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ABSTRACT 

 

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE DESISTANCE OF VIOLENCE  

AMONG FEMALE ADOLESCENTS 

 

 

Joy D. Patton, PhD. 

 

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2009 

 

Supervising Professor:  Sung Seek Moon 

The major focus of this study was to test the theory driven conceptual model 

derived from the literature regarding risk, protective and desistance factors and the 

relationship of these factors to violent behavior of female adolescents. This study utilized 

The National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health) dataset to evaluate 

these measures. The conceptual model was developed from information based on 

Resilience Theory and Life Course Perspective as it relates to violent behavior in 

adolescents. Data from 2,031 female participants were included in the current study.  

A review of the existing empirical literature suggested that there were specific 

risk, protective and desistance factors that would have an influence on the likelihood of 

female adolescents participating in violent behavior. The risk factors were: family 

connections, school connections and history of abuse; the protective factors included: IQ 
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(school achievement was used in proxy of IQ) and intolerant attitudes toward violence; 

the desistance factors were: parenthood, marriage and employment. 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used in the analysis of the data. The 

hypothesized MIMIC model suggested differences in violent behavior based on race, 

level of community support and level of subsidized income supports. The tested model 

showed that there were indeed differences in violent behavior based on the demographic 

characteristics of race (β = -.53, t = .04, p < .001), level of community support (β = -.55, t 

= .04, p < .001) and level of subsidized income supports (β = -.54, t = .04, p < .001). 

 The results of the hypothesized SEM model suggested: (1) that each of the latent 

variables of risk (β = .06, t = .02, p < .001) and protective factors (β = -.07, t = .01, p < 

.001) were significantly directly associated with violent behavior, (2) the latent variable, 

desistance factors (β = .01, t = .06, p > .05), was not significantly directly associated with 

violent behavior, (3) there were mediating effects between risk factors, protective factors 

and violent behavior (β = -.12, t = .04, p < .05) and (4) there were no mediating effects 

between risk factors, desistance factors and violent behavior (β = -1.28, t = 2.99, p > .05).  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The treatment of delinquent juveniles has varied over time. The ways in which a 

society chooses to treat juvenile offenders are reflective of that society’s view of the 

role of the family and the government. For example, in Biblical times, children were 

viewed as infants until they reached the age of seven because it was a widely held belief 

that children, under the age of seven, did not have the ability to understand when their 

behavior was wrong (Griffin & Griffin,1978; Krisberg & Austin, 1978). If a child under 

the age of seven participated in criminal behavior, the punishment of the child was 

handled within the family (Griffin & Griffin, 1978; Krisberg & Austin, 1978). After the 

age of seven, children were treated as adults and could be publicly punished for 

wrongful behavior (Halsall, 1996).  

In the Middle Ages, by contrast, children had absolute protection if they were 

under the age of seven and could not be punished by the government, children ages 

seven to fourteen could be held criminally liable if they were found to be sufficiently 

developed to form criminal intent and youth were charged as adults after the age of 14 

regardless of mental capacity (LaMonte, 1949). This treatment of delinquent juveniles 

changed again at the beginning of the 19th century, where children under the age of 10 

were typically sent to state-run institutions while children 10 years old and older were 
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often imprisoned with adult offenders (Juvenile Justice FYI, 2001; Krisberg & Austin, 

1978; Snyder and Sickmund, 1999; Tanenhaus, 2004).  

Toward the latter part of the 19th century, the child-saving movement sprung 

forward (Patenaude, 2006; Tanenhaus, 2004) and again established a changing practice 

in the treatment of delinquent juveniles. Patenaude (2006) states that the “child-saving 

movement was born out of the cruel conditions faced by the poor of the era and the 

Victorian belief that the middle and upper classes should help those persons who were 

less fortunate than themselves” (p. 15). The upper class women associated with the 

child-saving movement were called child-savers. Among the most prominent child-

savers were two individuals, Lucy Flower and Julia Lathrop (Tanenhaus, 2004). Flower 

and Lathrop found the treatment of children in the justice system unacceptable and set 

out to change the process, environment and overall treatment of juvenile offenders. The 

efforts of these two individuals in concert with the American Bar Association as well as 

prominent attorneys and judges led to the establishment of the first juvenile court in 

1899 in Chicago, Illinois (Tanenhaus, 2004). 

1.1 Policy Affecting the Treatment of Juvenile Offenders 

 Shortly after the enactment of the first juvenile court, the United States entered 

into an era that has become known as the “Progressive Era”. The Progressive Era 

encompassed a time period that spanned from 1900 to around 1918 and was so named 

because of the particular social issues being addressed, which included emerging 

juvenile justice issues (Juvenile Justice FYI, 2001). One of the first major Acts relating 

to the treatment of juveniles and created by Congress was passed during the Progressive 
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Era, the Children’s Bureau of 1912. This Act led to “investigat[ion] and report[ing]… 

on all matters pertaining to the welfare of children and child life among all classes… 

especially [to] investigate the questions of … juvenile courts… [and] legislation 

affecting children in the several States and Territories” (Office of Juvenile Justice 

Delinquency and Prevention, 2005). 

After the establishment of the Children’s Bureau in 1912, according to the 

Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention (2005), there was much 

legislation established over the next several years concerning the treatment of juvenile 

offenders. For further information a table has been developed (see Appendix A) that 

provides a detailed outline of salient legislative rulings and outcomes over the past 

several years, including the most recent legislation pertaining specifically to female 

juvenile offenders. This is of importance because the original juvenile justice system 

was set up to mainly rehabilitate and house male juvenile offenders (Anderson, 1994; 

Bergsmann, 1989; Chesney-Lind, 2001; Knupfer, 2000; Lunnemann, 2000; Myers & 

Sangster, 2001) and until recently, the treatment of female juveniles has been much the 

same as for male juveniles. It should also be noted that even with the passing of new 

legislation, current gender-specific services still do not exist on a large scale or within 

every state (Holsinger, 2006). 

1.2 Policy Affecting the Treatment of Female Juvenile Offenders 

In 1992, the reauthorization of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

(JJDP) Act provided language by Congress that unambiguously addressed the needs of 

female juvenile offenders through treatment practices. The added language requires 
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States to include “an analysis of gender-specific services for the prevention and 

treatment of juvenile delinquency, including the types of such services available and the 

need for such services for females and…a plan for providing needed gender-specific 

services for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency” (JJDP Act, sec. 223 

(8) (B) (i-ii).  

 Additionally, State Challenge Activities were added that helped promote the 

application of States for funding outside the traditional Formula Grants funds to 

concentrate on any one of ten activities. Of notable interest is Challenge Activity E that, 

again, explicitly addresses the needs of the female juvenile offender. This activity 

involves “developing and adopting policies to prohibit gender bias in placement and 

treatment and establishing programs to ensure that female youth have access to the full 

range of health and mental health services, treatment for physical or sexual assault and 

abuse, self-defense instruction, education in parenting, education in general, other 

training and vocational services…” (Part E of Title II, JJDP Act, Section 285 (B) (2).  

Being aware of the history of the treatment of juvenile offenders, that the 

juvenile justice system was set up with the point of view that juveniles need to be 

rehabilitated and that the juvenile justice system as well as research has had a narrow 

focus on male juveniles, aids in understanding the processes, treatment and previous 

research in regards to female juveniles in the justice system. Furthermore, when the 

policies or lack of policies, surrounding the treatment of female juvenile offenders are 

examined, it becomes clear that the treatment of female juveniles has historically not 

been a topic in the forefront for legislators or society at large. This is surprising because 
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female juvenile offending is not a new phenomenon. In fact, statistical trends dating 

back to the 1980s provides evidence that female juvenile offending is a concern that 

should have continued support through research, gender-specific treatment practices and 

policy reform. 

1.3 Statistical Trends of Female Juvenile Offenders 

A little more than two decades ago, the rate of female juvenile delinquency had 

remained relatively stable and was not considered an issue of much concern. Most of 

the delinquent acts of females, as in previous decades, primarily involved running away 

and sexual misconduct. However, Mullis, Cornille, Mullis and Huber (2004) report an 

alarming trend for female juveniles between 1989 and 1993: “court cases involving 

juvenile females with delinquency increased by 31% compared to a 21% increase for 

juvenile males [and] arrests for violent crimes increased 55% for juvenile females and 

by 33% for juvenile males” (p. 206). Most female juveniles arrested for violent 

behavior were charged with aggravated assault (LeMaster & Maniglia, 2003). The 

prevalence of female offenders in the juvenile justice system has continued to increase 

dramatically. According to the U.S. Department of Justice (2003), there was a 59% 

increase in the number of females involved with the juvenile justice system between 

1990 and 1999.  

Until a short time ago, female juvenile offending was not an issue of much 

concern. This could be due, in part, to the belief that female offending behavior is not 

serious and/or female juveniles are more likely to threaten their own well-being than the 

well-being of others (Kakar, 2006). While it is true that, historically, female juvenile 
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offenders have represented a very small proportion of the offender population and have 

committed fewer and more minor crimes than male juveniles, statistical trends suggest 

this is rapidly becoming a very different situation from what has previously been seen.  

The Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency and Prevention provides statistical 

information on rates of offending for male and female juveniles. In the latest report 

available, the OJJDP (2005) reported that female juvenile arrest rates for assault and 

simple assault increased 290% between 1980 and 2004. This is truly alarming when 

comparing that to male juvenile arrest rates for the same crimes. The statistics show a 

much slower rate being reported for male juvenile arrest rates for assault and simple 

assault at only a 108% increase during this same time period. 

1.4 Problem Statement and Purpose of the Study 

As stated previously, for many years research in the area of juvenile offending 

has mainly focused on male juvenile offenders (Kakar, Friedmann & Peck, 2002). Only 

in more recent years have researchers begun to explore female juvenile offenders in an 

attempt to understand offending from a female perspective. While previous research has 

provided some knowledge of female juvenile offenders, it has also created gaps in 

knowledge. For example, there is a small body of research that has examined desistance 

patterns of female juvenile offenders. Desistance research looks at the processes that 

support and maintain cessation of criminal behavior. To date, only a few desistance 

studies have been conducted, with most of these studies being completed with male 

juvenile offenders (Arnett, 2001; Bukowski, Suppola, & Newcomb, 2000; Moffitt, 

Caspi, Dickson, Silva & Stanton, 1996; Sampson & Laub, 2003; Stone & Brown, 
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1998). Only three studies have been identified that explore the interaction of factors that 

lead to female juvenile offending desistance (Baskin, & Sommers, 1998; Katz, 2000; 

Sommers, Baskin & Fagan, 1994). This elucidates the fact that, since female juvenile 

offender research is a fairly new area of study, much is still unknown about female 

juvenile offending.  

 The following chapters will provide a review of the theoretical literature used to 

explain female juvenile offending and a critical review of the empirical literature that 

examines risk, protective and desistance factors. A conceptual framework, research 

questions and hypotheses as well as results of the analysis are also provided. 
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CHAPTER 2 

EMPIRICAL REVIEW 

There are many conceptual and empirical articles in the literature discussing 

factors relating to juvenile violent behavior but fewer articles addressing factors 

specifically relating to female violent behavior. The empirical review will present a 

select set of articles pertaining to risk and protective factors believed to be significant in 

explaining the increased or decreased likelihood of female juvenile violent behavior. 

The literature, in general, surrounding desistance factors for female offenders is very 

sparse. However, in the last section of the empirical review, the available literature 

relating to desistance will be explored.  

A table has been provided in the appendices (see Appendix B) that summarize 

risk and protective factors specifically relating to the likelihood of increasing or 

decreasing violence. It should be noted that risk factors identified as relating to violence 

have been researched much more heavily than protective factors that act to buffer the 

impact of risk factors and more so than desistance factors as well. For this reason, the 

list of protective factors and desistance factors is far fewer than risk factors in each of 

the five domains (individual, family, school, peers and community/neighborhood).  
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2.1 Risk, Protective and Desistance Factors 

2.1.1 Risk Factors 

 Previous research has indicated that there are a number of risk factors and 

protective factors present in an adolescent’s life that will either increase (risk factors) or 

decrease (protective factors) the probability of participation in violent behaviors. Risk 

factors are not necessarily causes of violence since researchers lack experimental 

evidence that by changing a risk factor, the onset and rate of violence will be changed, 

but rather, they are personal characteristics and/or environmental conditions that predict 

the onset of violence, stability of violence over time, or an increase in violence 

(Garmezy & Masten, 1986; Masten, 1994).  

 Many of the risks for adolescents that have been found in research are relevant 

for males, making it difficult to ascertain the significance of these factors to females. 

Hubbard and Pratt (2002) conducted a meta-analysis of the predictors of female violent 

offending. Overall, the sample included 97 effect size estimates, which represented the 

combination of 5,981 individual cases. The predictor domains were coded from each 

study and were organized into four broad categories: (a) a prior history of antisocial 

behavior, antisocial peers, antisocial attitudes/beliefs, and antisocial personality, (b) age 

and socioeconomic status, (c) family relationships, school relationships, and a history of 

abuse, and (d) self-image, social adjustment, anxiety, and IQ.  

 The result of this meta-analysis revealed that, while females did share some of 

the same risk factors as their male counterparts, there were three specific risk factors 
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that increased the probability of females’ participation in violent behaviors. These three 

risk factors are history of abuse, school relationships and family relationships. 

 2.1.1.1 History of Abuse 

 Several studies conducted found childhood maltreatment to be one of the most 

influential risk factors in increasing female adolescents’ involvement in aggression and 

violence (Arata, Langhinrichsen-Rohling, Bowers & O’Farrell-Swails, 2005; Bensley, 

Van Eenwyk, Spieker, & Schoder, 1999; Green, Russo, Navratil & Loeber, 1999; 

Kinard, 2004; Loos & Alexander, 1997; Prino & Peyrot, 1994; Wolfe, Scott, Wekerle & 

Pittman, 2001). Of these studies, four (Arata et al., 2005; Bensley et al., 1999; Loos & 

Alexander, 1997; Wolfe et al., 2001) made comparisons of the effects of multiple types 

of maltreatment on females. All of these researchers found that when female 

adolescents experienced multiple forms of maltreatment, rather than only one form of 

maltreatment, they were more likely to report higher levels of anger, aggression, 

hostility, antisocial attitudes and violent behaviors.  

One study (Wolfe et al., 2001) also found that females who had suffered 

multiple forms of abuse were more likely to report higher levels of delinquency and to 

carry a concealed weapon. Three studies (Green et al., 1999, Kinard, 2004; Prino & 

Peyrot, 1994) reported that when females had experienced at least one form of abuse, 

they were more likely to have conduct disorders, and be aggressive and/or hostile. 

2.1.1.2 School Connections 

Previous research has found an association between school relationships and 

violent behavior outcomes (Brookmeyer, Fanti & Henrich, 2006; Caldwell, Sturges & 
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Silver, 2007; Crosnoe, Erickson & Dornbusch, 2002; Thaxton & Agnew, 2004; Thomas 

& Smith, 2004). Thompson and Smith (2004) conducted a study on school 

connectedness and anger behaviors in violent and nonviolent youth. These researchers 

found that 41% of females who were violent perceived that they were not liked by their 

classmates compared to only 29% of females who were not violent.  

In another study (Caldwell, Sturges & Silver, 2007), perceptions of scholastic 

performance, feelings toward school and levels of compliance (getting into 

trouble/disregarding rules), impulsivity (aggressive and hostile behaviors), anger and 

irritability (vengefulness, frustration and preoccupation with anger) were explored with 

female high school students. There was a significant relationship between the school 

environment, compliance and impulsivity as well as school environment, anger and 

irritability with no differences between African American, Hispanic and Caucasian 

females. That is, all the female students who had poor scholastic performance and felt 

disconnected from their school were more likely to have lower levels of compliance and 

higher levels of impulsivity, anger and irritability.   

Lastly, Crosnoe, Erickson and Dornbusch (2002) found that there were two very 

specific mediating factors in school that decreased the likelihood of females’ 

involvement in violent behaviors; teacher bonding and academic achievement. Females 

who had negative relationships with their teachers and weak commitments to 

achievement were more likely to engage in violent behaviors. Overall, female students 

who do not have positive relationships with their teachers are more likely to be involved 

in delinquent behaviors (Brookmeyer et al., 2006; Thaxton & Agnew, 2004). 
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 2.1.1.3 Family Connections 

Just as with school relationships and violent behavioral outcomes, several 

research studies involving family relationships and female juvenile violence has been 

conducted (Caldwell, Sturges & Silver, 2007; Crosnoe, Erickson & Dornbusch, 2002; 

Gavazzi, 2006; Latimer, Kleinknecht, Hung & Gabor, 2003; Peiser & Heaven, 1996). 

Some studies have found that delinquent adolescents perceive their family as being 

controlling and participating in fewer family activities (Bischof, Stith & Whitney, 

1995), having parents who withhold praise (Heaven, 1994), and having parents with 

inconsistent parenting styles (Farrington, 1993) when compared to perceptions by 

adolescents who are not delinquent.  

 Gavazzi (2006) conducted a study to explore potential variations in family and 

parenting practices and adolescent delinquency. Family and parenting practices were 

measured by family process factors like levels of conflict, levels of parental monitoring 

and discipline strategies. Adolescent delinquency was measured by the number of prior 

offenses, either resulting in involvement with the juvenile justice system or delinquent 

activity that was not detected. This study found that for female adolescents, lower levels 

of family functioning increased the risk of delinquency.  Additionally, Latimer, 

Kleinknecht, Hung and Gabor (2003) found that females who had less nurturing parents 

and parents who did not monitor their free time were more likely to report violent 

behavior.  

 Furthermore, it has been found that for African American and Caucasian female 

juveniles that there is a strong relationship between their home environment and 
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compliance and impulsivity and for Caucasian females specifically, there is a strong 

relationship between their home environment and anger and irritability (Caldwell et al., 

2007). Another study found that female adolescents who did not have close 

relationships with their parents and had disorganized  

households were more likely to associate with and be influenced by deviant peers to 

participate in delinquent behaviors (Crosnoe et al., 2002). 

2.1.2 Protective Factors 

 Some views of protective factors suggest that protective factors are the direct 

opposite of risk factors. For example, if an adolescent had poor familial relations, a 

known risk factor, then having good familial relations would be a protective factor. 

However, this is not necessarily the case in all situations. For this reason some research 

has viewed protective factors as characteristics or conditions that are interrelated with 

risk factors and work to lessen the effect of risk on violent behavior (Garmezy, 1985; 

Rutter, 1985; Stattin & Magnusson, 1996).  

 Although protective factors have been identified in regards to decreasing the 

likelihood of participation in violent behaviors, more specifically, protective factors 

indirectly moderate the impact of exposure to risk factors (Jessor, Turbin & Costa, 

2003; Koplan, Autry & Hyman, 2001). Protective factors have not been as widely tested 

for having both a theoretical basis and an established capacity of leading to non-

participation in violence in the same way as risk factors (Kraemer, Kazdin, Offord, 

Kessler, Jensen & Kupfer, 1997; Thornberry, 1998). As a result, protective factors are, 

at times, discussed in terms of proposed protective factors (Koplan et al., 2001). When 
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comparing the list of proposed protective factors provided by Koplan, Autry and 

Hyman (2001) to the meta-analytic study of Hubbard and Pratt (2002), the overlapping 

protective factors that have been shown to have a buffering effect on violence for 

female adolescents include: intolerant attitudes toward deviance and high IQ. 

 2.1.2.1 Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance 

 Some previous research has shown that adolescents who have intolerant 

attitudes toward deviance also tend to have good grades and to be positively attached to 

their teachers and school (Arnett, 2000; Bukowski, Suppola & Newcomb, 2000; Stone 

& Brown, 1998). Furthermore, Piquero, Brezina and Turner (2005) found that female 

adolescents who have intolerant attitudes toward deviance also have fewer delinquent 

peers, have more peers who engage in prosocial activities, have a greater attachment to 

their teachers and have relatively low levels of depression. 

 Another study by Moffitt, Caspi, Dickson, Silva and Stanton (1996) looked at 

adolescents who abstained from delinquent behaviors. Some interesting findings about 

the characteristics of abstainers show that delinquent abstainers are more likely to be: 

(a) traditionalist – needing a conservative, predictable social environment with high 

moral standards, (b) controlled – being cautious, careful, rational and planful and (c) 

calmer, more reserved and compliant. The characteristics found in adolescents who 

have intolerant attitudes toward deviance appear to support the underlying variables 

associated with protective factors that help decrease the likelihood of participation in 

violent behaviors. 
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2.1.2.2 High IQ 

 Prior research involving IQ and delinquency and the interaction between higher 

IQs and lower rates of non-delinquency has shown consistent associations over the 

course of several years. The rationale behind these studies and their results indicate 

adolescents who have lower IQs may also have lower rates of academic achievement, 

which then inhibits the prosocial bonding to school and then acts as a risk factor that 

increases the likelihood of delinquent behavior.  

 McGloin, Pratt and Maahs (2004) looked at indirect associations between 

adolescent IQ and delinquent behavior. It was hypothesized that IQ was a significant 

precursor to school performance, deviant peer associations and self control. These 

researchers found that IQ has an indirect link to decreasing the chances of involvement 

in delinquency through increasing levels of academic achievement and decreasing the 

likelihood of associations with deviant peers.  

In another study that examined childhood factors that could predict the age of 

first arrest in adolescent females (Leve & Chamberlain, 2004), IQ was found to be a 

significant predictor in early-onset delinquency and arrest. More specifically, low child 

IQ places females at a greater risk for early-onset delinquency and arrest compared to 

those with higher IQ scores who were less likely to engage in delinquency early in 

adolescence. 

Additionally, Romi and Marom (2007) examined differences in intelligence 

between dropout delinquent adolescents living in residential facilities, dropout 

delinquent adolescents living at home and non-delinquent adolescents living at home 
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and still in school. These researchers used the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-

Revised (WISC-R) that consists of subsets that measure Verbal IQ, Performance IQ and 

Total IQ. On all three measures, non-delinquent adolescents living at home and still in 

school scored significantly higher than the two dropout delinquent groups while dropout 

delinquents living at home scored higher on the Verbal IQ subscale than did the dropout 

delinquents living in a residential facility. Overall, there were more differences on all 

subscales between the non-delinquent adolescents (higher scores on all subscales) and 

the two dropout delinquent adolescent groups. 

2.1.3 Desistance Factors 

 Desistance has been defined as the “causal process that supports the termination 

of offending” (Sampson & Laub, 2003, p. 299). Not only is it a causal process but it is a 

process that sustains the on-going state of non-offending, in which the process evolves 

over time. Based on this definition and explanation of desistance, Sampson and Laub 

(2003) conclude that research involving desistance should include those individuals 

who have established at least a moderate level of frequent and serious offending. 

There are many more studies exploring explanations for the onset of violent 

behavior than there are studies exploring explanations for desistance. The questions that 

remain unanswered are why some offenders stop their criminal behavior while others 

continue and what accounts for this stability of change. Most of the literature 

surrounding desistance dates back to the mid 1990s with some renewed interest in 

desistance more recently. Almost all of these studies past and current relate to 

desistance factors found to be consistent in male populations.  
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Three studies that looked at desistance factors of males discovered that job 

stability and marital attachment in adulthood lead to significant changes in desisting 

criminal behaviors (Horney, Osgood & Marshall, 1995; Sampson & Laub, 2003; Warr, 

1998). More specifically, it was found that male juvenile offenders who had grown into 

adulthood and who had strong ties to work and to their spouse, were less likely to 

continue to participate in crime. 

Only three studies could be found that specifically related to desistance factors 

found to be consistent in female populations (Sommers, Baskin & Fagan, 1994; Baskin, 

& Sommers, 1998; Katz, 2000). Sommers, Baskin and Fagan (1994) found that quality 

marriages led women to desist from crime. Baskin and Sommers (1998) found that poor 

inner-city, minority women from high crime neighborhoods were more likely to desist 

from crime for one of two reasons: (a) receiving alcohol and drug treatment or (b) 

becoming tired of or fearful of being incarcerated repeatedly. Katz (2000) looked at 

African American and White girl’s and women’s involvement in crime and factors that 

lead to desistance and found that becoming a custodial parent led to desistance only 

among White women. None of the three studies with females found the same consistent 

results for desistance as was found with males, namely job stability and marital 

attachments. 

2.2 Limitations of Existing Research 

 Since the research with female juveniles is a relatively new area of exploration 

in relation to research with male juveniles, there are a number of limitations. 

Limitations of the current body of research with risk, protective and desistance include: 
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small sample sizes of females, non-random sampling with one-time measures, self-

report measures, measuring factors in isolation of other factors, and little or no use of 

control groups. 

 Many of the empirical articles examined in this paper that related specifically to 

female juveniles had small sample sizes and were usually conducted with a one-time 

measurement and with females with prior offenses. Small sample sizes raise questions 

about generalizability while non-random samples with one-time measures limits the 

ability to draw conclusions about causality. These limitations raise concerns of external 

validity.  

 Self-report measures of female juveniles’ involvement in criminal activity are 

also of concern. When self-report measures are used, the results may be vulnerable to 

the individual’s ability to recall events, attitudes and behaviors correctly and can also be 

subjected to reporting bias. Another limitation to this body of research is measuring 

factors in isolation of other factors. The bulk of the research that has been completed 

measures the predictive value of risk, protection and desistance separately, without 

taking into account the influence of other factors.  

 Of additional concern are the sparsely used control groups in research designs 

that would benefit from such controls. Research designed to predict the likelihood of 

increasing, decreasing or desisting violent behaviors should include control groups of 

both delinquent and non-delinquent females. In addition, variables such as 

race/ethnicity, age, socioeconomic status, education levels and community organization 

should be controlled for when using non-delinquent female control groups. 
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 Even though there are methodological concerns surrounding the current body of 

research, much information has been gained about risk, protection and desistance factor 

interactions in female juvenile offenders. Although the sample sizes are small and 

typically samples of convenience, there is consistency in the results of these studies. 

Future research should strive to use random sampling methods to ensure the maximum 

variability, increase sample size to increase generalizability and incorporate the use of 

control groups to help predict more accurately the correlates of violent behaviors and 

desistance.  
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL OVERVIEW 

Theories are relevant and useful for social science research in that theories are used to 

help describe or explain human behavior. There are several theories used that have provided a 

framework for explaining juvenile offending and violence. However, there is no one theory that 

has been used to explain adolescent aggression or violence. Likewise, there are no widely held 

beliefs about the causes of adolescent violence. Instead there appear to be numerous theoretical 

explanations. Resiliency Theory and Life Course Perspective are two emerging theories in the 

present proliferation of explanations for adolescent aggressive behavior. The following is a 

review of Resilience Theory and Life Course Perspective. 

3.1 Resilience Theory 

 It appears that Resilience Theory has been developed over three successive waves of 

inquiry. The first wave of resilience research was an investigation into the qualities and 

characteristics of individuals who did well regardless of negative circumstances. The second 

wave of resilience research involved understanding the processes of resilient qualities and the 

third wave had to do with discovering internal and external motivators that could enhance an 

individual’s resiliency (Richardson, 2002).  

 As a part of the first wave, the early studies of resilience began by focusing on what has 

been identified as “risk factors”. According to Cerin (1991) risk factors are: 

adverse circumstances or events which jeopardize a child’s development  
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and chances of achieving good long-term outcomes, such as: a good 
education, good health, employment, successful relationships, and a life  
free from poverty, substance abuse, violence and crime (p. 2). 

 
 Researchers came to agree that there were certain identifiable risk factors that could hinder 

adaptation and/or development. As risk factors were being discovered, it was also soon 

recognized that it was not enough to know of only the risk factors that have a sort of cumulative 

effect in consistently producing negative outcomes. This was so because current research reports 

that anywhere from 50% to 70% of individuals linked to risk factors display an ability to 

overcome their diversities (Benard, 1991; Brown et al., 2001).  

 This realization prompted researchers to change their focus of study from one on risk 

factors as a deficit view of individuals, to one that instead began to explore factors that involved 

positive strategies to overcome these deficits (Benard, 1991; Richardson, 2002). These positive 

strategies began the concentration on what researchers have come to classify as protective factors 

and, thus began the second wave of resilience research. Some research suggests that protective 

factors are attributes of an environment, which encompasses the family, school and community 

(Brown et al., 2001). Furthermore, Benard (1991) contends that, in order for an individual to 

fully develop the traits of resiliency, protective factors of caring and support, high expectations, 

and opportunity for participation must be found in the individual’s family, school and 

community. Protective factors can also be attributes found within individuals such as personality 

traits, self-esteem, autonomy, etc. (Alperstein & Raman, 2003).  

 More recent research on resilience suggest the division of protective factors into two 

distinct categories, which include external factors and internal factors, to demonstrate that such 

factors are influenced by environmental circumstances (external) as well as emotional and/or 

personal traits (internal) that can work together, when positive, or against, when negative, the 
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individual in developing resilient traits (Corcoran & Nichols-Casebolt, 2004; Grotberg 2003; 

Luthar et al., 2000; Richardson, 2002). Even so, what is known about protective factors is that 

they work in a way that can help lessen the possibility that a disorder will develop by acting as 

an emotional safeguard as well as a “reservoir of resources to deal with stress effectively” 

(Alperstein & Raman, 2003, p. 270). 

 The third wave of research in support of Resilience Theory has been to identify and 

understand the source of and motivation of resilience in individuals in an attempt to explain why 

and how individuals reintegrate resilience despite adversity. This third wave has been met with a 

wide range of assessment, uncertainty and perception because insights into the inquiry have 

evolved from many disciplines such as Eastern medicine, psychology, theology, and 

psychoneuroimmunology (Richardson, 2002). The research in these disciplines, as it relates to 

resilience reintegration, involves explanations surrounding positive energy flow, spirituality and 

faith and/or belief in something greater than oneself. The findings in this area point to ecological 

sources that allows for resilience to be reintegrated while, at the same time, energy, spirituality 

and faith are the sources behind an individual having the ability to reach self-actualization rather 

than just survive. 

3.2 Life Course Perspective 

Life course perspective combines biological, psychological and sociological theories of 

human behavior into one theory. This perspective has emerged from the discipline of sociology 

and contends that age, time and historical events have a great impact on human behavior and 

change (Clausen, 1986). An individual’s life course, defined through the lens of this perspective, 

is viewed as an age-differentiated life pattern affected by the impact of social institutions that, 
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depending on time and historical events, shape individual behavior and/or changes of behavior 

(Giele & Elder, 1998). 

Life Course Perspective seeks to explain changes in life patterns through the use of 

trajectories and transitions (Wheaton, 1990). Trajectories are seen as an individual’s natural 

pathway of development that is tied to a specific outcome. Trajectories involve roles individuals 

assume throughout the different stages of development and can produce either a negative or a 

positive outcome. Transitions are changes in the situations or conditions in an individual’s life. 

Transitions are ingrained within an individual’s life trajectory (Ashford, LeCroy & Lortie, 2006). 

Research regarding the Life Course Perspective asserts that juvenile crime and 

delinquency is a natural occurrence, and, when intervening factors and/or conditions do not 

prevent this natural occurrence, every child is at risk for participating in antisocial behavior 

(Giele & Elder, 1998). Sampson and Laub (2003) contend, based on Life Course Perspective, 

that there are three different and basic environmental pathways that are fundamental in 

explaining and understanding aggressive behavior in children and adolescents. These pathways 

include social controls employed by the family, school and peer groups and, depending on the 

interactions within these pathways, it is through these pathways that engaging in aggressive and 

violent behavior is determined.  

However, as children transition from adolescence to young adulthood, other 

environmental pathways begin to take precedence over childhood pathways and these new 

pathways then become determinants of continued aggressive and violent behavior. These new 

pathways redirect the focuses of young adults toward employment, marriage and parenthood. 

Research in this area has shown that transitioning adolescents who focus on these new pathways 
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are more likely to desist from their previous participation in aggression and violence (Sampson 

& Laub, 2003; Simons, Simons & Wallace, 2004). 

 In summary, Resilience Theory posits that children are at an increased risk for engaging 

in aggressive and violent behaviors when there are a number of risk factors that are linked to 

their environment while at the same time, children can be insulated from the negative effects of 

risk factors when there are certain protective factors evident. The Life Course Perspective 

suggests that it is either the negative or positive influences in a child’s environmental pathway 

that determines engagement in aggressive and violent behavior while at the same time, natural 

transitions in an adolescent’s life when moving into young adulthood acts as a distraction from 

this type of behavior. However, risk, protective and desistance factors have so far been studied in 

isolation. The following is a conceptual framework designed to examine risk, protective and 

desistance factors collectively.   

3.3 Conceptual Framework 

 Through a review of the literature it was discovered that, for female adolescents, there 

were a number of specific risk, protective and desistance factors that influenced violent behavior. 

Figure 1 depicts the conceptual framework for this study that integrates risk, protective and 

desistance factors. 

 Resiliency Theory has been identified as a fundamental means in which to conceptualize 

social problems (Fraser, Richman & Galinsky, 1999). The literature postulates that resiliency 

may be enhanced or hindered by related contingencies that help explain behavior. Some of these 

contingencies include racial/ethnic background, gender, income and community supports. 

According to the developed MIMIC Model, it can be expected that violent behavior would be 

influenced by these variables. Individual characteristics (racial/ethnic background and gender) as 
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well as environmental factors (income and community supports) could work as both positive and 

negative contingencies related to violent behavior. 

 Resilience can also be affected by a variety of distal and proximal attachments including 

family, school, peer, neighborhood, community and societal attachments (Greene, 2002). When 

these factors present as negative contingencies (i.e. poor family connections and/or poor school 

connections) the probability of violent behavior is increased (Garmezy & Masten, 1986; Masten, 

1994). However, when there is a presence of protective factors (i.e. intolerant attitudes toward 

deviance and IQ) this can create a mediating effect between the risk factors and violent behaviors 

(Garmezy, 1985; Rutter, 1985; Stattin & Magnusson, 1996).  

 The Life Course Perspective attempts to explain environmental pathways that individuals 

follow in key social domains (i.e. work, marriage, crime and parenthood). That is, the sequence 

of events or transitions an individual goes through over the course of a life that leads that 

individual to continue with or desist from certain behaviors in the key social domains (Ashford, 

LeCroy & Lortie, 2006). It has been shown through research that there are a number of life 

transitions (aging, marriage, parenthood and employment) that have an influence on violent 

behavior as well as acting as a mediating variable between risk factors and violent behaviors.  

The conceptual framework includes, then, several components of the full Structural 

Equation Model (SEM). These components include: risk factors (family connections, school 

connections, history of abuse), protective factors (intolerant attitudes toward deviance and school 

achievement) desistance factors (age, marriage, parenthood and employment) and violent 

behavior. 
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 MIMIC Model 

Demographic Characteristics:  Race, 
Community Support,  
Subsidized Income Supports 
 

Violent 
Behavior 

Use or threaten 
to use weapon 

Participate in a 
group fight 

Pulled a 
knife/gun on 
someone 

Shoot/stab 
someone 

Protective 
Factors 

Risk 
Factors 

Desistance 
Factors 

Scholastic 
Achievement 

Intolerant 
attitudes Toward 
Deviance 

 

Marriage Parenthood Employment 

Family 
Connections 

School 
Connections 

History of 
Abuse 

Figure 3.1 Conceptual Model of Violent Behavior 
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CHAPTER 4 

METHODOLOGY 

 The goal of this chapter is to provide a detailed description of the methods that will be 

used to answer the research questions for this study. The details for the study goals, specific 

research questions to be addressed within each goal as well as the proposed model and analysis 

plan for both the measurement model and the structural mediating model are provided.  

4.1 Research Design 

Based on the theoretical and empirical literature review, there are a number of factors that 

could potentially influence the participation in, the non-participation in and the desistance of 

violent behavior of female adolescents. This study will utilize The National Longitudinal Study 

of Adolescent Health (Add Health) data set to evaluate these factors. The goal of this study is to 

understand which factors (risk, protective and desistance), collectively, influence female 

adolescents’ violent behavior.  

The Add Health dataset that will be utilized for this study is a longitudinal study that 

gathered information on adolescents in three waves from 1994 to 2002. The Add Health study 

was designed to examine factors that have an impact on adolescent health. Since this study will 

attempt to look at factors related to the desistance of violence, longitudinal data gathered over 

three successive waves will be the most theoretically appropriate.  

4.2 Sampling Plan 

 A cluster sampling design was used to identify respondents for the Add Health study. 

Cluster sampling is a method of sampling used to sample from a population in stages. Cluster 
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sampling is typically used when a random sample would produce a list of respondents so widely 

scattered that it would be too cost prohibitive to collect the data (Vogt, 1999). The Add Health 

study’s cluster sampling was school-based because it was determined to be the best way to 

screen for the respondents of interest and it was a relatively easy way in which to access the 

majority of the respondents’ peers.  

 The primary sampling unit was U.S. high schools consisting of grades 7 – 12. If a 

selected high school did not include grades 7 – 12, a junior high school whose graduates were 

sent to the corresponding high school was identified and recruited. A sample of 80 high schools 

and 52 feeder junior high schools was selected. The sample was stratified by region, urabanicity 

(urban, suburban, and rural), school type (public, private and parochial), ethnic mix and size; 

schools were selected with probability proportional to enrollment size.  

4.3 Data Collection 

 Participation in the Add Health study required the school to provide a roster of all its 

students for project use and agree to administer the in-school questionnaire during one 45- to 60-

minute class period. No make-up questionnaire was given to students absent on the original 

survey day. Identification numbers were assigned to the names on the rosters and the rosters 

were destroyed at the end of the class period. Parental permission was either passive (the form 

was to be signed by a parent and returned if they did not want the child to participate) or active 

(some schools required the consent form to be signed and returned before a child could 

participate). 

4.3.1 Wave I and II of Add Health Study 

 Waves I and II of the Add Health study was conducted between 1994 and 1996. For 

Wave II of this study, adolescents were interviewed a second time at a one-year interval. 
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  4.3.1.1 In-School Questionnaire 

 The in-school questionnaire was a self-administered instrument. The questionnaire 

included topics such as social and demographic characteristics, education and occupation of 

parents, household structure, risk behaviors, expectations for the future, self-esteem, health 

status, friendships and extracurricular activities.  

 4.3.1.2 In-Home Interviews 

 All students who completed an in-school questionnaire, in addition to those who did not 

complete a questionnaire but who were listed on a school roster, were eligible for selection into 

the in-home sample. All respondents were given the same interview which took approximately 

one to two hours to complete. All data were recorded on a lap-top computer. Some of the topics 

covered in the in-home interview included: health status, peer networks, decision-making 

processes, family dynamics, educational aspirations, employment experience and criminal 

activities. 

4.3.2 Wave III of Add Health study 

 After the initial two waves of the Add Health Study, follow-up interviews were 

conducted. Wave I and Wave II interviews were conducted in 1994 and 1995 with Wave II 

interviews ending in 1996. Wave III was then conducted at a six-year interval. The respondents 

were re-interviewed between 2001 and 2002.  

 4.3.2.1 Follow-up Interviews 

 Interview lap-top computers were preloaded with the respondents’ name, gender and 

birthdates from the previous two waves. Interviews were mostly in-home interviews, with a few 

interviews occurring at school, work or other public places. During the third wave, the 

respondents ranged in age from 18 years-of-age to 26 years-of age. This allowed for the ability to 
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measure the influence of the respondents past behavior on the consequences they were currently 

experiencing.  

4.4 Data Analysis 

 Structural equation modeling (SEM) was used in the analysis of the data. SEM is a 

method that quantitatively tests a theoretical model by using various types of models to measure 

relationships between observed variables (Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). In other words, SEM is 

a way of testing hypotheses of how sets of variables define constructs and how these constructs 

are related to each other. 

 SEM was chosen for this study for two reasons. First, other statistical methods only 

utilize a limited number of variables, which are not capable of dealing with sophisticated 

theoretical models. Second, SEM was chosen because measurement error has become a major 

issue in data analysis. Traditionally, measurement error and statistical analysis has been treated 

separately. SEM techniques include measurement error in the analysis which allows for more 

valid results.  

4.5 Sample Size and Power 

 The hypothesis being tested in SEM is the hypothesis of exact fit. That is, trying to 

determine if the specified model is exactly correct in the population, and, if the model is not an 

exact fit, it is only due to sampling error. It is important to have adequate power for detecting 

when a hypothesis about a model fit is false. Power estimates in SEM indicate the probability of 

rejecting the hypothesis of close fit when the true model fit is either a mediocre fit or a close fit.  

The more power a test has, the stronger the test. Power in SEM should be equal to or exceed .80 

in order to determine the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is false (Joreskog & 

Sorbom, 1996).  
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Power in SEM is based on three conditions: sample size, degrees of freedom and 

RMSEA values (Hancock, 2006). The proposed study’s dataset has over 3,000 female adolescent 

cases. Degrees of freedom, which is calculated most commonly by using the t-rule, for this study 

is 119.  RMSEA values are derived from non-centralized chi-square distributions are set at 0.00, 

0.02 and 0.04. Since power calculations in SEM are very complex, Hancock (2006) developed 

tables that would provide an easier method for determining power levels. The tables are based on 

sample sizes, degrees of freedom and the RMSEA values of 0.00, 0.02 and 0.04. According to 

the tables developed by Hancock (2006), a structural equation model with a sample size of over 

3,000 and 119 degrees of freedom would be equal to or exceed a power level of .99 at each of the 

three RMSEA values. This shows that this current study would have sufficient power to 

determine the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it is false. 

4.6 Measurement 

Items within the existing Add Health dataset were selected to develop indicators to 

measure demographic characteristics and the latent variables of risk, protective and desistance 

factors as well as violent behavior. There were three items selected from the Add Health dataset 

for demographic characteristics: race, community support and subsidized income support. Each 

of the latent variables has a set of indicators. The indicators have several items that were used to 

make up the indicators. Inclusion of the demographic characteristics and the indicators, along 

with items used, for each of the latent variables is discussed below. 

4.6.1 Demographic Characteristics 

Race was selected as a demographic characteristic because race has been shown to be a 

correlate of offending behavior (Haynie, Weiss & Piquero, 2008) and African-Americans tend to 

rate higher on aggressive behaviors than other races (Zimmerman, Khoury, Vega & Gil, 1995). It 
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is hypothesized that high concentrations of disadvantage and racial segregation in the United 

States accounts for this affect in African American adolescents when compared to Caucasian 

adolescents (Massey & Denton, 1993). Therefore, race is an important factor for consideration 

when examining violent behaviors.  

Community support also plays an important role in influencing adolescent’s aggressive 

behavior. Exposure to community violence has been shown to be positively correlated to 

psychological stress (Wilson & Rosenthal, 2003) as well as having an influence on adolescent 

aggression (McDonald & Richmond, 2008). Furthermore, even when adolescents do not have 

personal control over the violence in their community, having support in their community serves 

as a protection against the manifestation of aggressive behavior in adolescents (Rosenthal & 

Wilson, 2008). Other studies have found that low levels of community support and neighborhood 

disorder are also associated with adolescent violent behavior (Jang & Johnson, 2001; McNulty & 

Bellair, 2003). 

While socioeconomic status has been shown to play an important role in aggressive 

behavior (Sampson & Laub, 1997), only a fraction of the participants reported household income 

in the Add Health Study. Subsidized income support will serve as a substitute for household 

income in this study. Subsidized income support includes: receiving Aid to Families and 

Dependent Children (AFDC; in 1998 this became TANF but during Waves I and II it was still 

called AFDC), receiving food stamps and receiving a housing subsidy. Disadvantaged economic 

status has been shown to be related to negative life outcomes including antisocial behavior 

(Dodge, Pettit & Bates, 1994; Greenberg, Lengua, Coie & Pinderhughes, 1999; Leventhal & 

Brooks-Gunn, 2000, Nagin & Tremblay, 1999). 
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4.6.2 Indicator Items for Latent Variables 

There are three latent variables being examined in this study: risk factors, protective 

factors and desistance factors. Each of these latent variables has a number of indicators. Each of 

these indicators will be outlined to show (1) the question asked, (2) the measurement scale and 

(3) any changes made to the measurement scale (i.e. recoding). Each of the latent variables (risk, 

protective and desistance factors) was selected based on the empirical review. A description of 

each of the indicators used to measure the latent variables and the outcome variable (violent 

behavior) is provided. Also, information on each of the indicators’ measurement scales and any 

changes made such as recoding of variables will be discussed. 

 4.6.2.1 Risk Factors 

The latent variable, risk factors, is measured by three indicators: school connections, 

family connections and history of abuse. The following table (see Table 4.1) outlines these three 

indicators and any changes made in the measurement scale. 

Table 4.1 Indicators for Risk Factors 
 
School Connections 
 
Question 

 
Measurement Scale 

 
Changes Made 

Do you feel close to people 
at your school? 

 
1 = Strongly Disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neither Agree nor Disagree 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly Agree 

 
 
 
0 = Strongly Agree to Agree 
1 = Neither Agree/Disagree  
       to Strongly Disagree 

Do you feel part of your 
school? 
Are you happy at your 
school? 
Teachers treat students fairly 
at your school? 
 
Family Connections 
Your Family  
Understands You 

1 = Not at All 
2 = Very Little 

0 = Somewhat to Very Much 
1 = Not at All to Very Little 
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Table 4.1 continued 
Your Family Has  
Fun Together 

3 = Somewhat 
4 = Quite a Bit 
5 = Very Much 

Your Family Pays  
Attention to You 

 
 
 
0 = Not at All to Very Little* 

1 = Somewhat to Very Much* 

 
 
You Want to Leave Home* 

 
History of Abuse 
Have you ever lived in a 
foster home? 

 
 
 
 
0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 
 
 
 
No Changes Made 

Have you ever experienced 
neglect, physical abuse or 
sexual abuse in a foster home? 
Have you ever experienced 
neglect, physical abuse or 
sexual abuse while in your 
parents’ custody? 

Higher numbers indicate higher levels of risk. 
*Reverse Scoring of Item 
 

4.6.2.2 Protective Factors 
 

 The latent variable, protective factors, is measured by two indicators: Intolerant Attitudes 

toward Deviance and School Achievement. The following table (see Table 4.2) outlines these 

two indicators and any changes made in the measurement scale. 

Table 4.2 Indicators for Protective Factors 
 
Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance 
 
Question 

 
Measurement Scale 

 
Changes Made 

 
Have you ever received an 
out-of-school suspension? 

 
 
0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 
 
0 = Yes 
1 = No Have you ever been expelled 

from school? 
 
 
Have you ever had trouble 
getting along with other 

0 = Never 
1 = Just a Few Times 
2 = About Once a Week 
3 = Almost Everyday 

 
0 = About Once a Week to Everyday 
1 = Never to Just a Few Times 
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Table 4.2 continued 
students? 4 = Everyday 
 
School Achievement  
What was your most recent 
grade in English? 

 
 
1 = A 
2 = B 
3 = C 
4 = D or Lower 
 

 
 
 
0 = C, D or Lower 
1 = A or B 
 

What was your most recent 
grade in Math? 
What was your most recent 
grade in History? 
What was your most recent 
grade in Science? 
Higher numbers indicate higher levels of protection. 

4.6.2.3 Desistance Factors 

 The latent variable, desistance factors, is measured by three indicators: Pregnancy, 

Marriage and Employment. The following table (see Table 4.3) outlines these three indicators 

and any changes made in the measurement scale. 

Table 4.3 Indicators of Desistance Factors 
 
Pregnancy 
 
Question 

 
Measurement Scale 

 
Changes Made 

 
Have you ever been pregnant? 

0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 
No Changes Made 

 
Marriage 
 
Have you ever been married? 

0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 
No Changes Made 

 
Employment 
 
Do you work full-time? 

0 = No 
1 = Yes 

 
No Changes Made 

Higher numbers indicate higher levels of desistance. 

4.6.3 Indicator Items for Outcome Variable  

The outcome variable, violent behavior has four items that were asked in each of the 

three waves of the Add Health Study and is a composite of the answers from all three waves. 
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Each of these items is outlined to show (1) the question asked, (2) the measurement scale and (3) 

any changes made to the measurement scale (i.e. recoding).  

Table 4.4 Indicators for Outcome Variable 
 
Question 

 
Measurement 
Scale 

 
Changes Made 

In the past year, how often have you used or 
threatened with a weapon? 

 
 
 
0 = Never 
1 = 1 or 2 times 
2 = 3 or 4 times 
3 = 5 or more times 

 
 
 
 
0 = Never 
1 = 1 or more times 

In the past year, how often have you taken part in a 
group fight? 
In the past year, how often have you pulled a knife 
or a gun on someone? 
In the past year how often have you shot or stabbed 
someone? 
Higher numbers indicate higher levels of violent behavior. 
   

4.7 Missing Data 

Attrition in longitudinal studies is ubiquitous as well as expected and missing data is an 

unavoidable consequence of attrition (Hansen, Tobler & Graham, 1990). Data from the Add 

Health study, like most longitudinal studies, also has missing data. Missing data affects the 

statistical analysis of the data in that it can lead to inaccurate parameter estimates, biased 

standard errors and biased population means, which is the very basis for more advanced 

statistical analyses. By ignoring missing data, reporting results that are significant or not 

significant could be in error (Sanders, Marrow-Howell, Spitznagel, Dore, Proctor & Pescarino, 

2006).  

In order to conduct the most accurate analysis of the data and to ensure inferences about a 

population are valid and useful, treatment of missing data is essential. There are numerous 

methods that exist to handle missing data. These methods range from the more traditional, less 

mathematically complicated procedures to the newer, more mathematically complicated 

procedures. There is no one method that is without a disadvantage however, and as such, 
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determining the patterns of missing data as well as the percentage of missing data as it relates to 

the associated analysis are helpful steps in determining an appropriate method (Hair, Anderson, 

Tatham & Black, 1995; Sanders et al., 2006). 

According to Sanders and colleagues (2006), “data imputation methods, similar to other 

statistical procedures, are based on assumptions about patterns of missing data” (p. 20). There 

are three patterns of missing data in research: (1) missing completely at random (MCAR), (2) 

missing at random (MAR), or missing not at random (MNAR) with data most frequently being 

MNAR (Hair, et al., 1995; Sanders, et al., 2006). There appear to be two reasons as to why it is 

important to differentiate the pattern of missing data. First, if data are MAR or MCAR the 

sample is more likely to be representative of the population than if the data are MNAR (Schafer 

& Graham, 2002). Second, it is assumed that data are MAR when using data imputation methods 

(Sanders et al., 2006). 

One way to test the data to reveal patterns of missing values is through a regression 

analysis (Sanders et al., 2006). First, a new variable is created based on missing/non-missing 

values of the original variable. That is, a dichotomous variable is created that is coded 0 = 

missing and 1 = all other values. The newly created variable is included in the regression 

equation in which the parameter estimates indicate whether or not the missing data are related to 

the outcome variable.  

4.7.1 Latent Variable Missing Data 

For this current study, the following latent variables had missing values and new 

variables for each were created by recoding 0 for missing values and 1 for non-missing values: 

Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance (132), School Achievement (137), School Connections 

(136), Family Connections (152), History of Abuse (90) Pregnancy (149) and Subsidized Income 
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Support (287). Finding the model not significant suggests that the data are MAR. The regression 

analysis revealed that the data for all the indicators in this study with missing values are MAR. Table 4.5 

provides the results for the regression analysis for each of the indicators. 

Table 4.5 Regression Analysis with Indicators 
 

Indicator 
 

R 
 

R2 
 

R2
adj 

 
F 

 
p 

 
df1 

 
df2 

Intolerant Attitudes toward 
Deviance 

 
0.001 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.002 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
School Achievement 

 
0.005 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.047 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
School Connections 

 
0.002 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.006 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
Family Connections 

 
0.003 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.021 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
History of Abuse 

 
0.006 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.074 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
Pregnancy 

 
0.010 

 
0.000 

 
0.000 

 
0.222 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 
Subsidized Income Support 

 
0.026 

 
0.001 

 
0.000 

 
1.416 

 
> .05 

 
1 

 
2,029 

 

Another important step in determining how to handle missing data is to calculate the 

percentage of missing data. It has been suggested that small percentages of missing values are 

not as problematic and can be handled with the more traditional, less complicated mathematical 

procedures. This appears to hold especially true when the dataset is large, as a large dataset with 

only a small percentage of missing values is not influenced to the degree as are smaller datasets 

(Sanders, et al., 2006). What constitutes a small percentage is not consistently identified in the 

literature but researchers suggest that small percentages of missing data range from 5% or less 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983) to 20% or less (Little & Rubin, 2002).  

The missing values for the indicators in this study fall far below the 20% or less missing 

values to be classified as a small percentage of missing values but slightly below and above the 
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5% or less missing values. Table 4.6 show the frequency and percent of missing values within 

each indicator. 

Table 4.6 Frequency and Percent of Missing Values within Each Indicator 
                                                                                                             

                                                                                                             Missing Values 
 
Indicator 

 
f 

 
% 

 
Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance 

 
132 

 
6.4 

 
School Achievement 

 
138 

 
6.8 

 
School Connections 

 
138 

 
6.8 

 
Family Connections 

 
169 

 
8.3 

 
History of Abuse 

 
90 

 
4.4 

 
Pregnancy 

 
149 

 
7.3 

 
Subsidized Income Support 

 
287 

 
14.1 

 

 Since the missing data for the indicators in this study have been classified as MAR and 

because the indicators seem to fall well within the range of what is suggested to be a small 

percentage of missing values, a more traditional, less mathematically complicated procedure for 

replacing missing values will be used. The imputation method of mean substitution will be 

implemented for treatment of missing data.  

4.7.2 Outcome Variable Missing Data 

 It is also important to assess and decide how to handle missing data for the outcome 

variable as well. For example, in regression analyses, missing values within the outcome variable 

affect slope estimates (Sanders et al., 2006). According to Hair and colleagues (1995), “if 

missing values are found for what will be a dependent variable in the proposed analysis, the 

case(s) is usually excluded. This avoids any artificial increases in the explanatory power of the 
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analysis that can occur when the analyst first estimates the missing data for the dependent 

variable by one of the imputation processes” (p. 47).  

When excluding cases because of missing data within the outcome variable, large 

datasets such as the one used for this current study is needed to ensure that the sample size is not 

reduced to a size that is inappropriate for the proposed analysis (Hair et al., 1995). The original 

dataset for this study contained 3,356 female participants. Age of participants in Wave I was 

important for this analysis and 194 cases were deleted because the participants were either too 

young or too old at Wave I to be included in the analysis (5 cases age 11 and 189 cases ages 18 

to 21). This reduced the dataset to 3,162. After deleting cases in the dataset that had missing data 

within the outcome variable (1,131), the dataset was further reduced to 2,031. According to the 

power analysis discussed previously, 2,031 participants are adequate to continue with the 

proposed study and analysis.  
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CHAPTER 5 

RESULTS 

 The overarching goal of this study was to understand desistance of violence among 

female adolescents. In order to get a clear picture of the participants and the variables being used, 

an understanding of the data is necessary. As such, this chapter begins with descriptive statistics 

of the participants and variables used in the study. It should be noted that, since data collected in 

Wave I and Wave II were highly correlated, data for each of the demographic characteristics and 

all of the indicators for risk factors and protective factors were drawn from Wave II of the 

sample. Data for desistance factors were drawn from Wave III because it would be expected that 

most of the participants would have been pregnant, married and employed at an older age than 

the age of the participants during data collection for Wave I and Wave II. Data for the outcome 

variable, violent behavior is a composite of all three waves. 

Next, reliability estimates and correlations were run to provide essential information 

regarding the reliability of the indicators used in the analysis. Following this, the results of the 

Multiple Causes Multiple Indicators (MIMIC) model, which examines the relationship between 

the demographic characteristics and the outcome variable (violent behavior), is presented. 

Finally, the results of the hypothesized structural equation model (SEM), which examines the 

relationship between the latent variables (risk, protective and desistance factors), is presented. 

Together the SEM and the MIMIC models are used in determining the results of the 

hypothesized relationships in the theory-driven models. The Statistical Package for Social 
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Sciences (SPSS 17.0) and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS 17.0) were used in the 

analysis of the data. 

5. 1 Descriptive Statistics 

 Descriptive statistics were run in order to provide an understanding of the data collected 

in the Add Health Study. Frequencies and percents will be presented on the demographic 

characteristics (race, community supports and subsidized income supports), the latent variables 

(risk factors, protective factors and desistance factors) as well as the outcome variable (violent 

behavior). Frequencies, percents, means, standard deviations, skewness and kurtosis will also be 

given on all indicators of the latent variables.  

5.1.1  Gender 
 

The Add Health dataset contained a total of 6,504 male and female adolescent 

participants. Of the 6,504 participants, there were 3,148 (48.4%) males and 3,356 (51.6%) 

females. The current study is concerned with female adolescents and as such, all 3,356 female 

participants were extracted from the Add Health dataset to be used in the analysis. Further 

deletions were necessary to the data (see Age below and Missing Data in Chapter 4). To ensure 

that participants fell within the intended age range of 12 to 17 in Wave I, 200 participants were 

deleted from the data. Additionally, to correct for a large number of missing data in the outcome 

variable (violent behavior) another 1,125 participants were deleted from the data. This brought 

the total number of female participants in the analysis to 2,031, which is 61% of the original 

female participant dataset. 

5.1.2  Age 
 

 Ages for the participants were gathered for each of the three waves. For the first wave, 

female participant ages ranged from 11 years of age to 21 years of age. Since the current study 
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was concerned with factors that had an impact on desistance from adolescence to young 

adulthood, all participants whose ages fell outside the range of 12 to 17 were deleted from the 

dataset. There were five participants (0.2%) who were age 11 and 189 participants (5.6%) who 

ranged in ages 18 to 21. Table 5.1 provides details of frequency, percents and means for each of 

the ages within each of the three waves. 

Table 5.1 Ages at Waves I, II and II 
Wave I Wave II Wave III 

Age f % Age f % Age f % 

12 252 12.4 13 252 12.4 18 252 12.4 

13 356 17.5 14 356 17.5 19 356 17.5 

14 535 26.3 15 535 26.3 20 535 26.3 

15 381 18.8 16 381 18.8 21 381 18.8 

16 340 16.7 17 340 16.7 22 340 16.7 

17 167 8.2 18 167 8.2 23 167 8.2 

Total 2031 100.0 Total 2031 100.0 Total 2031 100.0 

Mean Age                      14.35 Mean Age                 15.35 Mean Age                    20.35 

 

 The table shows that at Wave I, female participants ranged in age from 12 to 17 with a 

mean age of 14.35 (SD = 1.46). For Wave II, the participants ranged in age from 13 to 18 with a 

mean age of 15.35 (SD = 1.46) and at Wave III, participants ranged in age from 18 to 23 with a 

mean age of 20.35 (SD = 1.46). 

5.1.3  Race 
 

The survey for the Add Health Study asked participants to identify their race. There were 

five categories from which to choose: (1) White, (2) Black or African American, (3) Asian or 

Pacific Islander, (4) American Indian or Native American and (5) Other. Table 5.2 shows the 

racial categories of the participants in this study. 
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Table 5.2 Frequency and Percent of Participants’ Race 

Race Category Frequency Percent 
Black or African American 418 20.6 
Asian or Pacific Islander 53 2.6 
American Indian or Native American 13 0.6 
White 1343 66.2 
Other 204 10.0 
Total 2031 100.0 
 

 By far, there are more white participants (66.2%) in this sample than all other racial 

categories combined (33.8%). Black or African American is the second largest group of 

participants in this study with 418 (20.6%) out of 2,031 of the participants reporting belonging to 

this racial category.  

5.1.4  Community Supports (CS) 
 
 There were three questions selected to identify levels of community support: (1) You 

know most people in your neighborhood, (2) Neighbors look out for each other in your 

neighborhood, and (3) You feel safe in your neighborhood. For question one, 26.7% selected 

“no” for knowing most people in their neighborhood. On question two, 27.2% selected “no” for 

neighbors looking out for each other and on question three, 10.5% marked “no” for feeling safe 

in their neighborhood. 

These three questions were combined to get a composite score and then four categories 

were formed: (1) no community support, (2) low levels of community support (one item scored 

positively out of three possible items), (3) moderate levels of community support (two items 

scored positively out of three possible items) and (4) high levels of community support (all three 

items scored positively). The following graph (see Figure 5.1) shows that a little more than half 

(56.3%) of the female participants reported high levels of community support with very few 
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(2.7%) reporting no community support. However, a good portion of the participants (41.1%) 

indicated low to moderate levels of community support. 

 

5.1.5  Subsidized Income Supports (SIS) 
 

There were also three questions selected to identify levels of subsidized income support: 

(1) Does your family receive Aid to Families and Dependent Children (AFDC), (2) Does your 

family receive food stamps, and (3) Does your family receive a housing subsidy. Nearly 21% 

indicated they received AFDC, 25% indicated they received food stamps and almost 18% 

indicated they received a housing subsidy. 

 These three questions were combined to get a composite score and then four categories 

were formed: (1) no subsidized income support, (2) low levels of subsidized income support (one 

item scored out of three possible items), (3) moderate levels of subsidized income support (two 

items scored out of three possible items) and (4) high levels of subsidized income support (all 

three items scored). The following graph (see Figure 5.2) shows most (73%) of the female 

participants reported no subsidized income support with very few (11.2%) reporting low to 

Figure 5.1 Levels of Community Support 
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moderate levels of subsidized income support. About 16% reported high levels of subsidized 

income support. 

 

 

5.1.6  Risk, Protective and Desistance Factors  
 

Indicators were selected, based on the empirical review, to measure each of the latent 

variables risk, protective and desistance factors. Risk factors included indicators of family 

connections, school connections and history of abuse. Protective factors included indicators of 

school achievement and intolerant attitudes toward deviance while desistance factors included 

indicators of pregnancy, marriage and employment.  

The indicators that correspond with the latent variable (risk, protective and desistance) 

were combined to create a single category of risk, protective or desistance. Each of these latent 

variables were then recoded into four separate categories: (1) no levels of risk, protective or 

desistance, (2) low levels of risk, protective or desistance, (3) moderate levels of risk, protective 

or desistance and (4) high levels of risk, protective or desistance. Figure 5.3 below shows the 

percentage of participants in each of the three categories of risk, protective and desistance as well 

as in each of the categories ranging from no to high levels within each of the latent variables. 

Figure 5.2 Levels of Subsidized Income Support 
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As can be seen in Figure 5.3, when risk factors are low and protective factors are higher 

during the adolescent years, then desistance factors are higher during young adulthood and as 

risk factors increase and protective decrease in adolescence, desistance factors also decrease 

during young adulthood. This might suggest that when risk factors are lower, there are more 

protective factors in place during adolescence and the expected transition into young adulthood 

(i.e. parenthood, marriage and employment) is also present. As risk factors increase, there are 

fewer protective factors in place during adolescence and the expected transition into young 

adulthood is not seen at the same rate. 

5.1.7 Violent Behavior 
 
 The outcome variable, violent behavior, contained data from all three waves of the Add 

Health study. There were four questions that were identified in the dataset that were found in the 

questionnaire for all three waves. These questions were: (1) In the past year, how often have you 

used or threatened to use a weapon, (2) In the past year, how often have you participated in a 

Figure 5.3 Levels of Risk, Protection and Desistance 
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Figure 5.4 Levels of Violence 

group fight, (3) In the past 12 months, how often have you pulled a knife/gun on someone and 

(4) In the past 12 months how often have you stabbed/shot someone. The scores from these four 

questions over the three waves were calculated and then recoded into four levels of violence: no 

violence, low levels of violence, moderate levels of violence and high levels of violence.  

Figure 5.4 shows the percent of female adolescents’ level of participation in violent 

behavior. More than half (57.4%) of the female adolescents in this study reported that they did 

not participate in any violent behavior over the six year period data was collected. However, 

almost 40% of the female adolescents reported they had participated in low to moderate levels of 

violent behavior (1 to 3 incidents) and 3.5% indicated they had participated in high levels of 

violent behavior (4 to 9 incidents). Additionally, of the female adolescents reporting incidents of 

violent behavior, 26% reported participating in a group fight, 5.5% reported using or threatening 

to use a weapon, 4.8% reported pulling a knife or gun on someone and 1.3% reported actually 

stabbing or shooting someone. 
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 A trend is the consistent increase or decrease seen in observed data. A logarithmic trend 

line is a best-fit curved line that is used to predict levels of increase or decrease in data (Mehta, 

2009). The closer the R-square is to 1, the better the fit of the trend line as well as a good 

indication that the predictions based on the fit are robustly reinforced by the data.  

A logarithmic trend line was superimposed in Figure 5.4 to illustrate the predicted 

violence levels of female adolescents. It can be seen that as the percentage of female adolescents 

reporting involvement in violent behavior increases, the level of violent behavior decreases. This 

indicates that the overall tendency of female adolescents is to not participate in high levels of 

violent behavior. The trend line indicates that it can be predicted that fewer female adolescents 

will participate in high levels of violent behavior. The R-square value (r2 = .98) indicates a 

relatively good fit of the prediction line to the data. This shows that 98% of the variance in the 

percentage of participation of violent behavior can be explained by the level of violence.  

5.1.8 Non-Normality 

In order to determine the distribution of the scores for each demographic and indicator 

variable, skewness and kurtosis values were computed. Kline (1998) reports that values over 3.0 

for skewness and 10.0 for kurtosis are reasonable cut-off points in determining valid results. As 

shown in Table 5.4, no violations of skewness and/or kurtosis were evident in the variables. 

However, it should be noted that researchers suggest that structural equation modeling 

techniques are robust enough that if skewness and kurtosis conditions are violated, the results 

would still be valid (Boomsma, 1983; Browne, 1984). 
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Table 5.3 Means, Minimum/Maximum, Standard Deviation, Skewness and Kurtosis of Variables 

Variable Min/Max Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

Race -- -- -- -1.15 -0.21 

Community Support 0/3 2.36 0.84 -1.02 -0.03 

Subsidized Income Support 0/3 0.64 1.13  1.40  0.18 

Protective Factors      

     IATD 0/3 1.12 0.53  0.94  2.70 

     SA 0/4 1.86 1.26  0.20 -1.03 

Risk Factors      

     FC 0/4 0.92 1.28  1.37  0.70 

     HA 0/3 0.21 0.59  2.01  6.00 

     SC 0/4 3.40 0.96 -1.80  2.74 

Desistance Factors      

     Pregnant 0/1 0.24 0.43  1.20 -0.57 

     Married 0/1 0.65 0.48 -0.62 -1.62 

     Employed 0/1 0.74 1.14  2.18  6.52 

Violent Behavior      

     Violence A 0/2 0.06 0.28 2.71 5.16 

     Violence B 0/3 0.35 0.64 1.81 2.52 

     Violence C 0/3 0.06 0.27 2.48 6.71 

     Violence D 0/3 0.02 0.14 2.25 6.60 

IATD = Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance; SA = School Achievement; FC = Family 
Connections; HA = History of Abuse; SC = School Connections; Violence A = In the past year, 
have you used or threatened to use a weapon; Violence B = In the past year, have you taken part 
in a group fight; Violence C = In the past year, have you pulled a knife/gun on someone; 
Violence D = In the past year, have you stabbed/shot someone. 
 

5.2 Bivariate Analysis 

 To determine relationships between variables, bivariate analyses such as correlations and 

reliability estimates are used. The following section contains information on the results of the 

correlations and reliability estimates. 
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5.2.1 Correlations between Demographic Variables, Latent Variables and Violent Behavior 

 Correlations between violent behavior (outcome variable) and race, community supports 

and subsidized income supports (demographic variables) and risk factors, protective factors and 

desistance factors (latent variables) were calculated. Table 5.4 provides details of the results. 

Latent variables were determined prior to analysis based on the review of the empirical literature, 

thus, providing an expected correlation with the outcome variable, violent behavior. 

Table 5.4 Correlations between Demographic, Latent and Outcome Variables 
  

1 
 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
7 

 
1. Race 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
2. Community Supports 

 
.004 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
3. Subsidized Income Supports 

 
-.08** 

 
.02 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4. Protective Factors 

 
. 02 

 
.02 

 
.01 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 

 
5. Risk Factors 

 
-.08** 

 
-.09** 

 
.10** 

 
-.04* 

 
1 

 
 

 
 

 
6. Desistance Factors 

 
-.10** 

 
-.010 

 
.19** 

 
-.02 

 
.24** 

 
1 

 

 
7. Violent Behavior 

 
-.01 

 
-08** 

 
.01 

 
-.07** 

 
-.08** 

 
-.05 

 
1 

 *p < .05; **p < .01 

 5.2.1.1 Statistically Significant Positive Correlations. There were several statistically 

significant positive correlations between the latent variables as well as between one latent 

variable and the outcome variable. There was a statistically significant positive correlation 

between subsidized income supports and risk factors (r = .096; p < .01). This indicates that as the 

number of subsidized income supports increases, the number of risk factors also increase. A 

statistically significant positive correlation was found between subsidized income supports and 

desistance factors (r = .187; p < .01). This implies that as subsidized income supports increases, 

increases in desistance factors can be found. There was also a statistically significant positive 
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correlation between risk factors and desistance factors (r = .240; p < .01) suggesting that as the 

number of risk factors increase, there are more desistance factors present. There was only one 

statistically significant positive correlation found with the outcome variable, violent behavior. 

This positive relationship was between risk factors and violent behavior (r = .076; p < .01). More 

risk factors present in the environment of female adolescents increases the likelihood that violent 

behaviors will increase as well. 

 5.2.1.2 Statistically Significant Negative Correlations. Statistically significant negative 

correlations were found between the latent variables and three latent variables and violent 

behavior. A statistically significant negative correlation was found with race and subsidized 

income supports (r = -.077; p < .01), race and risk factors (r = -.081; p < .01) and race and 

desistance factors (r = -.103; p < .01). It should be noted that race was coded as a categorical 

variable (1 = Minority, meaning all other races except Caucasian and 2 = Non-Minority, 

meaning only Caucasian). Since race was coded in this way, a negative correlation with race 

indicates that adolescents with minority status are more likely to have subsidized income 

supports, risk factors and desistance factors.  

There were also statistically significant negative correlations with community supports 

and risk factors (r = -.088; p < .01) and community supports and violent behavior (r = -.075; p < 

.01). With fewer community supports in place, adolescent females are more likely to have 

increased risk factors and increased violent behavior. Protective factors and risk (r = -.044; p < 

.05) and protective factors and violent behavior (r = -.067; p < .01) also showed statistically 

significant negative correlations. This conveys that when there are fewer protective factors 

present, there is an increase in risk factors and when there are fewer protective factors, there is 



 

 53

also an increase in violent behavior. Lastly, there were statistically significant negative 

correlations between desistance factors and violent behavior (r = -.045; p < .05). 

5.2.2 Correlations between Indicator Items on Latent Variables in the SEM and MIMIC Models 

 The two-step approach and the four-step approach to model testing have been suggested 

(Schumaker & Lomax, 2004) in structural equation modeling (SEM). The two-step approach has 

been recommended (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Kline, 1998; Schumaker & Lomax, 2004) for 

latent model testing. In the two-step approach, the indicators (observed variables) to the latent 

variables (measurement model) are assessed separately from the SEM fit (structural model) 

among the latent variables (Mulaik, James, Alstine, Bennett, Lind & Stelwell, 1989). The 

rationale for taking this two-step approach is that “testing of the initially specified theory may be 

meaningless unless it is first established that the measurement model holds” (Schumaker & 

Lomax, 2004, p. 209).  

 First, in order to establish that the indicator items are measuring the intended, 

corresponding latent variable, correlations between each of the indicator variables was run. It is 

expected that the indicator items will correlate with each other only when within the same latent 

variable. There should not be significant correlations between the indicator items across the 

latent variables. When this occurs, co-variances between the items will need to be shown in the 

SEM model to account for the variances shared between the indicators. Table 5.5 provides 

information on the correlations of the indicator variables in the SEM model and table 5.6 

provides information on the correlations of the indicator variables in the MIMIC model. 

5.2.3 Reliability Estimates 

Each variable in the SEM model is conceptualized as latent variables that are measured 

by multiple indicators. Reliability of the indicators is important to establish that the indicators are 
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indeed measuring its corresponding latent obtained on each of the scaled items used for each of 

the latent variables. The exception to this is an indicator item for the demographic variable, race, 

and the indictor items for the latent variable, desistance factors. Each of these indicator items 

contain only a single question and cannot be measured as a scale for reliability.  

Table 5.7 provides details of the latent variable, number of indicator items and the 

reliability estimates of each scale. Tolerant cut-off levels of the reliability estimates for scales 

with only three items begins at .50 with most social science researchers strongly suggesting 

Cronbach’s Alpha of at least .70 and .80  for acceptable and good scales with four or more scale 

items (StatNotes, 2008). As Table 5.7 shows, all indicators with three scale items are above the 

.50 cutoff and all indicators with four scale items are at or approaching the .70 level with the 

exception of violence, which has four scale items and a reliability estimate of .60.  
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Table 5.5 Correlations with Indicators in the SEM  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 

1 1                         

2 .27** 1                        

3 .43** .09** 1                       

4 .38** .09** .28** 1                      

5 .29** .06** .24** .36** 1                     

6 .31** .06** .27** .40** .31** 1                    

7 .32** .07** .27** .38** .37** .38** 1                   

8 -.00 -.04 -.01 .00 -.02 .01 .01 1                  

9 .04* -.01 .01 .03 -.01 .05* .02 .43** 1                 

10 -.02 -.03 -.01 .02 .03 .01 .01 .60** .39** 1                

11 -.02 -.02 .00 .01 .02 .02 .01 .62** .37** .65** 1               

12 .04 .02 .01 .05* .06** .04 .06** .00 .04 -.00 -.01 1              

13 .06* .03 .03 .05* .04 .04 .02 -.01 .06* -.02 -.04 .62** 1             

14 .01 -.01 -.01 .00 .01 .02 -.00 -.02 -.01 -.05* -.05* .19** .25** 1            

15 .00 -.03 -.13** -.05* -.05* -.05* -.07** .02 -.02 .01 -.01 .04* .04 .01 1           

16 -.03 -.02 -.14** -.05* -.06** -.07** -.07** .00 -.05* .00 -.03 .04 .04 .01 .48** 1          

17 -.01 .01 -.12** -.08** -.08** -.08** -.07** .00 .01 -.01 -.03 -.02 .02 -.01 .36** .41** 1         

18 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.04 -.05* -.07** -.01 .01 .01 .02 .01 .01 -.01 -.03 .21** .24** .30** 1        

19 .14** .03 .08** .12** .12** .10** .11** .19** .24** .22** .21** .25** .33** .03 -.02 -.03 -.00 .03 1       

20 .02 -.00 .01 .03 .01 -.00 -.01 .02 .07** .04 .01 .25** .39** .11** .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 .17** 1      

21 -.03 -.00 -.09** -.02 -.02 -.03 .02 -.01 -.01 .02 .02 .03 .03 -.00 .02 .01 .04 .02 .03 .01 1     

22 .12** .11** .14** .05* .09** .08** .05* -.01 -.01 -.03 -.02 .01 .02 .02 .02 -.03 -.05* -.05* .08** .00 -.05* 1    

23 .15** .14** .19** .13** .10** .12** .11** -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01 .01 .02 -.04 -.02 -.08** -.08** -.11** .08** .02 -.04 .31** 1   

24 .10** .12** .15** .09** .09** .08** .07** .03 .02 .01 -.00 .05* .08** -.01 -.06** -.08** -.03 -.03 .11** .04 -.06* .40** .31** 1  

25 .04 .05* .08** .05* .04 .04 .05* .05* .05* .03 .00 .04 .07** -.00 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.02 .08** .02 -.01 .20** .20** .54** 1 

 ·p < .05; ··p < .01 1=Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q1; 2= Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q2; 3= Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q3; 4=School Achievement q1; 5= School 
Achievement q2; 6= School Achievement q3; 7= School Achievement q4; 8=Family Connections q1; 9= Family Connections q2; 10= Family Connections q3; 11= Family Connections q4; 12=History 
of Abuse q1; 13= History of Abuse q2; 14= History of Abuse q3; 15=School Connections q1; 16= School Connections q2; 17= School Connections q3; 18= School Connections q4; 19=Pregnancy; 
20=Married; 21=Employment.; 22=Violence A; 23=Violence B; 24=Violence C; 25=Violence D. 
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Table 5.6 Correlations with Indicators in the MIMIC Table 5.6 Correlations with Indicators in the MIMIC 

     

 

 

    

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 

1 1                                

2 .27** 1                               

3 .43** .09** 1                              

4 .38** .09** .28** 1                             

5 .29** .06** .24** .36** 1                            

6 .31** .06** .27** .40** .31** 1                           

7 .32** .07** .27** .38** .37** .38** 1                          

8 -.00 -.04 -.01 .00 -.02 .01 .01 1                         

9 .04* -.01 .01 .03 -.01 .05* .02 .43** 1                        

10 -.02 -.03 -.01 .02 .03 .01 .01 .60** .39** 1                       

11 -.02 -.02 .00 .01 .02 .02 .01 .62** .37** .65** 1                      

12 .04 .02 .01 .05* .06** .04 .06** .00 .04 -.00 -.01 1                     

13 .06* .03 .03 .05* .04 .04 .02 -.01 .06* -.02 -.04 .62** 1                    

14 .01 -.01 -.01 .00 .01 .02 -.00 -.02 -.01 -.05* -.05* .19** .25** 1                   

15 .00 -.03 -.13** -.05* -.05* -.05* -.07** .02 -.02 .01 -.01 .04* .04 .01 1                  

16 -.03 -.02 -.14** -.05* -.06** -.07** -.07** .00 -.05* .00 -.03 .04 .04 .01 .48** 1                 

17 -.01 .01 -.12** -.08** -.08** -.08** -.07** .00 .01 -.01 -.03 -.02 .02 -.01 .36** .41** 1                

18 -.01 -.01 -.04 -.04 -.05* -.07** -.01 .01 .01 .02 .01 .01 -.01 -.03 .21** .24** .30** 1               

19 .14** .03 .08** .12** .12** .10** .11** .19** .24** .22** .21** .25** .33** .03 -.02 -.03 -.00 .03 1              

20 .02 -.00 .01 .03 .01 -.00 -.01 .02 .07** .04 .01 .25** .39** .11** .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 .17** 1             

21 -.03 -.00 -.09** -.02 -.02 -.03 .02 -.01 -.01 .02 .02 .03 .03 -.00 .02 .01 .04 .02 .03 .01 1            

22 .12** .11** .14** .05* .09** .08** .05* -.01 -.01 -.03 -.02 .01 .02 .02 .02 -.03 -.05* -.05* .08** .00 -.05* 1           

23 .15** .14** .19** .13** .10** .12** .11** -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01 .01 .02 -.04 -.02 -.08** -.08** -.11** .08** .02 -.04 .31** 1          

24 .10** .12** .15** .09** .09** .08** .07** .03 .02 .01 -.00 .05* .08** -.01 -.06** -.08** -.03 -.03 .11** .04 -.06* .40** .31** 1         

25 .04 .05* .08** .05* .04 .04 .05* .05* .05* .03 .00 .04 .07** -.00 -.04 -.02 -.04 -.02 .08** .02 -.01 .20** .20** .54** 1        

26 .02 .03 .00 -.02 -.01 -.03 .01 .08** .04 .05* .07** .01 .03 -.02 .03 .00 -.02 .00 .06** .03 .03 -.00 .02 .04 .03 1       

27 -.01 .05* -.01 .00 -.03 -.04 -.02 -.02 .02 -.01 -.00 .01 .01 -.04 .10** .08** .04 .02 .01 .03 -.02 -.01 .03 .06 -.00 .01 1      

28 -.08** -.05* -.05* -.08** -.08** -.10** -.09** -.03 -.00 .01 .00 -.01 -.00 -.04 .10** .12** .09** .07** -.01 -.03 -.03 .00 .34** -.05 -.04 -.06 -.05 1     

29 -.10** -.11** -.06** -.11** -.05* -.06** -.09** .01 .03 .04 .04 -.01 -.04 .00 .06** .08** .08** .07** -.03 -.01 .06* -.01 .04 .24** -.04 -.03 -.04 -.04 1    

30 .07** .03 .02 .06** .05* -.02 .04 .06** .07** .06** .06** .16** .20** .02 -.03 -.01 -.00 -.05* .17** .12** .06** .07** .05* .01 -.00 .02 -.02 .02 .04 1   

31 .06** .02 .01 .05* .04 -.00 .04 .05* .10** .05* .07** .12** .16** .02 -.01 .01 .02 -.06** .16** .09** .07** .09** .05* .01 .02 .83** .01 -.01 .01 .02 1  

32 .09** .04 .04 .08** .07** .02 .04 .04 .06* .03 .03 .15** .22** .01 -.03 -.01 .01 -.04 .16** .10** .05* .08** .04 -.03 -.01 .80** .74** .01 -.02 .04 .04 1 

.     
·p < .05; ··p < .01 1=Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q1; 2= Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q2; 3= Intolerant Attitudes toward Deviance q3; 4=School Achievement q1; 5= School 
Achievement q2; 6= School Achievement q3; 7= School Achievement q4; 8=Family Connections q1; 9= Family Connections q2; 10= Family Connections q3; 11= Family Connections q4; 12=History of 
Abuse q1; 13= History of Abuse q2; 14= History of Abuse q3; 15=School Connections q1; 16= School Connections q2; 17= School Connections q3; 18= School Connections q4; 19=Pregnancy; 
20=Married; 21=Employment.; 22=Violence A; 23=Violence B; 24=Violence C; 25=Violence D; 26=Race; 27=Community Support q1; 28=Community Support q2; 29=Community Support q3; 
30=Subsidized Income Support q1; 31= Subsidized Income Support q2; 32=Subsidized Income Support q3.  
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Table 5.7 Reliability Estimates of Indicator Scale Items 

Indicator Category Latent Variable Number of Items Reliability 
Estimate 

Community Support Demographic 3 .509 
Subsidized Income Supports Characteristics 3 .916 
 
IATD 

 
Protective 

 
3 

 
.602 

School Achievement Factors 4 .697 
 
Family Connections 

 
Risk 

 
4 

 
.790 

History of Abuse Factors 3 .727 
School Connections  4 .655 
 
Violence 

 
Violent 

 
4 

 
6.00 

 Behavior   
IATD = Intolerant Attitudes toward Violence 

 
5.3 MIMIC Model 

 
 The purpose of the MIMIC model was to estimate violent behavior based on 

demographic characteristics. The hypothesized MIMIC model included three exogenous 

variables (race, community support and subsidized income supports). The specific 

research questions, and related hypotheses, to be addressed by the MIMIC model under 

study goal one was: 

 1.  Does violent behavior vary by each demographic characteristic? 

Hypothesis 1:  Adolescents who have minority status are more likely to 

participate in violent behavior than non-minority status adolescents. 

Hypothesis 2:  Adolescents who have lower levels of community 

supports are more likely to participate in violent behavior than 

adolescents who have higher levels of community supports. 
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Hypothesis 3:  Adolescents whose families receive subsidized income 

supports are more likely to participate in violent behavior than those 

adolescents who do not receive subsidized income supports. 

2.  Does each indicator of violent behavior vary by each demographic     

characteristic? 

Hypothesis 1:  Adolescents who have minority status are more likely to 

have used or threatened to use a weapon, taken part in a group fight, 

pulled a knife/gun on someone and shot/stabbed someone than non-

minority status adolescents. 

Hypothesis 2:  Adolescents who have lower levels of community 

supports are more likely to have used or threatened to use a weapon, 

taken part in a group fight, pulled a knife/gun on someone and 

shot/stabbed someone than adolescents who have higher levels of 

community supports. 

Hypothesis 3:  Adolescents whose families receive subsidized income 

supports are more likely to used or threatened to use a weapon, taken 

part in a group fight, pulled a knife/gun on someone and shot/stabbed 

someone than adolescents who do not receive subsidized income 

supports.  

5.3.1 Goodness-Of-Fit for Hypothesized MIMIC Model 

 The hypothesized MIMIC model (Figure 5.5) had an acceptable fit. The χ
2 (13, 

N = 2031) was 32.17 (p = 0.00), the Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) and Adjusted  
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Table 5.8 Global Fit Statistics for Hypothesized MIMIC Model 

Goodness-of-Fit (AGFI) were 0.99 and 0.99 respectively, and the Root Mean Square 

Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.03. Table 5.8 displays the global fit statistics 

for the hypothesized model tested. 

 

Fit Index Fit Value 

Chi-square 32.17 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 0.03 

Goodness-of-Fit Index 0.99 

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index 0.99 

Normed Fit Index 0.98 

Incremental Fit Index 0.99 

Relative Fit Index 0.96 

 

5.3.2 Path Estimates for Proposed MIMIC Model 

 Figure 5.5 illustrates the results of the relationship between the demographic 

characteristics and the outcome variable, violent behavior as well as the relationship 

between each of the demographic characteristics and each of the indicators of the 

outcome variable, violent behavior. Both standardized and unstandardized path 

coefficients are shown for each estimated path. The findings are discussed below. 

 Question 1: Does violent behavior vary by each demographic characteristic? 

Hypothesis 1:  Adolescents who have minority status are more likely to 

participate in violent behavior than non-minority status adolescents. 

Results:  The findings show that there is statistically significant racial 

differences in violent behavior (β = -.53, t = 0.04, p < .001). It should be noted that race 
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was measured on an ordinal scale where 1 = African American, 2 = American 

Indian/Native American, 3 = Asian/Pacific Islander, 4 = White and 5 = Other. Since 

race is on an ordinal scale, it can be concluded then that minority status is significantly 

related to increased violent behavior. 

Hypothesis 2:  Adolescents who have lower levels of community supports are 

more likely to participate in violent behavior than adolescents who have higher levels of 

community supports. 

Results: The findings indicate that there was a statistically significant 

relationship between community support and violent behavior (β = -0.55, t = -0.04, p < 

.001). Adolescents, who have lower community support, are more likely to participate 

in violent behavior.  

Hypothesis 3:  Adolescents whose families receive subsidized income supports 

are more likely to participate in violent behavior than those adolescents who do not 

receive subsidized income supports. 

Results:  This hypothesis was confirmed (β = 0.54, t = 0.04, p < .001). A 

statistically significant relationship was found between adolescents whose families 

receive subsidized income supports and violent behavior and those adolescents whose 

families do not receive subsidized income supports. 

Question 2:  Does each indicator of violent behavior vary by each demographic 

characteristic? 
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Hypothesis 1:  Adolescents who have minority status are more likely to have 

used or threatened to use a weapon, taken part in a group fight, pulled a knife/gun on 

someone and shot/stabbed someone than non-minority status adolescents. 

 Results:  The findings indicate that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between minority status each of the indicators of violent behavior: (1) race and used or 

threatened to use a weapon (β = -4.78, t = 0.08, p < .001), (2) race and taking part in a 

group fight (β = -3.80, t = 0.14, p < .001), (3) race and pulling a knife/gun (β = -2.54, t 

= 0.04, p < .001) and (4) race and shooting/stabbing someone (β = -2.68, t = 0.02, p < 

.001).  

Hypothesis 2: Adolescents who have lower levels of community supports are 

more likely to have used or threatened to use a weapon, taken part in a group fight, 

pulled a knife/gun on someone and shot/stabbed someone than those adolescents who 

have higher levels of community supports.  

Results:  The findings show that there is a statistically significant relationship 

between adolescents who have lower levels of community support and each of the 

indicators of violent behavior: (1) community support and used or threatened to use a 

weapon (β = -3.14, t = 0.08, p < .001), (2) community support and taken part in a group 

fight (β = -2.46, t = 0.15, p < .001), (3) community support and pulling a knife/gun on 

someone (β = -1.59, t = 0.04, p < .001) and (4) community support and shot/stab 

someone (β = 1.72, t = 0.02, p < .001). 

Hypothesis 3: Adolescents whose families receive subsidized income supports 

are more likely to have used or threatened to use a weapon, taken part in a group fight, 
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pulled a knife/gun on someone and shot/stabbed someone than adolescents whose 

families do not receive subsidized income supports. 

Results: There is a statistically significant relationship between subsidized 

income supports and each of the indicators of violent behavior: (1) subsidized income 

supports and used or threatened to use a weapon (β = 4.18, t = 0.08, p < .001), (2) 

subsidized income supports and taken part in a group fight (β = 3.28, t = 0.14, p < 

.001), (3) subsidized income supports and pulling a knife/gun on someone (β = 2.25, t = 

0.04, p < .001) and (4) subsidized income supports and shooting/stabbing someone (β = 

1.72, t = 0.02, p < .001). 

 It can be concluded from the results of the MIMIC model that, when examining 

the direct effect of the path from each of the demographic characteristics (race, 

community supports and subsidized income supports) to the outcome variable, all three 

demographic characteristics are significantly related to violent behavior. Race and 

community support have a negative relationship with violent behavior. This indicates 

that adolescents who have minority status report higher levels of violent behavior. Also, 

as community support decreases, violent behavior increases. When looking at each 

indicator from the demographic characteristics and the path to each of the indicators of 

violent behavior there are statistically significant relationship between each of the 

demographic characteristics and each of the indicators of violent behavior.  
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Figure 5.5 MIMIC Model of Demographic Characteristic Indicators and Violent  
                        Behavior Indicators and Violent Behavior   
                        (Unstandardized path coefficients are in parentheses) 

 
 
 

5.4 Structural Equation Model 

The purpose of the SEM model was to examine the direct effects of the latent 

variables (risk, protective and desistance factors) to violent behavior as well as the 

mediating roles of protective factors and desistance factors between risk factors and 

violent behavior. The specific research questions, and related hypotheses, to be 

addressed under study goal two were: 

1.  Are risk factors, protective factors and desistance factors significantly directly 

associated with violent behavior? 
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Hypothesis 1:  Risk factors will be significantly directly associated with 

violent behavior. 

Hypothesis 2:  Protective factors will be significantly directly associated 

with violent behavior. 

Hypothesis 3:  Desistance factors will be significantly directly associated 

with violent behavior. 

2. Do protective factors have a mediating role between risk factors and violent 

behavior? 

Hypothesis:  Protective factors will have a mediating role between risk 

factors and violent behavior. 

3. Do desistance factors have a mediating role between risk factors and violent 

behavior? 

Hypothesis:  Desistance factors will have a mediating role between risk 

factors and violent behavior. 

5.4.1 Goodness-of-Fit for Original Hypothesized Model 

 The original hypothesized model fit was acceptable. The χ
2 (86, N = 2031) was 

696.53 (p = .000). The GFI and AGFI were .96 and .94 respectively and the RMSEA 

was .06. However, the CFI for the original model was .76, which is lower than the 

desired .80. Table 5.9 displays the global fit statistics for the original hypothesized 

model tested. 
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Table 5.9 Global Fit Statistics for Original Hypothesized SEM Model 
Fit Index Fit Value 

Chi-square 701.48 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation .06 

Goodness-of-Fit Index .96 

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index .94 

Comparative Fit Index .76 

Normed Fit Index .73 

Incremental Fit Index .76 

Relative Fit Index .68 

 

5.4.2 Modification of Original SEM Model 

 In order to get a better fit with the original hypothesized SEM model, the 

modification indices were examined. The modification indices suggested adding 

covariances between some residuals as well as between some residuals and latent 

factors. The paths suggested by the modification indices were not applied for the better 

model fit because theoretically, it was not justifiable. However, after logically 

examining the original model, the following covariances were applied in an attempt to 

get a better model fit: 

 1.  residual of pregnancy to the residual of married 

 2. residual of intolerant attitudes toward deviance to the residual of school connections    
 
 3. residual of history of abuse to residual of family connections 

 4.  residual of using/threatening to use a weapon to the residual of pulling a knife/gun 
 
 5.  residual of pulling a knife/gun to residual of stabbing/shooting someone 
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 By applying the covariances between these residuals in the model, it is shown 

that there are shared variances due to causes not accounted for by the latent variable. 

This covariance then accounts for the additional shared variance.  

5.4.3 Goodness-of-Fit for Modified SEM Model 

 The modified SEM model had a better fit than the original hypothesized model. 

The χ2 (82, N = 2031) was 472.66 (p = .000). The GFI and AGFI were .97 and .96 

respectively, and the RMSEA was .04. With the covariances applied, the CFI was .84. 

Table 5.10 displays the global fit statistics for the modified model tested. 

Table 5.10 Global Fit Statistics for Modified SEM Model 
Fit Index Fit Value 

Chi-square 472.66 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation .04 

Goodness-of-Fit Index .97 

Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index .96 

Comparative Fit Index .84 

Normed Fit Index .82 

Incremental Fit Index .85 

Relative Fit Index .80 

 

5.4.4 Path Estimates for the Modified SEM 

Figure 5.6 illustrates the results of the relationship between risk, protective and 

desistance factors and the outcome variable, violent behavior. Both standardized and 

unstandardized path coefficients are shown for each estimated path. The findings are 

discussed below. 
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Question 1:  Are risk, protective and desistance factors significantly directly 

associated with violent behavior? 

Hypothesis 1:  Risk factors will be significantly directly associated with violent 

behavior. 

Result:  The findings show that risk factors do have a statistically significant 

direct association with violent behavior (β = 0.06, t = 0.02, p < .001). 

Hypothesis 2:  Protective factors will be significantly directly associated with 

violent behavior.  

 Result:  The findings show that there is a statistically significant direct 

association with violent behavior (β = -0.07, t = 0.01, p < .001). 

 Hypothesis 3:  Desistance factors will be significantly directly associated with 

violent behavior.  

 Result:  The findings show that there is not a statistically significant direct 

association between desistance factors and violent behavior (β = 0.01, t = 0.06, p > .05). 

 Question 2:  Do protective factors have a mediating role between risk factors 

and violent behavior? 

 Hypothesis:  Protective factors will have a mediating role between risk factors 

and violent behavior. 

 Result:  Protective factors do have a mediating role between risk factors and 

violent behavior (β = -0.12, t = 0.04, p < .05). Since a mediating effect was found 

between risk and protective factors and violent behavior, it is recommended that a Sobel 

Test be completed (Preacher & Hayes, 2004). The Sobel Test determines the 
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significance of the indirect effect of the mediator variable. The results of the Sobel Test 

show that the indirect effect of the mediator variable is statistically significant (p < .05) 

meaning that the indirect effect of risk factors on violent behavior through protective 

factors is significant.   

 Question 3:  Do desistance factors have a mediating role between risk factors 

and violent behavior? 

 Hypothesis:  Desistance factors will have a mediating role between risk factors 

and violent behavior. 

 Result:  Desistance factors do not have a mediating role between risk factors and 

violent behavior (β = -1.28, t = 2.99, p > .05). 

 It can be concluded from the results then, that risk factors and protective factors 

do have a significant direct association with violent behavior. As risk factors increase, 

violent behavior increases and as protective factors decrease, violent behavior increases. 

Desistance factors, however, were not found to have a significant direct association with 

violent behavior. 

 The mediating role of protective factors between risk factors and violent 

behavior was found to be significant. When there are risk factors and protective factors 

present, protective factors act as a mediator to decrease the likelihood of violent 

behavior. However, the mediating role of desistance factors between risk factors and 

violent behavior was not significant. When risk factors and desistance factors are 

present, desistance factors do not act as a mediator to decrease the likelihood of violent 

behavior.



  

    69 

 
 
 
  

Figure 5.6 Modified Structural Equation Model (Unstandardized path coefficients are in parentheses) 
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CHAPTER 6 
 

DISCUSSION 

From the empirical and theoretical review of the literature, several demographic 

characteristics and latent variables were developed. The major focus of this study has 

been to test the theory driven model derived from the literature. The hypothesized 

MIMIC model suggested differences in violent behavior based on race, level of 

community support and level of subsidized income supports. The tested model showed 

that there were indeed differences in violent behavior based on these demographic 

characteristics. The hypothesized SEM model suggested: (1) that each of the latent 

variables of risk and protective factors were significantly directly associated with 

violent behavior, (2) the latent variable, desistance factors, was not significantly directly 

associated with violent behavior, (3) there were mediating effects between risk factors, 

protective factors and violent behavior and (4) there were no mediating effects between 

risk factors, desistance factors and violent behavior. 

 The findings in Chapter 5 will be discussed in further detail in this chapter. 

Specifically, the findings in relation to prior empirical findings, the limitations to the 

current study and key implications will be discussed. 

6.1 Discussion of the MIMIC Model Findings 

 The first demographic characteristic looked at in relation to violent behavior was 

race. There was a statistically significant negative association between race and violent 

behavior. As discussed previously, race was coded as an ordinal variable. Because 
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minority status was coded with smaller numbers than non-minority status adolescents, 

this finding shows that those adolescents with minority status reported more incidents of 

violence than those adolescents with non-minority status. This finding is consistent with 

prior findings in the literature (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth & Visher, 1986; Elliott, 1994; 

Hawkins, Laub & Lauritsen, 1998; Vaughn, Wallace, Davis, Fernandes & Howard, 

2008). According to Vaugh et al., (2008) African American adolescents report higher 

levels of violent behavior such as assault, weapon carrying and gang fighting than 

White adolescents.  

Logically, race in and of itself does not cause violent behavior. So, it can be 

assumed that there are other factors within race that give indication of minorities, 

especially African American adolescents, being more prone to violent behavior. In a 

study completed by Vaughn et al., (2008), it was found that African American 

adolescent male offenders were more likely to report violent behavior such as gang 

fighting and carrying a hidden weapon than Caucasian adolescent males, but also more 

likely to be a victim of violence, be a witness to injury or death and to have experienced 

a traumatic event.  

While this gives some indication from previous research of other factors that 

might be a part of perpetration of violence for male adolescents, it not found in previous 

research if these similar factors exist for African American adolescent females. Since 

the violent behavior questions in this study were very similar to findings for African 

American male adolescents (i.e. group fighting, carrying a weapon) and since the 

largest minority group in this study was African American female adolescents, it 
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appears that this finding is consistent with African American male adolescent findings 

in this area. Additionally, previous research has also shown that African American 

female adolescents are disproportionally represented in the juvenile justice system just 

as African American male adolescents and African American female adolescents have 

the highest rates of residential placement than any other racial group of females (Pope, 

Lovell & Hsia, 2002). 

 Next, community support was found to be statistically significantly related to 

violent behavior. This too was a negative association, indicating that as community 

support decreases, violent behavior increases. This finding is also consistent with prior 

findings in the literature (Fowler, Ahmed, Tompsett, Jozefowicz-Simbeni & Toro, 

2008; Gorman-Smith, Henry & Tolan, 2004; Schwab-Stone, Ayers, Kasprow, Voyce, 

Barone & Shriver, 1995). These prior studies have found that adolescents report more 

violent behavior when they live in disorderly neighborhoods and are exposed to 

community violence. According to Guerra, Huesmann & Spindler (2003) repeated 

exposure to community violence seems to normalize the adolescent’s violent behavior 

and as a result, adolescents begin using violence as a method of problem solving. 

However, Rosenthal and Wilson (2008) found that even when adolescents were exposed 

to community violence, having community support acted as a buffer of protection 

against the adolescent participating in violent behavior. 

 Since the Add Health dataset did not contain enough information on income 

levels of the participants’ families to be used in this study, subsidized income supports 

was used in proxy. It was a sort of backdoor approach to identifying low income 
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participants. Of the 2,031 participants in the study, 549 (27%) of the participants 

reported that their family had some form of subsidized income support (AFDC, Food 

Stamps, Housing Subsidy). There was a statistically significant association found 

between subsidized income supports and violent behavior. There was a negative 

association between subsidized income supports and violent behavior which suggests 

that those adolescents with fewer subsidized income supports were more likely to 

participate in violent behavior than those adolescents with more subsidized income 

supports.  

There is contradiction in prior research as to the relationship between social 

class and violent behavior. Some older, more traditional research with gang violence 

and youth from lower-class backgrounds (Cohen, 1955) state that youth from lower-

class backgrounds are more likely to be violent because of the frustration of trying to 

move from lower-class to middle-class status. Miller (1958) suggested that it was the 

culture of the lower-class that led to violent behavior. It has also been asserted that 

violent behavior is more prevalent within the lower-classes than any other class in 

society based on the fact of the overrepresentation of lower-class adolescents and adults 

in the justice system (Reiman, 2001). Conversely, there are other studies that point to 

social class as having little or nothing to do with violent behavior (Jensen & Thompson, 

1990; Tittle & Meier, 1991) and that youth with middle-class backgrounds account for a 

considerable amount of violent behavior as well (Wooden & Blazak, 2001).  

The finding in this study should be interpreted with caution. Since subsidized 

income supports were used in proxy of income level, it is not known what percentage of 
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the participants were actually from lower-income families in addition to those 

adolescents who reported subsidized income support in comparison to those adolescents 

who were from middle to upper income families. If actual income levels would have 

been available, a different result may have been found. 

6.2 Discussion of the SEM Model Findings 

 There were five specific findings from the SEM model analysis. First, it was 

found that risk factors had a statistically significant direct association with violent 

behavior. This indicated that those adolescents with more risk factors also reported 

more violent behavior. The indicators of the latent variable risk factor were developed 

from the prior empirical review of the literature of very gender specific indicators of 

risk. These included family connections, history of abuse and school connections. This 

finding corresponds to the findings of Hubbard and Pratt’s (2002) meta-analysis that 

identified very specific female adolescent risk factors that increased their probability of 

participating in violent behavior.  

 Next was the finding of protective factors having a statistically significant direct 

association with violent behavior. This indicates that when there are higher levels of 

protection, there are lower levels of violent behavior. Indicators of protective factors 

were also identified through a review of the empirical literature. The indicators of 

protection used in this study included intolerant attitudes toward deviance and school 

achievement.  

While the findings of protective factors being significantly associated with 

violent behavior is consistent with prior research, the way in which protective factors 
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was measured in this study was not necessarily consistent with the way in which the 

same individual protective factors were measured in other studies. For example, the 

indicator – intolerant attitudes toward deviance – was created using questions such as 

“have you ever been expelled from school”, “have you ever received in-school-

suspension” and “have you ever had trouble getting along with other students”. Prior 

research suggests characteristics of delinquent abstainers include: needing a predictable, 

conservative social environment with high moral standards, being cautious, careful and 

planful as well as calm and compliant. The indicator – school achievement – which was 

used in substitution for IQ, was created using questions that asked about grades in the 

four major courses of English, science, history and math rather than using actual IQ 

scores.  

Desistance factors were not found to be statistically significantly directly 

associated with violent behavior. This finding is not consistent with what has been 

found to be significant with males. That is, parenthood, marriage and employment in 

young adult males lead to significant decreases in violent behavior (Horney, Osgood & 

Marshall, 1995; Sampson & Laub, 2003; Warr, 1998). However, only marriage and 

parenthood have been looked at in previous studies of desistance with young adult 

women in which marriage was found to have led women to desist from crime 

(Sommers, Baskin & Fagan, 1994) and parenthood was found to have only led 

Caucasian women to desist from crime (Katz, 2000). No studies were found that looked 

at employment with young women and desistance of crime. 
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Next, mediating roles of protection and desistance between risk factors and 

violent behavior was examined. First, it was found that protective factors did have a 

mediating role between risk factors and violent behavior. This finding is consistent with 

prior research findings. Previous findings have found protective factors to have a 

buffering effect between risk factors and violence (Kraemer, Kazdin, Offord, Kessler, 

Jensen & Kupfer, 1997; Thornberry, 1998). It is agreed that the mediating effects of 

protective factors between risk factors and violent behavior either help individuals 

resist, restructure the effects of or completely counter the effects of the adverse 

circumstances (Garmezy, 1985; Rutter, 1987; Rosenthal & Wilson, 2008). 

Lastly, the mediating role of desistance factors between risk factors and violent 

behavior was studied. It was found that desistance factors did not have a mediating role 

between risk factors and violent behavior. After an extensive search of the literature, 

there were no other studies found that had looked at the mediating role of desistance 

factors between risk factors and violent behavior. The findings from this study suggest 

that when there are increased risk factors, desistance factors do not act as a mediator in 

decreasing violent behavior. However, the finding should be viewed with caution. The 

indicators in this study included three questions: (1) “have you ever been pregnant”, (2) 

“have you ever been married” and (3) “are you employed”. Other studies of desistance 

not only looked at whether the individual had been pregnant, married or employed but 

also included the quality of the relationships within all three. Specifically, if the women 

had been pregnant, did she have custodial rights of the child, if the women considered 

the marriage to be a quality marriage and if the women had strong ties to their jobs? 
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This study was unable to include information concerning the quality of relationships to 

children, spouses/partners or jobs. There may have been a different result of the 

mediating role of desistance factors between risk factors and violent behavior had this 

been included.  

6.3 Strengths and Limitations 

This study had several strengths and limitations that will be discussed in this 

section. First, the strengths of the study included a large sample size, reliable measures 

and the use of structural equation modeling for the analysis. Having a large sample size 

increased the stability of the parameter estimates in the analysis. Additionally, each 

latent variable in the model was estimated by multiple, reliable indicators. Another 

strength includes the use of SEM for analysis. SEM has been found to be the most 

efficient and least problematic method of testing mediating models (Hoyle & Smith, 

1994). Lastly, both the MIMIC model and the SEM model were driven by empirical and 

theoretical information found in the literature. The findings from the test of this model 

should be useful in furthering research that is specific to the needs of female adolescents 

and the desistance of violence. 

There are also limitations to this study that should be pointed out. First, this 

study was a secondary analysis of data collected by another organization. The dataset of 

the Add Health Study had pre-determined questions based on the needs of the Add 

Health Study. This does not allow for additional questions that could have been asked 

for the benefit of this current study.  An example of this would have been the questions 

relating to the indicators of desistance factors in which it would have been beneficial to 
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know if the participant had custodial rights to her child, if there was a quality 

relationship in the marriage and if she had strong ties to her job. 

Also, since this was a secondary analysis, indicators that should have been used 

to be more closely related to the literature were not available for analysis in this study. 

For example, indicators used in proxy included subsidized income supports instead of 

actual annual income level for the socioeconomic as one of the demographic 

characteristic and scholastic achievement instead of actual IQ scores for the indicator of 

IQ measuring protective factors. 

Another limitation involves the inability to verify information given by the 

participant. With no other data (i.e. analysis of written documents such as arrest reports 

or information obtained by parents/teachers) triangulation was not possible. Also, 

survey data in general can be vulnerable to systematic measurement error in that the 

participants were asked to recall information over the past year. Measurement error 

could also occur if the participant does not understand the question being asked and 

then answers the question based on that misunderstanding or is embarrassed by the 

question and does not record an honest answer. 

6.4 Implications for Theory 

This study was an attempt at increasing fidelity of the theoretical frameworks of 

Resilience Theory and Life Course Perspective. There were a few theoretical 

implications indicated in this study. First, Resilience Theory posits that there are certain 

contingency roles and various other factors that play a role in adolescent behavior. 

Contingency roles are akin to the demographic characteristics of race, community 
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support and subsidized income supports found in this study. Results from the MIMIC 

model provided support for Resilience Theory for female adolescents. Race, community 

supports and subsidized income supports were all found to have a statistically 

significant relationship with violent behavior. In other words, female adolescents who 

are a part of a minority group or, has fewer community supports, or whose family has 

more subsidized income supports predicts that these individuals will participate in more 

violent behaviors than those female adolescents who are not part of a minority group or, 

has more community supports or, whose family has fewer subsidized income supports.  

Also, other various factors such as risk, protective and desistance factors, 

according to Resiliency Theory have an important role in determining adolescent 

behavior. This too was supported in the findings from the SEM model. For example, it 

was confirmed that risk factors had a statistically significant direct relationship with 

violent behavior. The more risk factors found in a female adolescent’s life, the more 

likely they are to participate in violent behavior. Resiliency Theory also purports that 

even though there are some factors present, such as risk factors, other factors such as 

protective factors have a buffering effect that can actually decrease an undesirable 

behavior such as violence. The findings of the mediating role of protective factors 

between risk factors and violent behavior also lends credibility to Resilience Theory. 

Life Course Perspective asserts that life transitions, and the tasks involved in 

these transitions, determine whether or not an adolescent will continue in or desist from 

certain behaviors. In regards to violent behavior, Life Course Perspective suggests that 

if an adolescent transitions into young adulthood and completes the tasks of young 
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adulthood such as becoming a parent, getting married and becoming employed, the 

young adult will no longer participate in violent behavior. The findings in the SEM 

model of desistance factors having no statistically significant direct association with 

violent behavior are in contradiction with Life Course Perspective and do not lend 

credibility to this perspective when tested with females.  

Life Course Perspective appears to have been developed with evidence from 

studies that involved only male participants. It could be that the act of becoming a 

parent, choosing a life partner in marriage and becoming employed or choosing a career 

have a very different effect on males than on females. It could be possible that, since 

aggression in females is often relational, it is more difficult for females to develop close 

relationships with others, become pregnant and settle into a job or career. It is also 

possible that there are other desistance factors that could be considered life transitions 

into adulthood for females that would better support Life Course Perspective. 

6.5 Implications for Practice, Policy and Research 

Risk and protective factors that were identified as being very specific to female 

adolescents were used in this study and findings from other studies with either male 

adolescents or male/female mixed studies were corroborated with this current study’s 

findings.  More specifically, factors such as family and school connectedness are very 

important in relation to reducing the likelihood of females participating in violent 

behavior. These findings provide information needed by school social workers and 

social workers who work with female adolescents in the community. School social 

workers and social workers who work with female adolescents in community agencies 
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need to be aware of the parent-adolescent connections as well as the school-adolescent 

and the teacher-adolescent connections that have been found to be important predictors 

of their behavior. 

 Social workers should be particularly cognizant of the female adolescent’s 

relationship with her parents, encouraging cohesion and involvement (Bronte-Tinkew, 

Moore, & Carrano, 2006). Research has found that continuous conflict in the parent-

adolescent relationship and too much autonomy from the family in early adolescence 

propels female adolescents toward delinquency (Haynie, 2003). The transition into 

adolescence involves the adolescent desiring autonomy and independence but it is also 

evident that female adolescents still need and want that strong connection to their 

family. There is much research to indicate that there are more favorable outcomes for 

female adolescents who have supportive parental and family systems. Social workers 

can encourage, facilitate and work with female adolescents and their families to 

promote a supportive family system.  

It has been found that there is a high correlation among female juvenile 

offenders with low academic achievement and offending as well as high recidivism 

rates. Female delinquents commonly have a record of poor academic performance and 

there are a high percentage of female juveniles in detention centers that have been 

expelled from school and a disproportionate number with learning disabilities (Booker-

Loper, 2000). Poor reading skills appear to be the most common learning problem 

among detained female juveniles, with most reading at about a fourth-grade level 

(Malmgren & Leone, 2000). This is particularly problematic when realizing that 
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successful integration into society through higher education and employment requires 

the ability to read.  

Social workers can help female adolescents who are underachieving 

academically first by identifying the problem. It is very important to realize if 

underachievement is a result of a learning disability, frequent truancy, lack of 

opportunity or poor schooling. It is also very important for social workers to assess 

academic abilities to determine if remediation, tutoring or other educational programs 

would be beneficial in allowing the female juvenile to progress educationally. 

 Furthermore, history of abuse is particularly high among detained female 

adolescents in the juvenile justice system. Some estimates show that up to 92% of 

female juveniles have experienced at least one form of emotional, physical, and/or 

sexual abuse, with 56% specifically reporting sexual abuse (Goodkind et al., 2006). 

Abuse can lead to any number of mental health difficulties for female adolescents. For 

example, Kazdin (2003) reported that female adolescents had relatively high rates 

(32%) of PTSD (Post Traumatic Stress Disorder). Exposure to trauma can lead to an 

increase in aggressive and antisocial behavior, depression, anxiety and suicidal 

thoughts. Social workers should be mindful that many female juvenile delinquents are 

reluctant to disclose any sort of physical and/or sexual abuse and should offer repetitive 

inquiry throughout the treatment process in order to ensure self-disclosure when abuse 

has been present. This study provides a basis for the inclusion of information needed for 

female adolescent assessments, treatments and program development.  
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The findings also suggest that there could be a need for policy change. With 

27% of all serious violent victimizations in the United States being committed by 

adolescents under the age of 18 (OJJD, 1999), and with reported statistics of a 290% 

increase in violent crime arrests for female adolescents from 1980 to 2004 (OJJDP, 

2005), current policies regarding juvenile preventative programs and rehabilitation need 

to be addressed. Also, more services need to be available to female adolescents that can 

help provide needed rehabilitation so violence will not re-occur. 

Fortunately, policies affecting treatment practices of juvenile offenders in 

detention centers have begun to change in favor of gender specific services. However, 

even though the legislation has been established for juvenile detention centers to 

provide gender specific assessments, treatments and program activities, only a small 

percentage of juvenile facilities across the United States are reporting these practices 

with female adolescents. Much research has brought to light the high incidents of 

mental illness among youth, both males and females, in juvenile custody (Kataoka et al. 

2001; Keplen, Abram, McClelland, Dulcan, & Mericle, 2002; Ulzen & Hamilton, 1998; 

Shelton, 2001). The research has found a high occurrence of psychological disorder in 

females in the juvenile justice system and these psychological disorders have a strong 

association with offender status (Dixon, Howie, & Starling, 2004). Even though mental 

health status has surfaced as the leading factor linked with offending behavior, it 

remains a very low priority.  

Female juvenile offenders need extensive screening and specific assessments to 

determine if and how much mental health is impaired. A comprehensive assessment 
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specific to the needs of female adolescents is needed and the need to treat all symptoms 

of mental disorder present is paramount. In not providing gender specific assessments, 

an undiagnosed psychological disorder in females could actually lead to a mismatched 

treatment plan that could be rendered ineffective and could then lead to reoffending. 

  There is a need for more policies outside the detention centers as well. For 

example, more preventative programs need to be established in order to deter females 

from violence. Providing programs that connect the female adolescent to their school 

and peers at school would be recommended. Working with a social worker to ensure 

bonding between female adolescents and teachers is also needed. Preventative programs 

and measures that include families and schools of female adolescents would be highly 

recommended. It could be that programs developed could address both families and 

schools into one program since both family and school connections have such a high 

degree of influence on female adolescent behavior in general and violent behavior very 

specifically. 

Lastly, the findings from this study suggest that there is much more female 

specific research that needs to be completed. This study’s focus was specifically on risk, 

protective and desistance factors for female adolescents. The research surrounding 

female adolescents and violent behavior is severely lacking. Programs, services and 

even policies cannot be changed without more research that can identify the specific 

needs of females and evidence to show that these needs are far different from their male 

counterparts. 

 



 

    85 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX A 
 
 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT JUVENILE JUSTICE  
LEGISLATIVE RULINGS AND OUTCOMES 
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Date 

 
Ruling 

 
Outcome 

1948 Interdepartmental Committee  
on Children and Youth 

Develop closer relationships among 
Federal Agencies relating to youth 
 

1950 Midcentury White House 
Conference  

on Children and Youth 

Considered methods to strengthen 
juvenile courts, developed juvenile 
police services, studied treatment and 
prevention services of social agencies 
 

1961 Juvenile Delinquency and Youth 
Offenses Act 

Demonstrate new methods of 
delinquency prevention and control 
 

1968 Juvenile Delinquency Prevention  
Control Act 

Developed a national approach for 
delinquency prevention and provided 
Federal funds for prevention, 
rehabilitation, training and research 
programs 
 

1972 Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
Act 

Provide funds for preventative 
programming outside the justice system 
 

1973 Omnibus Crime Control and  
Safe Street Act 

Specific requirements for a juvenile 
component to be added to state plans 
for the improvement of law 
enforcement and criminal justice 
 

1974 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act 

Provided a unified national program 
dealing with juvenile prevention and 
control within the context of the total 
law enforcement and justice system 
 

1980 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act Amended 

Addressed issues of authorization of 
each state in deciding the age limit a 
juvenile can be tried in juvenile court 
and the sentencing age of juveniles 
convicted of serious crimes 
 

1992 Reauthorization of the Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention Act 

Addressed the needs of female 
juveniles through treatment practices 
and provided funds for activities 
relating to the needs of females 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 

SUMMARY OF RISK, PROTECTIVE AND DESISTANCE FACTORS 
RELATING TO VIOLENCE 
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Domain Risk Factor Protective Factor Desistance Factor 
Individual Factors Aggressiveness  

Early initiation of violent behavior  
Involvement in other forms of antisocial 
behavior 
Hyperactivity, concentration  
problems, restlessness and risk taking 
Positive beliefs/attitudes toward deviant 
and antisocial behavior  

Intolerant attitude toward 
deviance 
High IQ 
Positive social orientation 

Age 
Alcohol and drug 
treatment 
Fear/tired of 
incarceration 
Maturation 
  

Family Factors Childhood abuse 
Low levels of parental supervision 
Parent-child separation  
Parental criminality 
Poor family bonding 
Unorganized household 

Warm positive relationships 
with parents or other adults  
Parental monitoring   

Becoming a custodial 
parent 
Marital attachment 
Marital quality 
Social learning  

Peer-related Factors Delinquent siblings  
Delinquent peer associations  
Gang membership    

Friends who engage in 
conventional behaviors 

 

School Factors Academic failure 
Frequent school transitions 
Low teacher bonding  
Truancy and dropping out   

Motivation toward academic 
achievement 
Strong teacher bonding  
Commitment to school 

 

Community and 
Neighborhood 
Factors 

Availability of drugs and firearms 
Community disorganization  
Exposure to violence and racial prejudice 
Neighborhood adults involvement in 
crimes 
Poverty     

Community Support Job stability 
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