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Introduction
Tom D. Kennedy
David Detullio
Danielle H. Millen
Delinquency is a complex issue that remains one of the most costly and distressing problems facing America. It has a profound impact directly and indirectly on all aspects of society, from individuals to families and neighborhoods, both locally and nationally. According to the U.S. Department of Justice approximately one million individuals under 18 years of age were arrested in 2015. Perhaps even more alarming, there were 800 murder and non-negligent manslaughter arrests during 2015 according to U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP). Recent data from the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) also indicate an upward trend in youth homicide deaths from 2014 through 2017. There are well-documented relationships between the emergence of delinquent behavior and a wide range of variables across all levels of development from infancy to adolescence. Although the progression and directionality of many of these relationships are indeterminate, there are multiple distinct variables that are either causal or predictive of later juvenile delinquency. A notable topic of interest for researchers and public policy makers alike is the current theories, trends, risk factors, and prevention efforts related to juvenile crime.
The OJJDP (2019) released a report demonstrating that juvenile crime has decreased substantially since the mid-1990s. For example, juveniles made up approximately 19% of violent arrests in 1995 (FBI, 2016). In contrast, 13.7% of individuals arrested for violent crimes in 2010 were juveniles, and 10% of individuals arrested for violent crimes in 2016 were juveniles (FBI, 2011; FBI, 2017). Similar declines have been observed for nonviolent crimes among juveniles (OJJDP, 2019). Despite these declines over the decades, arrests for specific crimes and juvenile subgroups are on the rise. Murder and non-negligent manslaughter arrests increased by almost 7% in the USA among juveniles from 2014 to 2015 (FBI, 2016). Concerning gender and violent crime, male juveniles demonstrated a 3% decrease in arrests for violence, while female juveniles demonstrated a 1.8% increase in arrests for violence from 2014 to 2015 (FBI, 2016). Similarly, the OJJDP (2019) report indicates that female juveniles experienced an increase in arrest rates from 1980 through 2010. The overall decrease in juvenile offending since the mid-1990s is an encouraging trend; however, the reason for this trend is not well established, and this decline appears to be stabilizing at best, or beginning to reverse at worst.

It is important to note that although arrest rates for juveniles in the USA have declined over the last two decades, the amount of severe crimes warrants increased examination. The USA still has higher rates than most other developed countries. For example, in 2016, juveniles comprised only 3% of all those arrested for homicide and related offenses in Australia, but juveniles in the USA made up more than double that number accounting for 7% of all those arrested for murder and non-negligent manslaughter (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2017; FBI, 2017). The percentage of juveniles comprising arrests for murder and non-negligent manslaughter in the USA (7%) also outnumbers the number of juveniles charged with homicide as a percentage of all homicide arrests in Canada, which is approximately 4% based on yearly statistics provided by the Government of Canada. The primary goal of this brief is to further explore the current theories, trends, risk factors, and prevention efforts related to juvenile crime.
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1.1 Historical Perspective
Beccaria (1738–1794) is often credited with founding the classical school of criminology, and his original theory was based on the idea that individuals were motivated by two factors: pain and pleasure. His classical theory was predicated on individuals rationally choosing their behavior based on the consequences of the pain-pleasure continuum. He was heavily influenced by the writings of Montesquieu (1689–1755), a French judge and political philosopher.
From a classical perspective, juveniles have free will and are considered rational and intelligent beings. Thus, juveniles make decisions based upon their own subjective cost benefit analyses. If the benefits (pleasure) outweigh the costs (pain), juveniles are more likely to commit a crime. Classical theory indicates that this cost-benefit analysis is a conscious decision made by children and adolescents; thus, they may be held responsible for their choices. Jeremy Bentham (1748–1832) applied this classical theory and the pain-pleasure continuum to deter crime, suggesting that the optimal punishment would produce more pain than whatever pleasure the offender would receive from committing the crime. Thus, the punishment should “fit the crime” and criminal behaviors would be reduced if the pain of punishment was more severe than the pleasure of the crime. Bentham theorized that every action a person takes should be judged by how it helped or harmed society. The ideas from classical theory continue to exist under the guise of rational choice theory. According to this theory, juvenile delinquents gather information and conduct a conscious or subconscious cost-benefits analysis prior to committing a crime.
About a century after the development of classical theory, Cesare Lombroso (1835–1909) and his students Enrico Ferri (1856–1929) and Raffaele Garofalo (1851–1934), considered the “holy three” of criminology, distanced themselves from the use of philosophical reason. They stressed the use of the scientific method to understand criminal behavior. Lombroso was the leader of the positive school of criminal science. He developed a classification system that defined criminals as those who were; (1) born criminals, (2) insane criminals, and (3) criminaloids (individuals who present a respectable, upright facade, to conceal a criminal personality). His theories were based on biological and physiological factors. He expanded his theory to include social, economic and environmental factors. Ferri furthered his theory suggesting that human criminal behavior emerged from a combination of biological factors and a multitude of external pressures including socio-economic factors. Garofalo focused more on the psychology of criminal behavior. Although many aspects of these original two dichotomous schools of thought (i.e., reason and free will versus biological and social determinism) were deemed invalid, they still ushered in the modern era of theory development utilizing the scientific method to better understand the emergence of criminal behavior.
1.2 Crime and Delinquency
In this brief, crime
 is considered any violation of a law in which there is injury to the public or a member of the public and penalized by the state. Delinquency

 is defined as the violation of criminal laws by persons under the age of 18. Thus, any behavior by a person under the age of 18 that violates criminal law is considered a delinquent act.
1.3 Theory
Most broadly, a theory is a model or a way to explain or make sense out of observations. Theories can range in size and scope. A single risk factor that is a known correlate of delinquency could be conceptualized as a theory. For instance, a lack of empathy is widely accepted as a predictor of delinquency. An inverse correlation between empathy and delinquency is a consistent finding across multiple studies. A theory engendered by this simple relationship is that when children and adolescents have difficulties perceiving how others feel, they are more likely to engage in delinquent acts. However, theories are usually much more complex. Bandura’s social learning theory is a good example of a more complex theoretical premise. Bandura suggests that people learn from one another, via observation, imitation, and modeling. He merged both behaviorist and cognitive learning theories with a focus on attention, memory, and motivation. Although theories come in many shapes and sizes, there are some generally accepted ground rules for what constitutes a “good” theory.
When considering a good theory, Karl Popper’s idea of falsification warrants discussion. To Popper, every theory is an open-ended supposition, thus potentially false. When a theory is proven false, the theory that replaces it improves upon its predecessor. It is an iterative process; there can never be a universal truth or a proven theory. Rather, theories can be thought of existing on a continuum from strong to weak.
Popper may have been too rigid in his opinion that all real science is deductive in nature and may have been wrong regarding aspects of the logic of falsification (e.g., at times inductive reasoning may be needed). However, the idea of falsification is very important as it relates to our understanding of theories. Thus, although we often accept many assumptions that support theories of delinquency through a process of induction, the idea of falsification as a deductive process still has merit. Good science never takes a theory as truth, but rather, theory building is an infinitely iterative process. A theory exists in a suspended state of being falsified, refined or improved upon. Thus, good theories are testable despite being unprovable, and they can be tested by systematic attempts at falsification.
Later in his career Popper was more open to integrate concepts of truth with the idea of “verisimilitude” which is indicative of “truthlikeness”. The higher the level of verisimilitude the better the theory is than its alternatives. Popper expressed the idea that a theories’ worth is best expressed through two elements: (1) the true propositions which are derived from it and (2) the false consequences that result. Mithaug (2000) proposed the following elements of a good theory: (1) coherence, (2) verifiability, (3) simplicity, (4) significance, (5) scope, and (6) utility. Perhaps just a semantic distinction from Poppers, however it clearly emphasizes the practical utility of a theory. If a theory has no real-world utility, what is the use?
1.4 Theories of Delinquency
Throughout the literature, there are a significant number of theories focusing on biological, sociological, and psychological traits that exist with the aim of explaining the development, maintenance, and desistance of delinquent behavior. The existence of multiple theories is due, in part, to the changes in juvenile offending as well as the understanding of risk and protective factors associated with delinquency. Even though risk factors are relatively well known, there is a lack of theoretical convergence on the etiology of delinquency. The central challenge, when attempting to explain delinquency, is upholding its etiological complexity while maintaining some degree of conceptual and analytic parsimony (Blumstein, 2005). The challenge for a theory is to specify clearly the mechanisms by which identified risk and protective factors for crime interact with the etiology of these behaviors and to explain both the development of criminal behavior and the desistance from such behavior. It is important to note that no single theory of deviant behavior has survived an empirical test without disconfirmation of some hypothesized relationships between concepts.
When attempting to classify the multitude of delinquency theories it quickly becomes overwhelming. There are infinite frameworks to organize theories of delinquency. The broadest of which may be one born out of assumptions of human nature. The belief that humans are either “born good”, “born selfish” or as a “blank slate” (tabula rasa), has profoundly influenced the development of many theories of delinquency. The Hobbesian idea that we are “born selfish” engendered a host of conflict theorists believing that society is made up of separate groups or individuals striving for power. While Rousseau’s suggestion that people are naturally “born good” led to consensus theorists who stress that individuals wish to follow accepted rules of behavior. Then there is the more neutral stance of Locke, who stressed the concept of a “blank slate” which provides the theoretical underpinnings for the various learning theories (e.g., Bandura). These general beliefs regarding human nature were further elaborated on in the context of crime and delinquency by the likes of Bentham (e.g., people are motivated by the pursuit of pleasure and avoidance of pain) and Adam Smith (e.g., people are motivated by their own self-interest). This simple yet comprehensive way of interpreting human behavior into three general categories of collectivistic (Rousseau), individualistic (Hobbes), or blank slate (Locke) provides the underpinning for most current theories on delinquency. These underlying philosophical tenets provide the core conceptualization of human behavior that may be loosely categorized into two broad levels: (1) Micro (individual) and (2) Macro (including small groups like family and neighborhoods).
This parsimonious classification system provides the framework for this chapter. Micro include psychological characteristics like (1) mental health, (2) behaviorism, (3) developmental, (4) personality (e.g., psychopathy, antisocial), and (5) cognitive (e.g., IQ and learning disabilities). Macro (more sociologically based) includes theories of (1) social learning, (2) community based, (3) strain, (4) social disorganization, (5) broken windows, (6) interactional, (7) control, and (8) deterrence as well as (9) small-group (family structure, neighborhood, and gangs). The following sections provide a brief overview of some of the most influential theories of delinquency.
1.5 Micro-Level Theories: Psychological Based
Psychological based theories of delinquency focus on individual-level characteristics that exist inside all of us and interact with the environment. Often, when these theories are applied to crime, the term delinquency is avoided as this is a legal term with an extremely broad number of associated characteristics. As mentioned earlier, if a theory is not practical, it has very little value in the real world. Thus, these psychological based theories often focus on a limited number of characteristics that may help our awareness, treatment, and prevention efforts. Interestingly, very few psychological based theories were developed distinctly to explain criminal behavior


. More often, existing psychological theories were applied to delinquency. For example, Behaviorism explicates how behavior is shaped and guided by our interactions with others throughout our lifetime. This general theory, when applied to criminal behavior, may help our understanding of delinquency.
1.5.1 
Behaviorism





Skinner (1953), a leading behaviorist theorized that children learn conformity and deviance from punishment and reinforcement received in response to their behavior. Essentially, the environment shapes a child’s behavior, and children identify those aspects of their environment that are pleasurable or painful. Thus, behavior is the result of the consequences it produces. Skinner believed that children continue behavior that is rewarded (pleasurable) while punished behavior (painful) is extinguished. This is probably the origins of Deterrence Theory, grounded in Choice Theory, which suggests that people behave based on a rational calculation of risk and rewards. Although Beccaria’s work on this theory did not separate juveniles from adults, it applies to both. Rational Choice Theory (Matsueda, 2006) also was influenced by this idea, indicating the need for punishment to adjust the risk. The punishment needs to be strong enough to make the risk greater than the reward, thwarting future criminal behavior. Beccaria stressed three qualities of the punishment: (1) swiftness, (2) certainty, and (3) severity


.
1.5.2 Psychodynamic Theory
According to psychodynamic theory


, unconscious mental processes that develop in early childhood control the personality, and these mental processes influence behavior, including juvenile delinquency. Sigmund Freud (1925), first theorized that the personality consists of three parts: the id, ego, and superego. The id, which is present at birth, consists of blind, unreasoning, instinctual desires and motives. The id represents basic biological and psychological drives and does not differentiate between fantasy and reality. The id may be considered antisocial and knows no rules, boundaries, or limitations. The id fits well with Deterrence theory as it relates to seeking pleasure and avoiding pain. If the id is left unchecked, it may annihilate the individual. The ego grows from the id and represents the problem-solving dimension of the personality


. It deals with reality and teaches children to delay gratification because acting on impulse leads to punishment. This is probably why conscientiousness (the Big Five personality trait that relates to delaying gratification) is one of the best predictors of success in life. The superego develops through socialization from the ego and is the moral code, mores, and values the child has acquired. The superego is responsible for feelings of guilt and shame and is more closely aligned with the conscience. The id, ego, and superego function simultaneously to effect desires and how children go about fulfilling their desires. When the parts are in conflict, children may become maladjusted and predisposed to delinquency. This predisposition could occur with either an over or underdeveloped superego. For instance, if the superego is underdeveloped, children may have difficulty regulating their naturally aggressive impulses. If, on the other hand, the superego is overdeveloped there is increased guilt and a subsequent repressed need for increased punishment (counter intuitively). In other words, individuals with an overdeveloped superego are seeking punishment (for repressed guilt) and thus commit criminal acts


. Although Freud did not address delinquency directly, his Psychodynamic theory has heavily influenced current models in the way that early childhood experiences and mental processes are conceptualized as critical components of human behavior.
1.5.3 
Personality Theory





The first real detailed description of personality traits came from the work of Hathaway and McKinley in the 1930s with their development of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI)




. In those early days, Hathaway and his colleagues used the MMPI to study personality characteristics of juvenile offenders. In general, they found three traits to accurately classify delinquent boys: (1) social extraversion (assertive), (2) psychopathic deviation (aggressive, selfish, rebellious), and (3) hypomania (overactive). It comes as no surprise that follow up assessments (with later versions of the MMPI) found delinquent boys to be more likely to exhibit the following traits: (1) immaturity, (2) psychoticism, (3) maladjustment (hostility, and dishonesty).
Other instruments used to assess traits in delinquent boys include (1) Eysenck’s PEN (psychoticism, extraversion, neuroticism), (2) the five-factor model from Costa and McCrae (openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism), (3) Tellegen’s three-factor model (negative emotionality, positive emotionality, and constraint), and (4) the Temperament Character model from Cloninger


 (Temperament includes harm avoidance, novelty seeking, reward dependence and persistence; Character includes self-directedness, cooperativeness and self-transcendence). Although many criminologists discount the importance of personality when trying to understand delinquency, the findings have been consistent in the literature. In fact, a large meta-analysis conducted by Jones et al. (2011) found that antisocial individuals score low on agreeableness and conscientiousness (five-factor model) and tend to be more hostile, jealous, indifferent to others, self-centered and spiteful, lacking ambitions, perseverance and motivation, impulsive, and more unconventional with their values and beliefs. Although individual traits correlate with delinquency, they do not constitute an exhaustive theory. However, when combined they produce valid models that classify both offenders from non-offenders and violent from non-violent offenders with good accuracy (Kennedy, Burnett, & Edmonds, 2011).
Research set on establishing a personality typology


 for juvenile offenders has yielded equivocal results. For instance, Fonseca and Yule (1995) found no distinct personality style attributable to juvenile offenders based upon data from the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire-Junior, while Dåderman (1999), demonstrated findings of unique personality traits seen in severely conduct disordered juvenile males. Various studies have found a relationship between personalities high in negative emotionality, and low in constraint and subsequent criminality (Caspi et al., 1994; Krueger et al. 1994). Krueger et al. (1994), measured delinquent boys using the “Big Five” model of personality and found that they had significantly lower scores on factors of agreeableness and conscientiousness compared with non-delinquent boys.
Many psychologists believe that diagnosing children with personality disorders is unethical as personality development is not complete and symptomatic traits


 may not persist into adulthood (Rutter, 2008; Wolff, Alexander, & Smith, 2000). In fact, Widiger and his colleagues stress that personality disorder diagnoses exhibit limited stability from adolescence into early adulthood, and personality traits frequently do not become stable until the third decade of life (Widiger, Mangine, Corbitt, Ellis, & Thomas, 1995). Thus, the examination of child and adolescent personality traits should be conducted with caution. However, understanding the features of a child’s personality that correlate with specific emerging personality disorders may be beneficial. For instance, the Millon Adolescent Clinical Inventory (MACI) was used to investigate the relationship between incarcerated juvenile offenders’ personality characteristics and self-reported violent events (Loper, Hoffschmidt, & Ash, 2001). The authors found that personality features related to psychopathy could predict characteristics of a single distinct violent event. For example, youth who denied feeling empathy


 or guilt as well as youth who reported an instrumental motivation during the violent incident showed a heightened resistance to social standards (Unruly scale) and a tendency to dominate and abuse others (Forceful scale).
Glaser, Calhoun, and Petrocelli (2002) used the Minnesota Mutiphasic Personality Inventory-Adolescent (MMPI-A) to identify differences among three groups of juvenile offenders (those who committed crimes against person, crimes against property, or drug and alcohol offenses) based on personality characteristics. Glaser and his associates correctly classified 79.2% of the cases using the MMPI-A. For example, relatively higher scores on the Adolescent-Health Concerns scale was characteristic of juveniles adjudicated for property offenses. While male juvenile offenders who had higher degrees of Psychomotor Retardation (e.g., lacking energy to cope) and relatively more serious Adolescent-school problems were more likely to engage in drug offenses. The authors suggest that these results validate the use of differential treatment approaches contingent upon offense type (Glaser et al., 2002).
Examining the relationship between personality and physiological variables has led to some interesting findings. Low electro-dermal arousal is an established characteristic of individuals with antisocial or aggressive tendencies (Gilbert, Gilbert, Johnson, & McColloch, 1991; Lahey, McBurnett, Loeber, & Hart, 1995; Raine, 1993). To explore causality, researchers using prospective designs predicted antisocial outcomes in individuals with low electro-dermal activity (Kruesi et al., 1992; Loeb & Mednick, 1977; Raine, Venables, & Williams, 1990). However, due to incongruous findings, the relationship between antisocial behavior


 and electro-dermal arousal is still indeterminate (Lahey et al., 1995; Scarpa & Raine, 1997). Another characteristic of individuals with low arousal levels is sensation seeking (McNamara & Ballard, 1999; Plouffe & Stelmack, 1986). Raine, Reynold, Venables, Mednick, and Farrington (1998) demonstrated that sensation seeking as early as age 3 was predictive of aggressive behaviors at age 11. Although the relationship between low electro-dermal arousal and antisocial behavior is plausible, sensation seeking does not always mediate this relationship, as observed in a distinct group of antisocial individuals with low SCL


 arousal who were not sensation seekers (Gatzke-Kopp, Raine, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, & Steinhauer, 2002)
1.5.4 Psychopathy
Perhaps the psychological theory that most clearly links the thinking patterns and personality of the individual with his or her involvement in juvenile delinquency is psychopathy. Psychopathy is a clinical construct that is considered a personality disorder (APA recognized psychopathy as a “specifier” of clinical antisocial personality disorder in the DSM-5, although psychopathy is still not an accepted clinical diagnosis) defined by a set of interpersonal, affective, lifestyle, and behavioral characteristics that manifest in wide-ranging antisocial behaviors. It was Philippe Pinel (1745–1826) who first discussed a type of behavior discernible by a complete remorselessness he termed “insanity without delirium”, however, it was Cleckley (1941) who established the modern-day concept of psychopathy

. In his book The Mask of Sanity (1982), Cleckley eloquently describes the psychopathic construct. Cleckley’s psychopath is an intelligent, manipulative, superficially charming, inadequately motivated, irresponsible individual with no sense of shame and demonstrating a poverty of emotions. The associated traits of psychopathy (e.g., egocentric, manipulative, cold-hearted, forceful, and grandiose) could serve as a blueprint for juvenile delinquency.
Applying the theory of psychopathy to child and adolescent delinquents has led to much controversy and debate. What is commonly described as the “downward extension” refers to the modifications made to how we conceptualize and subsequently assess psychopathy in children and adolescents (Cauffman, Skeem, Dmitrieva, & Cavanagh, 2016, p. 78). For example, characteristics of adults that are developmentally inappropriate are omitted, while developmentally appropriate traits are included along with the addition of general characteristics that are often used in the assessment of personality across lifespan. Irrespective of the debate, almost all studies demonstrate that the concept of juvenile psychopathy correlates strongly with antisocial behavior (Asscher et al., 2011). The real core element of psychopathy

 is the complete lack of feeling for other people evidenced by callous-unemotional traits, remorselessness, and the absence of empathy. Psychopathic persons lack the feelings that naturally inhibit the acting out of violent impulses, and their emotional deficit is correlated with general under-arousal and increased sensation seeking. Although there is no full consensus, it is generally accepted that callous and unemotional traits and other indicators of psychopathy are present early in life. There is less certainty regarding the stability of psychopathy across lifespan, or that psychopathic juveniles become psychopathic adults

 (Cauffman et al., 2016).
1.5.5 Aggression, Conduct Disorder, and Antisocial Behavior
Early antisocial behavior, a construct formulated around aggression, may be the best predictor of later delinquency. Antisocial behavior generally includes aggression and various forms of oppositional rule violation. Aggression stands out as the most robust predictor of delinquent behavior before the age of 13. Interestingly, the small percentage of delinquents who develop antisocial behaviors during early childhood go on to commit 50% of all crime (Farrington, 1987; Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998; Moffitt, 1993).
The concept of psychopathy discussed earlier is extremely relevant to juveniles, in that psychologists now believe psychopathic tendencies as well as pathological aggressiveness are present in children as young as 3 years of age and continue into adulthood (Kellerman, 1999). Dodge, Lochman, Harnish, Bates, and Pettit (1997) examined reactive and proactive aggression in school children and assaultive youth and found clear evidence of violence beginning when the children were 6 years old. Authors who examined childhood murderers found strong patterns of pre-homicidal violence in adolescents and children as young as two (Cornell, Benedek, & Benedek, 1987; Lewis, et al., 1985; Meyers, McLellan, Jaeger, & Pettinati, 1995; Myers, Burgess, & Nelson, 1998; Zagar, Arbit, Sylvies, Busch, & Hughes, 1990).
Conduct problems in early childhood are considered a precursor of psychopathology. However, the normative nature of childhood aggression and the high percentage of adolescents committing delinquent acts impedes the possibility of establishing predictive validity. Conduct disorder and oppositional defiant disorder are so common in childhood, it leads to many false positives. In fact, this line of research has led to more confusion and blurring of the distinctions between the concept of psychopathy and conduct disorders in children and adolescents (White, Moffitt, Earls, Robins, & Silva, 1990). Both Frick (1998) and Lynam (1997) discuss the problems with predicting psychopathy from such a heterogeneous group of children with conduct problems and note that only a small proportion of those children demonstrating antisocial behaviors reflect features associated with psychopathy.
The Social Development Model (SDM)


, discussed in greater detail at the end of this chapter, views delinquency as the result of acquired antisocial behaviors brought on by risk factors from the social order (Brown et al., 2005). It attempts to predict delinquency based on exposure to earlier risks in the development of the child (Jacob, 2007). For example, the rewards for delinquency decrease for adolescents if they have not been exposed to large numbers of risk factors in earlier stages (Jacob, 2007). Attachments to prosocial activities and people are thought to directly affect the development of belief in the moral validity of society’s laws. This is explained through the internalized standards for behavior of the people and institutions of which the child bonds. Beliefs in these laws and values directly decrease the probability of antisocial behavior. Antisocial behavior


 is thought to occur when individuals are denied opportunities to participate in prosocial interactions, possess inadequate prosocial skills, or when the environment fails to consistently reinforce prosocial behaviors, thus breaking down prosocial socialization (Brown et al., 2005; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). When children perceive the cost of antisocial behavior as low, reward may be enough to produce antisocial bonding (Hirschi, 1969). Delinquent peers and parents are thought to have the greatest effect on delinquency when youths are attached to said individuals. Antisocial behavior






 is encouraged through the internalization of a set of norms favorable to criminal involvement. At the same time, a child who participates in antisocial activities perceives less opportunity for prosocial behavior, creating a feedback loop which increases the risk of maintaining criminal behavior.
1.5.6 Cognitive Functioning, Intelligence and Learning Disorders
Moffitt, Caspi, Dickson, Silva, and Stanton (1996) argued that most adolescent delinquent behaviors evolve from social environment and peer factors rather than from a high-risk developmental trajectory. However, it is hypothesized that between 5% and 10% of antisocial behavior seen in life-course-persistent delinquents have pathological roots. It is possible that neurological damage could lead some children down a path towards delinquency by causing a disruption in early development, producing neuropsychological problems that make them vulnerable to negative environmental influences and subsequent criminality. In fact, deficits in verbal ability and executive function is connected to future antisocial behavior (Brower & Price, 2001; Giancola, 1995; Giancola, Moss, Martin, Kirisci, & Tarter, 1996 & Séguin, Pihl, Harden, Tremblay, & Boulerice, 1995). Moffitt (1993) hypothesized that failure to use verbal mediation for self-control, (i.e., having a present oriented cognitive style, with no ability to delay gratification), along with poor comprehension and communication skills could lead to negative social interactions, thus, establishing a link between deficits in verbal abilities and later delinquency.
Executive functioning


 is a term that is used to describe a variety of traits including abstract reasoning, control of attention, strategic planning, working memory, goal selection, cognitive flexibility, response inhibition, and the use of environmental feedback (Duffy & Campbell, 1994; Benton, 1994). Impairments in executive function may lead to aggressive behavior (Hoaken, Giancola, & Pihl, 1998; Moffitt, 1993). Loeber and Hay (1997) hypothesize that impairments in executive functioning could lead to disruptions in interpersonal relations and social problem solving by inhibiting a child’s ability to produce more socially acceptable solutions. These deficits in executive functioning could also impede a child’s capacity to inhibit aggressive responses, heed environmental cues, and understand that negative consequences are associated with bad behavior (Loeber & Hay, 1997).
Donnellan, Ge, and Wenk (2000) were the first to examine cognitive functioning in adolescent-limited versus life-course-persistent criminal offenders. They used 12 tests of cognitive ability given to a large and diverse sample of juvenile delinquents whose arrest records spanned over 20 years (Donnellan et al., 2000). The authors found support for Moffitt’s hypothesis, showing that adolescent-limited offenders had higher scores than life-course-persistent offenders on tests of cognitive abilities. However, these results were ethnicity dependent. Specifically, these finding were only evident with Caucasian and Hispanic members of the sample; no relationship existed with the African American members (Donnellan et al., 2000).
An interesting study conducted by Famularo, Kinscherff, and Fenton (1992) found no differences in intelligence between delinquents and non-delinquents when the environment was held constant. However, Famularo et al.’s (1992) study compared delinquent offenders and status offenders brought before the same court. It fails to recognize the strong possibility that the status offenders had also committed delinquent acts and had just not been caught. Furthermore, Famularo’s findings are countered by other researchers like Lynam, Moffitt, and Stouthamer-Loeber (1993) and Moffitt and Silva (1988) who controlled for socioeconomic status (SES), academic attainment, race, motivation during testing, and detection by police, and still found delinquency to be related to intelligence.
Numerous authors have presented research depicting the neuropsychological deficits of delinquent adolescents (Kennedy et al., 2011; Morgan & Lilienfeld, 2000; Teichner & Golden, 2000). Others have described the developmental significance of these deficits (Aguilar, Sroufe, Egeland, & Carlson, 2000; Moffitt, 1997). There is a lack of research examining the predictive validity of neuropsychological deficits in existing delinquent adolescents. Though, Vermeiren, Clippele, Schwab-Stone, Ruchkin and Deboutte (2002) took this specific approach.
They examined three subgroups (early [ER], late [LR] and non-recidivistic [NR]) of delinquent adolescents and found that neuropsychological functioning may help differentiate young offenders (Vermeiren, et al., 2002). The higher verbal intelligence and executive functioning scores that were found with the non-recidivistic as compared to the other recidivistic delinquents supports Moffitt’s (1997) research. Vermeiren et al. (2002) propose that, although they only had 2 years of follow-up data, their ER group is analogous to a life-course persistent group. Specifically, the low verbal IQ scores and self-control deficits seen in the ER group is consistent with the life-course persistent group as described by Moffitt (1993).
Further substantiating verbal IQ as a strong predictor of delinquency, a group of researchers used path analysis to show a strong negative relationship between delinquency and verbal ability (Buikhuisen, Bontekoe, Plas-Korenhoff, & Meijs, 1988). While others were able discriminate between violent and non-violent offenders using measures of verbal aptitude (Lewis, 1990; Kennedy et al., 2011).
Stattin and Klackenberg-Larsson (1993) explored the relationship between general intelligence and criminality, with a focus on language development. They were most interested in what age intelligence becomes predictive of later delinquency and to what extent and how early differences in the language domain appear between non-delinquents and delinquents. The authors found a difference of 10 IQ points between non-offenders and frequently offending males (Stattin & Klackenberg-Larsson, 1993). Interestingly, the authors discovered a significant relationship between intelligence at age 3 and later delinquency (Stattin & Klackenberg-Larsson, 1993). More importantly, after controlling for SES, only intelligence measured at age 3 remained predictive of future criminology. This is in accord with Wadsworth’s (1979) research but disagrees with a few subsequent studies examining the same variables (e.g., Lynam et al., 1993). However, even after controlling for SES, a significant relationship between most of the measures of language expression and comprehension, and criminality remained (Stattin & Klackenberg-Larsson, 1993). Thus, it appears that language development, is a robust correlate with future delinquency. These results support Kennedy et al. (2011) and Karniski, Levine, Clarke, Palfrey, and Meltzer (1982) findings that delinquent adolescents have problems with expressive and receptive language, while helping to clarify prior research (Moffitt & Silva, 1988; White, Moffitt, & Silva, 1989) linking language problems and juvenile delinquency.
It is well documented that individuals with mild learning disabilities


 show a higher rate of delinquent offenses than their peers with no learning disabilities or with severe learning disabilities. In addition, some classic studies have demonstrated a greater prevalence of learning disabilities among juvenile delinquents in penal institutions (e.g., Cawson & Martell, 1979; Glittins, 1952). Even though it is clear that a significant number of juvenile delinquents have learning disabilities, little is known about the differences between them and their non-learning-disabled delinquent peers. In 1990, Smith, Algozzine, Schmid and Hennly found that while in prison, juvenile offenders with learning disabilities had significantly greater conflict with their prison regimen when compared with their non-learning-disabled counterparts. To assess the impact that low cognitive ability and inattention had on delinquency, Bellanti and Bierman (2000) examined the role of these two variables in the development of social behavior problems and peer relationships. Their results were consistent with prior studies (Nabuzoka & Smith, 1993; Taylor, 1990), showing a link between developmental delays and learning disabilities


 with problematic peer relationships. Bellanti and Bierman’s (2000) results were also in line with previous research demonstrating the relationship that low cognitive ability and inattention share with poor peer relations. However, they found that the link between inattention and social behavior


 was more robust than the relation between early cognitive ability and social behavior. In fact, the relationship between low IQ and poor peer relations was explained fully by the impact of low IQ on child social behavior


 (i.e., the negative effect low IQ had on the development of prosocial skills). They hypothesized that low cognitive abilities may delay the child’s acquisition of skills and reasoning related to social competence. Ultimately these children interact less with their peers and develop less of the prosocial skills that are important for more cooperative and competitive play later in life (Bellanti & Bierman, 2000). Their finding that developmentally delayed children have deficits in social play skills, agrees with the earlier work of Guralnick and Groom (1987). The authors also found that inattention predicted elevated levels of aggressive and disruptive behavior, along with increased deficits in prosocial skills, which in turn, elicited active dislike from peers (Bellanti & Bierman, 2000).
According to Barkley (1990) inattentive children have problems with “tracking” or remembering rules and using them as a guide for behavior. An inability to follow rules can negatively affect a child’s classroom behavior as well as their academic achievement. Furthermore, Dodge and Newman (1981) postulated that the impulsive and distractive qualities of inattention could lead to poor social information processing, escalating perceptual errors and hostile attributional biases, culminating in increased levels of reactive aggression. Children who are inattentive are less likely to pay attention to, and assimilate the appropriate social behaviors demonstrated by other children (Whalen & Henker, 1985). If children are unable to learn accepted social skills through modeling peer behavior, they are at greater risk of rejection by peers, leading them to feel unfairly treated and shunned. These feelings can easily lead to frustration and aggression as they continue to be rejected by peers.
1.5.7 Developmental Theories
Bragging, fighting, teasing


, and other similar activities make up a constellation of behaviors commonly referred to as aggressive behavior syndrome that is frequently seen in young boys (Frick et al., 1993). Tremblay (2000) asserted that these aggressive and oppositional behaviors are engendered by a child’s attempt to control his or her environment, perhaps extreme examples of this are observed in children who commit violent acts against their parents and caregivers (Kennedy, Edmonds, Dann, & Burnett, 2010). Years ago, Vygotsky (1962) echoed a similar sentiment, suggesting that language acts as a regulator of behavior beginning early in childhood and leading to mastery of one’s environment. This is a self-regulatory type of behavior that becomes internalized verbal thought as we get older (Barkley, 1997). Tremblay (2000) explains that it is natural for children who have not yet mastered communication skills to rely on aggression to control their environment. Over time, we expect these physically aggressive behaviors to wane (Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Ferguson, & Gariepy, 1989). The attenuating effect age has on aggressive behavior could largely be due to the development of communication skills.
Cheating, stealing, and fire starting are some of the behaviors that typify delinquent behavior syndrome. These are covert acts that may be either destructive or nondestructive (Frick et al., 1993) and are not committed by most boys during childhood and adolescence (Moffitt et al. 1996; Nagin & Tremblay, 1999). Out of those boys who do commit delinquent or antisocial acts, Moffitt (1993) characterizes those who exhibit persistent delinquent behaviors throughout childhood and adolescence as demonstrating a life-course-persistent trajectory. She found that about 10% of boys demonstrate this trajectory, and 26% of boys follow an adolescence-limited trajectory, committing delinquent acts only during adolescence.
It is well documented that “aggressive children


 tend to become violent teenagers” (Reiss & Roth, 1993, p. 358). Multiple longitudinal studies all over the world attest to the relationship between disruptive childhood behavior and subsequent criminality (Haapasalo & Tremblay, 1994; Pulkkinen & Tremblay, 1992; White et al., 1990, Stattin & Magnusson, 1989). However, less is known about what types of disruptive behaviors are more predictive of future violent versus nonviolent juvenile delinquency. Nagin and Tremblay (1999) examined the relationship between the trajectories of aggression, opposition, and hyperactivity and how they correlated with both violent and nonviolent delinquency. They were particularly interested in the constructs underlying aggressive and violent behavior and examined the following developmental theories: (1) a single pathway to all criminal behavior; (2) various pathways lead to specific types of criminal behavior; and (3) multiple pathways lead towards a general tendency for criminal behavior. These different theories are held by various researchers (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Loeber, Keenan, & Zhang, 1997; Loeber et al., 1993; Yoshikawa, 1994). Nagin and Tremblay (1999) found that boys who demonstrated high degrees of hyperactivity from kindergarten to high school were at a lower risk of exhibiting delinquent behavior than those who displayed high degrees of physical aggression or opposition. In fact, only 13% of the chronically physically aggressive and 23% of the oppositional boys were chronically hyperactive (Nagin & Tremblay, 1999). These results challenge single pathway theorists like Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) who surmised that low self-control is the underlying behavioral problem leading to juvenile delinquency. Furthermore, Nagin and Tremblay (1999) found few additive effects in their analysis suggesting that Yoshikawa’s theory of cumulative effects is also unlikely. However, Nagin and Tremblay’s research did support Loeber and his colleagues’ theory that specific pathways lead to specific types of delinquent behavior (Loeber, 1991; Loeber et al., 1993).
Nagin and Tremblay (1999) did not have data that went back far enough to support or disconfirm the existence of oppositional behavior


 as a precursor to aggressive behavior. In general, Nagin and Tremblay agreed with Loeber and colleague’s covert pathway theory (1993) suggesting early childhood oppositional behavior can lead to covert delinquent behaviors. Nagin and Tremblay suggest that future research should explore why some children enter a chronic oppositional trajectory versus a chronic physical aggression trajectory. A group of prominent juvenile delinquency researchers from around the world wanted to expand upon and verify the results of Nagin and Tremblay’s (1999) findings that identified four distinct developmental trajectories for childhood physical aggression, opposition and hyperactivity. They examined the developmental trajectories of childhood disruptive behaviors and adolescent delinquency using data from six sites and three countries (Broidy et al., 2003). Broidy et al. (2003) closely examined the evidence of childhood aggression as a distinct and robust predictor for later violent offending. They found that the continuation of physical aggression from school entry to early adolescence was a rare but discernable and relatively stable phenomenon (Broidy et al., 2003). Conversely, they established no support for Loeber and Hay’s (1994) theory that suggests an abrupt change in disruptive behavior appearing late in childhood leads to violent offenses. These results agree with prior evidence that childhood aggression wanes over time in all but the most chronically aggressive children. However, Broidy and her colleagues acknowledge the possibility that some children can exhibit dramatic shifts in aggression during adolescence.
Broidy et al.’s (2003) results are consistent with Nagin and Tremblay’s (1999) findings that physical aggression in childhood is a distinct predictor of future violent delinquent behavior. However, they also found a strong relationship between childhood aggression


 and nonviolent offending in boys. Although early childhood aggression was the strongest predictor of future serious delinquency, Broidy and colleagues found evidence to suggest that when controlling for physical aggression, early non-aggressive conduct problems increase the risk of later violent delinquency while early oppositional behaviors independently increase the risk of nonviolent delinquency.
Interestingly, Broidy and her colleagues found no evidence that hyperactivity in early childhood was an independent predictor of future juvenile delinquency, contradictory to prior research (e.g., Campbell, Pierce, Moore, Marakovitz, & Newby, 1996). Rather, their results were in accord with more recent studies (e.g., Lahey, McBurnett, & Loeber, 2000). Thus, although hyperactivity may interact with other disruptive behaviors by increasing the severity of future problem behavior, there appears to be no distinct link between hyperactivity and delinquency (Broidy et al., 2003). It is still unclear whether children who exhibit only chronic physical aggression are at any different risk for future violent and nonviolent delinquency than children who exhibit multiple chronic behaviors in childhood (including physical aggression).
Another group of researchers took a different approach to the relationship between early aggressive behavior and future violence by further dissecting the concept of aggression (Vitaro, Brendgen, & Tremblay, 2002). Vitaro et al. (2002) divided aggressive children into three subtypes: proactively aggressive


 (seeking out delinquent behavior), reactively aggressive (impulsive or reactive response to some perceived threat), and a mixed type. The authors found that the children who were proactively aggressive were at greatest risk for emerging psychopathy. Similar findings have been documented in the literature (e.g., McArthur Foundation, 1996; Monahan et al., 2000).
1.5.8 Moffitt’s Dual Taxonomy
Moffitt (1993) developed a theory of delinquency that categorized individuals as either life-course persistent or adolescent-limited offenders. She postulated that there were marked individual differences in the stability of antisocial behavior. While many behave antisocially, this behavior is temporary and limited for most, but stable and persistent in a small number of individuals. The theory suggests life-course-persistent delinquents could be distinguished from adolescence-limited delinquents. She suggested that life-course-persistent delinquents would exhibit more neuropsychological deficits, especially with verbal skills, executive functions, biologically based personality factors (e.g., impulsive temperament), and environmental adversity. In contrast, adolescent-limited offenders show little continuity in their antisocial behavior and may abandon antisocial behavior when prosocial styles are more rewarding. Adolescence-limited delinquents would be more likely to engage in antisocial behaviors as a social group phenomenon (Moffitt, 1993). Examination of the hypothesized neuropsychological, environmental, and personality risk factors has helped in the formulation of characteristics distinguishing childhood-to-adolescent-persistent from adolescent-limited delinquency (Bartusch, Lynam, Moffitt, & Silva, 1997; Donnellan et al., 2000; Moffitt, Lynam, & Silva, 1994; Simons, Wu, Conger, & Lorenz, 1994 & Tibbetts & Piquero, 1999).
1.5.9 Sampson & Laub’s Age-graded
Age-Graded integrates small-group factors with individual factors providing a good lead into the next section of broader sociological based theories. In order to explain adolescent delinquency and later adult crime, Sampson and Laub advanced a theory of age-graded informal social control. The crux of this theory is that delinquency has an inverse relationship with an individual’s connection to society. Three core themes drive this theory: (1) informal family and school social controls are the key social structures that influence behavior and explain delinquency in childhood and adolescence, (2) antisocial behavior in childhood may continue through adulthood, and (3) informal social control in adulthood accounts for change in criminal behavior over the life span, independent of prior individual differences in criminal behavior.
According to Sampson and Laub, when considering the onset of delinquency, it is erroneous to separate the structural and process-oriented factors. They combined the structural (e.g., poverty) and process variables (e.g., attachment to family), along with individual characteristics, in an integrated theoretical model. Variations in delinquency derive from individual characteristics interacting with structural factors, which in turn influence informal social controls. Critical components of the family context of informal social control are consistent discipline, monitoring, and familial attachment. Sampson and Laub stress that these family context factors reduce delinquency through emotional bonds and direct control (punishment).
Another component of this theory is the school context, which serves an important role in socializing children and deterring delinquency. School performance and attachment to school are negatively related to delinquency (Kennedy, Edmonds, Millen, & Detullio, 2019). The theory also explicates how delinquency is influenced indirectly by way of social bonds through social structural factors.
Sampson and Laub (2003) modified their theory to incorporate additional factors while maintaining that social bonds explain persistence and desistance of criminal behavior. Their theory expanded to fully integrate how social controls, structured routine activities, and purposeful human agency are causal elements of juvenile delinquency and the continuation of criminal behavior into adulthood. Laub and Sampson stress that development is a function of constant interactions between individuals, their environment, and random processes. Like Gottfredson and Hirschi’s self-control theory, age-graded theory embraces change and embodies hope, as they illustrate how life-course-persistent offenders may remove themselves from a life course of criminal behavior.
1.6 Small-Group and Macro-Level Theories of Juvenile Delinquency
Sociological theories of juvenile delinquency suggest that societal factors and social processes affect human behavior. In general, sociological theories emphasize that certain negative aspects of neighborhoods and societies create structural inducements for young people to manifest criminal behavior.
1.6.1 Social Learning Theory
Although social learning theory


 was not developed to explain delinquency specifically, its tenets help our understanding of juvenile criminal behavior. Bandura (1977) claimed that learning and experiences interact with values and expectations to determine behavior. Social learning theory provides a framework for understanding behavior through the process of children observing, modeling, and imitating others. Thus, children learn from life experiences (e.g., watching friends fight, viewing violence in movies). In turn, children may internalize that aggression is acceptable and may produce a desired outcome. Children learn these patterns of negative behavior from socializing agents (e.g., family and peers). Bandura suggested that the act of learning is mediated by (1) attention, (2) retention, (3) reproduction, and (4) motivation. Attention is the extent of which one notices the behavior, retention indicates how well the behavior is remembered, reproduction is the ability to perform the behavior, and motivation refers to the desire to perform the behavior. Children and adolescents will make conscious and subconscious decisions to initiate and maintain criminal behaviors by considering the rewards and punishment that follow the behavior


.
1.6.2 Anomie (Strain Theory)
Merton (1938) developed strain theory


, which argues that delinquency results when juveniles are unable to achieve their goals through legitimate means. Agnew (1992) further expanded upon strain theory by arguing that delinquency is caused by illegal attempts to escape aversive and painful environments. Agnew (2001) sought to review the specific types of strain that may lead to crime. Overall, Agnew noted that these types of strain were said to have several characteristics in common (e.g., unjust), and the types of strain highest in such characteristics would be more likely to lead to crime. For example, Agnew found that child abuse/neglect, victimization, and discrimination were likely to lead to criminal behaviors because such strains are viewed as unjust, severe, and caused individuals to feel socially disconnected. Therefore, individuals may engage in crime due to anger and a lack of identification with social control mechanisms. Researchers have empirically tested whether different forms of strain would predict criminal behavior. For example, Mazerolle, Burton


, Cullen, Evans, and Payne (2000) found that strain, as operationalized by difficult parent-child relations, was predictive of increased violent delinquency. Lin, Cochran, and Mieczkowski (2011) observed that being a victim of violent crime predicted an increase in criminal behavior. Moreover, they found that violent victimization was predictive of lower social control, which also led to greater criminal behaviors. These studies provide some empirical support for Agnew’s theory that specific types of strain (e.g., parent-child relations) can lead to crime.
1.6.3 Social Disorganization Theory
Shaw and McKay (1942) developed social disorganization theory


, similar to Routine Activity and Broken Windows Theory, and argued that residential location is a significant risk factor for delinquency. Specifically, juveniles who live in high crime areas have a greater chance of being exposed to pro-criminal attitudes. Moreover, their families were less effective agents of socialization and control due to impoverishment, leading to criminality and delinquency. Rather than focusing on individual traits, Shaw and McKay found that delinquency rates declined the further one moved from the center of the city. For example, Shaw and McKay found that delinquency remained stable in certain Chicago neighborhoods, regardless of the race or ethnicity of the people. This led Shaw and McKay to theorize the importance of the following four points: (1) run-down areas create social disorganization, (2) social disorganization fosters cultural conflicts, (3) cultural conflict increases delinquent behavior, and (4) when delinquent behavior is allowed to flourish, there is a higher likelihood of life-course persistence. In fact, children in the Chicago neighborhoods


 examined by Shaw and McKay often began with trivial forms of juvenile delinquency that led to more serious criminal behavior and gang involvement.
1.6.4 Interactional Theory
Thornberry’s interactional theory


 (Thornberry et al., 1991) is based on the premise that human behavior is an outgrowth of social interaction and can be explicated by models that focus on interactive processes. The theory is based on social control elements from Hirschi’s social control theory, Aker’s social learning elements and Bandura’s social learning theory, with a grounding in general integrated models. A reciprocal relationship between social control variables and social learning variables helps explain the emergence and maintenance of delinquency. That is, low social control intensifies the probability of engaging with delinquent peers and subsequent delinquent behavior, while delinquent behavior leads to further reduction in social control. More broadly, weak social bonds increase exposure to delinquent situations, which in turn deteriorates conventional social bonds. Thus, (1) social control elements, (2) attachment to parents, (3) belief in conventional values, (4) commitment to school, (5) social learning elements, (6) associations with delinquent peers and (7) adaptation of delinquent values are all reciprocally related with the onset and intensification of adolescent criminal behavior


.
1.6.5 Differential Association Theory
Sutherland and Cressey (1978) developed the theory of differential association


, which is one of the most dominant criminological theories. It suggests that criminal behavior is learned through the association with other antisocial peers. Matsueda furthered the theory in 1988 and agreed with others who posited that behavior is learned through interactions with others and the values of the predominant group with whom they associate (Simourd & Andrews, 1994). Interactions present individuals with both prosocial and antisocial pathways of behavior. The pathway an individual chooses relies on whether they possess the skills necessary for committing the behavior and whether they have been exposed to reinforcement favoring that path. Furthermore, adolescents are more likely to engage in delinquency when others have reinforced the delinquency in the past, and they anticipate continued reinforcement for such behavior.
Sutherland stresses nine principles. The first of which is that delinquent behavior is learned and not inherited. This primary tenet is followed by (1) delinquent behavior is learned through communication with others, (2) communication can be verbal or nonverbal, (3) learning occurs in intimate groups, (4) motives and drives are learned from the legal code as being favorable or unfavorable, (5) a juvenile becomes delinquent when the favorable outweighs unfavorable with relation to the violation of law, (6) a parent who in any way suggests it is acceptable to break the legal code in any manner may promote delinquency, (7) the tendency toward delinquency will be affected by the frequency, duration, priority, and intensity of learning experiences, (8) learning delinquent behavior involves the same mechanisms involved in any other learning, and (9) criminal behavior and noncriminal behavior are expressions of the same needs and values.
There is extensive research that supports the fundamental tenets of differential association and what is more broadly known as social learning theory




. For example, the number of delinquent peers that an individual has is one of the strongest predictors of juvenile delinquency.
1.6.6 Social Control Theory
Social control and social bond theory may have originated with the seventeenth-century philosopher Thomas Hobbes, who believed that human beings are naturally aggressive, argumentative, and naturally use violence to gain competitive advantages. In other words, we are born as self-interested beings at the expense of others. In 1969, Hirschi developed Social Control theory of behavior, which identifies causal elements in the etiology of delinquency and conforming behavior (Simourd & Andrews, 1994). Supporters of social control theory assume that delinquency is the result of a lack of involvement and weak bond formation with socializing agents who would otherwise deter such behavior (Hoyt & Scherer, 1998). Proponents of this theory posit that establishment of strong prosocial bonds inhibit antisocial behavior through conformity to prevailing norms and values (Simourd & Andrews, 1994). The theory is comprised of four elements: attachment, commitment, involvement, and beliefs (Moore, 2011).
Attachment refers to the symbolic linkage between a person and society. Individuals with a strong and stable attachment to others within society are presumed to be less likely to go against societal norms because of their need to maintain attachment. (Moore, 2011). Parents play a central role in helping individuals develop control. Specifically, when parents have a strong emotional bond and attachment to their children, establish clear rules for behavior, closely monitor their children, and consistently sanction children for rule violation, children are more likely to develop high control (Agnew & Brezina, 2001). Commitment refers to the investment an individual has in social activities and institutions. Based on the premise that there is an association between level of commitment and propensity for deviance, an individual who has invested energy and time into conforming to social norms is less likely to deviate (Moore, 2011). Motivation and drive to achieve helps to keep juveniles from exhibiting criminal behavior because they know that getting into trouble will hurt their chances of success. Involvement refers to the time spent in socially approved activities. The theory assumes that large amounts of structured time spent in socially approved activities reduces the propensity for deviance given that there is less unstructured time available for deviance. The theory


 also posits that individuals who hold strong beliefs in favor of societal norms are less likely to deviate. The idea that children need to be active members of society and kept busy has inspired politicians and policy makers to call for increases in various social programs (e.g., mentorship and afterschool).
1.7 Female Delinquency
Delinquency




 has traditionally been viewed as a male phenomenon often neglecting females in studies regarding delinquent behavior. In fact, before the 1900s, female delinquency was relatively unheard of and widely undocumented (Snyder, 2001). Prior to 1981, the FBI did not classify arrests by sex and age. As a result, no national data on the arrest rates for females before this time are available (Fleming, Catalano, Oxford, & Harachi, 2002). While there is substantial research regarding the onset, maintenance, and desistance of juvenile delinquency, most current models are based solely on male data and do not adequately explain juvenile delinquency in females. In addition, early predictors of male conduct disorders and delinquency are largely ineffective at explaining delinquency


 when applied to females (Hoyt & Scherer, 1998). This is problematic given that females are currently the fastest growing sub-population in corrections (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002; Jacob, 2007; Loeber, Farrington, & Petechuk, 2003; Simões, Matos, & Batista-Foguet, 2008). Researchers have attributed the rise of female arrests to females being in increasingly more vulnerable situations, experiencing more serious mental health issues, and being charged with property, drug, and “public order” offenses (i.e. prostitution) at an increasing rate. 
The difference between male and female delinquency


 in terms of arrest frequency and type of crimes has remained relatively stable over time (Steketee, Junger, & Junger-Tas, 2013). Further, predictors of male juvenile delinquency do not adequately explain delinquency in females, primarily due to studies ignoring the damaging impact of familial sexual abuse and risk factors on female delinquency. In fact, feminist scholars have criticized these models as theories conceived by male criminologists to explain male criminality. To adequately explicate female delinquency, theories of delinquency should incorporate the unique socialization of females and males and the ways in which gender both shapes society and affects individual experiences (Daly & Chesney-Lind, 1988).
While females tend to recidivate at lower rates than males, females who are delinquent have a worse prognosis for success later in life than non-delinquent females (Jacob, 2007; Langan & Levin, 2002; Nicholls, Cruise, Greig, & Hinz, 2015). Women experience both reduced access to legitimate means to reach success and greater social disapproval of delinquent acts than do their male counterparts (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2013).
More recently, theories of female delinquency


 garnered interest from both sociologists and psychologists who offer more contemporary theories. Early sociologists believed that female offenders were fundamentally different than males and argued that women experience more strain from the environment given that females often share the same goals as males but have less opportunity to achieve them (Quinsey, Skilling, Lalumiere, & Craig, 2004). In contrast, Adler (1975) argued that the Women’s Liberation Movement resulted in an increase in crime due to females’ greater access and opportunity to participate in criminal activity. As time progressed, psychologists suggested that female delinquency could be explained by an expression of emotional problems, specifically loneliness and dependency, with an emphasis on the influence of peers and socialization in causing delinquent behavior (Konopka, 1976). Other theories emphasized that personal distress and maladjustment was the cause of delinquency, suggesting that a “proper environment” where gender roles were enforced was enough to correct this behavior (Belknap, 1996; Carr, Hudson, Hanks, & Hunt, 2008). It was proposed that the female sex role stressed conformity and supervision for girls, which limited the opportunity for girls to engage in antisocial behavior (Hoffman-Bustamante, 1973). The feminist model of juvenile delinquency posits that delinquency is the product of victimization, mental illness, and poor supervision. Regardless of the specific explanatory variables, it is assumed that a female’s pathway to crime is rooted in the gendered socialization and male-centered society


 in in which she lives (Holsinger, 2000).
1.7.1 Studies Incorporating Multi-Level Risk Factors
A meta-analysis examining a wide range of delinquency correlates for females identified eight risk categories: low social class; family structure or parental problems (e.g., marital problems); personal distress (e.g., apathy); personality variables (e.g., lack of empathy); poor parent-child relations (e.g., attachment); educational difficulties (e.g., dropout); temperament or misconduct problems (e.g., impulsivity); and antisocial peers or attitudes. Results indicated that the most important correlates of delinquency for females were antisocial peers, temperament, educational difficulties, poor parent-child relationships, and personality problems (Simourd & Andrews, 1994).
Hubbard and Pratt (2002) conducted a meta-analysis to look at the relative effects of variables on female delinquency when compared to male delinquency. A history of antisocial behavior, antisocial peers, antisocial attitudes, and antisocial personality were strong predictors of both male and female delinquency. For female delinquency, school relationships and physical and sexual abuse were stronger predictors for delinquency than in males (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). The study did not explore family level risk factors or community level risk factors.
Simourd and Andrews (1994) conducted a meta-analysis to address what male-based risk factors could be applied to female delinquency. For both genders, the most important risk factors were antisocial peers, temperament, misconduct problems, educational difficulties, and poor parent-child relations. However, researchers collapsed variables associated with key theoretical constructs. For example, antisocial peers and antisocial attitudes were combined into one group, despite previous research confirming they are two separate constructs (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). In addition, prior abuse as well as self-esteem were not included in the analysis, even though there is a higher risk of self-devaluation, sexual and physical abuse, suicidality, and conflict with family in females compared with males (Hawkins et al., 1998).
1.8 Towards an Integrative Theory of Juvenile Delinquency
While there is substantial research that provides support for each of the theories discussed in this brief, most studies of aggression and juvenile delinquency have focused on males. As a result, the current models for the development of juvenile delinquency are based primarily on male data and do not adequately explain juvenile delinquency in females. In addition, many models do not focus on a developmental perspective, which considers both stability and transformations in behavior in their developmental context.
Tittle (1995) stresses the importance of both synthesizing and integrating components of existing theories into more comprehensive models of delinquency. He cites two examples (i.e., strain theory and self-control theory) as good advances in understanding causes of deviant behavior but noted that they were limited by their exclusion of variables. The Social Development Model (SDM)


 includes most of the causal constructs and multiple domains described by many of the recent theories and attempts to integrate them into a broader, dynamic causal context. SDM may provide a valid and integrative theoretical framework to understand the development, continuation and desistance of gender specific delinquency. SDM integrates empirically supported components of Social Learning theory, Social Control theory, and Differential Association in an attempt to resolve differences in key assumptions of these models (Huang, Kosterman, Catalano, Hawkins, & Abbott, 2001; Tittle, 1995).
SDM




 incorporates a holistic, multi-domain approach to explain the onset, escalation, persistence, and desistence of antisocial and prosocial behaviors (Brown et al., 2005; Catalano et al., 2005). Proponents of SDM assume that delinquency initiates at early adolescence, peaks at 15–17, and then declines (Jacob, 2007). SDM synthesizes existing theories of deviance with the strongest empirical support into a coherent model (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). Taking Social Control, Social Learning and Differential Association theories together, supporters of SDM suggest that engagement in both prosocial and antisocial activities operates through perceived opportunities for involvement with others, attachment and bonding with others, socioemotional and cognitive skills used in interacting with others, moral beliefs and values, and perceived rewards, reinforcement, and punishment received through these interactions (Brown et al., 2005; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Simourd & Andrews, 1994).
A social bond


 is defined as the (1) attachment to others in the social unity, (2) commitment to action consistent with the socializing unit, and (3) certainty in the values of the unit (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). This suggests that antisocial and prosocial influences steer youth along a deviant or conventional developmental pathway, and that behavior will be prosocial or antisocial depending on the predominant behaviors, norms, and values held by those to whom the individual is bonded (Brown et al., 2005; Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Laundra, Kiger, & Bahr, 2002).
Proponents of SDM


 also posit that children engage in activities and interactions with others because of the behavior’s long-term and short-term payoffs. For example, participating in an extracurricular activity in school may produce the short-term payoff of being bonded to prosocial peers, while a long-term payoff may be fewer opportunities for involvement in antisocial activities (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). It is important to note that the two paths (i.e., prosocial and antisocial) operate with similar social processes that produce bonding. As a result, it is necessary to make a careful distinction between the two paths. Even individuals who are bonded to prosocial norms are exposed to situations where antisocial and delinquent behavior may be useful (Matza, 1964). Therefore, it is necessary to explain how some individuals diverge on one path over the other.
According to SDM, prosocial behavior


 is the result of perceived opportunities to participate in the prosocial order and opportunities for prosocial interaction and involvement. Perceived opportunities to participate in the prosocial order refer to children being aware that opportunities to participate in activities are available and that these activities satisfy the child’s personal interest. For example, a child needs to be aware that prosocial extracurricular activities are offered at school and be aware that these activities satisfy their personal interest. Prosocial interaction and involvement refer to a behavioral variable that predicts the development of the social bond of attachment and commitment. The development of these attachments depends on the extent to which the interactions and involvements are reinforced. That is, attachment only occurs if there is enough positive reinforcement, which is based on what a child finds rewarding (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Conger, 1976).
Concerning socioemotional and cognitive skills, it is important to consider recent neuroscience research which suggests that adolescent brains are not fully developed in regions related to higher-order executive functions needed for prosocial decision making, impulse control, and planning ahead (Graham v. Florida, 2010; Miller v. Alabama, 2012). While the brain undergoes both myelination and pruning to improve executive functioning during adolescence, these skills may not be fully developed until young adulthood. Two United States Supreme Court Cases, Graham v. Florida (2010) and Miller v. Alabama (2012), rejected the imposition of the death penalty to individuals under the age of 18 and life imprisonment without the possibility of release given this information. These two cases provide evidence that juveniles lack the capacity for mature judgment, are more vulnerable than adults to negative external influences, and have traits that are not stable.
Concerning impulse control, juveniles are also seen as less able to restrain their impulses and exercise self-control. Developing adolescent may learn to develop control best through experience (Graham v. Florida, 2010). Given that juveniles have less experience than adults to draw from, attachments influence beliefs about what is right and wrong. As a result, the juvenile internalizes perceived standards of the institutions, groups, and persons to which the individual is attached. Strong prosocial attachments, with consistent rules and rewards for good behavior, strong belief in the moral order, and consistent parenting increase the likelihood of prosocial behaviors (Drapela & Mosher, 2007). The opposite can be assumed for antisocial attachments.
Juveniles are also less capable than adults to consider alternative courses of action and maturely weigh the risks and rewards. In this sense, they are less oriented to the future and less able to consider long-term consequences (Graham v. Florida, 2010; Sullivan v. Florida, 2010). Juveniles place more weight on risk than reward, given a dramatic increase in dopaminergic activity within the socioemotional system during puberty. Therefore, they are more likely to experiment with antisocial activity and be rewarded for this activity from their delinquent peers (Steinberg, 2009). Juveniles lack the freedom and autonomy that adults possess to escape these pressures, and their actions are shaped directly by family members and peers. The juvenile’s sense of self is defined through attachment to parental figures and decision-making is guided primarily by the desire for not only parental approval but also peer approval as the juvenile develops (Graham v. Florida, 2010; Steinberg & Cauffman, 1996).
Decision-making


 with regards to antisocial and prosocial behavior improves throughout adolescence with changes in affective processing, specifically improving regulation of responses to emotional and social influences (Miller v. Alabama, 2012). Research on decision making under conditions of uncertainty indicates that neither adolescents nor adults perform at an optimal level under many circumstances involving complex decisions, (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982; Shaklee, 1979). However, in order to develop competence in decision-making, juveniles would benefit from practicing and being reinforced for prosocial decision-making by parents and external influences (Drapela & Mosher, 2007).
Supporters of SDM view behavioral changes as a series of causal linkages formed in the context of peers, family, school, and community, with the relative influence of these social domains shifting as young people pass through developmental stages (Simourd & Andrews, 1994). SDM consists of four periods of development that account for changing impacts of socializing agents across developmental periods. These periods incorporate age-specific prosocial and antisocial behavior (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Obeidallah & Earls, 1999). This allows for changing biological and social factors, and it blends theoretical perspectives on peer pressure, social bonds, and imitation (Simourd & Andrews, 1994). The model identifies salient socialization units and etiological processes for preschool, elementary, middle school, and high school periods. These are separated by major transitions in the environment in which children are socialized, rather than as stages or periods of cognitive or moral development.
Viewing prior antisocial behavior


 as problem behavior in the model allows inclusion of behavioral continuity, while avoiding the claim that antisocial behavior predicts later involvement in the same antisocial behavior. Negative events during critical developmental periods throughout childhood increase likelihood that exposure to risks will lead to lack of social bonds increasing the likelihood of antisocial or deviant behaviors (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996).
During the preschool stage, parents are the most significant socializing factor (Jacob, 2007). As children move into the elementary school period, they begin learning patterns of behavior primarily through socializing units of both family and school (Laundra et al., 2004). Children become attached to parents and teachers, have a commitment to school, and form beliefs in the validity of the moral values and norms (Jacob, 2007). As children move into the middle school period, peers become important socializing units. Children are socialized through peer norms and behaviors, school policies, and family management practices. Delinquency may emerge during this stage, and arrests encourage termination of this behavior as a way of reducing perceived rewards of delinquency (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996). In high school, peers continue to be an important socializing unit. Risk and protective factors have been established at this point, and this period is characterized by factors that maintain antisocial or prosocial behaviors (Catalano & Hawkins, 1996; Jacob, 2007). In addition, parents remain an important force concerning decisions such as sexual activity and substance use (Munsch & Blyth, 1993).
Thornberry (1996) stressed the importance of utilizing a developmental perspective while considering the reciprocal effects of risk factors. SDM incorporates reciprocal effects primarily through the impact of socialization experiences in prior developmental periods on perceived opportunities in the next period. As a result, reciprocal effects are modeled as transitions in socializing environments across developmental periods. SDM offers much promise in providing a theoretical framework for the emergence, maintenance and desistance for the separate and distinct pathways of female and male delinquency.
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Data presented in this chapter were collected from the U.S. Department of Justice Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) Statistical Briefing Book unless otherwise referenced. Rates and statistics provided through this resource are the most current data accessible to these authors. All charts and figures were adapted from data collected from the OJJDP website.
2.1 Demographics of American Adolescents
In 2018 a quarter of Americans, roughly 73.4 million individuals, were under age 18. Since 1975 the poverty rate for individuals under the age of 18 has consistently been disproportionately higher than those 18–64 and 64 and older (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2019). From 2002 through 2017, non-Hispanic Black and American Indian youth were three times as likely to live in poverty than their non-Hispanic White and non-Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islander counterparts. Additionally, of individuals under 18 years of age between 2002 and 2017, the percentage of Hispanic adolescents living in poverty was more than twice the percentage of non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic Asian/Pacific Islanders. In 2018, 34% of children living in single parent homes were below the poverty level and nearly half (44%) of children living with relatives other than their parent or non-relatives were living below the poverty level, while only 8% of children living with married parents were below the poverty level. The number of children living within a two-parent home decreased from 85.2% in 1970 to 69.1% in 2018, while the number of children and adolescents living in single-parent homes grew from 12% to 27% between 1970 and 2018.
High school completion rates increased steadily from 83.5% in 1975 to 93% of young adults completing high school in 2017. While completion rates have been on the rise for White (≈1%), Black (7%) and Hispanic (13%) youth during the past decade, completion rates for American Indian youth have fluctuated drastically. For example, American Indian youth completing high school has decreased from 82.4% in 2000 to 75.3% in 2016. Additionally, despite an overall decline in dropout rates for youth of all family income levels, the dropout rate for youth living in the lowest income families was on average six times more than the rate for those living in the highest income families. When examining poverty level and mental health, almost a quarter of children below the poverty level have either developmental, behavioral or mental health disorders (Cree et al., 2018). Rates of children under 18 diagnosed with depression or anxiety rose from 5.4% in 2003 to roughly 8% in 2011–2012 (Ghandour et al., 2019). Furthermore, approximately 4.5 million individuals aged 3 to 17 have a diagnosed behavior problem (Ghandour et al., 2019).
2.2 Juvenile Arrests
From data provided by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP)


, the juvenile arrest rate for all crimes has decreased for both males and females since the peak in juvenile crime in 1996. Of people aged 10 to 17 a total of 8476 arrests per 100,000 was recorded in 1996. Additionally, juvenile crime rates in the United States (U.S.) were at their lowest (2407.8 per 100,000) in 2017 since the OJJDP began collecting data in 1980.
The most recent juvenile justice statistics available are from 2017. Arrests of juveniles, which include youth ages 10–17 years old, peaked in 1996, at nearly 2.7 million total arrests. Arrests of juveniles in 2017 (809,700) was 70% below the arrest rate in 1996, whereas arrests of adults decreased 21% during the same period of time. Although arrests for all crimes have continued to decrease, rates of juvenile arrests for murder have increased from 2.2 to 2.7 per 100,000 youth and motor vehicle theft rates have increased from 39.3 to 48.8 per 100,000 youth from 2012 to 2017. Despite these increases, juvenile arrest rates for robbery, aggravated assault and murder were either at or near historic lows. Additionally, arrests of juveniles for burglary, arson, larceny-theft, weapons, and vandalism reached their lowest point since 1980. Juvenile drug related arrest rates have declined roughly 50% (573.9 to 283.5 per 100,000) since 2006 and is roughly 5% above its historic low point in 1983.
When examining time of day, Juvenile violent crime peaks in the afterschool hours, peaking at 3 pm (63.3 per 100,000), on school days and in the evenings peaking at 7 pm (28.7 per 100,000) on non-school days (Fig. 2.1). Of violent crimes committed by juveniles, a majority (62%) occur on school days. While robbery by juveniles’ peaks at 9 pm (83.4 per 100,000), aggravated assault peaks at 3 pm (79.1 per 100,000) and 6 pm (78.3 per 100,000). Of note, sexual assault by juvenile offenders is most common at noon (106.9 per 100,000), followed by 8 am (83.1 per 100,000) and 3 pm (80.1 per 100,000).[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig1_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.1Juvenile violent crime per 100,000 persons by time of day. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


2.2.1 Homicide and Serious Violent Crime
Similar to other juvenile crime trends, rates of homicides committed by juvenile offenders peaked in 1994 with 2818 offences (Fig. 2.2). Juvenile homicide rates were at an all-time low in 2013 (704 offences) since the tracking of juvenile homicides in 1980. However, homicide rates by juveniles increased by 24.7% from 2013 to 2016. Figure 2.3 illustrates the rates of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter by race from 1980 to 2017. On average from 1980 to 2016, roughly half of all victims were acquaintances of the juvenile while 36% of victims were strangers. Rape, robbery, and assault are included under the category known as serious violent crime. While homicide rates have been on the rise since 2013, serious violent crime by juveniles has remained relatively steady, averaging 8.4 per 100,000, since a drop from 13.7 per 100,000 youth in 2013. Roughly 12% of all serious violent crimes were committed by individuals under 18 years of age in 2016, in comparison to its peak of 26.4% in 1993.[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig2_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.2Total juvenile homicide offenders between 1980 and 2016. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book

[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig3_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.3Manslaughter and nonnegligent homicide trends by trace, 1980–2017. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


2.2.2 Other Juvenile Crimes
Juvenile arrests for liquor law violations, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, and curfew & loitering violations in 2018 were all at record lows since tracking began in 1980 (Fig. 2.4). Juvenile curfew and loitering violations have been on a steady decline since its peak in 1996 (593.9 per 100,000) resulting in the lowest rates of arrest since 1980 with 89.7 per 100,000 juvenile arrest in 2017. Contrary to other juvenile crime trends, juvenile liquor law violations peaked in 1988 (621 per 100,000). Arrest for running away were at a record high in 1994 (825 per 100,000) and an all-time low in 2009 (275.4 per 100,000), however, beginning in 2010 arrests for running away were no longer reported.[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig4_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.4Juvenile arrests per 100,000 for liquor laws, drunkenness, disorderly conduct, curfew & loitering violations, runaways. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


2.2.3 Juvenile Arrest Based On Race
When examining this data, it is important to note that according to OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book (n.d.) arrests of Hispanic youth are not reported separately and youth of Hispanic ethnicity may be of any race. This is because not all agencies that report crime data provide ethnicity data through the Uniform Crime Reporting program. Due to this lapse in reporting it is impossible to compare the national crime rates of youth of Hispanic ethnicity and non-Hispanic youth based on publicly available data. Additionally, while some arrest statistics for females based on race is available, arrest data for males alone based on race is not available. As such the following juvenile crime information examining racial differences includes both males and female youth.
Arrests of juvenile offenders disproportionately involve Black youth (Fig. 2.5). While the racial makeup of the US juvenile population was only 16% Black in 2017, Black youth were arrested for over half (52%) of all violent crimes while 45% of arrests for violent crimes involved white youth (Fig. 2.6). The ratio of black-to-white youth drug abuse violation arrests has narrowed dramatically in recent years which peaked in 1991, at nearly 6–1. Primarily due to the decline in arrest of black youth, in 2017 the arrest rate of black youth (383.0 per 100,000) was only 1.4 times the arrest rate of white youth (279.3 per 100,000). Additionally, in 2017 the American Indian youth drug abuse violation rate (287.2 per 100,000) surpassed that of white youth for the first time since data collection began in 1980. Drug abuse violations by Asian youth was 77.8 per 100,000 in 2017. Since 2006, juvenile weapons violation (carrying, possessing, etc.) arrest rates have declined for each race group: 64% for white youth (39.0 per 100,000), 63% for Asian youth (13.8 per 100,000), 52% for American Indian youth (33.2 per 100,000), and 51% for black youth (146.6 per 100,000).[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig5_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.5Juvenile arrest rates by race for all offenses per 100,000. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book

[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig6_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.6Juvenile violent arrests per 100,000 by race, 1980–2017. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


Liquor law violations

 in 2017 were disproportionately higher for American Indian juveniles than for other race groups, as the American Indian youth rate was two times the white youth rate, almost 8 times the rate for black youth, and 11 times the rate for Asian youth. While rates of liquor law violations have steadily declined for all youth beginning in 2006, the 2017 rates of liquor law violations were the highest for American Indian youth (278.9 per 100,000), second highest for white youth (116.3 per 100,000), followed by black youth (36.4 per 100,000) and Asian youth (24.8 per 100,000).
2.2.4 Female Youthful Offenders
Although the number of female arrests


 in 2017 were at its lowest since 1980 (2300.1 in 1980 to 1430.8 per 100,000 in 2017), the female share of juvenile arrests has increased from 18% of total arrests in 1980 to 29% in 2017. In 2017, roughly 1 in 5 juvenile violent crime arrests involved females (Fig. 2.7). While the disorderly conduct arrest rate has declined across both male and female youth, the juvenile female arrest rate for disorderly conduct in 2017 was 17% above its 1984 low point. In 2015 roughly one-third of female arrest involved individuals under the age of 15. The female share was relatively high for certain offenses, including larceny-theft (37%), liquor law violations (41%), simple assault (37%), and disorderly conduct (36%). Females accounted for 20% of juvenile violent crime arrests and 26% of aggravated assault arrests in 2017. While the male proportion of youth arrests


 exceeded the female proportion across most offenses, arrests for prostitution related offenses were an exception. Of the 600 estimated youth arrests for prostitution related offenses, more than three-fourths (76%) involved girls. In 2015, 46% of all female youth cases involved white individuals, black female youth accounted for 35%, and Hispanic youth accounted for 17% of female delinquency cases. While property offense cases accounted for the largest share (33%) of the 2015 overall female youth cases, the larger share of black female cases (37%) were accounted for by person offenses. Drug offenses by black female youth make up the smallest share at 3%, while drug arrest make up 14% of white female cases and 12% of Hispanic female cases


.[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig7_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.7Trends in arrest rates by gender for Violent crimes (rates are per 100,000 in gender). Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


2.2.5 
Age Group Differences

When examining crime rates of individuals aged zero to twenty-four, rates for individuals aged zero to fourteen decreased from 6% to 2% across all arrests between 1980 and 2017. Violent crime index arrest for individuals aged 10–12 reached 86.8 per 100,000 in 1994 and dropped to 31.3 per 100,000 in 2012. The rate of all arrests for persons ages zero to fourteen decreased from its peak in 1994 at 1477.1 per 100,000 to a historic low in 2017 of 377.5 per 100,000. The same trend is seen with persons aged 15–17 with a historic low in 2017 of 4585.5 per 100,000 compared to a historic high in 1996 of 15,802.1 per 100,000. Arrest of persons aged 15–17 accounted for almost three-quarters (71.4%) of all arrests of persons aged zero to 17 in 2017. Violent crime arrest rates of youth aged zero to fourteen made up 25.5% of all persons 17 years of age and under in 2017. When examining arson arrest rates, adolescents 14 years of age and under make up a majority of the arrest (57.81) of persons under 18.
2.3 Juveniles in Court
The delinquency


 case load handled by juvenile courts reached its peak in 1997 with roughly 1,883,100 cases. Approximately 818,900 cases were disposed in juvenile court in 2017, which is a 30% decrease from the rates in 1985 (Fig. 2.8). Juvenile courts average 2200 cases per day in 2017 which is double the number of cases (1100 juvenile cases) seen daily in 1960. Concerning the processing of juvenile court cases, an intake department screens all cases and decides whether cases will be handled formally (petitioned) or informally (nonpetitioned). In 2017, 43% of cases were handled informally while 57% were dealt with formally. Of nonpetitioned juvenile cases in 2017, adolescents agreed to informal sanction in 59% of cases including; informal probation, financial or other restitution, or transfer to an agency within social services, while the remaining 41% of nonpetitioned cases were dismissed. Of the cases that were handled formally by the juvenile court system in 2017, 46% of cases were not adjudicated and resulted in probation, dismissal, or other sanction. However, a majority of petition juvenile cases were adjudicated (53%), with a majority of individuals having been placed on formal probation and roughly 28% of adjudicated juvenile cases resulted in residential placement. Finally, in 1% of cases in 2017 it was decided that the case should be handled in adult criminal after a waiver or transfer hearing was held and a judge waived jurisdiction over the case.[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig8_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.8Estimated number of delinquency cases tried in 2017. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


2.3.1 Juveniles Tried as Adults
Transfer laws

, also called waiver or certification laws, expand the offenses and age of an offender who is eligible to be transferred from the juvenile court to adult court (Redding, 2008). These laws either (1) lowered the minimum age for transfer to adult criminal court, (2) increased the number of offenses that made a juvenile eligible for transfer, or (3) provided the prosecutor ultimate discretion while limiting judicial discretion on transfer decisions. While few statistics on transfer cases are available between 2003 and 2007, the number of cases judicially waived for Violent Crime Index offenses increased 47% to roughly 3000 (Griffin, Addie, Adams, & Firestine, 2011). The Violent Crime Index includes murder, nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Even though the total number of transferred juvenile offenders is unknown, there are estimates that more than 100,000 juveniles in the United States are adjudicated to adult criminal courts yearly (Zane, Welsh, Mears, 2016). Additionally, amongst felony defendants convicted of property and weapons offenses, juveniles that had been transferred to adult criminal court (60%) were more likely than adults (37%) to be sentenced to prison terms (Griffin et al., 2011) or were given longer incarceration sentences than adults (Lehmann, Chiricos, & Bales, 2018). Although transfer laws were developed to have a deterrent effect on the juvenile offender populations, research shows that transfer does not have a specific deterrent effect and may lead to a small but statistically nonsignificant increase in future offending (Zane, Welsh, & Mears, 2016). Further research is needed to make a clear determination on the efficacy and rationale of transfer laws as a deterrent for juvenile crime

 (Redding, 2016).
2.4 Juveniles in Residential Placement Facilities
In 1997, the U.S. Census Bureau, through an interagency agreement with OJJDP, administered the Census of Juveniles in Residential Placement (CJRP) for the first time. The census typically takes place on the fourth Wednesday in October in odd numbered years. The CJRP requests all juvenile residential facilities in the U.S. to describe each person younger than 21 assigned a bed in the facility on the census date as a result of a status or delinquency offense. Of note, CJRP does not capture data on youth in adult prisons, jails, or those placed in facilities used exclusively for mental health or substance use treatment.
Based on the 2017 census (Sickmund, Sladky, Kang, & Puzzanchera, 2019), 43,580 juvenile offenders were held in juvenile residential placement facilities nationally, 85.4% of which were 17 years of age or younger (Fig. 2.9). There were 545 (1.3%) juveniles ages 12 or younger in residential placement on the 2017 census date. Sixteen-year-olds and 17-year-olds accounted for 54% of juveniles who were arrested in 2017. Between 1997 and 2017 the percentage of the population age 15 and under decreased by 7%. Conversely, during this time, the percentage of the population in residential facilities increased by 4.6%. Nationally, females accounted for 15.1% of juvenile offenders in residential placement, while minority youth accounted for 67.4% of youth in residential placement. In 2015, the ratio of the national residential placement rate for minority males to that of white males was 2.9 to 1.[image: ../images/464086_1_En_2_Chapter/464086_1_En_2_Fig9_HTML.png]
Fig. 2.9Number of juveniles held in residential placement facilities on annual day of census. Adapted from the OJJDP Statistical Briefing Book


According to data collected by the CJRP (Sickmund et al., 2019), the population of youth residing in residential facilities decreased overall from 105,055 in 1997 to 43,580 youth in 2017. While the overall count of total youth in residential facilities has decreased, female youth accounted for 15.1% of youth in residential facilities in 2017, an increase from 13.6% in 1997. While the percentage of male youth in residential facilities have held relatively steady, it has decreased from 86.4% in 1997 to 84.9% in 2017. When compared to the 1997 census, the percentage of Black and Hispanic youth in residential facilities increased from 39.9 to 40.9% and 18.4% to 21% respectively. Conversely, the percentage of White youth in residential facilities decreased from 37.5% in 1997 to 32.6% in 2017.
While the percentage of white youth in residential facilities has decreased overall since the first census in 1997, white youth make up the largest percentage of females (38.3%) in the facilities surveyed while Black female youth make up 35.5%. The percentage of Hispanic female youth has made the largest increase from 12.7% to 19.3% in 2017.
2.4.1 Time in Residential Placement
Among detained offenders, which include those awaiting adjudication, disposition, or placement elsewhere at the time of the census, the percentage of individuals who were in residential placement more than 30 days after admission increased by 10.7% between 1997 and 2017. Committed juveniles are those held as part of a court-ordered disposition. Consistent between 1997 and 2017 roughly 80 percent of juveniles have been in the facility more than 30 days, while those held for more than 90 day increased roughly 1.5% from 1997 to 2017 to account for 57.5% of committed juveniles in placement.
2.4.2 Facility Practices and Services
Of the facilities that provided any form of onsite treatment in 2016, 86% provided mental health services, 71% provided substance abuse services, 36% provided services for sexual offenders, 20% provided services for violent offenders, and 9% provided onsite treatment for arson. Notably, only 63% of the 1772 facilities surveyed by the 2016 Juvenile Residential Facility Census provided any onsite treatment services. While 60% of reporting facilities evaluated all youth for mental health needs, 39% of facilities only evaluated “some youth” and 1% did not evaluate for mental health needs. Additionally, 93% of reporting facilities evaluated all youth for suicide risk while 5% did not evaluate any youth.
2.5 Reintegration of Youthful Offenders
As of this publication, data on juvenile reentry


 is currently absent from the OJJDP’s website. Additionally, the United States does not currently have oversight of the juvenile reentry process and nearly half of states do not have a primary agency that is responsible for juvenile reentry into the community (Unruh, Gagnon, & MaGee, 2018). While national data is unavailable at this time, a prospective longitudinal study of mortality rates in 1829 juvenile’s aged 10–18 years old was randomly sampled at intake at a juvenile detention center in Chicago, Illinois, between 1995 and 1998 (Teplin, McClelland, Abram, & Mileusnic, 2005). At follow-up in 2004, the mortality rate of all youthful offenders was over 4 times that of the general population, with 90.1% of deaths due to homicide. Teplin et al. (2005) also found that African American male juveniles mortality rate was the highest, and female juveniles’ mortality rate was almost eight times that of the general population of female youth. Overall, there is a dearth of data and communication on reentry and reintegration of juvenile offenders, in turn accurate information on the efficacy of the juvenile justice system


 and the outcomes of this vulnerable population is unknown.
2.6 Discussion
The total number of juvenile arrests 2017 (809,700) was 70% below the arrest rate in 1996. Some experts attribute the sharp rise and subsequent fall in juvenile crime to both the introduction of crack cocaine, which was primarily sold at the street-level by minority males, and the resulting use of guns to protect themselves (Greenwood & Turner, 2011). The consequence of this juvenile armament for defense was theorized to later result in a higher rate of youth carrying guns for assaults and homicide (Greenwood & Turner, 2011). However, multiple and varied theories have been proposed to account for the extreme spike in the early 1990s. These theories vary from political, to socioeconomic to changes in state and federal laws. It is likely that the current downward trend in juvenile crime, which mirrors that of crime overall in the United States, is due to multiple factors including increased incarceration and policing as well as increase economic opportunities (Blumstein & Wallman, 2006). Overall, juvenile arrests have been on a decline for more than a decade, but it is evident that patterns vary by demographic group and offense committed. Furthermore, it is apparent that the official data used to track crimes committed by juveniles are undoubtedly insufficient. The reporting of juvenile crimes that are identified by police and the subsequent arrest data is voluntary and thus published crime figures are based on different agencies’ and states’ reports each year, if that data was submitted on time. Additionally, structure and implementation of standardized care following release from residential placement facilities is not overseen by the federal government and as such outcomes and are not being monitored at what is potentially one of the most vulnerable points in a youthful offender’s “rehabilitative” timeline. Because of these reporting failures and inconsistencies, it is insufficient to use official data to gain a complete and detailed picture of juvenile crime trends. As such it is important for researchers and clinicians to use reported data with caution when making inferences about a given population.
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This chapter explores research from approximately 2008 to 2018 which pertains to risk and protective factors for delinquency. Research related to the following categories of risk factors






 for delinquency were examined: (1) psychiatric diagnoses and personality characteristics, (2) substance use, (3) trauma, (4) peer influence, (5) cognitive functioning, (6) environmental factors, and (7) biological factors. These categories were reviewed because they have typically been the foci of delinquency research, and conceptually, such categories appear to influence delinquent behaviors. Relevant subcategories were emphasized when appropriate, as some factors within the overarching categories seem to be more relevant to delinquent behaviors than others. For example, within the psychiatric diagnoses and personality characteristics section, conduct disorder (CD) and related constructs (e.g., callous-unemotional [CU] traits)

, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), and oppositional defiant disorder (ODD) were the foci because such factors appear most relevant to delinquency. The research for certain risk factors were also separated by whether the studies included delinquent or non-delinquent samples. Risk factors may have differential effects depending on the sample type and outcome (e.g., delinquency onset vs. recidivism). However, in some areas, there was a dearth of literature within the searched timeframe to allow for these comparisons. Research related to protective factors were covered last. However, when reviewing research on risk factors, protective effects were discussed if the researchers found relevant protective effects for variables (e.g., cognitive functioning). Throughout the chapter, methodological differences were highlighted between studies to elucidate conflicting findings regarding risk and protective factors. For more in depth investigation, the original studies may be consulted to better understand contradictory results. Nonetheless, this chapter provides a helpful overview of up-to-date findings for risk and protective factors of delinquency.
3.1 Psychiatric Diagnoses and Personality Characteristics
3.1.1 Conduct Disorder and Related Constructs
As outlined by the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (5th ed.; DSM–5; American Psychiatric Association [APA], 2013) conduct disorder (CD) is characterized by various forms of problematic behaviors


, including aggression, destroying property, and deceitfulness. Therefore, it is not surprising that CD symptoms are related to delinquent behaviors (Coker, Smith, Westphal, Zonana, & McKee, 2014; Hodgins, Barbareschi, & Larsson, 2011; McMahon, Witkiewitz, & Kotler, 2010; Pardini & Fite, 2010; Sittner Hartshorn, Whitbeck, & Prentice, 2015; Yampolskaya & Chuang, 2012). For example, after controlling for relevant constructs (e.g., attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder [ADHD]), Pardini and Fite (2010) found that CD criteria predicted offending and violent behaviors. In contrast, Jezior, McKenzie, and Lee (2016) did not find that CD symptoms were predictive of later antisocial behaviors. When comparing Jezior et al. (2016) and Pardini and Fite, both studies had prospective designs and used parental informants for assessing CD symptoms. However, the authors controlled for different covariates and measured the delinquency outcomes differently (e.g., self-report vs. official records). These methodological differences as well as others (e.g., sample compositions) could account for the discrepant findings between the compared studies.
Related to CD, callous-unemotional (CU) traits


 involve deficits in empathy, remorse, and affect (Frick, Ray, Thornton, & Kahn, 2014). These deficits are thought to predispose juveniles to engage in delinquent behavior, particularly violent delinquency. Pardini and Fite (2010) assessed the predictive qualities of CU traits for delinquent outcomes. When controlling for CD criteria, it was found that CU traits predicted the number of years adolescents were charged with crimes, any serious charges, and self-reported violence. McMahon et al. (2010) also found that CU traits were associated with delinquent behaviors over and above CD criteria, ODD criteria, and ADHD criteria. Similar to their findings for CD symptoms, Jezior et al. (2016) did not find that CU traits were predictive of antisocial behaviors. Again, this latter finding could be a function of the covariates as well as other methodological features.
CU traits


 overlap with the features of psychopathy because CU traits were conceptualized to capture psychopathic features in children and adolescents. Moreover, depending on the instruments used, there could be problems with accurately measuring psychopathy among juveniles due to their development (Cauffman, Skeem, Dmitrieva, & Cavanagh, 2016; Frick et al., 2014). There are also debates regarding the components that should go into the measurement of psychopathy in general (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009; Skeem & Cooke, 2010). Nonetheless, Asscher et al. (2011) performed a meta-analysis focusing on the relationship between psychopathic traits and delinquency for juveniles. Among studies that included community samples, Asscher et al. found what could be considered a moderate correlation between psychopathic traits and delinquency.
The above authors focused primarily on CD and related constructs among community and clinical samples. CD is related to delinquent and antisocial behaviors among adolescents who were detained, labelled delinquent, or involved with the legal system. For example, Wibbelink, Hoeve, Stams, and Oort (2017) performed a meta-analysis on the relationship between recidivistic behaviors and mental disorders among delinquents using studies with prospective designs. It was found that juvenile delinquents with CD symptoms recidivated more than juveniles without these symptoms. Conversely, other authors found no relationship between CD, delinquency and recidivism (Aebi et al., 2016; Baglivio, Wolff, Piquero, DeLisi, & Vaughn, 2017; Plattner et al., 2009; Young, Misch, Collins, & Gudjonsson, 2011). The null findings in some of these studies could be due to methodological weaknesses. For example, Young et al. (2011) based CD diagnoses on record reviews alone, which may have led to diagnostic misclassifications among those who engaged in more or less delinquent behaviors. However, Aebi et al. (2016) and Plattner et al. (2009) did not find a relationship between CD symptoms and offending despite having stronger methodological features. That is, these studies had prospective designs and utilized structured interviews when assessing CD symptoms.
In the meta-analysis conducted by Asscher et al. (2011), the relationship between psychopathic traits and recidivism was examined using studies that included samples of juvenile offenders. With these studies, small to moderate relationships were observed between psychopathy and recidivism as well as psychopathy and violent recidivism. Though, after controlling for additional risk factors, the relationship between psychopathy and recidivism fades (Dolan & Rennie, 2008; Douglas, Epstein, & Poythress, 2008). Perhaps the correlation between psychopathic features and delinquency is moderated by other variables. For example, problematic parenting styles increases delinquency for youth with high levels of the interpersonal features of psychopathy, as measured by the Psychopathy Checklist: Youth Version (PCL: YV; Forth, Kosson, & Hare, 2003), whereas parenting behaviors were not related to delinquency for those low in said features (Edens, Skopp, & Cahill, 2008). Using the PCL: YV, Vitacco, Neumann, and Caldwell (2010) found that only the antisocial facet of psychopathy was associated with offending, but the relationship was stronger among Black delinquents when compared to White delinquents. Since Edens et al. (2008) and Vitacco et al. (2010) used the PCL: YV, it is unclear how parenting styles and race might moderate the relationship between psychopathy and delinquency when psychopathy is operationalized using other measures.
There is evidence that CU traits predict recidivism after controlling for relevant covariates (e.g., aggression; Kimonis, Kennealy, & Goulter, 2016; Robertson et al., 2018). Though, Pechorro, Nunes, Jiménez, and Hidalgo (2015) did not find that male delinquents high in CU traits substantively differed from those low in CU traits with respect to delinquent behaviors after controlling for the age at which delinquents began offending. Using a mixed sample of female delinquents and female students, Pechorro, Ray, GonÇalves, and Jesus (2017) found that CU traits were associated with delinquent behaviors, although the analyses did not control for variables unrelated to the domains of CU traits.
Lastly, The Limited Prosocial Emotions (LPE) specifier was added to the DSM-5 to incorporate CU traits (Colins, 2016). There is evidence that LPE is related to delinquency (Colins, 2016; Colins & Andershed, 2015), but Van Damme, Colins, and Vanderplasschen (2016) did not find that females with CD and LPE differed in offending when compared to those with only CD. Male delinquents with CD and LPE have been observed to endorse more types of nonviolent offenses than males with only CD, but the difference between groups in terms of violent offending was less apparent (Colins, 2016). Therefore, the association between LPE and delinquent behaviors may vary based on the comparison group, gender composition for the sample, and delinquency outcome.
Overall, CD and related constructs are known correlates of delinquency, but there are exceptions to this relationship. Such exceptions could be a function of variations in study methodology, including covariates, temporal sequence (e.g., retrospective vs. prospective), measurement devices, or statistical analyses. Nonetheless, CD and related constructs should be considered in the framework of risk factors for juvenile delinquency.
3.1.2 Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder
Among community and clinical samples, ADHD


 symptoms have shown an association with delinquent and aggressive behaviors (Bussing, Mason, Bell, Porter, & Garvan, 2010; Gudjonsson, Sigurdsson, Adalsteinsson, & Young, 2013; Herrenkohl, Lee, & Hawkins, 2012; Ruchkin, Lorberg, Koposov, Schwab-Stone, & Sukhodolsky, 2008; Sibley et al., 2011; Walther et al., 2012). However, some of these researchers did not incorporate measures of CD symptoms (i.e., Herrenkohl et al., 2012) or statistically control for CD symptoms if they were measured (i.e., Bussing et al., 2010). This raises the question as to whether ADHD symptoms would be consistently associated with delinquent behaviors above and beyond CD symptoms. Moreover, as part of the delinquency variables, some study designs (e.g., Ruchkin et al., 2008; Walther et al., 2012) included behaviors that may not be viewed as delinquent, such as lying or carrying a knife. This could have inflated the association between ADHD symptoms and delinquency as such behaviors are more common than acts that would result in legal action. Pardini and Fite (2010) found that only the hyperactive and impulsive symptoms of ADHD


 were predictive of violent behaviors after controlling for CD symptoms. Other authors found no relationship between ADHD symptoms and aggressive or delinquent behaviors after controlling for relevant covariates (Bernat, Oakes, Pettingell, & Resnick, 2012; Henry, Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Schoeny, 2012; Sittner Hartshorn et al., 2015). Bernat et al. (2012) had similar methodological characteristics to Herrenkohl et al. (2012). One possible reason for the discrepant findings between these studies were the means of measuring ADHD. That is, Herrenkohl et al. used parent and teacher reports of adolescents’ ADHD symptoms, and Bernat et al. had participants recall their prior ADHD symptoms at a later follow-up. The participants in Bernat et al. may not have accurately recalled their ADHD symptoms. Consequently, if participants who did not engage in delinquent behaviors inaccurately recalled having more ADHD symptoms, it would have reduced the relationship between such symptoms and delinquency. This is not to say that the measurement in Herrenkohl et al. was infallible. Namely, the parents and teachers participating in Herrenkohl et al. may have inaccurately rated the adolescents’ signs of ADHD.
Regarding delinquent samples, ADHD symptoms are predictive of recidivism (Baglivio et al., 2017; Van Der Put, Asscher, & Stams, 2016; Wibbelink et al., 2017). Though, higher rates of recidivism have been observed among juvenile offenders with ADHD and a comorbid disorder (Van Der Put et al., 2016). Plattner et al. (2009) did not find that ADHD was a significant predictor of time to reincarceration among male or female delinquents, and Young et al. (2011) did not find ADHD was correlated with prior delinquent behaviors after including covariates. Gordon, Diehl, and Anderson (2012) observed that ADHD


 was not associated with recidivism after taking into account the facility within which delinquents were confined. Most of the researchers that did and did not find relationships between ADHD symptoms and recidivism had many similarities. For example, Baglivio et al. (2017), van der Put et al. (2016), Plattner et al. (2009), and Gordon et al. (2012) were prospective and used official records for recidivism (e.g., reincarceration). Three of the studies (Baglivio et al., 2017; Gordon et al., 2012; Van Der Put et al., 2016) also relied on ADHD diagnoses that were assigned to participants by mental health workers independently from the study. There was little information provided as to how said workers arrived at their diagnoses for the participants, which calls into question the validity of such diagnoses. Plattner et al. was the only cited study with a prospective design that included a structured interview as part of its methodology for diagnosing ADHD. Interestingly, one of the reviewed studies (Mallett, Fukushima, Stoddard-Dare, & Quinn, 2013) found an inverse association between ADHD and recidivism after controlling for other variables. The potential reason for this finding is unclear considering that the study had a similar methodology to other studies (e.g., Baglivio et al., 2017).
In summary, ADHD symptoms have shown an association with delinquency as well as recidivism. Though, it is unknown whether the association observed in some of these studies was due to comorbid CD symptoms, and there is variability in the association among studies with similar designs. When considering ADHD


 as a risk factor for delinquency and recidivism, it may be more important to focus on the hyperactive/impulsive symptoms because these symptoms are known correlates of delinquency above and beyond the inattentive symptoms (Pardini & Fite, 2010).
3.1.3 Oppositional Defiant Disorder
Oppositional defiant disorder (ODD)


 involves disruptive behaviors as well as a mood component, and it can be a precursor to the development of CD (APA, 2013). A limited number of study designs incorporated ODD symptoms in evaluating risk factors for delinquency. With ODD potentially acting as a precursor for CD, it may be difficult to study the relationship between ODD symptoms and delinquency because youths’ presentation may shift before such symptoms can be examined. Nonetheless, researchers have found that ODD symptoms were predictive of delinquency among community samples, even after controlling for related constructs (e.g., CD symptoms) (Bussing et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2010; Pardini & Fite, 2010). The effects in these studies ranged from small to large. Though, Jezior et al. (2016) did not find that ODD symptoms were predictive of self-reported delinquent behaviors after controlling for other variables.
Plattner et al. (2009) found that ODD was predictive of recidivism for male juvenile delinquents, but ODD was not predictive of recidivism for female delinquents. Aebi et al. (2016) also found that ODD symptoms were associated with recidivism among males. However, among five prospective studies, Wibbelink et al. (2017) did not find that ODD was associated with recidivism for juvenile delinquents.
There is some indication that ODD


 symptoms have a relationship with delinquency among community samples, but this is a tentative conclusion due to the limited number of studies located through the literature searches. In contrast, ODD symptoms do not appear to be consistently related to recidivism for samples of juvenile delinquents. Therefore, the extent to which ODD symptoms contribute to delinquent behaviors across populations is negligible.
3.2 Substance Use Disorder and Substance Use
Substance use disorders and substance use more broadly are known correlates of delinquent behaviors (Adams et al., 2013; Baker, Hishinuma, Chang, & Nixon, 2010; Coker et al., 2014), and this association has held after controlling for relevant covariates (Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Henry, Tolan, et al., 2012; Sittner Hartshorn et al., 2015). Though, there is evidence that variables moderate this association. For example, Barker et al. (2011) observed an interaction between drug use and life events in predicting violent behaviors such that males who used any drugs and had a life transition engaged in increased violence. The aforementioned studies included samples from the US, but the association between substance use and delinquency has been documented in other countries as well (Díaz et al., 2011; Van Der Laan, Blom, & Kleemans, 2009). There are instances in which substance use does not occur prior to delinquency (Carney, Myers, Louw, Lombard, & Flisher, 2013; Turner, Daneback, & Skårner, 2018). Thus, the directionality of the relationship between substance use and delinquent behaviors


 remains indeterminate. In a meta-analysis on the relationship between drugs and crime, a moderate relationship was observed between drugs and criminal behavior for juveniles, but the compositions of the juvenile samples were unclear (Bennett, Holloway, & Farrington, 2008).
As for samples already labelled as delinquents, researchers have observed an association between substance use disorders and delinquency (Plattner et al., 2009; Plattner et al., 2012). Wibbelink et al. (2017) found a small association between substance use disorder and recidivism among study designs that included juvenile delinquents. Van der Put and de Ruiter (2016) observed that problematic alcohol and/or drug use predicted general, but not violent, recidivism after controlling for other variables among male juvenile offenders. In contrast, problematic alcohol and/or drug use was not predictive of general or violent recidivism for female juvenile offenders after controlling for other variables. Hoeve, McReynolds, Wasserman, and McMillan (2013) found that substance use disorder by itself and substance use disorder co-morbid with other disorders predicted more severe re-offending. In a re-analysis using the same sample, Hoeve, McReynolds, and Wasserman (2014) found that the relationship between substance use disorder and recidivism was moderated by treatment referrals. That is, juvenile offenders with substance use disorders who did not receive any referrals had greater odds of recidivism when compared to juvenile offenders who had substance use disorders but received referrals. Therefore, treatment for substance use disorders could reduce the association between substance use disorder and recidivism.
Researchers have examined the associations between the broad categories of hard drugs or other drug use disorder and delinquent behaviors, including aggression. Some authors have found significant associations between these broad categories and aggression (Elkington et al., 2015; Temple, Shorey, Fite, Stuart, & Le, 2013) whereas others have not (White, Fite, Pardini, Mun, & Loeber, 2013) or found that the relationship was moderated by additional variables (Reyes, Foshee, Bauer, & Ennett, 2014). Walters (Walters, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c) found a reciprocal relationship between illicit drug use and arrests among a sample of young offenders on parole in that illicit drug use was predictive of later arrests and vice versa.
Delinquent behaviors


 appear to be consistently associated with broad categorizations of substance use disorders and substance use. Within this broad categorization, there is likely to be variability in the relationship between delinquency and substance use based on the type of substance as well as the severity of the substance use. It is also possible that juveniles begin using substances after engaging in delinquent behaviors, which might further exacerbate adolescents’ delinquency.
3.2.1 Alcohol
Alcohol use


 is associated with delinquent behaviors in multiple studies (Adams et al., 2013; Coker et al., 2014; D’amico et al., 2016; Hemphill et al., 2014; Mancha, Rojas-Neese, & Latimer, 2010; Mercado-Crespo & Mbah, 2013; Reid, Garcia-Reid, Klein, & McDougall, 2008; Reyes et al., 2014; Scholes-Balog, Hemphill, Kremer, & Toumbourou, 2013; Temple et al., 2013; Vidourek, King, Merianos, & Bartsch, 2016). The association between alcohol use and delinquency exists across a number of countries as well (Chabrol & Saint-Martin, 2009; Eklund & af Klinteberg, 2009; Gatti, Soellner, Bräker, Verde, & Rocca, 2015; Mancha, Rojas, & Latimer, 2012; Norström & Rossow, 2014). Although some researchers have not documented an association between alcohol use and delinquency (Becker et al., 2012; Chabrol, Rodgers, Sobolewski, & van Leeuwen, 2010), or the association depended on the analytic methods (Carney et al., 2013; Miller et al., 2016; Turner et al., 2018). Still there is evidence of a bi-directional relationship between alcohol use and aggressive behaviors


 in that increases in one were associated with increases in the other (Scholes-Balog et al., 2013; White et al., 2013; Xue, Zimmerman, & Cunningham, 2009). Perhaps, adolescents who are prone to delinquency are also more prone to using alcohol, as researchers have raised questions regarding the extent of the causal role for alcohol in delinquent behaviors (Felson, Savolainen, Aaltonen, & Moustgaard, 2008; Felson, Teasdale, & Burchfield, 2008). Reyes et al. (2014) found some evidence for a pharmacological effect of alcohol on dating aggression. Other variables may act as moderators for the relationship between delinquent behaviors and alcohol. For example, White et al. (2013) found that the relationship between alcohol and aggression was moderated by positive attitudes for violence as well as the levels of crime within participants’ neighborhoods.
Among delinquent samples, alcohol use


 has been associated with recidivism and delinquent behaviors (Douglas et al., 2008; Elkington et al., 2015; Indig, Frewen, & Moore, 2016; Plattner et al., 2012). Although, there are exceptions to these findings (Plattner et al., 2009). Douglas et al. (2008) and Plattner et al. (2009) provide an interesting comparison because both studies had prospective designs and used official recidivism data as well as the same measure for evaluating substance use. However, the two studies included different covariates and samples from different countries. It also appears that the two studies operationalized recidivism differently, and such differences may account for discrepant results. Walters (Walters, 2018a, 2018b, 2018c) did not observe the bi-directional relationship between arrests and alcohol that was found in studies using community samples. Hunter, Miles, Pedersen, Ewing, and D’Amico (2014) found that prior delinquency was predictive of later alcohol use but the opposite pattern did not hold. The delinquency outcome used in Hunter et al. (2014) is questionable because it incorporated behaviors which may not be considered delinquent in the legal sense (e.g., cheating on a test).
Alcohol use


 is a known correlate of delinquent behaviors. Though, the temporal precedence between alcohol use and delinquency has not always held, and a bi-directional relationship has been observed for alcohol use and delinquency. Therefore, alcohol use could be a risk factor for later delinquency, and delinquency could be a risk factor for later alcohol use. The relationship between alcohol use and delinquency could also be moderated by other variables. Consequently, additional factors should be taken into consideration when evaluating the risk posed by adolescent alcohol use.
3.2.2 Cannabis
Cannabis use


 is a known correlate of delinquent behaviors, including aggression (D’amico et al., 2016; Ehrenreich, Nahapetyan, Orpinas, & Song, 2015; Farhat, Simons-Morton, & Luk, 2011; Herrenkohl et al., 2012; Mercado-Crespo & Mbah, 2013; Reid et al., 2008). Reyes et al. (2014) found that cannabis use was associated with dating aggression among females, but the researchers noted the lack of evidence for cannabis having a pharmacological role in aggression. The relationship between cannabis use and delinquency has also been observed for samples from countries outside the US (Norström & Rossow, 2014; Vilalta & Allmang, 2017). Other authors found no relationship between cannabis use and delinquent behaviors (Becker et al., 2012; Temple et al., 2013). Pedersen and Skardhamar (2010) did not find that cannabis use was related to criminal behavior after excluding drug offenses, and interestingly, White et al. (2013) found that increased cannabis use was related to decreased aggression. Griffith-Lendering, Huijbregts, Mooijaart, Vollebergh, and Swaab (2011) found that rule-breaking and aggression at earlier timepoints predicted later cannabis use, but the reverse was not true. There is evidence that the relationship between cannabis use and delinquency is moderated by other variables. For example, Chabrol et al. (2010) found that cannabis use was associated with increased delinquent behaviors for adolescents with more psychopathic traits or depressive symptoms.
With regards to samples already labelled delinquent, cannabis use


 is a known correlate of recidivism (Elkington et al., 2015; Indig et al., 2016). Elkington et al. (2015) observed that cannabis use disorder predicted later violence for females but not males. In contrast, Hunter et al. (2014) and Reich (2014) did not find a prospective relationship between cannabis use and recidivism. Bernasco, Ruiter, Bruinsma, Pauwels, and Weerman (2013) gathered information on participants’ behavior over the course of 4 days to examine the precipitants of delinquent behaviors. Cannabis use was not found to increase the odds of engaging in delinquent behavior, but the small timeframe within which the adolescents were observed needs to be taken into consideration. If the adolescents were followed for a longer time period, it is possible that cannabis use would correlate with delinquency.
Based on the research, cannabis use could pose a risk for delinquent behaviors among adolescents. Considering that cannabis is illegal within certain countries (e.g., US), researchers operationalizing delinquent outcomes by behaviors not related to drug crimes (e.g., possession) should be afforded more weight. Otherwise, the relationship between cannabis use and delinquency may be present simply because the adolescents were using cannabis. As was observed with alcohol, cannabis use did not always precede delinquency, and delinquent behaviors were observed to predict later cannabis


 (Griffith-Lendering et al., 2011). Other variables may also moderate the effects of cannabis use on delinquency. Therefore, cannabis use could increase the risk of delinquent behaviors depending on the adolescent, and delinquent behaviors may predispose adolescents to using cannabis. The latter relationship may be due to a more general pattern of risk-taking or sensation-seeking behaviors.
3.2.3 Other Drugs
Cocaine


 is a known correlate of delinquent behaviors among different samples of adolescents, including psychiatric samples and offenders (Cropsey, Weaver, & Dupre, 2008; Dembo & Sullivan, 2009; Kennedy, Edmonds, Millen, & Detullio, 2019). Lightowlers and Sumnall (2014) included participants who ranged in age from adolescence to young adulthood, and it was found that recent cocaine use was associated with assault. Though, Indig et al. (2016) did not find that cocaine use was correlated with recidivism after controlling for covariates. There is evidence for a relationship between non-medical prescription drug use and delinquent behaviors for adolescent community samples (Ford, 2008), but this relationship has not held in samples of juvenile offenders (Drazdowski, Jäggi, Borre, & Kliewer, 2015). Limited research was located concerning other drugs within the searched timeframe. This could be due to other drugs being used less frequently, making it difficult to study the relationship between other drugs and delinquency. For example, Miech et al. (2019) found that 44% of a sample of 12th graders reported using cannabis during their lifetime in 2018, but only 3.9% of 12th graders reported using cocaine during their lifetime. Even smaller percentages of 12th graders reported ever using crack (1.5%) or heroin (0.8%). Moreover, with the number of substances available (e.g., lysergic acid diethylamide [LSD], methamphetamines


, heroin, phencyclidine [PCP], etc.), only a select few were considered in the present review.
3.3 Trauma
The term “trauma” will be used generally to refer to intrafamilial abuse (e.g., physical, sexual), neglect, extrafamilial victimization, and witnessing violence


. When providing examples from studies, more specific details regarding the traumatic events as defined by the authors were given. There is evidence that traumatic events are associated with delinquent behaviors (Baker, Hishinuma, Chang, & Nixon, 2010; Chen, Voisin, & Jacobson, 2016; Duke, Pettingell, McMorris, & Borowsky, 2010; Farrell & Zimmerman, 2017; Huang, Vikse, Lu, & Yi, 2015; Logan-Greene & Jones, 2015; Lopez et al., 2017; Maschi, Bradley, & Morgen, 2008; Posick & Gould, 2015; Stewart, Baiden, den Dunnen, Hirdes, & Perlman, 2015; Turner, Shattuck, Finkelhor, & Hamby, 2016; You & Lim, 2015; Zimmerman, Farrell, & Posick, 2017; Zinzow et al., 2009). Similar to previous sections, some of the aforementioned studies (e.g., Chen et al., 2016; Huang et al., 2015) operationalized delinquent behaviors with behaviors which may not necessarily be against the law (e.g., cheating on a test). Such studies may need to be given less weight when considering the relationship between trauma and illegal or aggressive behaviors.
The relationship between trauma and delinquency is moderated by other factors (Chen et al., 2016; Logan-Greene & Jones, 2015; Lopez et al., 2017). For example, Logan-Greene and Jones (2015) found that males who experienced neglect engaged in more delinquent behaviors than females. Barr et al. (2012) observed that witnessing community violence (e.g., shootings, stabbings) had no association with delinquency among cohesive families. This latter finding could have implications for treatment in that increased familial support could be protective against delinquent behaviors among adolescents who are exposed to violence.
There are studies which authors have not found an association between trauma and delinquency


. Snyder and Smith (2015) did not find that exposure to community violence was associated with self-reported delinquency. However, community violence was operationalized to include both violent and non-violent acts (i.e., drug-dealing, witnessing an arrest), which undermines the relevance of these findings considering that witnessing drug-dealing or an arrest are not typically considered traumatic events (APA, 2013). Yampolskaya and Chuang (2012) did not find that abuse or neglect were predictive of being involved with the juvenile justice system after controlling for mental health diagnoses. The researchers suggested that psychiatric symptoms may be more relevant to delinquent behaviors among children who have been maltreated. Related to this point, Bruce and Waelde (2008) found that trauma symptoms were associated with delinquent behaviors. However, the association between trauma symptoms and delinquency was moderated by ethnicity and ethnic identity. That is, higher ethnic identification produced a negative association between trauma symptoms and delinquent behaviors.
With regards to samples of juvenile offenders, traumatic events have been associated with recidivism and delinquent behaviors (Barrett, Katsiyannis, Zhang, & Zhang, 2014; Baskin & Sommers, 2014; DeLisi, Fox, Fully, & Vaughn, 2018; Johnson, 2018; Kang & Burton, 2014; Stimmel, Cruise, Ford, & Weiss, 2014; van der Put & De Ruiter, 2016; Wylie & Rufino, 2018). Baskin-Sommers and Baskin (2016) found that the association between exposure to violence and violent behaviors was mediated to some extent by psychopathic traits. Using the same data as Baskin-Sommers and Baskin (2016), Baskin-Sommers et al. (2016) observed an interaction between race, exposure to violence, and aggression in predicting violence. There are studies with delinquent samples that have not found an association between traumatic experiences and delinquent behaviors (Aebi et al. 2015; Becker & Kerig, 2011). For example, Becker and Kerig (2011) found that traumatic events alone were not predictive of delinquent outcomes, but PTSD symptomatology predicted arrest history and delinquency severity.
In a meta-analysis conducted among prospective studies to identify the association that past forms of maltreatment


 had on later antisocial behaviors, small associations were found between maltreatment and general as well as aggressive antisocial behaviors (Braga, Gonçalves, Basto-Pereira, & Maia, 2017). Neglect showed the largest association with general antisocial behavior, and sexual abuse had the largest association with aggressive antisocial behavior. Though, both of these associations were based on a small number of studies.
Traumatic experiences frequently show an association with delinquent behaviors, but such experiences will not always lead to delinquency. Personality features, psychiatric symptoms, and social support can moderate the effects of traumatic experiences. This can inform interventions because such areas can be targeted when adolescents have experienced a trauma to prevent future delinquent behaviors


.
3.4 Peers
Peers can be important for developing behavioral patterns, and research frequently finds an association between peer delinquency and individuals’ delinquency (Beier, 2014; Bernat et al., 2012; Farrell, Thompson, & Mehari, 2017; Henneberger, Tolan, Hipwell, & Keenan, 2014; Marotta & Voisin, 2017; Monahan, Rhew, Hawkins, & Brown, 2014; Norström & Rossow, 2014; Posick & Gould, 2015; Yun, Kim, & Park, 2017). Though, there are authors that did not find an association between peer delinquency and individuals’ delinquency (e.g., Herrenkohl et al., 2012) or find that the relationship is moderated by other factors (Farrell, Henry, Mays, & Schoeny, 2011; Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012, Henry, Tolan, et al., 2012; Kerr, Zalk, & Stattin, 2012; Mann et al., 2016; Reynolds & Crea, 2015; Snyder, Schrepferman, Bullard, McEachern, & Patterson, 2012; Vitulano, Fite, & Rathert, 2010; Weerman & Hoeve, 2012; Zimmerman & Messner, 2011). For example, peer delinquency has more of an impact on adolescents low in psychopathic traits (Kerr et al., 2012). Zimmerman and Messner (2011) observed that the association between peer violence and self-reported violence was stronger for adolescents living in less disadvantaged areas. Farrell et al. (2011) found that the association between delinquent peers and aggression was diminished for male students whose parents promoted non-violent behaviors, but this moderating effect was reduced over time. There is evidence that peer delinquency acts as a mediator for the relationship between other variables and delinquent behaviors (Fite, Wynn, & Pardini, 2009; Maschi et al., 2008). For instance, Maschi et al. (2008) found that peer delinquency mediated the relationship between trauma and non-violent offending.
Among samples of adolescents already involved with the juvenile justice system, peer delinquency is associated with delinquent behaviors and recidivism (Asscher, Wissink, Deković, Prinzie, & Stams, 2014; Ryan, Williams, & Courtney, 2013; Silverman & Caldwell, 2008; Walters 2018a, 2018b, 2018c). There is evidence that delinquent peer associations mediate the relationship between other variables and delinquency among adolescents involved with the juvenile justice system. For example, there is evidence that peer deviance acts as a mediator between parental monitoring and individuals’ delinquency (Dynes, Domoff, Hassan, Tompsett, & Amrhein, 2015). Moreover, the relationship between peer delinquency and adolescents’ delinquency was weakened for those who did not engage in delinquent behaviors with their peers. Ray et al. (2017) observed that peer delinquency acted as a partial mediator for the relationship between CU traits and delinquency. Other authors found no relationship between delinquent peers and delinquency. When measuring delinquent peer


 associations by whether the participants reported having friends who have been detained, Indig et al. (2016) did not find that peer delinquency was associated with prior incarcerations or recidivism after controlling for covariates. Other authors (e.g., Ryan et al., 2013; Silverman & Caldwell, 2008) typically used measures with multiple items for measuring peer delinquency. Therefore, the single item used in Indig et al. may not have been sensitive enough to capture the relationship between peer deviance and delinquency.
Across multiple studies, peer delinquency has shown a relationship with delinquent behaviors, and adolescents with certain personality features (e.g., CU traits) may seek out delinquent peers (Mann et al., 2016; Ray et al., 2017). Such personality features combined with peer delinquency could amplify adolescents’ risk for delinquency. Thus, adolescents’ peer network can pose a risk for delinquency, but other variables should be taken into account that can increase or decrease such risk


.
3.5 Cognitive Functioning
There are various conceptualizations regarding intelligence (e.g., Cattell-Horn-Carroll theory; Schneider & McGrew, 2012), and multiple cognitive functions can contribute to intelligence (e.g., verbal abilities, non-verbal abilities, etc.; Lezak, Howieson, Bigler, & Tranel, 2012). Researchers have examined the relationships that intelligence and sub-domains of intelligence have with delinquency. Regarding intelligence more broadly, an association was observed between intelligence and delinquency, but there is evidence that the association is moderated by additional factors. For example, Loeber et al. (2012) found that the relationship between intelligence and delinquency was moderated by age and cognitive impulsivity. Focusing on only the age moderator, lower intelligence was associated with a greater chance of delinquency when adolescents were in their mid- to late-teens. Mears and Cochran (2013) also found that intelligence was associated with delinquency. Interestingly, intelligence within the average range was associated with the highest levels of delinquent behaviors, whereas low and high ranges of intelligence were associated with the lowest levels of delinquency. However, Loeber et al. did not perform analyses to examine whether there was a curvilinear relationship between intelligence and delinquency. Such a relationship may have existed considering that the low intelligence group was defined at a point which could be considered average. Finally, Ttofi et al. (2016) performed a meta-analysis and found that intelligence acted as a protective factor against delinquent behaviors for individuals who were thought to be at risk for engaging in such behaviors.
Research has shown that adolescent delinquents have lower intelligence when compared to community samples (Lopez-Leon & Rosner, 2010; Margaret Hayes & Reilly, 2013), but this difference has not always held when taking other variables into account (Sorge, Skilling, & Toplak, 2015). Moreover, when compared to other delinquents, there is evidence that low intelligence is not predictive of recidivism (Indig et al., 2016; van der Put, Asscher, Stams, & Moonen, 2014), but these studies compared delinquents who met criteria for intellectual disability (ID) or borderline intelligence to delinquents who did not meet said criteria. Had these researchers focused on measuring intelligence itself, as opposed to a categorical diagnosis, a relationship between intelligence and recidivism may have been observed. However, Salekin, Lee, Schrum Dillard, and Kubak (2010) did not find any relationship between intelligence and recidivism after controlling for relevant constructs (e.g., psychopathic features). There is some evidence that lower intelligence is associated with specific types of delinquent behaviors (Asscher, van der Put, & Stams, 2012; DeLisi, Piquero, & Cardwell, 2016).
Verbal intelligence


 is one of the more frequently studied sub-domains of intelligence with respect to delinquency, and verbal intelligence has shown an inverse association with delinquent behaviors (Barker et al., 2011; Boccio, Beaver, & Schwartz, 2018; Farrington, Ttofi, & Piquero, 2016; González, Kallis, Ullrich, Zhang, & Coid, 2014; Kennedy, Burnett, & Edmonds, 2011; Yun & Lee, 2013). Interestingly, Barker et al. (2011) found an inverse association between verbal intelligence and aggression, but verbal intelligence was positively associated with theft. Similar to studies where authors focused on intelligence broadly, verbal intelligence and delinquency appears moderated by other factors. For example, Yun and Lee (2013) found that low verbal intelligence increased the likelihood of being arrested more among adolescents who lived in advantaged areas. González et al. (2014) observed that low verbal intelligence had a greater association with delinquency for participants from higher social classes. These results seem to imply that verbal intelligence


 may be more relevant to delinquency when other risk factors are absent, and when other risk factors are present, they may overshadow the risk associated with diminished verbal abilities. There are authors that found no association between verbal intelligence and delinquency, namely, Zimmerman et al. (2017) did not find that verbal intelligence prospectively predicted violent behaviors. Zimmerman et al. did not model any interactions, and based on findings from other studies, it is possible that verbal intelligence may have been related to violent behaviors depending upon other factors.
The relationship between nonverbal intelligence and delinquency appears to be studied less when compared to general intelligence and verbal intelligence. Nonetheless, there has been some research demonstrating that delinquents score lower in nonverbal intelligence (Lopez-Leon & Rosner, 2010; Lount, Purdy, & Hand, 2017; Margaret Hayes & Reilly, 2013; Werner, Hart, & Ficke, 2016; Zou et al., 2013). Though, the delinquents in these studies still frequently scored in the average range, and many of the authors did not control for confounders. There are researchers who found no relationship between nonverbal reasoning and delinquency after taking confounders into consideration (Barker et al., 2011; Mõttus, Guljajev, Allik, Laidra, & Pullmann, 2012). Farrington et al. (2016) found an interaction between nonverbal intelligence and child rearing in that high nonverbal intelligence was protective against delinquency for children who experienced negative child rearing practices.
Executive functions

 are responsible for directing changes in behavior and responding appropriately to stimuli, which makes them relevant to delinquent behaviors. These functions are composed of multiple components and are thought to be controlled by the frontal lobes (Lezak et al., 2012; McCloskey & Perkins, 2013). Since there are multiple components to executive functions

, this section will focus on research findings regarding executive functions in general. There is evidence that adolescents who engage in delinquent behaviors tend to have poorer executive functioning abilities (Enns, Reddon, Das, & Boudreau, 2008; Miura & Fuchigami, 2017; Nordvall, Neely, & Jonsson, 2017; Sorge et al., 2015). However, many of the aforementioned research did not appear to consider participants’ intelligence or education. Such variables could be relevant because the relationship between executive functions and delinquency may be due to a broader pattern of cognitive deficits, as opposed to executive functions

 specifically. Some authors that have taken these variables into account found no relationship between executive functions and delinquency (Borrani, Frías, Ortiz, García, & Valdez, 2015; Zou et al., 2013). The relationship between executive functions and delinquency may be moderated by other factors (Loeber et al., 2012; Menting, Van Lier, Koot, Pardini, & Loeber, 2016). For example, Loeber et al. (2012) observed an interaction between age, intelligence, and cognitive impulsivity. The latter construct incorporated executive functioning tasks into its operationalization, and it was found to increase delinquency among adolescents with higher intelligence when they were in their mid-teens. Among adolescents with lower intelligence, though, cognitive impulsivity showed no relationship with delinquency.
The range within which intelligence creates risk for adolescent delinquency and recidivism is debatable, but researchers show that higher intelligence can be protective. Intelligence, including verbal and nonverbal domains, can be moderated by additional factors. Therefore, intelligence should be considered within the context of juveniles’ other risk and protective factors. When executive functions are compromised, it could result in delinquent behaviors as well, but executive functions may have less of a role in delinquency when taking into account overall intelligence.
3.6 Environmental Factors
3.6.1 Family
There are a number of family characteristics that have been examined in relation to delinquency, including family structure and family socioeconomic status (e.g., Harris-McKoy, 2016; Valdimarsdottir & Bernburg, 2015). With regards to parenting practices and parent-child relationships, there is evidence that such variables are related to delinquency and recidivism (Craig, 2016; Gault-Sherman, 2012; Harris-McKoy, 2016; Hoeve et al., 2012; Lahlah, Van der Knaap, Bogaerts, & Lens, 2014; Muftić & Updegrove, 2018; Ryan et al., 2013; Schroeder & Mowen, 2014; Stewart & Simons, 2010; Vogel & South, 2016; Walther et al., 2012; Worthen, 2012; Yun et al., 2017). For example, Hoeve et al. (2012) found that increased attachment was associated with less delinquency, and Muñoz, Pakalniskiene, and Frick (2011) found that parents’ knowledge of their children’s activities was associated with decreased delinquency. The previously cited studies did not always find that the same parenting behaviors were associated with decreased delinquency, and there are studies which do not find that familial factors are associated with delinquency (Bendezú, Pinderhughes, Hurley, McMahon, & Racz, 2018; Bernat et al., 2012; Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Henry, Tolan, et al., 2012; Herrenkohl et al., 2012). Nonetheless, it appears that more effective parenting strategies and stronger parent-child relationships can act as protective factors against delinquency. Now, there is evidence that other variables alter the associations that parenting behaviors and parental relationships have with delinquency and vice versa (Aiyer, Williams, Tolan, & Wilson, 2013; Asscher et al., 2014; Cavanagh & Cauffman, 2017; Chen & Jacobson, 2013; Chhangur et al., 2015; Deutsch, Crockett, Wolff, & Russell, 2012; Eaton, Krueger, Johnson, McGue, & Iacono, 2009; Farrington et al., 2016; Halgunseth, Perkins, Lippold, & Nix, 2013; Hay, Meldrum, Widdowson, & Piquero, 2017; Janssen, Eichelsheim, Deković, & Bruinsma, 2016; Muñoz et al., 2011; Ray et al., 2017; Sabatine, Lippold, & Kainz, 2017; Van der Graaff, Branje, De Wied, & Meeus, 2012; Walters 2018a, 2018b, 2018c; Yoo, 2017). For instance, Chen and Jacobson (2013) found that family warmth decreased delinquency among youth high in impulsivity but not among those low in impulsivity. Ray et al. (2017) found that high parental monitoring and warmth reduced the influence that CU traits and deviant peers had on delinquency. Thus, parenting behaviors and parent-child relations can diminish the risk conferred by other factors.
3.6.2 Neighborhoods
Neighborhood structures and characteristics have frequently been theorized to relate to delinquent behaviors. In support of such theories, researchers found evidence of associations between neighborhood characteristics and delinquent behaviors, including aggressive behaviors (Chauhan, Reppucci, & Turkheimer, 2009; Drukker, Kaplan, Feron, Van Os, & Korebrits, 2010; Grunwald, Lockwood, Harris, & Mennis, 2010; Hartinger-Saunders, Rine, Nochajski, & Wieczorek, 2012; Huang, Ryan, & Rhoden, 2016; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2011; Meier, Slutske, Arndt, & Cadoret, 2008; Molnar, Cerda, Roberts, & Buka, 2008; Odgers et al., 2009; Stewart & Simons, 2010; Valdimarsdottir & Bernburg, 2015; Vogel & Van Ham, 2018). Though, many of these authors found that the relationship between neighborhood characteristics and antisocial behaviors were moderated by other factors. For example, Meier et al. (2008) found that living in a risky neighborhood had a stronger association with delinquency for adolescents high in impulsivity or callousness. Stewart and Simons (2010) observed that adolescents had greater chances of being violent if they lived in neighborhoods that promoted violence and the adolescents supported acting violently as well. There is evidence that neighborhood characteristics are not associated with delinquency (Chen & Jacobson, 2013; Vogel & South, 2016). Surprisingly, Vogel and South (2016) observed that adolescent delinquency had an association with the characteristics of neighboring areas as opposed to adolescents’ own neighborhoods. That is, when neighboring areas were less disadvantaged, adolescents’ likelihood for offending increased. The researchers theorized that said finding could be a function of adolescent frustration from having less resources compared to other neighborhoods. Related to external neighborhoods, Tompsett, Amrhein, and Hassan (2014) found that positive neighborhood characteristics had less of a protective effect against delinquent behaviors when adolescents engaged in such behaviors in other neighborhoods.
3.6.3 School
Adolescents spend a substantial portion of time in school. Consequently, the school environment as well as adolescents’ views of school are likely to impact their behaviors, including delinquent behaviors. Researchers found evidence that adolescents’ attachments to and views of school as well as the school environment are associated with delinquent behaviors (Chen et al., 2016; Frey, Ruchkin, Martin, & Schwab-Stone, 2009; Liljeberg, Eklund, Fritz, & af Klinteberg, 2011; Lowe, May, & Elrod, 2008; Stewart & Simons, 2010; Unal & Cukur, 2011; Vogel & South, 2016). For example, Lowe et al. (2008) found that greater attachment to school was associated with decreased delinquency, and Vogel and South (2016) observed that a negative school climate was associated with increased delinquent behaviors. There is evidence that engaging in school related activities (e.g., homework, extra-curricular activities) reduce delinquent behaviors (Hirschfield & Gasper, 2011; Ryan et al., 2013). There is evidence of associations between delinquent behaviors and school-related variables (Bernat et al., 2012; Herrenkohl et al., 2012). Although Bernat et al. (2012) and Herrenkohl et al. (2012) focused on violent behaviors, many other researchers examining school-related variables and delinquency focused on a broader array of delinquent behaviors. Additionally, these authors did not examine whether the school-related variables were related to violence at different levels of the covariates (i.e., moderators). Such analyses could have been relevant because there is evidence of moderator and mediator effects between school-related variables and delinquency in other studies (Bao, Li, Zhang, & Wang, 2015; Bender, 2012; Eklund & Fritzell, 2014; Farrell et al., 2011; Fine et al., 2016; Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Hoffmann & Dufur, 2008; Lanza & Taylor, 2010; Sabatine et al., 2017). For example, Lanza and Taylor (2010) found that greater school disengagement was associated with delinquent behaviors for adolescents who did not engage in as many familial activities. Based on the above findings, it appears that adolescents’ views of and connections to school could influence delinquent behaviors. It is possible that such views and connections are indicative of a broader pattern of personality traits which may explain the association between school-related variables and delinquency, but negative school experiences may also influence adolescents’ personality development.
3.7 Biological Factors
There is evidence that genes play a role in various areas, including intelligence (Plomin & Spinath, 2004) and psychopathology (Harrison & Weinberger, 2005). Therefore, it is not surprising that genes have been shown to be related to delinquent behaviors (Boisvert, Vaske, Wright, & Knopik, 2012; Connolly & Beaver, 2014). What is more interesting are how other factors, including risk factors, can alter the relationship between genes and delinquent behaviors (Åslund et al., 2011, 2013; Barnes & Jacobs, 2013; Beaver, 2011; Boardman et al., 2014; Chhangur et al., 2015; Fine et al., 2016; Nilsson, Comasco, Hodgins, Oreland, & Åslund, 2015; Vaughn, DeLisi, Beaver, & Wright, 2009; Wang, Niv, Tuvblad, Raine, & Baker, 2013; Watts & McNulty, 2015). For example, Barnes and Jacobs (2013) found an interaction between genetic risk and neighborhood variables: adolescents with greater genetic risk engaged in more delinquent behaviors when living in disadvantaged areas, but genetic risk had no influence for those living in more advantaged areas. Chhangur et al. (2015) observed that less parental support was associated with more delinquent behaviors for adolescents with a certain genetic makeup. It should be noted that the genes examined in the aforementioned studies varied. That is, some researchers examined the impact of genes overall through the use of twin methodologies (e.g., Beaver, 2011), and other authors examined genes related to dopamine (e.g., Barnes & Jacobs, 2013), serotonin (e.g., Åslund et al., 2013), or monoamine oxidase A (e.g., Åslund et al., 2011). Consequently, the evidence for the genetic-delinquency relationship may vary based on the specific genes and moderators. Nonetheless, the cited studies demonstrate the importance of examining the combination between biological and environmental factors when considering the causes for delinquency.
Adolescents in general appear to be at greater risk for delinquent behaviors due to their developing brain, which was outlined in amicus briefs submitted by the American Psychological Association (2005; 2010) for Roper v. Simmons and Graham v. Florida and Sullivan v. Florida. The briefs highlighted neuroscience research which found that adolescents’ brains have not reached full development, especially the frontal lobes. Frontal lobe underdevelopment in adolescents is particularly important because this area of the brain is involved with impulse control and decision-making. Consequently, adolescents may be more susceptible to engaging in behaviors that are harmful to themselves and others, such as delinquent behaviors. In addition to adolescents as a whole, researchers have attempted to identify brain-related variables that may differentiate between adolescents who do and do not engage in delinquent acts. For example, Chen et al. (2015) and Aghajani et al. (2017) observed that juvenile offenders had different brain connectivity when compared to adolescent control groups. Klapwijk et al. (2016) found that delinquents’ brain activity differed from a comparison group in response to presented stimuli. Lastly, Meldrum, Trucco, Cope, Zucker, and Heitzeg (2018) observed a mediation effect for activity within the frontal brain region, self-control, and delinquency among a sample of adolescents. More specifically, it was found that activity in the anterior cingulate cortex predicted decreases in self-control which subsequently led to increased delinquent behaviors.
Adolescents may be predisposed to engage in delinquent behaviors due to their genetic make-up, developing brain, or differential brain connectivity and activity. Though, delinquent behavior is unlikely to be explained purely by biological factors. Such behavior is likely the result of an interaction between predispositions and environmental variables. Theories have been developed that can incorporate the roles of biological and environmental factors in explaining delinquent behaviors, including the diathesis-stress model, the differential-susceptibility hypothesis (Belsky & Pluess, 2009), and the bioecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Ceci, 1994). Therefore, when attempting to explain the causes for delinquent acts, a multitude of factors and interactions between such factors need to be considered.
3.8 Protective Factors
There have been different views regarding how to define protective factors. As discussed in Shepherd, Luebbers, and Ogloff (2016), protective factors may be operationalized as low levels of risk factors, or protective factors could be variables that are separate and distinct from risk factors. The intent of this section is not to provide evidence which supports one view over the other. Therefore, those factors found to be protective against delinquency were discussed regardless of whether they could be classified into either of these views. Table 3.1 provides an outline for select factors that can be considered risk, protective, or both based on consistent findings within the research.Table 3.1Factors Categorized as Risk, Protective, or Both





	Factor
	Type

	Conduct Disorder
	Risk

	Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder
	Risk & Protective

	Substance Use
	Risk

	Trauma
	Risk

	Peers
	Risk

	Cognitive Functioning
	Protective

	Parenting
	Protective

	Neighborhood
	Risk & Protective

	School
	Risk & Protective


Note. Only factors were selected for this table which had consistent evidence to classify as being risk, protective, or both



Now, research has found that adolescents who are low on risk factors could be protected from engaging in delinquent behaviors. For example, Herrenkohl et al. (2012) found that low levels of ADHD symptoms were associated with decreased odds of delinquency. However, Herrenkohl et al. did not examine whether diminished ADHD symptoms decreased the odds of delinquency above and beyond other variables. Such an examination would have been relevant because Bernat et al. (2012) and Henry et al. (Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Henry, Tolan, et al., 2012) did not find that low ADHD symptoms decreased the odds of violence after controlling for other variables. Similar to Herrenkohl et al., Wong et al. (2013) observed that adolescents who were low in CU characteristics had decreased odds of delinquency, but Wong et al. did not control for relevant covariates that could account for the association between decreased CU characteristics and delinquency. The antithesis of CU traits might be considered prosocial attitudes and behaviors, and some research has found that such attitudes and behaviors are associated with decreased delinquency (Carlo et al., 2014; Scott & Brown, 2018; Shepherd et al., 2016). In addition to adolescents’ own prosocial attitudes and behaviors, there is evidence that associating with prosocial peers decreases delinquent behaviors (Scott & Brown, 2018).
Many of the environmental factors discussed above (e.g., family, neighborhoods) could be viewed as having a protective counterpart, and there is evidence that such factors can be protective (e.g., Farrington et al., 2016; Fontaine, Brendgen, Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2016; Walther et al., 2012; Wong et al., 2013). For instance, Wong et al. (2013) found that lower neighborhood problems decreased the odds of delinquent behaviors, and Farrington et al. (2016) observed that schools with lower delinquency rates decreased adolescents’ odds for delinquency. Moreover, environmental factors can diminish the impact of other risk factors (Barr et al., 2012; Boardman et al., 2014; Chen & Jacobson, 2013; Farrell et al., 2011). As previously discussed, there is evidence that parenting practices reduce the impact of peer delinquency (Farrell et al., 2011), exposure to violence (Barr et al., 2012), and impulsivity (Chen & Jacobson, 2013). Boardman et al. (2014) observed that familial closeness decreased the risk posed by genetic make-up.
Risk factors can have a protective effect when adolescents are low on such factors (e.g., Herrenkohl et al., 2012). The researchers that found such effects typically trichotomized adolescents as being low, average, or high on the risk factors. Different results might be observed depending on how adolescents are categorized and compared on risk factors. It is difficult to say whether the low range or absence of any risk factor would be protective. Unless research has shown that the low range of a risk factor is protective, it is recommended to withhold judgment. The research reviewed within this section as well as the sections above can be consulted when making such judgments. Protective factors may not only be the low range or absence of risk factors; protective factors could also consist of variables that are separate constructs, such as prosocial behaviors and prosocial peers (e.g., Scott & Brown, 2018). Many authors focused on protective factors individually, but researchers have also found that protective factors composed of multiple constructs are associated with reduced delinquency (Hsieh et al., 2016; Lodewijks, de Ruiter, & Doreleijers, 2010). Similar to risk factors, it would be beneficial to consider the impact of multiple protective factors because there is evidence that delinquency decreases to a greater degree with increases in the number of protective factors (Wong et al., 2013). Protective factors have not received as much attention as risk factors, but it would seem that prosocial personality features, non-delinquent peers, and nurturing environments would reduce the chances of adolescents engaging in delinquent behaviors.
3.9 Discussion
A broad range of potential risk factors for delinquency were reviewed. Some of these risk factors appeared to have a more consistent relationship with delinquency than others, such as CD and related constructs, substance use, and trauma to name a few. Concerning psychiatric diagnoses, it may be more beneficial to take specific symptoms into account as opposed to only the presence or absence of the diagnoses. This appears particularly relevant for ADHD and ODD because of their relationship with delinquency. Intelligence also seems to have a complex relationship with delinquent behaviors given that it was found to have a curvilinear relationship with said behaviors. Furthermore, intelligence and executive functions could be moderated by one another as well as other factors. Such moderation effects were not isolated to cognitive functions; moderation effects were observed for the majority of risk factors. Therefore, the path to delinquency is likely the result of multiple risk factors interacting with one another. Such interactions could have a greater impact for adolescents with a biological predisposition for delinquency, which is consistent with prior theories concerning delinquency onset (e.g., diathesis-stress model). When evaluating the precipitants to delinquency, it can be easy to focus on factors pertaining to adolescents alone (e.g., biology, personality, substance use, etc.), but adolescents’ environment and interpersonal relationships need to be considered as well. Delinquent behaviors were found to be frequently related with peer delinquency, familial characteristics, and neighborhood features. Consequently, explanations for delinquent behaviors should be expanded to include factors external to the adolescent.
Protective factors have not been as thoroughly examined as risk factors, but protective factors can be just as important because such factors could counteract the influence of risk factors. For example, parenting behaviors could reduce the risk effects of delinquent peers, trauma, or problematic personality features. Therefore, adolescents with the same risk factors may have differential risk for delinquency due to the presence or absence of protective factors. Protective factors have been defined as the lack of risk factors or the presence of factors independent from risk factors (e.g., prosocial behaviors). There is research which supports both operationalizations of protective factors. Though, with the multitude of risk factors that could be lacking or factors that would appear to be protective, research findings need to be consulted to ensure appropriate conclusions. The studies cited within this review could provide a starting point, and new research should be sought because further studies are likely to be performed considering the limited research base on protective factors.
This chapter was intended to provide an overview of recent findings regarding risk and protective factors for delinquency, but there are some limitations to the review. There were multiple instances in which researchers found conflicting findings. When drawing conclusions, more weight was given to research designs that appeared to have stronger methodological features (e.g., prospective design, covariate control). However, different conclusions may be drawn if other methodological features are deemed of greater importance than those taken into consideration for the review. Therefore, the source material should be consulted when needed. It was attempted to provide a comprehensive base of research findings which support or negate the relevance of particular risk and protective factors, but there is the possibility that some relevant articles were overlooked. Now, some studies were intentionally excluded because of methodological overlap with other studies or the sample age was too old. It is also possible that relevant risk or protective factors were not included in this review. Nonetheless, the reviewed factors appear to encompass many areas that are important to delinquent behaviors. Lastly, this review was not a systematic review, which may limit the conclusions drawn. As part of a systematic review, the criteria for study inclusion and study exclusion are outlined as well as the methodological quality for all the included studies (Higgins & Green, 2011). It was attempted to provide a discussion of methodological qualities for selected studies when relevant, and some criteria for study inclusion were highlighted, such as the timeframe within which studies were conducted. Even though this review did not have the methodological rigor of a systematic review, the material presented provides an informative update concerning risk and protective factors for delinquent behaviors.
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4.1 Historical Development of Treatment for Juvenile Delinquency
In the United States, the juvenile justice system

 developed from inauspicious beginnings with a long history of changing intervention models ranging from punitive to rehabilitative. Beginning in the mid-1700s, troubled youth were commonly removed from their homes and placed with other families, often having to work for the new family as indentured servants (Cox, Allen, & Hanser, 2017; Mallett & Tedor, 2018; May, Osmond, & Billick, 2014). When families were unable to take these wayward children on, one of the few remaining alternatives was to place them in hazardous warehouses or almshouses, where individuals with wide ranging problems and diseases were housed together. As poverty spread during the 1800s, the need to control orphaned or troubled children resulted in the development of houses of refuge which were the first institutions designed specifically for youth separate from adults (Mallett & Tedor, 2018). These institutions were in major cities, implemented solitary confinement and corporal punishment, and housed anywhere from 200 to 1000 adolescents.
In 1886, the first reform schools were established. The majority of these facilities were run by either the state or local government, shifting from charities that were historically the primary supporters of juvenile facilitates (Nelson, 2012). These reform schools were typically small homes in rural areas that were designed to be run by “parent-like” figures, but were often punitive and oppressive, like the houses of refuge.
The most notable change to the juvenile justice system


 occurred in Cook County, Illinois in 1899 with the establishment of the first juvenile court (Cox et al., 2017; Mallett & Tedor, 2018; May et al., 2014). This reform spread and by 1925 most states had adopted the same model and established juvenile court systems. These new courts were developed under the parens patirae doctrine (Latin meaning “parent of the country”) and gave the states the power to serve as guardian to delinquent youth as needed (Cox et al., 2017; Mallett & Tedor, 2018). While these courts were designed to provide rehabilitation and support for juveniles and most cases were handled as civil cases, hearings were informal, and judges could practice broad discretion in their judgement of each case (May et al., 2014). This period also brought with it an increase in institutionalized youth, deviating from the original intent of rehabilitating adolescents and sending a majority of troubled youth to detention facilities. These institutions sustained a punitive approach to corrections. While these facilitates attempted a variety of treatments, the results were meager at best.
The effectiveness of the juvenile justice system


 was of great public concern leading into the 1960s. Disparities in the treatment of juveniles resulted in immensely different sentences based fully on the judge’s discretion. The United States Supreme Court made a series of rulings in the 1960s and 1970s that led to adolescents being granted all the legal rights afforded to their adult counterpart, excluding the right to a public jury trial (Cox et al., 2017; Mallett & Tedor, 2018). These decisions and federal initiatives spearheaded a movement towards public safety and accountability in the late 1980s and early 1990s after a spike in juvenile crimes. This shift focused on the use of institutional control and many states implemented punitive laws and mandatory minimum sentences for juveniles. Passed in 1994, The Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act lowered the age for prosecution as an adult to 13 years of age for some federal offenses, tripled the penalty for distributing drugs near schools and playgrounds, and authorized boot camps for delinquent adolescents (Mallett & Tedor, 2018). Beginning in the late 1990s, reform of the juvenile justice system


 began to focus on the development of effective evidence-based treatments of youthful offenders.
4.1.1 Federal Initiatives
The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (JJDP)


 was landmark legislation which established the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention to support local and state efforts to prevent delinquency and improve the juvenile justice system. States are eligible to receive grant funding in return for complying with specific protections for juvenile offenders. In 2018, the United States Congress signed the Juvenile Justice Reform Act (JJRA) of 2018 which reauthorized JJDP after a lapse in reauthorization in 2008. Major changes to the JJDP included: a focus on racial and ethnic disparities; sight and sound separation for jailed youth awaiting trial as adults; deincarceration of status offenses; a new focus on data-driven evidence-based or promising prevention programs; and increased funding for delinquency prevention programs. JJRA is effective as of October of 2019, thus the impact of this reauthorization is not known at the time of this publication.
4.1.2 State Initiatives
Beginning in the early 2000s, legal changes and initiatives at the state level shifted focus to utilize research for developing appropriate strategies and alternatives to juvenile incarceration that are more evidence-based and cost-effective (Brown, 2012, 2015). Recently, several laws have been passed by state legislatures to address the intervention and prevention of juvenile delinquency. Between 2014 and 2015, five states have realigned monies to improve existing programs and develop evidence-based community alternatives (Brown 2015). Furthermore, 18 states have statutes aimed at the development, implementation, and improvement of evidence-based programs. State legislatures have moved towards a combination of community-based alternatives (i.e., juvenile diversion programs, supervised release programs) and risk and need assessments to provide guidance for decision-making and gives courts options other than incarceration. Diverting low-level and first-time juvenile offenders from the courts and detention by implementing evidence-based interventions in the community has proven to be a cost-effective shift for state and local governments (Mallett & Tedor, 2018).
4.1.3 School-Based Approaches
A growing body of research studies provide evidence for the lasting impact of interventions aimed at early childhood (Table 4.1). Early intervention programs such as the Perry Preschool Program substantially reduced the likelihood of future delinquency and produced lasting effects into adulthood. This school-based intervention teaches preschool aged children prosocial values and provides community-based support to their families (May et al., 2014). A fundamental element of this intervention is the increased access to social services which is believed to reduce potential barriers to education (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005). In a follow up study, at age 40 less than one-third of Perry Preschool Program participants spent time in jail in comparison to 52% of the non-program control participants (Schweinhart, 2004).Table 4.1School-Based Approaches


	Approach
	Year created
	Core element(s)

	Perry Preschool Program
	1962
	Increased access to social services

	Project Head Start
	1965
	Break the cycle of poverty and increase school readiness

	Good Behavior Game
	1969
	Management of classroom behaviors

	Fast Track Prevention Program
	1990s
	Increase communication between school, home and child, and increase skills




Launched in the summer of 1965, Project Head Start was an initiative developed to combat The War on Poverty by President Lyndon B. Johnson. Project Head Start was not developed to directly measure the reduction of antisocial or delinquent behavior, rather it was designed to measure a child’s readiness for school (May et al., 2014). Nonetheless, Head Start has shown positive results in the area of cognitive development and parenting skills although the long-term impact on juvenile crime and later criminal behavior are unknown (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; May et al., 2014). More recently, Bauer and Schanzenbach (2016) found that educational outcomes in Head Start participants were improved as well as positive parenting practices, and later social, emotional and behavioral development. Furthermore, Head Start Programs have produced outcomes that are transmitted across generations including a reduction in teen pregnancy and criminal engagement, as well as increased educational achievement within the second generation (Barr & Gibbs, 2018).
First implemented in 1969, the Good Behavior Game

 is an interdependent group contingency for elementary aged children designed to reduce disruptive classroom behavior (Tingstrom, Sterling-Turner, & Wilczynski, 2006). Results of roughly 20 Good Behavior Game studies have demonstrated consistent reductions in disruptive behaviors for children and adolescents as well as reductions of substance use and antisocial behavior (Embry, 2002; Kellam et al., 2011). Implementation of the Good Behavior Game has only been done in small settings and the lasting impact on adult criminal behavior is unknown (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; Embry, 2002). While the Good Behavior Game is aimed at reducing disruptive classroom behavior, the Fast Track prevention program

 is aimed at adolescents at the highest risk for life course persistent conduct problems (Bierman, 2002). Consisting of a two-phase model beginning in first grade and ending in tenth grade, the Fast Track program focuses on multiple risk factors including weak academic skills, disruptive classroom environments, and family risk factors (Conduct Problems Prevention Research Group, 2010). Although results have indicated a decrease in violent offences and juvenile arrests, the impact on later adult arrests is not significantly impacted (Bierman, 2002).
4.1.4 Community and Family-Based Approaches
Common themes found across evidence-based treatments of juvenile offenders



 include: a focus on the family unit (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; Guerra & Williams, 2012; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; Shoenberg, 2012); consideration of school and peer factors (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; May et al., 2014); behavioral techniques within a systemic framework (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; Guerra & Williams, 2012); and services that are provided in community settings (Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; May et al., 2014; Shoenberg, 2012). Table 4.2 includes an overview of community and family-based interventions, while a more detailed narrative is provided below.Table 4.2Community and Family-Based Approaches


	Approach
	Year created
	Theoretical bases/approach

	Multisystemic Therapy
	1970s
	Bronfenbrenner’s theory of social ecology

	Functional Family Therapy
	1970s
	Multisystemic and Relational focus

	Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care
	1980s
	Social Learning Theory

	Brief Strategic Family Therapy
	1970s
	Family Systems framework

	Parent Management Training
	1960s
	Learning theory and Behavior modification




4.1.4.1 Multisystemic Therapy (MST)
Perhaps the largest body of research on juvenile delinquency interventions has examined the efficacy of MST. Developed on a social ecological theoretical model, MST views antisocial behavior as multidetermined with influence from individual, family, peer, school, and community factors (Asscher et al., 2014; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; May et al., 2014). This community-based intervention strategy is designed for adolescents ranging from 12 to 17 and is modified based on the specific needs of the individual within their systems (Boxer & Goldstein, 2012). Bringing together community-based agencies and individual practitioners, MST is a multipronged strategy that adapts several treatment strategies based on the adolescents’ needs. In addition to a focus on the adolescent and their family, MST may encompass behavioral parent training, Cognitive Behavioral Therapy (CBT), strategic or structural family therapy, psychopharmacological treatment and other evidence-based practices as necessary (Boxer & Goldstein, 2012; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012). MST requires cases to be managed by full-time therapists with small caseloads who are available 24 h a day, 7 days a week, who travel to the homes and or schools of the adolescents in order to reduce barriers for accessing treatment (May et al., 2014). Results of over 25 research studies implementing MST give strong support for the efficacy of this treatment with outcomes that produce reductions in both conduct problems and recidivism rates (Asscher et al., 2014; Boxer & Goldstein, 2012; Butler, Baruch, Hickey, & Fonagy, 2011; Henggeler et al., 2006; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012: May et al., 2014).
4.1.4.2 Functional Family Therapy (FFT)
Utilizing a relational focus, Functional Family Therapy (FFT) was developed to address the family functioning of youthful offenders between 12 and 18 years of age (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005; van der Put et al., 2013). With an integration of family system and behavioral approaches, this multi-phase intervention aims to change familial behavioral patterns by increasing problem-solving, increased structure and guidance by the parents, and increased emotional cohesion within the family (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005). FFT differs from MST in that it is not as intensive and has been shown to work for younger, less severe juvenile offenders (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012). Services are generally provided in either a home or clinic setting, but are flexible and can be provided in schools or other settings in the community (Henggeler & Schoenwald, 2011). Phases of FFT include engagement and motivation, behavior change, and finally generalization in order to extend the change in behaviors into the larger environment. The efficacy of FFT

 has been shown in juveniles who abuse substances, status offenses, as well more serious offenses (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005; van der Put et al., 2013).
4.1.4.3 Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care (MTFC)
Multidimensional Treatment Foster Care

 (MTFC, also called therapeutic or specialized foster care)

 differs from the previously mentioned interventions in that these juveniles are not living with their families (Fisher & Gilliam, 2012; Westermark, Hansson, & Olsson, 2011). Instead, they are in either foster care or some other therapeutic environment (Chamberlain, Leve, & DeGarmo, 2007; Henggeler & Schoenwald, 2011; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012). Developed using the behavioral principles of social learning theory, this model utilizes foster parents trained in providing a structured, therapeutic living environment with the ultimate goal of reuniting the adolescent with their biological family (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Henggeler & Schoenwald, 2011; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; Leve, Chamberlain, & Reid, 2005: Weisz, Jensen-Doss, & Hawley, 2006). In addition to the foster parents, a team of professional’s aide in providing treatment for the juveniles, including case managers and therapists. Treatment teams meet on a weekly basis, and family therapy is implemented to prepare family members for the future reunification (Henggeler & Schoenwald, 201; Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012). Follow-up training and therapy continue for roughly 3 months after the adolescent transitions back home. This multipronged approach is designed to address family, school, and peer functioning through an individualized and extensive behavioral plan. Developed to help the more chronic juvenile offenders, MTFC

 is less systematic than other family-based approaches, but its behavioral approach is focused on the larger social system within which youthful offenders are immersed. MTFC has consistently demonstrated evidence for its efficacy with juvenile offenders and has extended to other populations (Fisher & Chamberlain, 2000; Fisher & Gilliam, 2012; Westermark et al., 2011).
4.1.4.4 Other Family-based Approaches
There are additional family-based interventions that produce promising results but have not been widely studied. Developed in the 1970s and originally designed to target Hispanic youth, Brief Strategic Family Therapy


 focuses on adjusting interactions within the family system that are sustaining the adolescent’s problem behavior (Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012; Szapocznik, Duff, Schwartz, Muir, & Brown, 2016). While positive short-term outcomes have been found, less information is known about the long-term effects of this intervention (Henggeler & Sheidow, 2012).
Utilizing social learning theory


, Parent Management Training was designed to focus on interactions between the parents and children. It implements operant conditioning to decrease problem behaviors and increase prosocial ones (Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005). Few studies have examined this intervention with youthful offenders, but results indicate promising outcomes demonstrating reductions in juvenile recidivism rates (Calhoun, Glaser, & Bartolomucci, 2001; Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005). The Juvenile Counseling and Assessment Program


 was also developed using social learning theory and includes a multipronged approach aimed at implementing family consultations as well as group and individual counseling (Calhoun, Glaser, & Bartolomucci, 2001; Sheidow & Henggeler, 2005). This promising intervention incorporates social and problem-solving skills, education, and anger management but further studies are needed to understand the long-term outcome on juvenile offenders.
4.1.5 Diversion Programs
Over the past three decades, increased focus on rehabilitative and restorative approaches have been made to reduce the number of youthful offenders that enter detention facilities. While diversion programs


 vary in design, successful completion of a diversion program generally results in dropped charges or no further action being made against the youth, with the primary aim being reduced contact with the juvenile justice system (Smith, Wolf, Cantillon, Thomas, & Davidson, 2004; Wilson & Hoge, 2013). Guided by the concern that involvement in the juvenile justice system would have a stigmatizing effect, diversion programs often focus on a low-level offender’s behavior with the primary aim of eliminating the negative impact of a formal legal process. Meta-analytic studies of juvenile diversion programs produce non-significant results on the effect of diversion on recidivism rates (Schwalbe, Gearing, MacKenzie, Brewer, & Ibrahim, 2012), with stronger research designs producing either no significant effect from diversion (Wong, Bouchard, Gravel, Bouchard, & Morselli, 2016) or similar reductions in recidivism to the effects of incarceration (Wilson & Hoge, 2013). Diversion programs that incorporate family involvement or parent training, individual therapy, as well as individual case management produce a statistically significant reduction in recidivism rates (Gearing et al., 2017). Due to short follow-up timelines, the positive long-term effects of diversion programs are unknown. While differentiating between types of formal and informal diversion programs is not always simple, program characteristics can include; case management services only, individual treatment with or without case management, family-based treatment with or without case management, juvenile court, and programs using restorative justice (Schwalbe et al., 2012).
4.1.5.1 Restorative Justice
While there are a range of strategies implemented within restorative justice, the primary aim is for the victim and offenders to interact with the purpose of repairing the damage that occurred and increasing the offenders’ accountability while having them take responsibility for their behavior (Bouffard, Cooper, & Bergseth, 2017; May et al., 2014). Theoretically, Restorative Justice comes from both procedural justice (Tyler, 1990) and reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1989) perspectives. The impact of this intervention on recidivism rates is not consistent. Some literature demonstrates a reduction in recidivism rates (Bergseth & Bouffard, 2012; Bradshaw, Roseborough, & Umbreit, 2006; Braithwaite, 2007; Wilson & Hoge, 2013), and others have not produced significant effects (Livingstone, Macdonald, & Carr, 2013; Schwalbe et al., 2012). Some research indicates that Restorative Justice programs have shown to be more effective at reducing recidivism rates than incarceration. Meta-analyses of restorative justice programs have produced positive effects, ranging from weak to moderate effect sizes .03 to .34 (Bradshaw et al., 2006). Though, multiple meta-analyses on Restorative Justice noted that a reduction of recidivism was not present in studies where more rigorous research designs were used (Bradshaw et al., 2006; Wong et al., 2016). Other critiques of Restorative Justice




 research include; inconsistency in definitions, few peer reviewed studies, and limited timelines of when the juveniles were followed up with after the intervention (Bradshaw et al., 2006; Wong et al., 2016).
4.1.6 Other Interventions
4.1.6.1 Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT)
Based on personality theory and moral development theory, this cognitive-behavioral intervention is presented in group environments with treatment manuals and individual discussions. Moral Reconation Therapy (MRT)


 was developed by Little and Robinson (1988) to address moral development, identity problems, low self-esteem, and other obstacles that might affect an individual’s overall functioning. While commonly combined with either residential or community-based programs, research examining MRT produces mixed results with non-significant differences in recidivism rates between control and experimental groups (Armstrong, 2003). In a meta-analysis examining MRT, a small effect using 33 studies (r = .17) was observed. However, only five studies were included that had juvenile participants and a small but significant effect size (r = .07) was found (Ferguson & Wormith, 2013). Ferguson and Wormith (2013) postulate that, since MRT is rooted in moral development theory, juveniles may not have begun the most advanced stages of development and as such are not cognitively or emotionally prepared to handle the intricacies of their interpersonal relationships.
4.1.6.2 Skills Training
Juvenile interventions focused on social skills training produce mixed results (Blechman, Maurice, Buecker, & Helberg, 2000; van der Stouwe, Asscher, Hoeve, van der Laan, & Stams, 2016; Weisz et al., 2006) Inclusion of parent training and family involvement were strong predictors of successful skills training strategies (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005; Weisz et al., 2006).
4.1.6.3 
Scared Straight Programs

To deter juveniles from engaging in initial or continued criminal behavior, Scared Straight programs expose first-time youthful offenders to prison inmates in order to educate them on negative consequences of criminal behaviors. Not only do these programs not prevent future delinquency, but multiple studies have shown that participation in Scared Straight programs increase recidivism rates (Guerra & Williams, 2012; Klenowski, Bell, & Dodson, 2010; May et al., 2014; Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino, & Finckenauer, 2000).
4.1.6.4 Juvenile Drug Court
When compared to traditional criminal courts, juvenile drug courts were designed with the goal taking a rehabilitative problem-solving approach to juvenile crime and substance use (Wilson, Olaghere, & Kimbrell, 2019). Current studies of juvenile drug courts have been constrained by numerous factors including small sample sizes, poor comparison groups, limited program development, and poor outcome measures (Belenko & Dembo, 2003; Rodriguez & Webb, 2004). Meta-analytic research shows that juvenile drug court 

is no more effective than traditional court processes at reducing future drug use and recidivism (Tanner-Smith, Lipsey, & Wilson, 2016). However, researchers theorize that low quality research designs may be the reason significant effects have not been identified (Wilson et al., 2019). Other research shows that it is effective only when integrated with family and evidence-based interventions (Henggeler et al., 2006; Wilson et al., 2019).
4.1.7 Characteristics and Summary of Effective Programs
Throughout this new millennium, state initiatives have shifted the focus of research on youthful offending to examine both evidence-based and cost-effective strategies in order to reduce juvenile incarcerations and reoffending. School-based intervention programs have demonstrated a lasting impact in reducing delinquency and later criminality, as well as increasing prosocial outcomes such as increased educational attainment. Community and family-based approaches aim to integrate elements of the family unit, peers, and the adolescents’ relationships and system as a whole in order to enact lasting change in their life. While these approaches diverge in their techniques or theoretical foundations, family and community-based approaches overall produce the most consistent evidence of efficacy in reducing recidivism in juveniles. As the approach to juvenile crime has shifted towards restoration and rehabilitation in the past three decades, diversion programs have arisen in an attempt to reduce an adolescents’ involvement in the formal legal process. While the structure and characteristics of diversion programs differ, studies show that diversion programs for juveniles either have no significant effect on recidivism or similar effects to incarceration. However, similar to research on community and family-based interventions, diversion programs that include family involvement or parent training in addition to case management resulted in a reduction in juvenile recidivism rates. While all interventions would benefit from continued research, additional studies using rigorous research designs are still needed in order to substantiate the efficacy of MRT, juvenile drug courts, and restorative justice programs with adolescent offenders.
Overall there are a few key factors that are commonly found in effective interventions for youthful offenders. An individualized assessment of the juvenile should be performed in order to understand the specific needs of the youth and their family to tailor the intervention strategies specifically to their circumstances (Dematteo & Marczyk, 2005). Interventions should focus on both risk and protective factors, paying close attention to all systems of influence, including family, school, peers, and the community. Finally, intervention strategies should incorporate multiple treatment approaches as well as integrate treatment into areas in the community where the juvenile lives and interacts. Existing interventions would benefit from further research and more evidence-based strategies are needed to continue addressing the recidivism rates of juveniles.
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