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Abstract of the Dissertation
Under the Radar or Under Arrest: How Does Contattt the Juvenile Justice System Affect
Delinquency and Academic Outcomes?
By
Jordan Bechtold Beardslee
Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology and Social Bebiav
University of California, Irvine, 2014

Professor Elizabeth Cauffman, Chair

Although many studies have found that arrestedhyatg more likely than non-arrested
youth to experience later maladjustment, methodcéddjmitations restrict the generalizations
of prior work. Perhaps the most noteworthy limdatin prior work is the possibility of
selection effects, with arrested youth likely toe@da&ery different psychological and behavioral
profiles pre-justice system contact than non-aecgegbuth. This leaves us wondering whether
the observed maladjustment is due to the type aleadent who comes to the attention of law
enforcement or due the type of justice system wetations that arrested youth experience.

This study overcomes these limitations by compatfregoutcomes of demographically
similar male adolescents who have committed theesammes but who differ with regard to
whether they were “caught” for their crimes. Usprgpensity score matching to compare
arrested and non-arrested youth, | investigatediveneontact with the justice system does, in
fact, contribute to school-related outcomes, suttgtaise, and delinquency and whether these
relations vary based on whether arrested youtlfoangally processed or diverted from the

system.
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When selection effects are taken into consideratigsults indicate that contact with the
juvenile justice system does not have a universaiynful effect on development. Diversion
(informally processing youth) actually deters fatwiffending, school misconduct, school
truancy, and school suspensions. However, botrigig and formally processed youth,
regardless of their actual antisocial and illegdidovior, are more likely than no-contact youth to
be arrested during the study period, accordingftoi@ court records. The risk of re-arrest is
highest for formally processed youth. Formallygassed youth are also more likely than no-
contact and diverted youth to be transferred taltrnative or continuation school.

Taken together, results suggest that increasedguststem surveillance might improve
school performance and deter offending, but it atgght lead to more contact with the system.
Although an adolescent’s first arrest might leagasitive outcomes in the immediate future, the
effects of subsequent contacts are unknown. Als,sbe data suggest that the default policy
should be to divert low-level first-time offendexsd keep the justice system’s involvement to a

minimum.
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|. Research Objectives and Rationale
Study Overview

The proclivity to engage in antisocial, illegaldaviolent behavior increases sharply
between childhood and adolescence and declinesatter (e.g., Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1987;
Sampson & Laub, 1993). Indeed many American adelds self-report engaging in at least one
behavior for which they could be arrested (Farongf009). Although some youth who engage
in unlawful behavior are prosecuted by the justiggtem, there is a substantial proportion of
youth who engage in the same illegal behaviorsabeihever arrested (Erickson & Empey, 1963;
Farrington, Jolliffe, Hawkins, Catalano, Hill, Kestnan, 2003; Gold, 1966; Short & Nye, 1958).
While minor delinquency in adolescence is typicéilnsient and exploratory, it has been
suggested that, notwithstanding limitations in priork, youth who become ensnared in the
justice system are likely to suffer serious malatinent (e.g., Moffitt, 1993). In this study, | use
a unique sampling method to ask whether and whieadents who are arrested have worse
outcomes than their peers who violate the same lbatvare never arrested. | also investigate
whether this effect is magnified based on charesties of the youth or characteristics of the
justice system experience.

These aims were investigated in a sample of deéinyouth who engaged in the same
types of illegal activity and were either: (1) “foally processed’—required to make a court
appearance and stand before a judge; (2) “infognpaticessed”—arrested but diverted from the
justice system and given the option to have altgémdismissed if conditions were satisfied; or
(3) never arrested (“no-contact” youth)—youth whergynever caught for their crimes. A
control group of adolescents who have engagedegail behavior but never been arrested is

possible given that approximately 60-80% of Amarieaolescents self-report engaging in some



form of delinquency (Moffitt, 1993) but only 16-278&be arrested for a non-traffic violation by
the age of 18 (Brame, Turner, Paternoster, & Bugh2@12). Indeed much adolescent illegal
behavior is either unreported or undetected bydafercement (Black & Reiss, 1970;
Farrington, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2003; Isr&uHasleton, 1982). Undetected criminal
behavior is especially apparent when U.S. Departmwiedustice (DOJ) victimization data is
compared to Uniform Crime Rates (UCR), with datggasting that most victims do not report
their perpetrator (i.e., UCR are drastically lowean NCVS [National Crime Victimization
Survey [NCVS] rates; U.S. Department of Justic&®@0

In conjunction with the statistical analysis, thelusion of delinquent youth who were
and were not caught, and the inclusion of youth vdoeived different types of justice system
sanctions, helps isolate the effect(s) that diffedeegrees of juvenile justice experiences has on
adolescent development. Specifically, the stushgstigatesvhetherand, if sohow contact
with the system is related to subsequent delinquesubstance use, and academic outcomes. |
also ask whether younger youth are more negatafédgted by contact with the justice system
than older youth.

The issue of juvenile justice system contact isudfstantial importance: In any year,
over 2.3 million arrests involve juveniles (US Feddureau of Investigation, 2004), over 1.5
million cases are handled in delinquency courtzfBochera & Kang, 2011), 350,000 minors
are housed in detention facilities (Adams & Puzbana, 2007), and 370,000 minors are placed
on probation (Puzzanchera & Sickmund, 2008). Idddécial data suggest that about 9% of
American males between 10 and 17 are arrested geary(OJJDP, 2009). Although some of
the most salient tenets of the juvenile justicéesysare to rehabilitate youth and reduce

recidivism (e.g., Steinberg & Schwartz, 2000), mampirical studies suggest that contact with



the juvenile justice system may not universallyieeé these ideals. This study builds on prior
work by not only looking at whether contact is tethto maladjustment, | also investigate
whether this effect is moderated by the age oflycaid whether the effect of the justice system
is mediated by individual and contextual variables.
Il. Review of the Literature

Theoretical Foundations

Deterrence theory Deterrence theory posits that formal sanctiaes, Gtrict, harsh,
punitive responses) are effective means of prengrand controlling illegal behavior (Morris,
1966; Zimring & Hawkins, 1973). There are two gtist aspects of this theory: specific
deterrence (sanctioned youth are personally affdeyeharsh treatment) and general deterrence
(non-sanctioned youth are vicariously affected assh treatment imposed on others). Specific
deterrence suggests that individuals who experibacgh sanctions will desist from (or at least
reduce) criminal behavior. Supporters of this tigeggrgue that the juvenile justice system should
intervene early and punish first-time offenderdwiairsh sanctions in an effort to prevent future,
often escalating, crime. However, many examplashhve been used to support specific
deterrence theory have been derived from natiorezbges (i.e., aggregate data). For example,
Fabelo (1995) found support for deterrence thegryding national averages to show that
incarceration rates had increased 30% while cratesrhad decreased 5% during the same five-
year period. Although aggregate data can be irdtiu®, these data should be interpreted with
caution, as causality cannot be inferred from dati@al studies and individual-level
interpretations cannot be drawn from aggregatetiga® (also known as thecological
Fallacy; Robinson, 1950). For example, there are manydaeifsictors that might influence both

crime rates and incarceration rates (e.g., nationdgets).



General deterrence suggests that withessing atipesience punitive or certain
treatment by the justice systems will prevent ifdinals from committing similar crimes out of
fear that they too will be punished (Ernest Van Haag, 1982; Andenaes, 1974). However,
research that has tracked changes in transferulo@mlrt policies has indicated that broader
transfer laws (i.e., laws that allow more indivitbuto be transferred to adult court, which would
be a “stricter” policy) do not prevent subsequeriais juvenile delinquency (Jensen &
Metsger, 1994; McGowan, Hahn, Liberman, Crosbylilbue, Johnson, Moscicki, Price,
Snyder, Tuma, Lowy, Briss, Cory, & Stone, 2007 onitheless there is some evidence in
support of the effectiveness of deterrence theogpecific situations. For example, the threat of
arrest may deter property crimes (Kohfeld & Sprad@®0) and neighborhoods with certain and
predictable punishments may have lower crime ithi@s neighborhoods with less predictable
law enforcement policies (Klepper & Nagin, 1989).

Labeling theory. Like deterrence theorists, labeling theoriststpgbsat the juvenile
justice system’s response to juvenile delinquerasygrofound effects on subsequent behavior.
However, in contrast to deterrence theory, labelimpry proposes that the effect will be in the
opposite direction, particularly that contact wiitie juvenile justice system will have negative
effects on behavior. Specifically, labeling thesuggests that involvement with the justice
system will create stigmas and deviant self-ides#tithat will lead to continued or escalating
illegal behavior (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951). tRédthis effect is due to youth self-identifying
as delinquents, however, part of this is due tcstlggmatizing effect of official sanctions and the
ensuing legitimate reductions in social opportesitiBecker, 1963; Lemert, 1951).

Self-identifying as delinquents. Labeling theory suggests that youth who become

embedded in the juvenile justice system may devedimguent self-concepts (Lemert, 1967)



and may start acting in ways consistent with thentity (Matsueda, 1992). Although this
theory originated in the fields of sociology andvgnology, this idea is consistent with what
researchers have learned from developmental anal psgchology. It has long been known
that identity formation is an important developnanask of adolescence (e.g., Erikson, 1968).
This is due in part to the cognitive advances dytims period, including increases in the ability
to think about the future (Steinberg, Graham, GéBriWoolard, Cauffman, & Banich, 2009) and
the ability to imagine what life may be like if wvaws identities are adopted (“possible selves”
Markus & Nurius, 1986). Identity is not solidifiechtil early adulthood, which leaves
adolescents with inchoate identities and a tendemexperiment with various identities, roles
and self-conceptions (Steinberg, 2011)—includirgséhdefined by risky and illegal behavior.
As identity is fluid and in flux during adolescenagentity in adolescence may be particularly
sensitive to external influences. Insofar as peapé motivated to behave in ways that are
consistent with their beliefs (see Leon Festingdreory of cognitive dissonance; Festinger,
1962), involvement with the juvenile justice systaray lead adolescents to adopt delinquent
identities and this may cause them to behave irswampsistent with this identity, such as
engaging in criminal behaviors and not pursuinglaoac success.

In addition to reducing the dissonance betweentysyterceived identity and their
behavior, youth may be motivated, either conscipaslunconsciously, to conform to the
expectations of others. Social relationships aoessively salient during adolescence,
producing a heightened sensitivity to the opiniohethers. To the extent that others may
perceive juvenile offenders as “criminals,” youtayrbe aware of these stereotypical
expectations and they may behave in ways to corthese beliefs (e.g., looking glass self;

Pygmalion effect; Harter, Stocker, & Robinson, 19R6senthal & Jacobson, 1968).



Finally, as a result of adopting a deviant identyiyuth may reject conventional, pro-
social behaviors and people (Kaplan & Fukurai, 2391 may seek out friendships with peers
who are equally stigmatized (i.e., other delingagnilternatively, pro-social peers may reject
individuals typecast as delinquents.

Reductionsin conventional opportunities. Compared to non-delinquent youth,
individuals who have been sanctioned by the juegnitice system (e.g., arrested, convicted,
incarcerated) may perceive or experience reductroascess to conventional resources (e.g.,
school related opportunities, part-time jobs, exdracular clubs and sports; Matsueda, 1992;
Moffitt, 1993). In addition, not only may delinguteyouth reject pro-social conventions, but
social peers may reject delinquent adolescentgenile justice system involved individuals may
experience differential treatment by educationslifations. For example, delinquent youth may
be segregated from non-delinquent students andreeio attend specific programs or classes,
which may reduce opportunities to form positiveteinships. Schools may even push
delinquent youth into continuation or alternatiedcols. Unfortunately, many studies have
shown that grouping like-minded delinquents togethay have unintended consequences
(“deviancy training”, discussed later; Dishion, &gklen, Andrews, Patterson, 1996). As a
result, labeled individuals may continue engagmdleégal behaviors and demonstrate
diminished achievement in academic and occupatonaihs.

The influence of context. Dating back to at least 1970s, developmental pdggisis
have recognized that adolescent development céeniolly understood without a consideration
of the contexts to which individuals are exposer(@Benbrenner, 1979). Indeed there are many
environments that are known to have harmful effeatslevelopment and behavior in

adolescence. Environmental risk factors may stemn the adolescent’s family (e.g., marital



conflict, abusive or neglectful parenting; Chasslassong, Beltran, 2009; Davies & Lindsay,
2004; Dishion, Capaldi, & Yoerger, 1999; Dobkinefblay, & Sacchitelle, 1997), peers (e.g.,
antisocial peers, peer group identity, rejectiorpbgrs; Farrington, 2009; Chassin et al., 2009;
Savin-Williams & Berndt, 1990; Veronneau, VitaragBdgen, Dishion, & Tremblay, 2010),
neighborhood and community (e.g., poverty, avdilgtof drugs, enforcement of laws; Chassin
et al., 2009; Leventhal, Dupéré, & Brooks-Gunn,208tanley, Henry, & Swaim, 2011;).

What is unknown, however, is whether (and how)ciretext of an adolescent’s first
contact with the juvenile justice system is relateddverse outcomes. It has been suggested
that involvement with the justice system (i.e.,ddmrm incarceration sentences) may stifle
normative development (Steinberg, Chung, LittleQ£0In fact, research has shown that
incarceration in adolescence is strongly relateactdemic failure, adult unemployment, and
reduced adult earnings (Fagan & Freeman, 1999; & anitle, 1993; Wolfgang, Thornberry, &
Figlio, 1987), although it is unclear who the apprate comparison group would be in studies
that look at the effects of incarceration. Youthorxcommit crimes that lead to long stays in
secure facilities are likely very different thanuglo who are never incarcerated. As such, it is
important to bear in mind that juvenile incarceyatand adult outcomes could both be caused by
the same measured or unmeasured third variablehveould lead to a spurious relation between
incarceration and adult outcomes. Although reselashindicated that incarceration may have
important, and irreversible, effects on adult outes, it is less clear how less serious
involvement with the justice system (i.e., arresyrt appearance, supervised probation) is
related to more proximal outcomes, such as acadeenformance and academic engagement,
substance use, and illegal behavior. In an eforéduce the risk of selection effects and biased

treatment effects, one study matched incarceratddhan-incarcerated youth pre-confinement



within depressive and anxious symptomatology ttajgagroups on 26 potential confounding
variables. In this study, the researchers fouatliticarceration did not exacerbate internalizing
symptomatology (White, Shi, Hirschfield, Mun, Loep2010). This third variable problem is an
argument that has been vehemently argued by Gadtireand Hirschi (1987).
Findings from Prior Research

Differences between arrested and non-arrested youtHEmpirical research studies
demonstrate that arrested individuals are likellyawe very different demographic, contextual,
and psychological profiles than non-arrested yoaitiove and beyond just crimes committed.
For example, one study investigated whether ganmglmeship, race and ethnicity, or
socioeconomic status predicted likelihood of beingsted, over and above prior self-report of
offending (Brownfield, Sorenson, & Thompson, 200Ijterestingly, once the frequency and
type of prior offending was partialed out of thedah gang membership did not uniquely predict
whether youth were arrested. However, being Btagkoor did increase an individual's
likelihood of arrest, regardless of prior delingagn Similarly, researchers who compared
multiple large-scale data sets found that Blacklaattho individuals were disproportionately
more likely to be arrested for drug-related, pattady crack cocaine, offenses than White
individuals (Beckett, Nyrop, Pfingst, & Bowen, 2003n addition to race and ethnicity, other
studies have also found that arrested youth are ikaly to be impulsive or hyperactive, be
slightly higher in sensation seeking and aggredsarevior, be male, be substance users, have
deviant peers, be poorly supervised by their parexperience parental conflict, have parents
who have criminal histories, be poor, and have atioical difficulties (Hirschfield, Maschi,
White, Traub, Loeber, 2006; Kirk & Sampson, 2012t; Tremblay, & Vitaro, 2009).

Interestingly, one study of male adolescents faimad internalizing disorders migecreasehe



likelihood of an arrest after statistically adjastifor demographic (e.g., socioeconomic status
and race and ethnicity), behavior (e.qg., prior-sgffort of offending and substance use), peer
effects (e.g., time spent with peers), and schaohbles (e.g., school problems; Hirschfield et
al., 2006).

Effect of contact with the justice system on subsegnt achievement and behavior.
Although theoretical frameworks for understandiogvicontact with the juvenile justice system
might impact youth have suggested both positiversegative effects of the justice system,
empirical research to date suggests a universafjgtive effect of contact.

Prior experimental work. Early studies investigating the effect of invohamwith the
juvenile justice system were able to randomly asgmuth to undergo various justice system
interventions. A recent meta-analysis investigatedeffect sizes of 29 experiments that
randomly assigned youth who violated non-serious Igprimarily property, drug, and status
offenses) to receive different justice system sanst(Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, and
Guckenburg, 2010). Although the specific typesanictions that youth received in each
experiment varied, in general, youth (juvenilesygdrs of age or younger) were randomly
assigned to be either formally processed, divesi¢iu services, or diverted with no known
consequences (i.e., released to parents). Peairasthcolleagues (2010) concluded that formal
processing was related to more subsequent crinmedilrarting youth with services or diverting
youth with no consequences. There is also sonteeee that, compared to formal processing,
diverting with services was a slightly better degat of future crime than diversion with nothing.
Although the findings from the 29 studies wereljatonsistent, it is important to bear in mind
that the majority of the studies included in theiee were conducted prior to 1990. This is

important because “formal processing” in the 70$ 8ds might look very different than formal



processing in the contemporary context of the jugguastice system.

Prior observational studies. Although it would be nearly impossible for preseaty
researchers to randomly assign youth to receiviobreceive justice system sanctions, modern
researchers can use other research methodologagptoximate the treatment effect of justice
system contact on subsequent achievement and dehiog. Below | describe recent work that
has investigated this issue using large-scale fodgjial observational data. In all of these
studies, the outcome is academic and occupatitia@himent or recidivism and the researchers
use an arrest or a court appearance as the predictable. In general, all of these studies
confirm the findings from the experimental dataaid®d previously.

AchievementJsing the London Panel data set, one researchestigated whether self-
reported “conviction,” which basically means fornpabcessing by the justice system, was
related to a latent measure of status achieveneageal8-19, which was measured with 3
objective indicators of educational and occupatiati@inment (De Li, 1999). This researcher
was particularly interested in whether the impdatanviction was stronger for youth who were
processed between 10 and 13 compared to youth wh®pvocessed between 14 and 16.
Controlling for attachment to parents, commitmene¢ducation, involvement in schoolwork,
intelligence, childhood misconduct at age 8-9, alodisadvantage in the family, self-report of
delinquency, and parental criminal history, resiitBcated that conviction at age 10-13 was
directly and indirectly related to lower status i@element at age 18-19, although conviction at
14-15 was not directly related to status achieveraeh8-19. De Li also tested whether
adolescent unemployment mediated this relatiorfdurid only partial support for this pathway.

Although De Li’'s (1999) work primarily investigatdobw the age of contact affects the

impact of the justice system, other researchers haked whether different types of contact with
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the justice system differently affect youth outc@méndeed there are many different
experiences that youth who violate the law may ent&r. For example, youth may be arrested
but not charged, arrested and diverted with sesyi@gested and formally charged, required to
make a court appearance, adjudicated, convictadcarcerated. Using large-scale longitudinal
data sets, researchers have tested whether havegsaone contact with police or at least one
more severe justice system contact contributeswei high school graduation rates.
Controlling for behavioral, demographic, and faalilrariables, three separate studies found that
police and more intense juvenile justice involvetame indeed related to reduced odds of high
school graduation, with more intense involvemeset (court appearance) having a stronger
effect than police contact alone (Bernburg & KroB803; Hjalmarsson, 2008; Sweeten, 2006).
Interestingly, it appears that the negative achmex@ outcomes associated with having
justice system contact is also related to the tfpzime that youth commit. One study looked at
5 self-reported delinquency scales to see if acadand occupational failure had a stronger
association with certain types of delinquency (Tanavies, & O’Grady, 1999). Higher scores
on self-reported truancy and self-reported drugwse related to less high school achievement,
controlling for socioeconomic status, race and iettyy family structure, number of siblings,
cultural capital (coded at age 14 and ranging féotm 3; a count of whether family subscribed to
magazines and newspapers, and had a library cagh)jtive skill, and academic expectations.
Interestingly, the only self-reported delinquencsls that predicted reduced adult occupational
status and adult unemployment was higher scord¢iseoproperty crimes scale. This suggests
that crime in adulthood might be more closely edaib system contact in adolescence than
adolescents’ actual behavior.

Although the previously described observationatlgsi are strengthened by their large
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longitudinal data sets, none of them statisticalbtched arrested and non-arrested youth. These
studies indeed controlled for differences betweaeasted and non-arrested youth, however, it is
likely non-arrested youth have significantly loveerd non-overlapping risk factors (thus,
including covariates does not eliminate group défees). For example, as discussed in a
previous section, pre-contact, arrested and nastd youth may differ drastically in school
achievement, school engagement, school misconalliof, which could be related to later
academic attainment. To reduce the risk of thdteohthird variable problem, one recent study
matched arrested youth to non-arrested countermpsirtg propensity score matching, the
statistical technique used in the present studyis Study investigated whether and why contact
with the justice system in high school is relateihtreased likelihood of dropping out (Kirk &
Sampson, 2012). After matching on 82 variableh@épropensity score matching analysis,
these researchers found that matched arrested gotifl) had 22% greater likelihood of
dropping out of high school than non-arrested youdbwever, it is important to note that in this
sample, non-arrested youth had a 51% likelihoodropping out, which is substantially higher
than the national rate of 8.2%National Center for Education Statistics, 201Ktk and
Sampson (2012) also investigated whether threeatedimight explain why being arrested
increases the odds of high school dropout—schgm&tations, school attachment, and
supportive social relationships—but found minimagbgort for these posited causal pathways.
Recidivism.As discussed previously, prior studies have coasist shown that arrested
youth have worse achievement-related outcomesrtbararrested youth and more intense
involvement with the justice system seems to batedlto poorer academic and occupational

attainment. In addition, many researchers hava b#erested in whether justice system

! “Dropouts” include the percent of 16 to 24 yeatsolvho are not enrolled in school and who
have not completed a high school program or GED.
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experiences increase or decrease juvenile offendesithood of engaging in subsequent crime.
Bernburg and Krohn (2003) found that both policd eourt were related to an increased
frequency of criminal behavior in young adulthoad (measured by self-report of criminal
behavior), with unemployment and academic attairtrpartially mediating the relation between
juvenile justice system contact in adolescenceaahudt crime. These researchers also found that
youth who experienced more intense contact engagadre crime than youth who had more
superficial contact. Of course, from this studysihard to rule out the possibility that youth
who tend to engage in more severe forms of illbgalavior are likely to be arrested and
processed more harshly than youth who engage ynfgerillegal behaviors. As such, it could
be that the type of adolescent who is arrestecigiikely to continue to engage in crime as a
young adult than the adolescent who is never auest

In addition to self-report of delinquency, othesearchers have found that contact with
the justice system in adolescence increases theafdmking arrested as an adult, according to
official court records. On study in Canada re@ai1,037 kindergarten-aged youth in
disadvantaged areas of Montreal and followed th@n2® years (Gatti et al., 2009). Due to
missing data in the later waves, only 779 youthewecluded in the final analytic sample. Data
were obtained from parents, teachers, classmatddr@m youth self-report when youth were in
kindergarten, at age 10, and annually after age 10.

The outcome of interest was official adult criménjeih was assessed with official court
records and coded to reflect whether individuat$ &ideast one criminal (or delinquent) record
before age 25. The primary independent variabke afficial records of juvenile justice contact
occurring between 12-17 years of age, which wasa@@d the receipt of one of three different

sanctions: (1) placement in an institution; (2)ewsed probation (regular meetings with
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probation officer; juvenile justice system recorad (3) non-supervised sanction (e.g.,
community service; no juvenile justice system rdgoBeven control variables were used:
average self-reported general delinquency for 4Qek2 and ages 13-17; family income (as
reported by parents); whether the youth lived gingle parent family; verbal ability; mother and
teacher report of impulsivity-hyperactivity (scongsre combined and averaged); classmate
report of deviant peers; and parental supervigiangnt and youth scores were combined to form
one composite of parental supervision).

Results indicated that self-reported delinquenegcther and mother report of
impulsivity-hyperactivity, youth and parent repoftparental supervision, presence of deviant
peers, and family income predicted whether youtkixed any juvenile justice contact by age
17 (which is consistent with the work presented/janesly that distinguished arrested from non-
arrested youth). Conversely, there were no diffees based on these predictors in which of the
three sanctions youth received. This means thalhjs sample, demographic, individual,
contextual factors, and behavioral factors predigtbether youth were arrested in the first
place, but did not relate to the type of interventihat was utilized (i.e., arrested and non-
arrested youth might be different types of adoletscbut youth in the three different
intervention groups are likely to have very simit@havioral and psychological profiles).

All three types of juvenile justice system sanctgwadicted having a criminal record by
the age of 25, with placement having a strongescefhn adult crime than supervision, and both
placement and supervision having a stronger efffiert non-supervised sanctions (Gatti et al.,
2009). As such, this study elegantly demonstrdtatiboth lenient and harsh juvenile justice
system are predictive of prolonged court involvetnesith more punitive sanctions having the

biggest impact.
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Using the same data set of low-income Montrealllyotltese researchers re-analyzed the
data using propensity score matching to match yatn were formally processed (sent to
court) and informally processed (arrested and samed but not sent to court; Petitclerc, Gatti,
Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2013). Results confirmed theiror work; youth who were required to
make a court appearance in adolescence were rkehgtio have an official adult arrest than
their matched counterparts who were arrested kutegoiired to make a court appearance.
When adult crime was categorized into violent aod-wiolent crimes, results indicated that
formally processed youth were more likely to beestied for both violent and non-violent crimes
in adulthood. These findings were robust agaiessiivity analyses that tested alternative
model specifications, including, among other thjrtgsir decision to impute missing data and
their chosen matching algorithms. Although thes®archers compared formal and informal
youth, neither group was compared to the non-adegtoup—Iikely because of the no-contact
group’s non-overlapping propensity score (as ewddrby the fact that non-arrested youth were
significantly lower than arrested youth on man¥ factors).

In summary, prior work has shown that, legal and-legal variables, such as familial
socioeconomic status, a youth’s race or ethnigitpulse control, and school problems, may
increase an individual’s likelihood of being areskt Researchers use the tegtection effects
or selection biaso explain phenomena like this where individuaks ot randomly selected into
groups. In order to draw non-biased conclusioesearchers needs to adjust for such selection
effects—either with a true experimental design @hwadvanced statistical methodology—to
rule out that possibility that these factors arelmasing the treatment effects. Prior
experimental and observational work has also inddthat early contact with the justice system

may be more detrimental than later contact, thatersevere contact may be more detrimental
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than less severe contact, and that adolescentidelity may disrupt academic attainment
during the high school years, which in turn, mayseaadult crime. Although complete support
for the meditational pathway has not been demaestra

Limitations and Gaps in Prior Studies

Without question, the present study is not the fosnvestigate the relation between
contact with the juvenile justice system and subsatijbehavior. Many large longitudinal
studies have found that involvement with the juleepistice system during adolescence is
related to persistent offending as well as acadéailire and unemployment (Bernburg &
Krohn, 2003; Bushway & Reuter, 2002; De Li, 199%skhfield, 2004; Hjalmarsson, 2008;
Gatti et al., 2009; Sweeten, 2006). However, tlaeeeunresolved issues that need to be
addressed before science, practice, and policynmave forward.

First, many studies omit relevant control varial{keg., lifetime delinquency, exact
number of prior contacts with the justice systepemndelinquency), and there is an overreliance
on the same data collection method (i.e., largkeseaisting data sets that were not specifically
designed to answer these research questions)hefombre, most (if not all) prior studies have
been conducted from a criminology perspective, asd result, have not been sensitive to
developmental phenomena. Only one study has tedtether younger adolescents are more
affected by juvenile justice system contact thateoindividuals (and, the one study that did test
whether early contact was more detrimental thaer ledntact did not adequately control for
selection effects that may be related to early mtion [i.e., De Li, 1999]). As early
adolescence is a critical, malleable, and vulnerabliod with regard to many aspects of
development (e.g., Lerner & Steinberg, 2009), nomrative experiences (e.g., contact with the

juvenile justice system) may have greater long-teomsequences for younger individuals than
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older adolescents (discussed in the next sectidhihough De Li (1999) did, in fact, find that
being convicted of a crime between the ages ontD18 had stronger effects on achievement at
18 and 19 than convictions between 14 and 16 y#dysnost prior studies have given very little
attention to developmental science.

Additionally, although some studies have shown #hiaick of educational attainment (or
unemployment) could be responsible for the linknaein adolescent crime and young adulthood
crime (e.g., Bernburg & Krohn, 2003; De Li, 1998 reason that adolescent crime disrupts or
hinders academic achievement in the high schoobkyess not been sufficiently investigated.
Hjalmarsson (2008) and Kirk and Sampson (2012}ektiwhether potential mechanisms
(school quality, incarceration time, stigmas hefcstudents and teachers, school attachment)
could explain why juvenile justice system contaeswelated to school dropout but the data do
not conclusively support these hypothesized meshasi

In fact, very few studies have uncovered the meashanthat may explain why
adolescents who have more severe involvement hluistice system are likely to demonstrate
lower academic success and higher subsequent detinyg than individuals with little to no
juvenile justice system involvement. In additigery few studies have looked at more nuanced
measures of school achievement such as schodhmiést, school climate, school aspirations,
and the value and expectancy of future successrithgtalter, buffer, or explain how the justice
system affects academic attainment. Prior resdasltalso not looked at how contact with the
justice system may be related to subsequent truamdyther school misconduct. There is also
little to no available research (to my knowleddgtthas investigated how contact with the
justice system is specifically related to subsetjgahstance use—which is known to be highly

predictive of future crime (e.g., D’Amico, Edeléviiles, & Morral, 2008; Dembo, Wareham, &
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Schmeidler, 2007; Sullivan & Hamilton, 2007).

Perhaps the most noteworthy limitation in prior ki the possibility of selection
effects, with arrested youth likely to have verifatient psychological and behavioral profiles
pre-justice system contact than non-arrested y@u@thpropensity to commit a crime; see
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1987). As such, any latbserved differences in arrested and non-
arrested individuals’ achievement and behavior@da spurious, with both the arrest and later
outcomes explained by the same individual or cdnedwariables that preceded (or contributed
to) the police contact. This third variable probles not new. Gottfredson and Hirschi argued as
early as the 1980s that “The apparent effect ofioal justice processing is merely an artifact of
selection ‘bias’ in the longitudinal design” (Go#&flson & Hirschi, 1987, pp. 601-602). For
example, Gatti et al. (2009) found significant eiffnces between adolescents who received a
justice system sanction and individuals who neaeneto the attention of law enforcement. If
these two groups are qualitatively different anchdboverlap on any of the control variables, it
is not sufficient to simply include these variabdescovariates in the model. This study
overcomes these limitations by not only comparmmgnially and informally processed youth, but
by also comparing the outcomes of demographicatilar youth who have committed the same
crimes but who were never caught for their crimiesalso control for potential selection effects
with a statistical technique designed to approx@mahdom assignment to treatment for
observational studies (in this study, “treatmempgiresents “contact with the justice system”)—

propensity score matching.
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Developmental Science

Risk taking and antisocial behavior during adolescece. It is well known that
adolescents are more likely to engage in riskygdawus, and antisocial behavior than
individuals in other developmental stages (e.qunB& Nelson-Mmari, 2004; Casey, Getz, &
Galvan, 2008; Steinberg, 2008; Williams, HolmbetlGreenley, 2002). In fact, some
researchers have suggested that up to 80% of adalssngage in some type illegal behavior
(e.q., Moffitt, 1993).

Another well-supported corollary is that risk-tadsiand antisocial behavior peak during
adolescence, with most adolescent offenders degisbm criminal activity before reaching
adulthood (e.g., Moffitt, 1993). One of the mof&taited theories of adolescent delinquency is
Terrie Moffitt's theory of adolescent-limited anéetcourse persistent antisocial behavior
(Moffitt, 1993; 2006). As the names of these catexgy suggest, adolescent limited (or
adolescent-onset) antisocial behavior is delinquéimat begins and ends during adolescence and
represents the vast majority of adolescent offendeife-course persistent antisocial behavior
(i.e., childhood-onset) represents patterns okaaoial behavior that appear in early childhood
and that tend to continue in adulthood (Moffitt9892006). Empirical research consistently
shows that there are only a small percent (5-1@aylolescent offenders who fall on the life-
course persistent antisocial trajectory (Moffi®9B; 2006; Monahan, Steinberg, Cauffman, &
Mulvey, 2009; Monahan, Steinberg, Cauffman, Muh2§13). Indeed research shows that
about 5-10% of adolescent offenders are responfsiblae majority of adolescent crime
(Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2003). Althouthie risk factors for life-course-persistent
offending are severe and difficult to mitigate—pooisingle-parent families, abusive or

neglectful parents, neuropsychological deficitg] biological predispositions (Compton,
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Snyder, & Schrepferman, 2003; Dogan, Conger, KinM&syn, 2007; Farrington, 2009;

Moffitt, Lynam, Silva, 1994; Patterson, DegarmoK&utson, 2000)—the risk factors for
adolescent-limited delinquency are more transiadtaamenable to interventions. For example,
low parental monitoring and having delinquent peerso risk factors particularly salient in
adolescence—are strong predictors of the majofigdolescent offending (adolescent-limited).
Furthermore, it has been theorized that adoledoaiied offending may result from a mismatch
between the current context in which adolescemésdnd their evolutionary roots. In previous
eras, adolescents achieved biological maturity épypand social maturity (responsibilities and
privileges of adults) at approximately the sameetirklowever, in today’s world, adolescents are
achieving biological maturity years before they afferded adult rights and privileges. As such,
it has been suggested that adolescent-limitedcmisbehavior is quite normative, and
expected, and results from the mismatch betwedodiaal and social maturity (“maturity gap”
Moffitt, 1993).

Another line of research suggests that normatiwteadent risk taking may be caused by
structural and functional changes in the brainsuks from a longitudinal study with structural
Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) indicate thatliren goes through an “explosive change
during the teen years” and is not fully mature luhie early 20s (Giedd, 2004). In particular,
adolescent brain changes involve increases in@etr cortex synaptic pruning (Casey,
Tottenham, Liston, & Durston, 2005) and myelinat{®aus, 2009; Spear, 2010). Synaptic
pruning helps the adolescent brain refine and esorg neuronal pathways related to judgment,
impulse control, and other higher-order cognitivadtioning, which eventually allows the brain
to function more efficiently (e.g., Giedd, 2004,e@d, 2008). Myelination occurs among the

neurons within the prefrontal cortex and betweenpifefrontal cortex and other brain regions.
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In particular, the connections between the pre&dorartex and the part of the brain responsible
for processing emotions, rewards, and other sgaialevant information (i.e., limbic system)
are strengthened (Paus, 2009; Spear, 2010), wiigfoves adolescents’ ability to control their
emotions (Steinberg, 2007; Steinberg, 2008).

At the same time that adolescent brains are undeggignificant restructuring via
synaptic pruning and myelination, limbic system noét@nsmitters that regulate rewards
(dopamine) and moods (serotonin) are experiencargformations. Some of the features
associated with neurotransmitter changes in thei@ireystem include more vulnerability and
responsiveness to stress (which may lead to depreasd other internalizing disorders; Gunnar,
Wewerka, Frenn, Long, & Griggs, 2009), greaterlifi@od of engaging in risky, impulsive, or
reward-seeking behavior (which may put adolescdmdalth at risk or cause them to be more
likely to become addicted to drugs and alcohol;sgErNelson, Jazbec, McClure, Monk,
Leibenluft, Blair, & Pine, 2005; Galvan, Hare, Vp&dover, & Casey, 2007; Paus, Keshavan, &
Giedd, 2008), and having a heightened sensitiitgrid preference for rewards and a diminished
sensitivity for punishment avoidance (Ernst et2005). It is important to emphasize that these
changes in the limbic system occur relatively earlgdolescence while the prefrontal cortex—
the cognitive control of the brain—is not finisheéeveloping until the early 20s (e.g., Steinberg,
2008). It has been suggested that his time-lagd®t the excitement of the limbic system and
the development of the fully mature prefrontal egnnay be at the root of why adolescents are
more likely than any other age group to engagéskyy sensation-seeking behaviors (Spear,
2010; Steinberg, 2008).

The direct causal pathway between brain and beh&vyet to be demonstrated

empirically (Kuhn, 2009). However, these biologicdangesuggesthat much risk-taking
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during adolescence, including illegal behavior, hayhormative and may result from immature
judgment and impulse control capacities, an undeideed ability to regulate behavior in
emotionally salient (e.g., social, exciting) sitoas, and an inherent desire to seek risky, exgitin
experiences. Finally, the intensive restructuang rewiring of the brain suggests that
environmental insults and deprivations (e.g., ineeation) during adolescence may hinder
normative development and may have powerful lomgrteffects.

Due to normative maturation, many youth are likelgngage in minor delinquency.
However, there are some young people who are pkatig likely to break the law. For
example, males, youth who are undercontrolled quisive, youth who are high in both
extraversion and neuroticism, youth who are pooutly have low intelligence, youth who have
poor parent-child relationships or poor rearingimmments, youth who have low educational
achievement, youth who have witnessed or expeniesegous victimization, youth exposed to
high degrees of family conflict, youth with antisaloor criminal parents, and youth who have
deviant peers are all particularly at risk for hitggrees of delinquency and antisocial behavior
(for a review, see Farrington, 2009).

Although some youth may be more likely to engagerime than other youth, research
indicates that the majority of adolescent riskrigkand delinquency is transient and exploratory.
As such, intense justice system interventions neayrimecessary for the majority of youth.
Indeed the majority of adolescemtge-outor desist from criminal behavior when they traosit
into adult roles—without any interventions (Massad@ Uggen, 2010). Unfortunately, contact
with the juvenile justice system may interfere wthis natural tendency to age out of
delinquency (e.g., Steinberg et al., 2004) andaeh, may exacerbate antisociality and cause

youth to penetrate deeper into the justice systAmyouth penetrate deeper into justice system,
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it becomes increasingly more difficult to breakavitaym what some advocates have termed the
“revolving door of the justice system.” Indeed Mtif{1993) posits that some juvenile offenders
may have difficulty deflecting from criminal trajiecies because of becoming so entrenched in
the criminal life-style and because of a lack cé-agpropriate opportunities to develop pro-
social behavioral scripts.

In the next sections, | describe how contact wathjustice system may be even more
deleterious for younger individuals. After thatldscribe theoretically relevant mediators that
might explain how or why contact with the systenyread to later maladjustment.

Early adolescence as a particularly vulnerable pead. There are characteristics of
early adolescence that suggest younger individzaalkl be more negatively affected by contact
with the juvenile justice than older adolesceris.discussed in the previous section, changes in
neurotransmitters in the limbic system may rendelyeadolescents particularly vulnerable and
responsive to stress; therefore, they may be madrexable to stressful contexts (e.g., juvenile
justice system contact) than older adolescents.

In addition to brain changes, there are sociaufestof early adolescence that increase
their likelihood of being negatively influenced bgntact with the justice system. One of the
most noteworthy—and noticeable—changes during adelece is the salience of peers (Brown
& Larson, 2009; Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Asidess are fluid during early adolescence,
younger adolescents are likely to obtain self-idiestbased on large, reputation-based crowds
(Brown & Larson, 2009; Newman & Newman, 2001), whoould be problematic if justice
system contact propels younger adolescents towaimbdent crowds and pushes them away
from prosocial social contacts. Furthermore, atdhme time that crowds are disproportionately

influential, susceptibility to peer influence isalat its highest: susceptibility to peer pressure
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increases from childhood to early adolescence actings thereafter (Brown & Larson, 2009).
As such, the type of peers with whom younger adelats socialize—whether delinquent or
prosocial youth—may substantially influence theimadentity development and behavior.
Juvenile Justice System Pathways of Influence

The first aim in the present study is to confirmdconfirm findings from prior work by
specifically recruiting non-arrested youth who hawgaged in the same criminal behavior as
arrested youth and by using propensity score nragchiin addition to looking at the outcome
variables examined in prior studies, academicratiant and recidivism, the present study also
looks at other important education outcomes, ssgbeaceived value of future success and
perceived opportunities for future success, andrdbehaviors, such as substance use and school
misconduct. If data generated in the present sindya relation between contact with the
justice system and later development, another gfalis study is to test whether individual,
peer and social, parent, and school related mediatglain why contact with the juvenile
justice system affects adolescent development.

Individual. As discussed earlier, labeling theory suggestsythigih who have contact
with the juvenile justice system will escalate gvint behavior and decrease in academic
performance due to an adoption of a deviant idgatid to reductions in conventional
opportunities and resources (e.g., Becker, 19681dre 1951; Matsueda, 1992). In fact, contact
with the justice system, and the resulting selfidetvidentities and perceived reductions in
opportunities, may cause individuals to decrease ferceptions of future success, the value
they place on future success, their desire foréusuiccess, their motivation to succeed, or their
self-esteem. It is also possible that offenderg dexrease the value they place on future of

educational attainment because of feeling likestiggna attached to a criminal record is so
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pervasive that educational attainment “is not wdftfthis concept is similar to what
Cernkovich & Giordano [1992] termed a perceived“piling” [pp. 263]). It is also possible
that teachers may knowingly or unknowingly modigit expectations or treatment of
delinquent youth, which is known to predict stugéetfort, motivation, performance—
particularly among low achieving or at risk youHc¢les & Roeser, 2011). The value that an
adolescent attributes to future success and heeped likelihood of achieving the desired
success is strongly predictive of an individuaff®#, goals, and, ultimately, achievement
(Eccles & Widfield, 2000; Eccles & Roeser, 201Eurthermore, school commitment, such as
time spent on homework, concern for future achieamtmand high aspirations for the future, has
been shown to predict delinquency in samples oflB&nd White students (Cernkovich &
Giordano, 1992). In general, school failure ammbpgms at school have been shown to be an
extremely powerful predictor of subsequent delimmye often explained by strain theory
(Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992; Cloward, Ohlin, & @lard, 1960; Cohen, 1955; Empey,
Stafford, & Hay, 1982; Merton, 1938).

Furthermore, social control theory suggests thatnue justice system involvement may
cause youth to disengage from school, thus redubeig attachment or weakening their bonds
to school. An adolescent’s relationship with aedcgptions of his school and his teacher may
have profound effects on his achievement (Eccl&¥igfield, 2000; Eccles & Roeser, 2011) and
his choice to engage in or abstain from antiscanal illegal behaviors (Cernkovich & Giordano,
1992; Farrington, 2009). For example, school bogdperceptions of the school climate, and
guality of teacher-student relationships could aeipularly predictive of a student’s motivation
to learn and subsequent achievement (Eccles, Hiftdes & Wigfield, 2000; Witkow &

Fuligni, 2007; Eccles & Roeser, 2011) as well asddlinquency (Cernkovich & Giordano,
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1992). This theoretical orientation, social cohtheory, also suggests that reductions in school
attachment could encourage school truancy and etieol misconduct. Furthermore, as
discussed in the labeling theory discussion, fioissible that schools will change their treatment
of youth after they assigielinquentabels hence, an adolescent’s perceptions of his schopl ma
become far less favorable after contact with tivenule justice system.

In addition to the perceived climate and attachnesthool, there could be real,
structural impediments, like school absences,ltmgt an individual’s prospects for academic
success. Being involved with the justice systeny neguire juvenile offenders to make court
appearances or attend meetings with probationesffiduring school hours. This increased risk
of school absences may cause youth to fall bemirsghool, which, in turn, could decrease
academic performance and increase the likelihoattagping out (Hirschfield, 2009).
Furthermore, falling behind in school may causetlyda further disengage from school-related
activities and adopt more antisocial activitiesis worth noting that delinquent youth may even
experience excessively harsh treatment by schoa@d<alzero tolerance policies and No Child
Left Behind Acts, which may cause at risk youttbéopushed to continuation or alternative
schools (Skiba & Peterson, 1999).

Parent. Studies conducted over the last few decades hax@stently found that
children have the best outcomes when parents ara ad supportive, are involved in the
child’s life, and when parents set predictable fandboundaries (often referred to as
“authoritative” parenting; Steinberg, 2001). Indehis type of parenting is related to positive
adolescent outcomes regardless of a youth’s etiingocial class, or family structure

(Steinberg, 2001). As such, it is likely that atesl adolescents who have parents who are highly
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involved in their life might be buffered againséthegative effects of contact with the justice
system.

Peer. Deviancy training theory argues that contact wlid juvenile justice system
increases contact with delinquent peers, whichesadolescents to learn skills that help them
become more effective delinquents (e.g., Dishiocal.ett996). Because of the salience of peers
during adolescence, it is possible that involvenétit the juvenile justice system may create
opportunities for youth to develop more deviantrggeups (Bernburg, Krohn, & Rivera, 2006)
and to learn more effective delinquency skills friimase peer groups (e.g., Dishion, McCord, &
Poulin, 1999). In fact, interventions that groikg4iminded delinquent youth together may
inadvertently exacerbate problem behaviors (Disleioal., 1999; Lipsey, 2006; Warr, 2002).
For example, results from Dishion and colleague® Wiadicated that youth who did not engage
in delinquency at ages 13-14 had an increased bilapaf trying tobacco, alcohol, and
marijuana when they were ages 15-16 if their fregms were characterized by positive
reactions to rule-breaking discussions (Dishiorpdldi, Spracklen, & Li, 1995). Additionally,
adolescents who had friendships characterized byiy® reactions to rule-breaking at ages 13-
14 were more likely to exhibit higher rates of selported delinquency (Dishion et al., 1996)
and self-reported as well as police-reported viobehavior (Dishion, Eddy, Haas, Li, &
Spracklen, 1997) at ages 15-16.

Similarly, Conger (1976) found that youth, on agerancreased their delinquent
behaviors when the number of delinquent peers ¢ghylmad increased and the number of positive
influences a youth had remained relatively low.adldition, youth tended to engage in the same
delinquent behaviors as their peers, suggestirigptheas can influence—either through

modeling, legitimizing, or reinforcement—the typgdelinquent acts one chooses to commit
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(Conger, 1976). There are many hypotheses thdttraigplain how deviancy training operates.
One hypothesis is that conversations about rulakiong (or witnessing rule-breaking) might
serve to legitimize, normalize, teach, and reindaleviant behaviors. Cultural norms may also
devalue academic success and value antisocial inehawelinquent peer groups. As such,
grouping delinquent youth together might providadatform from which lower level, first-time
offenders become embedded in a deviant lifestigheen if arrested youth are not enrolled in a
group therapy class, it is also possible that aiimah the justice system will simply lead youth
to meet other arrested youth, which could causa tieeform new friendships with other,
perhaps more delinquent, peers.
The Present Study

The present study investigated whether adolesgdmiscome to the attention of law
enforcement have worse outcomes than their couartsrho violate the same laws but are
never arrested. This study overcomes the limitgtia prior studies by recruiting a sample of
demographically similar youth who have engagedhendame types of illegal behavior but who
differ in one important respect. Only some paptcits have had official contact with the
juvenile justice system. Although other studiesheompared the outcomes of arrested and non-
arrested youth, prior studies cannot rule out tEsibility that pre-existing differences may have
contributed (at least in part) to the pervasivdifig that justice system youth have worse
outcomes than non-justice system youth. Indemdunclear whether the previously observed
differences in delinquency and academic failuredare to the type of juvenile justice
experiences or whether the observed relationsweaalthe type of youth who is and is not
arrested. If contact with the system doescanisearrested youth to have worse outcomes than

non-arrested youth, the previously observed reiatamuld be explained as spurious, with both
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the arrest and the later outcomes explained byuenigerson-specific individual and contextual
variables that contribute both to initial contastveell as later maladjustment.

No prior study has recruited a comparison grouparf-arrested youth that has engaged
in the same types of illegal behavior as a samipégrested youth. Although prior work indeed
controlsfor measures of prior delinquency, if no-contaaityoengage in statistically fewer, less
severe, or qualitatively different behaviors (itee range of these variables are not overlapping),
controlling for prior delinquency does not complgt@ccount for pre-existing differences and
possible selection effects. Carefully recruitindividuals who have committed the same types
of crimes as their arrested counterparts substigmgaluces the risk that the comparison group
(no-contact youth) is qualitatively different thamd thus non-comparable to, the arrested youth.

In addition to the unique comparison group, theectlaree advantages of the present
study. First, a multi-method approach was utiligeth variables obtained from both official
records and self-report. Specifically, as onenefgirimary outcome variables was recidivism,
both self-reports of illegal behavior and officaatest records—which are likely to provide very
different information were collected. Another adtage of the present study is that multiple
entry points along the justice system pipeline weeasured; youth who were arrested and
diverted (informally processed youth) and youth wiere formally processed were recruited.
This means that the present study is well positddneanswer two important questions: whether
anycontact with the justice system leads to positiveegative outcomes, and whether different
degrees of involvement with the juvenile justiceteyn has differential effects on an
adolescent’s behavior. Last, a specialized stegilstechnique (propensity score matching) was

used to boost comparability between the arrestdchan-arrested samples. This technique helps
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account for the fact that youth are likely to hawféerent risk and protective factors that increase
or decrease their likelihood of being caught (selection effects).

With this sample of arrested and non-arrested geént youth, | ask whether, how, and
for whom, contact with the justice system has paesior negative effects on adolescents’
subsequent antisocial behavior, school outcomessabstance use. Most importantly, | test
these relations after partialing out the effectthebretically relevant variables that may
contribute to selection effects.

Research aims and hypotheses.

Research Aim 1. Examine whether contact with the juvenile justice system contributes
to decreases in school attachment and school performance, and whether contact with the
juvenile justice system contributes to increases in school misconduct, substance use, and
delinguent behavior.

Hypothesis 1Compared to the no-contact youth, participanthéjtivenile justice
system contact group will demonstrate decreassshool attachment, decreases in self-report of
grades in school, increases in self-reported sammxtonduct, increases in truancy, increases in
antisocial and illegal behavior, and increasesilvzsgance use at the follow up (Time 2). At the
baseline interview, | think there may be smallelifnces (“trends”) between those who have
contact and those who do not, but | hypothesizethiese differences will not reach conventional
levels of statistical significance (i.¢s will not be<.05). | do not hypothesize that there will be
significant differences at baseline (Time 1) beedwsseline data will be collected between 1 and
42 days after processing decisions are finalizedtffe arrested sample). This may be enough
time for some youth to be affected by involvemerthwhe justice system but it may be too soon

to see an effect in youth whose baseline interviemediately follows their arrest. Between the
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baseline (Time 1) and 6-month follow-up intervielinje 2), youth who are involved with the
juvenile justice system will display greater in@gea in truancy, increases in school misconduct,
and a greater increase in receipt of disciplina&tyoa (i.e., punitive treatment by schools, such as
suspensions, expulsions, school transfers) thactontact youth, after controlling for baseline
values of these variables and adjusting for seleaifects with propensity score matching.

More intense involvement with the juvenile justsystem (i.e., formal rather than informal case
processing) will magnify these effects. Importantlhypothesize that no-contact youth will not
demonstrate any significant change on these oute@eeveen baseline and the follow up. See
Figure 1 and 2.

Figure 1. Hypothesized Change in Self-Report dfdet Attachment and Grades in School
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Research Aim 2. | dentify whether the effects of juvenile justice system contact on
subsequent academic outcomes, delinquency, and substance use (Aim 1) are more detrimental

for younger youth than for older youth.

Hypothesis 2Younger youth will be more negatively affected (@& greater absolute

changes between baseline and follow up) by juvgadice system contact than older youth.

See Figure 3.
Figure 3. Hypothesized Change in School AttachmedtGrades in School by Age.
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Figure 4. Hypothesized Change in Punitive TreatrbgrsSchools, School Misconduct, Dropout
Rates, Substance Use, and Delinquency by Age.
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Research Aim 3. I nvestigate whether any effect of juvenile justice contact on
behavioral outcomes (Aim 1) is attributable to changes in youth (e.g., expectations for future
success and the value that adolescents place on future success), parent (e.g., parental
involvement) peer and social context (e.g., increasesin peer delinquency).

Hypothesis 3a (individual mediator§)ecreased expectations for, and value placed on,
future success in school and work, decreased atewito school, lower self-esteem, and
increases in truancy will mediate (at least pdyfjahe effects of juvenile justice contact on
academic outcomes, delinquency, and substanceSpifically, youth who have contact with
the justice system will decrease in their perceystiof their opportunities for future success,
decrease in the value they place on future sucdessgase in their overall self-esteem, decrease

in their attachment to school, and increase iratheunt of time they are truant from schools
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between the baseline and follow up interviews.aAssult of decreases on these individual
measures, arrested youth will evince lower schtiathment and lower grades in school, and
higher rates of delinquency, substance use, armbkafisconduct. (See Figures 5 and 6.)
Figure 5. Hypothesized Mediating Role of Self-Este¥alue and Importance of Future

Success, Truancy and Expectations for Future Ssarethe Relations between Juvenile Justice
System Contact, School Bonding, and Grades in 3choo
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Figure 6. Hypothesized Mediating Role of Self-Este Value Placed on Future Success,
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Juvenile Justice System Contact and Truancy, Sii@mlonduct, Delinquency, Substance Use,
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Hypothesis 3b (peers and social contelxigreased associations with delinquent peers

will mediate (at least partially) the effects o¥guile justice system contact on academic

34



outcomes, substance use, and delinquent behgspecifically, after the arrest, youth will
increase in the extent to which they affiliate waislinquent peers, and as a result of increased
peer delinquency, arrested youth will demonstregepser decreases in academic performance
and greater increases in delinquency, substan¢gandenisconduct. Similarly, a youth’s
perception of the opportunities within his neighimwd (i.e., neighborhood climate or
neighborhood norms regarding academic and occuyatsnccess) will decrease for arrested
youth, which will be related to worse outcomeshat follow up interview (See Figures 7 and 8).

Figure 7. Hypothesized Mediating Role of DeviaaeR on the Relations between Juvenile
Justice System Contact, School Bonding, and Griadgshool.
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Figure 8. Hypothesized Mediating Role of DeviageR on the Relations between Juvenile
Justice System Contact and Truancy, School Misccn@elinquency, Substance Use, and
Dropout Rates
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Figure 9. Hypothesized Mediating Role of Neighloarth Climate on the Relations between
Juvenile Justice System Contact, School Bonding,Grades in School.
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Figure 10. Hypothesized Mediating Role of Neighimmd Climate on the Relations between
Juvenile Justice System Contact and Truancy, Sdfisalonduct, Delinquency, Substance Use,
and Dropout Rates

-

i -

Truancy

- + School Misconduct
Juvenile Justice ; Meighborhood

System Contact Climate Delinquency

Substance Use

Dropout Rates

Hypothesis 3c (parentps a response to an adolescent’s first contatt the justice
system, | hypothesize that arrested individuali®epts will increase in parental knowledge,
parental effort, and parental monitoring which wilitigate and mediate (at least partially) the
effects of juvenile justice system contact on acaideoutcomes, delinquent behaviors, and
substance use (see Figures 11 and 12). Spegjfidatl increased parental involvement will be
related to positive outcomes (increases in schedbpmances and decreases in problematic

behavior).
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Figure 11. Hypothesized Mediating Role of PareKtadwledge, Parental Effort, and Parental
Monitoring on the Relation between Juvenile JusBgstem Contact, School Bonding, and self-
reported Grades in School.
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Figure 12. Hypothesized Mediating Role of Parektadwledge, Parental Effort, and Parental
Monitoring on the Relations between Juvenile JasBgstem Contact and Truancy, School
Misconduct, Delinquency, Substance Use, and DroBaitgs.
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lll. Research Design and Methods

Overview

This study compared youth who did and did not hagact with the juvenile justice
system and investigated whether and how the finstact with the juvenile justice system was
related to subsequent educational outcomes, suastese, and delinquency. To achieve this
goal, this dissertation augmented an existing sttiayCrossroads study—a $3.8 million project
funded by the John D. & Catherine T. MacArthur Fdation and the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). The Crossrstaly was designed to investigate how
different types of juvenile justice system expeciemare related to multiple domains of
adolescent development. One thousand two hunahediateen first time juvenile offenders
were recruited to participate in the Crossroaddystlyouth were interviewed every six months
for 36 months. Although the Crossroads study ib-pasitioned to illuminate the effects of
different juvenile justice responses to youth wbhme into contact with the system, it leaves an
important question unanswered. To answer the iqunest whether contact with the justice
system in any form has a positive or negative éfbecadolescents, | recruited a sample of youth
who engaged in similar illegal activities but netxad any prior contact with the juvenile justice
system. With support from National Science FouildaiNational Institute of Justice, and
American Psychology-Law Society, this dissertaddided a no-contact sample to the
Crossroads study. This allowed a comparison betwee groups of delinquent youth: (1) those
who are caught and processed by the justice systetn(2) those who engaged in the same
criminal behavior but managed to evade law enfoesgrand remain free from contact with the

juvenile justice system.

38



Sample

Arrested sample (Crossroads Study) case selectiorhe goal of the Crossroads study
is to determine whether an adolescent’s first aepee with the justice system—specifically
whether he is formally processed (required to nekeurt appearance) or informally processed
(diverted from official justice system processimglaisually given the opportunity to have
charges dismissed if an alternative program isessfally completed)—differentially influences
multiple domains of functioning, such as behavilmyelopment, and mental and physical health.
There are two groups of arrested youth in the Coasts study: youth who wefermally
processedy the juvenile justice system and youth who wefermally processed

The Crossroads study is unique because, beforsgudg commenced, we analyzed a
data set that included all filed charges and thieesponding dispositions for juvenile offenders
over a recent five-year period. This historicaldanalysis was used to determine the charges
that have similar probabilities of being formallyopessed or informally processed for first time
juvenile offenders in the study site. As such,tiiouere only eligible to participate in the
Crossroads study if they were male first-time offiens (according to official record reviews in
probation and court in databases), spoke Englesth peen charged with one of the eligible
charges (i.e., charges that have equal probabilibeing processed formally and informally; see
Appendix 1), were between the ages of 13-17, and White, Black, or Hispanic.

Arrested youth sampling technique.The Crossroads project coordinator reviewed court
and probation records to identify participants Viihstudy eligibility criteria. Eight hundred
sixty-eight potentially eligible participants wadentified in official databases, and contact
information for these potential participants war@sted from these databases. Crossroads

research assistants contacted all potentiallyt#égiouth via telephone, letter, house visit, at
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court, or at the probation office. During init@ntact, research assistants described the study
and determined whether the youth and his parents iwterested in participating. If youth and
parent were interested, formal consent and assenat @btained. After initial contact and a
second review of all potential participants, 43tiggrants were determined to be ineligible. Of
the remaining 825 potential participants, 532 pgraited. The 293 youth did not participate
because either the youth refused (n=52), the paefuged (n=148), or we could not schedule the
interview within six weeks of case processing (N=9ee Figure 13.

Figure 13. Recruitment Flowchart for Arrested Saampl
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Arrested youth sample sizeThe Crossroads study is a 3-site study that isviolig

1,216 first-time offenders for 3 years: 533 youttnii Philadelphia, PA; 151 youth from
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Jefferson Parish, LA; and 532 youth from Oranger@®puCA. Only youth in the California site
were included in the present study (271 informphycessed youth and 261 formally processed
youth).

No-contact sample (dissertation sample) case seieat The no-contact control sample
included demographically similar youth who engametihe same illegal behaviors as the
Crossroads youth but were never arrested. The diféémence between the Crossroads and no-
contact sample is that the no-contact sample waarragrested as a result of their crimes. Youth
were only eligible for this dissertation studyhely met the eligibility requirements for the
Crossroads study (see previous section) but neaceahy official contact with the juvenile
justice system.

No-contact youth sampling techniqueTo identify a well-matched no-contact sample,
we initially only recruited youth who were membefghe same peer groups as enrolled
Crossroads participants. The Crossroads interagked participants to list the names of their
five closest friends. Follow-up questions assesdeether each friend has (a) been arrested or
(b) spent time in jail. At the end of the intemviethe computer software auto-generated the
names of the nominated peers who had never beestedrand never spent time in jail. The
interviewer asked the youth for permission to contiaese friends to inquire about whether they
were interested in participating in a similar biffedtent research study. We also asked
participants to nominate any other friends who rmighinterested in participating in a similar
research study. If permission was granted, ppgris provided contact information for the
nominated peers and signed a Peer Locator Sheetim® us with their permission to contact
these friends (see Appendix 2). After the intamdgethe project coordinator for the no-contact

sample (this graduate student) compiled the newmpa@®minations, checked for duplicates with
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previous nominations, and distributed unique, nases to undergraduate research assistants.
Research assistants and | then contacted and edréenominated peers to see whether they
indeed met the study eligibility requirements ($able 1 and Table 2). Importantly, as access to
probation and court records has been secured, allago confirm that the youth in the no-
contact control sample did not have any prior casuafficially filed within the Orange County
probation and court databa&es

Due to challenges with recruitment (i.e., recrumin@as too slow), we sought and
received permission to recruit directly at two lldeiggh schools (both charter schools; IRB-
approved). Specifically, research assistants andde announcements in classrooms and passed
out flyers to interested students. Because thedalisits did not significantly boost the rate of
recruitment, we expanded the pool of potentialipg@dnts by recruiting directly in the
community. Specifically, research assistants goasked out flyers to anyone who could
potentially be eligible for study participation. 8/dlso posted study flyers on community
bulletin boards.

One of the most important aspects of the scregmiogess was to ensure that members
of the no-contact sample had committed at leasobtiee Crossroads study’s eligible charges in
the last year—but had never been caught. To dordsearch assistants and | asked nominated
peers a series of questions that required youskate the last time they engaged in certain risky

or illegal behaviors (see Table 2).

%2 Two of the participants in the no-contact samplé bharges that were dismissed before the
baseline interview. Twelve no-contact participamént to truancy court prior to the baseline
interview.
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Table 1. Screening Questionnaire.

Screening Questionnaire

In your lifetime, have you ever...

Been arrested

Spent time in juvenile detention/jail

Been on probation

Been to court (for something other than a traffic
violation)

Been driven home by police

Been required by some type of law enforcementtendt
a class/program

Do you consider yourself to male or female?

What is your DOB?
What is your race/ethnicity?

YES /NO
YES / NO
YES /NO
YES / NO

YES / NO
YES / NO

Table 2. Eligible Charge Screening Questionnaire

In the past 12 months, when was the last time youngaged in the following behaviors...

Interviewer: Did youth engage in behavior in lagonths?
Circle YES or NO

Used a fake ID

Skipped school without permission

Drunk a bottle or a glass of beer or other alcohol
Ridden a bike without a helmet

Copy homework or a class assignment off someba#y el
Vandalized property/done graffititagged (worthsiésan $400)

Destroyed or ruined public or private property (thanore than $400)

If so, what did you do?
Taken or stolen something?
If so, what did do and what did you take?

Did you intend/plan to take it before you actuaitgle it?

Possessed switchblade knife
Physically attacked a teacher or another adultfaid

Obstruct/interfered/resisted/ran from police offibecause of something you

were doing that might be considered illegal?

If so, what did you do?
Got into a physical fight at school or another priplace
Been in possession of drugs (not including marig)an

Used force/unlawful physical contact against agmbfficer, emergency

personnel, school employee
If so, what did you do?

Engaged in unlawful physical contact, use of fagainst another person
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YES /NO
YES /NO
YES /NO
YES /NO
YES / NO

YES /NO
YES / NO

YES / NO

YES / NO

YES /NO
YES / NO

YES / NO
YES / NO
YES / NO

YES / NO



If so, what did you do?
Attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurtirem YES / NO
Caused someone to fear violence, without actuadipalcontact YES / NO
If so, what did you do?

Note. Only shaded rows represent eligible behavibhe purpose of the first 5 questions was to
build rapport with potential participants.

No-contact youth sample sizeThe primary analyses in the present study utilired
statistical technique of propensity score matchangpproximate the random assignment of
juvenile justice contact. In particular, | matchaxith in the no-contact sample to youth in the
contact sample based on their probabilities of i@yustice system contact (discussed later),
which is computed with respect to values on vaeslthat are theoretically related to having
contact with the justice system. As such’® &dolescent males who did not have any prior
contact with the juvenile justice system were réecufor this dissertation sample. These 99 no-
contact youth were matched with the 532 arrestedhym OC. Post hoc power analyses are
presented in the results section.

Sample descriptivesAs mentioned previously, youth in the present stwdye between
13 and 17 years old at the time of their baselerview. The average age was 15.55 years old
(sd= 1.22) and the sample was representative of thdeaphic distribution of the study site:
77.34% Hispanic, 18.54% White, 1.27% Black, and2e8Viultiethnic (see Table 3 for sample
descriptives broken down by group). See Figuréofl4 map that shows the neighborhoods
from which formal, informal, and no-contact youtlene recruited. As demonstrated in Figure

14, the three groups were similarly distributesbtighout Orange County.

% There were originally 100 no-contact youth but goath was determined to be ineligible.
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Table 3. Sample Descriptives.

Sample Descriptives by Group.

No-contact Informal Matched Formal  Matched
youth (n=99) sample informal youth sample formal
(n=271) (n=62) (n=261) youth
(n=63)
Age at baseline
Range 13to 17 13to 17 13to 17 13to 17 13to 17
m(sd) 15.85 (1.20) 15.44 (1.30) 15.79 (1.13) 15.54 (1.13) 15.76 (1.17)
% 13 yl/o 6.06% 8.49% 1.61% 3.45% 1.59%
% 14 ylo 8.08% 28.82% 19.35% 17.24% 17.46%
% 15y/o 19.19% 20.66% 8.06% 24.52% 20.63%
% 16 y/o 28.28% 24.72% 40.32% 31.03% 23.81%
% 17 ylo 38.38% 27.31% 30.65% 23.75% 36.51%
Race and ethnicity
% White 24.24% 19.19% 27.42% 15.71% 25.26%
% Black 3.03% 0.74% 3.23% 1.15% 3.16%
% Hispanic 71.72% 76.38% 67.74% 80.46% 70.53%
% Other 1.01% 3.69% 1.61% 2.68% 1.05%

TValues in this table represent the unweighted samescriptives for the formal and informal

youth. Analyses were conducted with the weightedes.

Figure 14. Geographical Distribution of No-Contdntprmally Processed, and Formally

Processed Youth.
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Eligible charges (arrested sample].he most common charge for the Crossroads youth
was vandalism (38.35% of youth). The breakdowrtlerother charges was: theft (21.05%),
burglary (12.03%), resisting arrest (7.33%), bat{ér95%), assault and battery (6.20%), assault
(4.32%), drug possession (not including marijudn@9%), fighting in public (1.50%), and
possession of a switchblade knife (0.56%). Crasisgouth only had one eligible offense. See
Table 4.
Table 4. Distribution of Eligible Offenses for Asted Youth.

Distribution of Eligible Offenses for Arrested Yiout

Informal Matched Formal Matched

sample informalt sample formal youttt

(n=271) youth (n=62) (n=261) (n=63)

Assault 2.58% 4.84% 6.13% 4.76%
Assault & battery 7.75% 11.29% 4.60% 3.17%
Battery 6.27% 6.45% 7.66% 12.70%
Burglary 2.95% 4.84% 21.46% 25.40%
Fighting in public 2.95% 1.61% 0.00% 0.00%
Petty theft 30.26% 25.81% 11.49% 11.11%
Possess switchblade 0.00% 0.00% 1.15% 1.59%
Possession of controlled sub 1.85% 6.45% 1.53% 3.17%
Resisting arrest 8.86% 9.68% 5.75% 3.17%
Vandalism 36.53% 29.03% 40.23% 34.92%

1Values in this table represent the unweighted samg$criptives for the formal and informal
youth. Analyses were conducted with the weightedes.

Eligible charge (no-contact youth). Because of the nature of the screening instrument
the no-contact sample could have multiple eligdhlarges. Approximately 26% reported
engaging in one only eligible charge. Of the pgrants who only had one eligible charge, the
most common charge was fighting in public (n=10n average, youth had 3.32 eligible charges

(sd=1.39, range: 1 to 13, median = 3, mode = 1).
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The most commonly endorsed behaviors on the diigilscreener for no-contact youth
were fighting in publi¢ (62.60% of no-contact youth) and theft (61.2% @foontact youth). Of
the youth who reported engaging in theft (i.e.kittg or stealing something”), 35% said that
they had intended to do it before it happened, tihe. legal distinction between burglary and
theft falls at whether the youthtendedo steal something; to receive a “burglary” chawge,
individual mustplan or intendto steal something before going inside the stave)dy etc.). The
next most common behavior was vandalism: 23.2%oeafontact youth reported vandalizing
property worth less than $400 and 20.2% of no-anjauth reported vandalizing property
worth more than $400. Furthermore, 31.1% replaotestructing, interfering, or running from a
police officer because of something they were ddivag they considered to be illegal, 31.3%
caused someone to fear violence without physicalact (i.e., assault), 29.3% engaged in
unlawful physical contact by using force againgitaer person, and 10.1% of youth said that
they had attacked someone with the idea of segidusting them (i.e., battery). Furthermore,
26.3% of youth reported being in the possessiansyitchblade knife, 20.2% of youth were in
possession of drugs (not including marijuana), 4#duorce or unlawful physical contact
against a police officer, emergency personnelcbosl employee, and 3% reported physically
attacking a teacher or adult at school. To bel#égyouth needed to self-report engaging in

these behaviors sometime in the last year. Sele bab

* Depending on the nature of the fight, if arrested charged, fighting in public could be filed
as assault or battery
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Table 5. Distribution of Eligible Offenses for Nmftact Youth.

Distribution of Eligible Offenses for No-Contactutia.

No-contact sample

(n=99)
Fight in public 62.63%
Theft 39.80%
Resisting arrest 31.31%
Caused someone to seriously fear violence 31.31%
Unlawful physical contact against person 29.29%
Possess switchblade 26.26%
Vandalism <$400 23.23%
Burglary 21.21%
Vandalism > $400 20.20%
Possess drugs (not marijuana) 20.20%
Attacked to seriously hurting someone 10.10%
Unlawful force against police officer 4.04%
Attack teacher at school 3.03%

I No-contact youth could have multiple eligible chesg
Procedures (Both Samples)

The Institutional Review Board of the University@élifornia, Irvine approved all study
procedures and materials for Crossroads as wilissglissertation (HS #2010-7867).
Importantly, the same study procedures were useithéoarrested and no-contact samples. The
only procedural difference between the two groups with respect to recruitment techniques
(discussed previously). After participants werenigfied and parental consent was obtained,
youth participated in a two to three hour intervigeferred to as the “baseline” or “Time 1”
interview). The location of the interview was eithat the participant’s home (approximately
49% of interviews) or at a public restaurant orfeefshop (approximately 49% of interviews).
(The remaining interviews, for the arrested sampksge in a residential facility, jail or detention
facility, or other location [all of the no-contdaterviews were conducted in the participants’
home or a public venue in his community].) Eaderview was conducted with a research

assistant on a laptop computer with computer-assisterview software. Items in the interview
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assessed constructs in a variety of behavioratleamgr, and psychological domains.

Interviewers and participants sat side-by-sideab bhdividuals could view the laptop screen;
interviewers were required to read each questiondal This process helped minimize issues and
errors that could be attributed to a participargading and comprehension ability. Participants
were offered a keypad, which allowed them to anseesitive questions privately. One follow-
up interview (referred to as “the follow up” or ‘e 2”) was conducted approximately 6 months
after the baseline interview and consisted of fraesinterview battery

Importantly, because the main Crossroads studynddd by OJJDP and this dissertation
sample is funded by NIJ, the no-contact sampleaséamatically protected under a Certificate
of Confidentiality (U.S. Code 8§ 3789g Sec.812This means that researchers were (and are
not) legally allowed to release any personally tdile information to any interested parties
(even if the data are subpoenaed).

Retention. The retention of both samples was excellent.etyieight percent of no-
contact youth who have been recruited for the ¥olip completed the interviéand 97.5% of
Crossroads youth completed the 6-month follow &p.mentioned previously, the ideal day for
the follow up interview was exactly 6 months attez baseline interview (the “target” date). We
initiated the search for each participant 6 weeks po the target date (the “search window”).
When the search window opened, we mailed a postodta participant, which asked him to
give us a call to schedule his next appointmeiiveldid not hear from the youth within two
weeks, we called or visited his home. If we caubd schedule the follow up on or before the

target date, we allowed a 6-week window post-tatigée to complete the interview (the “late

® Crossroads participants were followed every 6 m®fir 3 years.
® Data collection is ongoing. At the writing of shilissertation, 70 no-contact you had completed
the follow up interview. Retention reflects thdidav ups that have been missed to date.
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window”). The last day to conduct the follow updrview was 6 weeks after the target date
(which was 6 months and 6 weeks after the basglieeview).

Post hoc examinations of the data indicate thasweeessfully interviewed youth during
the correct follow up window. The average timensstn baseline and the follow up for the no-
contact sample was approximately 6.01 mongh¥s.B82), ranging from 5.26 months to 7.07
months. Inregard to the arrested sample, theagedime between baseline and the follow up
was approximately 6.10 months<.22), ranging from 5.00 months to 7.50 months.

We incentivized participants by compensating thentheir time. For the first half of
the recruitment of the no-contact sample, we paitigpants $35 for the baseline interview and
$40 for the follow up interview. However, recrugnt was very slow (we averaged 1.39 new
baselines per week with this payment). In an ettbenhance recruitment of the no-contact
sample, we increased the participant payment to(l$&€eline) and $55 (follow up). The revised
payment scale is similar to the participant paymemihe Crossroads study. Crossroads youth
were paid $50 for the baseline and $65 for the &tméllow up. Crossroads youth were paid
slightly more because their interview was sligtbigger. The increase in payment was
successful: after the payment was increased tovd@yveraged 2.35 new baselines per week.
Furthermore, to the extent possible, the same m&seasistant interviewed youth at both time-
points. (For the no-contact sample, the sameviewer, when possible, also screened youth
and obtained parental consistent.) We believerttaantaining consistent interviewers

encourages interviewer-participant rapport and eods participation.
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Recruitment statistics. Two hundred and forty-seve@rossroads participants (46.5%)
nominated 510 unique peers. Sixty-five no-conpacticipants (65.0%) nominated a total of 181
potential participants. Forty-eight potential papants obtained information about the study via
the flyef and contacted the research staff and 45 potegtititipants called the research staff
after we made a school visit. Of these 784 indigld, we were able to locate and screen 514
potential participants. We were unable to scre#hfarticipants. The primary reason that
nominated youth were not screened was becausedv®thave working contact information.
Only 62 individuals were not interested in beingesoed (7.9% of potential participants). See
Figure 15.

Figure 15. Recruitment Flowchart for No-Contacuto#1

Recruitment: No-contact

|
247 Crossroads
participants
nominated 510
unigue peers
)

~

" This only includes Crossroads nominators who naieitha “new” peer. Duplicate

nominations were not counted in these numbers.

8 It is possible that some participants gave flyertheir peers instead of nominating them at the

interview.
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Of the 514 screened patrticipants, 99 eventuallglld in the study. Of the individuals
who were screened (n=514), 8.3% obtained a stydy’fl62% were nominated by a Crossroads
participant’, 20.6% were nominated by a member of the no-costanplé’, and 8.7% were
located through a school visit. Approximately 28.@f these individuals were eligible (n=122).
Of the 122 participants who were eligible, seventliavere too busy or not interested in
participating (5.7% of eligible participants). @rive parents of eligible participants refused to
allow their child to participate (4.0% of eligigbarticipants). The ten remaining eligible
participants did not participate because we wetahle to schedule their baseline interviews
before the recruitment period ended.

The most common reason for ineligibility was havprgvious contact with the justice
system (33.8% of screened individuals). Youth vadse ineligible if they were female (24.8%
of screened individuals), did not self-report engggn one of the eligible illegal behaviors
(21.7% of individuals), were too old (17.1% of sared individuals), or were not Black, White,

or Hispanic (2.3% of screened individuals). Segif@ 16 for a recruitment flowchart.

% In addition to research assistants passing oetdlo potential participants, enrolled
participants were offered flyers to distribute heit peers.

9 Nominated by 185 Crossroads participants (34.8%@ro§sroads sample).

X Nominated by 52 no-contact participants (52% efrib-contact sample).
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Figure 16. Recruitment Flowchart for No-Contact ¥o#2

Recruitment: No-contact

122 eligible
participants

514 screened
participants

392 ineligible

Measures

The Crossroads interview battery included a wid&taof background, psychological,
behavioral, and academic variables, some of whietewiot used in the present study. The
measures outlined below include only those thatwereded to address the specific aims of this
study. The specific items associated with eadhede measures are listed in Appendix 3.
Importantly, almost all measures in the Crossrdeadtery were obtained in both interviews with

the no-contact sample. See Table 6 for a lishefheasures used to conduct the analyses in the

present study.
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Table 6. List of Variables Used to Address the $tloms.

Variables used in the present study

Measure/Construct Reference/Source
Independent variable
Juvenile justice system contact OC Court and Probation department
Dependent variables (change between baseline andldav
up)
Delinquent behavior
Self-report of offending Huizinga, Esbensen, & Weihar, 1991

(variety and frequency)
Official records (likelihood of OC Court and Probation department
[re-]arrest)
Substance use (variety and frequencyghassin, Rogosch, & Barrera, 1991
School and teacher attachment Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992 and items created
for Crossroads
Academic achievement (average Self-report
grades in school and dropout status)
School misconduct (e.g., truancy and miscondustiol)
Self-report Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele, 1998;r@leovich
& Giordano, 1992

School discipline (school suspensionsSelf-report

and expulsions)

School movement (likelihood of Self-report

moving to continuation school)

Mediator variables (measured at the follow up)
Neighborhood climate Eccles et al., 1998
Importance, value, and expectancy ofMenard & Elliott, 1996
future success in school and work

School aspirations and expectations Eccles et al., 1998

Self-esteem Rosenberg, 1989

Peer delinquency Thornberry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farnworth, & Jang,
1994; Monahan et al., 2009

Parental involvement Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992

School and teacher attachment Cernkovich & Giordano, 1992 and items created
for Crossroads

School truancy Self-report

Matching variables (measured at baseline)
Demographics (DOB, race/ethnicity, Self-report

SES)

Prior offending Huizinga et al., 1991
Prior substance use Chassin et al., 1991
Intelligence Wechsler, 1999
Maturity of judgment

Weinberger Adjustment Weinberger & Schwartz, 1990
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Inventory

Future Outlook Inventory Cauffman & Woolard, 1999
Psychosocial Maturity Greenberger, Josselson, Knerr, & Knerr, 1974
Inventory
Resistance to Peer Influence Steinberg & Monah@dy 2
School misconduct Eccles et al., 1998; Cernkovich & Giordano,
1992
Parental involvement Steinberg et al.,, 1992
Parental criminality Self-report
Parental antisocial behavior Based on the peer delinquency scale
(Thornberry et al., 1994)
Neighborhood characteristics Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999; Sampson,
Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997; Sampson, 1997
Peer delinquency Thornberry et al., 1994, Monahan et al., 2009

Primary independent variable.

Juvenile justice system contact. The primary independent variable, contact with the
justice system, was assessed with official Orangen@/ court and Probation records. For the
no-contact sample, self-report questions also asdeshether youth had any official contact
with the juvenile justice system in any jurisdicti¢.e., we were only able to confirm that youth
did not have a prior record in the OC database}Xhé present analyses, youth were considered
to have had “contact” with the system (i.e., eligifor the Crossroads study, arrested sample) if
they had one charge formally processed or infoynaibcessed in Orange County at the time of
study recruitment. Crossroads youth could not lzaddbtional prior sustained arrests (i.e.,
Crossroads youth were first time offenders). Yaatthe no-contact sample did not have any
histories of arrests or contact with the juvenilstice system. To understand whether more
severe forms of contact have more detrimental eogsofor youth, no-contact youth were
compared to both formally processed youth and médky processed youth.

Dependent variables.

Delinguent behavior.
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Offending. Antisocial and illegal behaviavas assessed using a revised version of the
Self-Report of Offending scale (SRO; Huizinga ef, 41991). The SRO is a 24-item scale that
assessed whether (and how many times) youth engagéterent types of criminal activity
over “the last 6 months.” Frequency (sum of thaltbmes that youth endorsed engaging in any
of the possible illegal behaviors) and varietydtatount of the types of delinquent behaviors that
youth positively endorsed) were computed at baselird the follow-up interview, with higher
scores indicating more illegal behavior. Althodgdguency and variety scores are correldted
= .54 in the present study), and frequency scolightrbe subject to more recall errors than
variety scores, results are presented with botjugacy and variety scores. Baseline variety of
offending was used for the propensity score matcfdiscussed later) and the difference
between baseline and the follow up on variety aaduency of offending were calculated and
used as a primary outcome variables. Self-regatfending is considered an accurate and
valid assessment of an adolescent’s true degrastisciality as youth have access to
information to which observers of their behavioe. (i police) might not be privy (e.g., Maxfield,
Weiler, Widom, 2000). As much illegal behavior argadolescents goes undetected by law
enforcement (Brame, Fagan, Piquero, Schubert, &lsteg, 2004) and the correlation between
self-report and official arrest data is often ety low (r=.22; Monahan et al.,, 2009), self-
report can provide information that is very diffier¢han official arrest records.

Official (re-)arrest dataData from the Orange County Probation departmethtias
Orange County Juvenile Court were obtained to asshsther youth were arrested, according to
official data, during the study period. These rdsaontained information regarding youth’s
involvement with the justice system. In particulae extracted details regarding every arrest

that occurred between baseline and the follow-tgriew. We coded the number of (re-)
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arrests and the corresponding sustained chargasauBe of the restricted range in number of
arrests between baseline and the follow up, thisbke was dichotomized to represent whether
youth had any (re-)arrests during the study pe(stho, not arrested during study period; 1=yes,
arrested at least once between baseline and folgw\We also investigated the type of charge
for the most serious offense on the petition (eligig-related, vandalism, theft).

Substance us&ubstance usgas assessed with an adapted version of the Sabstkse
and Abuse Inventory (Chassin, et al., 1991). Tiessure produces two measures of substance
use in the prior 6 months: A variety score (courdiferent substances used in the previous 6
months) and a maximum frequency score (maximunué&eqgy of any drug). First, youth were
asked to state which drugs they have used in gvqurs 6 months (whether they have used
marijuana, cocaine, ecstasy, etc.). If youth wsedsubstances in the recall period, follow up
guestions asked him to state the maximum frequdratyhe has used the drug in the previous 6
months (0O=not at all; 1=less than 1X every 3 marikdess than 1X per month, 3= 1X per
month, 4=2-3X per month, 5=1X per week, 6=2-3X peek, 7=everyday; higher scores
indicate more frequent substance use). The maxifmreopiency for any drug was calculated and
used as the substance use frequency variablediffeeences between baseline and the follow
up for substance use variety and substance usgeiney were calculated and used as outcome
variables. Baseline values were used as contr@hlas in models wherein substance use was
an outcome variable. (Baseline variety of lifetimubstance use was used in the propensity
score matching analysis.)

School outcomes.

Teacher attachment/student-teacher relationshfgachment to teachers was assessed

with items created by Cernkovich and Giordano (3@8%1 consisted of 3 itemBtost of my
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teachers treat me fairly, | care what my teach&isk of me, and | like my teachers¥outh
responded to these items on a 5-point likert gdatetrongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither
agree nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree)reSon the three scales were averaged
together at baseline and at the follow up. Higloares indicate more teacher attachment.
Reliability and confirmatory factor analysis indied that the scale had great &it<.64; CFl =
1.00, RMSEA =.00). Change scores that represeheedifference between baseline and follow
up was used as an outcome variable, however, weotled for baseline values (Time 1) when
change in teacher-student relationships was amméwariable.

School attachment/affect at schodttachment to schoatas assessed with 3-items
designed for the Crossroads stuldgnjoy being there, | am happy when | am thefeel like |
am a part of that scho@lnd one item from Cernkovich and Giordano’s (198200l bonding
scalel like school All items ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to Bdisgly agree) and were
averaged together at baseline and at the followHigher scores indicate more attachment to
school or more positive affect at school. A chasgare that represents the difference between
baseline and the follow up was used as one ofdhsme variables. The baseline value was
used as a control variable when this change scaseused as the outcome variable. Reliability
and confirmatory factor analysis indicated thastheems fit well togethen(= .76; CFI = .995;
RMSEA = .05)

Academic achievemer8elf-report questions asked youth to state whettesr were
currently enrolled in school (coded: yes [1], cathg enrolled; no [0], not currently enrolled)
and whether they dropped out of school (coded{ljedropped out in the previous 6 months; no
[0], did not drop out in previous 6 months). Youdsponses at the follow-up interview were

used as outcome variables. Youth were also askidlicate what their grades were like in
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school (possible responses: 8= mostly As; 7= abaliitAs and half Bs; 6=mostly Bs; 5= about
half Bs and half Cs; 4= mostly Cs; 3= about halfa@d half Ds; 2=mostly Ds; 1= mostly below
Ds). Scores were coded such that better grade® (A®) received higher values. The
difference between baseline and the follow up wslas an outcome variable. The baseline
scores were used as control variables.

School misconducchool misconduat/as obtained from previously established self-
report measures (Eccles, Wigfield, & Schiefele,&3@ernkovich & Giordano, 1992).
Questions assessed truancy from school over théépasnthsHow many times have the
following things happened to you over the pastrsixths...l was late for school, | cut or
skipped school, | was absent from school, | gétanble for missing too many days, | had to go
to truancy court Youth responded to these 5 questions with aibtfikert scale (O=never,1=1-
2 times, 3=3-6 time, 7=7-10 times, 10=10 or mames). Scores on these items were averaged
together, with higher score indicating that a yout#is truant for more days of school. The scale
demonstrated adequate internal consistency ancdaeaexgiately represented by a one-factor
solution @ = .69; CFI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00). Additionally,sélf-report questions asked youth
to state the frequency with which they have engagedher school-related misconduct in the
last 6 months (e.g., copied homework, cheatedtestagotten in trouble for disturbing the
class). Youth responded to these questions dwed Bcale (1=not at all, 2=once or twice,
3=several times, 4=often/many times). Scores esdlitems were averaged together, with
higher scores indicating more misconduct(.77; one factor scale: CFl = .79; RMSEA = .13).
Change scores that represented the difference éethaseline and the follow up on each of
these scales were used as outcome variables (msehool misconduct was used in the

propensity score matching). The last self-repontéstonduct variables (assessed at baseline
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and the follow up) asked youth to state whethed (@w many times) they were suspended or
expelled from school in the last 6 months. Whetharot they were expelled between the
baseline and follow up and the change in numbsuspensions (assessed at each interview to
represent the count of suspensions in the predauenths) between baseline and the follow up
were used as outcome variables. School miscorhacschool disciplinary responses (tested
individually) between baseline and the follow uprevased as outcome variables and school
misconduct prior to baseline was used in the prsipescore matching (discussed later).

School type/likelihood of moving to continuatioh@a. The type of school—whether it
was a traditional junior high school, high schdlear college, 4-year university, or
continuation school—was obtained via self-repothatbaseline and the follow up interviews.
Whether (=1) or not (=0) youth changed from a tradal school at baseline to a continuation
school at the follow up was coded and used as toome variable.

Mediating variables.

Individual.

Academic aspirations and academic expectanéispirations and expectations for future
schooling were assessed with two items from Eahelscolleagues (1998tow far would you
like to go in schodl (response options: 1=drop out before graduaBegraduate from high
school, 3=go to a business, technical school aojuwollege, 4=graduate from college, 5=go to
graduate or professional school) ataw far do you think you’ll go in schoo(2=drop out
before graduation; 2=graduate from high school,a3ega business, technical school or junior
college, 4=graduate from college, 5=go to gradoatarofessional school). Higher scores on

these scales indicate more school aspirations amd sthool expectations. The degree of
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change between baseline and the follow up was ledelifor each of these variables and used as
potential mediator variables.
Perception of opportunitieSix items were designed to measure participantgfse
about the value of and their perceptions of theteptial for future success in school and work
(adapted from Menard & Elliott, 1996). Three itegaiged the value that adolescents’ place on
future succes@How important is it to you.) and three items assessed the adolescents’
expectations for future succed§Hat do you think your chances arg Items assessed
participants’ value of, and expectation for, eagraengood living, having a good job or career,
and graduating from collegéel'he value and expectancy scales required youttsimond to each
item using a 5-point likert scale (value: 1=noakimportant, 2=not too important, 3=somewhat
important, 4=pretty important, 5=very importantpegtations: 1=poor, 2=fair, 3=good, 4=very
good, 5=excellent). The present data indicatettieste two subscales have adequate internal
consistency (valuer = .74, CFl = 1.00, RMSEA = 0.00; expectaney: .88, CFl = 1.00,
RMSEA = 0.00). Higher scores on these scales atelimore value or importance of future
success and more expectations for future suce@isange scores that represented the difference
between baseline and the follow up were calculatetlincluded as potential mediators.
Self-esteentelf-esteemvas assessed with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Ruder(berg,
1979). This measure consists of 10 items and waigded to assess overall self-esteem in
adolescence (e.d.feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on ajual plane with others; At
times, | think | am no good at glleverse coded{)n the whole, | am satisfied with mykelf
Youth responded on a 4-point likert scale (O=stlpudisagree, 1=disagree, 2=agree, 3=strongly
agree). Self-esteem was assessed at both timespanividual items on the scale were

averaged together at baseline and at the followHigher scores are related to higher overall
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self-esteem. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem measwedlisstablished and has been shown to be
internally consistenta from a prior study ranges from .88-.90 acrosmé-points that spanned
a 3-4 year period; Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniew2RQ1). Although a reliability analysis
suggests that the scale in the present study ltaghtable internal consistenay € .86), a
confirmatory factor analysis suggests that theesisahot a particularly good fit to the data (CFI
=.75; RMSEA = .17). A change score that represetite difference between baseline and the
follow up was tested as a potential mediator.

| used two of the previously described outcomealdeés to serve as mediators. In
particular, | tested whether the effect of invoharhwith the justice system was attributable to
changes in school attachment or school truancye chlange scores for each of these scales,
which represented change from baseline to theviollp, were calculated and used as potential
mediators (these two change scores were also sseat@me variables, see previous section).

Peer and social context.

Peer delinquencyl he degree of association with delinquent peexs based on a
method previously used with a sample of seriousnile offenders (Monahan et al., 2009). In
particular, | first calculated four variables t@resent four unique peer delinquency domains:
peer antisocial behavior, peer antisocial influempeeportion of close friends who have been
arrested, and the proportion of close friends wénelspent time in jail. First, peer delinquency
antisocial behavior and peer delinquency antisosfalence were measured with the
Association with Deviant Peers scale (Thornberrglet1994). This measure captures two
characteristics of peer relationships: the degfgeers’ antisociabehaviorand the extent of
peers’ antisociahfluence Specifically, the peer delinquency antisocididoeor subscale

required youth to state how many of their friensigpint likert scale; 1=none of them, 2=very
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few of them, 3=some of them, 4=most of them, 5ehthem) have engaged in 13 different
delinquent behaviors in the past 6 months (e.glestsomething worth more than $100, hit or
threatened to hit someone, carried a gun). Thegemqguency antisocial influence subscale
consisted of 7 items and asked whether any of y®frilends have suggested that the participant
engage in illegal behaviors. Questions were askadarly to the peer antisocial behavior
subscale (i.eHow many of your friends have) and items included behaviors such as suggested
that you should steal something, suggested thaskould carry a weapon, and suggested or
claimed that you have to be high to have a good.tiResponse options for the peer delinquency
antisocial influence scale were the same as thmnse options for the peer delinquency
antisocial behavior scale (1=none of them to 5ofdhem). These two scales were individually
standardized and higher scores on these scaleaiadnore antisocial behavior or more
antisocial influence (peer delinquency antisocetldwvior.o= .92, CFl =.705, RMSEA = .152);
peer delinquency antisocial influenees .85; CFl = .806, RMSEA = .211). The next two peer
delinquency measures assessed the extent thatipeamts’ closest friends have been involved in
the justice system. As mentioned previously inrdeuitment section, youth nominated up to 5
of their closest friends and follow-up questionsessed whether each of these friends was ever
arrested or jailed. If the participant nominatieel same peer in the follow up interview, the
guestions asked whether the friend was arrest@dled since the baseline interview. If the
participant nominated a new friend at the followinferview, the questions asked whether the
peer had ever been arrested (same as the basélimeproportion of nominated peers who have
been arrested (calculated by dividing the total beinof friends who were arrested by the total
number of close friends [maximum 5 close friendsi)l the proportion of peers who have spent

time in jail (calculated by dividing the total nuerof close friends who have spent time in jail
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by the total number of close friends) were computBdth variables represent the proportion of
close friends who havweverbeen arrested (or jailed). Proportion scores wtnedardized for
each time-point and combined with the antisocidldyeor and antisocial influence scales
mentioned previously to form one composite of gkdinquency at Time 1 and one at Time 2
(to be consistent with Monahan et al., 2009). @diph the data in the present study
demonstrated that the four variable composite hgld internal consistencip = .78), the fit
statistics of the one-factor solution were poorl(EEF770; RMSEA = .447). Baseline peer
delinquency was used in the propensity score magcimnalysis and change scores that
represented the difference between baseline almhfgtores were tested as potential mediators.

Neighborhood climatevas assessed with a scale from Eccles et al., J1988 measure
consisted of 6 items that assessed the subjectemeon of academic and occupational
opportunities within his neighborhood (e gly chances of getting ahead and being successful
are not very goodreverse coded)n my neighborhood, it's pretty easy for a youngspa to get
a good-paying, honest jpb Youth responded on a 5-point likert scale (derggly disagree,
2=disagree, 3=neither agree nor disagree, 4=agratrongly agree). Average scores at Time 1
and Time 2 were computed (after reverse coded iteens recoded). Higher scores are
representative of a youth perceiving more oppotiesior future success within his
neighborhoodd = .66; CFl = .86; RMSEA = .12). This measure &la® been used in research
with a similar sample of juvenile delinquents (CouNlulvey, & Steinberg, 2011).

Parents.

Parental involvemen®arental involvemenwas assessed with an adapted version of the
Parental Monitoring Inventory (Steinberg et al.929 Fourteen items assessed parental effort

(5 items), parental knowledge (5 items), and patenbnitoring (4 items). Sample effort items
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includeHow much doegprimary caregiverjry to know who you spend your time wihHow
much doegprimary caregiverjry to know where you go at night®e used the same type of
guestions to assess parental knowledge by chatiggngtem tdHow much doegprimary
caregiveryeally know...” (instead oHow much does primary caregiver try to knogr
example, sample items from the parental knowledgé&sncludeHow much doefrimary
caregiveryeally know who you spend your time witH?ow much doerimary caregiver)

really know where you go at night? outh responded to these 10 parallel questiorsff(t

items and 5 knowledge items) on 4-point likert sqaffort: 1=doesn’t try at all, 2=tries a little
bit, 3=tries a lot, 4=tries extremely hard; knowged1= doesn’t know at all, 2=knows a little bit,
3=knows a lot, 4=knows everything). Additionallgur questions assessed the degree of
monitoring or supervision. A sample item from gaental monitoring scale includesw

often do you have a set time to be home on schawobik nights? Youth responded to the
parental monitoring scale using a 4-point likedlsd1=never, 2=sometimes, 3=usually,
4=always). Items on each of these scales weragedrtogether to form three scales: parental
effort, parental knowledge, and parental monitarRRegliability analysis with the present data
indicated that these scales had low, but acceptatginal consistency (effori =.77;
knowledgeo =.84; monitoringo =.65). However, confirmatory factory analysisiceded that
the scales were not a great fit to the data (ef@r = .96, RMSEA = .11; knowledge: CFI =
.98, RMSEA =.09). The monitoring factor had tlo®gest fit in the present data (CFl = .89;
RMSEA = .20). All three scales were standardized @/eraged together to form a composite of
parental involvemeni(=.86; 3-factor solution: CFl = .85; RMSEA = .09)he parental
involvement composite was assessed at both timag@nd the difference between baseline

and follow up scores on each scale was includedpagential mediator.
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Matching variables®.

DemographicsDemographics were self-reported during the basefiterview, and this
information was confirmed with official records fthre arrested sample. Specifically, date of
birth, race and ethnicity, socioeconomic statugh{est education of participants’ parents), and
whether the youth’s biological parents were cutyemarried were obtained via self-report and
these variables were included in the matching amaly

Prior (lifetime) offendingPrior offendingwas assessed via self-report using the
previously described Self-Report of Offending sd&laizinga et al., 1991). The prior offending
variable represents the count of unique types babers (up to 24) that a youth engaged in at
any point prior to the baseline interview. Thigetime variety score was based on baseline data,
with higher scores indicating that a youth has gedan more types of illegal behavior over his
lifetime. As mentioned previously, official recardvere used to confirm that youth in the no-
contact sample never had any official contact withjuvenile justice system and that the
Crossroads sample only had one contact with thenjlerjustice system (the arrest that made
them eligible for Crossroads).

Substance us@s described previously, substance wss assessed with an adapted
version of the Substance Use and Abuse Inventdngg€in et al., 1991). The lifetime variety
score at baseline was used in the matching analgsis reminder, the variety score represents
the count of different substances used over thigcgaant’s lifetime. For example, if a youth has
tried marijuana, alcohol, and cocaine at least am¢es life, he would receive a substance use

variety score of 3.

2/ariables that were used to match arrested andntact participants. These are variables that
are theoretically related to the propensity of getaught (i.e., having juvenile justice system
contact).
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Intelligence An 1Q proxywas assessed with the Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of
Intelligence (WASI; Wechsler, 1999). Although MWEASI consists of four subtests, only two
were used in the present study: Vocabulary andiMB&asoning. These two subtests, which
can be completed in approximately 15 minutes, @aodmbined to produce a proxy for an
intelligence quotient (1Q). This IQ proxy can b&ed to screen and evaluate individuals between
the ages of 6 and 89 (scores on the WASI have heened and standardized). WASI scores
were checked for accuracy two times: once by annRA did not do the original administration
or scoring and once by this graduate student sigmervResearch has indicated that WASI
scores are highly correlated with summary scoretheWWechsler Adult Intelligence Scales—
Third Edition (WAIS-III) with normative samples € .84 to .92) and clinical samples{ .71 to
.82; Axelrod, 2002).

Maturity of judgment (psychosocial maturiti)aturity of judgment was assessed with
three components (Steinberg & Cauffman, 1996): sxance (impulse control and suppression
of aggression), perspective (consideration of atlaad future orientation), and responsibility
(personal responsibility and resistance to peduenice) and was assessed using four measures:
the Weinberger Adjustment Inventory (WAI; Weinbar§eSchwartz, 1990), the Future
Outlook Inventory (FOI; Cauffman & Woolard, 199¢)e Psychosocial Maturity Inventory
(PSMI; Greenberger et al., 1974), and the Resistam®@eer Influence scale (RPI; Steinberg &
Monahan, 2007). One index of psychosocial matuveyg created by individually standardizing
all of the subscales obtained in the baselinevigess (impulse control, suppression of
aggression, consideration of others, future outiogkntory, personal responsibility, and
resistance to peer influence) and averaging theselardized scores (6 scales used to create the

MOJ compositer = .60; 3 factor solution—temperance, perspecawe, responsibility: CFI =
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.65, RMSEA=.05). Higher scores on this compaaiteindicative of more psychosocial
maturity.

The WAI (Weinberger & Schwartz, 1990) is a 23-itéiscale that assessed temperance
(impulse control and suppression of aggression)candideration of others. Youth used a 5-
point likert scale to state how true each statemastfor them (1=false, 2=somewhat false,
3=not sure, 4=somewhat true, 5=true). Temperantieimean of 15 itema € .84) and has
items in two domains (impulse control and suppoessi aggressionj. Sample items for the
impulse control domaim(= .76) ard’'m the kind of person who will try anything onesen if
it's not safe(reverse codgdl become ‘wild and crazy’ and do things otheopke might not like
(reverse coded), arléstop and think things through before | a@ample items for the
suppression of aggression domaire(.79) ardf someone does something | really don't like, |
yell at them about ifreverse codedReople who get me angry better watch @eaverse coded),
andWhen someone tries to start a fight with me, Itfligck(reverse coded). The consideration
of others scale consists of 7 items<.67). These are behaviors suclbasg things to help
people is more important to me than almost anytleilsg, | enjoy doing things for other people,
even when | don’t receive anything in retuandl try very hard not to hurt other people’s
feelings Higher scores on all of these subscales inditatiethe youth has higher maturity (i.e.,
more impulse control, more suppression of aggrassiogreater consideration for others).
Research with a sample of serious juvenile offenftmund similar reliability coefficients with
their data: impulse contrak = .76; suppression of aggressians .78; temperance (combined
impulse control and suppression of aggression sldxsco = .84; consideration of others=

.73; Mulvey, Steinberg, Piquero, Besana, Faganulgaty, Cauffman, 2010). Standardized

13 One of the original WAI items was not used to akdte any of the subscales.
1 Impulse control and suppression of aggression Wigtgy correlated in this sample .51).
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scores for temperance and consideration of others wreated with the baseline data and these
two scales were included in the maturity of judgb@mposite.

The FOI (Cauffman & Woolard, 1999) was developeskllzon items created for the Life
Orientation Task (Scheier & Carver, 1985), the Zandm Time Perspective Scale (Zimbardo,
1990), and the Consideration of Future Consequebcale (Strathman, Gleicher, Boninger, &
Edwards, 1994) and consisted of 7 items (63). Sample items includievill keep working at
difficult, boring tasks if I know they will help rget ahead later, | will give up my happiness now
so that | can get what | want in the future, | dgolan (reverse codegdandl take each day as it
is (reverse coded). Youth responded on a 4-poiattlcale (1=never true, 2=rarely true,
3=often true, 4=always true). Internal consisteoicthe FOI was similar in a sample of serious
adolescent offenders € .68; Mulvey et al., 2010). Higher scores intécanore future
orientation. The seven items were standardizeth (ive baseline data) and were used as one
aspect of the maturity of judgment composite.

The PSMI (Greenberger et al., 1974) was a 30-itevasure that assessed personal
responsibility and aspects of psychosocial matumityiree domains (10 items for each domain):
self-reliance, identity, and work orientation. fJeliance items include behaviors sucHtas
not very practical to decide what kind of job yoanivbecause that depends so much on other
people(reverse coded),uck decides most things that happen tqreeerse coded), aritis
best to agree with others, rather than say whatngally think, if it will keep the peadeeverse
coded). Sample items for the identity subscald’ar¢he sort of person who can’t do anything
really well (reverse coded),act like something I’'m not a lot of the tir(reverse coded), and
Nobody knows what I'm really likeeverse coded). The work orientation subscallel izl

items such ablard work is never fufreverse coded),hate to admit it, but | give up on my work
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when things go wronfyeverse coded), aridseldom get behind on my wokk/hen used with a
similar sample, the internal consistency of thegessales was adequate (total scare:.89; self
reliance:a =.77; identity:o. =.78; work orientationo. =.73; Mulvey et al., 2010). Analyses in the
present study also indicate that the PSMI subseaes a good fit to the data (total scares

.86; self reliancea =.73; identity:o =.76; work orientationa =.74). All items were averaged
and standardized, and this variable was includeédammaturity of judgment composite.

The RPI (Steinberg & Monahan, 2007) is a 10-itenasoee that assessed the degree to
which adolescents engage in independent decisid&mman the presence of their peers. The
RPI is a two-part measure. First, youth were preeskwith two opposing situations and they
decided which statement was more similar to how tiseially act ome people change the way
they act so much when they are with their friemads they wonder who they really awe Other
people act the same way when they are alone asitheshen they are with their friendSome
people will not break the just because their frisagt that they wouldr Other people would
break the law if their friends said they would go iAfter participants decided which statement
was more representative of how they usually aety thad to decide whether the statement was
really trueor sort of truefor them. Participants followed this same forfoatl0 different
scenarios (all testing different aspects of pekuémce). This measure had adequate internal
consistencyd = .71) in the present data as well as in a saoferious delinquents.E .73;
Steinberg & Monahan, 2007). Higher scores inditdad a youth has a higher resistance to peer
influence (i.e., less susceptible to the influeotpeers). This scale was standardized and used
as one aspect of maturity of judgment.

Callous-unemotional traitfarticipants’ callous-unemotional traitere assessed with

the Inventory of Callous-Unemotional traits (Frid04). This 24-item scale measured the
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presence of callous-unemotional traits in youth wad developed based on the Antisocial
Process Screening Device (APSD; Frick & Hare, 20@gmple items includeexpress my
feelings openly; | do not care who | hurt to getatvhwant; and | do not care if | get into
trouble. Youth state the degree to which each statemeapresentative of how they usually
act/feel, and they respond to items on a 4-pdietiiscale, ranging from O=not at all true to
3=definitely true. After 12 items were reversersch a total score for all 24 items was
calculated. The total score was the sum of theoreses on all items, with higher scores
indicating that youth self-reported more callougmmotional traitsd = .77).

School truancy As described previously, school truancy was measwrth 5 youth
self-report questions. Self-report questions assksuancy from school over the past 6 months:
How many times have the following things happengat over the past six months...I was late
for school, I cut or skipped school, | was absemtnfschool, | got in trouble for missing too
many days, | had to go to truancy courtouth responded to these 5 questions with aidtpo
likert scale (O=never,1=1-2 times, 3=3-6 time, Zrtimes, 10=10 or more times) and all items
were averaged together. School truancy at basetiseused in the propensity score matching.

Parental involvemenfAs described previously, parental involvemenats assessed with
an adapted version of the Parental Monitoring Iheen(Steinberg et al., 1992), and the baseline
values were used in the matching analyses. Fevesitassessed parental effort, five items
measured parental knowledge, and four items medgarental monitoring. Sample items
includeHow much doegprimary caregivenry to know who you spend your time wigffort)?
How much doegprimary caregiverjeally know who you spend your time wigknowledge’y

How often do you have a set time to be home orosaights(monitoring)? | used the
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composite score, which combined information frofritalee scales, for the propensity score
matching analysis.

Parental antisocial behavioRarental antisocial behaviaas assessed with a scale that
was previously described, the Association with BaviPeers scale (Thornberry et al., 1994).
However, instead of asking about peers, the pramgtNow I'm going to ask you the same
guestions | just went through, but this time IkEliyou to think about your parents, and whether
they have done these thingbhis scale measured the degree of parents‘camidbehaviorand
required youth to answer whether either of his p@rengaged in any of 13 possible antisocial
and illegal behaviors in the past 6 months (etgles something worth more than $100, hit or
threatened to hit someone, carried a gun). Ycegponded “Yes” or “No” to all 13 items.

“Yes” responses were given 1 point and “No” resgsnsere given 0 points, and the total score
is the mean of the 13 items £.66).

Neighborhood characteristicdleighborhood characteristiogas assessed by 21 self-
report questions that measured the physical andlstsorder in adolescents’ neighborhoods
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999; Sampson et al., B387pson, 1997). Adolescents responded
on a 4-point likert scale (1=never, 2=rarely, 3=stimes, 4=often) télow often does each of
the following occur within your neighborhoo&ample items include empty beer bottles on the
streets or sidewalks, gangs hanging out, and needigyringes. Items were averaged together
and higher scores indicate worse neighborhoads.93). Previous research with adolescent
offenders found that this measure has similar matleconsistencyo(= .92; Chung & Steinberg,
2006).

Peer delinquencyAs described previously, peer delinqueatyaseline was used in the

propensity score matching analysis. In particdlased the composite of all four subscales to
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match the contact and no-contact youth: peer anéisbehavior, peer antisocial influence,
proportion of close friends who have been arrested,the proportion of close friends who have
spent time in jail.
IV. Results

Plan of Analysis

Propensity score matchingThe ultimate goal of the present study is to therege the
effect of the justice system on adolescent devetpmideally, the gold standard for assessing
treatment effects is a randomized control triad.(éAustin, Grootendorst, & Anderson, 2007,
Campbell & Stanley). If contact with the justiggsgem was assigned completely at random, we
would have a natural (randomized) experiment andl@voot need to adjust for pre-existing
differences between those who are arrested and thlos have never been arrested. However,
because it is assumed that youth are not randossigreed to be arrested, and we cannot
randomly assign youth who violate the law to baesitarrested or not, a randomized control trial
is not possible in the contemporary research contdg such, modern researchers who want to
investigate the impact of an arrest typically refyobservational data. In observational data,
there may be important differences between thoseas arrested by the police and those who
avoid law enforcement detection; participants airally selected and sorted, either by self or
others, into treatment groups (Austin et al., 200Meseselection effectsan severely confound
the estimation of treatment effects.

As such, a statistical technique that accountsdtection effects is needed for
observational studies. Propensity score matclurggtechnique that can approximate random
assignment to treatment (in this case, the “treatirgroup is the group who was exposed to a

justice system intervention) by matching on manyakdes that are related to treatment
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assignment (Austin et al., 2007; Dehejia & Wahl)2 Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983). This
helps balance the groups, in our case, arrested@marrested youth, with respect to the
measured and unmeasured variables. It is impaxamtte that many differences between the
contact and no-contact samples in the present stedy naturally constrained due to the
recruitment methodology (e.g., restricted age rasgecific eligibility criteria). With propensity
score matching, no-contact and arrested youth atehed holistically based on their conditional
probabilities(i.e., “propensities”pf being arrested (based on a combination of deaptu,
psychosocial, behavioral, and individual charastes that are known to be related to being
arrested; Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983; Farrington, 200®s such, the first step in propensity
score matching is to estimate a conditional binagystic regression, with whether youth were in
the arrested group or no-contact group as the méaoa@riable. This regression is estimated with
all of the matching variables included as covasiatethe model (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1983).
There is much debate about how to select variablbs used in the matching analysis (e.g.,
Austin et al., 2007). I included variables thateviheoretically related to treatment assignment
(i.e., being arrested), many of which were alsorgjly related to the outcome variables (i.e., true
“confounders”). The risk associated with includiragiables that are associated with outcome
variables is that it can decrease your abilityotorf matches, however, high quality matches
were indeed formed in the present study (see beldnviMonte Carlo simulation studies, results
indicated that including true or potential confoungdvariables in the matching analysis was
related to greater overall accuracy in the estomadif treatment effects (Austin et al., 2007).
The predicted values generated from the conditibimery logistic regression represent
thepropensity scoréi.e., the probability of being arrested). Thisgensity score (predicted

probability of arrest) is the variable used to falhma matches between the groups. In this
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context, we can assume that individuals who hages#ime probability of having justice system
contact (that is, individuals with the same “progignscore”) have been randomly assigned to be
arrested or not, thus creating a quasi-randomixpdranent.

After the propensity scores (probability of recatyjuvenile justice system contact,
given the values of the matching variables) weteneged and saved as a new variable in the
data set, | checked whether the propensity scorasokcontact youth overlapped with the
arrested youth. This is the first step in detemngrwhether it is possible to form high-quality
matches between the two groups. As describeceindht section, the propensity score
distributions indeed overlapped and | was abletmfhigh quality matches. The next step is to
yoke youth in the two groups (arrested and no-ainteho have the most similar propensity
scores.

Two data sets were generated. One matched datatlseto-contact and informal youth
and one matched data set with no-contact and foypedcessed youth. Parallel analyses in
these data sets were used to investigate whetheret intensities of involvement with the
juvenile justice system have different effects oademic outcomes, substance use, and
antisocial and illegal behavior.

To ensure the best possible matches between arasteno-contact youth, | used
nearest-neighbor matching with replacement. Witk technique, no-contact youth were
matched to the arrested youth who had the mostasipriobability of being arrested (most
similar propensity score), regardless of whetheratiested youth was already used in a match.
The disadvantage to this approach is that arrgsteth can be matched to more than one no-
contact youth. The advantage of this approachashetter overall matches are produced (e.qg.,

Dehejia & Wahba, 2002). Although matching withlemgment has the inherent risk of putting
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more weight on some youth’s data (usually individu the extremes), informal youth were
matched about 1.37 timesd= 1.19) and formal youth were matched, on averhg times ¢d

= 0.48). The median and mode for formal and infdryouth was 1 match. Matching on the
specific propensity score (as opposed to matchitigmstratified propensity score quintiles) is
the recommended approach and has been shown ireNamko simulation studies to be better at
creating balance between the groups (Austin e2@Q7).

After the matches were made, | confirmed the swscoéthe matching algorithms. To do
this, | investigated differences between the aeeand no-contact samples pre- and post-
matching. As shown in Tables 7 and 8, the nonistgmt differences in the matched data sets
suggest that the propensity score pairings coyreathinished group differences (“selection

effects”).
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Table 7. Differences Between No-Contact and Infdrvioauth in Unmatched and Matched Data

Sets.

Differences between no-contact and informal samplesmatched and matched data sets.

Mean t-test
No-contact Formal t p> |t
Age Unmatched 15.85 15.44 2.77 0.01**
Matched 15.83 15.76 0.41 0.68
Hispanic Unmatched 0.72 0.76 -0.92 0.36
Matched 0.71 0.59 1.67 0.10
Black Unmatched 0.03 0.01 1.69 0.09
Matched 0.03 0.09 -1.80 0.07
Highest ed of parents Unmatched 5.67 4.97 2.49 0.01**
Matched 5.67 5.78 -0.33 0.74
Bio parents married Unmatched 0.40 0.39 0.24 0.81
Matched 0.41 0.29 1.67 0.10
Prior offending Unmatched 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.94
Matched 0.15 0.14 0.59 0.56
Substance use Unmatched 2.352.24 0.42 0.68
Matched 2.38 2.15 0.78 0.44
IQ Unmatched 95.91 90.66 3.69 0.00***
Matched 96.33 96.01 0.17 0.87
Maturity of judgment Unmatched 0.25 -0.05 2.58 0.01**
Matched 0.25 0.26 -0.10 0.92
Callous-unemotional traits Unmatched 25.0£26.59 -1.68 0.09
Matched 2497 25.10 -0.11 0.91
Truancy Unmatched 2.13 1.88 1.20 0.23
Matched 213 1.86 1.17 0.25
Parental involvement Unmatched -0.24 0.03 -2.34 0.02
Matched -0.24 -0.24 0.00 1.00
Parental antisocial behavior ~ Unmatched 0.100.06 3.83 0.00%**
Matched 0.10 0.10 0.25 0.80
Neighborhood characteristics Unmatched 1.791.85 -0.94 0.35
Matched 1.78 1.76 0.27 0.79
Peer delinquency Unmatched 0.00-0.08 0.80 0.42
Matched -0.01 0.03 -0.34 0.73

Notes. 1 <.05; *p<.01; *** p<.001
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Table 8. Differences Between No-Contact and Fooaith in Unmatched and Matched Data

Sets.

Differences between no-contact and formal samplesmmatched and matched data sets.

Mean t-test
No-contactFormal t p> |t
Age Unmatched 15.85 15.54 2.24 0.03*
Matched 15.83 15.80 0.19 0.85
Hispanic Unmatched 0.03 0.01 1.24 0.21
Matched 0.03 0.01 1.01 0.32
Black Unmatched 0.72 0.80 -1.79 0.07
Matched 0.71 0.76 -0.82 0.42
Highest ed of parents Unmatched 5.67 4.88 2.78 0.01**
Matched 5.67 5.66 0.03 0.98
Bio parents married Unmatched 040 0.31 1.69 0.09
Matched 0.41 0.39 0.29 0.77
Prior offending Unmatched 0.15 0.17 -1.06 0.29
Matched 0.15 0.15 -0.20 0.84
Substance use Unmatched 235 2.56 -0.74 0.46
Matched 2.38 2.36 0.08 0.94
IQ Unmatched 95.91 89.36 4.35 0.00***
Matched 96.33 96.21 0.06 0.95
Maturity of judgment Unmatched 0.25 -0.04 2.47 0.01**
Matched 0.25 0.25 -0.01 0.99
Callous-unemotional traits Unmatched 25.04 26.67 -1.76 0.08
Matched 24.97 26.70 -1.50 0.14
Truancy Unmatched 2.13 2.08 0.21 0.83
Matched 2.13 2.31 -0.62 0.54
Parental involvement Unmatched -0.24  0.06 -2.45 0.02
Matched -0.24 -0.25 0.06 0.95
Parental antisocial behavior ~ Unmatched 0.10 0.07 2.11 0.04*
Matched 0.10 0.13 -1.36 0.17
Neighborhood characteristics Unmatched 1.79 1.86 -0.92 0.36
Matched 1.78 1.72 0.86 0.39
Peer delinquency Unmatched 0.00 0.09 -0.70 0.48
Matched -0.01 0.07 -0.69 0.49

Notes. 1 <.05; *p<.01; *** p<.001
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The last step is to address the research aimghégtata sets derived from the matching
analyses. Specifically, a series of models weeel tis investigate whether (Aim 1), for whom
(Aim 2), and how (Aim 3) contact with the juvenjlestice system is related to each of the
outcome variables. The specific type of regreseiodel varied for different outcome variables,
based on the residual distribution of the varigbte Table 10). Importantly, all of the analyses
described below were conducted two times. No-abrytauth were matched and compared to
informally processed youth and no-contact youtheweatched and compared to formally
processed youth.

Matches between no-contact and informal youth. The propensity scores were similarly
distributed for no-contact youtm(= 0.38,sd= 0.19, range: 0.07 to 0.92) and informal youth (
=0.23,sd=0.14, range: 0.01 to 0.68). See Table 9 for @nsfty score descriptives and see
Figure 17 for histograms of the propensity scot@gher than four no-contact youth who had
missing data on the covariates used to estimatprtpensity score, all no-contact youth were
used to form a match. As a result, 95 no-contaattyformed high quality matches with
informally processed youth. Of the informally pessed youth, 69 individuals were used to
form a match: 56 were paired once, 9 were pairecktv2 were paired 3 times, 1 was paired 6
times, and 1 informally processed youth was usédnmatches (this informal youth had a
particularly low probability of being arrested) h& average difference in propensity scores
between the matched no-contact and informal yowth ®v01 ¢d= 0.03; range: 0.00 to 0.24).
Only 7 of the matched informally processed youtlhengminators of any of the members of the

no-contact sample.
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Figure 17. Propensity Score Distributions for Novaat and Informal Youth.
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Matches between no-contact and formal youth. The propensity scores were similarly
distributed for no-contact youtim(= 0.38,sd= 0.19, range: 0.07 to 0.92) and formally processed
youth fn=0.25,sd= 0.14, range: 0.02 to 0.84). See Table 9 for @nsfiy score descriptives
and see Figure 18 for a visual display of the pnsfig scores. Ninety-five no-contact youth and
64 formally processed youth were used in the matchnalysis. Of the formally processed who
were used in a match, 43 were used in one paitihgyere used twice, 4 were used 3 times, and
3 were used 4 times. The average difference ingm&ipy scores between the matched no-
contact and formally processed pairs was 0sd3-(0.01; range 0.00 to 0.03). Only 8 of the
matched formally processed youth nominated a péeraventually enrolled and became a

member of the no-contact sample.
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Figure 18. Propensity Score Distributions for Novaat and Formal Youth.
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Table 9. Propensity Scores by Group.

Propensity Score by Group.

Mean (sd) Median Range
No-contact .38 (.19) 32 .07to0.92
Informal 23 (.14) 21 .01to .68
Formal .25 (.14) 22 0410 .84

Aim 1. Examine whether contact with the juvenile justice gstem contributes to

decreases in school achievement and school attachhmhand increases in school misconduct,

truancy, substance use, and delinquent behaviol addressed Aim 1 using a variety of

models. First, | estimated a series of Generalizedar Models (GLM) wherein the outcome

variables were the individual measures of acadeuicomes, substance use, and delinquency
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and the predictor was juvenile justice contach@itformal youth or informal youth) relative to
no-contact youth. GLM is a flexible extension ioElar models (e.qg., ordinary least squares
regression) that can accommodate variables withyrddferent residual distributions (i.e.,
normal, exponential, inverse gaussian, poissommnial, and multinomial). See Table 10 for the
models that corresponded to each outcome varialiasaline and the follow up. Using these
models, | investigated 3 different variables foclkeautcome:

1. Whether the degree of change between baselinecdlod fup was significantly
different for the arrested sample compared to theantact sample, controlling
for baseline values (i.e., the change or differdmet&veen baseline and the follow
up; see column 2 in Tables 11 and 12)

2. Whether there were significant differences betwiberarrested sample and the
no-contact sample at baseline (see column 3 inefalil and 12)

3. Whether there were significant differences at tmedhth follow up, controlling
for baseline values (see column 4 in Table 11 &)d This autoregressive
approach should produce estimates very simildnéachange score estimated in
the first analysis.

In addition to these 3 characteristics of eachaute variable (i.e., change score,
baseline scores, and follow up scores), | wasiatsepested in whether there was significant
within group change between baseline and the follpWsee columns 5 and 6 in Table 11 and
Table 12). Naturally, | also tested whether ththimigroup change estimates were significantly
different in the two groups (which produces infaresnthat are very similar to the analysis that
used change scores as the outcome variable; calumiiable 11 and Table 12). Including an

interaction between time and the no-contact veastested group variable allows an
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investigation of whether there are significanteliéinces in within group change between
arrested and non-arrested youth. For each outvanmeble, this essentially asks the question,
“Does the degree of change between baseline arfdltbe up differ for arrested and non-
arrested youth?” To test these within group changdels, | used Response Profile analyses
(also called Covariance Pattern Models) with artrugtured error covariance, which is a type of
multilevel model that can accommodate the corrdla@siduals associated with longitudinal

data. This type of analysis is appropriate wineme are less than 5 time-points, when there is a
single categorical variable covariate, and wherd@sgn is balanced (Fitzmaurice, Laird, &
Ware, 2011; Xavier, 2008).

Box plots for the change scores for all outcomeatdes are presented in Figures 19 to
28. The predicted values for the models in Aimel@esented in Figures 29 to 38. Importantly,
| investigated the effect of formal processing, panmed to no-contact, and the effect of informal
processing, compared to no-contact, separatelga¢h model, | controlled for the baseline
value of the outcome variable (except when themutvariable was baseline levels; column 2
in Table 11 and Table 12).

It is important to note that | do not present ressulith school dropout or school
expulsions as outcome variables. Fortunately, arfigndful of participants dropped out of
school or were expelled between baseline and ttenvfaip, thus, there is not enough statistical
variability to estimate differential likelihoods dfopping out of school or being expelled.
Specifically, in the matched and weighted data, $etsrmally processed, 1 informally
processed, and 0 no-contact youth reported beipgliexi in the previous 6 months at the follow

up interview. In regard to dropping out of schaolthe weighted data sets, 4 informally
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processed, 0 formally processed, and 0 no-contathydropped out of school between baseline
and follow up.

Outcome change scores box plots for no-contact youth and the matched sample of
informally processed and formally processed youth. Figures 19 to 28.

Figure 19. Box Plot: Change in Offending Frequency
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Figure 20. Box Plot: Change in Offending Variety.
Box Plot: Change in Offending Variety
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Figure 21. Box Plot: Change in Substance Use Frexyue
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Figure 22. Box Plot: Change in Substance Use Mariet
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Figure 23. Box Plot: Change in School Bonding
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Figure 24. Box Plot: Change in Teacher Bonding
Box Plot: Change in Teacher Bonding

m —
)

o A ® ®
()]
= [ ®
©
c
[e]
v} ‘
_ T
(0]
e
Q |
Lq\;
|_
Eo-
4]
()]
C
3]
i =t
@)

® ® ®
o - [
Informal Formal No-contact

Figure 25. Box Plot: Change in Grades
Box Plot: Change in Grades
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Figure 26. Box Plot: Change in School Misconduct
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Figure 27. Box Plot: Change in School Truancy

Box Plot: Change in School Truancy
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Figure 28. Box Plot: Change in School Suspension

Box Plot: Change in School Suspension
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Self-report of offending (no-contact and informal youth). Although it was only at a
trend level, the degree of change in self-repodftgnding frequency between interviews was
greater for informal youth than no-contact youthformal youth significantly declined in
offending frequency between baseline and the folipywhile no-contact youth did not
experience any significant change during this meridlso, although no-contact youth were
significantly lower in offending frequency at basel no-contact youth were significantly higher
than informal youth at the follow up. In regardofbending variety, there was a significant
difference in the degree of change between thevietgs, with informal youth decreasing more
than no-contact youth. Although there was no diifiee in offending variety at baseline, no-
contact youth were significantly higher at thedall up interview. Indeed this difference was

due to the significant decline in offending varietyong informal youth. There was no
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difference between baseline and the follow up lerro-contact youth. See Table 11 and
Figures 29 and 30.

Self-report of offending (no-contact and formal youth). When no-contact youth were
compared to formally processed youth with respedffiending, the opposite pattern emerged.
Although no-contact and formally processed youthraht differ in offending frequency at the
baseline interview, formal youth engaged in siguaifitly more offending than no-contact youth
at the follow up interview. Indeed formally prosed youth significantly increased in offending
frequency between baseline and the follow up widleeontact youth did not change during this
period. In contrast to offending frequency, theexe no differences between no-contact and
formally processed youth in offending variety as&lane, at the follow up, or in the degree of
change between the interviews. Furthermore, megtwip exhibited any significant within
group change in offending variety between baseaméthe follow up. See Table 12 and Figures
29 and 30.

Likelihood of (re-)arrest according to official records (no-contact and informal youth).
Approximately 14.44% of matched and weighted infaltynprocessed youth were re-arrested
between baseline and the follow up. None of theoact youth were arrested between
baseline and the follow up. Because all youthia tomparison who were arrested in the recall
period were informally processed (i.e., completgasation), | used a Firth logistic regression
(1993) to overcome the inestimable maximum likedth@stimates that would have been
associated with a typical binary logistic regressi®esults indicated that informal youth were
significantly more likely to have an arrest betwéaseline and the follow up than no-contact
youth ¢=-2.42,p = .016). Importantly, informally processed youthravstill more likely to be

re-arrested if | controlled for concurrent self-eepof offending varietyd= -2.09,p = .036) or
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concurrent self-report of offending frequeney(2.10,p = .036). Of the re-arrests for informal
youth, 46% were vandalism, 38% were drug-relatad,16% were receiving, buying, or
concealing stolen property.

Likelihood of (re-)arrest according to official records (no-contact and formal youth). In
the matched and weighted data set of formally me®ee youth and no-contact youth, 17.2% of
formally processed youth were re-arrested betweaselime and the follow up. As previously
stated, none of the no-contact youth were arrdstédeen baseline and the follow up. Because
formal status perfectly predicts likelihood of atrd used a Firth logistic regression (1993) to
overcome the biased maximum likelihood estimafssults indicated that formally processed
youth were much more likely than no-contact youthé arrested in the recall periad=(-2.57,

p =.010), and this is true regardless of whethemitiol| for self-report of offending variety € -
2.19,p = .028) or self-report of offending frequena=-2.24,p = .025). Of the re-arrests,
approximately 44% were vandalism, 6% were resistimgst, 38% were drug-related
(possession of controlled substance, purchasirartal) possession of alcohol), 6% were
inflicting pain on an elderly or dependent persamg 6% were driving without a license.

Substance use (no-contact and informal youth). When no-contact and informal youth
were compared with respect to their substance aisety and substance use frequency, there
were no differences in the degree of change betwegerviews, no differences at baseline or the
follow up, and no within group changes between lnrasand the follow up for either no-contact
youth or informal youth. See Table 11 and Figid®and 32.

Substance use (no-contact and formal youth). Similarly, there were no differences
between no-contact and formal youth in substaneevasety or frequency at baseline, at the

follow up, or in the rate of change between the interviews. There were also no significant
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within group change between baseline and the follpwHowever, there was a trend for formal
youth to have a higher substance use variety stdhre follow up than no-contact youth. See
Table 12 and Figures 31 and 32.

Likelihood of moving to continuation school (no-contact and informal youth). Of the
matched and weighted sample of informally procegsedh, 3.4% of informal youth moved
from a traditional junior high school or high schabbaseline to a continuation school at the
follow up interview. Of the no-contact youth, 1. %¥youth moved from a traditional junior
high school or high school at baseline to a comtiionm school at the follow up interview.
According to a binary logistic regression, thereswma group difference in the likelihood of
moving to a continuation schod £ -0.58,p = .559).

Likelihood of moving to a continuation school (no-contact and formal youth).

Although only 1.7% of no-contact youth were trans#d to an alternative or continuation school
between baseline and the follow up, 13.2% of foryeaith moved from a traditional junior high
school or high school at baseline to a continuadichool at the follow up interview. According

to a binary logistic regression with the matchenlgp&ormally processed youth were

significantly more likely than no-contact youthlde moved to a continuation school between the
interviews ¢ =-2.06,p = .039).

School and teacher attachment (no-contact and informal youth). There were no
differences between informally processed youthramdontact youth on either of the school
attachment variables. Specifically, the two grodiosnot differ on their baseline values, follow
up values, or the degree of change between thentexviews. There was also no significant

within group change between baseline and the follpw See Table 11 and Figures 33 and 34.
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School and teacher attachment (no-contact and formal youth). There were no
differences between no-contact and formally praegg®uth in school or teacher attachment at
baseline, at the follow up, or in the rate of chabgtween the two interviews. There were also
no significant within group changes between baseadimd the follow up in school or teacher
bonding (although there was a trend for no contaath to increase in school attachment
between the two interviews). These findings skeydame if | control for formally processed
adolescents’ greater likelihood of being transitean alternative or continuation school. See
Table 12 and Figures 33 and 34.

Self-report of gradesin school (no-contact and informal youth). Compared to
informally processed youth, no-contact youth dit significantly differ in their degree of
change in school grades between baseline andltbe/fiap. Although there was a trend for no-
contact youth to have higher grades at the baselieeview, there was no difference at the
follow up interview. There was also no significathin group change for no-contact or
informal youth. See Table 11 and Figure 35.

Self-report of gradesin school (no-contact and formal youth). In regard to self-reported
grades in school, there were no significant diffiees in the degree of change between the two
interviews. Although no-contact youth were sigrafily higher than the matched formally
processed youth at baseline, this group differevece eliminated at the follow up interview.
Indeed formally processed youth significantly imgd in their grades in school between
baseline and the follow up. This finding is tréié ¢ontrol for likelihood of switching to a
continuation or alternative school. There was Iithiw group change for no-contact youth. See

Table 12 and Figure 35.
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School misconduct (no-contact and informal youth). With respect to school misconduct,
the change between baseline and the follow up wa#isantly different for informally
processed youth and no-contact youth. Specificaifgrmal youth were more likely to decrease
in school misconduct than no-contact youth, alttoting rate of change between the interviews
was not significant for informal youth. Interegfiy, no-contact youth engaged in more school
misconduct than informal youth at baseline andhatfollow up. No-contact youth did not
change in their level of school misconduct betweaseline and the follow up. See Table 11 and
Figure 36.

School misconduct (no-contact and formal youth). When no-contact youth and formally
processed youth were compared with respect to $ahisoonduct, no significant differences
were observed. Specifically, there were no difiees at baseline, at the follow up, or in the rate
of change between the interviews. There was alssignificant within group change for either
group. These findings remain the same if | corftvolikelihood of switching to a continuation
school. See Table 12 and Figure 36.

Truancy (no-contact and informal youth). The were no truancy differences at baseline,
the follow up, or in the degree of change betwéeninterviews. Furthermore, informal and no-
contact youth did not demonstrate any significamiivw group change between the interviews.
See Table 11 and Figure 37.

Truancy (no-contact and formal youth). No-contact and formally processed youth did
no significantly differ in their rate of changefimequency of truancy days between the two
interviews. There were also no differences at losseat the follow up, or within either group.
These findings remain the same if | control foelikood of switching to a continuation school.

See Table 12 and Figure 37.
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Suspension (no-contact and informal youth). At the baseline interview, informally
processed youth experienced more school susperte@mso-contact youth. However, at the
follow up interview, this pattern reversed: therasva trend for no-contact youth to have slightly
more suspensions than informally processed yolmtiportantly, this is due to informally
processed youth having significantly fewer schasipensions at the follow up interview
compared to the baseline interview. No-contactlyoeported the same amount of school
suspensions at baseline and the follow up intervi8ee Table 11 and Figure 38.

Suspension (no-contact and formal youth). Formally processed youth received
significantly more suspensions than no-contactlyatithe baseline interview; however, there
were no differences at the follow up interview.rifal and no-contact youth did not differ in
their degree of change between the two interviand,there was no significant within group
change between baseline and the follow up. SekeT&band Figure 38.

Table 10. Type of Analysis Used to Model the Outedviariables at Baseline and Follow Up.

Type of regression model used to model outcomablas at baseline and at the follow up

Outcome Variabl Type of outcomeAnalysis
Offending frequenc Count (Poissornegative binomia
Offending variet Count (Poisson/ negative binom
Substance use frequel Ordered categorical (ordered lo
Substance use vari Count (Poissc)

School attachme Continuous (linear regressic
Teacher attachme Continuous(linear regressiol
Grade Ordered categorical (ordered lo
School miscondu Continuous (linear regressic
Truancy Continuous (linear regressic
Suspensior Count (Poissc)

Re-arres Dichotomous (binary logi
School transfe Dichotomous(binary logit,
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Table 11. Aim 1: Differences Between No-Contact Aridrmally Processed Youth.

Aim 1: Differences between no-contact and inforgnptbcessed youth (matched sample).

Response Profile/Covariance Pattern Mddels

Effect of no-

contact vs. Within group change

informal in Follow up

rate of change differences Interaction between time
between BL Baseline (controlling for and no-contact vs.
Outcome and FU difference$ baseline valué) No-contact  Informal informal
variable t(p) estimateg(p) estimate(p) z(p) z(p) z(p)

A in Offending 1.65 (.100) z=-6.52,p<.001 z=19.58p<.001 0.26 (.798) -2.34(.019) 1.75 (.080)
frequency
(Figure 29)
A in Offending 2.64 (.009) z=0.63,p=.532 z=10.41p<.001 -0.83(.408) -4.11 (<.001) 2.13 (.033)
variety
(Figure 30)
A in Substance -0.20(.840) z=1.40,p=.160 z=0.50,p=.617 0.82(411) 1.31(.189) -0.24 (.808)
use frequency
(Figure 31)
A in Substance 0.46 (.648) z=1.65p=.098 z=0.64,p=.523 -0.26(.792) -0.33 (.744) 0.02 (.985)
use variety
(Figure 32)
A in School 0.93(.356) t=139,p=.165 t=0.93,p=.356 1.71(.087) 0.73(.465) 0.79 (.431)
attachment
(Figure 33)
A in Teacher -0.04 (.965) t=-0.37,p=.711 t=-0.04,p=.965 0.93(.351) 0.93(.352) 0.08 (.936)
attachment
(Figure 34)
A in Grades -0.43 (.670) z=1.96;p=.056 z=0.03;p=.978 -0.35(.726) 1.36 (.175) -1.17 (.242)
(Figure 35)
A in School 2.17 (.032) t=37.01p=.027 t=2.17,p=.032 -0.05(.960) -1.61 (.108) 1.03 (.305)
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misconduct

(Figure 36)
A in Truancy 157 (.118) t=117p=.245 t=157p=.118 -0.13(.895) -1.73(.084) 1.04 (.299)
(Figure 37)
A in Suspensions 1.65(.101) t=-5.35p<.001 t=1.76,p=.079 0.16 (.870) -4.58 (<.001) 3.30 (.001)
(Figure 38)

! Change scores closely paralleled normal distrilnstias such, linear regressions were utilized &anéixe whether the rate of change
differed for formal and no-contact youth, contnadjifor baseline values of the outcome variable.

See Table 10 for the type of analysis used to mdiffefences at baseline and the follow up.

®Reponse profiles/covariance pattern models (repeatasures mixed models) were used to investigagther there was significant
change within either group. The interaction temglicates whether the difference in slopes is Sicpmit.
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Table 12. Differences Between No-Contact and FdynkRabcessed Youth.

Aim 1: Differences between no-contact and formailbcessed youth (matched sample).

Response Profile/Covariance Pattern

Models’
Within group change
Interaction

Effect of no-contact Follow up between time

vs. formal in rate of differences and no-

change between BL Baseline (controlling for contact vs.

and FU difference$ baseline valué) No-contact  Formal informal
Estimate {p) Estimate z or {p) estimatg(p) z(p) Z(p) z(p)

A in Offending -1.46 ((146) z=-1.46;p=.143 z=-7.54;p<.001  0.30 (.766) 2.56 (.010) -1.45 (0.148)
frequency
(Figure 29)
A in Offending variety -1.14 (.258)  z=-0.87;p=.383 z=-1.35;p=.176 -0.59 (.556) 0.76 (.447) -0.94 (.346)
(Figure 30)
A in Substance use 1.54 (.125) z=-091;p=.361 z=1.38;p=.169 0.53(.595) -1.19(.233) 1.19(.235)
frequency
(Figure 31)
A in Substance use -1.06 (.289) z=0.37;p=.709 z=-1.65;p=.100 -0.22(.823) 1.38(.168) -1.07 (.284)
variety
(Figure 32)
A in School 0.43 (.664) t=0.34;p=.735 t=0.43;p=.664  1.69 (.090) 1.30 (.194) 0.42 (.677)
attachment
(Figure 33)
A in Teacher 0.40 (.690) t=-0.30,p=.768  t=0.40,p=.690 1.09 (.274) 0.69 (.490) 0.36(.719)
attachment
(Figure 34)
A in Grades -0.50 (.620) z=2.65;p=.008 z=-0.53;p=.598 -0.26 (.796) 2.22 (.026) -1.68 (.093)
(Figure 35)
A in School -0.01 (.989) t=0.09;p=.929 t=-0.01;p.989 -0.03 (.976) -0.00 (.998) -0.02 (.983)
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misconduct

(Figure 36)
A in Truancy -0.60 (.549) t=-0.62;p=.537 t=-0.60;p=.549 -0.10(.920) 0.25(.803) -0.24 (.810)
(Figure 37)
A in Suspensions -1.57 (.119) z=-2.40;p=.016 z=-3.07;p=.002 0.10(.921) 1.60(.110) -0.97 (.332)
(Figure 38)

! Change scores closely paralleled normal distrilnstias such, linear regressions were utilized &anéixe whether the rate of change
differed for formal and no-contact youth, contnadjifor baseline values of the outcome variable.

See Table 10 for the type of analysis used to mdiffefences at baseline and the follow up.

®Reponse profiles/covariance pattern models (repeatasures mixed model) were used to investigaéthehthere was significant
change within either group. The interaction tenglicates whether the difference in slopes is Sicpmit.
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Figure 29: Offending Frequency at Baseline and-thieow Up.
Figure 29
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Figure 30: Offending Variety at Baseline and théddve Up.
Figure 30
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Figure 31: Substance Use Frequency at Baselin¢ghanéollow Up.
Figure 31
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Figure 32: Substance Use Variety at Baseline aadrtlow Up.
Figure 32
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Figure 33. School Attachment at Baseline and tHewdJp.
Figure 33
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Figure 34: Teacher Bonding at Baseline and theoirollp.

Figure 34
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Figure 35 Grades in School at Baseline and the®dlp.
Figure 35
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Figure 36. School Misconduct at Baseline and tHewdJp.
Figure 36
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Figure 37. School Truancy at Baseline and the Rolip.
Figure 37
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Figure 38. School Suspensions at Baseline andahewUp

Figure 38
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Aim 2: Identify whether the relations between juverle justice system contact and
later academic achievement and delinquent behaviarary as a function of youth’s age.To
address Aim 2, | first created an interaction téetween age (centered) and the dummy coded
juvenile justice contact variables (two variabldg:informal vs. no-contact; [2] formal vs. no-
contact). Second, | re-ran the GLMs described m Aiincluding as predictors the main effects
of juvenile justice contact (i.e., the matched skengb no-contact and either formally processed
or informally processed youth), age, the new cdritaage interaction term, and the baseline
value of the outcome variable (the outcome varialas the rate of change between baseline and
the follow up; see column 2 in Table 11 and Talde ISignificant interaction terms indicate
that the relation between justice system contagtthe outcome variable differs depending on a
youth’s age. Post hoc probing was used to distermature of the interaction term. See Table
13 for the interaction term parameter estimates.

Differential effects of contact by age of youth (no-contact and informal youth). The
next analysis in the present study tested whetigeogthe relations in Aim 1 varied by age of
youth. As such, | repeated the analyses pres@néibusly with an age by justice system
contact interaction term (informal versus no-conyewth). This interaction term was only
significant when grades in schagés the outcome (see Table 13). Post hoc proliticeo
interaction term indicated that age was not rel&tecthange in school grades for no-contact
youth. However, for informally processed youtldesl youth experienced higher rates of change
(i.e., more improvement) in school grades betwesselne and the 6-month follow up
interview. None of the other interaction terms evsignificant (see Table 13).

Differential effects of contact by age of youth (no-contact and formal youth). When

no-contact youth were compared to formally procgégseith, the age interaction terms were
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significant when teacher attachment, grades in@¢chod substance use variety were the
outcome variables (see Table 13). Specificallyfdomally processed youth, older youth were
more likely to increase in teacher attachment betweaseline and the follow up than younger
youth (age was not related to change in teachedibgrior no-contact youth). Although the
interaction terms for substance use variety andaga school were indeed significant—which
indicates that the relation between age and tleeafathange between baseline and the follow up
was significantly different for no-contact and failhy processed youth—when | post hoc probed
these interaction terms by looking within group® &ge betas were not statistically significant
for either group (which could be power issues, ussed in the next section). However, based
on the direction of the age parameters, it appbatsolder formally processed youth may be
more likely to decrease in substance use frequandymay be more likely to improve in grades
than younger formally processed youth. For no-acnyouth, the direction of the parameters
(although not technically significant) suggestd thider youth may potentially do worse on these

outcomes at the follow up compared to baseline.
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Table 13. Aim 2: Age Interactions for Primary Anseg

Aim 2: Age interaction terms for informally and rimally processed youth with no-contact youth.

Outcome variable Age X Description Age X Description of interaction
informal interaction term formal terms (post hoc probing)
B (p) (post hoc B (p)

probing)

A in Offending -0.02 (.791) 0.11(.322)

frequency

A in Offending -0.09 (.296) 0.15 (.149)

variety

A in Substance use -0.03 (.733) 0.15 (.131)

frequency

A in Substance use -0.03 (.733) 0.25 (.014) Although interaction term

variety is significant, age is not

related to grades within
either group. However,
the age estimate is
negative for formal youth
and positive for no-

contact youth
A in School -0.06 (.560) 0.58 (.560)
attachment
A in Teacher -0.07 (.473) -0.25 (.010) Among formal youth,
attachment older youth more likely to
increase in teacher
bonding; age is not
related to teacher bonding
for no-contact youth
A in Grades -0.26 (.004) For informally  -0.21 (.027) Although interaction term
processed is significant, age is not
youth, older related to grades within
youth have either group. However,
higher rates of the age estimate is positive
change in for formal youth and
grades. Ageis negative for no-contact
not related to youth
change in

grades for no-
contact youth

A in School 0.10 (.282) -0.06 (.563)
misconduct

A in Truancy 0.04 (.659) -0.00 (.990)
A in Suspensions  -0.36 (.367) -0.02 (.851)

Notes. Bold typeface indicates statistical sigatfice.
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Aim 3: Investigate whether any effect of juvenile yistice contact on behavioral
outcomes (Aim 1) is attributable to changes in yout(i.e., expectations for future success),
parents (i.e., parental involvement) or peers andogial context (i.e., increases in peer
delinquency). | used a structural equation modeling framewor&xamine whether | could
identify any mediating variables that might explaow justice system contact affects the
behavioral outcomes in Aim 1 (Kline, 2011, Littéard, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall, 2007).
Specifically, | tested whether any proportion o gffect of justice system contact (either formal
or informal compared to no-contact) on the outcoaméables described in Aim 1 was
transmitted through any of the mediator variablBsfore estimating the significant indirect
effect of any potential mediating variable, moste@ chers suggest that you first consider the
direct effects of the treatment group on the ousihim 1), the direct effect of the treatment
group on the mediator variables, and the direeogdfof the mediators on the outcome variables
(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Little et al., 2007). As &ut present all of these estimates before |
show the significant indirect effects.

Each mediator was tested separately for each ogtvanmable. See Table 14 for the
direct effect of contact with the justice systentiidtomous variable: either formal or informal
VS. no-contact) on the mediators, see Table 15Tabte 16 for the direct effects of the mediators
on the outcomes, and see Table 17 and Table 1Bdondirect effects of contact with the justice
system transmitted through each of the mediatoablas. In the indirect effect models, two
equations were modeled simultaneously:

¢ Change in outcome variable predicted by changkamtediator, the justice
system contact variable, and the baseline valuleeoflependent variable

e Change in mediator predicted by the justice systentact variable, and the
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baseline value of the mediator variable

I ndirect effects of mediators (no-contact and informal). First, | show the direct effect of
informal versus no-contact status on each of theiaars in Table 14. Results indicated that
no-contact youth had higher scores on the changeeba baseline and the follow up on school
aspirations, school expectations, and success &tjpes. Specifically, although informal youth
did not change on success expectatians(.63,p = .531), no-contact youth had higher success
expectations at the follow up compared to theirssat the baseline interview< 2.57,p =
.010). There was no significant within group cheufi@r no-contact or informal youth) on
school aspirations or school expectations. Fumtoee, informally processed youth decreased
more in peer delinquency than no-contact youtithdlgh both groups, on average, associated
with fewer delinquent peers at the follow up conaplatio baseline, informal youth decreased
more than no-contact youth in the recall period¢ontact slopez = -2.35,p =.019; informal
slope:z=-5.44,p <.001; interactionz= 1.97,p = .049). See Table 14. In regard to the direct
relation between change in the mediators and chantpe outcome variables, there were many
significant effects (see Table 15). Results inidahat youth who increased between baseline
and the follow up in self-esteem felt more attactwetheir school and participated in more
school misconduct at the follow up. Youth who naore delinquent peers at the follow up also
engaged in more offending (frequency and variety) &ere less likely to form close
attachments to their teachers. Youth whose panmetitsased in monitoring between baseline
and the follow up engaged in less offending (freupy® however, youth whose parents
increased in monitoring concurrently engaged inersabstance use, more school misconduct,
were truant from school on more days, and recgposater grades in school. Youth who

perceived more opportunities within their neighlzmth at the follow up were truant and
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suspended from school on fewer days. Youth whogoldess value on future success at the
follow up engaged in more offending (frequency aadety), used fewer substances (variety),
and felt more attached to their teachers. Youth twd higher expectations for future success
felt more attached to their teachers. Individwat® had higher school aspirations at the follow
up engaged in less offending (frequency) and h#erelationships with their teachers;
however, individuals who had higher school aspratialso engaged in more substance use
(variety). Youth who expected to attend more stlkeagaged in less offending (frequency).
Youth who reported feeling more attached to threachers also self-reported feeling more
attached to their school in general and receiveefelays of school suspension. Youth who
increased in school truancy between baseline antbtlow up engaged in more offending
(variety), more school misconduct, and reportedelolevels of teacher attachment at the follow
up. See Table 15.

Although there were many direct relations betwéennmediators and the outcome
variables, none of the potential mediators satisdik of the requirements to partially or fully
explain any of the significant effects of contacthvthe justice system on the outcome variables
tested in the first aim.

I ndirect effects of mediators (no-contact and formal). As mentioned in the previous
section, the first set of analyses tested whethrendl and no-contact youth differed in the degree
of change on any of the mediator variables. Coetptr formally processed youth, no-contact
youth increased more in school aspirations and@ddara work success expectations between
baseline and the follow up. Specifically, althodghmally processed youth did not change on
success expectatiorns< -0.90,p = .368), no-contact youth significantly increasedheir

expectations for future success between baselidé¢hanfollow up ¢=2.42,p = .016;

110



interaction termz=2.40,p = .016). There was no significant within group @ in school
aspirations. Furthermore, there was a signifid#ference in the degree of change between
baseline and the follow up in parental monitorigthough there was no change for no-contact
youth €= -1.11,p =.268), formally processed youth, on average, ladmis who significantly
decreased in monitoring between baseline and tlewfoip (z=-4.88,p = <.001). See Table 14
for the direct effect of formal status on the méatis.

The next set of analyses investigated whether @ahbetyveen baseline and the follow up
on any of the mediator variables was simultaneoreted to change on any of the outcome
variables during this period for no-contact andrfally processed youth. The results indicated
that several of the mediators were related to theame variables (See Table 16). Youth who
increased in self-esteem between baseline analog/fup felt more attached to their teachers
and more attached to their school but they alsaged in more school misconduct. Youth who
reported associating with more delinquent peetseafollow up engaged in more offending
(variety and frequency), more substance use (fregyuand variety), more school misconduct,
and more school truancy. Youth whose parents ase@ in monitoring between baseline and
the follow up were likely to improve their gradesschool during this period. Individuals who
perceived fewer opportunities within their neightmsd engaged in more offending (frequency
and variety), had poorer grades in school, and wespended from school on more days. Youth
who placed less value on future education and wodcess at the follow up engaged in more
offending (frequency and variety). Individuals wiad higher expectations for future success
felt more attached to their teachers, had betalag in school, engaged in less school
misconduct, and were truant from school on fewgsdarouth who expected to attend more

years of schooling engaged in less offending (feegy and variety), were truant from school on
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fewer days, and had better grades in school. Yatthaspired to attend more years of school
and individuals who self-reported feeling more @it to their teachers had better grades in
school. Youth who felt closer to their school eggin more substance use (variety), more
school misconduct, and were truant from school orendlays. Finally, youth who were truant
from school on more days engaged in more offen(freguency and variety), more substance
use (frequency), and more school misconduct duhegecall period; however, youth who were
truant on more days also reported feeling morelagtd to their school. See Table 16. Although
many of the mediators were significantly relatedh® outcome variables, only three were
significant mediators in the pathway between cdntait the justice system (formal versus no-
contact) and the outcome variables. Specificalhough formal did not change on their school
and work expectations, no-contact youth increabghtlky, which, in turn, was related to slight
improvement in their grades in school, less schastonduct, and less school truancy.

Table 14. Direct Relation Between Justice Systemt& and Mediators

Direct relation between justice system contact aredliators

No-contact vs. informal No-contact vs. formal

youth z(p) youth z(p)
A in Self-esteem 1.86 (.063) 0.51 (.608)
A in Peer delinquency 2.22 (.027) -0.36 (.717)
A in Parental involvement 0.44 (.663) 2.44 (.015)
A in Neighborhood climate -0.68 (.494) 1.40 (.162)
A in School aspirations 2.07 (.038) 2.47 (.014)
A in School expectations 2.06 (.039) 1.82 (.069)
A in Success value 1.00 (.317) 1.62 (.105)
A in Success expectations 2.45 (.014) 4.02 (<.001)
A in Teacher attachment -0.13 (.897) 0.10 (.920)
A in School attachment 0.72 (.474) 0.10 (.916)
A in Truancy 1.41 (.158) -0.72 (.471)

Note. Each mediator tested separately; Bold tygeefiadicates statistical significance

112



Table 15. Direct Relation Between Mediators andcOune Variables (No-Contact and Informal Youth).

Direct relation between mediators and outcome \ada in matched sample of no-contact and inform@aibcessed youth.

Mediatorsz (p)
A Self- A Peer A A A Succ. A ASch ASch A A A
estmt  deling Parent Neigh yalue® Succ. asp’ exp.t Teach School Truan.
2 involv  clim.* Exp.° attacfi attacH® ™
3

AOffend. 060 3.07 -091 -034 -521 -055 -1.99 -2.47 -164 061  1.47
freg. (549) (.002) (.363) (.731) (<.001) (.584) (<.047) (.013) (.102) (.544) (.142)
AOffend. -029 346 172 -026 -252 092 -023 -0.80 -0.84 -050  2.80
variety (.773) (.001) (.086) (.795) (.012) (.360) (.821) (.421) (.400) (.616) (.005)
ASubuse -1.74 137 131 138 050 060 1.05 0.66 -1.34 -1.74 -0.23
freq (081) (.170) (.191) (.167) (.620) (.551) (.293) (.509) (.180) (.082) (.817)
ASubuse 033 -105 223 159 213 092 375 118 -015 039  3.07
variety (741) (293) (.026) (.111) (.033) (.358) (<.001) (.236) (.880) (.699) (.002)

ASchool 216 -124 -017 112 122 060 087 0.08  4.32 e 111
attach (.031) (.216) (.866) (.262) (.223) (.548) (.385) (.938) (<.001) (.269)
A Teach 145 -3.78 061 164 393 215 337 1.23 - 470 212
attach (.146) (.001) (.542) (.101) (<.001) (.031) (.001) (.219) (<.001) (.034)

AGrades  -045 038 -229 137 -038 030 -043 094 003 006 -1.84

(650) (.702) (.022) (.170) (.707) (.767) (.670) (.345) (.978) (.955) (.066)
ASchool 258 059 252 -024 -0.63 039 -042 -069 -168 022 7.71
miscon.  (.010) (.557) (.012) (.807) (.528) (.693) (.674) (.491) (.093) (.814) (<.001)

A 1.85 015 249 -196 013 046 017 038 0.80 0.22
Truancy  (.065) (.878) (.013) (.050) (.895) (.647) (.864) (.702) (.005) (.824)
A Susp. 171 095 -0.02 -522 -1.17 043 -068 016 -285 -1.67 0.27

(.088) (.341) (.986) (<.001 (.244) (.666) (.495) (.877) (.004) (.095) (.784)
)

Notes. All mediators and outcome variables reprietbee change between baseline and follow up irgerv

Bold typeface indicates statistical significanpe(.05)

! Self-esteem? Peer delinquency;Parental involvemenf;Neighborhood climatdSuccess valugSuccess expectatioh§chool
aspirations® School expectationgTeacher attachmenf School attachment! School truancy
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Table 16. Direct Relation Between Mediators andcOune Variables (No-Contact and Formal Youth).

Direct relation between mediators and outcome \&aa in matched sample of no-contact and formalbg@ssed youth.

Mediatorsz (p)
A Self- APeer A A A ASucc. ASch ASch A A A
estmt  deling. Parent Neigh Succ. Exp® asp’ exp® Teach School Truan.
2 involv clim*  value® attac  attacH® !
3

AOffend.  0.36 4.71 -020 -240 -3.19 -004 -029 -2.94 -047 041 381
freg. (719) (<.001) (.841) (.016) (.001) (.964) (.773) (.003) (.635) (.681) (<.001)
AOffend. -0.72  6.86 -0.07 -247 269 -194 -050 -3.11 -069 035 4.02
variety (472) (<.001) (.940) (.014) (.007) (.052) (.619) (.002) (.262) (.725) (<.001)

A Sub -0.64 490 -0.03 -0.68 -0.31 1.12 0.89 -1.47 0.11 0.16 2.63
use freq (.520) (<.001) (.973) (.498) (.759) (.262) (.372) (.142) (.911) (.871) (.008)
A Sub -0.84 463 -057 -047 0.36 0.24 046 -0.01 -0.40 2.18 2.97
use (.400) (<.001) (.567) (.636) (.720) (.808) (.646) (.992) (.686) (.029) (.003)
variety

A School 293 -1.16 0.49 1.07 144 -0.98 0.35 1.46 0.10 3.23
attach (.003) (.246) (.622) (.287) (.150) (.326) (.725) (.145) (.917) (.001)
A Teach 255 -1.00 0.86 190 -0.72 202 041 0.00 0.24 0.50
attach (.011) (.319) (.387) (.057) (.472) (.043) (.680) (.997) (.809) (.615)

A Grades 049 -1.05 261 196 -079 342 225 360 232 054 -0.29

(624) (293) (.009) (.051) (.430) (.001) (.025) (<.001) (.020) (.593) (.775)
ASchool  1.95 273 047 028 -069 -3.43 027 -1.02 -120 315 9.47
miscon.  (.051) (.006) (.636) (.778) (.448) (<.001) (.791) (.308) (.228) (.002) (<.001)

A 057 207 112 -076 -016 -318 029 -209 -154 213 -
Truancy  (571) (.038) (.263) (.446) (.870) (.001) (.770) (.037) (.123) (.033)
A Susp. 0.74 086 -054 -200 004 -1.14 119 075 151 -0.79 0.009

(459) (.392) (.588) (.046) (.970) (.254) (.235) (.455) (.131) (.428) (.999)

Notes. All mediators and outcome variables reprietbee change between baseline and follow up irgerv

Bold typeface indicates statistical significanpe(.05)

! Self-esteem? Peer delinquency;Parental involvemenf;Neighborhood climatdSuccess valugSuccess expectatioh§chool
aspirations® School expectationgTeacher attachmenf School attachment! School truancy
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Table 17. Indirect Effects of Justice System CantacOutcome Variables Through Mediators (No-Congaa Informal Youth)

Indirect effects on outcomes through mediatorsriodels comparing no-contact and informally procdsgeuth.

Mediatorsz (p)
A Self- APeer A A A ASucc. ASch ASch A A A
estmt  deling. Parent Neigh Succ. Exp® asp’ exp® Teach School Truan.
2 involv clim*  value® attac  attacH® !
3

AOffend. -0.84 1.75 -041 034 -098 -0.75 -1.45 -159 004 -0.48  0.98
freg. (401) (081) (.685) (.736) (.326) (.452) (.148) (111) (.969) (.631) (.327)
AOffend. 073 179 042 030 -093 060 -017 -077 004 -039 125
variety (466) (.073) (.675) (.762) (.350) (.549) (.861) (.442) (.969) (.696) (.213)

A Sub -1.28 119 041 -061 044 059 094 0.63 0.04 -0.66 -0.23
use freq (.200) (.236) (.679) (.540) (.656) (.557) (.349) (.529) (.969) (.508) (.822)
A Sub 0.27 -102 043 -0.63 091 0.83 1.82 1.03 0.04 0.34 1.28
use (.787) (.306) (.669) (.530) (.365) (.406) (.069) (.305) (.970) (.732) (.200)
variety

A School 129 -1.13 -0.22 -059 0.74 051 0.82 0.09 -0.04 0.85
attach (.197) (.261) (.828) (.552) (.459) (.609) (.415) (.926) (.969) (.395)
A Teach 1.10 -2.03 -0.04 -0.71 0.95 156 1.70 1.01 036 -1.11
attach (.269) (.042) (.970) (.476) (.343) (.118) (.089) (.312) (.719) (.267)

AGrades 040 046 -050 -057 -0.37 -0.31 -043 0.86 -0.83 0.05 -1.04

(686) (.644) (.618) (568) (.713) (.754) (.666) (.390) (.407) (.956) (.299)
ASchool 134 027 039 030 -055 014 -037 -061 013 026  1.39
miscon.  (.180) (.791) (.698) (.763) (.585) (.889) (.709) (544) (.897) (.796) (.165)

A 117 -009 039 067 013 030 021 041 024 -0.18
Truancy  (.242) (.930) (.698) (.504) (.897) (.762) (.833) (.681) (.813) (.856)
A Susp. 112 068 -015 070 -0.73 032 -063 024 013 -066 0.18

(261) (496) (.881) (482) (.468) (.751) (527) (.814) (.897) (509) (.856)

Notes. All mediators and outcome variables reprietbee change between baseline and follow up irgerv

Bold typeface indicates statistical significanpe(.05)

! Self-esteem? Peer delinquency;Parental involvemenf;Neighborhood climatdSuccess valugSuccess expectatioh§chool
aspirations® School expectationgTeacher attachmenf School attachment! School truancy
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Table 18. Indirect Effects of Justice System CandacOutcome Variables Through Mediators (No-Congac Formal Youth)

Indirect effects on outcomes through mediatorsriodels comparing no-contact and formally processedh.

Mediatorsz (p)
A Self- APeer A A A ASucc. ASch ASch A A A
estmt  deling. Parent Neigh Succ. Exp® asp’ exp® Teach School Truan.
2 involv clim*  value® attac  attacH® !
3

AOffend. 032 036 -0.02 -1.19 -1.45 021 -025 -154 -026 010 -0.71
freg. (746) (.718) (.980) (232) (.146) (.833) (.806) (.124) (.799) (.919) (.479)
AOffend. 041 -036 009 -125 -1.36 -1.61 -045 156 -0.28 010 -0.71
variety (683) (717) (925) (212) (.173) (.108) (.656) (.118) (.780) (.921) (.478)

A Sub -0.41 -0.36 -0.15 -0.66 -0.28 097 081 -1.07 0.11 0.09 -0.70
use freq (.681) (.718) (.877) (.507) (.776) (.334) (.416) (.285) (.916) (.928) (.487)
A Sub -043 -0.36 -042 -037 031 0.45 0.48 0.04 -0.24 0.10 -0.70
use (.666) (.718) (.674) (.714) (.753) (.650) (.628) (.970) (.809) (.917) (.484)
variety

A School 0.21 0.61 0.47 085 1.06 -098 0.35 0.99 0.10 -0.70
attach (.834) (.544) (.639) (.398) (.288) (.325) (.729) (.324) (.918) (.482)
A Teach 0.30 0.71 081 1.05 -0.62 1.80 0.76 0.00 -0.19 -0.44
attach (.761) (.480) (.416) (.295) (.534) (.072) (.446) (.997) (.846) (.658)

A Grades 023 028 1.63 1.04 -072 267 167 147 009 028  0.29

(.818) (.780) (.104) (.297) (.470) (.008) (.095) (.142) (.925) (.781) (.771)
ASchool 021 -069 047 -027 -0.64 -252 026 -081 -010 010 -0.72
miscon.  (.834) (.490) (.638) (.786) (524) (012) (.791) (417) (.920) (.916) (.473)

A 020 -067 1.03 -063 -019 -237 030 113 -0.10  0.10
Truancy  (.843) (.501) (.302) (.527) (.850) (.018) (.765) (.260) (.920) (.916)
A Susp. 020 -054 -036 -1.13 -002 -086 108 067 010 -0.10 -0.21

(.840) (.586) (.722) (.259) (.981) (.387) (.282) (.503) (.920) (.917) (.834)

Notes. All mediators and outcome variables reprietbee change between baseline and follow up irgerv

Bold typeface indicates statistical significanpe(.05)

! Self-esteem? Peer delinquency;Parental involvemenf;Neighborhood climatdSuccess valugSuccess expectatioh§chool
aspirations® School expectationgTeacher attachmenf School attachment! School truancy
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Power analysis Although post-hoc power analyses are not widelyptaxd, these
analyses can provide information that aids in therpretation of the results. In general,
observed statistical power greater than @6 (05) is considered acceptable (Cohen, 1988;
Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). With the mattdata sets, we had an adequate sample
size to find true effects in Aim 1 and Aim 2. Hoxee, it does not seem that the sample, at
present, is large enough to test all of the indiediect effects in Aim 3. In general, a sample
size of about 200 (and a ratio of about 20 casesvery estimated parameter) is necessary for
the SEM meditational models in Aim 3 (Kline, 2018ee Table 19.

Table 19. Observed Statistical Power.

Observed Statistical Powég) in Aim 1 and Aim 2 (analyzed using Soper’s 201¢t{hoc
statistical power calculator for multiple regressio

Aim 1 Aim 2 (models with age
interaction term)

Informal vs. Formal vs. Informal vs. Formal vs. no-

no-contact  no-contact no-contact contact
B B B B

A in Offending 1.00 0.55 0.99 0.60
frequency
A in Offending 1.00 0.92 1.00 0.99
variety
A in Substance use 0.78 0.99 0.71 0.99
frequency
A in Substance use 0.99 0.96 0.99 0.95
variety
A in School 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
attachment
A in Teacher 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
attachment
A in Grades 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
A in School 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.98
misconduct
A in Truancy 0.99 0.99 0.99 0.99
A in Suspensions 1.00 0.72 1.00 0.99
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V. Discussion

Many studies have found that arrested youth arerilagly than non-arrested youth to
be convicted as adults and experience diminishadeanic and occupational attainment, reduced
adult earnings, and unemployment (Bernburg & Kr&t93; Bushway & Reuter, 2002; De Li,
1999; Gatti et al., 2009; Hjalmarsson, 2008; Hifedt, 2004; Kirk & Sampson, 2012; Sweeten,
2006). However, an important limitation in priookk is the possibility of selection effects, with
arrested youth likely to have very different psyldgical and behavioral profiles pre-justice
system contact than non-arrested youth (Beckeitt,2005; Brownfield et al., 2001; Gatti et al.,
2009; Hirschfield et al., 2006; Kirk & Sampson, 201 As such, any later observed differences
in arrested and non-arrested individuals’ achieveraad behavior could be spurious, with both
the arrest and later outcomes explained by a catibmof measured and unmeasured variables
that preceded or contributed to the police contatiis leaves us wondering whether the
observed maladjustment is due to the type of adetesvho comes to the attention of law
enforcement or due the type of justice system wetations that arrested youth experience.

The present study overcomes these limitations bgiBpally recruiting a sample of
youth who engaged in the same type of illegal bieimnakiowever, only some youth were arrested
as a result of their crime. To further reducepbssibility of selection effects, the present study
utilized a statistical technique designed to appnaxe random assignment to treatment,
propensity score matching. The results indicad, tthen selection effects are taken into
consideration, contact with the juvenile justicetsyn does not have a universally harmful effect
on adolescent behavior and academic outcomesactnthe results demonstrate that informal

processing actually deters future offending, scimeisconduct, school truancy, and school
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suspensions. However, both informal and formalklyoregardless of their actual antisocial and
illegal behavior, are more likely than no-contagtith to be arrested during the study period.
Primary Results and Ties to Prior Literature

Compared to their behavior before the arrest, aftemonths of informal probation,
diverted youth engaged in less antisocial andalléghavior, less school misconduct, and were
truant and suspended from school on fewer dayscadxtact youth, individuals who were not
exposed to any intervention from the justice systaichnot change on any of these variables
between the two interviews. These results suggassome aspects of informal processing for
first-time juvenile offenders, at least in the shierm, might serve as specific deterrents of ®itur
offending and misconduct (for a review of detereetieories, see Morris, 1966; Zimring &
Hawkins, 1973). However, the present study geadresdme unsettling findings: if likelihood of
recidivism was only measured with official arreatal the opposite conclusion would have been
made. Indeed one of the most striking findingthm present study is that, although informal
youth self-reportetessoffending than no-contact youth at the follow ugprmal youth were
much more likely to have an arrest during this lq@aiod. This is true after controlling for the
frequency and variety of an individual's actuagégal behavior. Perhaps most noticeable is that
informal youth were arrested for very minor offesisdor example, possession of marijuana and
vandalism. As such, if the only outcome variabl¢hie present study was presence of an arrest
between baseline and the follow up according tiwiaeffdata, | may have erroneously concluded
that informal processinigadsto subsequent offending, as evident by informaligaants’
greater likelihood of having a re-arrest. In rgalihe self-report data support the opposite
conclusion. Although informal processing might @avpositive influence on juvenile offenders’

actual behavior, the system continues to arrestthe
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It is important to include self-report in additibmofficial evidence of law-breaking
because most illegal behavior among adolescentssgoetected by law enforcement
(Farrington et al., 2003). Self-reports are likiycapture these undetected illegal acts and,
therefore, may serve as a more accurate measlae-tireaking behavior (Maxfield et al.,
2000). As mentioned previously, there is a langerépancy between rates of adolescent
offending and adolescent arrests and the correléiween official reports of arrest and youth
self-report is often relatively low (Brame et &012; Farrington, 2009; Moffitt, 1993; Monahan
et al., 2009; OJJDP). Consequently, using bothrselbrts and official arrest data allows us to
capture two unique measures of antisocial andaillbghavior.

| argue that an individual’s true antisocial beloavs less correlated with official reports
of arrest than with youth self-report of offendingcause a number of external factors influence
the chances that an offense will lead to an arrésese factors include whether the crime is
detected, whether it is reported to law enforcemehether police decide to accept and file the
charges, and whether there is enough evidencedoarge to be sustained. Police have a great
deal of discretion when determining whom to ar(Bsack & Reiss, 1970; Kraus & Hasleton,
1982). Although it is true that a youth’s recolleatof his antisocial and illegal behavior over
the previous 6 months might not be a perfect rgmtasion of his actual behavior, his self-report
of offending is likely to be a better proxy for érbehavior than official arrest records. Policies
based on an individual's actual likelihood for d¢snce should be based on self-report data.
Conversely, policies based on whether one conéextd to subsequent intervention by justice
system should be based on official court data.

Contrary to informal processing, formal processiad mixed effects on youth. The data

suggest that matched formally processed youth nmghtove in their grades in school, but
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formal youth also increased in offending frequendgiched formal youth were also more likely
to be transferred to a continuation or alternasiefeool than no-contact youth. If | control for
whether youth were transferred to a continuatioal@rnative school in the recall period, results
still indicate that formally processed youth sigrahtly improved in their grades, while no-
contact youth did not change in their average isglbrted grades in school. Indeed being
transferred to an alternative or continuation sthas not related to grades in school.
Furthermore, like informally processed youth, follnparocessed youth were much more likely
than no-contact youth to be arrested between In&salid the follow up interview, regardless of
their self-reported offending during this same @eri Formally processed youth had the highest
odds of being re-arrested. This finding is comsistvith much prior work that has demonstrated
that arrested youth are significantly more likdign non-arrested youth to have an adult arrest
record, and that youth who experience harsh jusyiseem sanctions are most at risk for future
arrests (e.g., Gatti et al., 2009). There is alsta-analytic data that show that individuals
exposed to justice system interventions that facudiscipline and programs that emphasize (or
dramatize) the negative consequences of crimegjrisathat are more common in formal
sanctions than informal ones, have higher ratessib§equent arrests than individuals who attend
programs that do not have these qualities (Lip26§9).

One of the most interesting findings observethe present study is that informally
processed youth had better behavioral outcomeshiginno-contact youth and formally
processed youth. Diversion programs were origiddisigned to provide juvenile offenders
with an opportunity to receive needed serviceswag that does not attach the stigmatizing
criminal label that is typically associated withifaal processing, an idea most influenced by

labeling theory (Klein, 1986; Schur, 1971; Lundma876). An underlying assumption is the
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acknowledgement that some justice system interoesitinay cause more harm than good. This
assumption is especially true for low-level offersdeho commit relatively minor crimes—
behaviors that are common in adolescence.

One of the most apparent features of diversiohasiuge variability in the types of
experiences that are available to diverted youtin(@&lbe, Gearing, MacKenzie, Brewer, &
Ibrahim, 2012). Indeed some youth may receive f@ny(if any) services, while other youth
may receive a host of intensive therapeutic ressurdén the present data, of the matched
informally processed youth, 4.21% were referretutoring or other academic related
counseling, 15.79% were referred to individual smlimg or therapy, 2.11% were referred to
group counseling, 10.53% were referred to familynseling, and 1.05% were referred to job
skills. Youth could be referred to any combinatainihese services or none of these services.
These figures are very similar for the formally ggssed youth: Of the matched formally
processed youth, 6.32% were referred to tutoringtloer academic related counseling, 12.63%
were referred to individual counseling or therapy2% were referred to group counseling,
5.26% were referred to family counseling, and 4.24ée referred to job skills. Despite the
huge variability in the type of “diversion” intemrgons that informal youth may be exposed to, a
recent meta-analysis of 28 studies published beti883 and 2009, which included over
19,000 juvenile offenders in 33 independent stydaad that diversion programs that basically
do nothing more than “warn and release” are jusifiestive at reducing recidivism as intensive
diversion programs that subject youth to a varadtgsychosocial interventions (Schwalbe et al.,
2012). Still, the finding that informally procesisgouth showed the biggest decline—of all three
groups—in frequency and variety of self-reportel@ioding is consistent with Petrosino et al.’s

(2010) meta-analysis that combined data from 28istuand found that diversion was a stronger
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predictor of desistance than both formal procesaimdj“doing nothing” (“no-contact” in the
present study).
Limitations

It is encouraging to discover that some types fafrmal justice system interventions
might reduce the likelihood of future law breakisghavior and might also improve an
individual's behavior in school. However, like atudies, there are important limitations here
that need to be considered. Most importantlyréselts presented in this study are specific to
the context of one site in southern Californiais lutnknown whether the same patterns would
emerge in other jurisdictions. Future researchukhceplicate the findings presented here in
different geographic locations. Furthermore, altjfitoa series of power analyses indicated that |
was able to detect small and medium effects in Aiamd Aim 2, the sample size in the present
study may not have been sufficient to detect sefédcts in the meditational models in Aim 3.
Although the sample size in the present studyn®at identical to a similar study that matched
arrested and non-arrested youth (Kirk & Sampso@2pGuture research should replicate the
findings in a larger sample of matched pairs oésted and non-arrested youth, and among youth
who committed more serious offenses.

It is important to keep in mind that the findingegented here only generalize to male
first time offenders who commit relatively minoiiraes and thus have a low probability of being
caught. Itis unlikely that these findings woulehgralize to adolescent offenders who commit
serious offenses (like murder) or status offenbles funning away). The present study does not
support a net-widening approach nor do the datgesighat informal processing would have
positive effects on youth whose behavior would néxave been called into question by law

enforcement. Moreover, the present study onlyurest male first time offenders. It is
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unknown whether there will be positive effects aftee 2¢ 39,...n" arrest. This is especially
worrisome given that formal and informal youth,astjess of actual self-reported illegal
behavior, are more likely to be arrested betweaelbee and the follow up than matched no-
contact youth. It is also unknown whether theseltse would generalize to female first-time
offenders. Last, the present study only used fiata two measurement occasions that were six
months apart. It is unknown whether the positifeats of contact with the justice system will
be sustained long-term. The long-term effectsrofgmged justice system involvement are also
unknown.
Study Strengths

Despite these limitations, there is much methodoldgtrength in the present study.
First, no prior study has specifically recruitedcanparison group of non-arrested youth that
engaged in the same types of illegal behaviorsaple of arrested youth. Although prior work
controlsfor measures of prior delinquency, it is likely timn-arrested youth engage in
statistically fewer, less severe, or qualitativeifferent behaviors. As such, the ranges of prior
offending variables are not overlapping, and assalt, controlling for prior delinquency does
not completely account for pre-existing differeneesl possible selection effects. The present
study carefully recruited individuals who were neagested but who committed the same types
of crimes as their arrested counterparts. Furtbega specialized statistical technique
(propensity score matching) was used to boost caabpiy between the juvenile justice contact
sample and the no-contact sample. This techniglpsaccount for the fact that youth are likely
to have different risk and protective factors tinatease or decrease their likelihood of being
“caught” (i.e., selection effects), which are alstated to the outcome variables of interest.

Although one prior study was able to statisticatigtch arrested and non-arrested youth (Kirk &
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Sampson, 2012), no other prior studies were abheaich these two groups. Moreover, multiple
entry points along the justice system pipeline waeasured in the present study—formal
processing and informal processing. This meardiiegpresent study was well positioned to
answer two important questions: whether aogtact with the justice system leads to positive o
negative outcomes, and whether different degre@s/ofvement with the juvenile justice
system has differential effects on adolescentsaben. The present study also tested new
outcome variables by looking at how arrested andaroested youth differ in their school and
teacher attachment, school misconduct, truancysahdtance use. Another strength of the
present study is its attention to a variety of ratmiis, such as school and teacher bonding, the
value that youth place on future success, adolésaexpectations for future success, and the
amount of school that youth would like to attend #me amount of school that youth expect to
attend.

Furthermore, the present study addressed the atodywith multiple different types of
analyses and found consistent results across ffieeeshit models. For example, | looked at
change scores, compared differences at baselaiéfe¢oences at the follow up, and used a
longitudinal method to look at within group changéhe main message was the same regardless
of the type of analysis: for the same degree dfreplorted illegal behavior, formal and informal
youth are much more likely to be arrested thana@axct youth. Finally, the most noteworthy
strength of the present study is that recidivisns weeasured with both youth self-reports and
official arrest records, which led to two confliagi conclusions. This is the first study, to my
knowledge, that examined this question with twdedént indicators of recidivism.

Hypotheses Not Confirmed
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It was very interesting that none of the study higpees were confirmed. However, this
should not be surprising given the limitations rropwork discussed throughout this
dissertation. Although many studies have found aéin@sted youth are more likely than non-
arrested youth to suffer from later maladjustm#rgse relations could be spurious, with both the
arrest and later outcomes explained by the sanigdoidl or contextual variables that facilitated
the arrest. This is consistent with the third able problem, such as the propensity to engage in
illegal behavior and the lack of self-control, tlaattfredson and Hirschi have been arguing
since at least the 1980s (see Gottfredson & Hiyd®87). Because the present study
specifically recruited non-arrested youth who ieththe same laws as the arrested sample, and
statistically matched arrested and non-arrestethyom a variety of variables known to be
related to both likelihood of arrest as well asadlbgcome variables, the present study permitted a
more nuanced test of whether contact with the jilwgustice system in and of itself is related to
subsequent maladjustment.

| was, however, surprised to find that informallpgessed and formally processed youth
did not differ from no-contact youth and did nohéit any within group change in their
substance use six months after the arrest. Tleispscially interesting given that many (if not
all) justice system youth have a probation ternh tbquires youth to submit to random drug
testing. Furthermore, many youth involved in th&tice system are referred to substance use
treatment. In fact, the majority of adolescentg@atment for a substance use problem are
referred by the juvenile justice system (Substaklmese and Mental Health Services
Administration Treatment Episode Data Set, 2008)the present study, not surprisingly, formal
and informal youth were much more likely than noteat youth to report attending any

substance use treatment between baseline andlithe g interview. At the follow up, 1.6% of
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no-contact youth, compared to 15.2% of formal yaritd 13.2% of informal youth, reported
receiving drug or alcohol treatment in the previéusonths. It was also surprising that the three
groups, in general, did not differ in school anacteer attachment, regardless of whether they
were referred to a continuation school, betweeelbesand the follow up.

However, formal and informal processing did havesgositive effects on school
outcomes. Recall that formal processing was reletean improvement in grades in school and
informal processing was related to decreases ariaty of school misconduct. The positive
effects of formal and informal processing on schargagement and performance could be due
to the fact that almost all youth on probation hay@obation term that requires them to attend
school and follow all school rules, which meangd firabation officers likely monitoring
attendance and behavior at school (Mayer, 200%)a fesult, juvenile offenders’ behavior at
school is monitored by their parents as well ascthat. This double monitoring and threat of
punishment might encourage arrested youth to be ermgaged in school. It would be important
to follow up with these youth in 12, 18, and 24 thato see whether the positive effects on
school outcomes are sustained after probation seggeare terminated. It is also possible that
the positive effects are due to the justice sydiekng arrested youth in need of services to
tutoring or educational services, mental healthises, substance use treatment, social skills
training, family counseling, or other behavior-entiag treatment.

One finding that was both encouraging and discangagpncerned the lack of change in
informally and formally processed individuals’ expeion for future success. On the one hand,
this finding is encouraging because | hypothesibaded on labeling theory and self-identifying
as a delinquent, that arrested youth would sigaifity decline in their expectations for future

success between baseline and the follow up. Oattler hand, this lack of change is
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discouraging because their matched no-contact equants significantly increased in their
expectations for future success during this periblis increased expectation for future success
for no-contact youth, in turn, was related to srmaprovements in grades in school, closer
relationships with their teachers, lower schoolaoigluct, and less school truancy. To the
extent that slight improvements in expectationdditure success are normative as individuals
age during adolescence, justice system involvemaythalt development in this domain. This
is consistent with some aspects of labeling theehych suggest that justice system involvement
may cause a reduction in adolescents’ real anceped perceptions of future opportunities
(Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951). Future researchlghmntinue to follow arrested and non-
arrested youth to see whether the gap in futureesiscexpectations continues to widen or
whether arrested youth eventually catch back updw non-arrested counterparts.

One particularly curious finding was with regardtie age interactions. For both
informally and formally processed youth, the anasypresented previously indicate that older
youth improve more in grades in school than yourygeth. Age was not related to changes in
school grades for no-contact youth. This couldibe to the type of adolescent who is arrested
for the first time as a 13 year old, for examplampared to the type of adolescent who is
arrested for the first time as a 17 year old. &wtlmuch prior work has indicated that individuals
who start engaging in crime at younger ages aedylito have a host of risk factors (Farrington,
2009). In fact, the age at which an adolesceftsisarrested is one of the most robust predictors
of whether that individual will desist from crime i@cidivate as an adult (Farrington, 2009). In
the presented study, of the informally processetifarmally processed youth, younger youth
came from worse neighborhoods and had parents wehe ss effective monitors than older

youth.
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Implications, Policy Recommendations, and Conclusio

Although the majority of the hypothesized indireffects were not significant in the
present study, the mediation analyses revealed sderesting results that can be used to
improve justice system interventions. Given thateases in peer delinquency were strongly
related to increases in offending frequency andrafing variety, substance use frequency and
variety, and school misconduct, justice systenruatetions should not only be sensitive to
grouping like-minded delinquents together, butmations should also try to connect juvenile
offenders to positive peer influences and helprafégs develop interpersonal skills to foster
healthy friendships with pro-social peers. In #iddito peer delinquency, the value that youth
attribute to future success was also stronglyedl&b future offending. If interventions
encourage offenders to not only aspire succesalbaoto value it, juvenile delinquents may be
more likely to desist from crime. Finally, it ismportant for the justice system to require and
ensure that youth stay enrolled in school and dtsshool on a regular basis. Being truant from
school was related to more offending, more substase, and less school attachment. Of
course, given that the present study only had twasurement occasions, it is unclear whether
the proposed mediators actually caused changégse tbutcome variables or vice versa. The
present study can only demonstrate that they clibsigeultaneously.

Conclusion. As a result of justice system interventions, juleenifenders might engage
in less offending and less school misconduct bey tiso may be transferred to alternative or
continuation schools and continue to be arrestethfoor offenses. More severe contact with
the justice system, i.e., formal processing, iatezl to worse outcomes than informal processing.
Notwithstanding the limitations in the present stutie most important take-away message is

that diversion, at least in one site for low-legfenders, might deter future offending, however,
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it will also lead to subsequent run-ins with the.laThe increased likelihood of subsequent
arrests undermines any potentially positive imgdabformal processing and leads to the
revolving door of the justice system. The firshtaxt with the justice system might have a
positive impact on juvenile offenders’ behaviorwever, it is unlikely that there will be positive
effects as youth are channeled deeper into thiegusystem and they become increasingly
“ensnared” in the criminal lifestyle (Moffitt, 1993 This issue becomes especially salient as
juvenile offenders reach the age of majority ared/ttiansition into the adult criminal system,
where arrest records are public and permanent.

Policy recommendations.The data in the present study indicate that fopnatessing
for this population does not deter future offendiriigleads to subsequent offending and
subsequent contact with the justice system andesaymuth to be transferred out of traditional
schools and into alternative or continuation scho®rior research consistently shows that
having an arrest record or being transferred tal@mnative school substantially reduces the
likelihood of subsequent educational and occupatiattainment and success. As such, the
default policy should be to divert low-level firstne offenders and keep the justice system’s

involvement to a minimum.

130



VI. References

Adams, B., & Puzzanchera, C. (200J)venile justice system: A national snapskuattsburgh,
PA: National Center for Juvenile Justice.

Austin, P. C., Grootendorst, P., & Anderson, G.(B007). A comparison of the ability of
different propensity score models to balance meassuariables between treated and
untreated subjects: A Monte Carlo stuByatistics in Medicine 26734-753.

Axelrod, B. N. (2002). Validity of the Wechsler Atgviated Scale of Intelligence and other very
short forms of estimating intellectual functionidgsessment, 9,7-23.

Baron, R. M., & Kenny, D. A. (1986). The moderatoediator variable distinction in social
psychological research: Conceptual, strategic,shatistical considerationgournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 31,73-1182.

Becker, H. (1963)Outsiders: The sociology of deviandew York, NY: Free Press.

Becket, K., Nyrop, K., Pfingst, L., & Bowen, M. (@B). Drug use, drug possession arrests, and
the question of race: Lessons from Sea8tecial Problems, 52119-441.

Bernburg, J. G., & Krohn, M. D. (2003). Labelingelchances, and adult crime: The direct and
indirect effects of official intervention in adot@Ence on crime in early adulthood.
Criminology,41, 1287-1318.

Bernburg, J. G., Krohn, M. D., & Rivera, C. J. (BDOOfficial labeling, criminal embeddedness,
and subsequent delinquency: A longitudinal tesabé&ling theoryJournal of Research
in Crime and Delinquency, 487-88.

Black, D. J., & Reiss, A. J. Jr. (1970). Police ttohof juveniles American Sociological Review,

35, 63-77.

131



Blum, R. W., & Nelson-Mmari, K. (2004). The heatthyoung people in a global context.
Journal of Adolescent HealtB5, 402—-418.

Brame, R., Fagan, J., Piquero, A., Schubert, GGt&nberg, L. (2004). Criminal careers of
serious delinquents in two citieéouth Violence and Juvenile Justice226—272.
Brame, R., Turner, M. G., Paternoster, R., & Buspyvéa D. (2012). Cumulative prevalence of

arrest from ages 8 to 23 in a national sampégliatrics, 12921-27.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of humanrettgyment CambridgéJlA: Harvard.

Brown, B., & Larson, J. (2009). Peer relationshipadolescence. In R. Lerner & L. Steinberg
(Eds.),Handbook of adolescent psychold@y ed., Vol. 2, pp. 74-103). New York, NY:
Wiley.

Brownfield, D., Sorenson, A. M., Thompson, K. MO(®). Gang membership, race, and social
class: A test of the group hazard and master skgfustheseDeviant Behavior22, 73-
89.

Bushway, S., & Reuter, P. (2002). Labor marketsaimde risk factors. In L. Sherman, D.
Farrington, B. Welsh, & D. MacKenzie (Ed<€idence-based crime preventipp.
198-240). New York, NY: Rutledge Press.

Casey, B. J., Getz, S., & Galvan, A. (2008). Thelestent brainDevelopmental Reviei8,
62-77.

Casey, B. J., Tottenham, N., Liston, C., & Durst®n(2005). Imaging the developing brain:
What have we learned about cognitive developmé&rgfids in Cognitive Science, 9,
104-110.

Cauffman, E. & Woolard, J. (1999Future Outlook Inventory Unpublished rating scale.

132



Cernkovich, S. & Giordano, P. (1992). School bogdiace and delinquenc@riminology, 30
261-291.

Chassin, L., Rogosch, F., & Barrera, M. (1991). Sabce use and symptomatology among
adolescent children of alcoholickurnal of Abnormal Psychology, 10049-463.

Chassin, L., Hussong, A., & Beltran, I. (2009). Aekrent substance use. In R. Lerner & L.
Steinberg (Eds.Handbook of adolescent psychold@yd ed., Vol. 1, pp. 723-764).
New York, NY: Wiley.

Chung, H. L., Mulvey, E. P., & Steinberg, L. (201Wnderstanding school outcome of juvenile
offenders: An exploration of neighborhood influemesd motivational resources.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 2025-1038.

Chung, H., & Steinberg, L. (2006). Neighborhood,gpéing, and peer influences on antisocial
behavior among serious juvenile offend&svelopmental Psychology, 4219-331.

Cloward, R. A., Ohlin, L. E., & Cloward, R. A. (16% Delinquency and opportunity: A theory
of delinquent gangév/ol. 90559). New York, NY: Free Press.

Cohen, A. (1955). Delinquent baya F. P. Williams & M. D. McShane (EdsGriminology
Theory(pp. 133-147). Cincinnati, OH: Anderson Publish@®g

Compton, K., Snyder, J., & Schrepferman, L. (2008 contribution of parents and siblings to
antisocial and depressive behavior in adolescéntisiuble jeopardy coercion model.
Development and Psychopathology, 163-182.

Conger, R. (1976). Social control and social leagmodels of delinquency: A synthesis.

Criminology, 1417-40.

133



D’Amico, E. J., Edelen, M. O., Miles, J. N. V, & Mal, A. R. (2008). The longitudinal
association between substance use and delinquarayghigh-risk youthDrug and
Alcohol Dependence, 985-92

Davies, P., & Lindsay, L. (2004). Interparental tiehand adolescent adjustment: Why does
gender moderate early adolescent vulnerabillnal of Family Psychology, 1860—
170.

De Li, S. (1999). Legal sanctions and youths’ statchievement: A longitudinal studjustice
Quarterly, 16 377-401.

Dehejia, R. H., & Wahba, S. (2002). Propensity saoatching methods for nonexperimental
causal studiesS'he Review of Economics and Statistics,1$4-161

Dembo, R., Wareham, J., & Schmeidler. J. (2007)gluse and delinquent behavior: A growth
model of parallel processes among high-risk youEigninal Justice and Behavior, 34,
680-696.

Dishion, T. J., Capaldi, D., Spracklen, K. M., & E. (1995). Peer ecology of male adolescent
drug useDevelopment and Psychopathology8@3-824.

Dishion, T. J., Eddy, J. M., Haas, E., Li, F., &8&gklen, K. M. (1997). Friendships and violent
behavior during adolescenc@ocial Development, 807-223.

Dishion, T. J., McCord, J., & Poulin, F. (1999). @hinterventions harnAmerican
Psychologist, 9755-764.

Dishion, T. J., Spracklen, K. M., Andrews, D. W. R&atterson, G. R. (1996). Deviancy training
in male adolescent friendshi@ehavior Therapy, 2373-390.

Dishion, T., Capaldi, D., & Yoerger, K. (1999). Mile childhood antecedents to progressions in

male adolescent substance use: An ecological asalyssk and protectiorlournal of

134



Adolescent Research, 14/5-205.

Dobkin, P., Tremblay, R., & Sacchitelle, C. (199)edicting boys’ early-onset substance abuse
from father’s alcoholism, son’s disruptiveness, arather’s parenting behaviqlournal
of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 65-92.

Dogan, S., Conger, R., Kim, K., & Masyn, K. (200Cpgnitive and parenting pathways in the
transmission of antisocial behavior from parentadolescentChild Development, 78
335-349.

Eccles, J. (2004). Schools, academic motivatiod,saage-environment fit. In R. Lerner & L.
Steinberg (Eds.Kandbook of adolescent psycholotjew York, NY: Wiley.

Eccles, J. S. & Roeser, R. W. (2011). School amdneonity influences on human development.
In M. H. Bornstein & M. E. Lamb (Eds.Revelopmental Sciences: An Advanced
Textbool«(6th ed., pp. 571-644). New York, NY: Psychology Press.

Eccles, J. S. & Widgfield, A. (2000). Schooling'#luences on motivation and achievement. In S.
Danzinger & J. Waldfogel (Eds$ecuring the future: Investing in children fromthito
college(pp.153-181)New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Eccles, J. S., Widfield, A., & Schiefele, U. (199B)otivation to succeed. In W. Damon (Series
Ed.) and N. Eisenberg (Vol. Edjandbook of child psycholod$th ed., Vol. lll, pp.
1017-1095). New York, NY: Wiley.

Empey, L. T., Stafford, M. C., & Hay, C. H. (1982merican delinquency: Its meaning and
construction Homewood, IL: Dorsey Press.

Erickson, M. L., & Empey, L. T. (1963). Court redsr undetected delinquency and decision-
making.Journal of Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 886-4609.

Ernst, M., Nelson, E., Jazbec, S., McClure, E., KldD\, Leibenluft, E., Blair, J., & Pine, D. S.

135



(2005). Amygdala and nucleus accumbens in resporseeipt and omission of gains in
adults and adolescentseuroimage, 251279-1291.

Fagan, J., & Freeman, R. B. (1999). Crime and wiorkd. Tonry (Ed.).Crime and Justicép.
225-290). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Farrington, D. (2009). Conduct disorder, aggressaoil delinquency. In R. Lerner & L.
Steinberg (Eds.Handbook of adolescent psychold@y ed., Vol. 1, pp. 683-722). New
York, NY: Wiley.

Farrington, D. P., Jolliffe, D., Hawkins, J. D.,t@ano, R. F., Hill, K. G., & Kosterman, R .
(2003). Comparing delinquency careers in courtnadsand self-report€riminology 41,
933-958.

Farrington, D., Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber,(R003). How can the relationship between
race and violence be explained? In D. Hawkins (Btidlent crimes: Assessing race and
ethnic differencefpp. 213-237). New York, NY: Cambridge Univerditgess.

Festinger, L. (1962). Cognitive dissonan8eientific American, 20B3-107

Firth, D. (1993). Bias reduction of maximum likedibd estimateBiometrika 8027-38.

Fitzmaurice, G., Laird, N., & Ware, J. (2011). Agpl Longitudinal Analysis.’? Ed. John
Wiley & Sons: New Jersey

Frick, P. J. (2004). Inventory of callous—unemadiotnaits. Unpublished rating scale, University
of New Orleans, New Orleans, LA

Frick, P. J. & Hare, R. D. (2001). The antisocialqess screening device. Toronto: Multi-Health
Systems.

Galvan, A., Hare, T., Voss, H., Glover, G., & CasByJ. (2007). Risk-taking and the adolescent

brain: Who is at riskDevelopmental Science,,1®14.

136



Gatti, U., Tremblay, R. E., & Vitaro, F. (2009)tragenic effect of juvenile justicdournal of
Child Psychology and Psychiafry0, 991-998.

Giedd, J. N. (2004). Structural Magnetic Resondnagging of the adolescent brafnnals of
the New York Academic of Sciences, 107135.

Giedd, J. N. (2008). The teen brain: Insights froearoimagingJournal of Adolescent Health,
42, 335-343.

Gold, M. (1966). Undetected delinquent behawiournal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 327-46.

Gottfredson, M., & Hirschi, T. (1987). The methodlgical adequacy of longitudinal research on
crime. Criminology, 25581-641.

Greenberger, E., Josselson, R., Knerr, C., & Krier(1974). The measurement and structure of
psychosocial maturityJournal of Youth and Adolescence127-143.

Gunnar, M., Wewerka, S., Frenn, K., Long, J., &g8s, C. (2009). Developmental changes in
hypothalamus—pituitary—adrenal activity over trangition to adolescence: Normative
changes and associations with pubddgvelopment and Psychopathology, 82-85.

Harter, S., Stocker, C., & Robinson, N. (1996). peeceived directionality of the link between
approval and self-worth: The liabilities of a longiglass self orientation among young
adolescentslournal of Research on Adolescence2&5—-308.

Hirschfield, P. J. (2004)mpact of Juvenile Justice Involvement on Educali@utcomes
Research report submitted to the U.S. Departmeduistice.

Hirschfield, P. J. (2009). Another way out: The aapof juvenile arrests on high school
dropout.Sociology of Education, 8368-393.

Hirschfield, P., Maschi, T., White, H. R., Trauh,&., & Loeber, R. (2006). Mental health and

137



juvenile arrests: Criminality, criminalization, oompassionZriminology, 44593-630.

Hjalmarsson, R. (2008). Criminal justice involverhand high school completiodournal of
Urban Economics63, 613—630.

Huizinga, D., Esbensen, F., & Weihar, A. (1991)e ghere multiple paths to delinquency?
Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 823-118.

implications of generalized outcome expectatidfesalth Psychology, £19-247.

Jussim, L., Eccles, J., & Madon, S. (1996). Squ&teption, social stereotypes, and teacher
expectations: Accuracy and the quest for the pawsdif-fulfilling prophecy Advances
in Experimental Social Psycholod38, 281-388.

Kaplan, H. B., & Fukurai, H. (1992). Negative sdé@anctions, self-rejection, and drug use.
Youth and Society, 2375-298.

Kirk, D. S., & Sampson, R. J. (2012). Juvenile strend collateral educational damage in the
transition to adulthoodsociology of Education, 886-62.

Klein, M. W. (1986). Labeling theory and delinqugmpolicy. An experimental tesCriminal
Justice and Behavior, 137-79.

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice otistural equation modeling '€3d.). New York:
Guliford Press.

Kraus, J., & Hasleton, S. L. (1982). Juvenile offers’ diversion potential as a function of police
perceptionsAmerican Journal of Community Psychology, 1'D1-182.

Kuhn, D. (2009). Adolescent thinking. In R. Ler&et. Steinberg (Eds.)dandbook of
adolescent psycholodg™ ed., Vol. 1, pp. 152-186.) New York, NY: Wiley.

Lee, V., Smith, J., & Croninger, R. (1997). HowInigchool organization influences the

equitable distribution of learning in mathematiosl &cienceSociology of Education, 70,

138



128-150.

Lemert, E. (1951)Social pathologylNew York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Lemert, E. (1967)Human Deviance, social Problems, and social conEaglewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice-Hall.

Lerner, R., & Steinberg, L. (200Blandbook of adolescent psycholofew York: Wiley.

Lipsey, M. (2006). The effects of community-baseoup treatment for delinquency: A meta-
analytic search for cross-study generalizatiomsK.lIA. Dodge, T. J. Dishion, & J. E.
Lansford (Eds.)Peviant peer influences in programs for yo(pp. 162-184). New
York, NY: Guilford Press.

Little, T. D., Card, N. A., Bovaird, J. A., PreachK. J., & Crandall, C. S. Structural equation
modeling of mediation and moderation with contekfaetors (2007). In T. D. Little, J.
A. Bovaird, & N. A. Card (Eds.Modeling contextual influences in longitudinal sexi
(pp. 207-230). Mahwah, New Jerseyirence Erlbaum Associates.

Lundman, R. J. (1976) Will diversion reduce redistn. Crime & Delinquency, 22428-437

Markus, H., & Nurius, P. (1986). Possible selvasierican Psychologist, 4954—-9609.

Massoglia, M., & Uggen, C. (2010). Settling downlaging out: Toward an interactionist theor
of desistance and the transition to adulthdaderican Journal of Sociolog®, 543-582.

Matsueda, R. L. (1992). Reflected appraisals, garéabeling, and delinquency: Specifying a
symbolic interactionist theornamerican Journal of Sociology, 9¥577-1611.

Maxfield, M. G., Weiler, B. L., & Widom, C. S. (200. Comparing self-reports and official
records of arrestdournal of Quantitative Criminology, 18/-110.

McGowan, A., Hahn, R., Liberman, A., Crosby, A.]lfave, M., Johnson, R., Moscicki, E.,

Price, L., Snyder, S., Tuma, F., Lowy, J., Briss,Qory, S., & Stone, G. (2007). Effects

139



on violence of laws and policies facilitating timartsfer of juveniles from the juvenile
justice system to the adult justice system a syatiemeview.American Journal of
Preventive Medicineg2, 7-28.

Menard, S. & Elliott, D. S. (1996). Predictionadult success using stepwise logistic regression
analysis. A report prepared for the MacArthur Faatrah by the MacArthur Chicago-
Denver Neighborhood Project.

Merton, R. K. (1938). Social structure and anorAmerican sociological reviev3(5), 672-682.

Moffitt, T. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life1ose persistent antisocial behavior: A
developmental taxonomi{.sychology Review, 10674-701.

Moffitt, T. (2006). Life-course persistent versutobescence-limited antisocial behavior. In D.
Cicchetti & D. Cohen (Eds.pevelopmental Psychopatholo@nd ed.). New York, NY:
Wiley.

Moffitt, T. E., Lynam, D., & Silva, P. A. (1994).&luropsychological tests predict persistent
male delinquencyCriminology, 32,101-124.

Monahan, K. C., Steinberg, L., Cauffman, E., & MayyE. (2009). Trajectories of antisocial
behavior and psychosocial maturity from adolesceéag®ung adulthood.
Developmental Psychology, 454—-1668.

Monahan, K. C., Steinberg, L., Cauffman, E., & MeyyyE. P. (2013). Psychosocial (im)
maturity from adolescence to early adulthood: Dptishing between adolescence-
limited and persisting antisocial behaviDevelopment and Psychopatholog$, 1093-
1105.

Morris, N. (1966). Impediments to penal refotdniversity of Chicago Law Review, 3&7-

656.

140



Mulvey, E. P., Steinberg, L., Piquero, A. R., Besavl., Fagan, J., Schubert, C., & Cauffman, E.
(2010). Trajectories of desistance and continuitgntisocial behavior following court
adjudication among serious adolescent offend2eselopment and psychopathology, 22,
453-472.

National Center for Education Statistics (2010ycBertage of high school dropouts among
persons 16 through 24 years old (status dropoel} azid number of status dropouts, by
noninstitutionalized or institutionalized statustibin or outside of the United States, and
selected characteristic. Retrieved from
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d12/tables/dt2@.asp

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevent(2009). OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. Reg&tefrom
http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/crime/JAR_Display.&p=qa05230

Patterson, G., DeGarmo, D., & Knutson, M. (2000ypétactive and antisocial behaviors:
Comorbid or two points in the same proceBs¥elopment and Psychopathology, 9P+
106.

Paus, T. (2009). Brain development. In R. Lerndr. &teinberg (Eds.Kandbook of adolescent
psychology3® ed., Vol. 1, pp. 95-115). New York, NY: Wiley.

Paus, T., Keshavan, B., & Giedd, J. (2008). Whgamany psychiatric disorders emerge
during adolescencd®ature Reviews Neuroscience947-957.

Petrosino, A., Turpin-Petrosino, C., & Guckenbi8g(2010)Formal system processing of
juveniles: Effects on delinquencyhe Campbell Collaboration.

Piquero, A., Farrington, D., & Blumstein, A. (2003he criminal career paradigm: Background

and recent developmentrime and Justice: A Review of Research , 389-506.

141



Puzzanchera, C., & Kang, W. (2011). Easy accepgs/émile court statistics: 1985-2008.
Retrieved from http://www.ojjdp.gov/ojstatbb/ezdjcs

Puzzanchera, C., & Sickmund, M. (2008)venile court statistics 200Bittsburgh, PA:
National Center for Juvenile Justice.

Ready, D. D., Lee, V., & Welner, K. G. (2004). Edtional equity and school structure: School
size, overcrowding, and schools-within-schodksachers College Review, 10889—
2014.

Robins, R. W., Hendin, H. M., & Trzesniewski, K. 001). Measuring global self-esteem:
Construct validation of a single-item measure d@lRosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 231-161.

Robins, W. S. (1950). Ecological correlations ameltbehavior of individualA\merican
Sociological Review, 1851-357.

Roeser, R., Midgley, C., & Urdan, T. (1996). Petaaps of the school psychological
environment and early adolescents’ psychologicdll@@havioral functioning in school:
The mediating role of goals and belongidgurnal of Educational Psychology, 88)8—
422.

Rosenbaum, P. R., & Rubin, D. B. (1983). The cémntia of the propensity score in
observational studies for causal effe@®mmetrika, 7041-55.

Rosenberg, M. (1979C onceiving the SelNew York, NY: Basic Books.

Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1968). PygmaliothenclassroonmThe Urban Review, 3,6-20.

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Admarish, Office of Applied Studies.
Treatment Episode Data Set (TEDS). 1998 - 2008oNalt Admissions to Substance

Abuse Treatment Services, DASIS Series: S-50, Hut8i¢ation No. (SMA) 09-4471,

142



Rockville, MD, 2010. Retrieved from http://www.osamhsa.gov.

Sampson, R. (1997). Collective regulation of aslodat misbehavior: Validation results from
eighty Chicago neighborhoodsournal of Adolescent Research, 227-244.

Sampson, R. J., & Laub, J. H. (199@Jime in the making: Pathways and turning points
through life.Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Sampson, R., & Raudenbush, S. (1999). Systenmtialobservation on public spaces: A new
look at disorder in urban neighborhoodsmerican Journal of Sociology, 108)3-651.

Sampson, R., Raudenbush, S., & Earls, F. (199@)ghtorhoods and violent crime: A
multilevel study of collective efficacyscience, 277018-924.

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). Optimismmping, and health: assessment and
implications of generalized outcome expectandig=alth psychology, 219-247.

Short, J. F., & Nye, F. I. (1958). Extent of unneted juvenile delinquency tentative
conclusionsJournal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Policei&ace, 49,296-302.

Skiba, R., & Peterson, R. (1999). The dark sideenb tolerance: Can punishment lead to safe
schoolsPhi Delta Kappan, 80372-282.

Sobel, M. E. (1982). Beliefs, attributions, andlaea#ions: Nonhierarchical models of mediation
in social cognitionJournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 283-259.

Soper, D.S. (2014). Post-hoc Statistical Power @ador for Multiple Regression [Software].
Available from http://www.danielsoper.com/statcalc

Spear, L. (2010)The behavioral neuroscience of adolescemmwv York, NY: Norton

Steinberg, L. (2001). We know some things: Adolasegarent relationships in retrospect and

prospectJournal of Research oidolescence, 111-19.

143



Steinberg, L. (2007). Risk taking in adolescer@@arrent Directions in Psychological Science,
16,55-59.

Steinberg, L. (2008). A social neuroscience perspeon adolescent risk-taking.
Developmental Revie&8, 78-106.

Steinberg, L. (2011)AdolescenceNew York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

Steinberg, L., & Cauffman, E. (1996). Maturity afigment in adolescence: Psychosocial factors
in adolescent decision makirigpw andHuman Behavior, 2049-272.

Steinberg, L., & Monahan, K. C. (2007). Age diffieces in resistance to peer influence.
Developmental Psychology, 4331-1543.

Steinberg, L., & Schwartz, R. G. (2000). Developtakpsychology goes to court. In T. Grisso
& R. G. Schwartz (Eds.)outh on trial(pp. 9-31). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago
Press.

Steinberg, L., Chung, H. L., & Little, M. (2004)eBntry of young offenders from the justice
system: A developmental perspectiYeuth Violence and Juvenile Justice22;38.

Steinberg, L., Dornbusch, S., & Darling, N. (1992npact of parenting practices on adolescent
achievement: Authoritative parenting, school ineshent, and encouragement to
succeed.Child Development, 63,266-1281.

Steinberg, L., Graham, S., O'Brien, L., WoolardCauffman, E., & Banich, M. (2009). Age
differences in future orientation and delay disdaomg Child Development, 8@28-44.

Strathman, A., Gleicher, F., Boninger, D., & Edwar@. S. (1994). The consideration of future
consequences: Weighing immediate and distant owsarhbehaviorJournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 682-752.

Sullivan, C. J., & Hamilton, Z. K. (2007). Explogrcareers in deviance: A joint trajectory

144



analysis of criminal behavior and substance usaioffender populatiorbeviant
Behavior, 28497-523.

Sweeten, G. (2006). Who will graduate? Disruptibhigh school education by arrest and court
involvement.Justice Quarterly23, 462—480.

Tanner, J., Davies, S., & O’'Grady, B., (1999). W#vatr happened to yesterday’s rebels?
Longitudinal effects of youth delinquency on edimatand employmenSocial Forces
46,250-274.

Thornberry, T., Lizotte, A., Krohn, M., Farnwortkl,, & Jang, S. (1994). Delinquent peers,
beliefs, and delinquent behavior: A longitudinattef interactional theorZCriminology,
32,47-83.

U.S. Department of Justice. (2000he Nation’s Two Crime Measuré&¥ashington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation. (20@@jime in the United States 200&ashington, DC:
U.S. Government Printing Office.

Veronneau, M. H., Vitaro, F., Brendgen, M., DishidnJ., Tremblay, R. E. (2010).
Transactional analysis of the reciprocal links kesw peer experiences and academic
achievement from middle childhood to early adolaseeDevelopmental Psychology,
46,773-790.

Ward, D., & Tittle, C. (1993). Deterrence or lalngli The effects of informal sanctiori3eviant
Behavior, 1443-64.

Wechsler, D. (1999\Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligen8an Antonio, TX:
Psychological Corporation.

Weinberger, D. A., & Schwartz, G. E. (1990). Dests and restraint as superordinate dimensions

145



of self-reported adjustment: A typological perdpex Journal of Personality, 5881-
417.

White, H. R., Shi, J., Hirschfield, P., Mun, E. ¥ Loeber, R. (2010). Effects of institutional
confinement for delinquency on levels of depressiod anxiety among male
adolescentsyouth Violence and Juvenile Justice285-313.

Williams, P. G., Holmbeck, G. N., & Greenley, R.(8002). Adolescent health psychology.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psycholqg, 828—842.

Witkow, M. R., & Fuligni, A. J. (2007). Achievemegbals and daily school experiences among
adolescents with Asian, Latino, and European Anaaritzackgroundslournal of
Educational Psychology, 9884-596.

Wolfgang, M. E., Thornberyy, T. P., & Figlio, R. NI1987).From boy to man, from delinquency
to crime Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Xavier, T. D. (2008). Study on some stochastic n®aesurvival and clinical trials. Department
of Statistics, University of Calicut.

Zimbardo, P. G. (1990). The Stratford Time Pergpedhventory. Stratford, CA: Stratford

Zimring, F., & Hawkins, G. (1973Peterrence: The legal threat in crime contrGhicago, IL:

University of Chicago Press.

146



Appendix 1.

Eligible Charges In Orange County

Code Description

HS 11350 DRUG POSSESSION
PC 148(A) RESISTING ARREST
PC 148(A)(1) RESISTING ARREST
PC 240/242 ASSAULT/BATTERY
PC 241 ASSAULT

PC 242 BATTERY

PC 243.1 BATTERY

PC 243.6 BATTERY

PC 243.6 BATTERY

PC 243(A) BATTERY

PC 243(B) BATTERY

PC 243(C) BATTERY

PC 243(C)(1) BATTERY

PC 243(C)(2) BATTERY

PC 243(E)(1) BATTERY

PC 243.2(A) BATTERY

PC 243.2(A)(1) BATTERY

PC 243.5(A)(2) BATTERY

PC 415 FIGHTING IN PUBLIC
PC 459 BURGLARY

PC 459-460 (B)
PC 488
PC 594

BURGLARY IN THE SECOND DEGREE
PETTY THEFT
VANDALISM
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Project ID#

Appendix 2
Peer Locator Sheet and Consent to Contact

You mentioned some friends during our interview tody. We’d like to contact them to see
if they might be interested in participating in a smilar, paid research study. If you think
this is something your friends might want to do, wald you provide some information so we
can contact them?

Name Age | Address Telephone/cell phon
number

Consent to Contact
| hereby give the Crossroads research staff peioniss contact the people listed above.

You can change your mind at any time if you detide you no longer want us to contact these
people. Participation will be entirely voluntarydayour friends do not have to participate. We
will not tell your friends anything about your invement with the Crossroads study, other than
you gave us their name. Also, only friends who thoee eligibility requirements will be able to
participate in the study.

Signature of Subject: Date:

Printed name of Subject: Witness:
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Appendix 3
Dissertation Measures and Individual Iltems

**Measures in this document are sorted accordingpeéoorder in which they are presented in the
dissertation. They appeared in a different ordeemthe interview was administered.**

OUTCOME VARIABLES

Recidivism — Self Report of Offending
We are now going to spend some time talking abduogs you may or may not have done. You
will see that some of the things | will ask you abbave to do with illegal activity you may have
been involved with at some point. | want to remyd that the things we talk about will be kept
confidential. If you tell me of a past crime thatuycommitted, | will not reveal this information
to anyone — even if you were not charged for thiee. There are two exceptions to this promise
of confidentiality:

1) if you tell me about a specifglan you have to commit a crime in the future, and

2) if you tell me that someone is in jail for a critt@t you committed.

Other than those two situations, this informatiah lae kept confidential

Have you | How How old | How old Thinking about
done this | many were were you | the last time you
in the past| times have you the last did this, was
Have you ever...| six you done | when time you anyone with you
months? | this in the | you first | did this? at the time?
past six did this? (1) Yes
months? (5) No
Destroyed or
damaged
property that did

not belong to
you?
(SRORow1l)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
purposely set fire
to a house,
building, car, or
vacant lot?
(SRORow2)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
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entered or
broken into a
building to steal
something?
(SRORow3)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
stolen something
from a store
(shoplifted)?
(SRORow4)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
bought, received
or sold
something that
you knew was
stolen?
(SRORow5)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
used checks or
credit cards
illegally?
(SRORow6)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
stolen a car or
motorcycle to
keep or sell?
(SRORow7)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
sold marijuana?
(SRORow8)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
sold other illegal

drugs ( cocaine,
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crack, heroine)?

(SRORowW9)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever Did you

carjacked have a

someone? gun the

(SRORow10) last time

(1) Yes you did

(5) No this?
(1) Yes
(5) No

Have you ever

driven while you

were drunk or

high?

(SRORow11)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever

been paid by

someone for

having sexual

relationship with

them?

(SRORow12)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever Did you

forced someone have a

to have sex with gun the

you? last time

(SRORow13) you did

(1) Yes this?

(5) No (1) Yes
(5) No

Have you ever Did you

killed someone? have a

(SRORow14) gun the

(1) Yes last time

(5) No you did
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this?
(1) Yes
(5) No

Have you ever
shot someone
(where bullet hit
the victim)?
(SRORow15)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
shot AT
someone (where
you pulled the
trigger)?
(SRORowW16)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
taken something
from another
person by force,
using a weapon?
(SRORow17)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Did you
have a
gun the
last time
you did
this?

(1) Yes
(5) No

Have you ever
taken something
from another
person by force,
without a
weapon?
(SRORow18)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
beaten up or
physically
attacked
someone so
badly that they
probably needed
a doctor?
(SRORow19)

(1) Yes

(5) No
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Have you ever
been in a fight?

(SRORow20)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever Did you
beaten up, have a
threatened, or gun the
physically last time
attacked you did
someone as part this?

of a gang? (1) Yes
(SRORow21) (5) No
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
carried a gun?
(SRORowW22)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
broken into a car
to steal from it?
(SRORowW23)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Have you ever
gone joyriding?
(SRORow24)
(1) Yes

(5) No

Substance Use

| would like to spend some time now talking abootiryuse of alcohol and drugs over the past
six months and over your lifetime. Remember thithéd information is confidential. (CARD20)

What is the most tha
you have EVER
used:

t

If used: In the past si
months:

X

alcohol (such as bee
wine, wine coolers,
hard liquor, vodka,

r(1) None/not used in
lifetime
(2) 1-2 times

gin, or

(3) Less than 1X/month

How often have you
had alcohol to
drink?subusel

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than




whiskey?)subuseO

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How often did you
have five or more
drinks at one time?
Subuse3

1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Marijuana or hashis
to get high? SubEvl

n(1) None/not used in
lifetime
(2) 1-2 times
(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times did
you use marijuana or
hashish?
SubRecl

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Sedatives or
tranquilizers to get
high (this includes
sleeping pills,
barbiturates, secona
valium, librium,

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
,(4) Once per month

(5) 2-3 times per month

How many times
have you used
sedatives or
tranquilizers to get
high? (this includes
sleeping pills,

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
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xanax, quaaludes,
etc.)? SubEv2

(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

barbiturates, seconal
valium, Librium,
Xanax, ativan,
Quaaludes, ect)
SubRec?2

(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Stimulants or
amphetamines to ge
high (like diet pills,
benzadrine,
methamphetamine)?
SubEv3

(1) None/not used in
lifetime
(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month

(4) Once per month

(5) 2-3 times per month

(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used
stimulants or
amphetamines? (like
diet pills, benzadrine,
methamphetamine)
SubRec3

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Cocaine (including
powder, crack, free
base, coca leaves, o
paste)?

SubEv4

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

I (2) 1-2 times
(4) Once per month

(6) Once per week

(9) Every day

(3) Less than 1X/month
(5) 2-3 times per month

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week

How many times
have you used
cocaine (including
power, crack, free
base, coca leaves or
paste)?

SubRec4

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Opiates (such as
heroin, codeine,
demoral, morphine,
percodan,
methodone, darvon,
Opium, dilaudid, or
talwin)?

SubEv 5

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(4) Once per month

(6) Once per week

(9) Every day

(3) Less than 1X/month
(5) 2-3 times per month

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week

How many times
have you used opiate
(such as heroin,
oxycontin, codeine,
demoral, morphine,
percodan, methodong
darvon, opium,
dilaudid or talwin)?
SubRec5

(1) None/not used in
difetime
(2) 1-2 times
(3) Less than
1X/month
2(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per
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week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Ecstasy to get high?
SubEv6

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month

(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used ecstas
to get high?
SubRec6

(1) None/not used in
syifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Hallucinogens (these
include acid, LSD,
mescaline, peyote,
DMT, psilocybin,
mushrooms, PCP,
angel dust, etc.)?
SubEv7

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used
hallucinogens to get
high? (these include
acid, LSD, mescaline
peyote, DMT,
psilocybin,
mushrooms, PCP,
angel dust ect.)
SubRec7

(1) None/not used in
lifetime
(2) 1-2 times
(3) Less than
, 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month
(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week
(8) 4-5 times per
week
(9) Every day

Used inhalants (like
glue, cleaning fluids,
gasoline, toluene, or
paint)?

SubEv8

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used
inhalants to get high?
(like glue, cleaning
fluids, gasoline,
toluene or paint).
SubRec8

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day
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Amyl nitrate,
odorizers or rush?
SubEvV9

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month

(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used amyl
nitrate, odorizers, or
rush to get high?
SubRec9

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Medications that the
doctor prescribed to
you to get high?
SubEv10

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used
medications that the
doctor prescribed to
you to get high?
SubRecl0

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Someone else’s
prescription
medications to get
high?

SubEv1ll

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than 1X/month
(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

How many times
have you used
someone else’s
prescription
medications to get
high?

SubRecll

(1) None/not used in
lifetime

(2) 1-2 times

(3) Less than
1X/month

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Any other drugs to
get high?

(1) None/not used in

lifetime

How many times
have you used any

(1) None/not used in
lifetime
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SubEv12 (2) 1-2 times OTHER drugs to get | (2) 1-2 times
(3) Less than 1X/month high? (3) Less than
Specify: (4) Once per month SubRecl12 1X/month

(5) 2-3 times per month
(6) Once per week

(7) 2-3 times per week
(8) 4-5 times per week
(9) Every day

(4) Once per month
(5) 2-3 times per
month

(6) Once per week
(7) 2-3 times per
week

(8) 4-5 times per
week

(9) Every day

Specify which ones:

Teacher Attachment

(If subject is currently enrolled in school)
Please tell me the number that indicates how mochagree or disagree with the following
statements about school and teachers. (CARDG)

Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agree| Agree Strongly NA
Disagree nor Disagree Agree
Most of my teachers (1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (7
treat me fairly
(sOsch8)
| care what my (2) (2) 3) 4) (5) (7
teachers think of me.
(sOsch9)
| like my teachers. (1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (7
(sOsch13)

School Attachment

These questions refer to the school most oftenddtéin the past six months (if tied, most
recently), according to the School Calendar. [EX@ING CORRESPONDENCE/INTERNET
SCHOOLS]

| am going to ask you some questions about what(was) like at XXX School. Please say how
much you agree or disagree with each statementR([Z2)

Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agree Agree Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree
| am happy when | am (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
there. (s#scheval6)
| enjoy being there. (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
(s#tschevall6)
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| feel like | am a part of that (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
school. (s#scheval36)
| like school 1) 2) (3) (4) (5)

School Achievement

I'd like to ask you some questions about school.
Are you currently enrolled in school now? (By efed| | mean signed up to go to school)

(sOEnrld)

Interviewer: If Subject is home-schooled, code YE&hool” here means any kind of formal
education, not just high school. If subject is takion-line” classes, consider the subject

enrolled.
() Yes
(5) No
If No:

Have you dropped out of school? (sODropOut)

() Yes
(5) No

At any time in the past six months, did you attendool or take classes toward a certificate
or degree?
Interviewer: “School” here means any kind of fornealucation or on-line classes, not just
high school. Do NOT count test preparation clageeg. SAT prep courses) or therapeutic
interventions (e.g. anger management, traffic sGhoo
(1) Yes
(5) No

If No: Skip School Calendar

If Yes (to currently enrolled):
What is the name of the school you are currenttpléad in? (SONowSchName)

Interviewer: Enter a short label to be used on Suohool Calendar to identify this school.
Use ‘HOME' if currently home-schooled.

Have you been enrolled at this school throughoeipist six months? (s0SameSch)

(1) Yes

(5) No

Academic Achievement

What are/were your grades like in school? (s#DenfR8RD?7)
Interviewer: If subject is currently dropped ougfer to the last grades received in school.

(1) Mostly A's
(2) About half A's and half B's
(3) Mostly B’s
(4) About half B’s and half C’s
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(5) Mostly C’s

(6) About half C’'s and half D’s

(7) Mostly D’s

(8) Mostly below D’s
(97) NA/ No grades given

School Calendar

For each school fill out the chart below:

School Name

What type of school is...? (What
type of degree were you working
toward?) (sOPIType)

Interviewer: For
internet/correspondence schools,
rate based on degree program tha
subject is/was pursuing when
enrolled

What type of school is...?
(How did/do you complete the
course-work?) (sOPIMedium)
Interviewer: Use 1 for typical
high schools (daytime
tattendance) and colleges wher,
subject lives at home or off
campus. Use 2 for non-detentiq
boarding schools or colleges
where subject lives on campus

[¢2)

n

1) (1) Elementary School (1) Traditional (day school, nor
(2) Middle School (Jr. High) residential)
(3) High School (2) Traditional
(4) GED Class (residential/boarding)
(5) Vocational Training (3) Night School
(6) Associate’s Degree Program | (4) Correspondence/Internet
(7) 2-year college (5) Home schooling
(8) 4-year college (6) Detention-based
(9) Masters Program (7) Other (Specify)
(10) Doctoral (M.D./Ph.D.)
Program
(11) Law Degree Program
(96) Other (specify)
2) (1) Elementary School (1) Traditional (day school, nor

(2) Middle School (Jr. High)

(3) High School

(4) GED Class

(5) Vocational Training

(6) Associate’s Degree Program
(7) 2-year college

(8) 4-year college

(9) Masters Program

(10) Doctoral (M.D./Ph.D.)
Program

residential)

(2) Traditional
(residential/boarding)

(3) Night School

(4) Correspondence/Internet
(5) Home schooling

(6) Detention-based

(7) Other (Specify)

(11) Law Degree Program
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(96) Other (specify)

3) (1) Elementary School (1) Traditional (day school, nor
(2) Middle School (Jr. High) residential)
(3) High School (2) Traditional
(4) GED Class (residential/boarding)
(5) Vocational Training (3) Night School
(6) Associate’s Degree Program | (4) Correspondence/Internet
(7) 2-year college (5) Home schooling
(8) 4-year college (6) Detention-based
(9) Masters Program (7) Other (Specify)
(10) Doctoral (M.D./Ph.D.)
Program
(11) Law Degree Program
(96) Other (specify)
4) (1) Elementary School (1) Traditional (day school, nor
(2) Middle School (Jr. High) residential)
(3) High School (2) Traditional
(4) GED Class (residential/boarding)
(5) Vocational Training (3) Night School
(6) Associate’s Degree Program | (4) Correspondence/Internet
(7) 2-year college (5) Home schooling
(8) 4-year college (6) Detention-based
(9) Masters Program (7) Other (Specify)
(10) Doctoral (M.D./Ph.D.)
Program
(11) Law Degree Program
(96) Other (specify)
5) (1) Elementary School (1) Traditional (day school, nor

(2) Middle School (Jr. High)
(3) High School

(4) GED Class

(5) Vocational Training

(6) Associate’s Degree Program
(7) 2-year college

(8) 4-year college

(9) Masters Program

(10) Doctoral (M.D./Ph.D.)
Program

(11) Law Degree Program
(96) Other

(specify)

residential)

(2) Traditional
(residential/boarding)

(3) Night School

(4) Correspondence/Internet
(5) Home schooling

(6) Detention-based

(7) Other (Specify)
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School Misconduct (Truancy)

How often have you skipped school without permissiothe past six months? (s0SchMC2)

(1) Not at all

(2) Once or twice

(3) Several times

(4) Often/Many times

How many times have the following things happereegdu over the
past six months? (CARDS)

Interviewer: If the subject was only in school part of the time, the
responses should refer to when the subject washiodd.

| was late for school. (sOtruantl)

| cut or skipped classes. (sOtruant2)

| was absent from school. (sOtruant3)

| got in trouble at school for missing too many slafgOtruant4)

| had to go to truancy court. (sOtruantb)

School Misconduct

Have you ever been suspended from school? (SODem30)
(1) Yes
(5) No
If Yes:
How many times (were you suspended)? (SODem31)
How old were you the first time (you were suspejRi€80Dem32)
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(0) Never

(1) 1-2 times

(3) 3-6 times

(7) 7-9 times

(10) 10 or more times
(O) Never

(1) 1-2 times

(3) 3-6 times

(7) 7-9 times

(10) 10 or more times
(0) Never

(1) 1-2 times

(3) 3-6 times

(7) 7-9 times

(10) 10 or more times

(0) Never

(1) 1-2 times

(3) 3-6 times

(7) 7-9 times

(10) 10 or more times
(0) Never

(1) 1-2 times

(3) 3-6 times

(7) 7-9 times

(10) 10 or more times



Have you ever been expelled from school? (SODem33)

(1) Yes
(5) No
If Yes:

How many times (were you expelled)? (SODem34)
How old were you the first time (you were expelg@®0Dem34b)

School Misconduct

How often have you EVER done each of these thing&member that your answer will be kept

ABSOLUTELY CONFIDENTIAL.) (CARD10)

Have you ever....

How often have
you...in the last 6
months?

Did you
ever...before you
were 11 years old?

Copied homework or a class assignment off (1) Not at all () Yes
somebody else. (S0SchMca3) (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(1) Yes (3) Several Times
(5) No (4) Often/Many times
Cheated on a test. (S0SchMca4) (1) Not at all (1) Yes
(1) Yes (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(5) No (3) Several Times

(4) Often/Many times
Gotten in trouble for disturbing the class. (1) Not at all (1) Yes
(S0SchMcab) (2) Once or Twice (5) No
() Yes (3) Several Times
(5) No (4) Often/Many times
Purposely damaged school property. (S0OSchMca)(1) Not at all (1) Yes
(1) Yes (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(5) No (3) Several Times

(4) Often/Many times
Been kicked out of class. (SOSchMca7) (1) Not at all (1) Yes
(1) Yes (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(5) No (3) Several Times

(4) Often/Many times
Been sent to the principal’s office. (S0SchMca8) | (1) Not at all (1) Yes
() Yes (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(5) No (3) Several Times

(4) Often/Many times
Received detention. (S0SchMca9) (1) Not at all (1) Yes
() Yes (2) Once or Twice (5) No
(5) No (3) Several Times

(4) Often/Many times

In the past 6 months, have you been suspendedsithool? (s#susp6m)

(1) Yes
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(5) No
If Yes:

How many times? ___ (s#susp6mct)

In the past 6 months, have you been expelled fidmod? (s#expbm)

() Yes
(5) No
If Yes:

How many times? ___ (s#expémct)

MEDIATING VARIABLES

Neighborhood Climate

In this next part, we are interested in your feggdimbout work, school and the future. Please tell
me the number that indicates how much you agreksagree with the following statements.

(CARD16)
Strongly | Disagree| Neither | Agree| Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree
In my neighborhood, it's pretty easy for a (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
young person to get a good-paying, honest
job. (s#sch40)
Most of my friends have graduated or will (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
graduate from high school. (s#sch41)
In my neighborhood, it's hard to make (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
much money without doing something
illegal. (s#sch42)
College is too expensive for most of the (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
people in my neighborhood. (s#sch43)
I'll never have as much opportunity to (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
succeed as people from other
neighborhoods. (s#sch44)
My chances of getting ahead and being (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)

successful are not very good. (s#sch45)

School Aspirations

How far would you LIKE to go in school? (s#Sch46)

(1) Drop out before graduation
(2) Graduate from high school

(3) Go to a business, technical school or junidiege

(4) Graduate from college

(5) Go to graduate or professional school
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School Expectations

How far do you THINK you will go in school? (s#SEh
(1) Drop out before graduation
(2) Graduate from high school
(3) Go to a business, technical school or junidiege
(4) Graduate from college
(5) Go to graduate or professional school

Perceptions of Opportunities

Value of Future Work and School Success

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about yoaglrange goals and your chances of
achieving these goals. (CARD21)

How importantisitt Notatall | Nottoo | Somewhat Pretty Very NA-

to you... important | important | important | important | important| Already
achieved

To have a good job

or career? Q) (2) (3) (4) (5) (97)

(sOOpp01a)

To graduate from

college? (2) (2) 3) 4) (5) (97)

(s0OOpp02a)

To earn a good

living? (1) (2) (3) (4) () (97)

(sOOpp03a)

Expectations for Future Work and School Success

What do you think your : Very NA-

chances are... (CARD22) Poor Fair Good Good Excellent alr(?ady
achieved

To have a good job or

career? (1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (97)

(sOOpp01b)

To graduate from college?

(s0Opp02b) (1) @ | 3 (4) (5) (97)

To earn a good living?

(sOOppO3b) 1) @ | B (4) 5) (97)
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem

The next set of questions deals with your geneelirigs about yourself. Please indicate how

much you agree or disagree with each statementR{I2X)

Strongly | Disagree Agree Strongly]
Disagree Agree

| feel that I'm a person of worth, at least 0) (2) (2) 3)
on an equal plane with others. (SOSE1)

| feel that | have a number of good 0) (2) (2) 3)
qualities. (SOSE?2)

All'in all, I am inclined to feel that | am a (0) (2) (2) 3)
failure. (SOSE?3)

| am able to do things as well as most other (0) (2) (2) 3)
people. (SOSE4)

| feel 1 do not have much to be proud of. (0) (2) (2) 3)

(SOSE5)

| take a positive attitude toward myself. (0) (2) (2) 3)
(sOSE®6)

On the whole, | am satisfied with myself. (0) (2) (2) 3)
(sOSE7)

| wish | could have more respect for (0) (2) (2) 3)
myself. (SOSES8)

| certainly feel useless at times. (SOSE9) (0) (1) (2) (3)

At times, | think | am no good at all. (0) (2) (2) 3)
(sOSE10)

Association with Deviant Peers

| am going to ask some questions about your frie(@ARD14)

During the past six months, | None of | Very few of | Some of | Most of | All of

how many of your friends them them them them them

have...

Purposely damaged or (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

destroyed property that did

not belong to them? (sOPDel[l)

Hit or threatened to hit (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)

someone? (sOPDel2)

Sold drugs? (sOPDel3) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Gotten drunk once in a while? (1) (2) 3) 4) 5)

(sOPDel4)

Gotten high on drugs (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)

(sOPDel5)

Carried a knife? (sOPDel6) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Carried a gun? (sOPDel7) Q) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Owned a gun? (sOPDel8) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Gotten into a physical fight? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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(sOPDel9)

Been hurt in a fight? (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
(sOPDel10)

Stolen something worth more (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
than $100? (sOPDel11)

Taken a motor vehicle or (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
stolen a car? (sOPDel12)

Gone in or tried to go into a (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
building to steal something?

(sOPDel13)

Suggested that you should go (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
out drinking with them?

(sOPDel14)

Suggested or claimed that you (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)

have to get drunk to have a
good time? (sOPDell5)

Suggested or claimed that you (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
have to be high on drugs to
have a good time? (sOPDel16)
Suggested that you should sell (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
drugs? (sOPDel17)

Suggested that you should (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
steal something? (sOPDel18

Suggested that you should hjit (1) 2 3 4) (5)
or beat someone up?

(sOPDel19)

Suggested that you should (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)

carry a weapon? (sOPDel20)

How many close friends do you have? (Relativesdfe Include your girlfriend/ boyfriend if
you have one, if you consider him/her to be a cfased.) (SONFrnd)

Interviewer: We want at least one name heresulfject says he/she has no ‘close’ friends, then
ask about anyone they consider a ‘friend’. Boyfiigigirlfriends should be included if they are
‘close’ friends.

FrNames [1]
FrNames [2]
FrNames [3]
FrNames [4]
FrNames [5]

Tell me some more about your close friends. (CARD10

Friend 1 Friend 2: Friend 3: Friend 4: Friend 5:

How old is
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friend?

(sOAgeFr#)
Male or (1) Male (1) Male (1) Male (1) Male (1) Male
female? (2) Female (2) Female (2) Female (2) Female (2) Female
(sOGenfr#)

(1) Daily (1) Daily (1) Daily (1) Daily (1) Daily

How often do

(2) 3-6 times a

(2) 3-6 times a

(2) 3-6 times a

(2) 3-6 times a

(2) 3-6 times a

you have week week week week week
contact with | (3) 2 times per | (3) 2 times per| (3) 2 times per | (3) 2 times per | (3) 2 times per
him/her? week week week week week
(sOContFr#) | (4) 1time per | (4)1time per | (4) 1time per | (4) 1time per | (4) 1 time per
[Card 3] week week week week week
(5) Less (5) Less (5) Less (5) Less (5) Less weekly,
weekly, more | weekly, more | weekly, more | weekly, more | more than
than monthly | than monthly | than monthly | than monthly | monthly
(6) 1 time per | (6) 1time per | (6) 1time per | (6) 1time per | (6) 1time per
month month month month month
(7) Less than | (7) Less than | (7) Less than | (7) Lessthan | (7) Less than
monthly monthly monthly monthly monthly
Ever been (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes
arrested? (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No
(SOArrFr#)
Ever beenin | (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes
jail or in (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No
detention?
(sOJaiFr#)
Ever beeninal (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes () Yes
mental (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No
hospital?
(sOHosFr#)
Ever used (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes
drugs? (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No
(sODruFr#)
Is he/she one | (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes (1) Yes
of the same Identify: Identify: Identify: Identify: Identify:
people you
mentioned as a (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No (5) No

co-offender for
(charge in
month/year)?
(sOCoofFr#)
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Parental Involvement

You mentioned earlier that [PCareName] is the mpairson who is responsible for raising you.
Interviewer: Time Frame=right now. Responsible persneans a legal guardian/parent who is
responsible for raising the subject. It cannot bleogfriend, girlfriend, or peer.

NOTE: The youth’s residence in a facility (if ajgalble) does not preclude answering this series
of questions.

NOTE: These answers should reflect the level ofitoramg that characterizes the majority of

the time in the recall period. If it is split evgnthis should reflect the time during which there
were no intervening circumstances influencing thel of monitoring. For example, some
parents have distinguished the level of monitobeépre the youth was on probation vs. while
he/she was on probation.

(Card 11)
How much does [PcareName] try to know who you spand with? (s#Pmonitl)
(1) Doesn't try at all
(2) Tries a little bit
(3) Tries a lot
(4) Tries extremely hard

How much does [PcareName] really know who you sgend with? (s#Pmonitb1)
(1) Doesn't know at all
(2) Knows a little bit
(3) Knows a lot
(4) Knows everything

How much does [PcareName] try to know how you spend free time? (s#Pmonit2)
(1) Doesn't try at all
(2) Tries a little bit
(3) Tries a lot
(4) Tries extremely hard

How much does [PcareName] really know how you spenuat free time? (s#Pmonitb2)
(1) Doesn't know at all
(2) Knows a little bit
(3) Knows a lot
(4) Knows everything

How much does [PcareName] try to know how you spenda money? (s#Pmonit3)
(1) Doesn't try at all
(2) Tries a little bit
(3) Tries a lot
(4) Tries extremely hard

How much does [PcareName] really know how you spenat money? (s#Pmonitb3)
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(1) Doesn't know at all
(2) Knows a little bit
(3) Knows a lot

(4) Knows everything

How much does [PcareName] try to know about wherego right after school or work is over
for the day? (s#Pmonit4)

(1) Doesn't try at all

(2) Tries a little bit

(3) Tries a lot

(4) Tries extremely hard

How much does [PcareName] really know about wherego right after school or work is over
for the day? (s#Pmonitb4)

(1) Doesn't know at all

(2) Knows a little bit

(3) Knows a lot

(4) Knows everything

How much does [PcareName] try to know about wherego at night? (s#Pmonit5)
(1) Doesn't try at all
(2) Tries a little bit
(3) Tries a lot
(4) Tries extremely hard

How much does [PcareName] really know about wherego at night? (s#Pmonitb5)
(1) Doesn't know at all
(2) Knows a little bit
(3) Knows a lot
(4) Knows everything

Do you live with [PcareName]? (sOPmLive)
(1) Yes
(5) No

How often do you have a set time to be home onddabrovork nights? (s#Pmonit7) (CARD12)
(1) Never
(2) Sometimes
(3) Usually
(4) Always
(97) NA (don’t live with caretaker)

How often do you have a set time to be home on am@ekights? (s#Pmonit8)
(1) Never
(2) Sometimes
(3) Usually
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(4) Always
(97) NA (don't live with caretaker)

How often does [PcareName] know what time you ballhome when you've gone out.
(s#Pmonit9)

(1) Never

(2) Sometimes

(3) Usually

(4) Always

(97) NA (don't live with caretaker)

If [PcareName] is not at home, how often do yowdea note, call, or communicate with
[PcareName] in some way about where you are gds#f?monit10)

(1) Never

(2) Sometimes

(3) Usually

(4) Always

(97) NA (don't live with caretaker)

e School and teacher attachment (described previously

e School truancy (described previously

MATCHING VARIABLES

Demographics

What is your date of birth?

In what country were you born? (sODem19)
(1) United States
(96) Other (specify-sODem20)

Do you consider yourself to be Latino or Hispan®®Dem21)

(1) Yes

(5) No

[IF YES] To which Latino or Hispanic group wouldyasay you belong? (sODem22)
(1) Mexican American (include ‘Mexican’ and ‘Chiaarhere)
(2) Cuban American
(3) Puerto Rican American
(96) Other (specify-sODem23)
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Do you consider yourself to be White, African Ancan/Black, Asian, Native American, or
some other race? (sODem24)
(1) White
(2) African American/Black
(3) Asian
(4) Native American
(96) Other (specify-sODem25)

To which ethnic group would you say you belong? (sODem25)

Educational background of parents (SES)

How far did your mother/female guardian go in sdadeOrel169)
(1) Some grade school

(2) Finished grade school

(3) Some high school

(4) High school diploma

(5) Business or trade school

(6) Some college or graduate of 2-year college

(7) College graduate (4-year college)

(8) Some graduate or professional school beyordgml
(9) Professional or graduate degree

(97) NA - Single parent household

How far did your father/male guardian go in schas(®el170)
(1) Some grade school

(2) Finished grade school

(3) Some high school

(4) High school diploma

(5) Business or trade school

(6) Some college or graduate of 2-year college

(7) College graduate (4-year college)

(8) Some graduate or professional school beyordgml
(9) Professional or graduate degree

(97) NA - Single parent household

Family Criminality

What is the Was this Was this person | Did this person live
relationship to you | person arrestedjailed at your home address
of the family (sOfamcrim3)?| (sOfamcrim4)? when they were
member who was involved in criminal
involved in criminal activity

activity (sOfamcrim5)?
(sOfamcrim2)?
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Family
Member 1

Family
Member 2

Family
Member 3

Family
Member 4

Family
Member 5

Has anyone in your family ever committed a crimle®qn’t ask for their names) (sOfamcrim1).
Interviewer: Include grandparents, parents, brotheand sisters (even if they don't live at
home), or any other relatives living at home, bithotherwise.

(1) Yes
(5) No
If Yes:

Relationship Codes:
11. Biological Father 34. Niece
12. Biological Mother 35. Live-in boyfriend/girlend
13. Biological Sister 36. Female Friend
14. Biological Brother 37. Male Friend
15. Biological Grandmother 38. Boyfriend (not live-
16. Biological Grandfather 39. Girlfriend (not Inne)
17. Stepfather 40. Male Roommate
18. Stepmother 41. Female Roommate
19. Stepsister 42. Professional Relationship
20. Stepbrother 43. Foster mother
21. Adoptive Father 44. Foster father
22. Adoptive Mother 45. Foster brother
23. Adoptive Sister 46. Foster sister
24. Adoptive Brother 47. Mother of my child (if moher category applies)
25. Wife 48. Father of my child (if no other categapplies)
26. Husband 49. Stepson (non-biol. child in sutgezare)
27.Son 50. Stepdaughter (non-biol. child in sufgezare)
28. Daughter 51. Fiancé(e)
29. Aunt 52. Foster daughter
30. Uncle 53. Foster son
31. Female Cousin 95. Other relative
32. Male Cousin 96. Other (not biologically retite
33. Nephew 97. NA

Academic Achievement

What are/were your grades like in school? (s#DenfR8RD?7)
Interviewer: If subject is currently dropped ougfer to the last grades received in school.
(3) Mostly A's
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(4) About half A's and half B's
(3) Mostly B’s

(4) About half B’s and half C’s
(5) Mostly C’s

(6) About half C’s and half D’s
(7) Mostly D’s

(8) Mostly below D’s

(97) NA/ No grades given

Maturity of Judgment

Weinberger Adjustment Inventory

Please respond to each statement by thinking dwywtyou usually have felt or acted in the past
six months by selecting one of the choices. (CARD19

False | Somewhat Not | Somewhat True
False Sure True
Doing things to help people is more (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
important to me than almost
anything else. (s#wail)

I'm the kind of person who will try (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
anything once, even if it's not that
safe. (s#wai2)

People who get me angry better (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
watch out. (s#wai3)

| should try harder to control myself (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
when I'm having fun. (s#wai4)

| often go out of my way to do (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
things for other people. (s#waib)

| can do things as well as other (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
people can. (s#wai6)

| do things without giving them (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
enough thought. (s#wai7)

| enjoy doing things for other (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

people, even when | don't receive
anything in return. (s#wai8)

If someone tries to hurt me, | makg
sure | get even with them.
(s#wai9)

| like to do new and different thing
that many people would consider
weird or not really safe.

1%

1) (@) 3) (4) (5)

(1) (@) ) (4) (5)

Uy
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(s#wail0)
| become 'wild and crazy' and do (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
things other people might not like.
(s#waill)

If someone does something | reall
don't like, I yell at them about it.
(s#wail?)

Before | do something, I think about (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
how it will affect people around me.
(s#wail3)

When I'm doing something fun (lik
partying or acting silly), | tend to
get carried away and go too far.
(s#twaild)

| say the first thing that comes intg (1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
my mind without thinking enough
about it. (s#wailb)

(1) (@) 3) (4) (5)

<

D

1) (2) 3) (4) (5)

| pick on people | don't like. (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
(s#wailb)

| try very hard not to hurt other (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
people's feelings. (s#wail7)

| lose my temper and 'let people (1) (2) 3) (4) (5)

have it' when I'm angry. (s#wail8)

| make sure that doing what | want (1) (2) (3) 4) 5)
will not cause problems for others

(s#wail9)

| stop and think things through (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
before | act. (s#wai20)

| say something mean to someone (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
who has upset me. (s#wai21l)

| think about other people's feelings (1) (2) 3) 4) (5)

before |1 do something they might
not like. (s#wai22)

When someone tries to start a figh
with me, | fight back. (s#wai23)

—

1) (@) 3) (4) ()

Future Outlook Inventory

Even though you may act differently depending andituation, the purpose of these questions is
to understand what you are usudike. Please listen carefully and select the chdhat is most
true of you. (CARD24)

Never True| Rarely Tru¢ Often Trye Always True

| will keep working at difficult, (1) (2) (3) 4)
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boring tasks if | know they will help
me get ahead later. (sOF0i001)

| live each day as if it's my last. Q) (2) 3) (4)
(sOF0i002)

| think about how things might be in Q) (2) 3) (4)
the future. (sOF0i003)

| tend to get caught up in the Q) (2) (3) 4)
excitement of the moment.

(sOF0i004)

| make lists of things to do. Q) (2) 3) (4)
(sOF0i005)

Before making a decision, | weigh (2) (2) 3) 4)
the good vs. the bad. (sOF0i006)

The future is very vague and Q) (2) 3) (4)
uncertain to me. (sOF0i007)

| will give up my happiness now so Q) (2) 3) (4)

that | can get what | want in the
future. (sOF0i008)

| make decisions on the spur of the (1) (2) (3) 4)
moment. (SOF0i009)
| would rather save my money for a Q) (2) (3) 4)

rainy day than spend it now on
something fun. (sOFo0i010)

| can’t really plan for the future (1) (2) (3) 4)
because things change so much.
(sOF0i011)

| always seem to be doing things at Q) (2) 3) 4)
the last minute. (sOF0i012)

| don’t plan, | take each day as it is| Q) (2) 3) 4)
(sOF0i013)

| can see my life 10 years from now. Q) (2) 3) 4)
(sOF0i014)

| usually think about the (1) (2) 3) 4)
consequences before | do something.
(sOFo0i015)

The Psychosocial Maturity Inventory

Please listen carefully and indicate the numbet #@ws how much you agree with each
statement. (CARD23)

Strongly | Slightly | Slightly | Strongly
Disagree| Disagree| Agree | Agree

Hard work is never fun. (sOpsm01) (1) (2) (3) (4)

| don't like to tell my ideas about God when | know
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others disagree with me. (sOpsm02) (1 (2) (3) 4)
I'm the sort of person who can't do anything really
well. (sOpsm03) (1) (2) 3) (4)
If something more interesting comes along, | wil|
usually stop any work I'm doing. (sOpsm04) (1) (2) (3) (4)
It's not very practical to decide what kind of job
you want because that depends so much on other (1) (2) (3) (4)
people. (sOpsmO05)
| can't really say what my interests are. (sOpsmQ6)

1) 2) 3) (4)
If you haven't been chosen as the leader, you
shouldn't suggest how things should be done. (1) (2) (3) (4)
(sOpsm07)
| can't think of any kind of job that | would likee
lot. (sOpsmO08) (1) (2) (3) 4)
| find it hard to stick to anything that takes ado
time to do. (sOpsm09) (1) (2) (3) (4)
In a group | prefer to let other people make the
decisions. (sOpsm10) (1) (2) (3) 4)
My life is pretty empty. (sOpsm11)

1) (2) 3) (4)
| hate to admit it, but | give up on my work when
things go wrong. (sOpsm12) (1) (2) (3) 4)
You can't be expected to make a success of
yourself if you had a bad childhood. (sOpsm13) (1) (2) (3) 4)
| can't seem to keep people as friends for verg.lon
(sOpsm14) 1) (2) 3) (4)
| often don't get my most important work done
because I've spent too much time on other work. (1) (2) (3) 4)
(sOpsm15)
Luck decides most things that happen to me.
(sOpsm16) 1) (2) 3) (4)
| act like something I'm not a lot of the time.
(sOpsm17) 1) 2) 3) (4)
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| seldom get behind on my work. (sOpsm18)

(1) 2) 3) (4)

The main reason that I'm not more successful ig

that | have bad luck. (sOpsm19) (1) (2) (3) 4)
| never know what | am going to do next. (1) (2) (3) (4)
(sOpsm20)

| tend to go from one thing to another before

finishing any one of them. (sOpsm21) (1) (2) (3) 4)
When things go well for me, it is usually not

because of anything | myself actually did. (1) (2) (3) (4)
(sOpsm22)

| change the way | feel and act so often that |

sometimes wonder who the "real” me is. (sOpsm23)(1) (2) (3) 4)

| often don't finish work that | start. (SOpsm24)
1) (2) 3) (4)

| feel very uncomfortable if | disagree with what
my friends think. (sOpsm25) (1) (2) (3) 4)

Nobody knows what I'm really like. (sOpsm26)
1) (2) 3) 4)

| often leave my homework unfinished if there are

a lot of good TV shows on that evening. (sOpsm27) (1) (2) (3) (4)
It is best to agree with others, rather than sagtwh

you really think, if it will keep the peace. (1) (2) (3) 4)
(sOpsm28)

| am not really accepted and liked. (sOpsm29)

(1) 2) 3) (4)

No one should expect you to do work that you
don't like. (sOpsm30) (1) (2) (3) 4)

Resistance to Peer Influence

For each question, decide which sort of personayeunost like. Then decide if that is sort of
true or really true for you. For each line maké&ddNE of the four choices. Choose that
statement that describes the type of person thatg® most like:

\ IReally| Sort of| \ \ | Sort of Really
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True [True fo True foiTrue for|
for Me|Me Me Me
1) 12 k) (4
Q Q Some people go Or Other people refuse to O ©)
along with their friends go along with what
just to keep their their friends want to
friends do, even though they
happy know it will make
SORPIO their
1 friends unhappy
o o Some people think Or Other people think it is O O
it's more important to more important to fit
be in
an individual than to with the crowd than to
fitin stand out as an
SORPIO with the crowd individual
2
o o For some people, it's | Or For other people, it's | O O
pretty easy for their pretty hard for their
friends to get them to friends to get them to
sORPIO change their mind change their mind
3
o Q Some people would dpOr Other people would | O ©)
something that they not do something they
knew knew
was wrong just to stay was wrong just to stay
on on
sORPIO their friends’ good side their friends’ good
4 side
o o Some people hide thejrOr Other people will say | O O
true opinion from their their
their friends if they true opinion in front of]
think their friends will their
make friends, even if they
fun of them because af know
it their friends will make
sORPIO fun
5 of them because of it
o o Some people will not | Or Other people would | O ©)
break the law just break
because the law if their friends
their friends say that said
sORPIO they that they would do it
6 would
sORPIO | O Q Some people change | Or Other people act the | O ©)
7 the same
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way they act so much
when they are with
their

friends that they
wonder

who they “really are”

way when they are
alone

as they do when they
are

with their friends

sORPI1
0

better to be an
individual even if
people will be angry at
you for going against
the crowd.

better to go along with
the crowd than to
make people angry at
you

Some people take Or Other people act just | O ©)
more as
risks when they are risky when they are
with alone
their friends than they as when they are with
sORPIO do when they are alone their friends
8
Some people say Or Other people would | O ©)
things they don’t really Not say things they
believe because they Didn’t really believe
think it will make their Just to get their friends
sORPIO friends respect them To respect them more
9 more
Some people think it's| Or Other people think it O ©)

Parental Antisocial Behavior and Influence

Now | am going to ask you some of the same quesiiqust went through, but this time I'd like
you to think particularly about your parents, arttethher or not they have done these things.

During the past six months, has either of your pisre. Yes No
Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did no Q) (5)
belong to them? (sOSDell)

Hit or threatened to hit someone? (sOSDel2) (1) (5)
Sold drugs? (sOSDel3) (1) (5)
Gotten drunk once in a while? (sOSDel4) (1) (5)
Gotten high on drugs (sOSDel5) (1) (5)
Carried a knife? (sOSDel6) (1) (5)
Carried a gun? (sOSDel7) (1) (5)
Owned a gun? (s0SDel8) (1) (5)
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Gotten into a physical fight? (sOSDel9) (1) (5)
Been hurt in a fight? (sOSDel10) (1) (5)
Stolen something worth more than $1007? (sOSDel11) (1) (5)
Taken a motor vehicle or stolen a car? (sOSDel12) 1) ( (5)
Gone in or tried to go into a building to steal sthing? (1) (5)
(sOSDel13)

Suggested that you should go out drinking with them (2) (5)
(sOSDel14)

Suggested or claimed that you have to get druiave a (2) (5)
good time? (s0SDel15)

Suggested or claimed that you have to be high ngstio (1) (5)
have a good time? (sOSDel16)

Suggested that you should sell drugs? (sOSDell17) ) (1 (5)
Suggested that you should steal something? (s0O8pPell (1) (5)
Suggested that you should hit or beat someone up? Q) (5)
(sOSDel19)

Suggested that you should carry a weapon? (sOSpel20 (1) (5)

Neighborhood Characteristics

(NClintro) You mentioned earlier that you lived Bbfnename] for the longest time period in the

past six months.

Thinking about the neighborhood around [place livethe most]...How often does each of the

following occur within your neighborhood? (CARD15)

Never | Rarely| Sometimes Often
1. Cigarettes on the street or in the guttersR€g2on01) (1) (2) (3) (4)
2. Garbage in the streets or on the sidewalk? (SH®2) (1) (2) (3) (4)
3. Empty beer bottles on the streets or sidewalks? Q) (2) 3) (4)
(s#NeiCon03)
4. Boarded up windows on buildings? (s#NeiCon04) ) ( (3) (4)
5. Graffiti or tags? (s#NeiCon05) (1) (2) (3) (4
6. Graffiti painted over? (s#NeiCon06) (1 (2) (3) (4)
7. Gang graffiti? (s#NeiCon07) (1) (2) (3) (4
8. Gangs (or other teen groups) hanging out? Q) (2) 3) (4)
(s#NeiCon08)
9. Abandoned cars? (s#NeiCon09) (1) (2 (3) ®)
10. Empty lots with garbage? (s#NeiCon10) (1) (2) (3) (4)
11. Condoms on sidewalk? (s#NeiConl1) Q) (2) )| 4
12. Needles or syringes? (s#NeiConl2) 1) (2) 3)| 4)
13. Political messages in graffiti? (s#NeiConl13) 1) ( (2) (3) (4)
14. Adults hanging out on the street? (s#NeiConl14) (1) (2) (3) (4)
15. People drinking beer, wine or liquor? (s#Ne&iCo) (1) (2) (3) (4)
16. People drunk or passed out? (s#NeiConl16) 1) 2) (3) (4)
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17.

Adults fighting or arguing loudly? (s#NeiConl17

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

18.

Prostitutes on the streets? (s#NeiCon18)

1) 2 (

3)

(4)

19.

People smoking marijuana? (s#NeiConl9)

~~

1)

)

(4)

20.

People smoking crack? (s#NeiCon20)

) (2

N

3)

(4)

21.
(s#

People using needles or syringes to take @rugs

NeiCon21)

(1)

(2
2)

3)

(4)

Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence (asseskand scored with paper and

pencil)

Prior offending (measure described previously)

Prior substance use (measure described previously)

Peer delinquency (measure described previously)

Peer school misconduct (measure described previoysl

Parental involvement (described previously)
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