol use.Low income was consistenthotedas a predictor for all outcomegceptmajor
delinquent actsiiSubsequent analyses found that Afnidgemerican female youth were less
likely than White female youths to initiate both minor delinquency and alcoho(\Wskiams et
al., 2007)thoughit shouldbe noted that the samptadrelatively few African American
females.

Court Finding ofNeglect fiNeglect is by far the most common type of maltreatment
experienced by children, with nearly twlirds of maltreatment cases being neg¢ot S.
Department of Health & Human Servic@908. Neglect is the failuref a parent or other adult
(caregive) to protect a child from exposure to any kind of danger (cold, starvation, extreme
failure to carry out important aspects of caamjl/orbeing left unsupervised (deprived of food
and clean/adequate clothing, and attended school dirty/unpresentabld wakicuinecessities)
resulting in theconsiderable injurp f  t he chi l dés health or develo

failure to thrive (Falshaw, et al., 199@&xamples of neglect includ#ailing to provide food to a
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child when a caregiver is able, olifig incapacitated at times when a child needs supension.
Data from agencies reportimgaltreatment note that nearly 900,000 children experience
maltreatmeneach yeaand the majority of these children experience it in the formegfect(U.

S. Departrent of Health & Human Service2007). It also refers tdgiacts of omission of care
including failure of parentér others}o meet basic needs, including medical attention, and
clothing, or adequate protection and supervision (severe enough to leach}o Wdeglect is an
equaland sometimea stronger risk factor foensuingdelinquency and antisocial behavior
during adolescence amito early adulthood (Smith, Ireland, & Thornberry, 2005; Thornberry,
Ireland, & Smith, 2001).

A court finding of negletis based on youth with a court record of child negl€xirrent
research has found that adolescents witbreentcase of neglect were significantly more likely
to continue offending when compared to youth with no official history of neglect (Ryan,
Williams, & Courtney, 2013)Some scholars found that detairggds andAfrican American
youthhadcourt record of abuse or negletiased on their seteported incidences of
maltreatmenthan Whites In addition,fieven fewer children who had the highlestel of
maltreatment (22%) or who reported any maltreatment (17%g¢dad records of abuse or
neglecd (Swahn, Whitaker, Pippen, Leeb, Teplin, Abram, & McClelland, 2006).

History of Physicalor SexualAbuse Physical abuseefers toinstance®f hitting,
punching, kicking, burning, and otherwise inflicting physical harm (Smith & Ireland, 2009).
Harsh parenting techniques, such as scapegoating, verbal attacks, threats of physical punishment
as well as actual physical punishment are defined by sonfeyaisa@l abuse (Brezina, 1998).
Peoplewith historiesof maltreatment during childhood are more likedybe arrested as a

juvenile or an adulthan people whdo nothave histories omaltreaiment. Being abused or
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neglected as a child increased the Ihk@&bd of arrest as a juvenile by 59% and as an adult by
28%, and for a violent crime by 30% he number of young women in the juvenile justice
system who have experienced some degree of physical or sexual abuse is between 80 to 90%
(Schaffner, 2006).

Childhoodsexual abuseomprises theangeof behavior from fondling and touching to
intercourse (Kendallackett, Williams, & Finkelhor, 1993)lt is an etiological factor in several
mental health disorders such as dissociative disorders, anxiety disolt®ssiveeompulsive
disorders, and eating disorders (Knutson, 1995; Ratican, 198#ike other forms of child
maltreatment, sexual abuse disproportionately affects females (CHaede$998). It has been
shown to result iseveral adversemotionaland psychological difficulties that can last a lifetime
(Desali, Arias, Thompson, & Basile, 2002), and the most common symptom experienced is
depression (Finkelhor, 1990; Koverola, Pound, Heger, & Lytle, 1998jnkovich and
colleagues (2008) conductedbagitudinal study of formerly institutionalized female and male
offenders in Ohio to determine the causes and correlates of female and male delinquency and the
long-term consequences of antisocial behavithey found that physical and sexual abuse
during childhood and adolescence wposverful predictors of adult criminalityout not
adolescent delinquencyhese findingsepresent a departure from many other studies that note
the high percentage of girls who experienced trauma and its relationslalniguency. They
alsoval i date previous studies that Aany compr eh:
invol vement in deviant behavior must take int
& LeBlanc, 2002, p. 175)Despite mixed findingsithese studies, it is clear that abuse during

childhood and adolescence hasatongr m i mpact on girl sé6 antisoci
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Victimization. Large numbers of justie@volved girls have experienced trauma and
victimization (Ambrose & Stewart, 2001; Bmmann, 1989; Chamberlain & Moore, 2003;
McCabe, Lansing, Garland, & Hough, 2002; Reebye, Moretti, Wiebe, & Lessard, 2000; Wood,
et al., 2002).Victimization is prevalent among youth and 66% report at least one traumatic
event by age 18Jopeland, Keelerngold, & Costello, 200), and twethirds in psychiatric or
juvenile justice samples (Abram, et al., 2004) have been seriously victinageknding on the
measures of victimization used in the particular study, victimization may include physical and
sewal abuse occurringi t hi n the youthoés family or it may
community.
Victimization related to violence exposuras been identified as anportantproblem
affecting youth, and in particular urban youthth clearly estalishedadverseconsequences
(Margolin & Gordis, 2000) including involvement in serious delinqueriny2002,fithe
Department of Justice reported that the violent crime rate for adolescents ages 16 to 19 was over
twice the rate for people ages 25 to 34 #mde times the rate for adults 35 t@4Binkelhor &
DziubaLeatherman, 1994)Youthful offenders who have been exposed to trauma (victimization
and violence) have been the focus of a large number of adolescent and general population studies
inthelasdecadel n a studyadodo!l &8 eageel? todDf@uod that 13.4 % of girls
and 21.3 % of boyseported experiencing lifetime physical assault, and 3.5 % of girls and 4.6 %
of boys reportedhaving withessed violenoéKilpatrick et al, 2003h) The proximity of
fimotivated offenders, and participation in risky behavior all place girls at risk for repeated
victimization by strangers, intimates (partners), and acquaint@aicase, 1993; Widom, 2000).
Conduct Disorde(CD) Symptomand Other Merdl Health Disorders Studies

examining psychiatridisorders of aggressive girls suggest that they experience numerous
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mental health problems, especially those from figk samples (Odgers, & Moretti, 2002
Zoccolillo, 1991, 1998 Studies focused oronduct disorder are particularly relevant to the

study of delinquency as many conduct disorder symptoms are delinquentaeetter and

Keenan (1994) reviewed studies examining comorbidity with conduct disorder and found effects
related to both age andrger. In general population studigsigh-risk and clinical samples
findingsindicated hat @Aodds ratios showed that girls wi
comorbid conditions of attentieaeficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), anxiety disorder,

depr essi on and Sinilarly,tinasample girbbatisrendolved youth girls with
aconduct disorder ltbhigher rates of anxiety and affective disorders than boysamtimduct

disorder (Wasserman, et al., 200%).addition, past studigsund higher ratesf conduct
disorderandpsychiatric disorders adult femalghan malesTeplin, Abram, & McClelland,

1996). Consequently, girls with Cinay beat greater risk of continued involvementamv-

breaking behavior as adolescents and assadult

ii. Family Factors

Studies ofamily factorsfind that girls involved in the juvenile justice system have a
distinct profile of familial risk factors while others have found family and parental factors to be
less predictive of female delinquendyafrington 2005;Kingery, Biafora, & Zimmerman,

1996; Miller, et al., 1995; Silvertho Frick, 1999) and more salient to male delinquenegst
studies havéentified family variableshat areconsistent covariates fdelinquentehavior.
Despite mixed findigs,studies have identified a reliable list of risky behaviors for delinquent
girls, including a history of sexual abuse or physical abuse (Girls Incorporated, 1996 gt\diite

1999 and witnessing violencand marital conflictould lead to behavior pblems (Kracke,
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2001; Reppucci, Fried, Schmidt, 2002)he following family risk factors represent the
indicators that were explored in this study.

Outof-Home PlacementOutof-home placement has also been identified as a family
ri sk f ac daimuenhcy. Youtlgwith fbsseidcare experience are four times more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior than those with no foster care experience (Akuakez006).
In addition, youth that experience changes in placement may experience tiss wellbeing.
These changes in placementay require the youth to move to a new community causing
disruptions irtheir social and educational experienfiesathers, 2006).

Times Kickeabr Locked Out.Often girls are locked out of their homes itaf@ation for
running awayr because of family dynamics related to family and domestic violsadbey
end up vulnerable, overly exposed to risks, lacking adequate suppaahd adult supervision
(Bass, 1992; McMorris, Tyler, Whitbeck, & Hoyt, 2002jddm, 198%). Thisabsence of
support networks is knowas structural dislocatigor theremoval, by choice, force, or some
combination of circumstances, from a social institutionth little chance of reassociation due
to the nature of the rift betwa the individual and the institution (family, school and future
employmentyesulting fromg i rabuse@and victimization (Arnold990). Ever more
challenging are the problems girls face living on the street, such as vidabs&@ncabuse,
sexuallytransmitted diseases, teenage pregnancy, and dropping out of school (Hagan &
McCarthy, 1997; Whitbeck, Hoyt, Yoder, Cauce, & Paradise, 2001)

History of ParentalProblems. Parental poblens suchas drugand alcoholise mental
health problems, and crimilitg are important factors that impact youth delinquentie
presence of parental problems kasibled the risk oyouth experiencinguvenile convictionn

the future(Farrington, 2005) A metaanalytic review of 161 published and unpublished papers
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on parenting and delinquency noted that very few studies focused on parenting styles and of
those studies, no gender differences were found (Hoeve, Dubas, Eichelsheim, Van der Laan,
Smeenk, & Geris, 2009).One studymeasuredbothfamily and individual prolems among
delinquent youth being served by a community agency. Statistically significant risk factors
identified in boys were communication with parents, marital problandgther family
problems.For girls, a larger number of family problems wereistigglly significant; including
parent substance abuse, parent marital conflict, and other family prdiderdsmestic and

family violence(Rhodes and Fischet993). These study results support previous findings of
differences betweefemalesandmalesin predictors of delinquency.

Parental drug and alcohol usanhinderparenting and the provision of a nurturing
environmenfor children Specifically, the impact of parental problem drug use affects the home
environment and childare, parenthild relationships, and child behavior (Barnard, &
McKeganey, 2004) including delinquenciyloreover, familial alcohol problems have been
found to be related to adolescent risky behawmtudingtheirincreased risk of problems with
alcohol and hard drugs (latrick, Acierno, Saunders, Resnick, Best, & Schnurr, 2000).

The mental health status of parents also has a direct effect on parenting and is a risk
factor for juvenile delinquency (Derzon & Lipsey, 1999; Phillips, Burns, Wagner, Kramer, &
Robbins, 2002) Mentally ill parents may not possess the stability required to pro\sdelae
environment or home lifeeausing the child to take on some of these responsibilities (Burkett,
1991). Some parents with histories of mental illness also experience bepesibems causing
them to be incapacitated or experience poor judgment (Kelleher, Chédflanberg,& Fischer,

1994). This could lead to impaired parenting practices including poor supervision and child
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maltreatment (Bifulco, Moran, Ball, Jacobs, BssnBunn, & Cavagin, 2002 hese practices
provide the circumstances leading to delinquent behavior of youth.

Childrenwho grow up in homes where one or both parents are incarcerated experience
multiple issues thanay hinder theidevelopment into welfunctioning aduls (Johnson, 1995).
These effects can be both direct and indirect causing thetolkl socialized in ways that do
promoteadaptation of healthy adult roles (Dannerback, 2005).

Harsh Parenting.Poorparenting practicesre a common sk factor for problem
behavior anadtan promote impulsive, antisoceddelinquent behavioMMoffitt & Caspi, 2001,
Pattersoret al 1992). Poor parenting is a multidimensional construct consisting of poor
communication, problem solving, monitoring s&jland hostile affect (Fraser et al., 2004)so,
harsh or punitive discipline (involving physical punishment) is an important predictor
(Haapasalo & Pokela, 1999) of delinquent behav&imilar study findings wertoundin the
Cambridge StudyfiHarshor erratic parental discipline, cruel, passiveneglectfulparental
attitudes and poor parental supervision, all measured at age 8, all predicted later juvenile
convictions and selfeported delinquen@®(West & Farrington, 1973)Also, low levels of
parental support and involvement show an increase in the likelibfodelinquentoehavior
(McCord, 1992).Another study of delinquent boys in grades 1, 4, and 7 from inner city public
schools in Pittsburgh revealed that even with demographic characsesist delinquency being
controlled, neglectful parenting wasmmonin groupsof youth that both continued and stopped
theirdelinquent behaviorThis suggests that neglectful parenting styles have a varied and
significant impact on delinquent behavidmoales (HoeveBlokland, Dubas, Loeber, Gerris, &
Van der Laan2008). These parenting practices can lead a child to and reinforce current

involvement in delinquent behavior.
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Parental SupervisianThe degree of structure or control provided by the pdras been
found topredictdelinquentoehavior n youth(Farrington, 2005; Maccoby, 1992Qf all family
factors, poor parental supervision is the strongest and most replicable predictor of delinquency
(Smith & Stern, 1997)In high-risk communities, p&ntal supervisioand monitoring appear to
be crucial factors in protecting children from harm and in promoting resilient outcomes (Jarrett,
1995)Mc Cor dodés (1979) <classic longitudinal studi ¢
show that among ber factors, poor parental supervisionpattdictsdelinquency.fiEarly forms
of disruptive behaviors in children often leading to delinquency are associated with poor
parenting skillé (Bernazzani, Cote, & Tremblay, 20013ome of the major early riskdtors for
antisocial behavior include poor parental supervision, child physical abuse, punitive or erratic
parental discipline, cold parental attitude, parental conflict, antisocial parents, large family size
and low family income (Farrington, 2005).

Family Violence Family violence whether marital or child (Herrera & McCloskey,

2001) is viewed aBa major risk factor for delinquency and especially for violent aime

(Farrington, 1991; Smith & Thornberry, 19953).involvesparentsandfamily membersvhether
witnessed or directly experienced as a victim or perpetr@opleyQuille, Turner,& Beidel,

1995; Schwaistone Ayers, Kasprow, VoyceBarone, Shriver, &Veissberg1995) including

i d i smethodsoftfamily behavior that have important commaties$ in their contexts and
precursors, and especially, in their damaging impact on chdd@silles, 1997; Heyman & Slep,

2002; Tomison, 2000)Studies focused on family level risk factors suggest that marital

problems are significant for girls and boySther researchers have defined familial risk factors

as comprising specific characteristics: parental disengagement and inattention to their daughters,

parental abuse, emotional conflicts in families, intergenerational patterns of arrest and
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incarceratn and family fragmentation, poverty, family structure, and head of household
education (as cited by Mullis, 2004).

Litrownik and colleagues (2003) conducted a study to exaaggesssion, anxiety and
depression in young-aisk children givertheinfluence of family violence exposure (victim
versus witness and physical versus psychological) using the Child Behavior Chadidigt.
found that subsequent exposure to family violence predicted reported problem behaviors at age
6. Yet no statistically signiGant gender differences were found (Litrownik, Newton, Hunter,
English, & Everson, 2003)In a prospective study of gender differences in theaisk
delinquency among youth exposed to family violeliekerrera & McCloskey, 2001) the authors
examined whéter an arrest was ever made and if so, whether it was ever for a violent crime.
The authors controlled for the nature of the crimes to exatméeassociation between family
violence and delinquencylhere wereno significantgender differences in ovelaéferrals to
juvenile courtas girlsandboyswere just as likely to be referred fstatus offenseléke running
awayandpetty theft However,girls had higher court referrals fatomesticviolence charges
(girls 24.2% and boys 23.8%)volving a parat. Moreover, among the girls ever arrested for a
violent offense, 89% were arrested solely for domestic violembés finding notes the variation
in thecontext of violence for girls and boys and also reflects the current changes in enforcement
of theexpanded domestic violence law.

iii. Peer Factors

Friends wDelinquent InfluencesDeviant peers providehancedo engage in problem
behavior, provide considerable social pressure and positive reinforcement for deviant behavior,
and supply the adolescent ittitudes, motivations, and rationalizations to support their

antisocial behavior (PattersdbeBaryshe, & Ramsey 989). Some authors have noted
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longitudinal relationships where peer relations measured at ages 6 to 12 were found to be related

to subsegent offenses committed through ayi€ar follow up study (Altschuler, 2005, p. 100).

Anot her study found a highly significant posi
modeling of problem behavior and later, an index of multiple problem bebkarigoung

adulthood (Jessor, 1991).

Ganglnvolvement Youth that are exposed to friends who exhibit deviant behaviors (i.e.,
involvement with a deviant peer group) has been noted as a strong predictor of delinquent
behavior (Dishion, Andrews, & Croshy995; Elliot & Menard, 1996; Patterson et al., 1992;

Warr, 2002). Specificdly, adolescents who join juvenile street gangs are rafieninvolved in

serious and violent delinquency than adolescents who are not gang members are responsible for
the vast magrity of delinquent actseven though they represent a minority of the populatior
example, m the Rochester Youth Development Study, about 30% of the sample was gang
members, but they accounted for 70% to 80% of serious and violent delinquencied€ftyor

1998). Fagan and colleagues (2007) conducted a study of 7829ddite students delinquen
behaviorfound that boys experience higher exposure to multiple risks associated with later
delinquency.

iv. School Factors

School factorsnay be especially iportant given that youth spend the majority of their
time in school (Hart, et al., 2007T.he longitudinal effects of school factors on later delinquency
of children examined from elementary to high school found that academic failure predates
delinquencyTremblay & LeMarquand, 2001). Fusticeinvolved youth lack of motivation,
boredom with classroom structure, and peer pressure have all been cited as reasons for truancy

from school (Barth, 1984; Guttmacher, Weitzman, Kapadia, & Weinberg, 2002;ida\fevea,
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Iritani, Cho, Khatapoush, & Saxe, 2002; Zhang, Katsiyannis, Barrett, & Wilson, 2DQifljs
and colleagues (2005) noted that more than half of chronic juvenile offenders in their sample
were in special education programs at school for emdtmoalems, remedial education, or
learning disabilities (Uggen & Wakefield, 2005).

Learning Difficulties. Low intelligence and low schopkerformancere important
predictors of juvenile violence (Farrington & Loeber, 200Research has suggested tlaators
like school failure(Zingraff, Leiter, Johnsen, & Meyer4994) and learning difficulties (Blut
al., 2003; Morrison & Cosden, 1997) can be linked to crii¢udies conducted on learning
difficulties and violent behaviors have found that viale increased as learning difficulties
increased (Blum et al, 2003; Morrison & Cosden, 1997Lonsequently, they may be treated
differently because they also lack the skills needed to desist from (@iarason & Cosden,
1997). Other studies suggestat school attachment, attainment, and achievement (including
drop-out) are all associated with delinquency (Seydlitz & Jenkins, 1998).

v. Community Factors

One important aspect of tkemmunityfor justiceinvolved girls includes the role of
community violerce exposure and how it impacts their involvement in extracurricular activities.
Studies of neighborhoods and communities indicate that inner city neighborhoods tend to have
the highest crime rates and they endure the most serious forms of crime to greatehdegree
than their suburban and rural counterparts (Savage, 2808over,girls thatexperience life
stressors such as poverty, fractured families and poor housing may experience an even greater
level of exposure to disadvantage such as commuigtence (GormatSmith,& Tolan, 2003)

are less likely to participate in extracurricular activities due to fear of.harm
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Interestsin LeisureActivities. Sociologists have outlined the difficulties goesxperience
in urban communities with high leveté community violence and crime (Jonesp20Miller,
2008). Specifically, he inability to socialize freely and participate in activities that will enhance
their overall development [sased on schodlased activities or those in the community where
theyouth live. iSchootbased extracurricular activities provide adolescents with highly
structured leisure environmesthey can exert control and express their identity thr@augh
choice of activity and actions within the settr{@arling-Hammond 2004) The absence of
schoolbased activities, as well as those in the
declined interesto they may seek adverse or asucial activities in lieu of prosocial ones.

b. Protective Factors

Protective factors helfo explain a fact that is part of common awareness; so many youth
do not succumb to risk behavi@yrton, & Marshall, 2005; CrosnpE&rickson, & Dornbusch,
2002; Hartman et al., 2009essor, 1991Jessor, Van Den Bos, Vanderryn, Costa, & Turbin,
1995 ard for those that dananydo not become lifetime criminalsWhen multiple protective
factors are in place, even higisk youth can successfully avoid involvement in serious
delinquency (Thornberry, et al., 19958 ome highrisk youth are resilient andanage to avoid
these negative outcomes (Thornberry, et al., 19BB)wever differences in protective factors
are not as pronounced as risk factors though they remain of great interest in understanding
delinquent girls and boysConsequentlyprotectivefactors are presumed to reinforce prosocial
norms and activities, thus preventing delinquency or counterbalancing the deleterious effects of
risk factors (Howell, 2003; Williamst al, 2004).

A limited number of studies address resiliency and justicelved youth (Mowder,

Cummings, & McKinney, 2010)Although protective factors have been less wstldied than
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those that increase risk (Kazdin, 1993b), during the last two decades research has investigated
the role of protective factors and serious dglency (Fagaet al, 2007), race (Li, Nussbaum, &
Richards, 2007), and internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Dekovic, 1999) of adolescents.
Fagan and colleagues (2007) found higher levels of promotive factors including more prosocial
opportunities ad better social skills among gidscompared to boys but a similar number of
promotive factors.These findings may indicate that increased promotive factors could further
reduce the developmental trajectory for delinquent behavior for gidgher esearch
examiningprotectivefactorsexhibited by justicenvolved youth willhelp identify trajectories

for offending, as well agorthwhileareas for prevention and intervention (Mowder et al., 2010).

i. Individual Factors

Prosocial Beliefs.Adolescentsvith high levels of prosocial beliefs tend to respect and
adhere to rules arldws In addition youth with prosocial beliefs about education and school
support may be less likely to engage in delinquent behakiowever, a@olescents with low
levels ofpro-social beliefs tend tparticipatein rule-breaking and lavbreaking behaviors
(Brown, Catalano, Flemming, Haggerarty, Abbott, Cortes, & Park, 200%efore, developing
prosocial beliefs are important in reducthg delinquent behavior of youtiProsocial beliefs
are developed via socializing agents (parents, etc.) and prodbessase positive and affirming
(Kosterman, Haggerty, Spoth, & Redmond, 2004)

ProblemSolving. This attitudepermitsthe adolescent to strategize effective ways to
addess problems in a constructive manner (Baldwin, Baldwin, Kagagy,Sameroff, & Seifer,
1989). Also, attitudegand beliefsthat youth posssscan serve as proteet factors (Hart et al.,
2007) making them less susceptible to riSkgnificantfactars that buffer risk were evident in

Fagan and col | etzagxamisebhe (o Ofrétective factos pn sedported
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serious delinquencyThe sample in this study included™@§radehigh schooktudentghat
completed th&€ommunities thaCare Surveyn 2002(Arthur, Hawkins, Pollard, Catalano, &
Baglioni, 2002) The final sample included 3986 girls and 3843 baysl br girls and boys,
both of the protective factors (moral and social beliefs) were associated with decreased
involvement n serious offendingFemales in the sample experienced greater protection from
these beliefs than did males.

ii. Family Factors

Research ofamily factorsandidelinquency confirms thattachment and emotional
bonds to parents have a stronger proted¢thgact on young women than on young rden
(Austin, 1978 Datesman & Scarpitti, 1975teimer & DeCoster, 199%uebner & Betts, 2002).
Also, research has shown that externalizing behaviors in youth decreased when their parents and
family members were supporéyMyers & Taylor, 1998).The following family protective
factors represent indicators that were explored in this study.

Appropriate Parenal Discipline Effective parents provide youth with cleardan
supportive instruction, limit setting, and involveméhat appear to influence important
developmental outcomes (Denhawiorkman, Cole, Weissbrod, Kendziora, & Zaliaxler,
2000) Recent studies indicate that these qualities suppress conduct problems, promote academic
achievement, and contribute to posstsocial relationships (Masten & Coatsworth, 1998;
Mastenetal.,, 1999)Fur st enber g and coll eagues (1999) f ol
practiceso enhanced adol es Somadfthestrategies ;ncdudadn di s
pointingouto w nei ghborhood dangers have destroyed c

with, and keeping the child at home as much as possilile.combination of these preventive
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strategies and encouraging messaggappeabtwbhet t he

crucial elementsf effective parenting in highsk environments (Smokowski et al., 1999).
Positive family expectations seem lh® be a

study with Add Health data of 20, 704 youth, it was fotivat affective dimensions of families

(family caring/connectedness, and pareafgdectations) were mommportantfor girls than boys

(Blum et al., 2003).Another aspect of effective parenting includes appropriate discipline based

on the use of providmrewards and consequences for youth behaVibeappreciatiorfor

positive behavior is the response of people, especially parents in the social envitonment

desired behaviorsf youth. Behavior is strengthened throutife use ofeward or positive

reinforcemers (Akers et al.1979; Bandura, 1973)in addition, the combination of antecedents

and/ or consequences also influences the rate
Close to Parents & FamilyA good relationship with at least one parent has beewrs

to diminish the effects ahterparental conflict that has a significant impact on adolescend girls

delinquent behaviogf O6 Ke e f dn a clas8i®@stugly.by Rutter (1979) on troubled families,

over half of children whdnad a poorelationship withone parent displayed conduct problems.

Positive parenthild relationships help children festcure and theycorrespond tonore

consistent supervision and discipline. addition,these relationships hegmhanceheir

cognitive and social developmdmith through direct instructional activities like helping with

homework, and through the indirect processes associated with mentoring, caring, and nurturing

(Masten et al., 1999; Neighbors et al., 199Bhe presence of other cariadults, such aamily

membersalso offer social support and connectedness has been identified as a protective factor

for children across numerous risk conditions (Rutter, 200Ra3itive relationships with parents

and other family members serve as protective factors flarehiand model prosocial skills and
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behaviors, help them build sedteem, provide information and access to knowledge, provide
assistanceand offer a source of protection against environmental stressors (Masten, 1994)
iii. Peer Factors

Closeto ProsocialPeers Healthypeer relations are of great importancetf@social
and personality developmeoit adolescentsfiPeers offer support, emotional reassurance, a safe
setting for experimenting with different roles, for intimate sharing, and fodslfosired
(Berndt, & Perry, 1990; Hartup, 1993). Pears apossible source of resiliendeatrelatively
little attention has been paidtheliterature. "Peersoften play important roles in whether youth
resist involvement in delinquent behavior (Guo/J,H Hawkins, Catalano, & Abbott, 2002;
Hoge Andrews, & Lescheid1996). Two studies examined the role of peers as protective
factors to understand adolescent behavior problems (internalizing/externalizing problems and
violent and delinquent behaviorThe study findings are mixed as Hart and colleagues (2007)
noted that presocial peers did not prentdelinquency and violent behavior of youth and gender
differences were not indicate€onverselyjn a study of neighborhood resources on aggressive
anddelinquent behaviors of urban youth researchers found that prosocial peers/supportive
friendswereassociated with lower odds of delinquent behavi@rs) 7 % of 11-10 gi r | s
0. 02% of idthelstodylanpursCGierda, Roberts, &uka 2008). Also, Dekovic found
that peers played an important protective role regarding the development of a protective effect
for the development of problem behavior (1998)Vhile thepresenc®f prosocial peers is
likely to have an independent effect on tievelopmenof delinquent attitudes, research shows
that peer groups are not completely delinquent or completely pras(@exhdt, 1979; Elliott,

Huizinga, & Menard, 1989; Elliott & Menard, 1996; Haynie, 2002; McGloin, 2009; Warr,
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1993a). Haynie (2002) found thahe greater the proportion of prosocial youth in a peer group,
the less delinquent involvement, regardless of the number of delinquent peers.

iv. School Factors

SchoolConnectednessAttachment Anderson Holmes & Ostresh 1999; Daigle
Cullen, & Wright 2007) and commitment (Krohn & Massey, 1980) to sclavelmportant
aspects toeducefemale delinquencyfiA review concludes that school bonding is a stronger
protective factor for females than mal€Bayne, Gottfredson, Kruttschnitt, 200%)nemore
reentstudy of seHreported serious delinquenaisoindicated a gender difference given school
as a protective factorSpecifically, girls and boys responses about prosocial opportunities and
rewards for behavior at school were related to seriousdetinqug and gi rl s6 respo
significant (Fagan et al., 2007However, ot all studies found gender differences in the effect
of schools on delinquency.
High AcademiAchievementSchool is gorm of informal social control and academic
performance haalso been identified as a protective faotdtartman et al., 2009)Beyond
being a mechanism of informal social control, academic performance is also relevant for juvenile
offending. High school achievement was the most important factor as it expkisigdificant
amount of variance in adolescent problem behainoludingthe offending behavior for both
females and malg&\gnew & Brezina, 1997; Dekovic, 1999%pecifically, GPA was one factor
that significantly distinguished group$ youth identifed as nondelinquent, nonviolent
delinquentand violent delinquent (Hart et al., 200T{One important finding in this study was
for females having a c¢ @RAjhaving leaching difficudties, asdc h o o | a

using alcohol and drugs at arrlgaage were important predictors for each of the aforementioned
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group® (Hart et al., 2007)This finding is consistent with previous research on high GPA being
a protective factor for delinquent behaviBegém et al., 2002; Mounts & Sternberg, 1p95

v. Community Factors

Neighborhoodr communitycharacteristics can provide anderstanding about the
positive and negative influences youth experience, such as personal resources and stress
(Wandersman & Nation, 1998TheUnited StateSpolicy reflects thgublic assumption that
adolescence is a time of storm and stress so youth are in need of protection and control from their
communities.An extensivebody of research indicates thmdsitiveyouth engagement reduces
the likelihood of interpersonal violenemd delinquency (Zeid, 2004).

Talksw/Teachers Even though youth and adults mg&lyare community settings, such as
during sports events, service activities, and celebratigaysmay not necessarily interact with
each other i iey most often engage ways that arparallelto or independent of, but not
integrated with, those of aduit€Camino, 2000; Coleman, 1978Lonsequentlypnly abouthalf
of all adolescentsanidentify two or morenon-familial adultsthat they can talk to about life
(Benson1997). Many youngoffenders lack positive role models for how to be healthy; law
abiding citizens, and frequently lack positive familial support (Spjeldnes, & Goodkind, 2009).
Mentors and/or caring adulisat are involved in thives of youh has beeshown to be a
protectivefactor fordelinquent girlfGarmezy, 1983 awkins,Graéham, Williams,& Zahn,
2009 Jessor, 1993; Rutter, 1987; Werner & Smith, 1992)nsequently, having access to
prosocial norfamilial a d u playsadvital role in youtltglevelopment This couldbetrue for
girls, as relationshipmay be morealientto their overall growth and development.

Prosocial norfamilial adults are an important personal resource that can greatly benefit

youth on probationThe Girls Study Group ecmlucted a secondary analysiggofs in a national
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schootbased sample of youth and found tthelinquentirls with at least one caring adult in
their lives experienced greater protection from delinquent behadavKinset al.,2009. The
presence ofaring adults at school and in the community could be useful in providing
information about ways that community factors impact delinggielst

Involved in Extracurricular ActivitiesThe large amount of time spent by adolescents
engaging in leisure aetties, coupled with high rates of participation in organized
extracurricular activities, means that these activities should be viewed as an important
developmental context for adolescemtsich likethefamily, peer, and school have been viewed
as develpmental contexts (Brofenbrenner, 1979; Mahomeyson, Eccles, & Lord2005).
Regular nvolvement in activitiesjoing chores, church, hobbies, volunteering, studying, or
having a jobwasfound to beprotective fobothfemales and males (Huebner, & Bgt2002)
with delinquent backgrounds

C. Gaps in the Literature

Several gaps exist related to the empirical studies in this literature review, including a
dearth of studiethatexplore recidivismand alsanclude protective factors in all social domains
for youth on probatioras well aghe lackof studiesfocusing ongender and racial differences in
risk and protective factord.astly, there is the lack dheory supporting studies focusing on
gender and race

The first gap relates to a dearth of stgdi¢ youth on probationOnly a imited number
of studies include girls and boys on probatamm theirecidivismeven though more than half of
all juvenile offenders are on probatiomhe majority of what is known about delinquent youth,
theirrecidivism, and risk and protective factors have been conducteadates serious offenders,

andthose in degntion or incarceratedAdditionally, gudiesthat focus on youth on probation
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have not been conducted to explore risk and protective factors or geddeaciah differences
extensively. Gaining an understanding of probatimvolved youth in Cook County provide
important information that can guide future service enhancenmetiits juvenile probation
department

The second gap is related to the absefictudies that both explored gended racial
differences in terms of risk and protective factd8gveral studies have examined gender
differences and risk factors for violence, aggression and delinqueticy limited focus on race
and protective fetors. In particular, o few studies included protective factors in all social
domains, as well as a focus on multiple risk and protective faciduis.is necessary information
to create or modify interventions that can effectively meet the need§rafunt girls.
Research on certain risk factors like internalizing and externalizing disorders (depression and
aggression) is well established, kegs is known about the factahatprotect children and
youth from the development of antisocial, delieqt, and adult criminal behaviorhis is
important because it reflects the need to focugrotective factors aan approach tdetter
understand delinquent girls and boys.

Thethird gap includes the number of studies that investigate delinqueningdinis
absence of theories appropriate to explore their unique attridebegxample, given the rate of
minority overrepresentaticaind adverse childhood experieneath delinquent girls, few studies
incorporated Critical Race Thegmyhich is appropate to understand how gender, race and
crime intersectAlso, many studies have documented the fact that girls involved in the juvenile

justice system are affected by their relationshipduding those that are broken or strained.

However, fewstudies nc|l ude t heories to address girl so
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The absence of these theories in empirical studies represents missed opportugaities/to
study findings in unique ways to address delinquent girls, especially girls of color.

These gaps provide a significant opportunity for this study to expand empirical
knowledgeaboutdelinquentgirls and boy®on probation in Cook County, lllinoisThis study
was conducted by exploring known and understudied risk and protective faatluding the
specific waydhatthey are affected bisk for problem behaviors and violencéhe focus on
protective factors identified ways that probation officers and social workers can enhance their
work with these youth, which has been understudircddition this study adds a social work
perspective to those already present in the literature from criminology and psychbhegy.
focus on differences between girls and boys lends itself to a perspective that informs gender
specific needs of delinquegirls. Thisisimportant to understand as some scholars argue that
girls and boys are more similar than differetgspite the severity of circumstances and related

needs that girls experience.
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IV. METHODS

This descriptiveguantitativestudylinked youthlevel administrative data sources to
create a unique dataset for secondary analyi$is.two data sources includ¥@SI| assessment
dataand recidivism recordsThe merged data file wasedto assess thesk and protective
factor variableshatpredictrecidivismin a sample of probatiemvolved youth Probation
officerscollectedYASI assessment dafilom youth and their parents/caregivers during semi
structurednterviews Studiesthatuse administrative data from theotith Assessmerficreening
Instrument(YASI) Full Assessment have not been conduatiedpite the fact thatata from this
instrument hae been collected in the Cook County Juvenile Probation Department (CCJPD)
since 2001 (KHickey, personal communicatiobecember 152011). The YASIdata is housed
at Orbis Partners, In¢OPI) based on a contractual agreement withAtiministrative Office of
the lllinois Court (AOIC) Therecidivism records are collected by CCJPD and
maintained/extracted by the Office of the Chief Judge (OTH&Principal Investigator (P1)
received data filesecurdy from OPland theOCJto conduct the studyThe aims of the study
include understandingenderand raciadifferences irrisk and protective factorand
understanding which risk and protective fasfaredictrecidivismof girls and boy®n probation
in Cook County, lllinois The design, dta collection methods, a description of the sample,

instrumentationandthe variables used in tls¢udy are discussed.

A. Design and Method of Investigation

The resarch designwas descriptive and explorataryl hree different types of
associations were tested between gender and race and risk and protectiveTaettngd was

the predictive part between recidivism and risk and protective facibies dependentariablein
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the studywas recidivism The independent variables include construgdtyisk and10

protective factorsyvithin five social domains: Individual, Familizeer, School anGommunity.

1. Participants

This studyexaminel associations between riskdaprotective factorandgender and race
in the YASI data The study sample is comprised of youth on probat@nce youthare
arrested, the States Attorneyos If@fidiwheoa f i |l es
judge finds the youth delinqot they will be placed on probation or supervisidfrthe youth is
arrested while on probation for the current p
petition. Then the judge will find the youth delinquent on the second pefitiofrournier,
personal communication, November 25, 201B)e subjects for this study incluiib,831 youth
on probatiorages 12 to 1With one completetiaselineY ASI Full Assessmerfrom 2001 to
August30, 2013. A subset of the samp(e=409) wereyouth thathadrecidivated The data
were limitedto 1/1/2009 - 8/30/2013 due to the timing o€CJP initiation ofrecidivismdata

collection

2. Method of Data Collection

The primarydatausedfor this studywas from the YASIFull Assessmertollected by
probation oficers for nonresearch purpose®robation officers scodghe assessments aftene
or moresemistructured interviews witlgouth, parents/guardians, and collateral reports within
30 days of sentencind’robation officers updatbe YASIevery four moths (Orbis Partners,
2007a)to determinechanges with the youihcluding afinal assessment at terminatidf. (
Hickey, personal communicatioDecember 152011) This study included YASI data from the

youth in the study with amitial assessmentithin a specified timeframe: 1/01/09 to 8/1/2013
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Programmers in the Office of the Chief Jud@€J)also collecedrecidivisminformation that is
included intwo separatdinked datafiles( ir eci di v i. ©@J stdfistartad collecting 0 )

data onyouthrecidivismin this separate data file 2010.

3. Location

Cook County Juvenile Probation Department (CCJPD) There were 3804 youth with

probation status in CCJPD in 2012 (CCJPD Summary report, 20b8)areas served include
the City of Chicago, Skokie, Mavood, Rolling Meadows, Bridgeview and Markham (Cook
County, nd.). CCJPD uses a restorative justice mofilphilosophy based on a set of
principles that serve to guide the responseotdlict or harm.Restorative justice principles can
guide respores to conflicts in many settingsot just those caused by a violation of éaw
(linois Criminal Justice Authority, n. d.)CCJPD was directly involved in the development of
this study as Dr. Miquel Lewis, Probation Administragerved on the committemverseeing this
dissertation studyThe data for this studyeveprovided based onsigneddata use agreement
with CCJPD and the youth included in this study sample were adjudicated to probation
(supervision).Following a formal request from CCJPD, Béfice of the Chief Judge extracted
and sent the PI the recidivism data file.

Administrative Office of the lllinois Court (AOIC) . AOIC is primarily responsible

for:

the election process for appointment and reappointment of

Associate judgebut alsoprovides support services to the

Courtés Committees and the Judici al Con
the judicial branch budget, provides legislative support

services to the Courgndcollects and publishes statistical

information on court caseloads and case f{8®IC, n. d.)
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All of these functions fall under the purview detAdministrative Directoof AOIC who serves
as secretary to the lllinois Courts Commissiéso, the Administrative Director approvéus
dissertation studgind signedhe data use agreentd¢o disseminag theinformation from the
Youth Assessment Screening Instrument (YASI) that waprih@ary data for this dissertation
study. Probation officers (appointed by the Chief Judge Timothy Evans) colleictftiimation
during interviews with guth, parents and/or caregivevBen they complete the YASI but it
could only be accessed securely via Orbis Partners, Inc. (private subcontractor).

4. QOriginal Data Sources

Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI)The YASI is available in both
PreScreen and Full Assessment foiand information collected by the latteaswused in this
dissertation studyFor each case, the YASI was scored after completion of multiple semi
structured interviews, with input frequently offered by parents or an atieerlegal guardian.
Interview-based data were supplemented with a systematic review of collateral sources including
police files, probation records, as well as school and mental health reports (Orbis Partners, Inc.,
2007a). The information collected wh this instrument constituted the basis for the datasest
in this study. The YASI asse&s risk, need, and protective factors for youth on probatitse.
of the YASI results in a score that is usedrfsk classification (M. Lewis, personal
communi@tion, October 10, 2012)These scores help probation officers develop case plans for
youth. The single YASI score is not used in this study, but all of the individuaduresaof risk
and protective factors are used in the calculation of this sddweYASI fican be used in
juvenile probation, detention, day reporting, youth services, schools, police diversion and other
settings with a requirement to assess risk of negative outcomes and identify servio€kheeds

Hickey, personal communication, Decemt®g, 2011; Orbis Partners, Inc., 2007a).
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CCJPD implemented the YASI Full Assessment in 20@dor to that time, the
Massachusetts Youth Screening Instrumdéatsion 2 (MAYSIH2), a sefadministered tool was
used to assess risk in youth (M. Lewis, ppeg@ommunication, December 15, 2011; Vincent,
Grisso, Terry, & Banks, 2008)The MAYSI-2 is a mental health screener used as aaptrt
tool to screen for emotional and mental disturbance (Grisso & Quinlan, 20Q9PD started
using the YASI becauseassesses both risk and protective factors (M. Lewis, personal
communication, December 15, 201The YASI was modified in lllinois based on the
Washington State instrument. It has 10 domains with 72 questions.

The information in the YASI is useful f@roviders working with youth involved in the
justice system for case planning purposesobation officers do not and should not complete the
YASI with youth present (D. Robinson, personal communication, January 19,RMkey,
personal communican, January 11, 2012)Prior to completing the YASI, probation officers
may interview the youth and their parent or guardian several times to build a therapeutic alliance
and gather informationThis is usually done prior to sentencing once they gatiargh
information from the interviews and collateral reports to complete the initial éA&it is
updated every four months to indicate any changes (K. Hickey, personal communication,
January 11, 2012).

When probation officers complete the YASI Fullsessment, they must indicate the
yout hds stage of i nvol ve merobation(nmosttestretivg),2)v eni | e
CUS (Case Under SupervisioB), Referred to Court (outcome pending), 4) Informal
Supervision, and 5) Diversion Withoutfbrmal supervisior(the least restrictive because the
screening officer makes the referralfbugcours er vi ces i f t he ).yout hds ¢

youthon probatiorwereincluded in the study.
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Recidivism Dataset. Recidivismdata was derived from@CJPD management
information system called JEMS. Data from 2011 to 2013 were used in this Studyile
includes entries for all court orders that occur after an initial court finding leading to probation.
In addition to this file, @emographidile wasobtainedrom the OCJlhat includecage,
ethnicity,andadditionalunique identifiers needed to conduct the file merge: JEM&abhe and
birthdate These two files weremerged prior to the merge with the YASI data to allow for a
merge of cases in wth the JEMS ID was not included in the YASI file.

5. The Study Dataset

The unique dataset constructed for this stwedyg created bgnerging the YASI records
and the recidivisndataset Probation officers entefASI information into the Caseworks
database wile the YASI files are maintained by Orbis Partners, Inc. based on a contractual
agreementvith the Administrative Office of the lllinois CourProbation officers also enter the
probation and recidivism information into the JEMS system and the filesaaraged by the
Office of the Chief Judge and CCJPDhe merge proceeded anseries oftepsto link youth in
the YASI and recidivism filesisingthe JEMS ID, petitionD, last name, first name, aDB.
First, the files were linked using JEMS ID, a uregdentifier assigned to each youth.
TheJEMSID is generated by the state's attorney's officeeach youthWhile the JEMS ID was
ideal, it was not avail abl e ThHewforeeaenegdstrategyut h o s
was employed to createrecidivismfile using JEMS ID.For those records that did not find a
match using the JEMS ID, a second merge matched records using a petitidmeletition ID
i s assigned by the County ClAmnootnayhafebarat e f or
petitionsID numbers bubnly oneJEMSID. A final merge matched records on first name, last

name, andlate of birth. Some of the records from the recidivism file did not merge with the
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YASI file eitherbecause (1) thgouthd i d n 6t r e)dhe gouth redidwatedutthe( 2

merge failed 3) records were in the YASI file and not in the recidivism file, and 4) records in the
recidivism file and coul.&evérdl chécksnvere condutedte h i n
identify the files that dishot successfully merge with the YASI file ab8 recordsvere found

and manually enteredlhe inability to merge all ahe records resulted in an error rate of 23%

After the records were successfully merged, a new database was created and it wifsedeiden

by stripping the youth names, birthdates, and ID numbers from the dataset.

B. Instrumentation and Measures

The Washington Model of the YASI

was created after extensive consultations with delinquency
researchers, experts on juvenile assessment, aterein
family and youth servicednput from expert sources and
close attention to existing research helped shape an
assessment model that responded to a number of practical
needs that had not yet been met in youth assessiBaséd

on a variety binformation sources, YASI incorporated
better links to case planning, inclusion of protective factors
and a sharper focus on dynamic reassessnidmgse
developments received greater attention due to the
Washington State juvenile assessment modellne | at e 900 s.
Based on the Washington model, YASI benefited from
enhancements introduced by Orbis Partners, Inc. in New
York and lllinois (Orbis Partners, 2007a).

The lllinois YASI is a modified version of the Washington State protocol based/enilgs and
designed by Orbis Partners, Inthe Full Assessment has been completed in lllinois since 2001
though the YASI Pr&creen was implemented in 2009 and disseminated by diversion screeners
(Hickey, personal communication, 201 Brobation offices and clinicians complete YASI Full

Assessments for all youth identified as low, moderate or high Tikls version is more
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comprehensive and gauga®tectivefactors and additional dynamic risk factors (Orbis Partners,
2007a).

Although the YASI FullAssessment is based on a number of studies that have presented
convincing evidence that higisk youth possessing protective factors (lkeseness to parents
andfamily membersattachment to school, optimism about the future) have appreciably better
outcomes (Orbis Partners, 2007a), few studies have been conducted using data from this
instrument. Therefore, no information is available to confirm the reliability of the instrument or
the data collected with itSome sudies have been completed

focusingon the validity of the Washington, New York

and lllinois versions of the YASIBased on very large
samples in Washingtastate, the prescreen tool predicted
new offenses including misdemeanors, felonies, and
violent recidivism in a juvenile probatigopulation, and
positive results were also obtained for the full assessment
scores.Using juvenile delinquent samples in probation
settings in lllinois, New York, Vermont and Alberta,
Canada, YASI predicted new referrals of delinqueray.
addition, YASI has predicted outcomes for status offenders
(e. g., negative outcome at service closure, new legal
involvement, and arrest§prbis Partners, 2007.a)

Unpublished validation reports have been completed in lllinois for both th&dPeen and Hu
Assessment versions of the YASBbwever; they were not available because they are proprietary
documents

The YASI Full Assessment contains 10 domains:

Legal History, Family, School, Community and Peers,
Alcohol and Drugs, Mental Health, Aggressi@ttitudes,
Skills, and Employment and Free Tim&he YASI

domains resemble the content of other youth assessment
tools that include risk and needs factors as research has
converged on a number of areas that reliably predict
outcomes in youth servicés. g., juvenile delinquency,
recidivism, etc.)Orbis Partners, 2007.a)
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Unlike otherscreening assessmesnt instrumentstheYASI incorporagsprotective factors,
whichis one of its most attractive features. Also, thessracteristics or resourcare likely to
help reduce the negative impact of risk factors, and the likelihocetiofivism

C. Data Cleaning

Data for this study were entered into a secure computer file using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 2@tacleaning and transformation was necessary to
determine whether statistidalst assumptions were met, as violation of these assumptions
increases the possibility of error in prediction (How2U14).

D. Variables

1. Dependent Variable

a. Recidivism

The dependd (outcome) variable for this study was recidivism in youth.
Recidivismwas defined as a new finding of delinquency (guilt from a trial or youth self
admission) whilghe youth ison probation or supervisidi\., Salazar, Personal Communication,
2013). This information came from the CCJPD management information system daNes
from 2011 to 2013.Data was pulled il\ugust 0f2013 toinclude youth orprobation
(supervision, and youthwith a subsequent finding of delinquency while on probatibms was
a dichotomousutcome variable afecidivatedor did not recidivatewheredid notrecidivate
was used athe reference groupBecause there is no data collected on the actual incidence of
recidivism, the validity of this measuieunknown. However historical incidence of recidivism
and percentage of youth on probation in the recidivism file suggests a possible undercount of

recidivism that will be discussed in the results section.
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2. Independent Variables

All independent variables were coded using YA&ta. The data were reoded to meet
the objectives of the studyBecause these data were collected for case planning purposes, the
validity and reliability of these measures is unknowiawever, for some variables the
frequenciesuggestedhere migh be problems with validity of some of the measures and this
will be noted in the results and limitations sections.

a. Race/Ethnicity

For racial and ethnic identity, some variables were collapsed, with White as the
reference group, and Africelamerican, Hspanic and Other were the comparison groujpse
to insufficient responses in each racial and ethnic identity to consider all groups, Other was
created based upon a set of collapsed variables, with Alaskan/American Native, Asian/Pacific
Islander, Other ahUnknown. Then ace/ethnicity was coded as a nominal fawel variable of
White, African American, Hispanid/ixed and Other.

b. Gender
Gender was coded as a dichotomous variable of male (0) and female (1), and male

was used as the reference group.
c. Age
Age was recoded as a count variable from 12 years old to 17 years old.

d. Age at First Offense

A single item asked respondents for the age the youth first had police
contact for a delinquent offens&his included any police contacts for delinquent/aniah

flioffenses that resulted in adjudication/conviction, diversion/station adjustment, deferred
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adjudication, or deferred disposition (regardless of whether successfully compléted)s
coded as a count variable.

e. Risk Factors

i.  Individual
a. Running Away
A single item asked respondents to indicate the number of times the youth did not

voluntarily return home within 24 hours by entering O if nand an iteger for the exact
number of timeslt was coded as@unt variable

b. Violent Behaviorsxternalizing Behaviojs

Weapons OffenseA.single item asked respondents to indicate the
number of weaponsffenses they had by entering O if none and an integer for the exact number
of times. It was coded as a dichotomous variable with no chaf@em(lL or more charges (1)
No charge washe reference group.

Homicidal IdeationA single item asked respondents to indicate if
they ever had homicidal ideation.was coded as a dichotomous variable with no ideation (0)
and ideation (1) No ideations was the reference group.

Sexual Aggressior single item asked respondents to indicate
experiences of sexual aggressfgauth perpetrating unwanted sexual acts on othdtrsvas
coded as a dichotomous variable with no indicators (0) anchiteds (1). No indicators was the
reference group.

c. Problematic Substance Abuse

Items based oresponses tthree questions: attempts to cut back,

disrupts function and contributes to behavior wareragedo determine an index for 10 drugs:
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alcohol marijuana, cocaine/crack, ecstasy or otthalo drugs, heroin, hallucinogens (LSD,
Acid), inhalants/huffing, amphetamines (speed), prescription drug misuse, and other.

d. Mental Health Problems

These items include three different categories of mentalhhealt
problems: Serious Mental Health Disorders (Psychoses, Bipolar and Schizopldérea),
mood/affective Disorders, and Thought/Personality and Other DisorfSergus Mental Health
Disorders (SMDO) was a dichotomous variable with no SMDO (0) and a S{p®&o SMDO
was the reference grou®ther Mood/Affective Disorders was a dichotomous variable with no
Other Mood/Affective disorders (0) and a Other Mood/Affective DisordersNa)Other
Mood/Affective disorder was the reference grodjought/Persaality and Other Disorders was
a dichotomous variable with no Thought/Personality and Other Disorders (0) and a
Thought/Personality and Other Disorder (Mo Thought/Personality and Other Disorders was a
reference group.

e. Suicidalty

A single item aske respondents to indicate suicidal thoughts or
attempts.It was coded as a dichotomous varialblth no indications (0) and suicidal thoughts
or attempts (1) No indications was the reference group.

f. Court Finding of Neglect

A singleitem asked respaients to indicate whether there was a
court finding of neglectlt was coded as a dichotomous variable with no neglect finding (0) and
one finding of neglect (1)No neglect finding was the referengeup.

g. Victimization
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A single item asked respondserto indicate if they were a victim of
a physical assaultt was coded as a dichotomous variable with no trauma or victimization (0)
and one report (1)No trauma or victimization was the reference group.

h. Conduct Disorder Symptoms

One questiomaskedrespondents to indicate if they committed acts
of violence. Five of these items were includedrgpresent conduct disorder symptorgsuse of
a weapon (illegally), 2) bullying/threatening people, 3) assaultive behavior, 4) deliberate fire
starting, and) animal cruelty It was caledas a count variabley summinghe itemsendorsed
by the respondent

I. History of Physical or Sexual Abuse

Fouritems asked respondents to indicate if there was a history of
physical abuse by the parent, sibling, other fgrorl outside family.It was recoded as a
dichotomous variable with nacidents of physicahbuse reported (0) and one or mimi@dents
reported (1).No incidents of physicahbuse reported was the reference grdeqr. sexual abuse,
four items asked spondents to indicate if there was a history of sexual abuse by the parent,
sibling, other family or outside familylt was recoded as a dichotomous variable with no
incidents of sexual abuse reported (0) and one or more incidents reportiid (hridents of
sexual abuse reported was the reference group.

ii.  Family
a. Outof-Home Placement
Foster PlacementA single item was selectday respondents

indicate whether or not youth lived in a foster care placenientas coded as a dichotomous
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variable wih no foster placement reported (0) and foster placement reportedq Ipster
placement reported was the referegoeup.

No Permanent Addres®\ single item was selectdry respondents
to indicate whether or not youth had a permanent addiiessscoded as dichotomous
variable with no permanent address reported (0) and permanent addréés pErmanent
address was the referergr@up.

Other Living ArrangementA single item was selected by
respondents to indicate whether or not youth hathandiving arrangementlt was coded as a
dichotomous variable witho other living arrangement reported (0) and other living arrangement
(2). No other living arrangement wése referencgroup.

b. Times Kicked Out/Locked Out

A single item asked respoesults to indicate how many times youth
were kicked or locked out of their homdswas coded as @ount variable

c. Parental Family Problems

Twelve items asked respondents to indicate if there problems with
alcohol anddrugs mental health, and crimiheecord by the Mother, Father and Stepparent.
Parent alcohol and drug was a dichotomous variable with no (0) and yé&$o(parent alcohol
and drug was the reference grolgarent mental health was a dichotomous variable with no (0)
and yes (1). Nogrent mental health problem was the reference grBapent criminal behavior
including violent criminal record was a dichotomous variable with no (0) and yekl¢1).
criminal record was the reference group.

d. Poor Rarental Supervision
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A single item askedespondents to indicate poor parental
supervision. It was coded as a dichotomous variable with supervision (0) and poor supervision
(1). Supervision was the reference group.

e. Family Violence

One question includednme itemsthatasked respondents to
indicate violence among family membet3 no conflict, 2) some conflict that is well managed,

3) some conflict that is distressing, 4) verbal intimidation, yelling, heated arguments, 5) threats
of physical violence, 6) physical violence between parents,y&iqdl violence between parent,
children, 8) physical violence between siblings, and 9) not applicétbMascodedas acount
variable

f. Harsh Parenting

A single item asked respondents to indicate harsh parentings
coded as a dichotomous variablgh loving, caring and supportive parenting (0), and uncaring,
uninterested and hostile toward youth (Lpving, caring and supportive parenting was the
reference group.

iii.  Peers

a. Friendsw/Delinquentinfluences

A single item asked respondents to incecathether delinquent
friends have an influencdt was coded as a dichotomous variable with no delinquent influences
(0) and delinquent influences (10)o delinquent influences was the reference group.

b. Gang Involvement
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A single item asked respondentsindicate gang involvementt
was coded as a dichotomous variable with no gang involvement (0) and in a galNg ¢Bng
involvement was the reference group.

iv.  School

a. Learning Difficulties

A single item askethe presence of learning difficultiet. was
coded as a dichotomous variable with no difficulties (0) and one or more difficultieNdg1).
difficulties was the reference group.

v.  Community

a. No Leisure Activities

A single item asked respondents to indicate interest in leisure
activities. It wascoded as an ordinal variable with recent interest in leisure activitienddp
leisureactivities(1). Interest in leisure activities was the reference group.

f. Protective Factors

i.  Individual

a. Prosocial Beliefs

Two items asked about prosocial beli€se item asked
respondents to indicate beliefs in educatitirwas coded as a dichotomous variable with does
not believe (0) and somewhat believes (@pes not believe was the reference grotipe
second item asked respondents to indicate beliefd abbaol being supportivdt was coded as
a dichotomous variable with does not believe (0) Belikves(1). Believeswas the reference
group.

b. ProblemSolving
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A single item asked about problesuolving skills. It was coded as
a dichotomous variable i cannot identify when problems occur (0) and can sometimes
identify problems (1).Cannot identify when problems occur was the refergnoep.
i.  Family
a. AppropriateParentaDiscipline
Two separate items: appropriate consequences and appropriate
rewards vere combined to create this dichotomous varialileias coded as inappropriate
discipline (0) and appropriate discipline (Ipappropriate discipline was the reference group.
b. Close toParents & Family
A single item asked respondents to indicate tipasents and
family members close to the youth.was coded as an ordinal variable with no one(@one
or more peopl€l), and no one was the reference group
lii. Peers
a. Close toProsocial Peers
A single item asked respondents to indicate those peees tddhe
youth. It was coded asdichotomousvariable with none (Gdndoneor more(1). None was the
reference group.
iv.  School
a. SchoolConnectedness
A single item asked respondents to indicate school connectedness.
It was coded as dichotomousrarialde with no interesor involvemenin schoolactivities(0)
andinterest andnvolvementin oneor moreschoolactivities(1). Interesiand involvemenin

school activities was the reference group.
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b. High Academic Achievement

A single item asked respomus to indicatéhigh grades.It was
coded as dichotomousariable with B+C+ or higher(1), C- or lower failing some or mos®j
B+/C+ or highemwas the reference group

v. Community

a. Talksw/Teachers

A single item asked respondents to indicate schodltbtifthe
youthis comfortablegalking to. It was coded as dichotomousrariable with no
teachers/staff/coaches @)d1 or moreteacher/staff/coach (1No teachers/staff/coaches was
the reference group.

b. Involved in Extracurricular Activities

A singleitem asked respondents to indicate involvement in
extracurricular activitieslt was coded as dichotomousrariable with not involved (0and

involvedin 1 or more activitie$l). Not involved was the reference group.

E. Data Analysis Plan

All (desciiptive, bivariate and multivariate) analysesreperformed in SPSS
(Version20) to determine differences between girls and @ across racial groupsirst,
univariate andivariateanalyses wreconducted to determine differences or similaritiesveen
girls and boys.Multivariateanalysis was not conducted due tosh®all percentage of girls who

recidivated

1. Univariate
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Frequencies and percentage@used to describe demographic variables (gender and
race/ethnicity).Pearson arrelations vereused to describe dichotomous and continuous
variables including age at first offense, running away, mental health diagnosis, suicidal ideation,
violent behaviors, problematic substance use, neglect, history of physical and sexual abuse,
parental/family additions, times kicked/locked out, eaf-home placement, delinquent peers,
gang involvement, close bond with caring adults at school, and being involved in extracurricular
activities. The mearandstandard deviation &ereported for all continuous variad.
2. Bivariate
Di fferences bbeotywsede nf rgeguesnbc yanodr | evel of
wereassessed using ebguare andANOVA. Differencesn risk and protective factoecross
racial groups wrealsotested using chsquare and ANOVAndyses
3. Missing Data
There was missing data in the final datdigely because ofssues with data collection.
All missing data were dummy codedrasssingexcept for the recidivism datafter the merge
of the data files, records that were not ideadifas either recidivateal notrecidivatel were
recodedasdid not recidivate to distinguish them from those that did recidivate.

4. Redudng Type | Error

The Bonferroni correction was done to reduce the chance of type | error, which is equal
to the pvalue selected as significant (usually p<.05).eT06 means that one in twenty times a
significant result is just due to chandaue to the high number of statistical tests only results

with p-values at .001 or lesseconsidered significanh this stug.

F. Human Subjects Protection
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The risks to subjects in this studsre minimal as this study onlinvolvedsecondary
analysis of administrative dat&lso, the dataverecollectedwhile the youthwere on probation
The informationcollected for this studwascompktedin conjunction with existing protocols of
the CCJPDand the AOIC The greatest risk in the studwolved the potential for a breach of
privacy and confidentialitgf the youthby sending the data files with identifiarsedto merge
them to thePrincipal Investigator (PLl) The Pl devised data security procedures siddeis
Partners, Inc. and CCJRId not have thenfior third partiegprior to this dissertation studylhe
P1 consulted withthe University of Illinois at Chicago (IL) Jane Aldams College of Social
Work (JACSW)Information TechnologylT) Department and the Ul&cademic Computing
and Communications Cente&X@CC) anddetermine the security measures requitecensue
privacy and confidentiality of the identife Specificaly , t he Pl 0 s idbntifiedaer t at i
computer in one of her project offices at JAC8Wtundewentsoftware upgrades by the
JACSW IT staff including the installation of firewall and antivirus softwargegular system
updates.Next, secureFX anBGP encryption softwamgereinstalled,so that all data
manipulationtook place on the encrypted computéyll data transfers to/from the remote sites
wereencrypted using secureFXRepresentatives frothe Office of the Chief Judge [OCJ (per
the diretion of the CCIPD)andAOIC wereassigned a net ID and password from UIC ACCC
(registeredo the Pls dissertation chair for site accesgjdnsferthedatasetto the secure site.
In addition,secureFXwasinstalledon Dr. Leather@computer so the regsentatives from OCJ
and AOIC couldsend the PI the data file&fter the Pl receivedthe datafiles andsuccessfully
mergedthem the identifies weredeleted resulhg in amerged deidentified dataseiVvith these
proceduresthe risk ofa confidentialty and privacy breactvasaddressetb the greatest extent

possible
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Since the dathad not been used for any research or empirical studies to date, a two step
approval process was completed including IRB approval from Cook County Department of
Researcliffairs and the University of lllinois at Chicago Office for the Protection of Research
Subjects (OPR$)ncluding executed data use agreements between UIC and CCJPD and UIC
and AOIC A waiver ofdocumentation of informed consent was obtained fronCthax County
Bureau of Health Services Department of Research Affairs ardniversity of lllinois at

Chicago'dnstitutional Review Board.
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V. RESULTS
This study explored risk and protective factors relateédmlivismof juveniles on
probation in Cook Couwt lllinois. Of specific interestthe studyincludedfemale juvenile
offenders given the increases in their arrests for simple assault given the changes in zero
tolerancefor violence school policieand prearrest domestic violence law3his chapter
describes the key results of the study, outlined below.

A. Data Collection

Data collection for the study included thi#ministrativedata files collected by CCIJPD
probation officers and entered in two different management information sysiémagrimary
data file YASI,camef r om t he YASI Full Assessment and in
risk and protective factors that is maintained in the Caseworks sy$tezother two data files:
Probation and Recidivism came from the JEMS systé€he YASI file includes information
collected from youth and their parents/caregivers from 2001 to AuguswiiiE3the Probation
and Recidivism files includes information from January 2011 to August ZD8.YASI file for
the study included 12, 348 youth on probatiages 12 to 17 with at least one completed full
assessmeniThe Recidivism file include@351youth on probation that had a subsequent finding
of delinquency.The files were merged and the final data file for the study incladethl of
5,831, including 5,422 youth that did not recidivate ad@d9that recidivated.The final dataset
wasdeidentified so the youth names, birthdates and IDs were stripped per the data use

agreements with CCJPD and AOIC.

B. Characteristics of the Sample

A series of univaate analyses wemmpleted to gain an understanding of the
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characteristics of the sampl€he total sample for the study include83L youth onprobation

in Cook County, lllinois All the youth werdetween 12 and 17 years old with an average age of
15.2. A majority of the sampléN = 5,178 88.8%) were male and AfricaAmerican (N = 4402
75.5%). Thesampleincludes 653yirls (11.2%) andi09boys and girlg7.0%) who recidivated.

The mean age for youth first offense was 14rable | includes theacial and ethnic identities,

gender identities and average age and age at first oféétise sample

TABLE |
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES (N =583])

Variable N % M SD
Gender

Female 653 11.2

Male 5178 88.8
Race/Ethnicity

White 321 55

African-American 4402 75.5

Hispanic 738 12.7

Mixed 239 4.1

Other 131 2.2
Recidivated 409 7.0
Age 15.2 3.84
Age @ 1st Offense 141 2.04

1. Research Question 1Comparison of gender differences in characteristic®f

youth on probation

a. Risk Factors
Participantgeported thdrighest responses family violence(97.0%), no leisure
activities (63.1%)and friendswith delinquent influences (58%), conduct disorder symptoms

(50.0%), problematic substance abused%d), gang involvement (36.2%)istory of parents
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with criminal records (27.5%gndh i st ory of parentso6 drugs and
Girls and boyseported the samesponseor thought/personalitgnd other disorder (6.9%).
Boysreportedhighe levelsthan girls for weapons offenses (21.5%), no permanent
address/shelter (0.2%), family violence (97.2%), friends with delinquent influences (59.7%),

gang involvement (38.4%), learning difficulties (28.9%) and no interest in activities (63.2%).
However, girls reportedhigher esponse$or themgority of risk factors. Theserisk factors were

tested and discussed later in this chaptdrof the risk factors for the sample aireTable II.
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TABLE I
RISK FACTORS FOR THE SAMPLE

Variable N (%) M SD
(N =5831)

Girls (%) Boys (%)
(N=653) (N=5178)

Individual Factors

Running Away 0.19 0.39

Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/O (Psychoses, Bipola 302 (5.2)
Schizophrenie

Affective D/C 944 (9.3)
Thought/Personality & Other D/ 402 (6.9)
Suicidality 307 (5.3)
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offen: 1219 (20.9)
Homicidal Ideation 171 (2.9)
Sexual Aggressic 135 (2.3)

Problematic Substance Abuse 0.7 0.97
Conduct Disorder Symptoms 071 084
Neglect 693 (11.9)

HX of physical & sexual abuse
Physical & Sexual Abu: 433 (7.4)
Physical Abus 317 (5.4)
Sexual Abus 159 (2.7)
Victimization 573 (9.8)
Family Factors
Out-of-Home Placement
Foster placemer 100 (1.7)
107

61(9.3) 241 (4.7)
102(15.6) 442 (8.5)
45 (6.9) 357 (6.9)
96 (14.7) 211 (4.1)

105 (16.1) 1114 (21.5
33(5.1) 138(2.7)
18 (2.8) 117 (2.3)

100 (15.3) 593 (11.5)
121 (185) 312 (6.0)
57(8.7) 260 (5.0)

84 (12.9) 75 (1.4)
89 (13.6) 484 (9.3)

26 (4.0) 74 (1.4)



Peer Factors

Friends w/Delinquent Influeres

OtherLiving Arrangemer
No Permanent Address/She

Kicked or Locked Out
HX of Parental Problems

Drugs & Alcoho
Mental Healtt
JD/Criminal Justict

Harsh Parenting
Poor Parental Supervision
Family Violence

Gang Involvement

School Factors

Learning Difficulties

Community Factors

No Interest in Activities

300 (5.1)
11 (.2)

3253 (26.3)
717 (5.8)
3397 (27.5)
83 (1.4)
208 (3.6)

3409 (58.5)

2111 (36.2)

1610 (27.6)

3678 (63.1)

0.08 0.27

1.01 0.47

63 (9.6)
<0.00%

201 (30.8)
63 (9.6)
202 (30.9)
15 (2.3)
39 (6.0)

319 (48.9)

124 (19.0)

318 (20.1)

407 (62.3)

237 (4.6)
11 (.2)

1133 (21.9
219 (4.2)
1492 (28.9
68 (1.3)
169 (3.3)

3090 (59.7

1987 (38.4

1495 (28.9

3271 (63.2
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b. Protective Factors

Participantgeported thdiighest responses close to parents and fami{91.0%), close

to prosocial peerb9.0%), appropriate parental discipline5(8%), and high academic

achievemen(30.9%). Girls reportedhigher esponses than boys for close to parents and family
(87.1%), close to prosocial peers (64.2%), ligth academic achieveme(39.7%). However,
boysreportedhigher responses than girls for the majority of protective factors inclutbsg to

prosocial pees (58.3%), close to parents and fami#8.2%), andappropriate parental discipline

(36.6%). All of the protectivefactors for the sample are in Table Ill.

TABLE Il
PROTECTIVE FACTORS FOR THE SAMPLE
Variable N (%) Girls (%) Boys (%)
(N=5831) (N=653) (N=5178)
Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive Educational Belief 4116(70.6) 480(735) 3636(70.2)
School Suppor 495 (8.5) 66 (10.1) 429 (8.3)
ProblemSolving 1288 (22.1) 140 (21.4) 1148 (22.2)
Family Factors
AppropriateParental Discipline 2121 (36.4) 224 (34.3) 1897 (36.6)
Close To Parents & Family 5307 (91.0) 569(87.1) 5185 (48.2)
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 3438 (59.0) 419 (64.2) 3019 (58.3)
School Factors
School Connectedness 309 (5.3) 31 (4.7) 278 (5.4)
High Academic Achievement 1799(309)  259(39.7)  1540(29.7)
Community Factors
Talks with Teachers 1621 (27.8) 163 (25.0) 1458 (28.2)
Involved in Extracurricular Activities 1482 (25.4) 341 (21.6) 1347 (26.0)

C. Bivariate Analysis
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1. Research Qeestion 1: Gender comparisons (risk factors, protective factors,

and race) of youth on probation

A series of ANOVA and chi squaranalyses were conductedexplore gender
differences and risk and protective factofdso, a Bonferroni correction was dobhecause of
the high number of statistical tests so onlygtues at .001 or less would be considered as
significant.

a.ANOVA Analyses

ANOVA analyses were conducteddompare gender to age and age at first offense as

shown in Tablesv andX.

TABLE IV
ANALY SIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO AGE
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 6.0 1 6.0 410 522
Within Groups 85852.0 5829 14.7

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the relationship between gender and age.

There was no association between geiate age.

TABLE V
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO AGE AT FIRST OFFENSE
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 24.7 1 24.7 6.0 .015
Within Groups 24196.4 5829 4.2

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the relationship between gendegeind a

at first offense.There waso association between gender and age at first offense.
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TABLE VI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO RUNNING AWAY

SS af MS F p
Between Groups 12.9 1 12.9 86.7 .000
Within Groups 861.8 5785 .149

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the relationship between gender and
running away.There was an association between gender and running dwaiing with
ANOVA resulted in significance for running awdy(1, 5785) = 86.7p < .00L. Comparison of
desciptive statistics indicate thairls (M = .31, 95% CI [.28, .35]) had significantly higher

incidence of running away thdoys(M = .17, 95% CI [.16, .18]p < .001

TABLE VI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO FAMILY VIOLENCE
SS df MS F p
Betwesn Groups .006 1 .006 .027 871
Within Groups 1291.9 5829 222

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between gender and

family violence. There was no significant relationship between gender and family violence.

TABLE VII |
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO TIMES LOCKED/KICKED OUT
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .000 1 .000 .000 .985
Within Groups 414.2 5785 .07
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A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between gender and times

locked/kicked at. There was no significant association between gender and times locked/kicked

out.
TABLE X
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO PROBLEMATIC SUBSTANCE ABUSE
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 14.5 1 14.5 15.4 .000
Within Groups 5743.1 5829 .939

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between gender and
problematic substance abuskhere was a significant association between gender and
problematic substance abuse at the p<.0Gfkting with ANOVA resulted in a significant
association for problematic substance abuse for geldér,5829) = 15.4p < .000.

Comparison of descriptive statistics indicate thats (M = .71, 95% CI [.68, .74]) had

significantly higher incidences of problematic substance abusejitta(M = .55, 95% CI [.48,

.62],p <.000.
TABLE X
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GENDER TO CONDUCT DISORDER SYMPTOMS
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 40.4 1 40.4 57.3 .000
Within Groups 4108.7 5829 71

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the effg@fojender on conduct disorder
symptoms.There was a significant effect for conduct disorder symptoms for gdn@er5829)

= 57.3, p < .000Comparison of descriptive statistics indicate thids (M = .94, 95% CI [.87,
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1.01]) had significantly highencidences of conduct disorder symptoms compared to Bdys (

.68, 95% CI[.66, .70]), p < .000.

2. Research Questiorl: Categorical Comparisons of Gender and Risk &

Protective Factors

a. Chi Square Analyses

A series of bivariate analyses were conductedgushi square to determine
differences in risk and protective factors between girls and boys on probation in Cook County,
lllinois. These analyses were also conducted to determine the risk and protective factors that
predict recidivism.The results of dhsquare analyses are shown in Tables XI to X¥ne of
the twelve individual risk factors were significant when comparing gender. The significant risk
factors included serious mental disorder, affective disorder, suicidality, weafbense
homicidalideations, history of physical and sexual abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse, and
victimization Girls and boys on probation did not report extremely high mental health problems.
Girls reported ten percent sérious mental disorders (psychoses, bipatar schizophrenia) and
sixteen percent of affective disorddtifteen percent of girls reported suicidalkiyd sixteen
percent of boys reported higher rates of weapons offetmsever, girls reported higher levels
of homicidal ideations and sexual aggsion though both of these levels were < H3%hown

in TableXI.
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TABLE Xl
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS BY GENDER

n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Risk Factor Risk Factor Total
(n = 653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Individual Factors
Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/C 61 (9.3%) 241 (4.7%) 302 <.000
(Psychoses, Bipolar &
Schizophrenia;
Affective D/O 102 (15.6%) 442 8.5%) 544 <.000
Thought/Personality & 45 (6.9%) 357 (69%) 402 NS
Other D/O
Suicidality 96 (14.7%) 211 @.1%) 307 <.000
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 105 (16.1%) 1114 @1.5%) 1219 <.001
Homicidal Ideations 33 (6.1%) 138 (27%) 171 <.001
Sexual Aggressiol 18 (2.8%) 117 (23%) 135 NS
Neglect 100 (5.5%) 593 (11.5%) 693 NS
HX of Physical & Sexual 121 18.9%) 312 6.0%) 433 <.000
Abuse
Physical Abuse 57 (8.7%) 260 6.0%) 317 <.000
Sexual Abuse 84 (12.9%) 75 (14%) 159 <.000
Victimization 89 (13.6%) 484 0.3%) 573 <.001
*Chi-square.

Six of the eight family risk factonsere significant when comparing gensler

Specifically, girls reported higher levels than boys flmster placemen(.0%) andther living

arrangemenfl0%). Boys reported higher levels for no permanent address (0.2%). Girls

reported higher levels distory of parerdl problens than boys fodrug and alcohol problems

(31%)andmental health problen(@0%)as shown in TablXIlI.
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TABLE XIlI
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL FAMILY RISK FACTORS BY GENDER

n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Risk Factor Risk Factor Total
(n = 653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Family Factors
Out-of-Home Placement
Foster Placemen 26 (4.0%) 74 (14%) 100 <.000
Other Living Arrangemen 63 (9.6%) 237 (46%) 300 <.000
No Permanent Address/Shell  <0.00% 11 (0.2%) 11 NS
HX of Parental Problems
Drugs & Alcohol 201 (3.8%) 1133 @1.9%) 1334 <.000
Mental Health 63 (9.6%) 219 @.2%) 282 <.000
JD/Criminal Justice 202 (3.9%) 1494 (B.9%) 1696 NS
Harsh Parenting 15 2.5%) 68 (14%) 83 NS
Poor Parental Supervisi 39 (6.5%) 169 (34%) 208 <.000
*Chi-square.

Friends with delinquent influences and gang involvement were both significant peer risk
factors when comparing genddsoys reported higher levels of both peer risk factors and more
than half had friends ith delinquent influencesAlso, thirty eight percent reported gang

involvementas shown in Table IX .

TABLE XIII
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL PEER RISK FACTORS BY GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Risk Factor Risk Factor Total
(n = 653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Peer Factors
Friends w/Delinquent 319 48.9%) 3090 69.7%) 3409 <.000
Influences
Gang Involvement 124 (19.0%) 1987 38.4%) 2111 <.000
*Chi-square.
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Learning difficulties was a significant school risk factors when comggendes. Boys

(29%) reported higher levels of learning difficulties than gidshown in Table I¥'.

TABLE XIV
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL SCHOOL RISK FACTORS BY GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Risk Factor Risk Factor Total
(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*

School Factors
Learning Difficulties 115 (17.6%) 1495 (38.9%) 1610 <.000

*Chi-square.

No interest inleisure activities was not a significant community risk factor when

comparing gender as shown in TaKM.

TABLE XV
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY RISK FACTORS BY GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Risk Factor Risk Factor Total

(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Community Factors
No Interest in Activities 407 (65.5%) 3271 64.5%) 3678 NS

*Chi-square.

None of theindividual protective fact@were significantvhen comparing gendefirls
(2.2%) and boys (2.5%) had comparable levels of positive educational \miledsl support

and problerrsolving as shown in Table XI.
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TABLE XVI
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL INDIVIDUAL PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY

GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Protective Protective
Factor Factor Total
(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive Educationa 480(11.7%) 3636(88.3%) 4116 <.001
Beliefs
School Suppor 66 (11.6%) 429 0.3%) 495 NS
ProblemSolving 140 (2Z7.2%) 1148 (5.1%) 1288 NS
*Chi-square.

Close to parents and family was a significant family protective factor when cogpa
gendes. Boysreported higher levels of close to parents and fa(@R299. Girls and boys had
comparable levels ofppropriate parental disciplitbough itwas not a significant family

protective factoas shown in Table XiII.

TABLE XVII
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL FAMILY PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Protective Protective
Factor Factor Total
(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Family Factors
Appropriate Parental 224 37.4%) 1897 (B.7%) 2121 NS
Discipline
Close to Peents & Family 569 87.1%) 4738 01.5%) 5307 <.001

*Chi-square.

Both grls and boys reporteahigh level of tose to prosocial peerahich was not

significantly different acrosgenderas shown in Table XIII.
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TABLE XVIII
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL PEER PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY GENDER

n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Protective Protective
Factor Factor Total
(n = 653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 419 ©64.2%) 3019 (B.3%) 3438 NS

*Chi-square.

Girls and loys reported high levels ofgh academic achievemewith a significantly
greater number of girls reported to have high achievement (68%as the only significant

school protective factor when comparing gesd8chool connectedness was not significes

shown in Table XX.

TABLE XIX
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL SCHOOL PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Protective Protective
Factor Factor Total

(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
School Factors
School Conectedness 31 (7.6%) 278 8.4%) 309 NS
High Academic 259 (66.1%) 1540 61.0%) 1799 <.000
Achievement

*Chi-square.
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Talks with teachers andvolved in extracurricular activitiesexe notsignificant
community protective facter Girls and boys had fidy comparable levelssthen comparing

gender as shown in TablexXX

TABLE XX
COMPARISON OF CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY
GENDER
n (%)
Girls with Boys with
Protective Protective
Factor Factor Total

(n =653) (n=5178) (n=583) p*
Community Factors
Talks w/Teachers 163 (Z.2%) 1458 (D.6%) 1621 NS
Involved in 135 (2.7%) 1347 (5.6%) 1482 NS
Extracurricular Activities

*Chi-square.

3. Research Question 2Racial Comparisonsin the Risk and Protective

Factors
a.Risk Factors
The majority of girls in the sample weidrican American females, n = 456hey also
had the highest responses for neglect (18.2%) and history of parental JD/Criminal Justice
(32.9%). White girls had the highest responses for histonyavéntal drug and alcohol problems
(37.9%), friends with delinquent influences (62.1%) and no interest in leisure activities (67.2%).
Hispanic girls had the highest responses for gang involvement (31.5%) and history of physical
and sexual abuse (27.0%)lixed girls had the highest responses for gang involvement (31.5%)
and learning difficulties (32.6%)Other girls were not included because the number was so

small,n =6. All of the risk factors for girls by race/ethnicity are in TalgD€l .
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TABLE XXI

GIRLS6 RI SK FACTORS BY RACE
Girls (N = 647)
African-
White American Hispanic Mixed
(n=58) (n=456) (n=89) (n=44)
Individual Factors
Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/O (Psychoses, Bipolar
Schizophrenia) 11 (19.0) 43 (9.4) 3(3.4) 3 (6.8)
Affective D/O 18 (31.0) 67 (14.7) 10 (11.2) 7 (15.9)
Thought/Personality & Other D/C 3 (5.2) 31 (6.8) 8(9.0) 3(6.8)
Suicidality 10 (17.2) 63 (13.8) 15 (16.9) 8 (18.2)
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 4 (6.9) 77 (16.9) 16 (18.0) 7 (15.9)
Homiddal Ideations 2 (3.4) 27 (5.9) 3(3.4) 1(2.3)
Sexual Aggressiol 3 (5.2) 14 (3.1) 0 (0.0) 1(2.3)
Neglect 6 (10.3) 83 (18.2) 6 (6.7) 5(11.4)
HX of physical & sexual abuse
Physical & Sexual Abus 10 (17.2) 75 (16.4) 24 (27.0) 11 (25.0)
Physical Ause 5 (8.6) 39 (8.6) 6 (6.7) 6 (13.6)
Sexual Abuse 5 (8.6) 52 (11.4) 21 (23.6) 6 (13.6)
Victimization 4 (6.9) 67 (14.7) 13 (14.6) 5(11.4)
Family Factors
Out-of-Home Placement
Foster placemen 2 (3.4) 22 (4.8) 0 (0.0) 2(4.5)
Other Living Arangement 4 (6.9) 42 (9.2) 10 (11.2) 7 (15.9)
No Permanent Address/Shelt 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
HX of Parental Problems
Drugs & Alcohol 22 (37.9) 134 (29.4) 30 (33.7) 13 (29.5)
Mental Health 7 (11.1) 46 (10.1) 8 (9.0) 2(4.5)
JD/Crimind Justice 15 (25.9) 150 (32.9) 21 (23.6) 13 (29.5)
Harsh Parenting 5(8.6) 13 (2.9) 1(1.1) 1(2.3)
Poor Parental Supervision 1(1.7) 34 (7.5) 2(2.2) 2(4.5)
Peer Factors
Friends w/Delinquent Influences 36 (62.1) 219 (48.0) 40 (44.9) 20 (45.5)
Gang Involvement 13 (22.4) 70 (15.4) 28 (31.5) 11 (25.0)
School Factors
Learning Difficulties 12 (20.7) 81 (17.8) 29 (32.6) 14 (31.8)

Community Factors
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No LeisureActivities 39 (67.2) 291 (63.8) 51 (57.3) 22 (50.0)

White males had the highesisponses in problematic substance abuse (49.&#gan
American males had the highest responséssiory of parents JD/Criminal Justi¢82.1%).
Hispanic males had the highest responses in no interest in leisure activities (6@ies).
males hadhe highest responses in family violence (98.4@)her males had highest responses
in neglect (14.4%)Some of the lowest responses included no permanent address/shriial

abuseand harsh parentingAll of the risk factors foboys by race/ethity are in TablexXIl .
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TABLE XXII
BOYS6 RI SK FACTORS BY

RACE

(N=5178)
African-
White American Hispanic Mixed
(n=263) (n=3846) (n=649) (n=195)

Other (n=125)

Individual Factors
Running Away 46 (17.5) 638 (16.2) 134 (20.6) 29 (149)
Mental Health Problems

Serious Mental D/C
(Psychoses, Bipolar &

Schizophrenia) 35 (13.3) 166 (4.2) 26 (4.0) 10 (5.1)
Affective D/O 57 (21.7) 304 (7.7) 49 (7.6) 21 (10.8)
Thought/Personality & Othe
D/IO 45 (17.1) 253(6.4) 37 (5.7) 14 (7.2)
Suicidality 26 (9.9) 134 (3.4) 38 (5.9) 7 (3.6)

Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 31 (11.8) 768 (19.5) 229 (35.3) 60 (30.8)
Homicidal Ideations 8 (3.0) 91 (2.3) 30 (4.6) 8(4.1)
Sexual Aggession 12 (4.6) 84 (2.1) 20 (3.1) 1(.5)
Problematic Substance Abus 131 (49.7) 1645 (41.7) 296 (45.6) 84 (43.1)
Conduct Disorder Symptoms 135 (51.4) 1830 (46.4) 346 (53.4) 114 (58.5)

Neglect 9(3.4) 527 (13.4) 25 (3.9) 14 (7.2)
HX of physical & sexual
abuse
Physical & Sexual Abus 26 (9.9) 207 (5.2) 52 (8.0) 20 (10.3)
Physical Abuse 24 (9.1) 171 (4.3) 44 (6.8) 14 (7.2)
Sexual Abuse 5 (1.9) 51 (1.3) 11 (1.7) 7 (3.6)
Victimization 20 (7.6) 342 (8.7) 84 (12.9) 30 (15.4)
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Family Factors
Out-of-Home Placement

Foster placemen 0 (0.0) 67 (1.7) 4 (.6) 1(.5) 2 (1.6)
Other Living Arrangemen 15 (5.7) 167 (4.2) 24 (3.7) 0 (0.0) 18 (14.4)
No Permanent
Address/Shelte 0 (00) 11 (.3) 0 (0.0) 13 (6.7) 0 (0.0)
Kicked or Locked Out 13 (4.9) 333 (8.4) 29 (4.5) 21 (10.8) 3(2.4)
HX of Parental Problems
Drugs & Alcohol 74 (28.1) 853 (21.6) 133 (20.5) 52 (26.7) 21 (16.8)
Mental Health 27 (10.3) 131 (3.3) 39 (6.0) 14 (7.2) 8 (6.4)
JD/Criminal Justice 40 (15.2) 1267 (32.1) 117 (18.0) 44 (22.6) 26 (20.8)
Harsh Parenting 3(1.1) 59 (1.5) 3 (.5) 3(1.5) 3(2.4)
Poor Parental Supervision 6 (2.3) 128 (3.2) 20 (3.1) 13 (6.7) 2 (1.6)
Family Violence 245 (93.2) 3648 (92.5) 628 (%.8) 192 (98.4) 122 (97.6)
Peer Factors
Friends w/Delinquent
Influences 143 (54.4) 2375 (60.2) 395 (60.9) 120 (61.5) 57 (45.6)
Gang Involvement 50 (19.0) 1415 (35.9) 108 (16.6) 111 (56.9) 30 (24.0)
School Factors
Learning Difficulties 100 38.0) 1144 (29.0) 167 (25.7) 56 (28.7) 28 (22.4)
Community Factors
No Interest in Activities 179 (68.1) 2435 (61.7) 447 (68.9) 127 (65.1) 83 (66.4)
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b. Protective Factors

Hispanicgirls had the highest responsestiggh academic achievemgfi0.5%).

African American girls had the highest responseshase to parents and fami$7.9%) and

high academic achievemgi®5.1%). Mixed girls had the highest responses for close to parents

and family (95.5%) and close to prosocial peers (70.588)of the protective factrs for the

sample are in TabEXIII.

TABLE XXI I
GI RLS6 PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY RACE
Girls (N = 647)
African-
White American Hispanic Mixed
(n=58) (n=456) (n=89) (n=44)
Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive Educatinal Beliefs 36 (62.1) 350(76.8) 59(66.3) 30(68.2)
School Suppor 8 (13.8) 45 (9.9) 8 (9.0) 4(9.1)
ProblemSolving 15 (25.9) 103 (22.6) 11 (12.4) 10 (22.7)
Family Factors
Appropriate Parental Discipline 11 (19.0) 170 (37.3) 29(32.6) 14(31.8)
Close To Parents & Family 49 (84.5) 401 (87.9) 73(82.0) 42 (95.5)
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 96 (64.0) 290 (63.6) 60(67.4) 31(70.5)
School Factors
School Connectedness 2 (3.4) 22 (4.8) 3(3.4) 4(9.1)
High Academic Achievement 23 (67.6) 181(65.1) 37(740) 16 (59.3)
Community Factors
Talks with Teachers 12 (20.7) 119 (26.1) 20(22.5) 10 (22.7)
Involved in Extracurricular
Activities 10 (17.2) 97 (21.3) 18 (20.2) 16 (19.0)

White male had the highest responsaslose toparents and family85.6%). African

American males had the highest responses for close to parents and 8&8%y) close to

prosocial peer§6.4%). Mixed malesalsohad the highest responses étwse to parents and
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family (92.4%) close to prosocipkers (58.7%) Other males had highest responses in close to
parents and famil{84.0%). Hispanics males had the lowest responses of all racial groups
except for close to parents and family (51.8%) and close to prosocial peers (58l48bthe

protedive factos for the sample are in Table XX

TABLE XXI1V
BOYS6 PROTECTI VE FACTORS BY RACE

Boys (N =5178)

African-
White American Hispanic Mixed Other
(n=263) (n=3946) (n=649) (n=195) (n=125)

Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
PositiveEducational Beliefs 162(4.5) 2904(79.9) 376(10.3) 114(3.1) 80(2.2)
School Suppor 22 (8.4) 327 (8.3) 43 (6.6) 28 (14.4) 9(7.2)
ProblemSolving 58 (22.1) 912(23.1) 114(17.6) 43(22.1) 21 (16.8)
Family Factors
Appropriate Parental
Discipline 73 (27.8) 1507 (38.2) 206 (31.7) 55(28.2) 56 (44.8)
Close To Parents & Family 225 (85.6) 3648 (92.4) 586 (90.3) 174 (89.2) 105 (84.0)
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 173 (65.8) 2315 (58.7) 336 (51.8) 110 (56.4) 85 (68.0)
School Factors
School Connectedness 22 (8.4) 224 (5.7) 17 (2.6) 7 (3.6) 8 (6.4)
High Academic
Achievement 141(723) 1141(48.2) 171(552) 48(52.7) 39(65.0)
Community Factors
Talks with Teachers 69 (26.2) 1213(30.7) 116(17.9) 7 (3.6) 27 (21.6)
Involved n Extracurricular
Activities 57 (21.7) 1095 (27.7) 118(18.2) 34 (17.4) 43 (34.4)

4. Research Question 2Comparisons ofRisk and Protective Factors and

Racefor Girls and Boys
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A series of ANOVA analyses were conducted to compare the association betwesndgir
and boyso6 race/ ethme cgitryl adm dANOYA faXd¥Motrs . ar e

throughXXXI.

a. ANOVA Analysesfor Girls

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢

race/ethnicity and age, and there was gaiicant association.

TABLE XXV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO AGE
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 5.4 3 1.8 .098 961
Within Groups 11779.9 643 18.3

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association betweersga
race/ethnicity and age at firstoffenseher e was no significant assoc

race/ethnicity and age at first offense.

TABLE XXVI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO AGE AT FIRST
OFFENSE
SS df MS F p
Between Group  22.8 3 7.6 15 223
Within Groups 3335.6 643 5.2

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the

race/ethnicity and age, and there was no significant association.

126



TABLE XXVII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO RUNNING AWAY

SS aof MS F p
Between 1.0 3 .320 15 221
Groups
Within 138.5 637 217
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
race/ethnicity and family violence, and there was no signifiaasociation with family violence

as shown in TabIXXVIII .

TABLE XXVIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO FAMILY
VIOLENCE
SS df MS F p
Between 1.2 3 410 1.1 352
Groups
Within 241.6 643 376
Groups

Aoneway ANOVAwas conducted to compare the assoc
race/ethnicity and the numbers of times locked/kicked dbere was no significant association
bet ween girlsé race/ ethnicityassmdninTade number

XXIX.
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TABLE XXIX
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLSG6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO TIMES
LOCKED/KICKED OUT

SS df MS F p
Between 223 3 .074 1.03 378
Groups
Within 45.8 637 072
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
racekthnicity and problematic substance abuBkere was a significant association between
girl sé problematic s uf(3%643) R 5.6p<HWLTekeypasthac r eci di
comparisons indicate that Whites, (M = .93, 95% CI [.62, 1.2]), and AispgM = .77, 95% CI
[.57, .98]) were both significant. African Americans, (M = .46, 95% CI [.38, .53]), and Mixed,

(M = .55, 95% CI [.26, .83]) were not significaat shown in TablXXX.

TABLE XXX
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS® ARE/ETHNICITY TO PROBLEMATIC
SUBSTANCE ABUSE
SS df MS F p
Between 16.8 3 5.6 7.1 .000
Groups
Within 507.3 643 .789
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the

race/ethnicity and conduct disorder symptoms, and there wsigmbcant associatioas shown

in TableXXXI .
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TABLE XXXI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLSG6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO CONDUCT
DISORDER SYMPTOMS

SS df MS F p
Between 1.3 3 443 .621 .602
Groups
Within 459.3 643 . 714
Groups

b. ANOVA Analyses fa Boys

A series of ANOVA analyses were conducted

race/ethnicity and risk factors and the results are shown in TalE$ throughXXXVIII .

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢

race/ethnicity and agand there was no significant association.

TABLE XXXII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO AGE
SS df MS F P
Between 112.6 4 28.1 2.0 .094
Groups
Within 73427.6 5173 14.2
Groups

Aoneway ANOVAwascondct ed to compare the associat.i
race/ethnicity and age at firstoffenseher e was no significant assoc

first offense and race/ethnicity.
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TABLE XXXIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO AGE AT FIRST

OFFENSE
SS df MS F P
Between 53.7 4 13.4 3.3 .010
Groups
Within 20759.9 5173 4.0
Groups

There was not a significant associ aésion be

shown in TableXXXIV .

TABLE XXXIV
ANALYSIS OF VARIAN CE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO RUNNING AWAY
SS df MS F P
Between 1.2 4 .302 2.2 071
Groups
Within 720.2 5136 .140
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢

race/ethnicity and family violence, arftete was no significant association for family violence

as shown in TabIXXXV .

TABLE XXXV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO FAMILY VIOLENCE
SS df MS F p
Between 401 4 .100 496 .739
Groups
Within 1046.6 5173 .202
Groups
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Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
race/ethnicity and the numbers of times locked/kicked ®dbere was a significant association
bet ween boysd race/ ethnicity ani4d5136h=B.7,p<u mber o
.00L. Tukey posthoc comparisons indicate that African Americans, (M = .09, 95% CI [.08,
.09]), and Hispanics, (M = .05, 95% CI [.03, .06]) were signific&@amparisons of descriptive
statistics indicate that Whites, (M = .05, 95% CI [.02,).08lixed, (M = .1, 95% CI [.06, .15]),

and Other, (M = .02, 95% C{.p0, .05]) were not significaris shown in TabIEXXXVI .

TABLE XXXVI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO TIMES
LOCKED/KICKED OUT

SS df MS F p
Between 1.6 4 409 5.7 .000
Groups
Within 366.4 5136 071
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
race/ethnicity and problematic substance abl$®re was a significant association between
boysod6 race/ et hnsubstancy abase, & (4,5178) > LBLADA (Tukey post
hoc comparisons indicate that Whites, (M = 1.02, 95% CI [.88, 1.2], African Americans, (M =
.68, 95% CI [.65, .71], Hispanics, (M = .81, 95% CI [.73, .89], and Other, (M = .39, 95% CI [.24,
.54] wereall significant. Mixed, (M = .77, 95% CI [.63, .92] was not significa® shown in

TableXXXVII .
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TABLE XXXVII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO PROBLEMATIC

SUBSTANCE ABUSE
SS df MS F p
Between 49.6 4 12.4 13.1 .000
Groups
Within 4892.0 5173 .946
Groups

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
race/ethnicity and conduct disorder symptorfibere was a significant association between
boysdé6 race/ethnicity and51eBo=r6@,p<.00lTdkeypasthhater sy m
comparisons indicate that Mixed, (M = .88, 95% CI [.75, 1.0], and Other, (M = .49, 95% CI [.37,
.61] were both significantWhites, (M = .71, 95% CI [.61, .81], African Americans, (M = .66,
95% CI[.63, .69], and Hmanics, (M = .77, 95% CI [.70, .83] were not significastshown in

TableXXXVIII .

TABLE XXXVIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 ARE/ETHNICITY TO CONDUCT
DISORDER SYMPTOMS

SS df MS F p
Between 19.3 4 4.8 6.9 .000
Groups
Within 36245 5173 .701
Groups

5. Research Question 2Categorical Comparisons ofRisk and Protective

Factors with Race/Ethnicity for Girls and Boys

a. Chi Square Analysedor Girls
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A series of chi square analysgereconducted to comparesk and protective factors
with race/ethnicityof girls and boys Theresultsforgirl® r i sk and protecti ve

race/ethnicityare shown in Table$ XX IX throughXLVIII .

None of the individual risk factors were significant when compared across racial groups
for girls as shownn TableXXX 1X.

TABLE XXXIX
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAL INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)

African
White American  Hispanic Mixed Total p*

Individual Factors
Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/C 11 (19.0%) 43 (9.4%) 3 (3.4%) 3 (6.8%) 60 NS
(Psychosesipolar &
Schizophrenia,
Affective D/O 18 (31.0%) 67 (14.7%) 10 (11.2%) 7 (15.9%) 102 NS
Thought/Personality & 3 (5.2%) 31(6.8%) 8 (9.0%) 3 (6.8%) 45 NS
Other D/O
Suicidality 10 (17.2%) 63 (13.8%) 15 (16.9%) 8(18.2%) 96 NS
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 4 (6.9%) 77 (16.9%) 16 (18.0%) 7 (15.9%) 104 NS
Homicidal Ideations 2 (3.4%) 27 (5.9%) 3 (3.4%) 1 (2.3%) 33 NS
Sexual Aggressiol 3 (5.2%) 14 (3.1%) <0.00% 1(2.3%) 18 NS
Neglect 6 (10.3%) 83 (184%) 6 (6.8%) 5(11.4%) 100 NS
HX of Physical & 10 (17.2%) 75 (16.4%) 24 (27.0%) 11 (25.0%) 120 NS
Sexual Abuse
Physical Abuse 5 (8.6%) 39 (8.6%) 6 (6.7%) 6 (13.6%) 56 NS
Sexual Abus¢ 5 (8.6%) 52 (11.4%) 21 (23.6%) 6(13.6%) 84 NS
Victimization 4(6.9% 67 (14.7%) 13 (14.6%) 5(11.4%) 89 NS

*Chi-square.

None of the family risk factors were significant when compared across racial groups for

girls as shown in TabIXL.
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TABLE XL
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAM FAMILY RISK FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*
Family Factors
Out-of-Home
Placement

Foster Placemen 2 (3.4%) 22 (4.8%) <0.00% 2 (4.5%) 26 NS
Other Living 4 (6.9%) 42 (9.2%) 10 (11.2%) 7 (15.9%) 63 NS
Arrangement
No Permanen <00.0% <0.00% <0.00% <0.00% <0.00% NS

Address/Shelte

HX of Parental
Problems

Drugs & Alcohol 22 (37.9%) 134 (29.4%) 30 (33.7%) 13 (29.5%) 199 NS

Mental Health 7 (12.1%) 46 (10.1%) 8 (9.0%) 2 (4.5%) 63 NS
JD/Criminal Justice 15 (25.9%) 150 (32.90) 21 (23.6%) 13 (29.5%) 199 NS

Harsh Parenting - 13 (3.1%) 1(2.1%) 1(2.4%) 15 NS
Poor Parental 1(1.9%) 34 (8.0%) 2 (2.5%) 2 (4.9%) 39 NS
Supervision

*Chi-square.

None of thepeerrisk factors were significant when compared across racial gfoups

girls as shown in TabIXLI.

TABLE XLI
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGM PEER RISK FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*

Peer Factors
Friends 36 (62.1%) 219 (48.0%) 40(44.9%) 20 (45.5%) 315 NS
w/Delinquent
Influences
Gang 13 (22.4%) 70 (15.4%) 28 (31.5%) 11 (25.0%) 122 NS
Involvement
*Chi-square.
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None of the school risk factors were significant when compared across racial groups for
girls as shown in TablXLlII .
TABLE XLII

COMPARISON OF G| RGABEGORICAL SCHOOL RISK FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*
School Factors
Learning 12 (20.7%) 81(17.8%) 10 (11.2%) 11 (25.0%) 114 NS
Difficulties
*Chi-square.

None of the commmity risk factors were significant when compared across racial groups

for girls as shown in TabIXLIII.

TABLE X LIl |
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAL COMMUNITY RISK FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*
Comnunity
Factors

No Interest in 39 (70.9%) 291 (66.9%) 51 (61.4%) 22 (51.2%) 403 NS
Activities
*Chi-square.

None of the individual protective factors were significant when compared across racial

groups for girlsas shown in TablXLIV.
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TABLE X LIV
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRICGAL INDIVIDUAL PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)

African
White American  Hispanic Mixed Total p*

Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs

Positive 36 (7.5%) 350 59 30 (6.2%) 475 NS
Educational (72.9%) (12.3%)
Beliefs
School Suppor 8 (16.0%) 45 (11.2%) 8 (10.7%) 4 (10.0%) 65 NS
15 (32.6%) 103 11 10 (27.3%) 139 NS
ProblemSolving (28.5%) (17.2%)
*Chi-square.

None of the family protective factors were significant when compared across racial

groups for girlsas shown in TablXLV.

TABL E XLV
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAL FAMILY PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African

White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*
Family Factors
Appropriate 11 (20.8%) 170 (40.3%) 29 (36.7%) 14(33.3%) 224 NS
Parental
Discipline
Close to Parents 49 (84.5%) 401 (87.9%) 73 (82.0%) 42 (95.5%) 565 NS
& Family
*Chi-square.

The peer protective factor was not significant when compared across racial groups for

girls as shown in TablXLVI.
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TABLE X LVI
COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAL PEER PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*
Peer Factors
Close to 35 (60.3%) 290 (63.6%) 60 (67.4%) 31 (70.5%) 416 NS
Prosocial Peers
*Chi-square.
TABLE X LVII

COMPARI SON OFCATHGRRIGAL SCHOOL PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American  Hispanic Mixed Total p*
School Factors
School 2 (5.4%) 22 (7.8%) 3(5.3%) 4 (13.8%) 31 NS

Connectedness
High Academic 23 (67.6%) 181 (65.1%) 37 (74.0%) 16 (59.3%) 257 NS

Achievement
*Chi-square.

None of the community protective factors were significant when compared across racial

groups for girlsas shown in TablXLVII I.

TABLE X LVIII
COMPARISON OF GIRL SGATEGORICAL COMMUNITY PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Total p*

Community
Factors
Talks 12 (23.1%) 119 (28.2%) 20 (25.0%) 10 (24.4%) 161 NS
w/Teachers
Involved in 10 (18.2%) 97 (22.3%) 18 (21.7%) 9 (20.9%) 134 NS
Extracurricuér
Activities
*Chi-square.
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b. Chi Square Analyses for Boys

A series of chi square analysgereconducted to comparesk and protective factors
with race/ethnicityof boys

Several of the individual sk factors were significant when compared across racial
groups for boys.They included serious mental disorder (Whites highest), affective disorder
(Whites highest), thought/personality disorders (Whites highest), suicidality (Whites highest),
neglect (Mked highest), history of physical and sexual abuse (Mixed highest), physical abuse
(Whites highest), and victimization (Mixed highea$)shown in TabIXLIX.

TABLE XL IX

COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*
Individual
Factors
Mental Health
Problems

Serious Mental 35 (13.3%) 166 (4.2%) 26 (4.0%) 10(5.1%) 4(3.2%) 241 <.000
D/O (Psychoses
Bipolar &
Schizophrenia)
Affective D/IO 57 (21.7%) 304 (7.7%) 49 (7.6%) 21 (10.8%) 11 (8.8%) 442  <.000
Thought/Personality 45 (17.1%) 253 (6.4%) 37 (5.7%) 14 (7.2%) 8(6.4%) 357  <.000
& Other D/O
Suicidality 26 (9.9%) 134 (3.4%) 38(5.9%) 7(3.6%) 6(4.8%) 211  <.000
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 31 (11.8%) 768 (19.5%) 229 (35.3%) 60 (30.8%) 26 (20.8%) 1114 NS
Homicidal 8(3.0%) 91 (2.3%) 30 (4.6%) 8(4.1%) 1(0.8%) 138 NS
Ideations
Sexual Aggressiol 12 (4.6%) 84 (2.1%) 20 (3.1%) 1 (0.5%) <0.00% 117 NS
Neglect 9 (3.5%) 527 (13.5% 25(3.9%) 14 (7.2%) 18 (14.4%) 593  <.000
HX of Physical & 26 (9.9%) 207 (5.2%) 52 (8.0%) 20 (10.3%) 7 (5.6%) 312 <.000
Sexual Abuse
Physical Abuse 24 (9.1%) 171 (4.3%) 44 (6.8%) 14 (7.2%) 7(5.6%) 260 <.001
Sexual Abuse 5 (1.9%) 51 (1.3%) 11 (1.7%) 7 (3.6%) 1 (0.8%) 75 NS
Victimization 20 (7.6%) 342 (8.7%) 84 (12.9%) 30 (15.4%) 8(6.4%) 484  <.000
*Chi-square.
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Three of the family risk factors for boys were significant when compared across racial

groups. They included other living arrangements (Othigthest), history of parents mental

health problems (Whites highest), and history
highest) as shown in Table L.
TABLE L
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL FAMILY RISK FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other  Total p*
Family Factors
Out-of-Home
Placement
Foster  <0.00% 67 (1.7%) 4 (0.6%) 1(0.5%) 2(1.6%) 74 NS
Placement
Other Living 15 (5.7%) 167 (4.2%) 24 (3.7%) 13 (6.7%) 18 237 <.000
Arrangement (14.4%)
No Permanent  <0.00% 11 (0.3%) <0.00% <0.00% <0.00% 11 NS
Address/Shelte
HX of Parental
Problems
Drugs & 74 (28.1%) 853 (21.6%) 133 (20.5%) 52 (26.7%) 21 1133 NS
Alcohol (16.8%)
Mental Health 27 (10.3%) 131 (3.3%) 39 (6.0%) 14 (7.2%) 8(6.4%) 219 <.000
JD/Criminal 40 (15.2%) 1267 (32.1%) 117 (18.0%) 44 (22.6%) 26 1494 <.000
Justice (20.8%)
Harsh 3 (1.2%) 59 (1.5%) 3 (0.5%) 3 (1.6%) -- 68 NS
Parenting
Poor Parental 6 (2.4%) 128 (3.4%) 20 (3.2%) 13(6.8%) 2(1.6%) 169 NS
Supervision
*Chi-square.

Gang involvement was the only significant peer risk factor for boys across racial groups.

Hispanic males had the highest number of responses as shown in Table LI.
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TABLE L |
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL PEERRISK FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)

African
White American  Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*

Peer Factors

Friends 143 2375 395 120 57 3090 NS
w/Delinquent  (54.4%) (60.2%) (60.9%) (61.5%) (45.6%)
Influences

Gang 50 (19.0%) 1415 381 111 30 1987 <.000
Involvement (35.9%) (58.7% (56.9%) (24.0%)
*Chi-square.

Learning difficulties was not a significant school risk factor for boys across racial groups
as shown in Table LI
TABLE LI |
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL SCHOOL RISK FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)

African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*

School

Factors

Learning 100 (38.0%) 1144 (29.0%) 167 (25.7%) 56 (28.7%) 28 (22.4%) 1495 NS
Difficulties

*Chi-square.
No interest in leisure activities was significant for coamity risk factors across racial

groups and Whites have the highest responses as shown in Tidble LI
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TABLE LI I
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL COMMUNITY RISK FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)

African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other  Total p*

Community

Factors
No Leisure 179 (72.2%) 2435 (62.7%) 447 (70.8%) 127 (66.1%) 83 (68.0%) 3271 <.000

Activities
*Chi-square.

Positive educational beliefs wettee only significant individual protective factor across

racial groups and Mixd@males had the highest number of responses as shown in Teble L

TABLE L IV
COMPARI SON OFATEGOREAL INDIVIDUAL PROTECTIVE FACTORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American  Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*
Individual
Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive 162 2904 376 114 (3.1%) 80 3636 <.000
Educational  (4.5%) (79.9%) (10.3%) (2.2%)
Beliefs
School Suppor 22 (9.8%) 327 (9.1%) 43 (8.2%) 28 (15.7%) 9 (8.8%) 429 NS
58 912 114 43 (25.3%) 21 1148 NS
ProblemSolving (258%) (27.3%) (20.5%) (20.2%)
*Chi-square.

Appropriate parental discipline and close to parents and family were both significant
family protective factors for boys across racial groupsgher males had the highest responses

for appropriate parental digpline and African American males had the highest responses for

being close to their parents and family as shown in Table LV.
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TABLE L V
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL FAMILY PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p
Family
Factors

Appropriate 73 (29.8%) 1507 (40.3%) 206 (33.8%) 55 (29.3%) 56 (45.9%) 1897 <.000
Parental

Discipline

Close to 225 (85.6%) 3648 (92.4%) 586 (90.3%) 174 (89.2%) 105 (84.0%) 4738 <.000
Parents &

Family

*Chi-square.

Close to prosocial peers was significant for peer protective factor across racial groups and

Other males had the highest number of responses as shown in Table LVI.

TABLE LV |
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL PEER PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)

African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*

Peer

Factors

Closeto 173 (65.8%) 2315 (58.7%) 336 (51.8%) 110 (56.4%) 85 (68.0%) 3019 <.000
Prosocial

Peers

*Chi-square.
High academic achievement was tmy significant school protective factor across

racial groups and White males had the highest number of responses as shown in Table LVII.
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TABLE LVI |
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL SCHOOL PROTECTIVE FACTORS BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*
School Factors
School 22 (14.4%) 224 (8.6%) 17 (4.7%) 7 (5.4%) 8(10.8%) 278 NS

Connectedness
High Academic 141 (72.3%) 1141 (48.2%) 171 (55.2%) 48 (52.7%) 39 (65.0%) 1540 <.000

Achievement
*Chi-square.

Talks with teachers (African American highest) and involved in extracurricular activities
(Other highestyvere both significant communifyrotective factor across racial grolgsshown

in TableLVIII.

TABLE LVIII
COMPARI SON OFEATEGOREAL COMMUNITY PROTECTIVE FACTORS
BY RACE/ETHNICITY

n (%)
African
White American Hispanic Mixed Other Total p*
Community
Factors
Talks 69 (29.2%) 1213 (31.9%) 116 (19.8%) 33 (17.4%) 27 (23.5%) 1458 <.000
w/Teachers

Involved in 57 (23.0%) 1095 (28.3%) 118 (18.7%) 34 (17.7%) 43 (35.2%) 1347 <.000
Extracurricular

Activities

*Chi-square.

6. Research Question 3Categorical Comparisons ofRisk and Protective

Factors that Predict Recidivism

a. Chi Square Analyses

Twentyoneqgirls3. 2% of the girlsd sample recidivat
sample did not recidivateT her e wer e 388 boys, 7.5% of the b

4790, 92.5% that did not recidivaded the test was significant as noted in Talbe.
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TABLE LIX
COMPARISON OF RECIDIVATED BY GENDER

n (%)
Girls Boys Total
(n =653) (n=5178) (n=5831) p*
Recidivated 21 3.2%) 388 (7.5%) 409 <.000
Did Not Recidivate 632 06.8%) 4790 02.5%) 5422
*Chi-square.
b. Chi Sguare Analyses for Girlsoé Reci

African American femalewere also overepresented in the number that recidivated

18, butthis was not a significant resa$ shownn TableLX.

TABLE LX
COMPARISON OF AFRICAN AMERICAN GIRLSG ERIDIVISM TO OTHER
RACE/ETHNICITIES

n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n=21) (n =632) (n = 653)
African American 18 (B85.7%) 438 (8.3%) 456 NS
Other 3 (14.3%) 194 (30.7%) 197

*Chi-square.

There wa no association between the individual risk factors and recidividgo, the
number of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk

factorsacross the two grougs shown in Table LXI.
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TABLE LXI
COMPARISON OF GIRLSO6CATEGORICAL INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS TO

RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*

(N=632)  (n=653)

Individual Factors
Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/C 2 (9.5%) 59 (9.3%) 61 NS
(Psychoses, Bipolar ¢
Schizophrenia]

Affective D/O 2 (9.5%) 100 (158%) 102 NS
Thought/Personality & <0.00% 45 (7.1%) 45 NS
Other D/O

Suicidality 2 (9.5%) 94 (149%) 96 NS
Violent Behaviors

Weapons Offens 4 (19.0%) 101 (16.0%) 105 NS

Homicidal Ideations 2 (9.5%) 31 (49%) 33 NS

Sexual Aggressio 2 (9.5%) 16 (2.5%) 18 NS

Neglect 5 (23.8%) 95 (15.2%) 100 NS

HX of Physical & Sexual 3 (14.3%) 118 (187%) 121 NS

Abuse

Physical Abuse 2 (9.5%) 55 (87%) 57 NS

Sexual Abust 2 (9.5%) 82 (13.0%) 84 NS

Victimization 2 (9.5%) 87 (138%) 89 NS
*Chi-square.

There was no association between family risk factors and recidivikenumber of
girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk factors across

the two groupss shown in Thale LXII.

145



TABLE LXII
COMPARISON OF GIRLSO6CATEGORICAL FAMILY RISK FACTORS TO

RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*
(n =632) (n = 653)
Family Factors

Out-of-Home Placement
Foster Placemen 2 (9.5%) 24 (38%) 26 NS
Other Living Arrangemen  <0.00% 63 (10.0%) 63 NS
No Permanent Address/Shell  <0.00% 632 (96.8%) 632 NS

HX of Parental Problems
Drugs & Alcohol 7 (33.3%) 194 30.7%) 201 NS
Mental Health 2 (9.5%) 61 (97%) 63 NS
JD/Criminal Justice 6 (28.6%) 196 (3L.0%) 202 NS
Harsh Parenting 2 (10.0%) 13 (22%) 15 NS
Poor Parental Supervision 2 (9.5%) 37 (64%) 39 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association between peer risk factors and recidiVismumber of girls
who recidivated was too sth to reliably estimate the percentage with risk factors across the two

groupsas shown in Table LXIII.

TABLE LXIlI
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL PEER RISK FACTORS TO RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*
(n = 632) (n =653)

Peer Factors

Friends w/Delinquent 12 (67.1%) 307 (8B.6%) 319 NS
Influences

Gang Involvement 5 (23.8%) 119 (188%) 124 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association betweearhing difficultiesand recidivism.The number of
girls who recidvated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk factors across

the two groupss shown in Table LXIV.
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TABLE LXIV
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL SCHOOL RISK FACTORS TO

RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n=21) (n =632) (n = 653)
School Factors
Learning Difficulties 5 (23.8%) 110 (17.4%) 115 NS

*Chi-square.
There was no association betweeneisure activitiesnd recidivism.The number of
girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estienthhe percentage with risk factors across

the two groupss shown in Table LXV.

TABLE LXV
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY RISK FACTORS TO
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n=21) (n =632) (n = 653)
Community Factors
No Interest in 15 (71.4%) 392 (65.3%) 407 NS
Activities
*Chi-square.

There was no association between individual protective factors and recidivism.
The number of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentagekwith

factors across the two grougs shown in Table LXVI.
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TABLE LXV |
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL |INDIVIDUAL PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RECIDIVISM

n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*
(n =632) (n = 653)
Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive Educational Belief 6 (5.5%) 465(96.9%) 480 NS
School Suppor 4 (19.0%) 62 (11.3%) 66 NS
ProblemSolving 5 (25.0%) 135 (27.3%) 140 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association between family protective factors amtiviesi. The number
of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk factors across

the two groupss shown in Table LXII.

TABLE LXVII
COMPARISON OF GIRLSA6CATEGORICAL FAMILY PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO

RECIDIVISM

n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n=21) (n=21) (n=21)

Family Factors
Appropriate Parental 4 (19.0%) 220 (B.1%) 224 NS
Discipline
Close to Parents & Family 20 (95.2%) 549 (8.9%) 569 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association beew dose to prosocial peeed recidivism.The
number of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk

factors across the two grougs shown in Table LXIII.
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TABLE LXVII'I
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL PEER PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO

RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n=21) (n =632) (n = 653)
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 10 (47.6%) 409 (64.7%) 419 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association between school protectiverfaand recidivism.The number
of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk factors across

the two groupss shown in Table L.

TABLE LXIX
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL SCHOOL PROTECTIVE FACTORS TO
RECIDIVISM
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*
(n =632) (n = 653)
School Factors
School Connectedness <0.00% 31 (79%) 31 NS
High Academic Achievement 5 (45.5%) 254 (66.7%) 259 NS

*Chi-square.

There was no association between communiygetive factors and recidivisnThe
number of girls who recidivated was too small to reliably estimate the percentage with risk

factors across the two grouas shown in Table LXX.
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TABLE LXX
COMPARISON OF GIRLS6CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RECIDIVISM

n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=21) Recidivate Total p*
(n =632) (n = 653)
Community Factors
Talks w/Teachers 6 (28.6%) 157 (Z.1%) 163 NS
Involved in Extracurricular 5 (23.8%) 130 (2.7%) 135 NS
Activities
*Chi-square.

c. Chi Square AnalysisforBoysh Reci di vi s m

African American males were ovegpresented in the number that recidivated, n = 326 as

shown in Tabld XX 1.

TABLE LXX|
COMPARISON OF BOYS6 ERIDIVISM TO RACE/ETHNICITY
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not Recidivate

(n = 3&8) (n =4790) p*
White 15 3.9%) 248 6.2%) NS
African American 326 84.0%) 3620 (75.6%)
Hispanic 28 (7.2%) 621 (13.0%)
Mixed 13 (3.4%) 182 (38%)
Other 6 (1.5%) 119 (25%)

*Chi-square.
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None of thendividual risk factos for boys were significant when comparing the two

groups of boysis shown in Table LXXII

TABLE LXXI I
COMPARISON OF BOYSO6CATEGORICAL INDIVIDUAL RISK FACTORS BY
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n =388 (n=4790) (n=5178
Individual Factors
Mental Health Problems
Serious Mental D/O (Psychose 21 (5.4%) 220 (46%) 241 NS
Bipolar & Schizophrenia]
Affective D/O 40 (10.3%) 402 8.4%) 442 NS
Thought/Personality & Othe 33 8.5%) 324 (68%) 357 NS
D/O
Suicidality 15 3.9%) 196 @4.1%) 211 NS
Violent Behaviors
Weapons Offens 59 (15.2%) 1055 (2.0%) 1114 NS
Homicidal Ideations 7 (1.8%) 131 (27%) 138 NS
Sexual Aggressiol 5 (13%) 112 (23%) 117 NS
Neglect 46 (11.9%) 547 (11.5%) 593 NS
HX of Physical & Sexual Abuse 24 (6.2%) 288 6.0%) 312 NS
Physical Abuse 21 (5.4%) 239 6.0%) 260 NS
Sexual Abuse 5 (1.3%) 70 (15%) 75 NS
Victimization 32 (8.2%) 452 0.4%) 484 NS
*Chi-square.
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None of thefamily risk factors were significant when compayithe two groups of boys

as shown in TableXXIIl .

TABLE LXXIII
COMPARISON OF BOYSOCATEGORICAL FAMILY RISK FACTORS BY
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n = 388) (n=4790) (n=5178)
Family Factors
Out-of-HomePlacement
Foster Placemen 3 (08%) 71 (15%) 74 NS
Other Living Arrangemen 12 3.1%) 225 (47%) 237 NS
No Permanent Address/Shelt 1 (03%) 10 (0.2%) 11 NS
HX of Parental Problems
Drugs & Alcohol 86 (22.2%) 1047 (2.9%) 1133 NS
Mentd Health 20 (5.2%) 199 @.2%) 219 NS
JD/Criminal Justice 132 (34.0%) 1362 (B.4%) 1494 NS
Harsh Parenting 3 (08%) 65 (14%) 68 NS
Poor Parental Supervision 19 (6.1%) 150 (33%) 169 NS
*Chi-square.

None of thefamily risk factors were significantlven comparing the two groups of boys

as shown in TableXXI1V.

TABLE LXXIV
COMPARISON OF BOYSO6CATEGORICAL PEER FACTORS BY RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n=388) Recidivate Total p*
(n=4790) (n=5178)
Peer Factors
Friends w/Dénquent 251 64.7%) 2839 (®.3%) 3090 NS
Influences
Gang Involvement 166 42.8%) 1821 (B.0%) 1987 NS
*Chi-square.
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Learning difficultieswasnots i gni fi cant f or dorosygthedetwoc ho ol roi

groupsas shown in TablexXXV.

TABLE LXXV
COMPARISON OF BOYS6CATEGORICAL SCHOOL RISK FACTORS BY
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
(n =388) Recidivate Total p*
(n =4790) (n=5178)
School Factors
Learning Difficulties 132 (34.0%) 1363 (B.5%) 1495 NS

*Chi-square.

No leisureactivities werenots i gni fi cant for boysdé communi't

TableLXXV1.
TABLE LXXVI
COMPARISON OF BOYSGCATEGORICAL COMMUNITY RISK FACTORS BY
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n = 388) (n=4790) (n=5178)
Community Factors
No Interest in Activities 226 69.0%) 3045 (&1.9%) 3271 NS

*Chi-square.
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None of the individual protective factongere significanfor boys across the two groups
as shown in TableXXVII.
TABLE LXXVII

COMPARISON OF BOYSO6CATEGORICAL INDIVIDUAL PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RECIDIVISM

n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n = 388) (n=4790) (n=5178)
Individual Factors
Prosocial Beliefs
Positive Educationa 275 (7.6%) 3361(92.1%) 3636 NS
Beliefs
School Suppor 34 0.9%) 395 0.3%) 429 NS
ProblemSolving 116 33.0%) 1032 (5.5%) 1148 NS
*Chi-square.

Appropriate parental discipline, p <.001

factors. Close to parents and family was not significastshown in TableXXVIII .

TABLE LXXVII
COMPARISON OF BOYS6CATEGORICAL FAMILY PROTECTIVE FACTORSTO
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Recidivated Did Not
Recidivate Total p*
Family Factors
Appropriate Parental 102 (8.5%) 1795 (3.5%) 1897 <.001
Discipline
Close to Parents & Family 350 00.2%) 4388 01.6%) 4738 NS
*Chi-square.
Close to prosoci al peers, p <.001 was si

shown in Table XX IX.
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TABLE LXX1X
COMPARISON OF BOYSOCATEGORICAL PEER PROTECTIVE FACTORSTO

RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(N = 388) (n =4790) (n =5178)
Peer Factors
Close to Prosocial Peers 193 @9.7%) 2826 (9.0%) 3019 <.001

*Chi-square.
Neither of the variablewassignificant forschool protective factoracross the two

groups of boyss shown in TablexXX X.

TABLE LXX X
COMPARISON OF BOYSGCATEGORICAL SCHOOL PROTECTIVE FACTORSTO
RECIDIVISM
n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n = 388) (n=4790) (n=5178)

School Factors

School Connectedness 15 (6.6%) 263 8.6%) 278 NS
High Academic 97 44.1%) 1443 61.5%) 1540 NS
Achievement

*Chi-square.

Neither talks with teachers or involvement in extracurricular activities were significant

community protective faors as shown in TablexXX XI.

TABLE LXXXI
COMPARISON OF BOYSO6CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY PROTECTIVE FACTORS
TO RECIDIVISM

n (%)
Did Not
Recidivated Recidivate Total p*
(n = 388) (n=4790) (n=5178)

Community Factors
Talks w/Teachers 110(29.7%) 1348 (D.6%) 1458 NS
Involved in Extracurricular 108 (28.2%) 1239 (5.5%) 1347 NS
Activities
*Chi-square.
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7. Research Questior8: Comparisonsof Risk and Protective Factors

Predicting Recidivism for Girls and Boys

A series of ANOVA analysewere conducted for girls and boys to determine the risk
factors that predicted recidivisnT. h e r e s ul t svisinare shgvn in Tablé LXKXIc i d i

through LXXXVIX.

a. ANOVA Analyses of Girl s6 RecidivVvism

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to comparetheasc i at i on between gi-r

recidivism. There was no significant association between age and recicagismown in Table

LXXXII .
TABLE LXX XII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 GA TO RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 1.7 1 1.6 .087 .768
Within Groups 12310.2 651 19.0

Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
recidivism. There was no significant association between age at first offense and recaivism

shown in Table LXXXII.

TABLE LXXXI Il
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS® GE AT FIRST OFFENSE TO RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .570 1 570 110 741
Within Groups 3382.2 651 5.2
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Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compagre t he
away and recidivism, and there was no significant efieghownn Table LXXXIV.

TABLE LXXXIV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLSG6 URNING AWAY TO RECIDIVSM

SS df MS F p
Between Groups .084 1 .084 .384 .536
Within Groups 140.2 644 218

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between family violence
and girlsdéd recidivism, and there washowmm si gni

Table LXXXV.

TABLE LXXXV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FAMILY VIOLENCE TO GIRLS6 ERIDIVISM

SS df MS F p
Between Groups .002 1 .002 .007 935
Within Groups 245.0 651 .376

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between the numbers of
ti mes | ocked/ ki ck e dTheraewas rwosighcagt assdcigtion betveeenitheei v i s m

number of times | ocked/dshownendrabeuXXx¥and gi rl so

TABLE LXXXV |
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TIMES LOCKED/KICKED OUT TO GIRLSO

RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .007 1 .007 .096 .756
Within Groups 46.1 644 .072
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Aoneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the ¢
problematic substance abuse and recidiviSnher e was no significant as
problematic substance abuse and recidivasshown in Table LXXXVI.

TABLE LXXXVII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLSG6 ROGBLEMATIC SUBSTANCE ABUSETO

RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups  .327 1 327 401 527
Within Groups 531.2 651 .816

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compateé¢ associ ation between
disorder symptoms on recidivism, and there was no significant asso@atshrown in Table

LXXXV III.

TABLE LXXXVIII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR GIRLS6 OGDUCT DISORDER SYMPTOMS TO

RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
BetweenGroups 1.3 1 1.3 1.7 173
Within Groups 463.6 651 . 712

b. ANOVA Analysesof Boys Reci di vi s m

A series of ANOVA analyses were conducted for boys to determine the risk factors that
predicted recidivism. The results are shown in TapIXIX through XCV.

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association beth@gnd age and
recidivism. There was no significant association between age and recidsismown in Table

LXXIX .
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TABLE LXXIX
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 GE TO RECIDIVISM

SS adf MS F p
Between Groups 6.0 1 6.0 420 517
Within Groups 73534.2 5176 14.2

There was a significant association betwee
(p<.001). Testing with ANOVA resulted in significance for age at firdeokeF (1, 5176) =
27.2,p < .001. Comparison of descriptive statistics indicate that boys that did not recidiwate (
=14.10, 95% CI [14.03, 14.15]) had older age at first offense than boys that recidwated (

13.54, 95% CI [13.39, 13.69),< .001 & shown in Table XC

TABLE XC
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYSO GE AT FIRST OFFENSETO RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups 108.9 1 108.9 27.2 .000
Within Groups 20704.7 5176 4

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the associdigtween running away
and boyso6éTheciedwaissmo significant associati on

recidivismas shown in Table XCI

TABLE XCI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 URNING AWAY TO RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F )
Between Groups .137 1 137 979 322
Within Groups 721.3 5139 .140
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A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between family violence

and boyso6 recidivism, and there wasshownn si gni f

Table XCIL
TABLE XCII
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR FAMILY VIOLENCE TO BOYSG6 ERIDIVISM
SS adf MS F p
Between Groups .036 1 .036 179 672
Within Groups 1047.0 5176 .202

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between the numbers of

tmesbcked/ ki cked out Theredvasmmsigsifidgantragsaciatobn betiveemihe

number of ti mes | ocked/ &ishoknandTabtelX@l. and

boyso6 r

TABLE XCIlI
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TIMES LOCKED/KICKED OUT TO BOYS6
RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .002 1 .030 .030 .862
Within Groups 368.0 5139 072

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between

probl emati c subst anc eTharéwas i signiichnt &ssogiatidn bedmec i di v

boys6é problematic sulasshavnio€bleXiltse and
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TABLE XCIV
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 RBBLEMATIC SUBSTANCE ABUSETO

RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .608 1 .608 .637 425
Within Groups 4941.0 5176 .955

A oneway ANOVA was conducted to compare the association between conduct disorder
sympt oms and bTohyesrée rweacsi dniovissing.ni fi cant associ a

disorder symptoms and recidivisas shown in Table XCV

TABLE XCV
ANALYSI SOF VARIANCE FOR BOYS6 OGDUCT DISORDER SYMPTOMS TO
RECIDIVISM
SS df MS F p
Between Groups .005 1 .005 .008 .930
Within Groups 3643.8 5176 704

D. Summary of Significant Findings

The chi square and ANOVA tests to explore gender diffexgiof youth on probation
indicated some significant finding3.he chi square results noted significant finding®ur of
the five social domains: individual, family, peer and schootisk factors andwo of thefive
domains for protective factorssirls had higher ratings than boys for risk factors except for
weapons offensefriends with delinquent behaviors, gang involvement and learning difficulties,

and boys had higher ratings for recidiviasshownin theTableXCVI.
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TABLE XCVI
GENDER AND RISK FACTORS

Outcome Variable

Recidivated Boys higher than Girls

Risk Factors

Individual
Running Away
Serious Mental Disorders
Affective Disorder
Suicidality
Weapons offense
Homicidal ideations
Problematic Substance Abuse
Conduct Disorder Symptoms
HX of physical and sexual abust
Physical abuse
Sexual abuse
Victimization

Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Boys higher than Girls
Girls higher than Boys
Boys higher than Girls
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys

Family
Foster placement
Other living arrangement
HX of parents?o
HX of parents¢
problems

Poor parental supervision

Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys
Girls higher than Boys

Girls higher than Boys

Peer
Friends with delinquent influence
Gang involement

Boys higher than Girls
Boys higher than Girls

School
Learning difficulties

Boys higher than Girls

Significant results were noted tine family and schoalomains of protective factars
Girls had higher ratings in high acaderachievementBoys had higher ratinga closeness to

parents and family and involvement in extracurricular activiageshown in the dbleXCVII.
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TABLE XCVII
GENDER AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS
Protective Factors

Individual

Positive educational beliefs Boys higher than Girls
Family

Close to parents and family Boys higher than Girls
School

High academic achievement Girls higher than Boys
Community

Extracurricular Activities Boys higher than Girls

The significant ANOVAresultswere roted for three individual risk factorssirls had
higher ratings imunning awayproblematic substance abussdconduct disorder symptoms as
shown in the &bleXCVIII.

TABLE XCVI I
COUNT VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH GENDER
Individual Risk Factors

RunningAway Girls higher than Boys
Problematic Substance Abuse Boys higher than Girls
Conduct Disorder Symptoms Girls higher than Boys

Therewasno significantassociation between gender and race/ethrioitgirls.
However, there were significantsudts for risk and protective factors for bayken

race/ethnicity was included akown inTableXCIX.
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TABLE XCIX
BOYSSO6 SI GNIFICANT RISK FACTORS WITH RACE/

Individual
Serious Mental Health Disorder Whites Highest
Affective Disorder Whites Hghest
Thought/Personality Disorder Whites Highest
Suicidality Whites Highest
Neglect Other Highest
History of Physical & Sexual Mixed Highest
Abuse
Physical Abuse Whites Highest
Victimization Mixed Highest
Family
Other Living Arrangement Other Highest
HX of pMentatHedltls € Whites Highest
HX of parents African Americans
Justice Highest
Peer
Gang involvement Hispanics Highest
Community
No leisure activities Whites Highest

There were significant protecti¥actors inall the social domains for boys when race was

included as shown in Tabte

TABLE C
BOYS6 SI GNIFI CANT PROTECTI VE FACTORS WI TH |
Individual
Educational Beliefs African AmericanHighest
Family
Appropriate Parental Other Highest
Discipline
Close to Parents & Family African Americans
Highest
Peer
Close to Prosocial Peers Other Highest
School High Academic Achievement Whites Highest
Community Talks w/Teachers African Americans
Highest
Involved in Extracurricular Other Highest
Activities
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The significant ANOVA resulfor girls wasproblematic substance abusken race/
ethnicitywereincluded,andWhite girls had the highest ratingdowever, boys had significant
ANOVA results for three variables as shown in Table

TABLE CI
BOYS6 COUNT VARI ABLES ASSOCI ATED WI TH RACE

Individual Risk Factors

Times Locked/Kicked Out Mixed Highest
Problematic Substance Abus: Whites Highest
Conduct Disorder Symptoms Mixed Highest

None of the risk and protective tacs used to predict recidivism for girls were
significant. Also, none of the risk factors to predict recidivism for boys were significant.
However, there were significant results for protective factors tleaiqied recidivism for boys

in two of the five social domain and shown rableCIlI.

TABLE ClII
BOYS6 SI GNIFI CANT PROTECTI VE FACTORS WI TH
Family
Appropriate Parental Discipline
Peer

Close to Prosocial Peers

The significant ANOVA result was noted for one individual risk fac®pecifically,

boys had higher ratings in age at first offense.
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VI. DISCUSSION

The purpose of the current study was to gain a more complete understanding of the
gender ad racial differences risk and protective factors associated with recidivagipouth on
probationin Cook County, lllinois Results indicate that girls had greater risk across social
domains than boys while boys had greater protection in several social doifla@fndings for
many of the risk factors were consistent with previous resedaiit detained youth in Cook
County, lllinois (Teplin et al., 2002; Teplin et al., 2003; Abram et al., 2004; Teplin et al., 2005;
Teplin et al., 2005; Teplin et al., 2012Jnlike girls, boys had significant findings across most
racial/ethnic groups aracross recidivismTherefore, opportunities exist to explore this further
in a different sample of girls to better understand these issuespgiveyrchanges and
modificationsrelated tahe expansion of the domestic violence laws, zero toleranceldisain
school and weriming (Browne, 2003; Buzawa & Hotaling, 2006; Cheshayd & Belknap,
2004; Chesneyind & Pasko, 2004

This dissertation study contributes to the scavaegrowing body of literature on risk
and protective factors, and reaiim of girls and boys on probation in Cook County, lllindis.
adds tgprevious research that has primarily explored risk factors associated with delinquency
including mental health disorders ahe early death of detained youth in Cook County Jueenil
Temporary Detention Center (Teplin et al., 2002; Teplin et al., 2003; Abram et al., 2004; Teplin
et al., 2005; Teplin et al., 2005; Teplin et al., 2012). It also adds to the increasing body of
literature on protective factors that has been understwdibdhis population.Results from this
dissertation provide description of risk and protective factors tbe youth on probation from

2009 to 2013.These results provide a context for understanding various aspects of the
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relationship between corredst of risk and protective factors, gender, race and recidivism for this
vulnerable population.

Through the use of secondary analysis, this dissertation study sought to explore gender
and racial differences and recidivism in a moderate to-hgfhsample bgirls and boys on
probation in Cook County, lllinois. There amarrentlyno studies that explore risk and
protective factors related to recidivism with this sample of youth. Therefore, this study sought to
address this gaprhesecondary aim of thewgly was to understand if the risk and protective
factors predicdrecidivism of girls and boys on probation in Cook County, lllinbswvever,
this question could not be addressed

Specifically, bur research questions guided this investigati®eseark questions one,
two and three were exploratory and descriptive wigigearctguestion four was analytical and
predictive. Researclguestions one, two and three provide data on the risk and protective factors
in five social domains (individual, familyeer, school and community) across gender, race and
recidivism. Researclyuestion four intended to use separatdtivariatemodels for girls and
boysto predictrecidivism giverthe significant risk and protective factors (at the bivariate level).
Due tothesmall number of girls who recidivateshd the lack of bivariate findingthese

analyses were not completed.

A. Major Findings of the Study

This section discussthe major findings of this dissertation studyhe results of this
study provide infamation and insight about considerations when assessing, treating and working
with girls and boys on probation. In particular, it is important to consider these issues regarding
girls on probation and the approaches needed to curtail their delinquevibbéleaause of the

rising rates of girls entering detention éweing placedn probation
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As noted in chapter 2, analyzing known risk and protective factors provides information
about thecontext and possible influences @elinquent acts committed bpyth. Similarly, this
study analyzed risk factors, as well as protective factdigjor findingsincludea) estimates of
gender differences in risk and protective factors of youth on probation, b) estimates of racial
differences in risk and protectivectars for youth on probation, estimates of gender
differences in risk and protective factors associated with recidivism, amplations of
findings fortheoretical fameworks

1. Estimates of gender differences in risk and protective factors of yih on

probation

The descriptive results indicated thatgghad higher ratings for the majority of risk
factors in the individual, family, peer, school and community social dom&pscific findings
are discussed in the following section.

a. Individual Risk Factors

Mental Health ProblemsGirls and boys on probation in Cook County, lllinois report
high mental health problem®&ine percent of gls reported serious mental health (psychoses,
bipolar and schizophrenia) disorders 41686 reportedffecive disorders.Five percent of boys
reported serious mental health disorders (psychoses, bipolar and schizophre®ia)adfedtive
disorders.Whengirls and boys areompared to the detained population in Cook Cquorig
percentf girls andboys hadpsychotic disorders whileventy-four percent of girls and nineteen
percent of boys had affectidesorderqTeplin et al., 2002) These univariate findings indicate
that mental health problems persist while youth are on probaigimighting their neesl for

community mental health treatment.
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Suicidality Girls reportedhighlevels of suicidal behaviorfifteen percent of girls and
four percent of boys reported suicidal behavidowever, vihen compared to prevalence rates of
other juvenile justicenvolved youth their reported range was from 14.2% to 51% (Cauffman,
2004; Esposito & Clum, 1999)Girls on probation reported suicidal behawathin this
reported rangewhich is consistent with other research on jusitie®lved girls that are more
likely to have attempted suicide (Miller, 1994 addition, 1.1% of detained youth in Cook
County, lllinois died by suicideMortality rates among delinquent youth was >4 times higher
than that in the general population of Cook County (Teplin et &@5)20This provides an
important perspective regarding youth on probation given their mental health needs and suicidal
behavior. Specifically, thesuicidal behavior couldscalatevithout the appropriate assessment
and treatment.

Problematic Substanceb@ise. Boys reported higher ratings than girls for problematic
substance abuse, which is consistent with a current study conducted by Teplin and colleagues
(2012) They found that males had more than 2.5 times the odds of substance use disorders
comparedo females when tested five years following their baseline results .

Conduct Disorder Symptom&irls reported higher levels of conduct disorder symptoms
than malesvhile Teplin and colleagues (2002) found that both detained females and males met
diagnastic criteria for disruptive behavior disorders including oppositional defiant disorder and
conduct disordersThese univariate findings are consistent with past studies of adult female
detainees and females waltonduct disorder that find females hdwgher rates of psychiatric
disorders than males (Teplin et al., 1996)

Violent Behaviors Boysand girlsreportedfairly high levels of weapons offenses.

Twenty-two percent of boyand16% of girls reported weapons offenses comparing youth in
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lllinois, fewgirls have been arrested, detained or incarcerated for weapons offenses (Bostwick &
Ashley, 2009).Given that African American girls are overrepresented in this sample it is
plausible that their weapons offense could be attributed to theirnexpes with community and
gendered violence (Jones, 2009; Miller, 2008), so they carry weapons to protect themselves.
History of Physical and Sexual Abuggirls did not report unusually high levels of
physical and sexual abusHineteen percemwerereportedo haveboth physical and sexual
abuse13%werereportedo havesexual abuseand9% were reported to have physical abhuse
In comparison to boy§% werereportedto havephysical and sexual abyséo were reported to
have sexual abusad5% werereportedo havephysical abuseHowever, this is one factor that
researchers consently report asignificantly higher levels for girl@ChesneyLind, & Shelden,
2004; Herrera & McCloskey, 2001; Lewis et at., 1991; Miller, 2008; Schaffner, 20&)
scholar noted thatigs in the juvenile justice system in Los Angeles County repoitgayeto
90%of some degree of physical or sexual abuse (Schaffner, 2006). These univariate findings
seem to suggest that girls on probation may (or their pactarggivers) have aerreported
these experiences and the same could be true foobgyobatiorwhaoselevels were
significantly lower than the girlsln addition, these rates could be lower for youth on probation.
Victimization Fourteen percent ofils and9% of boys experiencedctimizationand
reported that they were physically assaulted by a strafdms report is slightly higher when
compared to 13.4% of girls between the ages of 12 and 17 that experienced lifetime assault by
the National Stvey of Adolescents (Kilpatrick et al., 2003Hlowever, when compared to
detained youth, the gap ihe prevalence widensThirty-one percent of girls ar@b% of boys
reported that they had ever being attacked physically or badly beaten (this qgestion i

comparable because a similar question was asked labiogt attacked bgomeone they knew or
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were close tojAbramet al., 2004)These univariate findings may indicate that girls and boys
underreport traumaThe youth in the Teplin study were interviesvwith a trauma instrument
(DISC-1V) while the measure in this study consisted of one question so there could be an issue
with its validity.

b. Family Risk Factors

Outof-Home PlacementTen percent of girland5% of boysreported other living
arrangerants Four percent of girls antdo of boys reported foster placementsastly, less than
one percent of boys and no girls reported that they had no permanent address¥hiter.
with foster care experience are four times more likely to engage ngdeht behavior than
those with no foster care experience (Alltucker et al., 2006).

History of Parental ProblemsOver a quarter of girler their parents/caregiversported
having parents with histories of drug and alcohol probleniese girlsmay also experience
increases in risky behaviancluding problems with alcohol and drugs (Kilpatrick et al., 2000).
Ten percent of girlsr their parents/caregivers alsported having parents with mental health
problems. Theymay also experience poor imadequate supervision and child maltreatment
(Bifulco et al., 2002). Over a quarter of gidstheir parents/caregiversported that their
parents had criminal background These gls could be subject to the direct and indirect effects
causing the to adapt unhealthy adult roles including delinquency (Dannerback, 20
(2008) also noted that girlsdé problems with g
by parental addiction and their criminal backgroun@snverselyboys reporté lower ratings
for parents with alcohol and drug problems and mental health problemstkehileatings for
parents witha criminal background were more comparable to giBpecifically, loys or their

parents/caregivers reporthdving parents with dguand alcohol problem22%), mental health

171



problems (4%pand criminal backgrounds (29%)hike girls or their parents/caregivers reported
having parents with drug and alcohol probldBk%), mental health problems (10%) and
criminal backgrounds (31%)These univariate findings indicate that girls and boys on probation
experience significant family dysfunction, which can be especially detrimental for girls as they
are more likely to run away from home (Chesihéyd & Shelden, 1998and experience strained
or broken familial ties (Arnold, 1990; Schaffner, 2006)

Harsh Parenting.Girls or their parents/caregiver reported slightly higher ratings than
boys or their parents/caregiverBwo percent of girls anii% of boys experienced harsh
parenting.Poor @renting practices are a common risk factor for problem behavior and can
promote impulsive, antisocial and delinquent behavior (Jaffe et al., 2001; Moffitt & Caspi, 2001;
Patterson et al., 1992).

Poor Parental SupervisionGirls or their parents/caragirs reported higher ratings than
boys or their parents/caregiverSix percent of girls an8% of boys reported poor parental
supervision.Of all family factors, poor parental supervision is the strongest and most replicable
predictor of delinquency (Sith & Stern, 1997).Also, some of the major early risk factors for
antisocial behavior include poor parental supervision, punitive or erratic parental discipline, cold
parental attitude (Farrington, 2005).

Also, when considering the univariate findirfgs parental problems, harsh parenting and
poor parental supervision it is evident that youth on probation experienced significant difficulties
throughout their lives based on their paréstauggles.Consequently, girls and boys on
probation experiencgignificant difficulties that could lead them to delinquent behavior and

youth.
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Peer, School & Community Risk FactoBoys reported higher ratings than girls in all of
these social domainscluding friends with delinquent influences, gang involvemisatrning
difficulties and no leisure activities-or peer risk factors, sixty percent of boys had friends with
delinquent influencesSome authors have noted longitudinal relationships where peer relations
measured at ages 6 to 12 were found to laa@lto subsequent offenses contediitover a ten
year follow up study (Altschuler, 2005; Hetchman et al., 1984)rty-nine percent of boys
were gang involved, compared to 30% of those that reported gang membership in the Rochester
Youth Development Styd(Thornberry, 1998) Thesefindings seem to indicate that these males
may be more frequently involved in serious and violent delinquency than those that are not gang
involved. For the school risk factor, thirty percent of boys had learning difficulfiéss is
consistent with research studies conducted on youth with both learning difficulties and violent
behavior violence increased as learning difficulties increased (Blum et al, 2003; Morrison &
Cosden, 1997).

When comparing gir§peer risk factas, 49%of girls reported having friends with
delinquent influences art®%repated gang involvementScholars argue that some of the most
serious female offenders join gangs for protection that also leads them to delinquent and violent
behavior (Jones,a®9; Miller, 2008; Thornberry, 1998¥-or the school risk fact@0% of girls
reported learning difficultiesThis is also consistent with research showing that girls in urban
schools experience the threat of violence and harassment with little profeatioadults in
authority (Miller, 2008). These circumstances could i mpact gi

academically.
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Lastly, for the community risk factono leisure activitiesboth girls and boys had
comparable ratingsSixty-two percent of girls ah63% of boys reported this risk factomhis
finding suggestthat thelack of schocbased activities antthe role ofcommunity
violence could contributetwi r | o6yanvndl ack of .interest in acti
Gender differences were also reporitegrotective factors for youth on probation. Boys
had higher ratings for the majority of the protective factors in this study.

c. Individual Protective Factors

Positive educational belief<sirls (73.5%) and boys{0.2%) bothhadhigh ratings.
fiAdolescents wh low levels of prosocial beliefs tend to engage in-hbwksaking and law
breaking behaviots(Brown et al., 2005) These univariate findings indicate that youth with
high prosocial beliefs about education mayldésslikely to engage in delinquent behaxi

School SupportTen percent ofirls and8% of boysreportedprosocial belies about
school providing suppartResearch studies about prosocial beliefs indicate that developing them
is important in reducinthedelinquent behavior of youth (Kostermat 4., 2004).

Problemsolving. Boys reporteanoderate beliefs about their ability to problsoive.
Twenty-two percent of boys belee in their abilityto solve problems Similarly, 21%of girls
believe in their ability to solve problem3his atttude permits the adolescent to strategize
effective ways to address problems in a constructive manner (Baldwin et al., TB83g
univariate findings suggest that girls and boys on probation do not act in accosithrtbeir
reported beliefs to solvaroblems, especially girls who reported higher ratings of the majority of
risk factors.

d. Family Protective Factors
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Appropriate Parental DisciplineBoysor their parents/caregiveas probation reported
moderate levels of appropriate parental disegl Thirty-seven percent of boys aBd% of girls
or theirparents/caregivergported this family protective factoResearch notes that effective
parents provide youth with clear and supportive instruction, limit setting, and involvement that
appeara influence developmental outcomes (Denham et al., 200®)se univariate findings
indicate that a perception of appropriate discipline exists despite the findings about parental
problems, harsh parenting apdor parental supeision. Consequently, thre could beover
reportingof this variable.

Close to Parents and FamilyGirls on probation reported unusually high levels of being
close to parents and family membeEsghty-seven percent of girls reported this family
protective factor.However,48%of the boys reported this family protective factéccording to
Masten (1994), positive relationships with parents and family members serve as protective
factors for children and model prosocial skills and behavidhese univariate findings indicate
that these findings could also beer reportedjiven the higher ratings of individual and family
risk factors for girls in this study.

e. Peer Protective Factors

Close to Prosocial PeersGirls on probation reported high levels of being close to
prosocialpeers Sixty-four percent of girland58% of boysreported this peer protective factor.
Successful peer relations are of great importance for social and personality development (Berndt
& Perry, 1990; Hartup, 1993)T hi s f i ndi ng s erdatshipsovitrstheigpeeas t  gi r
may be a strength that could avert delinquent involvemdotnar and colleagues (2008) noted
that78(0.07%) girls in an urban community sample experienced lower delinquent behaviors due

to prosocial/supportive friend$Generally, fiyoung women tend to place a higher value on
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relationships and consequently may be more affected by the nature of these relationships than are
young men (Belgrave, 2002Cernkovich, & Giordano]987).

f. School and Community Protective Factors

High Academic AchievemerBoys on probation had moderate levels of high academic
achievement.Twenty-nine percent of boyand39%of girls reported this school protective
factor. Researchers note that high academic achievement was the most impaotdartsféc
explained a significant amount of variance in adolescent offending for both females and males
(Agnew & Brezina, 1997; Dekovic, 1999Twenty-eight percent of boys reportéalks with
teachers wite 25% of girls reported this community protectivactor. The importance of caring
adults has been documented as a protective for female offenders (Hawkins et nl.Bp§89
also hadnoderate levelsf involvementin extracurricular activities an@b%endorsed this
community protective factorTwenty-two percent of girls reported involvement in
extracurricular activities. Regular involvement in activities, church, hobbies, volunteering or
having a job was found to be protective for both females and males (Huebner & Betts, 2002).

2. Estimates of racial differences in risk and protective factors of youth on

probation

Racial differences were found in terms of descriptive and bivariate results for risk factors.
White girls and boys had higher ratings for the majority of risk factors in the indiyidualy,
peer, school and community social domaiSpecific findings were consistent with those found
in previous research about delinquent yoleiplin et al., 2001; Teplin et al., 2002; Teplin et al.,
2005; Teplin et al., 2012)

Mixed girlsreportecthe highest ratings for protective factorghile both African

American and Other malesportecthe highest ratings for protective factoss statistically
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significant finding was identified fohite girlsas theyhad the highest mean, M = .93 for
probdematic substance abuse, which is consistent with previous reg@atichims et al., 2007)
but inconsistent witmore recentesearch (Teplin et al., 2012)

The majority of significant findings for individual risk factors were for White boys.
Specificdly, these risk factors included serious mental disorder (13.3%), affective disorder
(21.7%), suicidality (9.9%) anghysical abuse (9.1%)l'eplin and colleagues (20p@und that
Hispanic males reported the highest levels of affective disorders (2586%)me variation was
noted. In addition]18.6% of African American males, at8.8% of norHispanic Whites
reportedaffective disordersThree percendf nonHispanicWhite males, 1.0% of African
American males, and 0.7% of Hispanic males reported psgatisorderqdTeplin et al., 2002)
The significant findings for Mixed males included history of physical and sexual abuse (10.3%)
and victimization (15.4%). Other maesgnificant finding was for neglect (14.4%).

African American males had theost significant findings for family risk factors at the
bivariate level. This finding includedhistory of parents witla JD/Criminal Justice background
(32.1%). Also, they hadh statistically significant finding witthe highest mean score for family
violence, M = .09which seems quite low and is possibly due validity issWéite males had a
significant finding for history of parents with mental health problems (10.3%g2y also had
the highest mean score for problematic substance abuse, M =M@t males had a
significant finding for ouof-home placement for other living arrangement (6.7%)ey also
had the highest mean score for conduct disorder symptoms, M = .88.

One significant finding was found at the bivariate level in the peer dordlimales
had high ratings of gang involvemehut Hispanicmales had the highest rating8(B). Also,

19% of White males36% of African American malef7% of Mixed malesand24% of Other
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males reported gang involvemerithere was no significaiiiinding at the bivariate level in the
school domain.One significant finding was found at the bivariate level in the community
domainfor no leisure activitieand all males reportadoderatdevels. Seventytwo percent of
White malesp3%of African Ameaican malesy 1% of Hispanic males6% of Mixed males and
68% of Other males had no leisure activitigisSchool based extracurricular activities provide
adolescents with highly structured leisure environment that they can exert control and express
their identity througha choice of activity and actions within the setti{@arling, 2004). These
findings suggest that males on probation could benefit from structured $xssal activities if

they are enrolled in schoolf not, they could benefit frorstructured neighborhood activitigs

they are held in a safe area.

Racial differences for males were also found in the protective fad@ors.significant
result was found in the individual domain for positive educational belie&ffaxan American
males 79.9%). Both variables in the family domain were significant across r@tleer males
had the highest rating for appropriate parental discipline (45.9%jty percent of White
males,40% of African American males34% of Hispanic males, an20% of Mixed males
endorsed experiences of appropriate parental discipiiienales reportedhigh ratings forclose
to parents and familySpecifically, African American males had the highasing 0f92%
Eighty-six percent of White male890% of Hispanc males89% of Mixed males, an84% of
Other males reported that they were close to their parents and f&miyarly, all males had
fairly high ratings m the peer domain, close to prosocial p#easwas significant at the bivariate
level. Other mkes had the highest ratimg 68% Sixty-six percent of White male59% of
African American male2% of Hispanic males, ang6% of Mixed males reported that they

were close to prosocial peers.
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High academic achievement was the only significant sdlagtdr at the bivariate level
All malesreported moderate to high ratings for high academic achieveMérite males
reported the highest ratiraf 72% Forty-eight percent of African American malé&§% of
Hispanic males53% of Mixed males an@&5% of Other males reported high academic
achievementas well. Lastly, both community protective factors were significant at the bivariate
level. African American males had the highest ratiogtalking to teachers witB2% Twenty
nine percent of White nas, 20% of Hispanic malesl 7% of Mixed males an@4%of Other
males reported that they talk to teach&dsher males had the highest rating for involvement in
extracurricular activitiesvith 35% Twentythree percent of White maleéz8% of African
American males19%of Hispanic males, antiB% of Mixed males reported being involved
extracurricular activities.

These findings for boys étheqmpekitgafthe ve f act or
relationship between risk and protective factdEsen thou@p males had higher responses in the
majority of protective factors they still reported a good number of risk factdms. may suggest
uncertainty about how protective factors buffer risk factors relatddltoquent behaviorin
addition these respores could be due to underreporting of the respondents as well.

3. Estimates of risk and protective factors that predict recidivism of youth

on probation

Only one of the risk factors and one of the protective factors were significant at the
bivariate levéfor boys even though the sample size for boys that recidivated was lamgeh, n
= 388. Age at first offense was significant for boys that did not recidivate; they had the highest
mean score, M = 14.1MBoys that recidivated had the lower mean sddre, 13.54. The

significant family protective factor finding for boys was appropriate parental discifBiogs
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that did not recidivate haalhighe rating for this family protective factor with 39.5%. The other
significant protective factor was in thegr domain for boys that did not recidivate and were
close to prosocial peers (59.0%).

Although there were no significant findings related to recidivism for girls, it is important
to note that the 21 girls were similar to detained giflsey were alfemales of color (18
African Americanand 3 Hispanic) Thar average ageas 15 andheir subsequent charges
included aggravated battery, battery, theft, robbery, burglary and posse3sierage at first
offense for Arican Americangirls was10 and 15 foHispanics.Nearly a quarter of the girls are
gang involved, have learning difficulties, problems with substance abuse and have weapons
offensechargas. Over a third of the girls ran away, reported two more symptoms of conduct
disordergexperiencechege ct , and dondét par tMoethandalfeftnen | ei st
girls have friends with delinquent influenceBhe majoriy do not have prosocial beliefs about
school, have teachers they can talk to, @iemolved in extracurricular activitiesnd their
parents donot us eHowepep nearfy thirdehadhigh@dademic pl 1 ne .
achievement, so some girls perform academically despite all these challenges.

4. Implications of Findings for Theoretical Frameworks

Consistent with previougsearch, girls and boys on probation experience significant risk
factors as do detained and incarcerated yoGiins in this sample had the majority of risk
factors in each social domain, which supports the previous findings related to gendered and
community violence (Jones, 2009; Miller, 2008; Schaffner, 2008hen considering social
control theory, it is important to note whether bonds of attachment, involvement, commitment
and conventional beliefs explaine delinquent behavior of youth on probatiofhese findings

suggest that girlead weaketiesto parentsfamily membersndprosocialpeers thanboysand
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all youth hadow involvement in leisure and extracurricular school activitidewever, loys

held positive educational beliefsGirls hadhigh ratings for physical and sexual abysagental

problems and poor parenglpervision Girls had moderate ratings of friends with delinquent
influences and gang involvemeand no leisure activitiesThesefindings may reflecthe

dynamic naturefo gi r | s 0 . lHagihgattongdies sparents,Samily members and
prosocial peers could reduce the | ikelihood o
Il n addi t i-dewelopngent could flourisherdgrow in the presence afquial peers

(Klein, 1948; Mitchell, 1988; Sullivan, 1993which is consistent with relational theorn

addition, astudy examining social control theory of upper middle class youth found that parental
attachment had no r edlirguency thaudhitywas ceduced forrbdys.d6 s er i
Also, they noted that only when girls participated in nontraditional female activities (sports) and

boys were involvedin nontraditional male activitiegchurch, community, and schoallich

involvement providesignificant protection from delinqueng{Booth et al., 2008)Giventhe

unusually high numbers of girls and boys reported no leisure activities and about a quarter of

girls and boys reported involvement in extracurricular activitre=e isroom to futher explore

this becase these measures do not spettie types of activitieslt could be feasible that youth

on probation may be more receptive to nontraditional activities to reduce their delinquent

behavior.

Based on the descriptive and somehef Ibivariate resultsoth girls and boys possess
someprotective factorsFirst, boys seemed to have fewisk factors and more protective
factorsthangirsHowever, girl soé6 descr ihgghighweademiesul t s i
achievement This isconsistent with social control theory as it shows that girls have belief in

soci etyods val ue Havinglggh acddemiggacheekmantas indicative of the
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girl sé6 commit ment initerms ofeducatiennHirschi & &dttfreslsortod3e t vy
McCord, 1991).

Girls had the majority of risk factors in each of the social domains, so they may have
more needs even though a small number of them recidivated in the s&ufilag the sample
size aside, it could be noted that these girlpraation may benefit from the strengths
associated with their protective factors and that averts their delinquent belesmite this,
the high number of risk factors girls reported indicates that they have greater needs that warrant
communityservies to assist themMany of the risk factors they endorsed were relatetdm
families indicatingsevere disruption in their personal relationshipgen considering
relational theory, it is expected that girls on probation have a need to addresstiesi in the
context ofconnection to others based on empathy, mutuality and a dynamic relational process
(Covington & Surrey, 1997)However, they actually experienced significant relational
disruption based on varied forms of abuse, so their growthceentity development may be
adversely affectedPositive change and development for girls on probation requires the presence
of at least one mutually empathic relationship in their lives.

In terms of racebivariate results note that White malead the majority of risk factqrs
including mental health problems, parental mental health proplestary of physical abuse and
no leisure activitiesThese findings indicate that they experieaggeater prevalence and
severityof risk factors. When considering critical race theory, it seems that these youth and their
needs may be less visible than other racial groups as they tend to be underrepresented in the
juvenile justice systemConsequently, their problems may not be identified at home thei

community. Also, they havehe highest ratings for high academic achievement, so school
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officials would be less inclined to recognize their mental health symptoms or refer them for
services to address them.

Hispanic males also had the highestgdifor gang involvement, so they may be
disadvantaged in many way¥hey may not have strong familial or social supports as most
youth that join gangs do so because they have strained or broken relationships with their
families. Also, they may live in dadvantaged communities with high police surveillarice.
terms of critical race theory, they could also experience multiple oppressiatesl to being
disadvantagedncluding immigration status and being overrepresented in the juvenile justice
system(Harrison & Karberg, 2004)

Mixed girls reported the highest levels of the protective factors in the study. Little to no
previousresearchasfocused specifically on thdiverseracial/ethnic group Consequently,
there may be cultural factors thatffer and protect them in ways that the other racial/ethnic
groups may notln addition, critical race theory and in particular, intersectionality recognizes
the multiple oppressions including race, genderfaiedcribes the overrepresentation of females
of color both within overlapping systems of subordination and at the margins of feminism and
antiracisnd (Crenshaw, 1991)However, it is unclear whether Mixed girls experience multiple
oppressions the same way as African American females who are ogeerged in the juvenile
justice system.The extent to which critical race theory could inform these findings as limited
since intersections between race, gender and specific risk and protective factors could not be
explored to bet tergths. Thalack of lnowdedgd abguit MiXxed girisay t
highlight the need to know more about theWlithout this information their findings could vary

depending on their racial/ethnic backgrounds.
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Generally speakingyhen comparingecidivismacross gendeat the bivariate level, none
of the resultsvere significant.Similarly, none of the protective factors and only one of the risk
factors for racevassignificant. White girlsand boyshad significant findingfor problematic
substance abusehich is onsistent with previous research studies (Teplin et al., 2012; Williams
et al., 2007). As previously stated, White youth experience greafgevalence and severity of
problematic substance abuse given they are underrepresented in the juvenileygtsiice s
Critical race theory discusses intersectionality in terms of multiple oppressions like gender and
race related to the overrepresentation of youth of color in the juvenile justice sy&araver,
White youth are experiencing multiple oppressiaiated to their race as they are less visible to
receive treatment services for their psychological issieseover, previous studies of youth on
probation indicated that middle class standards are used to sentence youth (Mallett et al., 2012),
so this ould influence the likelihood of identifying and addressing the needs of White youth.
Conversely, African Americans and Mixed girls had the lowest mean scores respectively for
problematic substance abugeéhich is consistent with prior research studiedl{&hs et al.,
2007). Alsg, their low levels of alcohol se could be another example of their strengths.

In terms of relational theoryindings aboutgirlsGinteractions witheachers showhat
they lackrelationships with them as welGiven thebeliefs about relational neediese girls are
further disadvantaged by not having strong interpersonal relationdbspablishinghealthy
relationships with teachers and other nonfamilial agdaksvell as parents and friendsn
essential developméal task forgirls. Boys in this studyre more likely tdhave the benefit of
strong relationships to others, which could be further enhanced to assist their future desistance
from crime. Yet, girls face a cluster of circumstan@esiuding theabsewe of positive

relationships or those that are strained due to abuse by family mer@logrsequently, they
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could pursue relationships that promote and even encourage delinquent behastering
positive changes for girls depends on their ability to dgvelutually trusting and healthy

relationships to create positive new experiences for them (Hubbard & Matthews, 2008).

B. Limitations of the Study

This study is not without limitationsThough the data was secured and used for this
dissertation studyt ivas not collected for researdbut foradministrative purposeslherefore,
methodological limitations should be considered when interpreting the realiisugh the
sample size for the study is substantial, the subsample for the prediction modeiallas due
to the limited amount of time that recidivism data was collected in Cook County, lllinois.
Eighty-seven percent of the records in the merged file found a match based on the timeframe for
one completed YASI assessment and the limited timeffantbe collection of recidivism data.

The subsample of girls and boys that recidivated was only 7%, which is much lower than
expected.In the 2009 Report of the Cook County Juvenile Court, female offenders with one
subsequent case were 17.0% while noélenders with one subsequent case were 19.7% in

2006. Additionally, theformal collection of recidivism data did not start until 2010, so the

number of girls and boys that were includedth@sample was significantly reduceth
addition,none of ther s k and protective factors were signi
recidivism. This could berelated to the small sample size of girls that recidivated, n = 21, which
potentially reduced the power of the sample to detect differerdss, this could lave been due

to the timeframe that recidivism data was collected and available for analysis, as well as possible
data entry issued-dowever, ecidivism of the youth in this sample increased eachstasing

with 5.1% in 2009 t&.5% in 2010 to 8.4% in(.1 t08.7% in 2012 until it dropped in 2013 to

4.0% (only included 7 months of data in 2013 due to data collection timefr&oagequently,
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the low number of girls who recidivated may not provide an accurate reflection of the youth on
probation in CoolCounty, lllinois, so it was a significant limitation in the study.

The use of measures from a secondary data set with the original data collection involving
unstandardized measures is problemaipecifically, this study did not includariablkes for
criminal history, dating relationships (including dating violence), teenage parenting or
neighborhood characteristics as the instrument does not include questions abo@rihenal
history has been researched extensively as a variable to measure swialath delinquent
youth, but the instrument does not include details about criminal history other than a binary
guestion about previous contact with the politeere is a domain about employment and free
time in the instrumenbut it was not includg as a measure in this studihis information could
help explain some of the high ratings of no leisure activities and moderate involvement in
extracurricular activitiesThe lack of validity of the YASI warranted caution in creating
measures of thesanables. Lastly, there is variation in how the measure is completed based on
the level of training for each probation officdfuture research efforts will provide the
opportunity to address these limitations.

Related to the sample sizethe issue athe data analysis plannitially, the plan
included univariate, bivariate and multivariate analydéaltivariate models were not tested to
compare significant findings between girls and boys at the bivariate due to the limited sample
size of girls. Consequently, no analysis was conducted to predict recidivism in this sample of
youth on probation.

This isa crosssectional studyso theras no way to determine developmental changes of
the youth over timefEstablishing proper temporal sequencinghallenging for studies looking

at causality when data are crasctional and collected at one point in tim&he need to
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explore delinquent behavior | ongitudinally
to delinquency and recidivism aregtos to consider for future research studi€kere are also
limitations related to measurement as the YASI Full Assessment is an instrument with unknown
reliability and validity.

Besides the lack of girls that recidivated in the sample, generaligrahdiy be seen as a
limitation in this study.As with other local study samples, generalizability is limited because the
data for the study was restricted to a particular time peddsb, since the study sample is
limited to Cook County, lllinois, it @y not represent juveniles outside of this locdlkerefore,
findings need to be generalized with caution.

Despite these limitations, the findings from this study offer practical significance and
important implications for social work and juvenile jastpractice and policy that will benefit
the youth and those that work with them.

C. Implications of the Study

1. Implications for Practice

This research has implications for social work, as well as criminal justice practice and
policy. Findings from tis dissertation confirm thahe youth on probation, and especially girls
have many risk factors that could impact their recividiSpecifically, manygirls have limited
and deficient interpersonal relationshypish parents, family members, and teacheindle they
also have strong relationships with youth that are delinquent and/or gang invGlweersely,
this sample oboysmay be more likely tthave strong relationships with parents, pesnsl
teachers.Social work and juvenile justice staff haaa opportunity tao-create positive

relationships with girls and boys on probation.

187

an



Unlike other studies focusing on risk and protective factors, this study also identified
some protective factothatsocial workers and probation officers could elep and enhance to
reduce their delinquent behavidfindings from this dissertation confirm that youth on
probation, and especially girlsave many risk factors that could impact their life chances and
potentially theirecidivism Unlike other studis focusing on risk and protective factors, this
study also identified some protective factors that social workers and probation officers could
develop and enhance to reduce their delinquent behadwoerexample, some girls and boys
were reported to hav@gh academic achievement so some youth thrive academically despite
their involvement in the juvenile justice systeifhis is important to note for school social
workers in their work with studentgho perform higher academicallyOften high grades may
serve as a proxy for performance in other areas of their lives where they may actually struggle.

The identification of specific factors may also promote the targeting of appropriate
services and the future prevention of delinquent behavior of gdssequently, having a
greater understanding of the legal system including its policies and procedures and decision
making can prepare social workers and others to assist delinquent girls so they can successfully
complete their probation sentencdis knowedge is especially prudent when considering girls
who may also be involved with the child welfare system and boys whose parents have histories
of criminal involvement.Both circumstances indicaée#eas where parents struggle and need
services.Specificdly, social workers that are versed in family focused interventions will be
better able to address the complex needs of youth on probation and their fapaiithg, the
findings from this studyeveala profile of girlsthat includestrengthsorientedcharacteristics,

such as abstinence from drugs and alcohol for girls of colohighdacademic achievement
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This information is useful for those that work with girls on probatsarthey are better able to
understand and address their behavior.

2. Implications for Research

Results from this study reflect the needifoprovement of the YASI instrument.
Probation officers, academics and risk assessment experts criticize the YASI for its lack of
application to users and overall effectiveneslso, manyprobation officers rely more on their
own practice wisdom versus the information derived from the YASLewis, personal
communication, February 20, 2014Jhis study revealed that there could be limits to its validity,
so efforts to improve the instrieamt could be useful.

The next step with thidatais to conduct a multivariate analysis of the entire sample of
youth that recidivated (n = 409Rreviously, the primgrfocus of the study was @irls on
probation, soncluding a regression analysisgirls and boys that recidivatedould provide
information aboutherisk and protective factogzredictingtheir recidivism.

There is a need fanore specificity in research on recidivism with a larger sample of
girls involved in the juvenile justice/stem. First, there is a need for tingeries research
designs that identify causal link€rosssectional research designs do not provide opportunities
to investigate causal relationshigsor example, the current dissertation identified some
relationdips between risk and protective factors for boys; however, the sectisnal design
and small sample size did not allow the investigator to establish whether these relationships were
causal or confounding-uture research should-examine these relainships for girls and boys
to ascertain whether or not they predict recidivism in separate analytical models.

Secondfuture research on protective factors should also include the relationship between

gender, race and the employni&ee time domainPas research hasoted that unemployed or
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underemployed young males with low income and prior criminal records are more likely to fail
(recidivate) while on probation (Morgan, 199#nother studyndicated that having a job
protects youth/young adults frofuture involvement in delinquent behavior (Huebner & Betts,
2002). Also, attainingsuccessful employment heeennotedh s one of the Aturnni
could increas@ Yy o desidtadice from crime over the course of their lives (Rutter, 1987).
Empoymentis an importanfactor to examin@s many girls antdoys on probation indicatet
involvementin leisure activities and a smaller number also indicated inuodwéin any
extracurricular activitiesBeing able to determine if any of their timebising spent working
would be useful ideveloping a bettarnderstandingbouthow they are spending their time.
Third, future research should examine the relationship between gender and race and the
actual scores associated with the endorsed respongke YASI. There are ten domains that
are scored that could inform probation officers and social workers about the progress of youth on
probation. For example, if youth scores vary in specific ways (by age, race or gender) this
information will be impaetant to share with individuals that work with them to improve service
delivery. Future research should tease out gender and racial difference related to YASI scoring.
Fourth,the profile of the 21 girls that recidivated is haunting because thgpansich
that is not known about them. Therefdrejould like to pursueraethnographistudy hat
follows a sample of girls on probation in their communitikich could better describe their
everyday experiences and contektgtinfluences choicekeading to recidivism.
Lastly, the extensive approval process to secure the data falisbertatiorstudy
indicates a twdold opportunity forfutureresearctwith youth involved in the juvenile justice
system There needs to be greater collaborationveenCook County Juvenile Probation

Department (CCJPD), the Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts (AOIC), the Office of the
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Chief Judge (OCJjheCook County Bureau of Health Systems (CCBH®)Y universitiesn
the area The existing collaboratitobetween CCJPD and UIC JACSW was instrumental in
making this dissertation study a realiguilding further on tlese types ofollaboration is
critical for thefaculty and doctoral students interested in conducting research about youth
involved in the jwenile justice system.

3. Implications for Policy

The dramatic shifts in public policy and modifications of laws have had a significant
impact on girls in the juvenile justice systeilso, the changes in laws and policgravely
impactgirls on probatia causing serious considerationsHomw social workers and probation
officers work with tem In particular, scial workers need to understamolw these policies and
laws are applied and often result in girls being ensnared in the juvenile justice.syhiem
knowledge aidin their ability to advocate for them and their famili@dso, it provides a
platform for large scale advocacy with legislators who can appropriate funds to improve services
for them.

Social workers and the social work professieed to remaimvolved with the juvenile
justice system. Social workenada significant role in the creation of the juvenile court and the
juvenile justice system with its focus on rehabilitatidiine recent move to a more punitive
approach is indicate of need for social workers to take a more proactive role in shaping the
discourse that promotes a needed change in policy development and implememtaton.
becomes a critical move as more and more youth become involved in the juvenile justiog syste
especially minority youthScholars have noted thiihe juvenile justice system has become the
main youth development institution for a large numbgwrofnerablé youtho (Zimring, 1998).

As noted from this study, many of these youth have histofiabuse, victimization, and family
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dysfunction. However, some also have supportive friends and families and high academic
achievementConsequently, they need services that will reduce their difficulties and enhance
their strengths. Policymakers hahe ppower to fund these initiatives but social workers have
the opportunity to advocate on behalf of these youth and shape a different narrative about them
and their lives.
D. Conclusion

fiThere has been a growing and critical need for social vaskkces for juvenile and
adult offenders as well as their victic@®rownell, & Roberts, 2002)Research that illuminates
the needs oyouth on probatiors critical to effective social work practice with thexs it
provides insight to better understanchare moderate risk group and their needs that could
greatly influence existing policies that govern the juvenile justice sysiénms study attemetd
to reveal ad confirmfia greater understanding of how female delinquents differ from male
delinquents agh how risk and protective factors may affect females differefithartman et al,
2009). The findings show thatouth on probation also mirror youth that are detained in terms of
minority overrepresentation and many risk factoksowever, girlsdiffered significantly from
boys where gls experienced more risk and less protectidithough predictions could not be
made related to recidivism, social workers need to understand this idea because it diverges from
past perceptions of girls being resilientlre face of their adversityyet, they are consistent
with research conducted by Chamberl ain and ot
given the constellation of problems they experience in their li@pgcifically, they noted that
delinquent girls are difficult to treat, and that they are at high risk for future proleansas
such agarenting (1994) Moreover, focusing on gender differences was prudent because it

highlighted the severity ofesspgthemsdé needs and
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The primary benefit of this studyas to examine youth on probation 8 findings
coudprovi de social workers and pr obaotientedh of fi ce
characteristics, so theyebetter able to understand and s their behaviorRealizing that
youth on probation are similar to detained youth showsmnpact of risk in their liveshat
causes them tecidivate However, though many risks are presérs necessary for social
workers to reognizethat somagirls andpossess protective factors so they can build on these
strengths.The findings from this study provide researchers and clinicians with valuable
information for the treatment and continued research of girls and boys on profdtisn.
includes titure outcome studies that seek to investigate the change in recidivism given specific
risk and protective factors of these youth, as well as intervention stacdegd upon effective
mental health treatment of youth and their famili€his information could better inform
professional social workers and other juvenile justice personnel who are needed for counseling,
advocacy, and linking youth to substance abuse, health and mental health spdsenthe
findings from this study address these d&fian knowledge and provide useful insight for
scholars and practitioners in this field/ith more insight, clinicians can work with girls to help
them further ameliorate the effects of risk exposure and boost the positive effects of protective
factors intheir lives, and scholars will be assisted in their development of theory and treatment

related to girls and delinquency.
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APPENDIX A
APPROVAL FROM INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARDS

Cook County Health & Hospltals System
1M W. Polk Street, Room 125
Chicago, Mineis #0612

7 Sourdh Wood Sieet, Koy 2 LH Chicage, Tlincis 60612

312-BH-0TLE
- faok County Hembilh B Hespilals Syilrm
Terry A. Mason, MO Lyrvia Brodeky
Chief Medical Cffiver Diinziiur, Teszarch AFfuirs

Jumuary 30, 2013

Migquel Lewdia Pyl
Probation Cireuit Court
2245 W Ogden Awve
Chicago I1 60612

RE: Our Study #13-011 Meeting Date:  Februarr 5, 2013

Dwear Dr. Lowia:
Protocol Tiile:

Exploring Gender Differences in Juvenile Offendcrs: Understanding Girls on Probabion.

This is to inform you that the shove refereniced Study wus upproved by Bxpedited Review and
will be presented Ly the Tourd at the mecting indicated above. Unless you have 8 waiver of
consent ¥ou must obiain a stamped consent form hefare Fou can begln. Alwavs me =
consent form with the cnrrent expiration date.

Approved: By Expedited review. This protocel was reviewad and approved by our
prisvner represcobitive,

Expiration Date: January 29,2014

Pleasa note the expiration date. I vou plan to eantinue your smdy beyond this date, please
submit 2 progress repont six weeks prior (o lbe expimtion.  Sobmission of a progress report i
your reaponsibility. Your protocol will be suspended and witimately closed, i it & oot
rencwed in 4 imely manmer.

Your study may be audited by Ms. Funeka Sihlali, BN, M onr Quality Assurance Officer. These
random visits are to assure compliance and address questions that may arise.

[f you change vour protocol in any way of i vou add participants, provider or recruitment
materials 1o the protocal, you must submit these for review and approval before initiation, The
expiration date will not change regardless of any subsequent approvals of modifications to your
Protocol. I you have any questions, pleuse call Funeka Sihlali at 312 864-4821.

Sinceraly,

rodsky
Director, Research Affuirs




StEte o Mines
Circall Conrt of Cook Courty
hovenile Jusuce Davision

Michael T oo 225 WS Oeder SV one
trescdng Jooge Chricendon, D e 2
320433 4 /0
P (2121 133-0n00

Camille R. Guinn, AM, LCSW

Ph.L. Candidate

UIC .are Adams Colloge of Social Wark
1840 West Harrison Street

Chicago, llingis 50607

April 5, 2013
Dear Ws, Cuinn,

i have reviewed your request to use data from Lhe Coak Courty Juvenile Prabation and
Courl Servicas Department fur your dissertation study entitlod “Lxplorinz Gender Rifforences in
Juvenile Otfendears: Understanding Girls on Prokation®. | understand tha: Lhis study will be
comprised of an analysis of data fram hoth the Coak County Juvenile Prakation Department
and the Adninistrative Office of llinois Courts.

I am pleased Lo agprove your request to use data from the Juvenile Frobation
Department for your sludy.  However, please he informed you that vou and the University of
Il'inois al Chicago must adher la 3ll Court requirements governing Lhe use of this data.
Fusther, any writlen reports rasult ng from tais study skall be provided to the Court priar to any
dublication ar other dissemination. Additionzlly, no identifying irformation on youthk or Cours
staft may be included in any wrillen reports that you wenerate from the use of th s data,

Shawd you have anv guastions, ple:e wontect my aftics, Good Luck with oy

study and | luek forward to receiving your results.

Sincerely,
LC Y,

/ " AT S e )
P AET T T e

Kichaci P. Taomin
Presiding Judge
luvenile Justice Division

C: Juvenile 2rebation Department
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UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
AT CHICAGO

Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS)
Office of the Vice Chancellor for Research (MO 672)
203 Administrative Office Building

1737 West Polk Street

Chicago, lllinois 60612-7227

Approval Notice
Initial Review (Response To Modifications)

March 1, 2013

Camille R. Quinn, MA

Jane Addams School of Social Work
1040 W. Harrison

M/C 747

Chicago, IL 60607

Phone: (312) 208969 / Fax: (773) 949791

RE: Protocol # 20120822

AExpl oring Gender DiffesenUdedei it dondiendg! &i Of § e

Dear Ms. Quinn:

Your Initial Review application (Response To Modifications) was reviewed and approved by the
Expedited review process on February 21, 2013. You may now begin your research.

Please note the followingformation about your approved research protocol:

Please note that a prisoner representative reviewed this protocol and was present for the discussion,
deliberations, and vote. Also note that the Board has determined that this research does not invo|ve
prisoners as subjects and is eligible for expedited review.

Please remember to submit a completed data use agreement with the Administrative Office of the
Illinois Court if it will be required to obtain the data for this research. A copy of the completed
agreement must be accompanied by an Amendment form when submitted to the UIC IRB.

Protocol Approval Period: February 21, 2013February 21, 2014

Approved Subject Enrollment #: 4,000 cases

Additional Determinations for Research Involving Minors: TheBoard determined that this research
satisfies 45CFR46.404, research not involving greater than minimal risk.

Performance Sites: UIC, Cook County Juvenile Probation Department,
Cook County Health & Hospitals System
Sponsor: None
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Research Protocol:
a) Exploring Gender Differences in Juvenile Offenders: Understanding Girls on Probation; Version
2
Recruitment Material:
a) No recruitment materials will be usedecondary analysis of data transferred by agreement with
the Cook County Juvenile Probation Depeent
Informed Consent:
a) A waiver of informed consent/assent/permission has been granted for this secondary analysis of
data under 45 CFR 46.116(d) (minimal risk; data transferred via data transfer agreement from the
Cook County Juvenile Probation Departit)e

Your research meets the criteria for expedited review as defined in 45 CFR 46.110(b)(1) under the
following specific category:

(5) Research involving materials (data, documents, records, or specimens) that have been collected, or
will be collectedsolely for norresearch purposes (such as medical treatment or diagnosis).

Please note the Review History of this submission:

Receipt Date Submission Type | Review Process | Review Date Review Action
10/01/2012 Initial Review Convened 10/18/2012 Modifications
Required
02/18/2013 Response To Expedited 02/21/2013 Approved
Modifications

Please remember to:

A Use yourresearch protocol number(20120822) on any documents or correspondence with
the IRB concerning your research protocol.

A Review and comply ith all requirements on the enclosure,
"UIC Investigator Responsibilities, Protection of Human Research Subjects
(http://tigger.uic.edu/depts/ovcr/research/protocolreview/irb/policies/092% . pdf

Please note that the UIC IRB has the prerogative and authority to ask further questions,
seek additional information, require further modifications, or monitor the conduct of your
research and the consent process.

Please be aware that if the scope of work in the grant/project changes, the protocol must be
amended and approved by the UIC IRB before the initiation of the change.

We wish you the best as you conduct your research. If you have any questions or need further help, please

contact OPRS at (312) 99611 or me at (312) 998014. Please send any correspondence about this
protocol to OPRS at 203 AOB, M/C 672.
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