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Abstract
The ultimate goal of this research was to inform risk assessment for young female
offenders by merging feminist grounded tenets with the gender-neutral model of criminal
behaviour. Archival risk assessment data based on the Youth Assessment and Screening
Instrument (YASI; Orbis Partners, 2000) was analyzed for 1,550 male and 819 female
youths on probation across New York State. Major results are enumerated according to
general research question as follows: (1) The gender-neutral YASI was statistically
equivalent in predicting convictions over 2-years across gender (AUCs = .62 and .63 for
females and males, respectively). For girls, however, the magnitude of predictive validity
was enhanced by applying an empirically-derived female-responsive tool (AUC = .67).
Collectively, female-specific predictors offered incremental validity to a model featuring
gender-neutral items. Notably, gender disparities were further observed at the item and
domain level. For example, family history was a primary risk area for girls, whereas
school-related factors were more salient for males. (2) Additional indices of county-level
poverty did not evidence a significant relationship with recidivism in either females or
males. (3) The consideration of promotive domains over and above risk domains
enhanced prediction of recidivism for females exclusively. Although no genuinely
protective factors were evidenced in the sample of females, both prosocial attitudes and
skills buffered recidivism in high risk males. (4) Contrary to males who showed less
thematic distinction in etiological and offending patterns, results of proximity scaling
analysis suggest the unique emergence of a gendered pathways theme for females.
However, an equal proportion of girls were classified into a traditional antisocial theme,
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reflective of those characteristics underscored by gender-neutral theorists. (5) With the
exception of girls classified into the antisocial theme, the YASI Pre-Screen predicted
recidivism significantly across all other offender subtypes. However, a non-linear pattern
emerged between classified risk level and recidivism for females. In sum, despite a high
degree of gender-neutrality among risk and promotive factors, the prominence of genderspecificity among items featured on the YASI, coupled with issues related to the
classification of girls into risk categories, suggest that female-responsive strategies to risk
assessment and correctional intervention are warranted.
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Merging Theoretical Frameworks
To Inform Risk Assessment for the Young Female Offender
Introduction
The recent influx of girls and women into the correctional system has captured the
attention of forensic scholars and policy-makers alike (Covington & Bloom, 2007).
Despite once being branded as "correctional afterthoughts" (Ross & Fabiano, 1986), the
female offender has garnered much attention in the correctional literature during the last
few decades (e.g., Chesney-Lind, 1986; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Koons-Witt &
Schram, 2003; Rettinger & Andrews, 2010; Van Voorhis, Wright, Salisbury, & Bauman,
2010). Notwithstanding, research on the criminal behaviour of women is in a relative
state of infancy when contrasted with the vast body of literature amassed on the male
offender (e.g., Akers & Jensen, 2003; Andrews, 1980; Andrews & Bonta, 2010;
Andrews, Wormith, Kennedy, & Daigle-Zinn, 1977; Gendreau, Smith, & French, 2006;
Moffitt, Caspi, Harrington, & Milne, 2002; Piquero, Piquero, & Farrington, 2010; Pratt &
Cullen, 2000; Vitaro, Gendreau, Tremblay, & Oligny, 1998).
Gender-neutral theory traditionally maintains that individual-level factors (e.g.,
criminal attitudes) are most relevant to the prediction of criminal behaviour and are
equally applicable to both males and females (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Gendreau et al.,
2006). Feminist theorists, in contrast, contend that the etiology of female offending is
uniquely tied to certain sociological/macro-level factors deemed to contribute to women's
oppression (e.g., economic marginalization). In addition, individual-level factors that are
relationally-based are considered particularly salient to female offending, these being
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rooted primarily in the experience of victimization within one's family of origin (e.g.,
Belknap, 2007; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Daly, 1992; Morton & Leslie, 2005;
Reisig, Holfreter, & Morash, 2006).
Recently, a number of researchers have advocated an integrative or genderresponsive theoretical framework, implicitly or explicitly suggesting that traditionally
denoted "gender-specific" and "gender-neutral" theories may actually be complementary
(Blanchette & Brown, 2006; Hubbard & Matthews, 2008; Van Voorhis, Salisbury,
Wright, & Bauman, 2008). The invaluable contributions of the gender-neutral camp,
specifically those stemming from the personal, interpersonal, community - reinforcement
theory of criminal conduct (PIC-R; Andrews & Bonta, 2010), offer a strong foundation
upon which to conceptualize offending behaviour. Nonetheless, feminist grounded
theories, namely the feminist pathways (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Daly, 1992) and
relational-cultural theories (Miller, 1986), can arguably provide unique insight into the
criminal behaviour perpetrated by girls and women.
By merging tenets of the feminist perspectives with the established gender-neutral
model, the goal of the current thesis is to inform criminal risk assessment for young
female offenders through an empirical evaluation of potential risk and strength-based
factors. Specifically, with the consideration of a male comparison group, the author will
elucidate the degree to which established gender-neutral predictors of criminal behaviour
generalize to a sample of young women. Moreover, the predictive contribution of factors
that are potentially unique to the etiology of female offending will be examined.
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The following review of the literature begins with the presentation and discussion
of official statistics that purportedly reflect the degree of female involvement in the
criminal justice system. Subsequently, the core theoretical tenets of the gender-neutral
literature based on the RNR framework will be articulated, followed by an empirical
review of the applicability of this model to female offenders. General feminist critiques
of the gender-neutral framework will then be outlined, as will two alternative feministbased theories applicable to the criminal behaviour of girls and women. Finally, the
author will examine the degree to which a series of risk and strength-based factors
generalize across gender by reviewing relevant gender-neutral and gender-responsive
bodies of literature.
Are Girls Becoming More Violent?
Although the overall juvenile arrest rate for violent crimes committed in the
United States fell by 48% between 1994 and 2003 (Barrett, Katsiyannis, & Zhang, 2006),
the arrest rates for females did not mirror this trend. By 2006, the arrest rate for
adolescent girls was 60% higher than it was in 1980 (Snyder, 2006). Similar patterns are
evident in Canadian statistics, whereby the rate of violent crime among females aged 12
to 17 more than doubled in the last two decades, rising from 60 per 100,000 in 1986 to
132 per 100,000 in 2005 (Kong & AuCoin, 2008).
Despite what appear to be staggering increases, one must be cautioned that
official statistics reporting a percentage increase in offending rates will artificially inflate
the actual level of crime perpetrated by females in view of the latter's relatively low base
rate of offending (Pollock & Davis, 2005). Females' overall level of criminal
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involvement is still markedly lower than that of males, with girls only representing 30%
of juvenile arrests (Snyder, 2006). Moreover, official statistics inherently reflect systemic
response to crime and are not a pure measure of change in women's offending behaviour
(Chesney-Lind & Paramore, 2001; Javdani, Sadeh, & Verona, 2011; Steffensmeier,
Zhong, Ackerman, Schwartz, & Agha, 2006). Specifically, changes in criminal justice
practices stemming from shifts in public attitudes, increased reporting practices, and
zero-tolerance policies (e.g., in domestic assault cases) have arguably resulted in the
increased detection and formal processing of female-perpetrated crime (Steffensmeier et
al., 2006).
When considering the types of crime most frequently reported, girls tend to be
overrepresented in the criminal justice system for the commission of status offences and
relatively minor index crimes (Hoyt & Scherer, 1998). When girls do commit violent
offences, these incidents typically involve common assaults of marginal severity.
Moreover, such violent acts are frequently defensive in nature, occurring primarily in
domestic or school settings, and targeted at family members and/or intimates (ChesneyLind & Paramore, 2001; Greenfeld & Snell, 1999). Despite these interpretational caveats,
the number of girls under correctional supervision is indisputably rising (Covington &
Bloom, 2007). Over the last 30 years, the number of females imprisoned across the
United States has increased at a rate double than that of males. In Canada, 6,100 female
youths were admitted to correctional services in 2004-2005 alone (Calverley, 2007).
One might argue that the increased prevalence of young females entering the
criminal justice system justifies the study of offending behaviour in this population.
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However, it is equally valid to contend that because the number of males involved in the
system exceeds that of females, it is especially important to study each gender separately.
Specifically, given disproportionate offending rates, genuine gender differences may be
obscured by aggregating male and female samples into statistical analyses (e.g.,
Farrington & Painter, 2004), hence risking the marginalization of the minority subgroup
of girls and women. In this vein, an issue of primary interest and debate is whether
currently implemented risk assessment protocols that are purportedly gender-neutral are
in fact suitable for use with female offenders. In other words, can instruments that were
developed largely on male samples generalize to accurately predict recidivism and
appropriately inform treatment strategies for females?
The Gender-Neutral Perspective on Criminal Behaviour
Hyde (2005) recently synthesized results of 46 meta-analyses pertinent to gender
differences across a variety of constructs. For the vast majority of domains ranging from
verbal ability to moral reasoning, effect sizes representing gender differences were
negligible, thus lending support to the gender similarities hypothesis — the contention that
males and females are indeed more similar than different (e.g., Feingold, 1988; Jaffee &
Hyde, 2000). That stated, a few exceptions did emerge, the most noteworthy being in the
manifestation of physical aggression; yielding large effect sizes, boys consistently scored
higher than girls on this particular construct (e.g., Archer, 2004; Eagly & Steffen, 1986),
thus supporting the previously noted trends on gender differences in both type and
prevalence of criminal behaviour.
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Despite evidence to suggest that aggression may be manifested to different
degrees and in different forms by men and women (Hyde, 2005; Kong & AuCoin, 2008),
gender-neutral theorists argue that fundamentally, males and females are more alike than
different with respect to the etiological components of their offending behaviour. Hence,
proponents of this view maintain that similar theories, risk factors, and general treatment
strategies hold irrespective of gender (e.g., Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Gendreau et al.,
2006; Lovins, Lowenkamp, Latessa, & Smith, 2007; Rettinger & Andrews, 2010).
What Works: The Risk, Need, and Responsivity Principles
Grounded heavily in social learning perspectives, personal, interpersonal,
community - reinforcement (PIC-R) theory asserts that criminal behaviour emerges as a
byproduct of complex interactions between personal, interpersonal, and communitybased factors that produce cost-reward contingencies (Andrews, 1982; Andrews & Bonta,
2010). Specifically, one's probability of engaging in crime increases as one's perceived
cost to reward ratio for committing criminal acts decreases. The assessment of risk is a
central component of the approach, the latter defined as deficits in one of several realms
(i.e., personal, interpersonal, or community) that effectively increase the probability that
an individual will engage in criminal activity.
According to PIC-R proponents, effective correctional intervention is based upon
three fundamental principles termed risk, need, and responsivity (frequently termed RNR
or What Works) (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). The risk principle states that an individual's
level of correctional treatment should be tailored to his or her risk to reoffend, such that
the most intensive interventions are reserved for the highest risk offenders. Although
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static risk factors (e.g., criminal history) predict recidivism with a respectable level of
accuracy (e.g., Hanson & Thorton, 1999; Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1993), these are not
subject to change and as such, they are not viable intervention targets. In turn, the need
principle states that effective correctional treatment should target dynamic risk factors
that are both malleable and significantly related to one's risk to criminally reoffend (i.e.,
criminogenic needs). By extension, it is critical that risk assessment protocols incorporate
criminogenic needs in order to effectively inform correctional treatment strategies.
According to the RNR literature, the individual-level factors most predictive of
recidivism (i.e., The Big Four) include (1) antisocial attitudes (attitudes supportive of
crime), (2) antisocial associates (social support for crime), (3) criminal history, and (4)
antisocial personality factors (e.g., impulsivity). These are followed in predictive strength
by (5) substance abuse, (6) family factors, (7) employment/school, and (8)
leisure/recreation. Collectively, these constitute the Central Eight, which according to
proponents of the RNR camp, account for individual differences in criminal behaviour
irrespective of gender, race, or social class. In contrast, variables related to
socioeconomic status, intelligence, and personal distress are evidenced to be weak
predictors of criminality (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). It is notable that save for the criminal
history domain, the Central Eight are dynamic in nature and therefore subject to
correctional intervention.
The last core principle of effective correctional treatment is the responsivity
principle, which is related to program delivery rather than risk assessment per se. The
general responsivity principle posits that the most effective services are based on
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cognitive and social learning perspectives, whereas the specific responsivity principle
states that programming should be sensitive to offender characteristics such as level of
intelligence, social anxiety, and minority status. Under this theoretical framework, gender
is considered a specific responsivity factor and although it merits consideration in the
context of program delivery, it is not explicitly factored into assessment protocols
(Andrews et al., 1990).
A vast body of literature has supported the empirical validity and clinical utility of
the RNR model (e.g., Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Andrews & Dowden, 2006; Bourgon &
Armstrong, 2005; Gendreau & Andrews, 1990; Lipsey, 1995, etc.). Compared to
untreated groups, adherence to the three principles of effective correctional intervention
has produced up to 40% reduction in recidivism rates (e.g., Andrews et al., 1990;
Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Losel, 1996). Administered across gender, the Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI; Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2004)1
and the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory 2.0 (YLS/CMI 2.0; Hoge &
Andrews, 2011) 2 are the gold standards of risk assessment stemming from the RNR
literature.
RNR Principles Applied to Female Offenders
Despite some evidence attesting to the generalizability of the RNR perspective
across populations (e.g., Andrews et al., 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 2010), the
1

The previous version of the LS/CMI is the Level of Service Inventory - Revised (LSI-R; Andrews &
Bonta, 1995). The updated tool features additional sections to allow for the provision of supplemental
information related to case management planning and treatment progress.
2
Derived from the LSI-R (Andrews & Bonta, 1995), the YLS/CMI (Hoge & Andrews, 2002) and the
revised YLS/CMI 2.0 (Hoge & Andrews, 2011) are developmentally informed assessments of risks/needs,
which are also designed to outline case management strategies in youth aged 12 to 17.
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preponderance of the empirical evidence supporting its associated principles has either
rested exclusively on male samples or has failed to disaggregate samples by gender
(Blanchette & Brown, 2006). Therefore, the applicability of gender-neutral tenets to
female offenders remains a contentious issue. That said, certain notable exceptions exist,
whereby researchers have actively attempted to bring gender to the forefront of their
methodological framework (e.g., Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Folsom & Atkinson, 2007;
Rettinger & Andrews, 2010; Simourd & Andrews, 1994; Smith, Cullen, & Latessa, 2009;
Van Voorhis et al., 2008, 2010).
Several empirical investigations have supported the validity of applying genderneutral principles and related assessment tools to females. For example, a seminal metaanalysis conducted by Dowden and Andrews (1999) aimed to examine the applicability
of the RNR principles to women offenders. A sample of 29 studies were selected for
analysis based on adherence to the following inclusion criteria: (1) a sample comprised
entirely or predominantly of females (> 51%), (2) a follow-up period to allow for time at
risk in the community, (3) a treatment group and a comparison group, the latter of which
received either no intervention or minimal forms thereof, and (4) a measure of
recidivism. Each study was coded such that offenders were dichotomized into high or low
risk groups on the basis of criminal history. Based on 45 effect sizes across 26 individual
studies, support was found for the risk principle, with greater decreases in recidivism
evident in high risk versus low risk groups (n = .31). The need principle was also
observed, with recidivism rates being significantly lower when programs targeted
criminogenic needs reflected in the Central Eight (n = .49). Finally, as is the case for
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males offenders, the most successful treatments for women adhered to the general
responsivity principle (n = .38).
While Dowden and Andrews (1999) offer preliminary support for the
applicability of the principles of risk, need, and responsivity to female offenders, results
must be interpreted with a degree of caution due to certain methodological limitations.
First, their meta-analysis included only 16 studies featuring samples exclusively
comprised of females. Although the remaining 10 studies were composed predominantly
of females (i.e., more than 50% in any given sample), these are essentially aggregates of
men and women, which consequently limits the interpretability of findings. Furthermore,
although the authors demonstrate that non-criminogenic needs are not collectively
predictive of reoffending, these appear to have been aggregated for analysis. Therefore, it
is plausible that a particular factor that is non-criminogenic for males may actually be
salient to the prediction of offending in females, yet its effects are obfuscated by the a
priori creation of an aggregate variable.
Despite the above criticisms, several additional investigations have replicated the
promising findings reported by Dowden and Andrews (1999) (e.g., Coulson, Ilacqua,
Nutbrown, Gielekas, & Cudjoe, 1996; Gendreau, Goggin, & Smith, 2002; Gendreau,
Little, & Goggin, 1996; Lowenkamp, Holsinger, & Latessa, 2001; Lovins et al., 2007;
Smith et al., 2009). Indeed, much evidence has amassed to support the gender neutrality
of the RNR principles and the associated applicability of the LSI in its various forms to
female offenders. The most recent meta-analytic review conducted by Smith and
colleagues (2009) included 25 studies, collectively producing a total sample of 14, 737
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female offenders and 27 effect sizes. Consistent with previous meta-analyses (e.g.,
Gendreau et al., 1996; Lovins et al., 2007), results yielded a respectable average effect
size of .35 in applying the LSI-R to predict reoffending in women. Indeed, the measure
was statistically equivalent in predicting recidivism in females and male subsamples.
Ostensibly, there does appear to be promising evidence to support the genderneutrality of the LSI-R. However, it is disconcerting that just under 50% of the studies
included in Smith and colleagues' (2009) meta-analysis stem from the same core group
of researchers (e.g., Lowenkamp, 2007; Lowenkamp & Bechtel, 2006; Lowenkamp &
Latessa, 2002, etc.). It is also noteworthy that more than 55% of the effect sizes
considered in the analysis were obtained from unpublished raw data and unpublished
manuscripts. On one hand, this may be advantageous in guarding against the potential for
study selection bias, and in the sense that the authors would have had more complete
access to sample information from the full datasets available to them. However, given
that much of the research included in the analysis had not been subject to peer review, it
is impossible for the reader to identify biases inherent in the sources that comprise these
unpublished materials.
Overall sampling issues aside, a recent peer-reviewed study included in Smith and
colleagues' meta-analysis (2009) is Folsom and Atkinson (2007)' s exploration of the
applicability of gender-neutral assessment protocols to women. The latter assessed the
predictive validity of the LSI-R with a sample of 100 federally incarcerated Canadian
women over an average follow-up period of 6 years. Receiver operating characteristic
(ROC) analysis was applied to gauge levels of predictive accuracy. The LSI-R yielded an
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area under the curve (AUC) of .62 for non-violent recidivism and an AUC of .67 for
violent recidivism. On this basis, the authors conclude that their results "demonstrate the
predictive utility of [this measure] of recidivism for female offenders" (Folsom &
Atkinson, 2007, p. 1052).
Although the LSI-R achieved levels of predictive accuracy significantly
exceeding chance, Folsom and Atkinson (2007) arguably overstate their findings.
Theoretically, AUCs can range from 0 to 1.00, with .50 signally chance level accuracy.
According to the criteria proposed by Swets (1988), AUCs between .50 and .70 signal
low accuracy, AUC between .70 and .90 indicate moderate accuracy, and AUCs between
.90 and 1.00 indicate high accuracy. In the field of correctional psychology, A UCs in the
range of .75 to .80 are said to signify medium to large effect sizes (Nicholls, Ogloff, &
Douglas, 2004). When applied to male samples, the LSI-R has comparatively yielded
effect sizes in this higher range (Gendreau et al., 2002). For example, Nowicka-Sroga's
(2005) research on the predictive validity of Ontario version of the LSI-R with male
offenders produced AUCs in the range of .77 - .80 for general recidivism and .72 - .74 for
violent recidivism.
The A UC of .62 associated with general reoffending in the Folsom and Atkinson
(2007) study is arguably at the lower limit of what might be considered an acceptable
improvement over chance. It is plausible, however, that the relatively low levels of
predictive accuracy are attributable to the prolonged recidivism follow-up time. Given the
average follow-up period of 6 years, subjects almost certainly experienced forms of
intervention as well as significant life events that would have led to unobserved
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fluctuations in dynamic factors over the course of the study. Consequently, results may
actually underestimate the potential of certain dynamic factors on the LSI-R to predict
recidivism in this sample of women.
Additional methodological limitations compromise the interpretation of Folsom
and Atkinson's (2007) results. For instance, their sample consisted of serious offenders
incarcerated in federal institutions. As evidenced by the earlier discussion on the
prevalence and types of female-perpetrated crime, this sample is not likely representative
of the lower levels of criminality observed in the "typical" female offender (Kong &
AuCoin, 2008). Even more contentious is their lack of a male comparison group, without
which a direct test of the gender-neutrality of the LSI is precluded.
Feminist Critique of the Gender-Neutral Literature
Methodological issues. Despite a number of promising results generated by the
application of the gender-neutral framework to the assessment of female offenders,
namely via the RNR model (e.g., Dowden, 2005; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Gendreau,
Goggin, & Smith, 1999; Simourd & Andrews, 1994; Smith et al., 2009), certain
methodological issues pervade this body of literature. Namely, many of the aforecited
studies advocating the use of gender-neutral tools exclude male comparison groups (e.g.,
Folsom & Atkinson, 2007) such that one cannot gauge the differential level of predictive
validity across gender in overall scores or individual risk factors. Other researchers have
considered samples composed largely (but not entirely) of women (e.g., Dowden &
Andrews, 1999). Including a proportion of males in a sample intended to be generalized
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to females can potentially mask important risks/needs that may in fact be salient to
women.
Furthermore, gender-neutral proponents operate on the premise that the same set
of factors that predict criminal behaviour for males will extend to females (Andrews &
Bonta, 2010). This form of researcher bias may unwittingly result in the exclusion of
potentially important risk factors that are specific to women and that, in turn, may serve
to increase the predictive validity of assessment tools applied to this group. Indeed,
imposing a male-derived theoretical template of criminal behaviour onto women
engenders the possibility of neglecting key etiological nuances that are either femalespecific or experienced qualitatively differently by women (Hannah-Moffat, 2009).
The over-classification argument. An issue of particular concern to the feminist
camp with respect to the use of gender-neutral assessment tools on girls and women is
that of over-classification - the result of placing an individual in higher risk categories or
custody levels than is actually warranted based on the level of threat posed by his or her
behaviour (Gobeil & Blanchette, 2007; Wright, Salisbury, & Van Voorhis, 2007). Overclassification can occur in a quantitative sense when the same thresholds for delineating
custody levels are applied to both men and women. Given that, on average, women
typically score lower than men on risk assessment tools and have lower base rates of
offending, a woman's score must be higher than a man's before a given custody level
(e.g., high risk) will show comparable rates of recidivism (Brennan, 1998; Coulson et al.,
1996). In order to correct for this disparity, actuarial tools designed to predict reoffending
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should at the very least (as demonstrated by Coulson and colleagues) apply different
cutoff scores when classifying women.
Even with instrument recalibration, misclassification can still occur if the
assessment protocol is not valid at the outset. As will be illustrated in the ensuing review
of feminist-grounded research, even if the risks/needs relevant to males are also valid for
the assessment of females, the magnitude of association between each factor with the
outcome may be stronger for one gender (Blanchette & Brown, 2006). Furthermore, as
suggested earlier, although males and females likely share common criminogenic needs,
females may have additional risks/needs that that are not incorporated into traditional risk
assessment measures (Veysey & Hamilton, 2007).
It should be noted that over-classification can also occur from a qualitative
perspective given that the very nature of women's offending behaviour tends to differ
from that of her male counterpart (Gobeil & Blanchette, 2007; Koons-Witt & Schram,
2003). Even upon reoffending, women generally pose less risk of committing serious
violent acts than their scores on actuarial tools might indicate (Kong & AuCoin, 2008).
The context in which female violence is manifested also typically differs from males.
Rather than being predatory in nature, female-perpetrated violence more frequently stems
from associations with male intimates and is not as likely to escalate in severity (KoonsWitt & Schram, 2003). As such, it has been argued that certain risk factors like criminal
history, for example, may not necessarily carry the same import for a female offender as
they do for a male (Pollock & Davis, 2005).

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

16

Subjectively, correctional staff have expressed concern that women are routinely
over-classified by gender-neutral tools - in fact, up to 70% report the common use of
assessment/classification overrides to correct for perceived over-classification (Van
Voorhis & Presser, 2001). While empirical research in support of this phenomenon is
limited, some preliminary evidence has recently emerged. Based on data drawn from the
British Home Office, Raynor (2007) examined LSI-R scores and reconviction data over a
1-year follow-up for 1,170 men and 210 women on probation in the United Kingdom.
Among those in the low risk category (LSI score <10), 13.1% of males recidivated versus
1.5% of females. Upon collapsing medium-risk categories (LSI scores between 10 and
22), 24% of males recidivated compared with 8.1% of females. The largest gender gap
notably emerged among those identified as high risk (LSI score > 23), with 44.6% of
males being reconvicted versus only 22.2% of females. Stated differently, nearly 80% of
women identified as high risk did not reoffend within the prescribed follow-up period
(compared to approximately 55% of men), signaling a relatively higher degree of overclassification among females.
Despite these marked disparities, one should be cautioned against placing a large
degree of confidence in results emerging from a single study. Raynor's (2007) limited
follow-up period arguably precludes drawing any firm conclusions from his findings.
Although similar concerns of female over-classification are echoed by Reisig and
colleagues (2006), a review and critique of this investigation in the forthcoming section
on gendered pathways also casts doubt on the validity of its results.
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The dearth of research on the over-classification issue prevents asserting any
conclusions about its veracity at this time. However, if girls and women are genuinely
over-classified in correctional settings, the consequences can be dire on a number of
levels. From a purely logistical standpoint, lower risk offenders erroneously classified as
high risk result in the squandering of scare correctional resources (Brennan, 1998). From
a human rights perspective, over-classification can result in unjust and unnecessary
restrictions imposed upon the offender, including limitations of movement, revocation of
privileges, and inappropriate levels of intervention (Silver & Miller, 2002; Van Voorhis
& Presser, 2001). In particular, feminist scholars argue that the over-classification of
female offenders and more specifically, the indiscriminate application of gender-neutral
principles, serves to invoke patriarchal methods of social control that directly contribute
to women's oppression (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007).
Feminist Perspectives
Feminists scholars collectively maintain that male-derived theories of crime that
consider gender solely as a responsivity factor have ignored the potential role of genderspecific and gender-salient variables in the prediction of criminal behaviour. For purposes
of distinction, a risk factor that is gender-specific is defined as one that is significantly
related to recidivism for one gender but not the other. In contrast, a risk factor that is
gender-salient predicts reoffending in both males and females; however, the magnitude
of its association with recidivism is significantly stronger for one gender (Brown &
Motiuk, 2008). As will be clarified shortly, many factors deemed salient or specific to
females are said to be embedded in patriarchal power relations that differentially shape
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the etiology of offending for women (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Messerschmidt,
1993). Accordingly, feminist scholars vehemently argue that women require unique
assessment tools grounded in gender-specific paradigms (Belknap, 2007; Chesney-Lind
& Shelden, 2003). In order to contextualize the etiology of female offending, two
relevant theories emerging from the feminist literature are summarized below - namely,
the feminist (gendered) pathways perspective (Daly, 1992; Chesney-Lind & Shelden,
2003) and relational-cultural theory (Jordan & Hartling, 2002; Miller, 1986).
Relational-Cultural Theory
In traditional psychodynamic theories, the object of study is the individual or 'the
self, whereby healthy development is characterized by processes of individuation,
separateness, and autonomy (Erikson, 1963; Kohlberg, 1981). Proponents of relationalcultural theory (RCT; Jordan & Hartling, 2002; Miller, 1976; Miller & Stiver, 1997), in
contrast, view development as an ongoing process of growth-fostering connections and
fervently criticize male-centered psychodynamic theories for pathologizing women's
relational tendencies.
Early roots of RCT lie in object-relations theory (Winnicott, 1965), which
recognized the significance and universality of interactional processes, as well as in
client-centered perspectives, emphasizing the importance of empathy in the therapeutic
alliance (Rogers, 1951). RCT in its current form is principally grounded in the early work
of feminist scholars, based largely on clinical studies and qualitative research outlining
experiences salient to young girls and women (Chodorow, 1978; Gilligan, 1982; Miller,
1976).
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Relational-cultural theory views connectedness as the basic human motive (Miller
& Stiver, 1997). The essential premise of RCT is that human development occurs in
relationship with others and consequently, the self is inextricable from the relationships
one fosters and the cultural context in which these connections are formed (Spencer,
2000). Rather than movement towards separation, mature functioning is characterized by
movement towards mutuality and authentic connection (Jordan, Kaplan, Miller, Stiver, &
Surrey, 1991). In contrast to traditional theorists implicitly or explicitly suggesting a
finality to development through the attainment of a self-actualized state (Maslow, 1943),
RCT proponents reason that development is perpetual and fluid as it evolves throughout
the lifespan (West, 2005).
The core tenets of RCT were articulated by a group of feminist theorists at the
Stone Centre, Wellesley College in Massachusetts (Jordan, 2000; Jordan et al., 1991;
Miller, 1986). In brief, growth-fostering relationships are characterized by five key
elements: (1) mutual engagement (i.e., mutual involvement and commitment to the
relationship); (2) authenticity (i.e., process of acquiring knowledge of self and others
through a willingness to be genuine); (3) empowerment/zest (i.e., feeling personally
strengthened by a relationship); (4) ability to deal with difference/conflict through mutual
empathy (i.e., willingness to accept differences and work through perspectives); and (5)
desire for further connection.
RCT theorists also maintain the importance of considering cultural context and
processes of socialization (Freedberg, 2007; Jordan, Walker, & Hartling, 2004). Although
empathic responsiveness and desire for connection are said to be innate for males and
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females alike, differential socialization creates disparity across gender in both the
motivation and capacity for relational connectedness. Specifically, traits associated with
empathy (e.g., sensitivity, emotionality) are considered atypical for males by societal
standards and have the potential to threaten the masculine identity. Thus, males are
diverted towards the path of individuation rather than connection. Empathic traits are
more likely to be fostered in girls, who are encouraged to maintain their sex role
identification as nurturers (Chodorow, 1978). However, from a cultural perspective,
ultimate worth is ascribed to achievement based on monetary gain and social standing
(i.e., having "power over" others) - values typically instilled in males. Conversely,
women are marginalized for the emphasis they place upon relational competence;
ironically, this is the very trait they are socialized to possess (Jordan et al., 2004).
Support for RCT is largely grounded in qualitative research — the derivation of
central themes emerging from years of interviews with girls and women (Gilligan, 1982;
Jordan et al., 1991; Miller, 1976, 1986; Spencer, Jordan, & Sazama, 2004). It is notable
that while the desire for connection is deeply rooted in women's psychological
development, there is also evidence to suggest that by the time of adolescence and into
adulthood, many women experience what is termed disconnection (Miller & Stiver,
1997). In effect, disconnections are commonplace in relationships, resulting from
misunderstandings and interpersonal conflict. In a healthy relationship, one person is
capable of representing his or her feelings authentically, while the other attempts to
respond empathically such that the disconnection can move back into connection and the
relationship is ultimately strengthened. However, if one person fails to respond
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empathically and holds a position of "power over" the other, the injured person will begin
to develop strategies of disconnection. Gilligan (1982) refers to this as the central
relationship paradox, whereby one will keep an integral part of oneself out of a
relationship in order to preserve the relationship. Prevalent themes emerging from
qualitative analyses indicate that relationship disruption through neglect and/or abuse is
particularly detrimental to girls' development (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Robb,
2006).
RCT bears particular relevance on female offending patterns given the body of
research suggesting that relational disruptions catalyze a woman's trajectory into crime;
these disruptions may begin with abuse or neglect in one's family of origin and persist
into adulthood in the context of unhealthy romantic attachments (e.g., Cernkovich,
Lanctot, & Giordano, 2008; Chesney-Lind, 2006; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009).
Given the pivotal role of relationships in defining a women's self-concept, dysfunction in
this area is particularly likely to hinder healthy emotional functioning by creating feelings
of disempowerment, guilt, and low self-esteem (Miller, 1986). As a result, young women
are apt to engage in unhealthy coping behaviours, which function as more proximal links
to criminal outcome (e.g., substance abuse, subjugation to a criminal romantic partner,
etc.) (Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009). Accordingly, contemporary correctional
programming designed for justice-involved girls does incorporate underlying RCT
principles by explicitly addressing the critical role of relationships and the impact of
trauma in the lives of young women (e.g., Girls Moving On; Orbis Partners, 2011).
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Feminist Pathways
Much akin to relational-cultural theory, patriarchal norms are at the forefront of
the feminist pathways perspective. While RCT was derived as a general theory of
development, feminist pathways is specifically applied to contextualize the unique
developmental trajectory of criminal behaviour of girls and women. According to
feminist theorists, the study of delinquency must consider the patriarchal forces
oppressing women, including the latter's vulnerability to abuse by males, women's
reaction to this domination, and the official response to female-perpetrated crime
(Belknap, 2007; Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Chesney-Lind, 1989; Chesney-Lind &
Shelden, 2003).
Also consistent with RCT, the pathways proponents emphasize the impact of
family relationships in the genesis of female delinquency (Cernkovich et al., 2008;
Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003). While family process variables are established risk
factors for male delinquency under the Central Eight (Andrews & Bonta, 2010),
relationship-based risk factors are argued to be particularly salient in the context of
female offending. It is reasoned that female criminality often stems from the need to flee
abusive situations in the home of origin, especially when victimization is sexual in nature
(Belknap & Holsinger, 2006). Chesney-Lind (2006) maintains that it is society's patterns
of inequality and women's subjugation to men that ultimately places young girls at
greater risk for abuse at the hands of legal guardians and relatives.
A woman's pathway into crime entails variations on the following scenario
(Chesney-Lind, 2006; Daly, 1992; Reisig et al., 2006). Sexually and/or physically
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victimized in her home of origin, the abused young woman eventually flees only to find
herself living on the streets. Unable to support herself through conventional means due to
a curtailed education, a lack of vocational skills, and a possible fear of detection, she
becomes enmeshed in a life of petty crime related to survival needs. Many of these
marginalized girls also become involved in drugs and prostitution, which are typical
facets of life on the streets - this is especially likely to occur in neighbourhoods ravaged
by systemic poverty and high levels of criminality (Bourgeois & Dunlap, 1993; Richie,
2001).
As suggested by the relational paradox discussed in the context of RCT (Gilligan,
1982), these young women are desperate to maintain relationships and gain the
acceptance of male intimates encountered within the criminal subculture. As such, young
women maybe especially inclined to pursue lawbreaking activities as a product of their
association with criminal male partners who may further exploit them as sexual capital
(Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003). Given the early trauma experienced by these young
girls and their subsequent re-victimization on the streets, pathways theorists suggest that
criminalized woman are particularly likely to experience mental health repercussions,
including depression and suicidal ideation (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Hollin & Palmer,
2006; Wright et al., 2007).
Importantly, feminist theorists fervently maintain that society's patriarchal
structure plays a pivotal role in the subjugation of women and the criminalization of their
survival strategies (Chesney-Lind, 1989; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003). As a result,
these scholars contend that the etiology of female offending is uniquely tied to certain
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sociological/macro-level factors deemed to contribute to women's oppression (i.e.,
economic marginalization, systemic poverty, lack of access to state capital/government
funding, lack of access to community resources). For example, given the gendered
division of labour, young single females are often required to assume the role of sole
caregiver for their dependent children, having insufficient access to community-level
support (i.e., social, financial, informational).
While the feminist camp deems these macro-level factors to be correlates of
criminal behaviour on the basis of qualitative interviews conducted with women
(Belknap, 2007; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003), this issue has not directly been subject
to empirical examination. Descriptively, however, economic marginalization appears to
be more common in females compared to their male counterparts. For example, women
are less likely to hold full-time employment prior to incarceration and are generally more
dependent upon social assistance (Greenfeld & Snell, 1999). Moreover, descriptive
statistics from the U.S. Census Bureau's (2008) online database provides further evidence
of economic marginalization among women. Although 14% of New York State's
population is currently living below the poverty line, the proportion of impoverished
single female-headed households is significantly greater, ranging from approximately
30% to 75% depending on the county. Given the large range of poverty estimates across
counties, one could argue that there are potentially communities in which systemic
oppression is more pervasive.
Pathways research. Recognizing potential heterogeneity among female
offenders, Daly (1992) predicted that multiple gendered pathways to criminality would be
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observed among women involved in the justice system. Accordingly, she observed the
circumstances of a group of 40 American women convicted of felonies. In addition to
obtaining direct biographical accounts, Daly reviewed collateral information from presentence investigation reports (PSIs)3. Qualitative analysis and the examination of
descriptive statistics revealed five pathways by which women commit crime:
(1) Street women (25%): abused/neglected in childhood, ran away from home as
juveniles, history of substance abuse/prostitution, extensive history of
involvement in petty crime;
(2) Harmed-and-harming women (~38%): abused/neglected in childhood, history
of acting out violently, may abuse substances as a coping strategy, mental health
issues (i.e., depression, borderline personality disorder, etc.);
(3) Drug-connected women (15%): use, sell, and/or manufacture drugs in the
context of relationships with intimates or family members;
(4) Battered women (~13%): abuse experienced in the context of adult
relationship with male intimate, used violence in retaliation or in self-defence
against intimate partner;
{5) Other (\0%)
The street women scenario most closely matches the theoretical prototype
identified in the feminist literature (e.g., Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003). While this
offender type only comprises 25%) of Daly's sample, she reasons that this is a likely by-

3

A PSI is a document written by a probation officer to inform the judge at sentencing. It provides details of
the offence, the defendant's criminal and social history, work/family situation, mental health, alcohol/drug
problems, etc.
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product of the fact that her sample consists of individuals convicted of serious offences
rather than a more representative group of female offenders. Nonetheless, the identified
gendered pathways provide a multidimensional depiction of the female offender and are
considered to depict circumstances exclusive to women (Daly, 1992; Holtfreter & Cupp,
2007). Notably, however, characteristics of the unclassifiable group (i.e., "Other") did not
mesh with the feminist framework (Daly, 1992). This group of women was not
particularly disadvantaged, tended to be motivated by greed rather than survival needs,
and abused positions of trust to perpetuate crime (e.g., embezzlement). Moreover, these
individuals had no apparent history of victimization or substance abuse.
In order to further explore these female pathways into crime and the apparent lack
of fit of the latter group, Reisig and colleagues (2006) collected data on 235 American
women under community supervision. The authors reviewed PSIs, correctional officers'
logs, and offender interview data in order to qualitatively identify constellations of risk
factors that form distinct pathways into crime. Based on Daly's (1992) pathways, the
sample considered by Reisig et al. resulted in the following distribution: drug-connected
women (38%), economically motivated women (i.e., classified by Daly as 'other') (21%),
harmed-and-harming women (15%), street women (7%), battered women (6%), and
unclassified (13%). In contrast to Daly's sample of more serious offenders, Reisig et al.'s
sample of women contains a proportionally greater number of drug-connected and
economically motivated offenders.
Reisig and colleagues (2006) further aimed to test the predictive validity of the
LSI-R for each identified offender subtype. Recidivism was defined broadly and included
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reconviction, revocation of community supervision, or violation of supervision
conditions. The relationship between the LSI-R total score and recidivism for the full
sample was not significant, nor was this relationship significant for women following
gendered pathways into crime4. Furthermore, both under-classification and overclassification were observed in the gendered group given that 58% of the low risk cases
reoffended while only 37% of the high risk cases reoffended. Interestingly, risk level
determined by the LSI-R did significantly predict recidivism for economically-motivated
women (Pearson r = .29), as well as for the group of women who could not be classified
according to the above scheme (Pearson r = .43).
The authors contend that the LSI-R and its underlying theoretical framework are
germane to the assessment of male offenders and to those women whose pathways into
crime parallels that of the "typical" male (e.g., economically-motivated) (Reisig et al.,
2006). However, they contend that theories and derived tools that are purportedly
"gender-neutral" ignore salient information about the lives and circumstances of the
majority of female offenders.
Before hastily discounting the validity of the LSI-R and other gender-neutral tools
for women on the basis of the preceding investigation, the reader must be cautioned that
this preliminary evidence for gendered pathways into crime is tentative at best and
fraught with methodological issues. As is the case with the research of most feminist
scholars, Daly's (1992) and Reisig and colleagues' (2006) typologies were derived from
small samples sizes and are grounded in qualitative methods based on a priori
4

Note that the gendered pathways group was obtained by collapsing drug-connected, harmed-andharming, battered, and street women.

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

28

conceptualization. Hence, group assignment was largely subjective and the classification
is not mutually exclusive. The disparities evident between each of the classification
schemes presented above are at least a partial by-product of the subjective
methodological approaches employed rather than a reflection of genuine sample
differences. A related problem is that most feminist scholars only tend to focus on
variables that fit within the feminist paradigm (e.g., SES, victimization, substance abuse),
while ignoring other potential predictors that could theoretically explain further
variability in the data. Moreover, they implicitly assume homogeneity in male offenders
and to a degree, in female offenders as well. As a case in point, both Daly and Reisig et
al. labelled anyone who did not adhere to the feminist grounded typology as
"unclassifiable", or suggested that this female offender was in some way "masculinised".
Conspicuously, 30 individuals featured in Reisig et al.'s investigation could not be
classified in accordance with the pathways framework, suggesting that these
unclassifiable women were not simply isolated cases.
Collectively, such issues underscore the need to revise these classification
schemes and more importantly, to reconsider the manner in which they are constructed.
The qualitative research produced by the pathways theorists through the thematic analysis
of interview data can indeed be valuable to gaining an appreciation of the nuances and
context surrounding the experiences of girls and women (Bottcher, 2001). However, it is
important to supplement the current body of pathways literature with empirically sound
quantitative research.
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Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009) recently produced the first peer-reviewed,
quantitative test of inter-relationships among potentially unique initiating and sustaining
factors in women's criminal involvement. The selection and temporal placement of
variables within hypothesized models were guided by extant pathways research (e.g.,
Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Daly, 1992; Holtfreter et al, 2004; Miller, 1986; Reisig,
Holtfreter, & Morash, 2002). Applying path analysis to a sample of 313 adult females on
probation, results suggest three distinct gendered trajectories into crime, each predicting
recidivism (i.e., incarceration) within a 2-year follow-up period: (1) The childhood
victimization model entails abuse sustained in childhood leading to mental health issues
(namely, depression and anxiety), and subsequent attempts to achieve affective numbness
through substance abuse; (2) the relational model suggests intimate relationship
dysfunction as an initial catalyst, leading to an erosion of self-efficacy and further
victimization, which in turn culminate in mental health issues and substance abuse;
finally, (3) the social and human capital model reflects challenges in the areas of
education against a backdrop of familial and intimate relationship dysfunction. In turn,
these deficits result in lowered self-efficacy coupled with employment and financial
difficulty.
Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009) offer a sound contribution in their efforts to
supplement the qualitative pathways research with quantitative evidence. Indeed, their
investigation does substantiate certain claims of feminist criminologists pertinent to the
etiology of female offending - specifically, that a conglomeration of factors tied to
victimization, low self-efficacy, mental health issues, and poverty culminate in a criminal
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lifestyle among women (Bloom, 1996; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Daly, 1992,
1994). A thorough discussion of the relationship between each of these hypothesized
gender-responsive factors to recidivism will be presented in the following section.
Despite their seminal contribution, one must be cautioned that the sample of
women under study by Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009) consisted primarily of lower
risk offenders. The index offences committed by this group were predominantly drugand property-related, with only about 7% of women having committed a violent offence
(e.g., assault). Moreover, among recidivists, nearly 75% were convicted as a result of
violating their supervision order rather than for the commission of a new offence. Based
on a cursory examination, this particular sample does indeed appear to mesh with the
theoretical conceptualization of the gendered pathway into crime (i.e., non-violent,
survival-based offending; substance abuse; mental health issues; relational dysfunction).
It is unclear how aptly these distinct trajectories would generalize to a higher-risk sample
of women (i.e., such as those higher risk offenders of which Daly's [1992] sample was
comprised).
On the basis of their three delineated models, Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009)
suggest a taxonomical approach to the classification of women offenders. Regrettably,
they did not actually attempt to classify members of their sample into one of these
trajectories. From an applied perspective then, the actual distinctiveness of these
pathways among women has yet to be determined. Another contentious issue pertains to
the uniqueness of these pathways to women; the absence of a male comparison group is a
criticism pervading all pathways research conducted to date. Logically, one cannot
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conclude that women follow unique trajectories into crime without concurrently
examining the extent to which these pathways generalize to male offenders.
Gender Differences in Salience of Risk/Needs
A growing body of literature is devoted to examining gender differences in the
prevalence of risks/needs pertinent to the etiology of offending, as well as the differential
capacity of these factors to predict criminality for men and women. The following section
underscores a series of risk factors stemming from both the RNR and feminist-based
perspectives. Based on extant research, the author briefly reviews the extent to which
each domain has been found to predict criminal conduct for each gender.
The Central Eight
Antisocial attitudes. Considered an integral domain in the prediction of
recidivism, the antisocial/criminal attitudes variable is among the Big Four articulated in
the gender-neutral literature (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). There is evidence to suggest that
criminal attitudes are also a vital consideration in the assessment and treatment of female
offenders (Blanchette, 1996; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Rettinger, 1998; Simourd &
Andrews, 1994). For example, in their longitudinal investigation of women released from
federal institutions, Brown and Motiuk (2005) found that antisocial attitudes (i.e.,
negative attitudes towards the law) significantly predicted re-conviction after a 3-year
follow-up period.
Despite evidence to substantiate the relevance of antisocial attitudes to female
offending, the relative predictive strength of this domain across genders is still
inconclusive - in effect, research examining this particular issue is meager at best. There
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is some preliminary evidence to suggest that attitudes supportive of deviance are more
predictive of criminal behaviour for males than for females (Heimer, 1996). Qualitative
support for this position has also emerged from the feminist literature. Interviews
conducted with adolescent girls involved in the criminal justice system indicate that many
of these individuals do not have a profound attachment to their delinquent activities and
may even express disdain about being labelled delinquent (Chesney-Lind & Shelden,
2003; Koroki & Chesney-Lind, 1985). Further research is clearly required to elucidate
whether antisocial attitudes are truly gender-neutral or especially salient to males.
Antisocial associates. The correctional literature consistently holds that
irrespective of gender, one's differential association with antisocial peers is a potent
predictor of criminal behaviour (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Benda, 2005; Brown &
Motiuk, 2005; Gendreau et al., 1996; Rettinger, 1998; Simourd & Andrews, 1994). For
example, in the meta-analytic research conducted by Dowden and Andrews (1999), the
reported effect size between antisocial associates and general recidivism for studies
comprised entirely or predominantly of female samples was impressively high (r = .45, p
<.01).
As maintained by RCT proponents, girls are socialized to attach particular value
to relationships (Miller, 1986; Miller & Stiver, 1997; Odgers & Moretti, 2002; Robb,
2006). Given a desire for acceptance, one might expect that involvement with an
antisocial peer group would exert greater negative influence on females relative to males.
Somewhat unexpectedly, a recent empirical investigation has revealed that associations
with antisocial peers are actually more predictive of delinquency in males compared to
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females (Piquero, Gover, MacDonald, & Piquero, 2005). However, it is important to note
that Piquero and colleagues did not control for the nature of the relationship between
offender and criminal associate (i.e., friend vs. romantic partner). Indeed, the genderneutral risk assessment tools in current use (e.g., YLS/CMI 2.0; Hoge & Andrews, 2011)
do not tap qualitative differences in the nature of peer relationships.
There is anecdotal evidence to suggest that the nature of one's relationship may
have a differential influence on male versus female offending. Given the relatively
greater emphasis that women place on relationship preservation, romantic involvement
with an antisocial partner may be a particularly strong facilitator of criminal behaviour in
females (Koons, Burrow, Morash, & Bynum, 1997; Richie, 1996). Addressing this issue
empirically, Benda (2005) determined that while criminal peers are important predictors
of recidivism in men, having a criminal romantic partner was indeed more influential in
predicting recidivism in women. Prior to asserting more definite conclusions about
gender differences in this domain, replications of these findings are clearly required.
Criminal history. Extant research supports the inclusion of criminal history
variables in risk assessment for males given this domain's well-established empirical link
to future offending (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Gendreau et al., 1996; Moffitt, 1993).
Some have argued, however, that criminal history is of relatively lower import in
predicting recidivism for females (Pollock & Davis, 2005). As indicated previously, there
are certain substantial differences in the criminal careers of male and female offenders;
specifically, women tend to have shorter criminal careers and tend to commit crimes of
lower severity in contrast to their male counterparts (Gavazzi, Yarcheck, & Chesney-
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Lind, 2006; Kong & AuCoin, 2008; Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter, & Silva, 2001; Veysey &
Hamilton, 2007).
The empirical evidence generally supports the lesser bearing of criminal history
on a woman's risk to reoffend (Blanchette, 1996; Bonta, Pang, & Wallace-Capretta,
1995). For example, measures of this domain were considered in a recent investigation by
Wright and colleagues (2007). Although items relevant to prior criminal involvement
were moderately predictive of institutional misconduct for women (Pearson r = .11 for 6month outcomes,/? < .05), the predictive validity of this static domain was relatively
weak in contrast to other factors identified as gender-salient for females (e.g., familybased factors, as described in a forthcoming section).
Personality factors. Although technically considered a dynamic risk factor under
the RNR model (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), antisocial personality factors collectively
refer to pervasive traits (both temperamentally-based and socially-molded) that include
impulsivity, callousness, lack of empathy, egocentricity, disregard for conventional
norms, and displays of aggression. Such traits are often persistent from childhood,
manifesting themselves overtly through a range of early behavioural problems across
multiple domains (Book, Clark, Forth, & Hare, 2006; Loeber & Coie, 2001; Salekin,
Rosenbaum, & Lee, 2008).
The behavioural traits symptomatic of an antisocial personality pattern are often
subsumed under the constructs of antisocial personality disorder (APD), preceded by
conduct disorder (CD) in youth and oppositional defiant disorder (ODD) in early
childhood (American Psychiatric Association, 2000). Psychopathy, in turn, is a related
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yet distinct construct that encompasses not only the behavioural symptoms manifested in
ADP (e.g., criminal versatility, impulsivity), but additionally emphasizes the core
affective and interpersonal traits inherent in an antisocial personality pattern (e.g.,
callous/lack of empathy, shallow affect) (Hare, 2003).
Not surprisingly, personality pathology is ubiquitous in offender populations
(Caspi et al, 1994; Dolan & Vollm, 2009; Moffitt & Caspi, 2005; Simourd & Andrews,
1994; Simourd, Bonta, Andrews, & Hoge, 1991; Singleton, Meltzer, Gatward, Coid, &
Deasy, 1998). Indeed, the relationship between antisocial personality patterns (including
psychopathy) and both general and violent recidivism has been well established
(Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Forth & Book, 2010; Logan & Johnstone, 2010; Tennenbaum,
1977; Wormith, Olver, Stevenson, & Girard, 2007). However, much of the research in
this domain has drawn heavily on male samples, and there is some evidence to suggest
that deviant personality traits are less pervasive in female offenders (e.g., Mueser et al.,
2006; Singleton et al., 1998).
Across a variety of contexts, antisocial personality patterns in the form of both
ADP and psychopathy are indisputably more prevalent in males compared to females
(Cottier, Campbell, Krishna, Cunningham-Williams, & Abdallah, 2005; Mueser et al.,
2006; Singleton et al, 1998; Zlotnick, Zimmerman,Wolfsdorf, & Mattia, 2001). When
assessing psychopathy in forensic settings, for example, Verona and Vitale (2006)
observed that studies featuring male samples report psychopathy rates ranging from 25%
to 30% (e.g., Hare, 1991; Salekin, Rogers, Ustad, & Sewell, 1998); in contrast, female
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samples have evidenced an average rate of approximately 15% (e.g., Loucks, 1995;
Salekin, Rogers, & Sewell, 1997).
Regardless of discrepancies in prevalence rates, the question of utmost relevance
is whether antisocial personality traits (and constellations thereof) differentially predict
criminal recidivism in male versus female populations. In males, scores yielded from the
Psychopathy Checklist - Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 2003)5 have consistently predicted both
violent and non-violent recidivism, as well as institutional misconducts (e.g., Hare &
Hart, 1992; Leisticio, Salekin, DeCoster, & Rogers, 2008). In contrast, the literature
investigating the predictive validity of the PCL-R on samples of female offenders is
relatively scant.
Lending support to the applicability of the construct to females, Richards, Casey,
and Lucente (2003) found a significant correlation between psychopathy and general
recidivism in a sample of 236 women over a 1-year period. Similarly, Loucks and
Zamble (2000) determined that the PCL-R scores of 80 federally sentenced women were
predictive of general recidivism over an average follow-up period of 38 months (r = .32).
Despite the potential relevance of psychopathy to females, the preponderance of
the evidence to date suggests that collectively, psychopathic personality traits are more
salient to predicting criminal outcome in males than in females (Salekin et al., 1998;
Schaap, Lammers, & de Vogel, 2009; Vincent, Odgers, McCormick, & Corrado, 2008).
5

The PCL-R (Hare, 2003) is regarded as the gold standard in the assessment of psychopathy. The measure
comprises a dual factor structure: Factor 1 encompasses the affective and interpersonal features of the
disorder, whereas Factor 2 taps the antisocial lifestyle/behavioural traits. The measure features 20 items,
each scored on a 3-point scale. One's total score can range from 0 to 40, with higher scores indicative of a
greater degree of psychopathy. The most frequently used cutoff score for the categorical determination of
psychopathy is 30.
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Salekin and colleagues (1998), for example, followed a sample of 78 women offenders
over a 14-month follow-up period. Of the 10 women that met the criteria for
psychopathy, only 50% recidivated with a new offence (13% lower than is typically
observed in comparable samples of males).
The research of Salekin et al. (1998) additionally demonstrated that although
Factor 1 of the PCL-R (affective/interpersonal component) was significantly related to
recidivism among their sample of women (r = .26, p <. 05), Factor 2 (behavioural
component) was not associated with outcome. This general trend was also replicated by
Richards and colleagues (2003). Notably, the opposite pattern is typically observed in
males, with lifestyle/antisocial behaviours being of relatively greater import in predicting
recidivism compared to the collection of affective/interpersonal traits (e.g., Barbaree,
Seto, Serin, Amos, & Preston, 1994; Harpur, Hare, & Hakstian, 1989).
In the youth risk assessment literature, evidence for the relevance of psychopathy
to females is even more tenuous and discrepant. Incorporating both male and female
subjects (n = 201 and n = 55, respectively), Vincent et al. (2008) prospectively examined
the differential capacity of the Psychopathy Checklist - Youth Version (PCL-YV; Forth,
Kossin, & Hare, 2003) to predict recidivism across gender. Although PCL-YV scores
were significantly associated with both general and violent recidivism in boys over a 4.5year follow-up period, no significant relationship was noted between psychopathy and
criminal outcome in the subsample of girls. At least partially, this discrepancy may be
attributable to the fact that the subsample of girls was just one-quarter the size of the
sample of boys, resulting in less power to detect significant effects in the former. In
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addition, the girls featured in this investigation were admittedly drawn from lower risk
custody settings in which psychopathy base rates are also apt to be restricted to a lower
range.
Featuring a more uniform gender distribution of high risk young offenders (88
males, 73 females), a recent study by Stockdale, Olver, and Wong (2010) did reveal a
significant relationship between psychopathy and several forms of recidivism (i.e.,
violent, non-violent, and general) across both male and female subsamples over a 7-year
period. However, it should be noted that the magnitude of the association between PCLYV scores and each category of criminal outcome was lower for the female subsample,
potentially indicating that the construct may be more salient to male youth. Replications
of these findings are required before one can confidently draw any firm conclusions on
the issue.
Upon disaggregating compound constructs such as psychopathy and APD into
their component antisocial personality traits, more pronounced gender differences are
observed. In particular, low self-control has been defined as a relatively stable trait
comprising tendencies towards impulsivity, hyperactivity, and an inability to delay
immediate gratification (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Moffitt et al., 2001). Some
contend that low self-control increases an individual's propensity toward delinquency
irrespective of gender (e.g., Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). However, a substantial body
of literature also suggests that males generally display lower levels of self-control (i.e.,
higher levels of impulsivity) compared to females. In turn, impulsivity and related
personality traits are reliably associated with measures of criminal behaviour (Burton Jr.,
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Cullen, Evans, Alarid, & Dunaway, 1998; Daigle, Cullen, & Wright, 2007; LaGrange &
Silverman, 1999; Moffitt et al., 2001).
For example, Daigle and colleagues (2007) considered a normative sample of
3,422 youth included in the National Survey of Adolescent Health (approximately
equally proportioned by gender); males scored significantly higher than females on
measures of impulsivity, risk-taking behaviour, and attention-deficit. As predicted, these
risk factors were significantly related to measures of juvenile delinquency. Also
addressing the neutrality-specificity debate, Burton Jr. et al. (1998) expressly sought to
determine whether self-control has general effects or gender-specific effects in explaining
self-reported criminal involvement in a normative sample of adults (N= 555).
Interestingly, the main effect of self-control was significant in males exclusively. For
females, only the Low Self-Control x Opportunity interaction emerged as a significant
predictor of delinquency. In other words, females with low self-control tended to
perpetrate crime only when presented with reasonable access to illegal opportunities. In
sum, the preponderance of the literature indicates that antisocial personality features,
particularly elements of low self-control/impulsivity, are more salient to male offenders
and of significantly lesser import in the etiology of female criminality.
Substance abuse. With but a few exceptions likely related to methodological
issues (i.e., inadequate sampling, failure to control for treatment effects) (e.g., Bonta et
al., 1995; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Loucks & Zamble, 2000), research to date
predominantly suggests that substance abuse is an important criminogenic need for both
male and female offenders (e.g., Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Dowden & Blanchette, 1998).
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There is evidence to support the contention that substance abuse, particularly drug use, is
a robust predictor of criminality in women (Dowden & Brown, 2002; Peugh & Belenko,
1999; Rettinger, 1998), especially when consumed immediately preceding the
commission of a crime (Blanchette, 1996). Sommers and Baskin (1993) also found that
the majority of young female offenders in their sample recounted a history of substance
abuse and were reportedly under the influence of illegal substances while committing
criminal acts.
Qualitative research conducted by feminist pathways proponents additionally
suggests that substance abuse plays an important role in the etiology of female offending,
particularly given its ubiquitous presence in the criminal subculture. It is argued that
many girls enmeshed in "the street life" commit crimes to support their drug habit and/or
engage in criminal acts as a result of their disinhibited state of intoxication (Belknap,
2007; Daly, 1992; Reisig et al., 2006). Salisbury and Van Voorhis' (2009) recent
quantitative test of the pathways model confirms that current substance abuse is a strong
direct predictor of prison readmission for women (r = .19, p < .01).
Although substance abuse does appear to be gender-neutral in its capacity to
predict future crime, there is some evidence to suggest that the etiology of this factor may
be different for women compared to men (Bloom, Owen, & Covington, 2004; Covington
& Bloom, 2007). Specifically, given the high co-occurrence of substance abuse with
more distal variables (i.e., family-based trauma, mental health issues, difficulties around
employment) (Dowden & Blanchette, 1998; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009), women's
abuse of substances may be grounded in a desire to self-medicate rather than to seek
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pleasurable effects. This apparent motivation is confirmed through qualitative accounts of
substance-abusing women in conflict with the law (Bloom et al., 2004; Covington &
Bloom, 2007). However, the absence of male comparison groups in pathways research
precludes any firm conclusions regarding the unique contextualization of substance abuse
in the lives female offenders. Given the apparent complex interplay between substance
abuse and other need areas among women, it is particularly important to control for the
concomitance of such risk/need areas when attempting to assess the contribution of each
factor to criminal outcome (Blanchette & Brown, 2006).
Family factors and early victimization. As previously outlined, family-based
needs are established predictors of criminality irrespective of gender given their
precursory role in one's criminal trajectory (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Moffitt et al., 2001;
Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009). This domain generally includes parental supervision
and disciplinary styles, in addition to various forms of abuse endured in one's home of
origin. While much of the research in developmental criminology is based on male
offenders, there is indeed evidence to suggest that the family-related domain is especially
salient to female offending (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Cernkovich et al., 2008;
Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003; Widom, 1991).
In accordance with the theoretical tenets outlined in the feminist pathways
literature, there is evidence to suggest that young girls are at greater risk compared to
boys with respect to all forms of familial abuse (i.e., physical, sexual, emotional), with
self-reported rates ranging from 43% to 90% (Acoca & Dedel, 1998; McCabe, Lansing,
Garland, & Hough, 2002). Based on the tenets of RCT (e.g., Jordan et al., 1991), it is
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reasonable to expect that relationship disruptions - even in lesser orders of magnitude
such as the inadequate demonstration of love by caregivers - would have an especially
detrimental impact on girls.
Funk (1999) empirically examined whether family-based factors important to
predicting recidivism in males generalize to females. The investigation was retrospective,
whereby case files were reviewed for 388 male and 112 female youth placed on probation
or referred by the court to juvenile justice services. Multiple regression models were then
yielded separately by gender to evaluate the differential capacity of various risks/needs to
predict criminal behaviour. The optimal model for males primarily included variables
related to the youth's history of delinquency, age at first office, and externalizing
disorders observed in school. However, the optimal model that emerged for girls included
none of these areas; instead, it featured a familial history of abuse/neglect and attempts to
run away from home. As demonstrated by zero-order correlations, victimization in the
family of origin and running away from home had significantly stronger relationships to
offending in females compared to males (i.e., r = .41 vs. r = .03 for family-based
victimization, and r = .42 vs. r = .25 for attempts to run away from home). Studies
employing different methodologies, including meta-analyses, confirm the predictive
salience of early victimization and family-related variables to criminal outcomes in
women (Benda, 2005; Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Green & Campbell, 2006; Hubbard &
Pratt, 2002; Simourd & Andrews, 1994).
Beyond overt instances of abuse, the quality of early parental attachment has also
emerged as a more important predictor of later violent offending in females compared to
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males (Alarid, Burton, & CuUen, 2000). Additional evidence suggests that with respect to
criminal outcomes, girls tend to be more negatively impacted by deficient emotional
bonds with parents, while boys tend to be more severely affected by a lack of direct
parental control and supervision (Cernkovich & Giordano; 1987; Heimer & DeCoster,
1999). Hence, when examining gender differences, it is particularly important to
disaggregate composite domains in order to determine the impact of specific familybased variables on males versus females.
At present, support for the specific association between early victimization in
one's family of origin and subsequent criminality in adulthood is unclear. A collection of
studies suggest no significant relationship between these constructs among samples of
female offenders (e.g., Bonta et al., 1995; Loucks, 1995; Lowenkamp et al., 2001;
Rettinger, 1998). However, there is also a degree of evidence to suggest that abuse in
childhood, namely in sexual form, plays a larger role in the path to delinquency for
females than males (Hoyt & Scherer, 1998). Notably, abuse in childhood is more
predicatively aligned with running away from home for girls compared to boys (ChesneyLind & Shelden, 2003; Jones, Gruber, & Timbers, 1981; McCabe et al. 2002; Siegel &
Williams, 2003). In Salisbury and Van Voorhis' (2009) empirical test of women's
pathways into crime, early victimization (although not directly related to adult
recidivism) was significantly related to more proximal criminogenic needs (e.g.,
substance abuse, current depression/anxiety); the latter, in turn, exerted a direct effect on
the likelihood of prison readmission. Ergo, they propose that childhood abuse may act as
an important catalyst by which other, more proximal risk/needs exert their impact on
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criminal involvement (Lowenkamp et al., 2001; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Van
Voorhis et al., 2010).
Education and employment. Although education is considered a gender-neutral
need by RNR proponents (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), justice-involved girls are
significantly more likely than justice-involved boys to truncate their education (Belknap
& Holsinger, 2006; Timmons-Mitchell et al., 1997). Moreover, according to Belknap and
Holsinger, such girls are more than twice as likely as boys to report dropping out of
school because they had "left home" as a result of familial difficulties (48% vs. 23%).
Although causality cannot be ascertained, these findings lend credence to the view that
girls follow a gendered pathway into crime. In other words, sustained abuse leads to
attempts to flee the disruptive home environment, which in turn is associated with the
thwarting of educational/vocational skills and ultimately, restricted access to legitimate
opportunities to earn income.
Although descriptively, young females involved in crime tend to face greater
school-related obstacles than their male counterparts (e.g., Timmons-Mitchell et al.,
1997), the differential ability of this area to predict criminal behaviour across genders is
an issue of contention among researchers. Indeed, certain investigations suggest that
educational/employment difficulties are equally relevant to both male and female
offending (Home Office, 2002; Rettinger, 1998; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009;
Simourd & Andrews, 1994; Van Voorhis et al., 2010). Others, however, have suggested
that correctional interventions attempting to hone educational skills are not particularly
viable for females offenders with respect to decreasing recidivism rates (n = -.08)
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(Dowden & Andrews, 1999). Others still have determined that variables related to low
educational attainment and employment instability are salient risk factors to women and
moreover, that employment-programming serves to buffer the risk of recidivism in
women but not in men (Brown & Motiuk, 2008).
Such considerable discrepancies may only be adequately resolved by examining
more detailed features of this domain with respect of how its particular components
differentially impact offending for males and females. For instance, there is some
evidence indicating that achievement-related aspects of the education/vocation domain
(e.g., academic success, year of education, job satisfaction) are more robust predictors of
criminality in men compared to women (Benda, 2005). However, as determined by
Daigle and colleagues (2007), lack of attachment to the school environment (and the
people within it) is a stronger predictor of female delinquency (Belknap & Holsinger,
2006; Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). Effectively, in the investigation conducted by Belknap
and Holsinger, incarcerated girls were three times more likely than boys to report that
they dropped out of school for reasons related to lack of connection (e.g., "No one cared
if I learned or attended."). As underscored by feminist theorists, this distinction reinforces
the importance of relationships or subjective bonding to women, as opposed to the
emphasis placed upon instrumental goals by males (Gilligan, 1982; Leadbeater, Blatt, &
Quinlan, 1995).
Leisure and recreation. There is a paucity of research on the leisure/recreation
domain as related to female offenders specifically. An additional confounding issue is
that leisure/recreation is often embedded as a facet of what is more typically referred to
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as community functioning — an umbrella term that refers to an offender's functioning
outside of closed custody settings across several domains (e.g., involvement in leisure or
community activities, social support, health, accommodations, finance) (Blanchette &
Brown, 2006).
The extant research, albeit scant, indicates that the aggregate community
functioning domain is only a weak to moderate predictor of recidivism for females
(Dowden, 2000, as cited by Blanchette & Brown, 2006; Finn, Trevethan, Carriere, &
Kowalski, 1999). More favourable results emerged from research conducted by Brown
and Motiuk (2005), involving the assessment and follow-up of 765 Canadian women
released from a federal institution. At 3 years post-release, those women assessed as high
need in the community functioning area at intake evidenced significantly higher rates of
recidivism compared to those identified as low need (i.e., 54% vs. 17%). Nonetheless,
given the breadth of the community functioning domain and the factors of particular
interest to the gendered pathways proponents, it is advisable that each component of this
aggregate variable be considered individually. In doing so, it might be possible to
uncover gender differences in the predictive salience of variables embedded within this
general construct.
Recently, Van Voorhis and colleagues (2010) found that the more specific domain
of leisure/recreation as operationalized in the LSI-R only yielded a weak tendency
towards significance in predicting rearrests in a series of female samples drawn from a
variety of correctional settings (i.e., Pearson r =.04 [ns] to .13 \p< .10]). Based on the
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limited research available thus far, one might indeed contend that the leisure/recreation
domain is more salient to predicting criminal outcome in males compared to females.
Hypothesized Gender-Specific Factors
Mental health. Mental health issues are pervasive among adjudicated youth and
are especially ubiquitous among females (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Bloom, Owen, &
Covington, 2003; Odgers & Moretti, 2002). Timmons-Mitchell and colleagues (1997)
estimate that compared to 27% of boys, 84% of young girls involved in the juvenile
justice system display symptoms of severe mental illness and are frequently comorbid for
two or more disorders. In particular, female offenders are more likely than male offenders
to suffer from depression and other mood disorders (Calhoun, 2001; McCabe et al.,
2002), and to experience suicidal ideation (Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Veysey &
Hamilton, 2007).
Although not considered a factor of particular relevance in the prediction of male
offending (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), there is some evidence to suggest that
psychopathological symptoms in the form of extreme depression, self-harm, and suicidal
tendencies are criminogenic for females (Benda, 2005; Blanchette & Motiuk, 1995;
Loucks, 1995; Rettinger, 1998; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Van Voorhis et al.,
2010). For example, Blanchette and Motiuk determined that a history of attempted
suicide was significantly related to violent recidivism in a group of federally sentenced
women (r = .47, p < .001), accounting for 45% of the variance in the outcome.
Given that mental health is considered non-criminogenic under the gender-neutral
paradigm, this factor is largely ignored in associated risk assessment tools. Mental health
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is generally represented as an aggregated measure of "personal distress" and
consequently, specific facets of the domain that may be particularly salient to women
(e.g., depression, suicidal tendencies) are potentially obscured (Van Voorhis et al., 2008).
General measures of personal and emotional distress do not tend to be predictively
aligned with recidivism, even in samples of females (Rettinger & Andrews, 2010;
Simourd & Andrews, 1994).
However, in disaggregating the construct of mental health into individual
components, Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009) found that current diagnoses of
depression and anxiety were predictive of prison readmission in their sample of women
offenders (r = .14, p < .05). Moreover, gender-responsive scales of anxiety/depression
and psychosis were found to be predictive of incarceration with both probation and prerelease samples of women (r = .16 to r = .26, p < .01) (Van Voorhis et al., 2010). Even
recent research stemming from gender-neutral proponents does suggest that indices of
self-harm, suicide attempts, and extreme psychosis are predictive of recidivism in
women, particularly in violent form (Rettinger & Andrews, 2010). In sum, there is some
tentative evidence to indicate that certain mental health issues are specifically aligned
with recidivism in female offenders (e.g., Benda, 2005; Blanchette & Motiuk, 1995; Van
Voorhis et al, 2010).
Individual and systemic poverty. As previous indicated, while education and
employment-based variables are considered viable correctional targets, gender-neutral
proponents hold that irrespective of gender, an individual's socioeconomic status per se
is a relatively minor predictor of criminality (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). In stark contrast,
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feminist theorists posit that measures of poverty are germane to criminal behaviour
among women and in particular, that related macro-level variables such as economic
marginalization, lack of community resources, and patriarchal political systems are at the
crux of female criminality (Belknap, 2007; Chesney-Lind, 1989; Robb, 2006).
Qualitative analysis and anecdotal evidence support the feminist contention that women
uniquely experience such sources of systemic oppression (Chesney-Lind & Shelden,
2003; Hollin & Palmer, 2006). According to a recent Home Office report (2002), the
most common reason provided by incarcerated mothers for committing crime was
"having no money" to support themselves and their dependents.
There is a small body of empirical research suggesting that systemic poverty is a
particularly important source of strain that affects the majority of women offenders and is
closely linked to their criminal behaviour (Farrington & Painter, 2004; Holtfreter &
Cupp, 2007; Holtfreter et al., 2004). Given a sample of 134 female probationers,
Holtfreter and colleagues (2004) found that when controlling for LSI scores that already
incorporate constructs of employment and financial difficulty, poverty emerged as the
strongest predictor of recidivism. In addition, these authors found that providing at-risk
women offenders living in impoverished conditions with state capital (e.g., access to
government-funded resources such as subsidized housing) corresponded to an 83%
reduction in recidivism. While these results are preliminary, they suggest that systemic
poverty may indeed be a genuine criminogenic need for female offenders and thus, a
potentially viable target in correctional and community interventions.
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Ecological fallacy? Given the importance ascribed to macro-level variables by
the feminist camp, this seems an ideal point at which to raise an important concern voiced
by proponents of the RNR model. The latter underscore the importance of individuallevel factors in the prediction of criminal behaviour. Moreover, they explicitly caution
against committing the ecological fallacy, whereby one draws inferences about correlates
of an individual's behaviour on the basis of aggregated variables related to the greater
social structure (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). That said, RNR theorists do not entirely
discount the potential impact of social factors, recognizing that an individual's attitudes
will more likely manifest themselves behaviourally given a social climate that implicitly
supports those attitudes and behaviours (e.g., Andrews & Kandel, 1979). However,
advocates of the RNR perspective emphasize that the only way to accurately study the
impact of sociological variables on an individual's criminal behaviour is to perform
psychological studies that disentangle the impact of individual-level characteristics (e.g.,
personal income level) from macro-level constructs (e.g., neighbourhood SES) on an
individual's behaviour (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). In the forthcoming methodology, the
author describes a statistical technique that averts the ecological fallacy and can accuracy
tease apart micro- versus macro-level effects on one's criminal actions.
Incremental Validity of Gender-Responsive Over Gender-Neutral Domains
Revisiting the gender neutrality/specificity debate, two particularly influential
studies were recently published; these explicitly address whether domains hypothesized
to be fundamental in explaining the criminal behaviour of women (e.g., mental health,
victimization) add incrementally to the predictive validity of established gender-neutral
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domains encompassed in the Central Eight (Rettinger & Andrews, 2010; Van Voorhis et
al., 2010).
In a retrospective investigation, Rettinger and Andrews (2010) sought to answer
this question by consulting archival interviews and files of 400 provincially-sentenced
adult female offenders. Gender-neutral variables were assessed through the Level of
Service/Case Management Inventory (LS/CMI; Andrews et al., 2004). Hypothesized
gender-specific variables were selected based on extant literature and included poverty,
childhood and adult victimization (i.e., in physical, sexual, or emotional form), suicide
attempts and self-injury, parenting concerns, emotional distress, and health-related
factors.
Results suggest that LS/CMI scores were strong predictors of both general
recidivism (AUC = .87) and violent recidivism (AUC = .86), accounting for the majority
of variance in criminal outcome (Rettinger & Andrews, 2010). Poverty and personal
misfortune were found to be moderately predictive of general recidivism among lower
risk women (AUC ~ .70, p < .008). As suggested by the authors, this particular
relationship was likely evident because economic hardship becomes more salient to the
commission of criminal acts when the contribution of other major risks/needs areas is
minimal. Although univariate analysis yielded significant relationships between various
forms of abuse and general recidivism (i.e., r = .18,/? < .05 for any form of abuse), none
of the hypothesized gender-specific domains offered incremental predictive validity
beyond that already accounted for by the Central Eight. On this basis, the authors
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conclude that hypothesized female-specific variables are best conceptualized as
responsivity factors.
While the research of Rettinger and Andrews (2010) lends support to the
generalizability of gender-neutral factors to female offenders, the contention that genderspecific domains are most aptly viewed as responsivity factors is premature at best. First,
given the archival nature of the study, one might argue that file-based information was
initially solicited through a gender-neutral lens, paying particular attention to gather
content relevant to domains encompassed in the Central Eight. The authors themselves
admit that a reliance on archival data may have hindered the potential scope of the
gender-specific factors they intended to assess. Second, and in a related vein, the genderspecific domains in question were not assessed with validated scales; it is therefore
questionable whether the authors were assessing these construct as conceptualized by
feminist scholars. Indeed, the assessment of gender-responsive items was rudimentary
and was largely based on dichotomously scored items. As such, potentially important
facets of a given construct such as recency or severity remain largely unknown (e.g., a
general yes/no marker of anxiety is not likely to be specific enough to determine the level
of disruption and the genuine relationship of this construct to recidivism).
Third, the analysis undertaken by Rettinger and Andrews (2010) was inherently
biased in favour of the gender-neutral position; upon building regression models, the
authors were solely interested in determining whether each gender-specific item added
incrementally to a model already containing gender-neutral domains. A feminist scholar
or gender-responsive proponent may have adopted the opposite approach - that is,
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determining whether gender-neutral factors add incrementally to a model containing
gender-specific items. Finally, from a statistical perspective, one would not expect a
"domain" that is assessed by a single item or two to account for much additional variance
in the outcome of interest given a model that already contains eight well-defined and
adequately sampled gender-neutral factors.
Van Voorhis and her colleagues (2010) also sought to examine the incremental
predictive contribution of gender-responsive factors to gender-neutral models. In a large
scale investigation, they considered prison, probation, and pre-release samples of adult
females across four American States, with sample sizes ranging from 134 to 313. As in
the Rettinger and Andrews (2010) study, assessment of gender-neutral domains was
based on the LSI-R. In contrast, Van Voorhis et al.'s assessment of gender-responsive
factors was achieved via two comprehensive supplements that entailed the administration
of paper-and-pencil surveys, as well as an interview with each participant. Constructs
were assessed through validated scales wherever possible (e.g., Rosenberg's Self-Esteem
Scale), and each domain featured a breadth of items intended to reflect the construct of
interest as conceptualized in the feminist-based literature. The authors ultimately aimed
to assess the incremental predictive validity of this gender-responsive supplement,
intended to be used in conjunction with the currently adopted gender-neutral protocol.
Results of univariate analyses varied slightly depending on the sample and
recidivistic outcome (re-arrest, incarceration, institutional misconduct); however, support
emerged for the relationship of several gender-responsive scales to criminal outcome
(Van Voorhis et al., 2010). Namely, the most highly predictive gender-responsive factors
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included current mental health needs, family support, parental stress, child abuse, and
adult victimization. Most notably, the overall gender-responsive supplement (and subsets
of these factors) did offer incremental predictive validity over the gender-neutral model.
For example, in the Minnesota probation sample, the hierarchical model assessing the
unique contribution of optimal gender-responsive scales while controlling for the effects
of gender-neutral domains yielded a strong partial correlation with new arrests (r = .22, p
<.01).
Both the research of Rettinger and Andrews (2010) and Van Voorhis et al. (2010)
suggest that gender-neutral tools are indeed generalizable to female populations.
However, rather than hastily discount hypothesized gender-specific domains as
responsivity factors, the seminal work of Van Voorhis and colleagues (2010) suggests
that when gender-responsive constructs are assessed thoroughly and as intended, the
latter may collectively enhance the predictive validity of gender-neutral tools with
women offenders.
The Consideration of Strength-Based Factors
Theoretical Context
Despite the paramount importance of identifying risk and need factors salient to
issues of prediction and treatment (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Dowden & Andrews, 1999;
Gendreau & Andrews, 1990), some contend that a principal focus on deficit-based
constructs precludes the understanding of certain fundamental questions pertinent to the
etiology of criminal involvement (Sorbello, Eccleston, Ward, & Jones, 2002; Ward &
Brown, 2004). The idea of complementing the study of risk factors with the study of
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strengths factors is a compatible adjunct to a number of theoretical perspectives that, to
varying degrees, advocate shifting the focus from a risk/need deficit-based framework to
a strength-based model.
Feminist scholars have advocated a holistic approach to the treatment of female
offenders; specifically, it is recommended that programs explicitly incorporate strengthbased methods that empower women by attempting to enhance their skills and
capabilities (Covington & Bloom, 2007; Hannah-Moffat & Shaw, 2001; Morton &
Leslie, 2005; Sorbello et al., 2002). From a general standpoint, this framework also aligns
itself quite well with Seligman's (2002) movement towards positive psychology, as well
as the perspectives of developmental pathways theorists such as Farrington (2003), that
encourage the consideration of strengths (i.e., promotive factors) at various points along
development. Finally, through their good lives model of offender rehabilitation, Ward and
Brown (2004) advocate a reframing of the RNR model by placing a more explicit
emphasis on the structuring and attainment of prosocial goals.
The literature on criminal desistance also actively supports the identification of
strengths in the form of external circumstances (e.g., prosocial bonds), personal qualities
(e.g., academic ability), or internal processes (e.g., optimism regarding one's ability to
lead a prosocial life) in an effort to understand the mechanisms underlying an
individual's transition out of crime (Burnett & McNeill, 2005; Lloyd, 2007; Luthar,
Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000; Maruna, 2001). Importantly, there is evidence to suggest that
pathways towards desistance are qualitatively distinct from those initiating criminal
behaviour (Kosterman et al., 2005; Laub, Nagin, & Sampson, 1998; Southamer-Loeber,
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Wei, Loeber, & Masten, 2004). Indeed, desistance factors appear be correlated only
marginally with one's overall risk to reoffend, the latter being gauged by a standard
collection of criminogenic needs (Lloyd, 2007). This finding is particularly important, as
it implies that adopting a concurrent strength-based approach may actually complement
traditional risk assessment protocols by adding incremental validity to the prediction of
criminal outcome. At the very least, the identification of either internal or external
strengths in offender populations would serve to address responsivity factors reflected in
the RNR model (Ogloff & Davis, 2004).
Definitional Issues
Relative to the study of risk factors in correctional psychology, there is a dearth of
research on the range of strengths that may buffer the onset or thwart the progression of
antisocial behaviour. Of the extant literature, there are inconsistencies in the very manner
in which a strength-based factor is termed, conceptualized, and measured. Colloquially
and even throughout published research, a "protective factor" is often broadly and simply
applied to denote a negative correlate of an undesirable outcome (e.g., Farrington, 2003).
In contrast to this inclusive interpretation, the author prefers to employ the definition
originally adopted in the study of resilience - that is, a genuine protective factor refers to
a variable that interacts with one or more risk factors to reduce the probability of a
negative outcome (Masten, 2001). According to the latter conceptualization, a variable is
deemed protective if and only if it yields a statistical interaction (or moderating effect)
with one's overall level of risk (Rutter, Giller, & Hagel, 1998). This latter definition is
consistent with that most commonly applied in the literature on criminal desistance. That
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is, a protective factor is not simply the polar opposite or absence of a risk factor; rather, it
can exist concurrently with a series of risk factors, and account for variability in outcome
among an otherwise high risk group of individuals (Laub et al., 1998; Sampson & Laub,
2005a).
The emphasis on moderation effects is the chief point of contrast between the two
definitions presented. Farrington (2003) underscores this difference and as such, he
employs the term promotive factor in reference to the study of variables that have a
"protective" effect irrespective of risk level. While an equally valid avenue of inquiry,
Farrington is admittedly measuring a different construct than that which dominates the
literature on resilience and desistance (Rutter et al., 1998; Sampson & Laub, 2005a).
Although there is overlap between these constructs, it is paramount that researchers strive
for consistency in the terminology they adopt so as to avoid misnomers.
For purposes of distinction then, the author uses the label strength as an umbrella
term to broadly denote a positive or prosocial facet of an individual's life that, on the
basis of face validity, is intuitively apt to buffer criminal outcome. The term promotive
factor is used to define an item or domain that evidences a negative correlation with
recidivistic outcome across all levels of risk. Finally, a. protective factor is one that
buffers criminal outcome in a high risk group, but exerts significantly lesser impact in a
low risk group.
Empirical Evidence for Promotive and Protective Factors
Focusing primarily on adult offender populations, protective factors commonly
identified in desistance research include marital commitment (Horney, Osgood, &
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Marshall, 1995) and attachment to employment goals (Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, 2005),
both of which are associated with decreases in criminal activity. While these reflect
external circumstances, recent research has also identified certain cognitive processes that
underlie a cessation or attenuation of criminal activity - these include self-efficacy
regarding one's ability to desist from crime, beliefs supportive of desistance and
unsupportive of crime, and the ability to identify factors integral to leading a prosocial
life (Lloyd, 2007).
The literature on protective factors specific to youth populations is still in a
relative stage of infancy. Nonetheless, developmental pathways research underscores the
importance of certain predispositional variables (e.g., positive temperament) and other
genetically-based factors in their capacity to buffer criminal outcomes (Kandel et al.,
1988; Masten, 2001; Moffitt, 2005). In terms of dynamic factors subject to change, a
youth's school environment may offer several protective features (e.g., Hart, O'Toole,
Price-Sharps, & Shaffer, 2007; Henry, Caspi, Moffitt, Harrington, & Silva, 1999; Sprott,
Jenkins, & Doob, 2005). A recent study determined that for children exposed to a number
of risk factors at age 10, a strong bond to school, as measured by subjective reports of
one's enjoyment of and commitment to school, was found to attenuate the likelihood of
engaging in both violent and non-violent delinquency 2 years later (Sprott et al., 2005).
While the school bond acted as a buffer for all children, it was especially salient for high
risk youth, signalling its role as a protective factor. It should be duly noted that this
sample was randomly drawn from community settings. Comprising pre-adolescent youth,
participants were not actively engaged in serious acts of delinquency at the outset of the
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study. Hence, it is unclear to what degree the school setting might contribute to
desistance in older youth already entrenched in criminal activity.
A greater understanding of how both risk, promotive, and protective factors may
affect female offenders differently from males is critical not only to devising sound
assessment tools for girls and women, but also for implementing effective intervention
and prevention programs that target female populations (Hart et al., 2007). Although
there is a paucity of research in this regard, a few investigations have specifically
examined the differential protective effects of certain school-related factors on criminal
outcomes for girls versus boys. For example, longitudinal research has shown that school
attendance, years of educational attainment, and academic achievement (as gauged
through GPA) effectively buffer criminal outcomes for at-risk young males; however,
these variables do not offer the same protective effects for females (Hart et al., 2007;
Henry et al., 1999). On the other hand, Hart and colleagues demonstrated that the
presence of a caring adult mentor within the school acts as a significant protective factor
for females but not for males.
These findings are congruent with literature emphasizing the vital significance of
relationships in the lives of women (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2003) and in contrast, the
importance of achievement-oriented goals for men (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). Other
investigations have underscored the unique protective effects of positive relationships for
high risk females, which include having a positive relationship with at least one caregiver
(Werner, 1994), having sources of social support outside of the family structure (Benda,
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2005; Scales, Benson, Leffert, & Blyth, 2000), and involvement in community-based
activities in which social networks are formed (Scales et al., 2000).
Current Study
In review, irrespective of gender, RNR theorists stress the importance of
individual-level factors in the prediction of criminal behaviour as conceptualized under
the Central Eight (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). However, feminist theorists posit that girls
follow unique pathways into crime, being particularly affected by victimization in their
family of origin and systemic oppression rooted in contextual macro-level factors
(Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003).
Despite these vehement contentions, an adequate resolution of the issue is
precluded at present given methodological limitations stemming from both camps. Until
very recently (Rettinger & Andrews, 2010), conclusions of the gender-neutral theorists
have been generalized to women primarily on the basis of samples comprised heavily if
not entirely of males, or on studies that fail to disaggregate by gender (e.g., Andrews et
al., 1990; Gendreau et al., 1996; Laub & Sampson, 2003). Such practices are likely to
mask genuine sex differences.
In turn, the unique theoretical framework advanced by feminist theorists is
advocated largely on the basis of anecdotal accounts and/or qualitative forms of analysis
(Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; Chesney-Lind, 1989; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003;
Jordan et al., 1991; Robb, 2006). The extant quantitative research supporting the
development of gender-responsive tools for women is scant and to an extent,
questionable from a methodological standpoint. Namely, many studies of female
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offenders fail to include male comparison groups (Cernkovich et al., 2008; FigueriaMcDonough, 1984; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Van Voorhis et al., 2010). Without
considering a matched sample of males, one can neither conclude that a given pathway
into crime is unique to women, nor that a defined set of factors are specifically aligned
with recidivism in female populations. Regrettably, when studies have included a
comparison group, the by-gender sample distribution is often vastly disproportionate
(e.g., 1:10 in favour of males), thus reducing the statistical power associated with tests
performed on the smaller group - the latter typically being the subsample of women
(Alarid et al., 2000). Finally, some research is limited by the sole consideration of simple
statistical techniques (e.g., bivariate correlations) that deflate effect sizes given the
relatively low base rate of female offending (e.g., Hoyt & Scherer, 1998).
As will be detailed below, the author's access to a large sample of young
probationers - both female and male - provides a sound platform from which to examine
particularities around the etiology of female offending. Importantly, the author advocates
an integrative theoretical approach, as have others like Blanchette and Brown (2006) and
Van Voorhis and colleagues (Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Van Voorhis et al., 2008,
2010). In this vein, feminist tenets are borrowed to inform the well-established RNR
framework and ultimately, to elucidate issues pertinent to the risk assessment of young
females. Specifically, both gender-neutral domains (as defined by RNR proponents) and
postulated gender-salient/specific variables are included in a comprehensive analysis.
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Research Questions
The current research was conducted based on archival data yielded from the
Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI; Orbis Partners, 2000). Largely
considered a "gender-neutral" risk assessment tool applied in the context of juvenile
probation, this measure is discussed extensively in the forthcoming methodology.
Addressing five central issues, research questions and associated hypotheses are as
follows:
Research Question 1: Is a gender-responsive approach to the risk assessment
of young females preferable to a gender-neutral approach?
(a) Applying the YASI in its current form, the goal was first to determine the
differential capacity of this instrument to predict criminal outcome in females versus
males. Based on the most recent literature regarding the generalizability of the LSI to
women offenders (e.g., Folsom & Atkinson, 2007; Rettinger & Andrews, 2010), it was
predicted that overall, the YASI would perform equally well across gender.
(b) However, it was hypothesized that gender differences would emerge at item
and domain levels. For females and males, respectively, empirically-derived genderresponsive tools were developed from risk and strength-based factors extracted from the
YASI; these measures were derived based on the empirical determination of gender
neutrality, salience, or specificity associated with each item. It was predicted that the

6

Based on face validity alone, the developers and implementers of tools such as the YASI colloquially
term strength-based items "protective factors" (Orbis Partners, 2007a). However, it is currently unclear
whether such factors are promotive, protective, or neither. Hence, as articulated in a previous section, the
term strengths will be applied in reference to such items until their empirical association with recidivism
has been tested.
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gender-responsive tools would exceed the predictive validity achieved by the YASI in its
current gender-neutral form.
Given the extant literature, the following domains (or collection of items within a
given domain) were hypothesized to be particularly salient - and potentially specific - to
females in predicting criminal outcome: mental health issues (e.g., Salisbury & Van
Voorhis, 2009), individual-level poverty (e.g., Farrington & Painter, 2004), family
relationship factors (e.g., neglect), and social bonds within the school environment (e.g.,
Alarid et al., 2000). In turn, the following factors were hypothesized to be especially
salient to males: criminal history (e.g., Wright et al., 2007), antisocial personality factors
(e.g., Salekin et al., 1998), family supervision factors (e.g., Heimer & DeCoster, 1999),
employment (e.g., Benda, 2005), leisure/recreation (e.g., Van Voorhis et al., 2010), and
school-related achievement (e.g., Benda, 2005).
(c) For both male and female subsamples, the relative collective contribution of
gender-specific versus gender-neutral items was evaluated. The investigation of such
research questions is typically guided by theory, namely in the a priori identification of
items/domains that are hypothesized to constitute gender-neutral or specific factors
(Rettinger & Andrews, 2010; Van Voorhis et al., 2010). In order to circumvent any form
of researcher bias and in an effort to maximize objectivity, the author was guided
empirically in the elucidation of this particular issue. Hence, no specific hypotheses were
advanced regarding the relative contribution of gender-neutral versus gender-specific
factors for males or females.
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Research Question 2: Does county-level poverty contribute to criminal
outcome in males and/or females? In an exploratory test using multilevel modeling
(MLM) techniques, an additional aim was to determine the contribution of county-level
(i.e., macro-level) poverty to empirically-derived gender-responsive risk assessment
tools. Based on research conducted to date (e.g., Holtfreter et al., 2004), it was
hypothesized that county-level poverty and access to community resources would be
particularly salient and potentially specific to female offending.
Research Question 3: To what extent do promotive and protective domains
contribute to risk assessment protocols for males and females? Given the definitional
discrepancies in the literature, the extent to which factors are promotive or genuinely
protective with respect to buffering criminal outcome is currently unclear. On the basis of
the derived gender-responsive tools, the author aimed to empirically distinguish between
promotive and protective domains. Moreover, the degree to which protective and/or
promotive scales collectively enhance prediction over risk scales was assessed.
Research Question 4: Is there truly a unique gendered pathway into crime
for females? Informed by qualitative research performed by feminist scholars (e.g., Daly,
1992; Reisig et al., 2006), in addition to the recent quantitative work of Salisbury and
Van Voorhis (2009), an empirical evaluation was conducted to determine the extent to
which a gendered pathway into crime exists and is unique to female offenders.
Specifically, the goal was to conduct a preliminary quantitative examination of the
etiology and offending behaviour of the young female offender in comparison to that of
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her male counterpart. If feminist scholars are correct, a theme reflective of the gendered
pathway should emerge uniquely for the subsample of girls.
Research Question 5: How do predictive validity and classification accuracy
of a currently implemented gender-neutral tool vary across gender and dominant
thematic subgroup? The predictive validity of the YASI Pre-Screen in its current
gender-neutral form was assessed for both males and females, and with respect to distinct
etiological subgroups of offenders. Contingent on the emergence of the gendered
pathways theme, it was hypothesized that predictive accuracy achieved by the YASI PreScreen would be lowest for offenders predominantly displaying characteristics of the
gendered theme compared to those belonging to remaining thematic subgroups (e.g.,
Reisig et al., 2006).
Classification errors stemming from the YASI Pre-Screen were compared for
males and females, as well as for each thematic subgroup of offenders identified in
Research Question 4. In accordance with existing research (Raynor, 2007; Reisig et al.,
2006) and the anecdotal accounts of correctional staff (Van Voorhis & Presser, 2001), it
was hypothesized that misclassification (primarily in the form of over-classification)
would be most evident with females tied to the gendered pathways theme.
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Methodology
Sample
The author was granted access to an archival database by Orbis Partners and the
New York State Division of Probation and Correctional Alternatives (DPCA) 7 . The
Memorandum of Understanding outlining the terms of this research collaboration is
provided in Appendix A. The data in question are based upon a stratified random sample
of 2,369 youth (1,550 males and 819 females) across 54 counties in New York State , all
processed by probation services under the direction of DPCA between October 2000 and
January 2005. By definition, all members of the sample received a disposition imposed
by Family Court, permitting them to remain in the community under conditions specified
by the court and to be supervised by a probation officer (DPCA, 2008).
At intake, youths were identified as either Juvenile Delinquents (JDs) or Persons
in Need of Supervision (PINS). According to New York State legislation (DPCA, 2008),
a JD is defined as a person between the ages of 7 and 16 who commits an act that is also
considered a criminal offence when committed by an adult. A PINS, in turn, refers to a
person less than 18 years of age whose unlawful behaviour is limited to status offences
(e.g., truancy, alcohol possession). The by-gender distribution of JD and PINS offenders
in the current sample is available in Table 1, as are additional criminogenic and
demographic variables.
7

Orbis Partners is a consulting firm based in Ottawa, Canada that primarily conducts applied research and
is actively involved in the development of assessment tools for use in criminal justice contexts (Orbis
Partners, 2008). In turn, DPCA oversees the provision of juvenile probation services across New York
State to an annual total of over 50,000 youth (DPCA, 2008).
8
These cases were drawn from a larger pool of 17,493 assessments completed between October 2000 and
January 2005.
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As expected, a significantly greater proportion of females than males were
designated as PINS at intake (77.0% vs. 57.4%) compared to JDs (23.0% vs. 42.6%), %2 =
88.81,_p<.001. With respect to criminal history, significantly more females had previous
PINS complaints on record compared to males (38.0% vs. 32.9%; x = 6.06,p < .05).
Compared to females, a significantly greater proportion of males had previous JD
complaints (33.6% vs. 18.8%, x2 = 57.19,/? < .001) and more specifically, previous
felony-level complaints9 (13.3% vs. 3.9%, x2 = 52.21,/? < .05).
The current sample's mean age at intake was 14.59 years (SD = 1.66; Range = 8 19) (M = 14.76, SD = 1.56 for females; M= 14.51, SD = 1.71 for males), whereas youths'
mean age at first contact with probation services was 12.91 years (SD = .65) (M= 13.11,
SD = 3.04 for females; M= 12.81, SD = 2.76 for males). Overall, the majority of subjects
are Caucasian, with the remaining being primarily of African (17.4%) and Hispanic
(8.7%) descent (see Table 1 for further detail).

9

In the U.S. criminal justice system, a. felony is defined as an offence for which a sentence to a term of
imprisonment in excess of 1 year may be imposed (e.g., aggravated assault, burglary, murder, etc.). In
contrast, a misdemeanour is an offence (with the exception of a traffic violation) for which a sentence to a
term of imprisonment in excess of 15 days but no more than 1 year may be imposed (DPCA, 2008).
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Table 1
Demographic and Criminogenic Variables for Current Sample

Females

Males

(w = 819)

(n= 1,550)

% (n)

% (n)

Previous PINS complains

38.0(303)

32.9 (499)

Previous JD complaints

18.8(150)

33.6(511)

3.9 (32)

13.3 (206)

PINS

77.0(631)

57.4 (890)

JD

23.0(188)

42.6 (660)

Caucasian

72.3 (592)

69.6(1,079)

African American

16.4(134)

17.9(278)

8.5 (70)

8.8(136)

0.7 (6)

0.3 (5)

Previous felony complaints
Offender type (index offence):

Ethnicity:

Hispanic
Native
Other

1.0(8)

1.7(27)
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Measures
Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI). In accordance with
standard procedure, youths in the sample were subject to a thorough risk assessment
protocol at intake with probation services. The risk assessment tool employed by DPCA
to predict recidivism and guide case management efforts in the context of juvenile
probation is the Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI; Orbis Partners,
2000). As stated above, information collected through this mechanical tool constitutes the
basis of the current dataset. The YASI is principally grounded in the gender-neutral
literature, and its construction was based largely on male samples (Orbis Partners,
2007a).
The primary model upon which the YASI is based is the Case Management
Assessment Protocol (CMAP; Barnoski, 2003), a similar assessment tool developed for
juveniles in Washington State. Of the existing measures designed to assess risk of
recidivism in youth populations, the CMAP was selected as the prototype for the YASI
given its specific inclusion of strength-based factors (Orbis Partners, 2007a). Preserving
the latter's joint consideration of risks, needs, and strengths, senior researchers at Orbis
Partners (in collaboration with DPCA) made several amendments to the Washington
model in order to accommodate the terminology, policy, and youth justice context
particular to New York State.
Specifically, in designing the YASI, Orbis Partners revised the Washington
protocol to render it appropriate for use with both JDs and PINS (Orbis Partners, 2007a).
While the latter are often overlooked in risk assessment research and practice, these status
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offenders represent a major category of youth served by juvenile probation services in the
State of New York, as supported by the sample demographics presented in Table 1
(DPCA, 2008). Moreover, there is evidence to indicate that many of the risk markers for
delinquency extend to predict other problematic externalizing behaviours in youth that
are not technically defined as "delinquent" acts (Farrington, 2000). Other areas of
revision addressed in the development of the YASI include the following: (1) The
consultation of frontline workers directly involved in the delivery of probation services so
as to incorporate preferred terms, response styles, and order of item/domain presentation;
(2) the inclusion of supplementary items for the purpose of placing greater emphasis on a
youth's strengths; (3) the addition of items to reflect mental and physical health issues;
and finally, (4) the adjustment of certain item weights to improve the dynamic predictive
validity of the measure.
In addition to its pervasive application across New York State, versions of the
YASI have now been implemented in several jurisdictions across Illinois, North Dakota,
Vermont, Virginia, Mississippi, and California (Orbis Partners, 2007a). More recently,
the YASI has been employed with a number of youth populations in Alberta, Canada and
in Scotland (Orbis Partners, 2011).
The YASI is available in both Pre-Screen and Full Assessment form, each of
which is discussed in turn. In each case, the YASI is scored on the basis of a semistructured interview, with input frequently offered by parents or an alternative legal
guardian. Interview-based data are supplemented with a systematic review of collateral
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sources including police files, probation records, school records, and mental health
reports (Orbis Partners, 2007a).
YASIPre-Screen. The YASI Pre-Screen, containing a subset of risk-based items
featured in the Full Assessment, is initially administered to all youth at intake with
probation services. This abridged measure contains 28 items tapping both static and
dynamic risk factors across seven domains: legal history (11 items), family history (4
items), school (4 items), community and peers (1 item), alcohol and drugs (2 items),
mental and physical health (5 items), and attitudes (1 item). The reader is encouraged to
consult Appendix B, which lists the items subsumed under each domain of the PreScreen.
Individual items are scored on Likert-type scales, comprising up to six response
options in order to maximize the sensitivity of the measure and enhance its capacity to
quantify incremental change (Orbis Partners, 2007a). As indicated above, Orbis Partners
largely preserved item scoring associated with the Washington model, with certain
modifications driven by a priori theoretical considerations.
Pre-Screen risk scores associated with each relevant domain are then summed into
a total score that can potentially range from 0 to 153, with higher scores reflective of
greater risk levels. One's overall score on the Pre-Screen resultantly classifies a youth as
low, moderate, or high risk (B. Millson, personal communication, July 2010). Cutoff
scores for each risk category differ by gender and were defined in consultation with New
York State (DPCA) (see Appendix B). A youth's Pre-Screen score constitutes the basis of
his or her risk classification level. In accordance with the risk principle (e.g., Andrews &
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Bonta, 2010), this abridged protocol primarily serves a triage function to identify the
higher risk youths that require further assessment and will likely need more substantive
intervention.
The YASI Full Assessment. All youth identified as moderate or high risk based
on the YASI Pre-Screen are subject to a more detailed protocol via the YASI Full
Assessment. The latter is more comprehensive, gauging strength-based factors and
additional dynamic risk factors (Orbis Partners, 2007a). Note that items included in this
tool were defined a priori by Orbis Partners on the basis of both theory and empiricism.
Youth included in the current sample are those for whom a Full Assessment is
available. An obvious limitation to the interpretation of results is the exclusion of certain
low risk offenders from the sample under consideration. However, several counties in
New York State now require that even those youth defined as low risk on the basis of the
Pre-Screen be administered the Full Assessment. Consequently, the current sample does
comprise a portion of these low risk cases (B. Millson, personal communication, August
11,2008).
The Full Assessment version of the YASI comprises 85 items (risk, dynamic, and
strength factors)10 across 10 separate domains: legal history (11 items), family history (17
items), school (12 items), community and peers (9 items), alcohol and drugs (3 items),
mental and physical health (7 items), attitudes (11 items), skills (7 items), employment (4
items), and use of free time (4 items).

Note that upon considering both risk and strength subcomponents of items featured on the YASI Full
Assessment, the total variable count is actually 124.
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Within each domain, actuarially-based algorithms are used to generate static risk
(SR), dynamic risk (DR), static "protective" (SP), and dynamic "protective" (DP) scores
- higher scores are indicative of either greater risk or greater strength within a particular
domain. The items included in each YASI Full Assessment domain are specified in
Appendix C. Total scores on the Full Assessment are generated with respect to each
domain (e.g., legal history, family history, etc.) relative to both risk and strength-based
components.
In practice, only the quantitative score yielded from the YASI Pre-Screen is used
to assess an offender's risk level for classification purposes. The computerized algorithms
associated with the Full Assessment do generate scores on static risk, dynamic risk, static
"protective", and dynamic "protective" components of a given domain. On this basis, the
youth is classified as low, medium, or high on both risk and strength scales pertinent to
each domain. For example, a youth could conceivably be termed high risk in the area of
family functioning, but classified as medium on the "protective" component of this
domain. Although probation officers use this information to gauge how to best direct
intervention efforts, they do not consider the quantitative scores per se. Scores generated
for particular risk and strength domains on the Full Assessment are simply used to
identify and prioritize treatment goals in the context of case management (B. Millson,
personal communication, August 11, 2008).
Consequently, classification thresholds are not discussed in reference to the YASI
Full Assessment. For the purposes of Research Question 1 (with respect to evaluating the
predictive accuracy of a gender-neutral tool), the YASI Full Assessment domain-level
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risk and strength scores are of interest, as is one's total score on the instrument. Although
in practice, the YASI Full Assessment software does not actually generate a total score,
the latter was obtained by subtracting one's total strength score (ranging from 0 - 94)
from one's total risk score (ranging from 0 - 271).
Psychometric properties. Unfortunately, no measures of inter-rater reliability are
currently available for the YASI (B. Millson, personal communication, July 2010).
However, measures of internal consistency have been gauged on the basis of 4,998
youths processed by juvenile probation services in the State of Illinois (Orbis Partners,
2007b). With respect to the Illinois sample, most YASI Full Assessment domains
exhibited moderate to high levels of internal consistency (a = .67 - .90 for risk domains
and a = .64 - .87 for strength domains). One notable exception was the "employment and
free time" domain (a = .31 and a = .37 for risk and strength-based components,
respectively)11; these low alpha levels are potentially explained by the diverse content
represented within this particular domain. Furthermore, the relatively lower level of
internal consistency characterizing the mental health domain (a = .61) is likely
attributable to the breadth of mental health issues encompassed within this aggregate
construct.
Based on a subsample of 3,498 offenders from Illinois, preliminary analysis was
conducted by Orbis Partners (2007b) on the predictive validity of the YASI Full
Assessment. Namely, over a 12-month period, overall dynamic risk scores on the YASI

11

In the Illinois version of the YASI in use at the time, employment and free time formed a single domain.
In subsequent versions of the tool, as in the current New York version, these two constructs are represented
as distinct domains (B. Millson, personal communication, August 11, 2008).
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yielded AUCs of approximately .64 with respect to predicting new police contacts as a
result of violent offending. Finally, the "protective" factor levels predicted new police
contacts at 12-months follow-up with an AUC of .62.
Economic marginalization: The derivation of macro-level variables. Beyond
the individual-level variables available from YASI assessments, a second series of global
indicators of poverty were derived representing systemic, country-level estimates.
Anecdotally, these macro-level variables are considered salient by feminist theorists to
the etiology of crime committed by girls and women (e.g., Chesney-Lind & Shelden,
2003; Robb, 2006). Based on one's county of residence, it was possible to determine
community indices of poverty, as well as one's potential access to community resources
(i.e., state capital).Via the U.S. Census Bureau (2008)12, these macro-level data are
available for the 54 counties in New York falling under the jurisdiction of DPCA.
County-level poverty indices are from 2006, which coincides with the YASI data
collection period.
In addition, Community Assets New York, an online catalogue established by the
New York State Community Action Association (NYSCAA, 2008), supplies lists of all
community resources available by county. New York's Community Action Agencies are
federally-designated networks connecting individuals and families to a variety of
economic and human services in an effort to combat poverty; initiatives include
affordable housing, health care, child care, emergency financial assistance, and a variety
of strength-based programs and community activities.
12

The U.S. Census Bureau (2008) interviewed 121,711 randomly sampled households across New York
State, reflecting an impressive response rate of 97.5%.
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The following set of variables were considered to be reflective of county
estimates of poverty and one's potential access to state capital: (1) percentage of
population living in poverty, (2) percentage of female-headed households with children
living in poverty, (3) agency resources (in millions of dollars) per number of individuals
served, (4) agency resources per number of families served, and (5) ratio of poverty to
agency resources. For illustrative purposes, Appendix D offers a sample data matrix
featuring macro-level variables of interest for Orange County, one of the 54 counties
under the jurisdiction of DPC A. Ultimately, the corresponding county-level data was
linked to each youth in the sample.
Outcome Data
Orbis Partners (2007a) collected recidivism data for the 2,369 young probationers
under consideration over a 2-year fixed follow-up period. Given that intake assessments
were completed between October 2000 and January 2005, recidivism follow-up dates
ranged from October 2002 to January 2007. Orbis Partners originally obtained this
outcome data through juvenile probation departments and official records available
through the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services (NYSDCJS, 2008).
Types of recidivism considered include new referrals/arrests, new referrals/arrests for a
felony or offence against a person, violations of probation, and adjudications/convictions.
The form used by Orbis Partners to collect recidivism data is provided in Appendix E.
On the basis of prior risk assessment research (e.g., Dowden & Andrews, 1999;
Hanson & Buissiere, 1998), a dichotomous measure of official convictions over the 2year follow-up period was selected as the preferred measure of recidivism in the current
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project. Although a conservative estimate, convictions are typically more valid than
alternative measures (e.g., new arrests) given that the former are less likely to be tainted
by the subjective judgment of a youth's probation officer and/or arresting police
officer(s). Over the 2-year follow-up period, 15.8%) of females and 29.0%> of males in the
sample recidivated with a new conviction; gender differences in rates of conviction are
significant, with %2 = 50.70, p < .001. Table 2 provides an overview of recidivism rates by
type. With the exception of violations of probation, a series of chi-square tests indicated
that the proportion of male recidivists significantly exceeds that of female recidivists in
each remaining offence category at/) < .001.
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Table 2
Nature of Recidivism for Current Sample Over a 2-year Follow-up Period

!s(n = 819)

Recidivism type

%

Males (n= 1,550)

in)

%
(«)

Any negative outcome

41.4
(339)

50.8
(787)

Violations of probation

13.6
(111)

16.3
(250)

New referrals/arrests (felony or
misdemeanour)

34.6
(283)

46.0
(713)

New referral/arrest (felony or crime
against the person)

10.8
(88)

24.0
(372)

Official convictions

15.8
(129)

29.0
(450)

4.8
(39)

12.1
(188)

Official convictions resulting in
custody

Results
Preliminary Data Screening
Missing data. All raw predictor and outcome variables were first examined for
accuracy of data entry and for missing values. The percentage of missing data for each
variable was marginal, ranging from 0 to 0.5%. Notably, 35.5% of the YASI variables
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had no missing values. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2006), if less than 5% of
data are missing in a random pattern, "almost any procedure for handling missing values
yields similar results" (p. 63). Opting for the most parsimonious method of substitution,
missing values associated with raw continuous variables were replaced with the overall
sample mean, while the sample mode was substituted in the case of discrete variables.
Descriptive analyses were run before and after substitutions; as expected, no significant
differences emerged.
Distributional assumptions. Following initial data screening procedures,
continuous variables were examined for distributional assumptions via several modules
included in SPSS 16.0. Upon visual inspection of bivariate scatterplots, no serious
violations of linearity and homoscedasticity were noted. Moreover, an examination of
residual plots (plots of standardized residuals as a function of standardized predicted
values) demonstrated that all raw variable pairs tested in regression were linearly related.
After an initial examination of boxplots, identified outliers were truncated within the
suggested distributional range of ±3.00 SD from their respective variable means
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Truncation further served to preserve normality of
distributions by attenuating cases of extreme skewness and kurtosis. Finally, no
multivariate outliers were identified in accordance with the simultaneous consideration of
Mahalanobis distance (critical value = 22.46), leverage (2p/N>.01), and influence (i.e.,
Cook's distance, with Cook's D >1.00). Further diagnostic procedures were applied
specifically in the development of gender-responsive tools (i.e., Research Question 1),
and are outlined in the following section.

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

80

Research Question 1: Is a Gender-Responsive Approach to the Risk assessment of
Young Females Preferable to a Gender-Neutral Approach?
Gender-neutral approach to risk assessment. The YASI Pre-Screen and YASI
Full Assessment were used to evaluate the predictive accuracy achieved from a genderneutral approach to risk assessment. Accordingly, all original domains, risk and strengthbased items, and scoring methods outlined by Orbis Partners were preserved. However,
as previously noted, the YASI Full Assessment does not generate a total score in practice.
Hence, for the purpose of answering this research question, one's total score on the Full
Assessment was generated by subtracting one's total strength score from one's total risk
score.
Internal consistency of YASI Pre-Screen and YASI Full Assessment Internal
consistency levels associated with the YASI Pre-Screen domains are presented in Table
3. These are based on respective female and male samples featured in the New York
dataset. The relatively lower range alpha levels (i.e., .54 - .58) are likely attributable to
the diverse content captured within each of these major Pre-Screen domains. Note that
the social history component collapses select items featured across the following areas
(see Appendix B): family history, school, peers and community, alcohol and drugs, and
mental health. These more specific constructs were not considered individually with
respect to gauging the internal consistency of the Pre-Screen given that the number of
items per domain on would have typically been insufficient.
Internal consistency levels associated with risk and strength subcomponents of
each domain featured on the YASI Full Assessment are given in Table 4 and are reported
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separately by gender. The domains that evidence acceptable reliability with Cronbach's
alpha levels exceeding .70 include skills, attitudes, employment (strength component),
and peers and community (risk component). The low alpha levels (a < .60) associated
with remaining components are potentially attributable to a combination of issues: (1) the
low number of items per domain (i.e., several domains include four items or less; e.g.,
alcohol and drugs), (2) the breadth of items subsumed under each construct (e.g., mental
health), and (3) the potential unreliability of individual items with a low frequency of
occurrence (e.g., escape from custody).

Table 3
Internal Consistency ofYASIPre-Screen Primary Risk Domains (New York State Data, N
= 2,369)
Risk domain (n items)

Females (n = 819)

Males (n = 1,550)

Cronbach's alpha

Cronbach's alpha

Legal History (11)

.55

.57

Social History (17)

.54

.58

Total (28)

.64

.65
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Table 4
Internal Consistency of YASI Full Assessment Domains (New York State Data, N:
2,369)
Risk component

Strength component

Cronbach' s alpha (n items)

Cronbach' s alpha (n items)

Domain

Females
(» = 819)

Males
(n= 1,550)

Females
(n = 819)

Males
(n= 1,550)

Legal History

.55(11)

.57(11)

Family History

.46 (13)

.56(13)

.78(11)

.81(11)

School

.59(11)

.57(11)

.50 (6)

.51 (6)

Peers & Community

.75 (6)

.78 (6)

.45 (4)

.47 (4)

Alcohol & Drugs

.42 (4)

.42 (4)

Mental Health

.55 (8)

.46 (8)

Attitudes

.73 (12)

.76 (12)

.89(10)

.88(10)

Skills

.85 (7)

.86 (7)

.91 (7)

.89 (7)

Use of Free Time

.56 (3)

.44(3)

.59(4)

.59(4)

(1)

(1)

.85 (5)

.85 (5)

.91 (47)

.92 (47)

Employment

Total

.82 (76)

.83 (76)
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Descriptive information for YASIPre-Screen and YASIFull

Assessment

Descriptive statistics reflecting the pervasiveness of each risk/strength domain among
subjects on the YASI Pre-Screen and Full Assessment are presented in Tables 5 and 6,
respectively. A series of independent samples Mests were conducted to assess mean
differences between females and males on continuous predictor variables corresponding
to each domain - Bonferroni correction was applied to each series of tests (i.e., those
associated with respective versions of the risk assessment tool) to safeguard against an
inflated Type I error rate.
As expected, patterns across both forms of the YASI indicate that mean level of
risk is significantly greater in males than in females with respect to legal history (t = 4.63, p < .001). Conversely, females manifest a greater magnitude of risk within the
social history domain as a whole (t = 4.82, p < .001); this overall pattern is attributable to
females' relatively higher risk scores on the family history and mental health domains
(see Tables 5 and 6). Descriptive information yielded from the YASI Full Assessment
further indicates a significantly greater deficit among males with regards to skills (e.g.,
problem-solving), with t = -3.07,p < .01. Gender differences are also observed among
strengths - namely, males scored higher than females on the strength component of the
use of free time domain, with t = 5.16, p < .001 (e.g., greater involvement in prosocial
hobbies).
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Gender Comparisons for YASI Pre-Screen Domain and Total
Scores
Females (n = 819)
Domain

M

SD

Legal History

8.10

6.78

Social History

30.42

Family

M

SD

0-43

9.53

7.76

0-45

-4.63*

13.88

0-78

27.53

13.84

0-74

4.82**

7.31

5.03

0-23

5.82

4.83

0-23

6.97**

School

8.51

4.56

0-24

8.28

4.45

0-24

1.16

Peers

3.60

Ale/Drugs

5.39

2.32
7.05

0-6
0-24

3.44
5.24

2.41
7.41

0-6
0-24

1.60
0.46

3.61

0-18

2.31

3.08

0-18

5.76!

2.10

0-5

2.44

2.12

0-5

0.02

17.26

0-103

37.06

17.68

2-108

1.93

Mental Health

3.17

Attitudes

2.44

Total

38.52

*p<.05.**p<.01."*p<.001.

Range

Males (»= 1,550)
Range

t
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Gender Comparisons for YASI Full Assessment Domain and
Total Scores
Domain
Legal History

Females (n = 819)
M
Range
SD
8.10
6.78
0-43

Males (n = 1,550)
M
Range
SD
9.53
0-45
7.76

t
-4.63

Family History
Risk
Strength

1.11
10.28
-9.17

9.08
6.52
4.11

-22 - 32
0-33
-22-0

-1.08
8.51
-9.59

9.53
6.65
4.42

-22-34
0-36
-22-0

School
Risk
Strength

12.39
14.16
-1.77

7.42
6.27
1.67

-7-33
0-33
-8-0

12.65
14.31
-1.66

7.29
6.16
1.66

-7-36
0-36
-8-0

-0.81
-0.56
-1.51

Peers & Community
Risk
Strength

5.94
7.53
-2.87

6.76
4.89
2.30

-9-22
0-20
-10-0

4.69
7.46
-2.77

6.26
5.25
2.36

-10-20
0-20
-10-0

-0.11
0.33
-0.98

Alcohol & Drugs

5.70

7.22

0-25

5.56

7.62

0-26

0.43

Mental Health

3.37

3.91

0-24

2.83

3.68

0-18

3.30"

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

1.35
5.83
-4.47

8.36
4.63
4.51

-20 - 25
0-25
-20-0

1.49
6.00
-4.51

8.57
4.85
4.47

-20-25
0-25
-20-0

-0.37
-0.83
0.18

Skills
Risk
Strength

-0.21
2.33
-2.54

5.41
2.79
3.45

-14-14
0-14
-14-0

0.32
2.71
-2.38

5.41
2.93
3.25

-14-13
0-13
-14-0

-2.27
-3.07"
-1.05

Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

0.74
2.98
-2.23

3.61
2.07
2.11

-9-6
0-6
-9-0

0.11
2.82
-2.71

3.52
1.87
2.23

-9-6
0-6
-9-0

4.13*"
1.79
5.16*"

Employment
Risk
Strength

-0.78
.032
-0.81

1.83
0.22
1.86

-9-0
0-2
-9-0

-0.83
0.03
-0.86

1.87
0.19
1.90

-8-1
0-2
-9-0

0.59
0.45
0.53

60.32
-23.86
36.46

25.21
13.82
35.07

0-152
-76 - -1
-74-146

59.75
-24.47
35.27

26.48
14.17
37.06

4-171
-80 - - 1
-75-163

0.51
1.01
0.75

Total Risk
Total Strength
Overall Score

Note. Greater negative scores imply ia greater deg;ree of strength in a given area.
V<-10. p<.Q5.
p<.0\. /K.001.

5.42
6.23*"
2.29f
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Predictive validity of YASIPre-Screen and YASI Full Assessment: Univariate
analyses. Table 7 presents bivariate correlations (Pearson's r), odds ratios (ORs), and
AUCs gauging the relationship between domain totals on the YASI Pre-Screen and
reconvictions over a 2- year follow-up period for males and females, respectively. Tables
8 and 9, in turn, illustrate results of these same univariate analyses for YASI Full
Assessment domains.
Note that although Pearson's r values are familiar and intuitively appealing, they
can sometimes be misleading because the point-biserial correlation assumes a base rate of
50% in the outcome of interest. Given that the base rate of reconviction in this study is
considerably lower and differs significantly by gender (i.e., 15.8%) for girls and 29.0%> for
boys), additional measures of association that are independent of base rate - namely odds
ratios (ORs)13 and AUCs are typically preferred (Rice & Harris, 2005; Swets, Dawes, &
Monahan, 2000). Therefore, the latter are additionally presented in order to confirm
results yielded from bivariate correlations.
As hypothesized, YASI Pre-Screen total scores predicted convictions similarly
across gender (AUCs = .60 and .64 for females and males, respectively), as did YASI Full
Assessment Scores (AUCs = .62 and .63 for females and males, respectively). The
overlap in confidence intervals associated with these measures of accuracy (see Tables 7
and 9) and an additional comparison of independent ROC curves using MedCalc for
13

Odds ratios, yielded in logistic regression, reflect the increase or decrease in predicted odds of recidivism
given a one point increase in a given predictor. In the case of a dichotomous predictor, the measure is
simply interpreted as the odds of recidivism ascribed to one group over another. Thus, an odds ratio of 1.00
indicates the complete absence of a relationship between predictor and outcome. As reported by Nunes and
colleagues (2007), given the Cox approximation to d equation provided by Sanchez-Meca, Marin-Martinez,
and Chacon-Moscoso (2003) when predictors are dichotomous, odds ratios of 1.4 (and the reciprocal of
.71) are considered small, 2.3 (and reciprocal of .43) are moderate, and 3.7 (and reciprocal of .27) are large.
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Windows (version 9.5.0.0) confirm the absence of significant gender differences.
Furthermore, no significant gender differences were noted between respective strength
and risk scores on the YASI Full Assessment.
However, as predicted, significant gender differences did emerge at the domain
level. As shown in Table 7, the aggregate social history domain on the Pre-Screen is
more highly predictive of recidivism for males than for females based on Pearson's r
values (z = 1.62, p < .10). Note, however, that these differences are no longer statistically
significant upon consideration of respective AUCs (.59 vs. .62 for females and males,
respectively).
In examining distinct domains on the YASI Full Assessment in Tables 8 and 9,
school-related factors (risk and strength) were specific to males in predicting reconviction
according to all provided measures of association (r = . 10, OR = 1.04, A UC = .58, all p <
.001). Although employment-related risk was significantly and uniquely correlated with
convictions in males based on Pearson's r (.10,p < .001) and the OR (2.73,p < .001), the
associated A UC is no longer statistically significant at .52. These discrepancies are likely
attributable to the extremely low frequency of this particular risk factor - specifically, the
risk component of the employment domain consists of a single variable (e.g., youth was
fired or quit) and only 2% of males evidenced risk on this item.
Although predictive of recidivism across gender, the alcohol and drugs domain
was significantly more salient to males according to differences in Pearson's r values (z =
2.35, p < .01). By contrast, the use of free time risk score was more salient to females
than males, with differences in the latter approaching statistical significance (z = 1.62, p <
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.10). However, upon considering associated A UCs and ORs in Table 9, significant gender
differences in these constructs were only preserved with respect to use of free time (risk
component).

Table 7
Univariate Relationships Between YASI Pre-Screen Domains and

Females (n = 819)

Domain

r

OR
(95% CI)

AUC
(95% CI)

Legal
History

.11

1.04
(1.01-1.07)

.58
(.52-.63)"*

Social
History

.11"

1.02
(1.01 - 1.04)

Total

.13

1.02
(1.01-1.03)

><.01.

/X.001.

Reconviction

Males (n= 1,550)

r

OR
(95% CI)

AUC
(95% CI)

Fisher
r-to-z

.13

1.04
(1.02-1.05)

.57
(.54-.61)*

ns

.59
(.53 - .64)"*

.20*

1.03
(1.02-1.04)

.62
(.59-.66)*"

j9<.05

.60
(.55-.65)*

.21

1.03
(1.02-1.03)

.64
(.60-.66)*

ns
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Table 8
Bivariate Correlations (Pearson's r) Between YASI Full Assessment Domains and
Reconviction
Domain

Females
(« = 819)
.11"

Males
(n= 1,550)
.13"*

Fisher r-to-z

Family History
Risk
Strength

.15"*
!09*

.14***
.12*"
.13***

ns
ns
ns

School
Risk
Strength

.01
.01
.03

.12*"
.13*"
.08"*

p<M

Peers and Community
Risk
Strength

.12***
.13*"
.05*

.18"*
.18*"
.08**

ns
ns
ns

Alcohol and Drugs

.07*

.17*

P<m

Mental Health

.02

.01

ns

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

.12*
.10*
.12*

.14***
.12 ***
.14 ***

ns
ns
ns

Skills
Risk
Strength

.08*
.05*
.09*

.10*
.05*
.11*

ns
ns
ns

Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

.11*
.08*
.12*

.07*
.01
.10*

ns
p<A0
ns

.01
-.001
.01

-.01
.10*
-.02

ns
p<.0\
ns

Legal History

Employment
Risk
Strength

Total risk
.15*
.21*
Total strength
.12*
.14*
Overall score
.15*
.21*
Note. Scores on strength sub-domains were reverse coded.
V < .10. 'p < .05. "p < .01. *"p < .001 (1-tailed).

ns

P<m

ns

ns
ns
ns
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Table 9
ORs and A UCs Depicting
Domains

and

Domain

Univariate

Relationships

between

YASI Full

Assessment

Reconviction
Females (n = 819)
OR (95% CI)
AUC (95% CI)

Males ( n = 1,550)
OR (95% CI)
AUC (95% CI)

Legal History

1.04(1.01-1.07)

.58 ( . 5 2 - . 6 3 )

1.04(1.02-1.05)

.57 ( . 5 4 - . 6 1 )

Family History
Risk
Strength

1.05 ( 1 . 0 2 - 1 . 0 7 )
1.06 ( 1 . 0 3 - 1 . 0 9 )
1.07 ( 1 . 0 2 - 1 . 1 2 )

.61 ( . 5 6 - . 6 6 )
.60 (.55 - .66)*
.57 (.52-.63)*

1.03 1.02-1.05)
1.04 i 1.02-1.06)
1.07i 1.04-1.10)

.59 . 5 6 - . 6 2 )
.58 .55 - . 6 1 )
***
.58 . 5 5 - . 6 1 )

School
Risk
Strength

1.01 ( 0 . 9 8 - 1 . 0 4 )
1.00 ( 0 . 9 7 - 1 . 0 4 )
1.05 ( 0 . 9 4 - 1 . 1 8 )

.51 ( . 4 6 - . 5 6 )
.50 (.45 - .55)
.52 ( . 4 7 - . 5 7 )

1.04i 1.02-1.06)
1.05 1.03-1.07)
1.12i 1.05-1.21)

.58 . 5 5 - . 6 1 ) *
.58 . 5 5 - . 6 1 ) *
.56 ;.52-.59)*

Peers/Comm.
Risk
Strength

1.06 1.03-1.09)
1.06 1.03-1.10)
1.06 ; 0 . 9 8 - 1.16)

.60 i .55 - .65)*
.60 i . 5 5 - . 6 5 ) *
.54 .49 - .60)

1.06 1.04-1.08)
1.07 1.05-1.09)
1.08 1.03-1.14)

.62 i . 5 9 - . 6 5 ) *
.62 i . 5 9 - . 6 5 ) *
.55 .52 - . 5 8 ) *

Alcohol/Drugs

1.03 1.00-1.05)

.55 ( . 5 0 - . 6 1 )

1.05 1.03-1.06)

.61 ( . 5 8 - . 6 4 )

Mental Health

1.01 ; 0 . 9 7 - 1 . 0 6 )

.51 ( . 4 5 - . 5 6 )

1.01 ;0.98-1.04)

.51 ( . 4 8 - . 5 4 )

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

1.04 i 1.02-1.07)
1.06 1.02-1.10)
1.09 1.04-1.15)

.59 i .54 - . 6 5 )
.58 . 5 3 - . 6 3 ) *
.60 ;.54-.65)*

1.04 1.02-1.05)
1.05 1.03-1.08)
1.08 1.05-1.11)

.58 .55 - .62)
.57 . 5 4 - . 6 1 ) *
.58 .55 - . 6 1 ) *

Skills
Risk
Strength

1.04 (1.01 - 1.08)
1.05 ( 0 . 9 8 - 1 . 1 2 )
1.08 ;i.02-1.16)

.57 I . 5 1 - . 6 2 ) *

.55 . 5 0 - . 6 0 ) f
.56 i .51-.62)*

1.04 1.02-1.06)
1.06 i 1.04-1.08)
1.09 i 1.05-1.13)

.56 i .53 - .59)*
.54 .51-.57)*
.56 ,53 - .59)*

Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

1.09 1.04-1.16)
1.11 1.02-1.22)
1.19 1.07-1.32)

.59
.56
.60

1.05 1.01-1.08)
1.01 U 9 5 - 1 . 0 7 )
1.11 1.06-1.17)

.54 .51-.57)*
.50 .47 - .54)
.56 .53 - .59)*

Employment
Risk
Strength

1.01 ( 0 . 9 1 - 1 . 1 2 )
1.01 ( 0 . 9 1 - 1 . 1 2 )
0.98 (0.42 - 2.29)

.51 .45 - .56)
.50 (.45 - .56)
.50 . 4 4 - . 5 5 )

0.98 ;0.93-1.04)
2.73 1.57-4.77)
1.03 ;0.97-1.09)

.51 . 4 8 - . 5 4 )
.52 i . 4 9 - . 5 5 )
.50 ; . 4 7 - . 5 3 )

Total risk
Total strength
Overall score

1.01 (1.01-1.02)
1.03 (1.01-1.04)
1.01 ( 1 . 0 1 - 1 . 0 2 )

.62 . 5 7 - . 6 7 ) *
.59 . 5 4 - . 6 5 ) *
.62 . 5 7 - . 6 8 ) *

1.02 i 1.01-1.02)
1.03 1.02-1.03)
1.01 1.01-1.02)

.63 . 6 0 - . 6 6 ) *
.59 . 5 6 - . 6 2 ) *
.63 .60 - .66)*

T

p < .10. "p < .05. "p < .01. '"p < .001.

i.54-.65)*
i .50-.61)*
i.55-.65)*
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Predictive validity of YASI Pre-Screen and YASI Full Assessment domains:
Multivariate analyses. Applying direct logistic regression coupled with receiver
operating characteristic analysis, the levels of predictive validity of the YASI Pre-Screen
and the YASI Full Assessment domains were determined for both female and male
subsamples. Given the dichotomous nature of the outcome and the uniform follow-up
period across subjects, logistic regression was selected over survival analysis to test each
model. Note that the direct entry method was selected over alternative stepwise methods
so that domains could equally compete for variance (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).
With respect to statistical power requirements in model testing, simulation studies
suggest a ratio of 10 to 15 cases per predictor (Babyak, 2004; Peduzzi, Concato, Kemper,
Holford, & Feinstein, 1996). Given that the maximum number of predictors included in
current analyses is 10 (representing all YASI domains), and the lowest subsample size
consists of 819 females, power requirements have indeed been met. Hence, ensuing
logistic regression analyses should yield unbiased estimates of the parameters in question
based on the available data.
Tables 10 to 13 present results of logistic regression analyses for the YASI PreScreen and the YASI Full Assessment by gender. In each case, model fit statistics are
adequate, and are specified under each table. Tables 10 and 11 indicate that both legal
history and social history domains featured on the YASI Pre-Screen account for unique
variance in the models tested on females and males, respectively.
Of particular interest are the regression coefficients, Wald statistics, and odds
ratios (with 95% confidence intervals) associated with the YASI Full Assessment
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domains. For females (see Table 12), the only domains that accounted for unique
variance in the outcome were family history (x = 5.57, p < .05) and use of free time (x =
4.10,/? < .05). The contribution of the school domain also approached significance (x2 =
3.63,;? < .10). As shown in Table 13, domains that contributed uniquely to recidivism for
males based on the YASI Full Assessment diverge from those underscored for females;
namely, alcohol and drugs (x2 = 13.89,p < .001), peers (x2 = 7.29,p< .01), and legal
history (x2 = 6.41, p < .01) emerged as optimal predictors in the model tested on boys.
The school domain also approached statistical significance for males, with x2 = 2.40, p <
.10.

Table 10
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity ofYASIPre-Screen Domains with
Respect to Convictions for Females (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.03 (.01)

4.26*

1.03(1.00-1.06)

Social History

.02 (.01)

5.47*

1.02(1.00-1.03)

Modelx 2 (2)= 14.17, p<.0Q\

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic demonstrated the adequacy of the model, with
X2(8) = 2A2>,p = .97. R1 = .02 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .02 (Cox & Snell), .03 (Nagelkerke); 61.6% of cases
correctly classified.
> < .05.
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Table 11
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity of YASI Pre-Screen Domains with
Respect to Convictions for Males (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.02 (.01)

9.98**

1.02(1.01-1.04)

Social History

.03 (.004)

38.53***

1.03(1.02-1.04)

Model x2(2) = 65.92, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic demonstrated the adequacy of the model, with
X2(8) = S.74,p= .36. R2 = .04 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .04 (Cox & Snell), .06 (Nagelkerke); 60.9% of cases
correctly classified.
**p<.01."*p<.001.
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Table 12
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity of YASI Full Assessment Domains with
Respect to Convictions for Females (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.02 (.01)

1.53

Family History

.03 (.01)

5.57

1.03(1.01- -1.06)

School

-.03 (.02)

3.63T

0.97(0.94- -1.00)

Peers & Community

.03 (.02)

1.97

1.03(0.99--1.07)

Alcohol & Drugs

.004 (.01)

0.08

1.00(0.98--1.03)

Mental Health

-.01 (.03)

0.25

0.99 (0.93 --1.04)

Attitudes

.02 (.02)

1.37

1.02(0.98--1.07)

Skills

-.02 (.03)

0.51

0.98 (0.92 --1.04)

Free Time

.06 (.03)

4.10

1.07(1.00--1.13)

Employment

.01 (.06)

0.01

1.01(0.90--1.12)

*

1.02(0.99--1.05)

Model jftlO) = 33.72, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 7.9S,p = .44. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .04 (Cox & Snell), .07 (Nagelkerke); 59.9% of cases
correctly classified.
V < .10. *p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.
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Table 13
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity of YASI Full Assessment Domains with
Respect to Convictions for Males (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.02 (.01)

6.41

1.02(1.00--1.04)

Family History

.01 (.01)

1.92

1.01 (1.00--1.03)

School

.02 (.01)

2.401

1.02(1.00--1.04)

Peers & Community

.03(.01)

7.29**

1.03(1.01- -1.06)

Alcohol & Drugs

.03 (.01)

13.89***

1.03 (1.01 --1.05)

Mental Health

-.02 (.02)

0.76

0.99 (0.95 --1.02)

Attitudes

.01 (.01)

1.23

1.01 (0.99--1.04)

Skills

-.01 (.02)

0.21

0.99 (0.96 --1.03)

Free Time

-.02 (.02)

0.83

0.98(0.95--1.02)

Employment

-.002 (.03)

0.003

1.00(0.94--1.06)

Model x2(10) = 90.46, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 9.15,/? = .33. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .06 (Cox & Snell), .08 (Nagelkerke); 62.9% of cases
correctly classified.
V < 10. 'p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.
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Gender-responsive approach to risk assessment. The respective genderresponsive models derived for females and males were constructed based on the
following set of procedures. By adhering to strict empirical guidelines, the purpose was
to modify the scoring or weighting of items featured on the YASI Full Assessment and if
necessary, eliminate YASI items that were likely to exert an adverse effect on predictive
validity a result of extreme skewness, multicollinearity, poor reliability, or a weak
relationship with recidivism outcome.
Data reduction methods for derivation of gender-responsive tools. Specifically,
as per the collective recommendations of Vrieze and Grove (2008) and Tabachnick and
Fidell (2006), the following data reduction methods were adopted and conducted
separately for females and males. First, YASI Full Assessment variables were reweighted
according a simplified Burgess (i.e., unweighted) method (Burgess, 1928). Second,
variables were eliminated if they (a) occurred in less than 10% of cases, (b) evidenced
extreme multicollinearity, or (c) were not predictively aligned with recidivism. Each of
these steps is described in further detail below.
All YASI Full Assessment items were recoded according to an unweighted
Burgess method. For example, consider the dichotomously coded variable P18SR (court
finding of child neglect): According to the current YASI coding manual, an affirmative
response to this item yields a risk score of 5. Based on the Burgess method, however, the
variable was simply recoded as 0 ("No") or 1 ("Yes"). All item reweightings are provided
in Appendices F and G for females and males, respectively.
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Note that a modified Nuffield (1982) procedure was applied in parallel with
Burgess coding based on the guidelines proposed by Epperson, Kaul, Huot, Goldman,
and Alexander (2003) and subsequently adopted by Vrieze and Grove (2008). In essence,
the Nuffield method entails weighting item levels in accordance with recidivism base
rate. However, levels of predictive validity achieved through the relatively complex
Nuffield procedure showed no improvement over Burgess coding. For the sake of
parsimony, all ensuing analyses involving the empirically-derived gender-responsive
measures are based on the Burgess method. For the interested reader, the variable coding
conforming to both Nuffield and Burgess methods is provided in Appendices F and G.
In a preliminary triage, as per the recommendations of Vrieze and Grove (2008), a
total of 12 risk- and 3 strength-based variables were discarded on the basis of low
frequency (less than 10% frequency rate) and by extension, poor reliability (see Table
14). Note that there were no discrepancies between males and females with respect to
variables occurring with less than or greater than 10% frequency. Hence, variables
dropped on the basis of low frequency were consistent across gender.
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Table 14
Variables Discarded from Gender-Responsive Measures Due to Low Frequency (<10%)

Criminal History
Criminal court convictions (A06SR)
Violation of probation complaints (A08SR)
Escapes (Al 5SR)
Failure-to-appear in court (A16SR)
Family History
Youth's current living arrangements (P01DR, P01DP)
School
Youth's enrollment status, regardless of attendance (D01DR)
Special education status (D03SR)
Youth's conduct in previous 3 months (i.e., positive behavioural adjustment)
(D09DP)
Peers and Community
Number of months youth has been associating with gang (G07bDR)
Mental Health
Homicidal ideation (J05SR/DR)
Sexual aggression (J07SR/DR)
Attitudes
Optimism (K05DR, K05DP)
Employment
History of employment (i.e., was fired or quit) (F01SR)
Note. Variable labels are included in parentheses to facilitate reference to these items in the Appendices.
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Collinearity diagnostics were then run on independent variables remaining within
each domain separately by gender. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2006),
correlations between two predictors that exceed .70 are likely to result in inflated error
terms and jeopardize the statistical power associated with ensuing analyses. Overall,
correlations among independent variables in the current dataset were acceptable, ranging
from .001 to .67. However, a notable exception emerged. The spearman's rho
correlations (p) between G06DR (admiration of delinquent peers) and G09DR (strength
of negative peer influence) were .70 and .74 for females and males, respectively. Coupled
with their apparent theoretical redundancy, G06DR was retained over G09DR due to the
former's greater magnitude of association with recidivism (females: p = .12, OR = 1.59, p
< .001 vs.p = .10, OR = 1.43,/? < .01; males: p = .17, OR = 1.69, p < .001 vs. p = .17,
OR = 1.53, p<.001.).
Bivariate correlations with recidivism were also examined in an effort to
eliminate superfluous items from the potential pool of predictors extracted from the
original YASI. For a variable to be retained, the item had to be significantly associated
with recidivism with a Spearman's coefficient of p > .05 atp < .10. Vrieze and Grove
(2008) suggest this liberal criterion so as to avoid the premature exclusion of variables
based on chance. Decisions regarding the retention of predictors based on their
association with the outcome variable are provided in Appendix H. From the remaining
pool of 109 variables, a total of 56 variables were dropped for females and 39 were
dropped for males (these numbers include risk and strength item subcomponents). Of the
variables retained for analysis at this stage, bivariate correlations with recidivism ranged
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from .05 (e.g., K01SR - attitude when engaged in crime; male subsample) to .17 (e.g.,
G06DR - admiration of delinquent peers; male subsample).
Univariate relationships between individual items and convictions. Bivariate
correlations between individual items and recidivism outcome were supplemented by the
consideration of odds ratios, also reported in Appendix H. Of the retained variables, odds
ratios ranged from small (OR = 1.09,103DR - dynamic alcohol/drug risk score; female
subsample) to moderate (OR = 2.05, G03DR - criminal associates; male subsample).
Based on the univariate relationships specified between individual items and
official convictions given in Appendix H, Table 15 provides a summary of those items
that are female-specific or female-salient to the prediction of reconviction; in turn, Table
16 contains items that are male-specific or male-salient. Of the 90 YASI items (including
risk and strength subcomponents) retained for analysis across gender, 52.2% (47 items)
were gender-neutral (i.e., equally predictive of recidivism across gender), 34.4% (31
items) were male-specific or male-salient (i.e., predictive for males exclusively or
significantly more predictive for males compared to females), and 13.3% (12 items) were
female-specific or female-salient (i.e., predictive for females exclusively or significantly
more predictive for females compared to males).
Patterns of gender specificity illustrated in Tables 15 and 16 confirm that the use
of free time domain is relatively more important to female offending; namely, 40% of
retained items subsumed under use of free time were specific/salient to females, with
remaining items in the domain being gender-neutral. In terms of alcohol and drugs, 50%
of related items were male-specific (the remaining being gender-neutral). Substantiating
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the hypothesized greater import of school and employment to males, 67% of school items
were male-specific/salient, and 100% of employment items were male-specific.
Regarding attitudes and skills, respectively 38% and 45% of items included in these
domains were male-specific, potentially indicating that as currently conceptualized, these
constructs are failing to capture important attitudinal and skills factors that may underlie
female offending.
As predicted, certain items that evidenced gender-specificity in the family domain
were also different for males and females. Despite substantial overlap within this domain,
family-based risk/strength factors specific to males include items primarily related to
supervision and conflict, whilst female-specific family items were more relationallygrounded (e.g., neglect, closeness to family members). Also congruent with the initial
hypothesis, a female-specific item in this domain included the individual-level measure
of poverty (strength component).
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Table 15
Items Identified as Female-Specific or Female-Salient Predictors of Reconviction
Female-Specific Items (Spearman's rho)
Legal History (20% of items3)
A07SR - Offences against the person (.061)
Family History (33% of items)
P01DP - Current living arrangement (living with at least one biological parent) (-.06^)
P03DP - Income (individual-level poverty) (-.06^)
P07aDR - Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour (.09**)
P07bDR - Appropriate consequences for good behaviour (.061)
P10DP - Family member youth feels close to (-.06^)
P18SR - Court finding of child neglect (.07*)
School (11% of items)
D07SR - Age at first suspension (.07*)
Mental Health (50% of items)
Diagnosis of adjustment disorder (.07 )
Attitudes (5% of items)
K09DR - Tolerance for frustration (.09**)
Use of Free Time (20% of items)
E01DR - Structured recreational activities (.12

)

Female-Salient Items (Spearman's rho for females vs. males,/?-value)

Use of Free Time (20% of items)
E01DP - Structured recreational activities (-.13*** vs. -.06*,/? < .05)
Note. Item labels are included to facilitate the reader's reference to these items in the Appendices.
a
The proportions specified in parentheses next to the domain label indicate the percentage of items in that
domain that are either female-specific or female-salient, depending of the category under consideration.
tp < .10. *p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.
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Table 16
Items Identified as Male-Specific or Male-Salient Predictors of Reconviction
Male-Specific Items (Spearman's rho)
Legal History (20% of items3)
A02SR-PINS complaints (.07**)
Family History (28% of items)
P05DP - Parental supervision (-.11 )
P07aDP - Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour (-.09** )
P07bDP - Appropriate consequences for good behaviour (-.10***)
P09DP - Parental support network (-.10 )
P19DR - Level of conflict among youth and family members (.10

)

School (56% of items)
D04DR - Youth believes education is important (.10 )
D05DR - Youth believes school provides a supportive environment (.13 )
D09DR - School conduct in previous 3 months (.08 )
D10DP - Academic performance in last 3 months (-.07 )
Dl IDR — Academic performance in last 3 mo. compared to prev. school year (.10
Peers and Community (14% of items)
G08DR - Amount of time spent with negative peers (.17
Alcohol and Drugs (50% of items)
103 SR - Age at first use (.10***)
I05SR - Previous participation in treatment (.14***)
Mental Health (50% of items)
J06SR-Violence (.11***)
Attitudes (38% of items)
K01 SR - Attitude when engaged in crime (.05T)
K02DR - Accepts responsibility (.05*)
K02DP - Accepts responsibility (-.06*)
K03DR - Understands impact (.05t)
K03DP - Understands impact (-.11***)
K05DP - Optimism (-.10***)
K07DR - Law abiding attitudes (.08***)
K08DR - Respect for authority (.10***)

)

)

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

104

Male-Specific Items (Spearman's rho)

Skills (45% of items)
L02DR - Social perspective-taking (.051)
L03DP - Problem-solving skills (-.07*)
L04DR - Impulse control (.05*)
L07DR - Goal setting (.08**)
L07DP - Goal setting (-.11***)
Employment (100% of items)
F01SP - Prior successful employment (.051)
F02SP -Number of times employed (.05T)

Male-Salient Items (Spearman's rho for males vs. females, /?-value)

School (11% of items)
D06SR - Suspensions (.14*** vs. .01*,p < .05)
a

The proportions specified in parentheses next to the domain label indicate the percentage of items in that
domain that are either male-specific or male-salient, depending of the category under consideration.

V < .10. 'p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.

Final composition of gender-responsive models. Items surviving the above
variable reduction techniques are listed in Table 17, organized according to gender and
theoretical domain. The final variable count is 53 items across 9 domains for the female
subsample and 70 items across 10 domains for the male subsample.
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Table 17
Final Variables Included in Gender-Responsive Measures
Female
Legal History (4 variables)
JD complaints (A03SR)
Detentions + Incarcerations + Out-of-home
placements (A091013SR)
Family court adjudications (A05SR)
Offences against another person (A07SR)

Family History (12 variables)
Parental supervision (P05DR)
Parental authority (P06DR)
Family provides opportunities for youth to
participate in family activities (P11DP)
Family provides opportunities for youth
learn, grow, and succeed (P12DP)
Parental love, caring, and support (P13DR
and P13DP)
Run away + kicked out of home (P17SR)
Income (individual-level poverty) (P03DP)
Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour
(P07aDR)
Appropriate rewards for good behaviour
(P07bDR)
Family member(s) youth feels close to or with
whom youth had good relationship (P10DP)
Court finding of child neglect (P18SR)

School (4 variables)
Youth believes school provides a supportive
and encouraging environment (D05DP)
Youth's involvement in school activities
during most recent school year (D12DR)
In- and out-of-school suspensions in last 2 years
(D06SR)
Age at first suspension (D07SR)

Male
Legal History (4 variables)
JD complaints (A03SR)
Detentions + Incarcerations + Out-of-home
placements (A091013SR)
PINS complaints (A02SR)
Family court adjudications (A05SR)

Family History (12 variables)
Parental supervision (P05DR, P05DP)
Parental authority (P06DR)
Family provides opportunities for youth to
participate in family activities (P11DP)
Family provides opportunities for youth
learn, grow, and succeed (P12DP)
Parental love, caring, and support (P13DR
and P13DP)
Run away + kicked out of home (P17SR)
Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour
(P07aDP)
Appropriate rewards for good behaviour
(P07bDP)
Support network for family (P09DP)
Level of conflict among youth and family
members (PI9DR)

School (6 variables)
Youth believes school provides a supportive
and encouraging environment (D05DR and
D05DP)
Youth's involvement in school activities
during most recent school year (D12DR)
Youth believes receiving an education is
important (D04DR)
In- and out-of-school suspensions in last 2 years
(D06SR)
Youth's conduct in previous 3 months (D09DR)
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Female

Male

Peers and Community (6 variables)
Prosocial community ties (G02DP)
Associates with whom the youth spends her
time (G03DR and G03DP)
Attachment to positively influencing peers
(G05DP)
Youth's admiration of delinquent peers
(G06DR)
Number of months youth has been associating
with delinquent peers (G07aDR)

Peers and Community (7 variables)
•
•
•
•
•
•

Alcohol and Drugs (2 variables)
•
•

Alcohol and Drugs (4 variables)
Substance abuse (I03DR)
Youth is receptive to participation in alcohol
or drug treatment (I04DR)
Age at first use of drug or alcohol (103 SR)
Youth participation in alcohol or drug treatment
(105 SR)

Substance abuse (I03DR)
Youth is receptive to participation in alcohol
or drug treatment (I04DR)

Mental Health (1 variable)
•

Diagnosis of adjustment disorder (SR)

Attitudes (13 variables)
Attitude when engaged in delinquent
behaviour (K01SP)
Willingness to make amends (K04DR and
K04DP)
Hostile interpretation of actions and
intentions of others in a common nonconfrontational setting (K06DR and K06DP)
Law-abiding attitudes (K07DP)
Respect for authority figures (K08DP)
Tolerance for frustration (K09DR and
K09DP)

Prosocial community ties (G02DP)
Associates with whom the youth spends his
time (G03DR and G03DP)
Attachment to positively influencing peers
(G05DP)
Youth's admiration of delinquent peers
(G06DR)
Number of months youth has been associating
with delinquent peers (G07aDR)
Amount of free time youth spends with
negatively influencing or delinquent peers
(G08DR)

Mental Health (1 variable)
•

Violence (J06 SR/DR)

Attitudes (19 variables)
Attitude when engaged in delinquent
behaviour (K01SP)
Willingness to make amends (K04DR and
K04DP)
Hostile interpretation of actions and
intentions of others in a common nonconfrontational setting (K06DR and K06DP)
Law-abiding attitudes (K07DR and K07DP)
Respect for authority figures (K08DR and
K08DP)
Tolerance for frustration (K09DP)
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Female
Attitudes (13 variables)
Belief in use of physical violence to solve a
disagreement or conflict (KlOaDR)
Belief in use of verbal aggression to solve a
disagreement or conflict (KlObDR)
Readiness for change (K11DR and K11DP)

Skills (6 variables)
Consequential thinking skills (L01DP)
Social perspective-taking skills (L02DP)
Impulse control skills to avoid getting in
trouble (L04DP)
Loss of control over maladaptive behaviour
(L05DP)
Interpersonal skills (L06DR and L06DP)

Use of Free Time (5 variables)
Structured recreational activities
(EOlDRandEOlDP)
Unstructured recreational activities
(E02DR and E02DP)
Challenging, exciting hobbies or
activities (E03DP)

Male
Attitudes (19 variables)
Belief in use of physical violence to solve a
disagreement or conflict (KlOaDR)
Belief in use of verbal aggression to solve a
disagreement or conflict (KlObDR)
Readiness for change (K11DR and K11DP)
Accepts responsibility for
PINS/delinquent/criminal behaviour (K02DR
and K02DP)
Understands impact of his behaviour on others
(K03DR and K03DP)
Optimism (K05DP)

Skills (11 variables)
Consequential thinking skills (L01DP)
Social perspective-taking skills (L02DR and
L02DP)
Impulse control skills to avoid getting in
trouble (L04DR and L04DP)
Loss of control over maladaptive behaviour
(L05DP)
Interpersonal skills (L06DR and L06DP)
Problem-solving skills (L03DP)
Goal-setting skills (L07DR and L07DP)

Use of Free Time (4 variables)
Structured recreational activities
(E01DP)
Unstructured recreational activities
(E02DR and E02DP)
Challenging, exciting hobbies or
activities (E03DP)

Employment (2 variables)
History of employment (F01SP)
Total number of times youth as been
employed (F02SP)

Note. Variables that are common to both genders are indicated in bold.
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Internal consistency of gender-responsive measures. Table 18 features
Cronbach's alpha levels for domains defined in each gender-responsive measure. There is
a notable improvement in levels of internal consistency over those observed with respect
to the original YASI Full Assessment. In the measure tailored to males, save for legal
history (a = 50), all domains yielded alpha levels in excess of .60. In the measure
designed for females, all domains approach alpha levels exceeding .70, with the
exceptions of school and alcohol/drugs (a = 44 and a = 46, respectively). In such
instances of poor reliability, domains contain four items or less. Importantly, however,
total alphas were in excess of .90 for both genders.
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Table 18
Internal Consistency of Domains from Each Gender-Responsive Measure

Domain

Females (n = 819)

Males (n= 1,550)

Cronbach's alpha (n items)

Cronbach's alpha (n items)

Legal History

.75 (4)

.50(4)

Family History

.67(13)

.81 (12)

School

.44 (4)

.69 (8)

Peers and Community

.76 (6)

.68 (7)

Alcohol and Drugs

.46(2)

.76 (4)

(1)

(1)

Mental Health
Attitudes

.80(13)

.86(10)

Skills

.82 (6)

.84(11)

Use of Free Time

.76 (5)

.61 (4)

Employment

Total

.80 (2)

.90

.93

Note. Risks and strengths were collapsed for calculations of internal consistency in order to maximize the
number of items included in each domain.

Descriptive information for gender-responsive measures. Table 19 presents
descriptive statistics relevant to risk and strength domains associated with each genderresponsive measure. The dissimilar composition of the tools in terms of domain content
precludes a consideration of gender differences in mean scores on each construct.

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

110

Table 19
Descriptive Statistics for Domain and Total Scores Associated with Each GenderResponsive Measure
Domain

Female (n = 819)
SD
M
Range

Male (n = 1, 550)
M
SD
Range

Legal History

0.95

1.18

0-5

1.84

1.24

0-6

Family History
Risk
Strength

-2.75
2.55
-5.30

3.70
2.06
2.18

-12-11
0-12
-12-0

-2.07
3.27
-5.34

4.78
2.23
3.26

-14-11
0-11
-14-0

School
Risk
Strength

1.64
1.91
-0.26

1.45
1.27
0.44

-1-4
0-4
-1-0

4.70
5.38
-0.68

3.06
2.40
0.88

-3-10
0-10
-3-0

Peers and Community
Risk
Strength

1.36
2.93
-1.57

2.55
1.91
1.22

-5-7
0-8
-6-0

2.22
3.79
-1.57

3.30
2.68
1.22

-5-10
0-11
-6-0

Alcohol and Drugs

2.76

5.13

0-19

5.70

7.22

0-25

Mental Health

0.17

0.37

0-1

0.76

0.87

0-2

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

-0.38
2.64
-3.02

4.79
2.24
3.14

-14-12
0-12
-14-0

-1.35
3.12
-4.47

6.56
2.84
1.78

-20-16
0-16
-20-0

Skills
Risk
Strength

-1.35
0.54
-1.89

2.90
0.62
2.56

-10-2
0-2
-10-0

-0.97
1.57
-2.54

4.61
1.78
3.45

-14-8
0-8
-14-0

Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

-1.04
0.78
-1.82

2.20
0.87
1.60

-6-2
0-2
-6-0

-1.48
0.34
-1.82

1.89
0.47
1.60

-6-1
0-1
-6-0

0.29

0.72

0-3

0.29

0.72

0-3

20.34
-16.41
9.64

9.51
11.46
22.39

0-53
-61-0
-61-72

Employment
Risk
Strength
Total risk
Total strength
Overall score

12.29
-13.86
1.36

8.31
8.27
15.49

0-46
-45 - -1
-45-49

Note. Greater negative values imply greater strength in a given area.
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Predictive validity of gender-responsive measures and domains: Univariate
analyses. Tables 20 and 21 present univariate relationships (Pearson's r, ORs, andAUCs)
between domains and total scores on each gender-responsive measure and reconviction.
Levels of predictive accuracy associated with total scores on gender-responsive measures
were statistically equivalent across gender, as were risk and strength total subscores. As
hypothesized, the measure based on the gender salience/specificity of risks and strengths
effectively served to improve the magnitude of predictive accuracy for the female
subsample (AUC = .67, vs. 60 on the YASI Pre-Screen and .62 on the YASI Full
Assessment). However, the predictive accuracy of the male-responsive measure (AUC =
.64) was relatively consistent withAUCs obtained from the gender-neutral YASI (AUCs =
.64 and .63 for the YASI Pre-Screen and the Full Assessment, respectively).
Given that domains differ in their composition across male and female samples, a
direct assessment of gender differences is precluded. That said, pairwise comparisons of
AUCs can offer an indication of differences in predictive accuracy of each domain as
respectively optimized for females and males given the available pool of items. Hence,
comparisons between independent ROC curves were performed to assess between-gender
differences on each domain, while Hanley and McNeil's (1983) test of correlated ROC
curves was applied to compare AUCs generated from the same subsample (i.e., withingender comparisons). Note that Bonferroni correction was applied.
With respect to the female-responsive measure (see Table 20), although bivariate
correlations were significant atp < .05, neither the alcohol/drugs nor the mental health
domains were significantly related to recidivism among females when relationships were
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assessed independently of base rate through AUCs. This is also the case for the strength
component of the school domain and the risk component of the skills domain. When
considering magnitude exclusively, family history (AUC = .63), peers and community
(AUC = .64), attitudes (AUC = .62) and use of free time (AUC = .61) were the domains
most highly predictive of recidivism in girls based on univariate analyses. Note that no
significant differences were observed among those domains that did evidence predictive
capacity, nor were there differences in the predictive potency of risk and strength
subcomponents of each domain for the female sample.
Table 21 indicates that for males, the employment domain loses its predictive
capacity upon consideration of the AUC over Pearson's r. Based on the magnitude of
respective AUCs, the top predictive domains for males were peers (AUC — .62),
alcohol/drugs (AUC = .61), school (AUC = .61), family history (AUC = .60) and legal
history (AUC = .60). Although strength and risk components of each domain were
equivalently aligned with outcome for females, some risk components were significantly
more predictive than strength components among male-responsive domains; such was the
case for peers (risk AUC= .62 vs. strength AUC = .56, z = 3.37,p < .001) and school
(risk AUC= .61 vs. strength AUC= .56, z = 4.12,/X .001). Of those domains that
demonstrated predictive capacity for both females and males, no significant gender
differences were noted in respective A UCs.
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Table 20
Female-Responsive Measure (n = 819): Univariate Relationships Between Domains and
Reconvictions
Domain
Legal History

Pearson r
.14""'

OR (95% CI)
1.33(1.15-1.54)

AUC (95% CI)
.59 (.54 - .65)**

Family History
Risk
Strength

.18***
.16***
.15***

1.14(1.08--1.19)
1.22(1.12--1.32)
1.22(1.11- -1.33)

.63 ( . 5 8 - .68)***
.62 ( . 5 6 - .67)***
.61 ( . 5 6 - .66)***

School
Risk
Strength

.12***
.11*
.07*

1.26(1.10--1.45)
1.28(1.10--1.49)
1.60(1.00--2.55)

. 5 9 ( . 5 4 - .64)
. 5 8 ( . 5 3 - .64)**
.54 ( . 4 9 - .59)

Peers and Community
Risk
Strength

T5***

1.22(1.12--1.32)
1.25(1.12--1.38)
1.35(1.15--1.60)

.64 ( . 5 8 - .69)***
.61 ( . 5 6 - .67)***
. 6 0 ( . 5 5 - .65)***

Alcohol and Drugs

.08*

1.04(1.00--1.07)

. 5 5 ( . 4 9 - .60)

Mental Health

.07*

1.56(0.98--2.48)

. 5 3 ( . 4 8 - .59)

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

.15***
.12***
.14***

1.09(1.05--1.14)
1.14(1.05--1.23)
1.16(1.08--1.25)

. 6 2 ( . 5 7 - .67)***
. 6 0 ( . 5 5 - .65)***
. 6 2 ( . 5 7 - .67)***

Skills
Risk
Strength

.10**
.06*
.10**

1.11(1.03- -1.20)
1.28(0.95--1.72)
1.13(1.04--1.24)

. 5 8 ( . 5 2 - .63)**
.54 ( . 4 9 - .60)
.58 ( . 5 3 - .63)**

Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

.13***
.11*
.12***

1.19(1.08--1.30)
1.40(1.13- -1.73)
1.26(1.10--1.44)

.61 ( . 5 5 - .66)***
. 5 8 ( . 5 2 - .63)**
. 6 0 ( . 5 4 - .65)***

^20***

1.05(1.03- -1.08)
1.07(1.04--1.10)
1.04(1.03- -1.05)

.64 ( . 5 9 - .69)***
.64 ( . 5 9 - .69)***
.67 (.62 - .71)***

Total risk
Total strength
Overall score

***

Note. Scores on strength subdomains were reverse coded.
> < .10. 'p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.
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Table 21
Male-Responsive Measure (n = 1,550): Univariate Relationships Between Domains and
Reconvictions
Domain
Legal History

Pearson r
.16

OR (95% CI)
1.30(1.19-1.41)

A UC (95% CI)
.60 (.56-.63)

Family History
Risk
Strength

.16*"
.14
.14***

1.07(1.05-1.10)
1.15(1.09-1.21)
1.10(1.06-1.13)

.60 (.56- .63)***
.59 : . 5 6 - .62)***
.58 (.55- .61)***

School
Risk
Strength

.18"*
.18***
#**

1.15(1.11-1.20)
1.20(1.14-1.26)
1.38 ( 1 . 2 0 - 1.59)

.61 (.58- .64)***
.61 (.58- .64)***
.56 (.53- .59)***

Peers and Community
Risk
Strength

.19***
.19***
.10***

1.13(1.09-1.17)
1.16(1.12-1.21)
1.19(1.09-1.30)

.62 (.59- .65)
.62 (.59- .65)***
.56 (.53- .59)***

Alcohol and Drugs

.17***

1.05(1.03-1.06)

.61 (.58- .64)***

Mental Health

.11***

1.30(1.15-1.48)

.56 (.53- .59)***

Attitudes
Risk
Strength

.15***

1.05(1.03-1.07)
1.09(1.05- 1.13)
1.08(1.05-1.11)

.59 <(.56- .62)***
.581(.55- .62)***
.58 (.55- .61)***

1.06(1.03-1.09)
1.09(1.03-1.15)
1.09(1.05-1.13)

.56 (.53- .59)***
.55 (.52- .58)**
.56 (.53- .59)***

!08**

1.13(1.07-1.20)
1.45(1.14-1.86)
1.15(1.08-1.24)

.57 ((.54- .60)***
.54 ((.50- .57)*
.57 ((.53- .60)***

Skills
Risk
Strength
Use of Free Time
Risk
Strength

1 1

T4"*

^07**
1

***

Employment
Risk
Strength

.06*

1.17(1.01-1.34)

.52 ((.49- .55)

.06*

1.17(1.01-1.34)

.52 ((.49- .55)

Total risk
Total strength
Overall score

.22***
.16***
.23***

1.05(1.04-1.06)
1.03(1.02-1.05)
1.02 ( 1 . 0 2 - 1.03)

.64 (( . 6 1 - .67)***
.60 ((.57- .63)***
.64 (( . 6 1 - .67)***

Note. Scores on strength subdomains were reverse coded.
*/><.05. " p < . 0 1 . " * p < . 0 0 1 .
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Predictive validity of gender-responsive domains: Multivariate analyses. Tables
22 and 23 present logistic regression analysis and ROC results associated with the
gender-responsive measures developed for females and males, respectively. With item
composition of each domain optimized according to gender, legal history emerged as a
significant predictor in the female-responsive model (x2 = 6.22, p < .01), as illustrated in
Table 22. Upon comparing these results to those yielded from the multivariate logistic
regression analysis performed on YASI Full Assessment domains, while family history
retained its predictive power in females (x2 = 5.57, p < .05), the gender-responsive peer
domain gained predictive strength and approached statistical significance (x2 = 3.16,/? <
.10). Contrary to YASI Full Assessment results, the skills domain no longer contributed
unique variance to criminal outcome in the female-responsive tool.
In the male-responsive model (presented in Table 23), alcohol and drugs (x =
10.85,/? < .001), school (x2 = 10.08,/? < .001), legal history (x2 = 9.40,/? < .01), mental
health (i.e., early manifestations of violence) (x2 = 5.85,/? < .05), and peers (x2 = 4.14,/? <
.05) emerged as optimal predictive domains. Chief points of contrast between the YASI
Full Assessment and the male-responsive tool are that in the latter, the school domain
gained predictive strength, as did manifestations of violence (i.e., mental health).
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Table 22
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity of Female-Responsive Measure with
Respect to Reconvictions (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.20 (.08)

6.22

1.22(1.04--1.42)

Family History

.08 (.03)

6.07

1.08(1.02--1.15)

School

.05 (.08)

0.39

1.05(0.90--1.23)

Peers & Community

.09 (.05)

3.16t

1.10(1.00--1.21)

Alcohol and Drugs

.001 (.02)

0.001

1.00(0.97--1.04)

Mental Health

.20 (.25)

0.64

1.22(0.75--2.00)

Attitudes

-.032 (.03)

0.40

1.02(0.96--1.09)

Skills

-.03 (.06)

0.34

0.97(0.87- -1.08)

Use of Free Time

.07 (.04)

1.64

1.07(0.96--1.19)

Model x2(9) = 33.72, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 9.81,/? = .28. R1 = .07 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .06 (Cox & Snell), .10 (Nagelkerke); 66.4% of cases
correctly classified.
V < .10. 'p < .05. "p < .01. *"p < .001.
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Table 23
Logistic Regression Results: Predictive Validity of Male-Responsive Measure with
Respect to Reconvictions (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Legal History

.14 (.05)

9.40

1.15(1.05-1.26)

Family History

.02 (.02)

1.68

1.02(0.99-1.05)

School

.08 (.03)

10.08***

1.09(1.03-1.14)

Peers & Community

.04(.02)

4.14*

1.05(1.00-1.09)

Alcohol and Drugs

.03 (.01)

10.85***

1.03(1.01-1.04)

Mental Health

.18 (.07)

5.85

1.19(1.03-1.38)

Attitudes

-.003 (.02)

0.04

1.00(0.97-1.03)

Skills

-.01 (.02)

0.25

0.99(0.95-1.03)

Use of Free Time

.002 (.04)

0.004

1.00(0.93-1.08)

Employment

.11 (.08)

2.05

1.11 (0.96-1.29)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Model x (10) = 112.55, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 6.57, p = .58. R2 = .06 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .07 (Cox & Snell), .10 (Nagelkerke); 62.1% of cases
correctly classified.

*p<-05.

"p<.0l."'p<.00\.
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Split-sample validation. The large sample size permitted assessing the
generalizability of gender-responsive logistic regression models via an 80-20 split-sample
validation procedure. That is, within each subsample (males vs. females), cases were
divided into two random samples, with 80% of subjects allotted to the model building
sample (training group) and 20% as the cross-validation sample (holdout group)
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Based on the parameters estimated from the training
sample, predicted scores were created for the smaller validation sample. The model fit
and classification parameters of the holdout sample were then used to gauge the validity
of the training sample and the generalizability of the model.
As demonstrated in Table 24, the significance of the chi-square associated with
the omnibus model based on the validation analysis (x2 [9] = 40.62,/) < .001) was
congruent with that associated with the model developed on the full sample of females
(^[9] = 33.72, p <.001; see Table 22). Moreover, the pattern of significance of the
relationships between individual domains and recidivism outcome support the
interpretation of the model using the full sample; namely, legal history (x2 = 8.08, p <
.01) and family history (x2 = 3.97,p < .05) also emerged as optimal predictors in the
validation model for females. The suggested criterion to support the classification
accuracy of the model is an accuracy rate for the holdout sample that is no more than
10% lower than the accuracy rate for the training sample (Hair, Black, Babin, &
Anderson, 2009); in this case, the accuracy rate of the training sample is 61.2% and that
of the holdout sample is 59.5%, thus meeting the minimum requirement (i.e., minimum
requirement is 0.90 x 61.2%) = 55.1%). In sum, the split-sample validation analysis
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supports the generalizability of the female-responsive model developed on the full
sample.
The validation procedure was repeated on the male subsample, with associated
results presented in Table 25. The overall significance of the validation model is
consistent with the model developed on the full sample of males (x2 [10] = 89.19,/? <
.001 and x2[10] = 112.55, p <.001, respectively). As was the case with the model
developed on the full sample (refer to Table 23), school (x = 10.28,/? < .001), alcohol
and drugs (%2 = 6.78, p < .01), legal history (x2 = 6.24,/? < .01), mental health (i.e.,
violence) (x2 = 0.14,/? < .05), and peers (x2 = 2.60, p < .10) emerged as optimal predictors
in the validation analysis. By contrast, however, employment attained significance in the
validation model only (x2 = 4.40, p < .05). The training sample yielded 60.9% correct
classifications and the holdout sample produced 59.6%; therefore, the minimum
requirement was met (i.e., 0.90 x 60.9% = 54.8%). Overall, the split-sample validation
analysis supports the generalizability of the model developed on the full male subsample.
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Table 24
Results of Split-Sample Validation for Female-Responsive Model (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

Legal History

.25 (.09)

8.08**

Family History

.07 (.03)

3.97

1.07(1.00--1.14)

School

.05 (.09)

0.28

1.05(0.88--1.25)

Peers & Community

.08(.06)

1.77

1.08(0.97--1.21)

Alcohol & Drugs

.02 (.02)

0.55

1.02(0.98--1.06)

Mental Health

.11 (.29)

0.14

1.12(0.63- -1.96)

Attitudes

.007 (.04)

0.04

1.01 (0.93--1.09)

Skills

.03 (.07)

0.26

1.03(0.91- -1.18)

Use of Free Time

.06 (.06)

1.08

1.07(0.95--1.20)

*

OR (95% CI)
1.22(1.04--1.42)

Model %2(9) = 40.62, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 4.26,p = .83. R2 = .07 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .06 (Cox & Snell), .10 (Nagelkerke); 63.8% of cases
correctly classified.
*p<-05. **p<.01."*p<.001.
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Table 25
Results of Split-Sample Validation for Male-Responsive Model (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

Legal History

.13 (.05)

6.24

1.14(1.03--1.25)

Family History

.02 (.02)

1.80

1.02(0.99--1.06)

School

.09 (.03)

10.28***

1.10(1.04--1.16)

Peers & Community

.04(.02)

2.60T

1.04(0.99--1.09)

Alcohol & Drugs

.02 (.01)

6.78**

1.02(1.01- -1.04)

Mental Health

.19 (.08)

0.14

1.21 (1.03--1.41)

Attitudes

-.004 (.02)

0.06

1.00(0.96--1.03)

Skills

-.01 (.03)

0.27

0.99 (0.94 --1.04)

Use of Free Time

-.01 (.04)

0.04

0.99 (0.92 --1.07)

Employment

.18 (.08)

4.40

*

OR (95% CI)

1.19(1.01- -1.41)

Model ^(10) = 89.19, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with x (8)
= 10.34, p = .24. R2 = .06 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .07 (Cox & Snell), .10 (Nagelkerke); 63.8% of cases
correctly classified.
^ < .10. "p < .05. "p < .01. "*p < .001.
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Incremental contribution of gender-neutral and gender-specific items. The
relative predictive strength of gender-neutral versus gender-specific items (taken from
each gender-responsive measure) was assessed for female and male subsamples (see
Tables 15 through 16 to review items that evidenced gender-specificity versus genderneutrality). Given that the interest was in determining the collective contribution of each
of these components, only two predictors representing the sum of respective items were
entered into each direct logistic regression model simultaneously14. Results for female
and male samples are presented in Tables 26 and 27. Interestingly, both gender-specific
(X2 = 8.91,p < .001) and gender-neutral items (x2 = 3.97,p < .01) contributed unique
variance to recidivism outcome for females, yet only the gender-neutral component
emerged as a significant predictor in the model associated with the male sample (x =
12.93, p<. 001).

Note that risk items were scored positively and promotive items were scored negatively.
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Table 26
Logistic Regression Results: Unique Contributions of Gender-Specific and GenderNeutral Items for Females (n - 819)
Component

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Gender-specific

.16(.05)

8.91*"

1.18(1.06-1.31)

Gender-neutral

.03 (.01)

3.97**

1.03(1.01-1.05)

Model y?(2) = 39.85, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with x (8)
= 8.93, p = .35. R2 = .06 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .05 (Cox & Snell), .08 (Nagelkerke); 62.5% of cases
correctly classified.
**p<.01.***p<.001.

Table 27
Logistic Regression Results: Unique Contributions of Gender-Specific and GenderNeutral Items for Males (n = 1,550)

Component

B(SE)

Gender-specific

.01 (.01)

Gender-neutral

.04 (.01)

Wald Chi Square

0.32
12.93***

OR (95% CI)

1.01(0.98-1.03)
1.04(1.02-1.06)

Model x2(2) = 68.74, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with x (8)
= 7.70, p = .46. R2 = .04 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .04 (Cox & Snell), .06 (Nagelkerke); 57.7% of cases
correctly classified.
" > < .001.
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Summary: Is a gender-responsive approach to the risk assessment of young
females preferable to a gender-neutral approach? Table 28 provides a summary of the
predictive validity measures (A UCs) associated with gender-neutral and genderresponsive analyses conducted to date. As predicted, the gender-neutral YASI, both in
Pre-Screen and Full Assessment form, was statistically equivalent in predicting
reconviction over 2 years across samples of males and females. However, as additionally
hypothesized, adopting a gender-responsive that involved retaining only those items
associated with criminal outcome served to enhance levels of predictive accuracy in
females (from A UC = .60 on the YASI Pre-Screen to A UC = .67 on the femaleresponsive measure).

Table 28
Summary of Predictive Validity Measures for Gender-Neutral and Gender-Responsive
Approaches to Risk Assessment

Assessment tool

Females (n = 819)

Males (n = 1,550)

AUC

AUC

YASI Pre-Screen

.60

.64

YASI Full Assessment

.62

.63*

Gender-Responsive Tools

.67

.64*

"/x.OOl.
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Research Question 2: Does County-Level Poverty Contribute to Criminal Outcome
in Males and/or Females?
In an exploratory test using multilevel modeling (MLM) techniques, the author
also aimed to determine whether the consideration of county-level poverty would add
incremental predictive validity to the gender-responsive tools. It was hypothesized that
county-level poverty and access to community resources would be particularly salient
and potentially specific to female offending.
Traditional methods of statistical analysis, including logistic regression, are
grounded in the assumption of independent observations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).
However, when cases are nested within social (macro-level) structures, it is probable that
individuals sampled from one context are more similar than those sampled from different
contexts. As remarked earlier, the ecological fallacy occurs when group-level results
(e.g., county-level poverty estimates) are used to interpret individual-level outcomes.
In the current study, if individuals vary significantly across county but this
heterogeneity is ignored, the resultant models would be biased; specifically, not
accounting for the multilevel structure of the data could potentially underestimate
standard errors, ultimately leading to increased Type I error rates given that analyses
would be based on too many degrees of freedom that are not truly independent (Singer &
Willett, 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).
MLM, also termed hierarchical linear modeling, explicitly considers the nested
structure of the data. Although MLM does assume multivariate normality, the technique
requires neither the homogeneity of regression nor the independence of errors
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assumptions (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2001; Singer & Willett, 2003). In fact, the potential
for differences in the relationship between predictors and outcome across different groups
at the macro-level are expected and explicitly incorporated into the model. In MLM, both
individuals and groups are considered to be randomly sampled from their respective
populations, and intercepts (means) and slopes (IV-DV relationships) are allowed to vary
between higher level units. Moreover, MLM allows for predictors to be included at each
level of analysis (individual and macro-level) such that higher level predictors may help
explain lower level differences in intercepts and slopes.
Given the complexity of MLM, large samples sizes are required. Because the
groups under consideration are conceptualized as a sample from a larger population of
groups, the number of groups is actually more crucial to achieving the desired level of
power than the number of individuals per group. Based on maximum likelihood
estimation, simulation studies indicate that adequate power for cross-level effects is
obtained when the number of groups is 20 or larger (Hox, 2002). Moreover, power is
greater with more groups (second-level units) and fewer cases per group than the
converse. Samples sizes available in the current study exceed this criterion, given 54
counties in total with an average of 44 individuals per county15.
Power estimation in MLM is relatively complex and requires the additional
consideration of the intraclass correlation - the ratio of variance between groups at the
second level of the hierarchy to the variance within those groups. High values imply that
the independence of errors assumption is violated and signals the need to perform MLM
15

Unequal sample sizes between groups and between levels of analysis are not problematic and in fact,
they are expected (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).
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in the first place. Thus, counter-intuitively, power in MLM actually increases with higher
intraclass correlations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006).
Multilevel modeling results: Is a 2-level model justified? In order to assess the
potential contribution of county-level poverty to recidivism in males and females, a
multilevel intercepts-only model was initially ran, with level-1 defined as individuals and
level-2 defined as county of residence. The intraclass correlation (ICC) was calculated
from the null model, representing the ratio of the variance between counties to the
variance within counties16. In other words, the ICC is the proportion of the total
variability in recidivism that is attributable to the level-2 county groupings; to reiterate,
high values of this index imply that the assumption of independent errors has been
violated, and signals the need to perform multilevel modeling in the first place.
The null models for males and females both yielded an ICC of .02; that is, only
2% of the variability in the outcome was associated with differences between counties17.
This value is extremely low as indicated by the criteria outlined by Landis and Koch
(1977). Moreover, a perusal of the empirical literature featuring MLM techniques
consistently reports ICC levels in excess of .20 (e.g., Afshartous & de Leeuw, 2005;
Kreft & DeLeeuw, 1998; Roesch et al., 2010). As such, a more complex model derived
through MLM was unjustified. For the sake of parsimony, analyses are appropriately
based on a single (individual) level model.

1UL<
17

S between ' ^ between

$ within

The ICC can be interpreted as follows: 0-.20 is considered low, .21-40 is fair, .41-60 is moderate, . 6 1 .80 is substantial, and .81-1.00 reflects a near perfect relationship (Landis & Koch, 1977).
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A further examination of bivariate correlations between hypothesized level-2
predictors (i.e., county-level poverty indices) revealed no significant relationships with
convictions in either female or male samples. Therefore, the only measure of poverty
encompassed in further analyses is the individual-level poverty index subsumed under the
family domain in the gender-responsive measure for females.
Research Question 3: To What Extent do Promotive and Protective Domains
Contribute to Risk Assessment Protocols for Males and Females?
Relative overall contribution of risk and promotive domains by gender.
Given that all strength-based items included in each gender-responsive measure are
aligned with recidivism as per the specified inclusion criterion, these items and aggregate
domains are henceforth termed promotive. As reported in Table 29, results of a direct
logistic regression analysis indicate that the aggregate risk and promotive scales featured
in the female-responsive measure each provided unique variance in recidivism outcome
(X2 = 6.16, p < .05 and %2 = 8.67,p < .01, respectively). However, Table 30 reveals that
for males, only the risk component emerged as a significant predictor in the model (x2 =
30.66, p < .001). A more detailed analysis of specific promotive and risk domains is
forthcoming.
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Table 29
Logistic Regression Results: Relative Contribution of Risk and Promotive Components in
the Female-Responsive Measure (n = 819)
Component

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Risk component

.03 (.01)

6.16*

1.03(1.01-1.06)

Promotive
component

.05 (.02)

8.67**

1.05(1.02-1.09)

Model ^(2) = 9.51,

p<M

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 3.51,p = .90. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .04 (Cox & Snell), .07 (Nagelkerke); 63.8% of cases
correctly classified.
*p < .05. " p < - 0 \ . ' " p < .001.

Table 30
Logistic Regression Results: Relative Contribution of Risk and Promotive Components in
the Male-Responsive Measure (n = 1,550)
Component

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Risk component

.05 (.01)

30.66***

1.05(1.03-1.07)

Promotive
component

.003 (.01)

0.13

1.00(0.99-1.02)

Model ^(2) = 72.79, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with x (8)
= 11.14, j? = .19. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .05 (Cox & Snell), .07 (Nagelkerke); 60.6% of cases
correctly classified.
p<.00l.
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An analysis of promotive and risk domains for females. Individual logistic
regression runs illustrated in Table 31 confirm that all strength domains articulated for
females were indeed promotive - that is, at the univariate level, each domain is
predictively aligned with reconviction in the expected direction. Results of a direct
logistic regression analysis in which all promotive factors were entered simultaneously
confirm the statistical significance of the omnibus model (x2[6] = 30.95, p < .001).
However, only family history (x = 5.48, p < .01) accounted for unique variance in
recidivism outcome (see Table 32).

Table 31
Univariate Logistic Regression Relationships between Promotive Domains and
Reconviction in Females (n = 819)
Domain

B(SE)

Wald
Chi
Square

OR (95% CI)

Pearson r AUC (95% CI)

Family

.20 (.05)

17.23***

1.22(1.11-1.33)

.15~

.61 (.58 - .64)*"

School

.47 (.24)

3.84

1.60(1.00-2.55)

.07*

.54 (.51 -.58)*

Peers

.30 (.08)

12.90"*

1.35(1.15-1.60)

.13"*

.60 (.56 - .63)*"

Attitudes

.15 (.04)

14.89"*

1.16(1.08-1.25)

.14

.62 (.58 - .65)*"

Skills

.13 (.05)

7.68"

1.13(1.04-1.24)

.10"

.58 (.54-.61)"

Free Time

.23 (.07)

11.53"

1.26(1.10-1.44)

.12"

.60 (.56 - .63)*"

Note. Scores on promotive subdomains were reverse coded, thus accounting for the positive relationship
between domain scores and outcome.

*p<.05.

"p<M.'"p<.001.
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Table 32
Direct Entry Logistic Regression Results Illustrating Relationship Between Promotive
Domains and Reconviction in Females (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Family

12 (.05)

5.48"

1.13(1.02-1.25)

School

09 (.27)

0.10

0.92(0.54-1.56)

Peers

13 (.10)

1.66

1.14(0.94-1.38)

Attitudes

11 (.06)

3.47f

1.11 (0.99-1.25)

Skills

04 (.07)

0.44

0.96(0.84-1.09)

Free Time

10 (.08)

1.48

1.10(0.94-1.29)

Model 3^(6) = 30.95, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 2.56,;? = .96. R2 = .04 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .04 (Cox & Snell), .06 (Nagelkerke); 57.9% of cases
correctly classified.
t
p<-10. 'p<.05.
"p<M.

In turn, univariate relationships between risk subdomains contained in the femaleresponsive measure and reconviction are provided in Table 33. On the basis of AUCs,
each risk domain with the exception of mental health and skills was significantly aligned
with reconviction. However, when risk domains were simultaneously entered into a direct
logistic regression model (see Table 34), only legal history (% = 6.1 \,p < .01), family
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history (x2 = 5.82,/? < .05), peers (x2 = 4.03,p < .05), and free time (x2 = 3.06,/? < .10)
retained their predictive power. As expected, the omnibus risk model was significantly
related to outcome, with x2(9) = 43.23,p< .001.

Table 33
Univariate Logistic Regression Relationships Between Risk Domains and Reconviction in
Females (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald
Chi
Square

OR (95% CI)

Pearson r AUC (95% CI)

Legal History

.29 (.07)

15.29***

1.33(1.15--1.54)

.14

.59 (.54 - .65)***

Family

.20 (.04)

20.55

1.22(1.12--1.32)

.16***

.62 (.56 -• .67)***

School

.24 (.08)

9.78

1.28(1.10--1.49)

.11**

.58 (.53 -• .64)**

Peers

.22 (.05)

Alcohol/
Drugs

.04 (.02)

4.57

1.04(1.00--1.07)

.08

.55 (.49 - .60)T

Mental Health

.45 (.24)

3.57T

1.56(0.98-- 2.47)

.07 t

.53 (.48 --59)

Attitudes

.13 (.04)

10.76***

1.14(1.05--1.23)

.12***

.60 (.55 - .65)***

Skills

.25 (.15)

2.71T

1.28(0.95--1.72)

.10T

.54 (.49- .60)

Free Time

.34 (.11)

9.65

1.40(1.13- -1.73)

.11"

.58 (.52 - .63)

T

***

17.17***
*

^ < .10. > < .05. "p < .01. '"p < .001.

#**

1.25(1.12--1.38)

.61 (.56- .67)***
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Table 34
Direct Entry Logistic Regression Results Illustrating Relationship Between Risk Domains
and Reconviction in Females (n = 819)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

Legal History

.19 (.08)

6.11**

1.21 (1.04-1.42)

Family

.12 (.05)

5.82

1.13(1.02-1.25)

School

.09 (.09)

1.17

1.10(0.93-1.30)

Peers

.12 (.06)

4.03*

1.13(1.00-1.27)

Alcohol & Drugs

.001(.02)

0.004

1.00(0.97-1.04)

Mental Health

.22 (.25)

0.74

1.24(0.76-2.03)

Attitudes

.02 (.05)

0.14

1.02(0.92-1.14)

Skills

-.17 (.19)

0.75

0.85(0.58-1.23)

Free Time

.21 (.12)

3.06T

1.23(0.98-1.55)

Model x (9) = 43.23, j p<.001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 5.51,/? = .70. R2 = .06 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .05 (Cox & Snell), .09 (Nagelkerke); 66.5% of cases
correctly classified.
tp<A0. p<.05.
p<.00\.
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An analysis of promotive and risk domains for males. Individual logistic

regression runs illustrated in Table 35 confirm that all strength domains articulated in the
male-responsive measure were indeed promotive. Note, however, that the employment
domain becomes non-significant on the basis of the AUC value. Results of a multivariate
direct entry logistic regression analysis presented in Table 36 indicate that family and
9

9

employment emerged as uniquely promotive (x = 5.23, p < .05 and x - 6.27, p < .05,
respectively), with school and attitudes approaching statistical significance (x2 = 3.52,p <
.10 and x2 = 3.00,p < .10, respectively).
While the omnibus model containing all promotive factors was statistically related
to outcome, x2(7) = 52.23, p < .001, recall from results presented in the context of
Research Question 1 that the AUC associated with males' total promotive score was only
.60 (see Table 21). In turn, the AUC associated with females' total promotive score was
.64 (see Table 20). According to the formal test for comparing two independent ROC
curves (and confirmed by the overlap in respective confidence intervals), differences in
predictive accuracy between these A UCs were not statistically significant. However, the
difference in magnitude may account for the relatively greater unique contribution of
promotive domains for females in a model also containing risk domains (refer to Table
29).
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Table 35
Univariate Logistic Regression Relationships Between Promotive Domains and
Reconviction in Males (n = 1,550)
Domain

B(SE)

Wald
Chi
Square

OR (95% CI)

Family

.09 (.02)

28.68***

1.10(1.06--1.13)

.14***

.58(.56- .61)

School

.32 (.07)

19.61***

1.38(1.20--1.59)

.11***

.56(.54- .59)

Peers

.18 (.05)

15.01***

1.19(1.09--1.30)

.10***

.56(.54- .59)

Attitudes

.07 (.01)

27.44***

1.08(1.05--1.11)

.14

.58 (.56- .61)

Skills

.08 (.02)

18.28***

1.09(1.05--1.13)

.11**

.56 (.53- .58):

Free Time

.14 (.04)

17.14

1.15(1.08--1.24)

.11**

.57 (.54- .59)

Employment

.15 (.07)

1.17(1.01- -1.34)

.06*

.52 (.49- .55)

4.64*

Pearson r AUCs (95% CI)

Note. Scores on promotive sub-domains were reverse coded, thus accounting for the positive relationship
between domain scores and outcome.
**p<.01.*"p<.001.

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

136

Table 36
Direct Entry Logistic Regression Results Illustrating Relationships Between Promotive
Domains and Reconviction in Males (n = 1,550)
Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square

Family

.05(.02)

5.23

1.05(1.01-1.09)

School

.15 (.08)

3.40T

1.16(1.00-1.36)

Peers

.02 (.06)

0.18

1.02(0.92-1.14)

Attitudes

.04 (.02)

2.71T

1.04(0.99-1.09)

Skills

-.004 (.03)

0.01

1.00(0.94-1.06)

Free Time

.05 (.04)

1.17

1.05(0.96-1.14)

Employment

.18 (.07)

6.27

*

*

OR (95% CI)

1.20(1.04-1.38)

Model x (7) = 52.23, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 8.86,j3 = .36. R2 = .03 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .03 (Cox & Snell), .04 (Nagelkerke); 55.0% of cases
correctly classified.
tp<A0.
p<.05.

Univariate relationships between risk subdomains contained in the maleresponsive measure and official convictions are provided in Table 37. Confirming
previous correlational analyses, each risk domain was significantly related to recidivism.
However, when these risk factors were entered into a multivariate direct logistic
regression model (see Table 38), legal history (x2 = 10.35,/? < .001), school (x2 = 13.19,/?
<

.001), alcohol and drugs (x2 = 9.20, p < .01), peers (x2 = 6.47, p < .05), and mental

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

137

health (i.e., violence) (x2 = 5.1 \,p < .05) were the only domains emerging as unique
predictors. The omnibus risk model was significantly related to outcome, with x2(10)

=

114.79, / X . 0 0 1 .

Table 37
Univariate Relationships between Risk Domains and Reconviction in Males (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald
Chi
Square

Legal History

.26 (.04)

38.22***

1.30(1.19--1.41)

.16***

.60 (.56 - .63)*'

Family

.14 (.03)

30.05***

1.15(1.09--1.21)

.14***

.59 (.56 -• .62)*'

School

.18 (.03)

48.75***

1.20(1.14--1.26)

.18***

.61 (.58 - .64)

Peers

.15 (.02)

55.10***

1.16(1.12--1.21)

.19***

.62 (.59 -• .65)"

Alcohol/Drugs

.05 (.01)

44.94***

1.05(1.03- -1.06)

.17***

.61 (.58- .64)*'

Mental Health

.26 (.06)

16.82***

1.30(1.15--1.48)

Attitudes

.10 (.02)

22.99

Skills

.08 (.03)

Free Time

.37 (.13)

***

OR (95% CI)

Pearson AUC {95% CI)
r

***

.56 (.53-- 59)**

1.09(1.05--1.13)

.12

.58 (.55 -• .62)*'

7.83

1.09(1.03- -1.15)

.07

.55 (.52- .58)**

8.93

1.45(1.14--1.86)

.08

.54 (.50 -• -57)*

**

> < .10. "p < .05. "*p < .01. ""p < .001.
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Table 38
Direct Entry Logistic Regression Results Illustrating Relationships Between Risk
Domains and Reconviction in Males (n = 1,550)

Domain

B(SE)

Wald Chi Square
10.35"*

OR (95% CI)

1.15(1.06--1.27)

Legal History

.15 (.05)

Family

.03 (.03)

School

.12 (.03)

Peers

.06 (.02)

Alcohol/Drugs

.02 (.01)

9.20

Mental Health

.17 (.07)

5.11

1.18(1.02--1.37)

Attitudes

-.003 (.03)

0.01

0.94 (0.94 --1.05)

Skills

-.04 (.04)

0.81

0.96(0.89- -1.05)

Free Time

.06 (.14)

0.16

1.06(0.80--1.39)

1.03(0.96--1.09)

0.59
13.19*"
*

6.47
**
*

1.12(1.06--1.19)
1.06(1.01- -1.12)
1.03(1.01- -1.04)

Model x2(10) = 114.79, p < .001

Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= U.92,p = .20. R2 = .06 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .07 (Cox & Snell), .10 (Nagelkerke); 62.3% of cases
correctly classified.
*p<.05. **p<.01. "*p<.001.
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The identification of protective factors. In order to examine potential protective
effects, a series of hierarchical logistic regression analyses were performed, each
comparing a full model containing a Total Risk x Domain Promotive Score interaction to
a correspondent main-effects model (based on the gender-responsive tools). Specifically,
the focal IV was identified as one's total risk score on the gender-responsive measure.
The moderator, in turn, was defined as an individual's promotive score within a given
domain. Hierarchically well-formulated (HWF) models were developed in which all
lower order components of the higher order interaction term were included in the model
(Jaccard, 2001; Kleinbaum, 1994). Main effects were included in Block 1 of the SPSS
module, while the interaction term was included in Block 2.
Notably, no significant interactions emerged between promotive domains and
overall risk score in the female subsample, indicating the absence of protective effects
based on the available data. With respect to males, two significant interactions emerged
between individual promotive domains and overall risk score, signalling two genuinely
protective factors (i.e., attitudes and skills). Specifically, the Total Risk Score x Attitudes
(Promotive Score) interaction was significant (%2 = 5.36, p < .05), as was the Total Risk
Score x Skills (Promotive Score) interaction (%2 = 4.42, p < .05). Complete results for
these two hierarchical regression models are provided in Tables 39 and 40.
Graphical representations of the statistical interactions associated with the
attitudes and skills protective effects for males are depicted in Figures 1 and 2. Both IV
and moderators were conceptualized and analyzed as continuous variables. However, to
facilitate graphing of the interactions, protective domains were subjected to a median
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split (as recommended by Jaccard, 2001); in other words, high and low scoring groups
were derived on each identified protective domain. These graphs demonstrate each
protective factor's relatively greater buffering effect on criminal outcome as one's overall
risk score increases.

Table 39
Results of Hierarchical Logistic Regression: Testing the Protective Effect of Attitudes for
Males (n = 1,550)
B(SE)

Block 1
Total risk score
Total promotive score on
attitudes domain
Block 2
Total Risk x Attitudes
(Promotive)

.05 (.01)

Wald Chi Square

28.55***

OR (95% CI)

1.05(1.03-1.06)

.04 (.03)

1.93

1.04(0.98-1.11)

-.004 (.002)

5.36*

1.00(0.99-1.00)

Model x2(3) = 78.53, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with x (8)
= 8.95,/? = .35. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .05 (Cox & Snell), .07 (Nagelkerke).
V<.05. "*p<.001.
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Table 40
Results of Hierarchical Logistic Regression: Testing the Protective Effect of Skills for
Males (n = 1,550)
B(SE)

Block 1
Total risk score
Total promotive score on
Skills domain
Block 2
Total Risk x Skills
(Promotive)

Wald Chi Square

OR (95% CI)

.05 (.01)

37.87*"

1.05(1.03-1.06)

.06 (.04)

2.00

1.06(0.98-1.15)

-.01 (.003)

4.42*

0.99(0.98-1.00)

Model x2(3) = 77.44, p < .001
Note. The Hosmer and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit statistic confirms the adequacy of the model, with % (8)
= 4.98,^ = .76. R2 = .05 (Hosmer & Lemeshow), .05 (Cox & Snell), .07 (Nagelkerke).
*p<.05."*p<.001.
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Figure 1. Graph of significant interaction between total risk score and protective score on
attitudes domain for males.
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Figure 2. Graph of significant interaction between total risk score and protective score on
skills domain for males.
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Research Question 4: Is There Truly a Unique Gendered Pathway Into Crime For
Females?
Sample reduction. Only those youth aged 14 and over were considered in the
empirical examination of the gendered pathways issue and in the identification of
dominant thematic offender subtypes. The rationale behind the selection of this older
cohort was to maximize the likelihood that youth included in these analyses would have
encountered the risk factors deemed salient to a girls' trajectory into crime according to
feminist theory (e.g., diagnosed mental health issues, chronic substance abuse). The
selection of age 14 as a minimum cutoff was based on the following rationale. First,
approximately 90% of American girls have reached menarche by 13.75 years of age
(Chumlea et al., 2003), which in conjunction with other risk factors, has been identified
as a precursor to delinquency and other risk-taking behaviours (e.g., engaging in sexual
activity) (Belsky, Steinbert, Houts, & Halpern-Felsher, 2010; Burt, McGue, DeMarte,
Krueger, & Iacono, 2006). Second, defining age 14 as the lower limit ensured the
preservation of a sufficiently large sample size.
The reduced sample comprises a total of 1,838 youths (663 females and 1,175
males), aged 14 to 19 at intake (M= 14.59, SD = 1.66). As in previous analyses, the
measure of recidivism of interest was official convictions over a 2-year period - of this
reduced sample, 16.7% (n = 111) of females and 31.4% (n - 369) of males recidivated.
Variable selection. In order to test the pathways issue, 18 etiological and offencerelated variables were extracted from the YASI Full Assessment (see Table 41). Items
were selected on the basis of (1) thematic relevance to the feminist pathways perspective
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(e.g., poverty) or (2) relevance to the assessment of criminal risk in the gender-neutral
literature (e.g., criminal attitudes). For interpretive ease, these items were simply
dichotomized to mark the presence or absence of a given risk factor.

Table 41
Items sampled from YASI Full Assessment to Test the Pathways Question

Gendered pathways-related items
Previous PINS complaints (A04)
Incorrigibility (no assigned variable label)
Runaway attempts (PI7a)
Kicked out of home (PI 7b)
Court finding of child neglect (PI 8)
History of abuse (physical, sexual, or emotional) (J 10)
History of substance abuse (103)
Diagnosed mental health issues (J04)
Poverty (individual-level) (P03)

Additional hypothesized gender-neutral items
Previous JD complaints (A03)
Previous felony-level complaints and/or offences against the person (A04, A07)
Manifestations of violence (J06)
Antisocial peers (G03)
Impulsivity (L04)
Antisocial attitudes (K02)
School suspensions (D06)
Inadequate parental supervision (P05)
Youth defies parental authority (P06)
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Delineation of themes through proximity scaling analysis. In order to
empirically examine whether offending behaviour and circumstances surrounding female
offenders cohere with the qualitative thematic classification derived by feminist pathways
scholars (e.g., Daly, 1992; Reisig et al., 2006), selected items were subject to a
multivariate statistical procedure termed proximity scaling (PROXSCAL; Commandeur
& Heiser, 1993). Albeit novel to correctional research, this technique is frequently
employed in the field of investigative psychology to elucidate the structure of offending
behaviour (e.g., Canter & Heritage, 1990; Salfati, 2000; Santtila, Korpela, & Hakkanen,
2004). Although the current research is largely exploratory, if the feminist scholars are
correct, one might expect the thematic structure prototypical of the "street woman"
depicted in the gendered pathways literature to emerge uniquely in the subsample of
females (e.g., Daly, 1992)18.
Proximity scaling: The delineation of themes. This multidimensional scaling
technique was performed to determine the structural relationships among risk assessment
and offence-related variables in samples of females and males, respectively. Relatively
free of distributional assumptions, PROXSCAL is a module included in SPSS that
permits a spatial representation of the similarity and dissimilarity between non-metric
data in a low-dimensional space.
The relationship between every variable pair is examined and illustrated in a
geometric (visual) space. The basic premise is that the greater the degree of association
between two variables as represented by their frequency of co-occurrence, the closer their
18

Given that the sample in question is comprised of youth, the "battered woman" scenario described by
Daly (1992) is less relevant and its consideration is beyond the scope of this investigation.
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proximity within the geometric space (Borg & Shye, 1995). The PROXSCAL module
essentially computes correlation coefficients between all variable pairs, thus creating a
triangular correlation matrix. These correlations are then rank ordered, forming the basis
of the spatial representation. The distances between variables in the geometric space
produce a second derived association matrix. The degree of fit between the original and
derived matrices is dictated by the extent to which the rank orders between these two
matrices are preserved. PROXSCAL produces a series of sequential iterations in such a
manner as to provide the minimal number of spatial dimensions required for a geometric
representation of good fit (i.e., the smallest number of dimensions that will permit the
rank order of correlations to be preserved to the greatest degree) (Guttman & Greenbaum,
1998).
The degree of fit between the two association matrices is given by the measure of
normalized raw stress, which ranges from "0" (perfect fit) to "7" (complete lack of fit)
(Kruskal & Wish, 1978). Customarily, a stress measure under .10 indicates a good degree
of fit. However, this and similar standard stress measures may be influenced by several
factors such as the number of variables included in the analysis, the theoretical strength
of the framework, and the error associated with the data (Shye, Elizur, & Hoffman,
1994). A second measure of fit frequently considered in proximity scaling is Tucker's
measure of congruence, which ranges in value from -1.00 to 1.00; typically, .95 or
greater is said to indicate a good degree of fit.
Given that the variables included in the analysis were dichotomized, the particular
correlation coefficient used is the Lance and Williams measure (also known as the Bray-
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Curtis non-metric coefficient) (Santtila et al., 2004). This particular index reflects the
degree of association between variable pairs, omitting joint non-occurrences (i.e., the
absence of two variables in a particular case does not increase the degree of
association).19 A conservative measure of association, the Lance Williams coefficient is
often recommended for use with data that is largely unverifiable (Canter, Hughes, &
Kirby, 1998). For example, sexual abuse may not be reported or detected at intake but in
actuality, it may have in fact occurred.
The interpretation of the resulting plot with respect to its variable structure is
based on a research approach known as facet theory (Canter, 1985). The term facet is
simply reflective of a set of variables related to a particular domain or concept (e.g., a set
of behaviours related to the offending context). The identification of structures inherent
in the conglomeration of plotted variables is based on the principle of contiguity, which
states that variables tied to a common construct or theme will be more highly correlated
than those variables emerging from different constructs. Therefore, the former will be
closer in proximity within the multidimensional space. Conversely, variables appearing in
different regions of the plot are considered dissimilar based on a low degree of cooccurrence and thus, belong to different behavioural themes (Canter & Heritage, 1990).
On this basis, it is then possible to delineate regions within the geometric space.
To partially circumvent the subjectivity inherent in partitioning the plot based
solely on the face validity of variables, Kuder-Richardson 20 (K-R 20) coefficients were

19

The Lance and Williams coefficient is computed from a 2x2 contingency table as (b+c)/(2a+b+c), where
a represents the cell corresponding to cases in which both variables are present, and b and c represent the
diagonal cells depicting cases in which one variable is present and the other is absent.
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calculated on various combinations of adjacent variables. K-R 20 is an index of internal
reliability, which tests the likelihood of variables in a particular region sharing a common
theme (Anastasi, 1988). K-R 20 is essentially the equivalent of Cronbach's alpha, but the
former is a measure specifically applied to dichotomous data. The author attempted to
partition variables in such a way as to maximize K-R 20s while respecting theoretically
based predictions.
Results of proximity scaling analysis. The 2-dimensional PROXCAL solution
generated for females aged 14 and over (n = 663) is illustrated in Figure 3. The
normalized raw stress index associated with the configuration is .07, achieved in 20
iterations. Tucker's coefficient of congruence is .96. Both of these values indicate a good
degree of fit between the graphic representation of the items and the original association
matrix.
As illustrated in Figure 3, the superior region of the plot — termed gendered
pathways - depicts the abused, poverty-stricken young girl who engages primarily in
minor forms of offending. However, a second structure representative of the traditional
antisocial offender reflected in the gender-neutral literature emerged in conjunction (e.g.,
impulsivity, criminal attitudes, manifestations of violence, etc.). Two items were
hypothesized to be subsumed under the gendered pathways theme, yet were located in the
antisocial theme: parental neglect and substance abuse. These seeming misplacements are
likely attributable to the lack of theoretical exclusivity of these items. Specifically,
substance abuse, although integral to the pathways model, is also among the Central
Eight predictors of criminal behaviour according to gender-neutral theory. Moreover,
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substance abuse is pervasive among the sample, an issue relevant to 45.6% of females.
Parental neglect, in turn, might also be interpreted as a more extreme form of lack of
supervision (the close proximity of these two items on the plot supports this
interpretation); notably, such family-based risk factors are also included among the
Central Eight.
Items located in each respective region of the PROXCAL plot for females are
listed in Table 42, along with their related frequencies. K-R 20 coefficients associated
with each theme were .47 and .56 for the pathways and antisocial themes, respectively.
This low to moderate structural coherence was not entirely unexpected given the limited
sample of items, the interpretational ambiguity and/or definitional breadth of certain
items (e.g., diagnosed mental health issues), and the archival nature of the data. Studies in
the field of investigative psychology have considered K-R 20s in the range of .50 -.60 to
be acceptable given the inherently unreliable nature of police records (e.g., Canter,
Bennell, Alison, & Reddy, 2003; Canter & Fritzon, 1998).
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Table 42
Frequency of Items Featured in Proximity Scaling Analysis for Females According to
Emerging Theme (n= 663)

Gendered Pathways
(7 items, K-R 20 = .47)

Traditional Antisocial
(11 items, K-R 20 = .56)

Previous PINS complaints (79.2%)
Incorrigibility (54.8%)
Kicked out of home (37.4%)
Abuse (28.2%)
Poverty (individual-level) (25.6%)
Runaway attempts (14.3%)
Diagnosed mental health issues (8.4%)

Defies parental authority (78.1%)
Antisocial peers (70.7%)
School suspensions (68.2%)
Substance abuse (45.6%)*
Manifestations of violence (45.6%)
Previous JD complaints (32.0%)
Impulsivity(31.5%)
Inadequate parental supervision (15.8%)
Previous felony complaints (14.0%)
Court finding of child neglect (13.7%)*
Antisocial attitudes (11.9%)

Note. Items marked with an asterisk (*) did not fall within their hypothesized theme.

As illustrated in Figure 4, a 2-dimensional PROXSCAL plot was also generated
for the male subsample aged 14 and over (n = 1, 175). Given 26 iterations, the achieved
solution indicates a good degree of it, with a normalized raw stress index of .07 and a
congruence coefficient of .96. While the upper portion of the plot reflects the traditional
antisocial offender (K-R 20 = .47), the inferior portion of the plot was termed mixed
pathways (K-R 20 = .52). Notably, the analysis performed on the male subsample yielded
clusters of items that were less thematically distinct than those emerging for females.
Although elements of the gendered pathways theme are present among these items (e.g.,
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runaway, abuse), other characteristics included in this collection render the label
"gendered pathways" inappropriate (e.g., antisocial attitudes, impulsivity).
Item frequencies and apparent thematic misplacements for the male sample are
available in Table 43. As previously indicated, the mixed pathways portion of the plot
contains the items impulsivity, school suspensions, and antisocial attitudes - items
predicted to be theoretically aligned with the traditional antisocial offender. Conversely,
items featured under the traditional antisocial theme include individual-level poverty and
child neglect as potential misplacements. Overall, the portion of misplaced items from the
analysis on males is 28% (5 items), compared to only 11% (2 items) in the analysis
performed on females.
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Table 43
Frequency of Items Featured in Proximity Scaling Analysis for Males According to
Emerging Theme (n= 1,175)
Mixed Pathways
(9 items, K-R 20 = .52)

Traditional Antisocial
(9 items, K-R 20 = .56)

School suspensions (74.2%)*
Previous PINS complaints (64.0%)
Incorrigibility (48.4%)
Impulsivity (36.9%)*
Kicked out of home (18.1%)
Abuse (15.6%o)
Antisocial attitudes (11.4%))*
Diagnosed mental health issues (7.1 %)
Runaway attempts (4.2%)

Antisocial peers (71.6%)
Defies parental authority (71.2%)
Manifestations of violence (56.2%)
Previous JD complaints (53.8%)
Substance abuse (42.7%)
Previous felony complaints (28.8%)
Poverty (individual-level) (22.9%)*
Inadequate parental supervision (13.3%o)
Court finding of child neglect (12.0%)*

Note. Items marked with an asterisk (*) did not fall within their hypothesized theme.

Identifying dominant thematic subgroups. After the initial determination of
the percentage of items each youth displayed from delineated themes, dominant thematic
offender subtypes were identified among female and male samples. For a youth to be
considered thematically dominant, the proportion of items he or she expressed from a
given theme had to exceed the proportion of relevant items from the remaining theme
(e.g., Salfati, 2000). Those youth displaying an equal proportion of items across themes
were termed unclassifiable.
Descriptive information on those subjects achieving thematic dominance is
provided in Table 44. The distribution of females across thematic subgroup was
approximately equal (47.8% in gendered pathways, 51.7% in traditional antisocial).
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Respective chi-square and independent samples Mest revealed no significant differences
in recidivism rates or YASI Pre-Screen scores between the two thematic subgroups of
females. Given that only two females did not observe thematic dominance, this
unclassifiable category was omitted from further analysis.
As also indicated in Table 44, the distribution of males across thematic group is
relatively disparate; over half of males were classified into the antisocial category
(59.1%) and nearly a quarter into the mixed pathways category (24.6%). Notably, 16.3%
of males did not exhibit thematic dominance, but were rather a hybrid of these two
categories. Conviction rates and YASI Pre-Screen scores of each male subgroup were
statistically equivalent based on results of a chi-square test and a one-way ANOVA,
respectively.
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Table 44
Dominant Thematic Subgroup Distribution with Associated Reconviction Rates and YASI
Pre-Screen Scores
Offender subgroup

Frequency

Reconviction

YASI PreScreen score

% (n)

% (n)

M(SD)

Females (n = 663)

16.7(111)

39.73 (17.54)

Gendered pathways

47.8(317)

16.1 (51)

39.95(17.51)

Traditional antisocial

51.7(343)

17.5 (60)

39.82(17.33)

31.4(369)

38.42(18.24)

Unclassifiable

0.5 (2)

Males (n= 1,175)
Mixed pathways

24.6 (289)

33.6 (97)

35.75 (16.59)

Traditional antisocial

59.1 (694)

30.7(213)

39.01 (18.88)

Unclassifiable

16.3 (192)

30.7 (59)

40.31 (17.94)

Research Question 5: How Do Predictive Validity and Classification Accuracy of a
Currently Implemented Gender-Neutral Tool Vary Across Gender and Dominant
Thematic Subgroup?
The predictive and classification accuracy of the YASI Pre-Screen were assessed
for all thematic subgroups of offenders identified in Research Question 4, for females and
males (aged 14 and over) collapsed across themes, and for the entire sample of female
and male youth considered in Research Questions 1 through 3. To reiterate, it was

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

158

hypothesized that the predictive validity of the YASI Pre-Screen would be lowest and
classifications errors would be greatest for females exhibiting dominance on the gendered
pathways theme.
The rationale underlying the selection of the YASI Pre-Screen to examine these
issues over the Full Assessment or respective gender-responsive measures is twofold: (1)
The Pre-Screen is the tool on which classification decisions surrounding youth probation
are based in the State of New York, and (2) the content of the tool is identical for males
and females (albeit different cutoff scores are employed), thus allowing for more direct
gender comparisons.
Predictive validity of YASI Pre-Screen across offender groups. Discriminant
function analysis (combined with ROC analysis) was selected to examine the issue of
predictive accuracy with respect to each subgroup of offenders. Although both
appropriate for a binary outcome, this technique was chosen over logistic regression
because the interest here was simply to gauge the effectiveness of the YASI Pre-Screen
total score in predicting group membership (i.e., recidivist and non-recidivist) rather than
to assess the relative contribution of a series of independent variables to the outcome.
The predictive accuracy of the YASI Pre-Screen with respect to each subgroup of
females and males is given in Table 45, summarizing the results of individual
discriminant function analysis runs coupled with ROC analysis. Contrary to hypothesis,
the highest levels of predictive accuracy were observed among the gendered pathways
female group (AUC = .64) and the unclassifiable male group (AUC = .63). The most
striking result relates to the antisocial female group - the YASI Pre-Screen did not
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significantly predict outcome for this thematic type. Despite variations in magnitude of
AUCs among remaining groups, no statistically significant differences were noted.

Table 45
Predictive Validity of YASI Pre-Screen for Each Offender Subgroup
Offender subgroup

Chi
square

(x2)

Wilk's
lambda
(X)

Effect
size (n2)

AUC
(95% CI)

% correct
classifications

Females (total sample)
(n = 819)

14.63

.98

.01

.60
(.55-.66)

62.9

Females (aged 14+)
{n = 663)

11.69**

.98

.01

.60
(.54 - .66)

60.0

Gendered pathways
(n = 317)

11.93**

.96

.01

.64
(.55-.72)

65.3

Traditional antisocial
{n = 343)

1.80

1.00

.00

.57
(.49 - .65)

56.3

Males (total sample)
(n = 1,550)

71.16

.95

.02

.64
(.60-.66)

60.6

Males (aged 14+)
(n= 1,175)

53.69***

.95

.02

.63
(.59-.66)

60.3

Mixed pathways
(n = 289)

11.97***

.96

.01

.62
(.55 - .69)

61.6

Traditional antisocial
(n = 694)

34.11***

.95

.02

.63
(.59 - .68)

60.4

Unclassifiable
(rc = 192)

9.14**

.95

.02

.64
(.55-.72)

58.3

"p<.01.*"p<.001.
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Offender classification based on the YASI Pre-Screen. For each offender
subgroup defined above, cross-tabulation matrices were produced to compare the
classification level yielded from the YASI Pre-Screen's prescribed cutoff scores (given in
Appendix B) with actual recidivism outcome (i.e., convictions over 2 years). Within each
subgroup, classification errors are reflected in two values: False positives (FP), indicative
of over-classification, encompass those youth identified as high risk based on their PreScreen assessment that did not go on to reoffend; in contrast, false negatives (FN),
indicative of under-classification, represent youth identified as low risk that did in fact
reoffend. Correct decisions are reflected by true positives (TP) (i.e., youth classified as
high risk that actually recidivated) and true negatives (TN) (i.e., youth classified as low
risk that did not recidivate)20.
Based on the prescribed gender-specific classification thresholds for the YASI
Pre-Screen, proportions of offenders within each subgroup falling into low, medium, and
high risk categories are given in Table 46. Based on the overall sample, a greater
proportion of males were classified into the high risk category compared to females
(39.7% vs. 3.7%). By contrast, a greater proportion of females compared to males were
classified as low risk (41.3% vs. 19.4%). No significant differences in classification rates

The following equations were taken from Mossman (1994): False positive rate (FPR) = FP/(FP+TN);
False negative rate (FNR) = FN/(FN+TP); True positive rate (TPR) = TP/(TP+FN); True negative rate
(TNR) = (TN/TN+FP).

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

161

emerged among thematic subtypes, as indicated by the overlap in respective confidence
intervals .
Decision outcomes in the form of correct and incorrect classifications are
summarized in Table 47. Contrary to the hypothesis yet explicable by the elevated
thresholds set for females, over-classification was significantly more prevalent among
males than females (FPR = 60.5% vs. 5.9%, based on overall sample). Conversely,
under-classification was more problematic for females compared to males (FNR = 16.1%
vs. 18.3%>). Among female subtypes, although proportions of FP and FN errors were both
greater in magnitude for antisocial relative to gendered girls, these differences were not
statistically significant given the overlap in respective confidence intervals. In terms of
correct classifications, the overall TP rate for males was significantly greater than that
associated with females (81.7% vs. 23.4%>). Contrariwise, the TN rate among females
exceeded that of males (94.1% vs. 39.5%). Once again, no significant differences were
present among thematic subtypes.
The gender-specific cutoff scores prescribed for use on the YASI Pre-Screen
largely explain the gender discrepancies in classification, particularly among high risk
cases. Referring to the cutoff scores specified in Appendix B, the medium risk category
for males ranges 16 points, whereas the female category has a 38 point range; in other
words, the high risk category requires minimal scores of 39 for males and 71 for females.
The consequences of the elevated female cutoff are best illustrated in Figure 5 - the bar

21

The 95% confidence intervals around each proportion were calculated on the basis of the following
formula described by Newcombe (1998): p + z*a , where a = pq/TV, p = proportion of interest, q = 1 - p, z =
1.96, and N= sample size.
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graphs produced by a cross-tabulation analysis collapsed across thematic subgroups in
the older cohort. Counter to what one would expect or desire, there is a non-linear
relationship between risk category and recidivism rates for females. Moreover, the
majority of both female recidivists and female non-recidivists fall into the medium risk
category (a consequence of elevating the thresholds). Although over-classification was
particularly relevant to males in this case, Figure 6 demonstrates that upon applying the
specified male cutoff scores to this group, the proportion of recidivists does increase in
accordance with risk category.
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Table 46
Proportions of High and Low Risk Offenders Across Subsamples Based on YASIPreScreen Cutoffs
% classified as
low risk
(95% CI)

% classified as
medium risk
(95% CI)

% classified as
high risk
(95% CI)

Females (total sample)
(n = 819)

41.3
(27.9 - 44.7)

54.8
(51.4-58.2)

3.7
(2.6 - 5.2)

Females (aged 14+)
(n = 663)

34.7
(31.2-38.4)

61.1
(57.3 - 64.7)

4.2
(2.9-6.0)

Gendered pathways
(w = 317)

36.6
(31.5-42.0)

59.3
(53.8-64.6)

4.1
(2.4 - 6.9)

Traditional antisocial
(n = 343)

32.4
(27.6-37.5)

63.2
(58.0-68.2)

4.4
(2.7-7.1)

Males (total sample)
(n = 1,550)

19.4
(17.5-21.4)

40.6
(38.2-43.1)

39.7
(37.3-42.1)

Males (aged 14+)
(n= 1,175)

17.9
(15.8-20.2)

36.6
(33.9-39.4)

45.5
(42.7-48.4)

Mixed pathways
(n = 289)

19.7
(15.6-24.7)

41.9
(36.3-47.6)

38.1
(33.0-44.1)

Traditional antisocial
(n = 697)

17.6
(15.0-20.7)

35.4
(32.0-39.1)

46.5
(42.8 - 50.2)

Unclassifiable
(/i =192)

15.6
(11.2-21.4)

32.3
(26.1-39.2)

52.1
(45.0-59.0)

Subsample
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Table 47
Classification Errors and Correct Classifications Across Subsamples Based on YASI PreScreen Cutoffs
Subsample

False positive
rate
(95% CI)

False negative
rate
(95% CI)

True positive
rate
(95% CI)

True negative
rate
(95% CI)

Females (total sample)
(/i = 819)

5.9
(3.8-9.1)

76.6
(62.7-86.4)

23.4
(12.8-38.4)

94.1
(90.8-96.3)

Females (aged 14+)
(n = 663)

8.5
(5.5-12.9)

74.3
(57.8-85.8)

25.7
(13.1-43.6)

91.1
(86.8-94.7)

Gendered pathways
(/i = 317)

5.4
(2.5-11.3)

61.1
(38.4-79.7)

38.9
(18.3-63.9)

94.6
(88.1-97.8)

Traditional antisocial
(rc = 343)

11.9
(7.1-19.4)

88.2
(65.3-96.4)

11.8
(2.1-37.7)

88.1
(80.1-93.2)

Males (total sample)
(/i =1,550)

60.5
(56.6-64.2)

18.3
(14.3-23.1)

81.7
(76.7-85.9)

39.5
(35.7-43.5)

Males (aged 14+)
(w = 1,175)

65.3
(61.0-69.4)

15.3
(11.3-20.3)

84.7
(79.5-88.9)

34.7
(30.5-39.1)

Mixed pathways
(« = 289)

58.8
(49.1-67.9)

22.7
(14.3-34.2)

77.3
(65.0-86.3)

41.2
(31.7-51.4)

Traditional antisocial
(n = 697)

65.8
(60.3-70.9)

12.8
(8.3-19.3)

87.1
(80.2-92.0)

34.2
(29.0-39.8)

Unclassifiable
(w=192)

71.3
(61.0-79.7)

11.6
(5.2-24.6)

88.4
(74.1-95.6)

28.7
(19.8-39.6)
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Figure 5. Proportions of female recidivists and non-recidivists (aged 14 and over) by risk
category based on the YASI Pre-Screen.
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Figure 6. Proportions of male recidivists and non-recidivists (aged 14 and over) by risk
category based on the YASI Pre-Screen.
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Discussion
Summary of Findings
By merging feminist grounded tenets with the gender-neutral model of criminal
behaviour, the overarching goal of the current research was to inform risk assessment for
young female offenders under community supervision. As hypothesized, the genderneutral YASI, both in Pre-Screen and Full Assessment form, predicted reconviction
equally well across gender. However, adopting an empirically-derived gender-responsive
approach to risk assessment served to increase the magnitude of predictive accuracy
levels with respect to the female sample. Indeed, for girls, empirically identified femalespecific items added incremental predictive validity to a model already including genderneutral items.
As predicted, a number of gender differences emerged at item and domain levels.
Collectively, the consideration of promotive domains over and above risk domains on the
gender-responsive tool was particularly important to females, whereas only risk domains
accounted for unique variance in the model tested on males. That said, family-related
factors emerged as a principal promotive domain across gender. While legal history and
peers were common risk domains for males and females, gender disparities were
observed among remaining constructs. For girls, principal risk areas were family history
and use of free time; in contrast, principal risk areas for males were school,
alcohol/drugs, and manifestations of violence (subsumed under the mental health
domain). Although no protective factors were evidenced in the sample of females, both
prosocial attitudes and skills buffered recidivism in high risk males.
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As hypothesized, a gendered pathways theme did emerge uniquely for females.
However, a theme depicting a traditional antisocial offender was also evident. Females
were approximately evenly distributed across these two themes. For males, in contrast,
the criminogenic variables under consideration showed less thematic distinction.
Although two themes emerged for males {mixedpathways and traditional antisocial),
boys themselves did not lend themselves as well to classification given that over 16%
were characterized by a hybrid of items from both themes; hence, the latter were termed
unclassifiable. Contrary to the hypothesis suggesting that the predictive validity of the
YASI Pre-Screen would be lowest for females adhering to the gendered pathways theme,
poorest accuracy levels and greatest misclassification were actually observed among
those girls predominantly expressing characteristics of the traditional antisocial theme.
Gender-Neutral Versus Gender-Responsive Approaches to Risk Assessment
Predictive validity of the gender-neutral YASI across gender. In examining
the applicability of a gender-neutral tool to girls, the YASI in its Full Assessment form
(as currently designed) was statistically equivalent in predicting reconviction over 2 years
for samples of young females {AUC = .62) and males {AUC = .63). Although there was a
slight decline in the magnitude of predictive validity on the YASI Pre-Screen applied to
females {AUC?, = .60 for females and .64 for males), these gender differences were not
statistically significant. To an extent, these results should serve to assuage concerns
voiced by critics of gender-neutral tools - namely, that measures grounded in the RNR
literature that were largely derived from male samples are entirely inappropriate for
gauging future offending behaviour in young women.
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Despite the criterion set by Swets (1988) specifying that A UCs in excess of .70
signal moderate and acceptable levels of accuracy, in the area of risk assessment (and
particularly in field research), Rice and Harris (2005) have described A UCs between .64
and .70 as moderate. Note thatAUCs in the low to mid .60 range such as those yielded
from the YASI are indeed comparable to levels of predictive validity associated with
other commonly adopted risk assessment tools designed for youth - namely, the
Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY; Borum, Battel, & Forth,
2006) and the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI; Hoge &
Andrews, 2011) (e.g., Bechtel, Lowenkamp, & Latessa, 2007; Onifade et al., 2008;
Penney, Lee, & Moretti, 2010; Schmidt, Campbell, & Houlding, 2011). The YLS/CMI is
arguably the tool most analogous to the YASI given that it was designed to predict
general recidivism. In a recent investigation conducted by Onifade and colleagues (2008),
scores from the YLS/CMI yielded an AUC of .62 in predicting convictions over a 6month period in a collapsed sample of young male and female probationers. Bechtel and
collaborators similarly revealed an A UC of .64 when the YLS/CMI was applied to predict
reconviction over 3.4 years in a similar community sample of youthful offenders.
Gender salience and specificity among items and domains featured on the
YASI. Although from a general perspective, males and females may indeed exhibit more
similarities than differences (Hyde, 2005), this investigation did reveal gender salience
and specificity at domain and item levels. Given that the YASI was derived from male
samples, it is not surprising that male salience and specificity was more highly evident
among individual items and domains encompassed within the tool.
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Despite some debate in the literature over the differential contribution of
substance abuse to criminal behaviour across gender (e.g., Blanchette & Brown, 2006),
results suggest that this construct is more highly criminogenic in males; indeed, over 50%
of items included in the alcohol and drugs domain of the YASI were specific to boys (see
Table 16). Substantiating the relatively greater import of achievement-based factors to
males (Jordan et al., 2004), nearly 70% of school-related items and 100% of employment
items emerged as male-specific or salient predictors of reconviction; accordingly, the
aggregate school domain was predictive of recidivism in boys exclusively (r = .12, AUC
= .58,/) < .001), as was the risk component of the employment domain (r = .10, AUC =
.52) (recall, however, that significant effects of employment were eliminated upon
considering the associated AUC). Notably, none of the items related to current or
previous employment contributed to the prediction of recidivism in girls.
Contrary to the recent research of Van Voorhis and colleagues (2010) suggesting
that leisure/recreation as operationalized in the LSI is only a weak predictor of recidivism
in women, the use of free time domain as defined in the YASI (particularly the risk
component) was a relatively greater predictor of reconviction in females compared to
males. The current findings are, however, consistent with the research of Brown and
Motiuk (2005), indicating that the broader construct of "community functioning" was a
strong predictor of recidivism in females. Further research is required to elucidate the
relative degree to which one's use of leisure time (distinct from the aggregate construct of
community functioning) contributes to criminal outcome in females compared to males.
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The remaining aggregate domains featured in the YASI were statistically
equivalent in predicting criminal outcome across both males and females. The composite
family domain was gender-neutral (r = .15, p < .001 for girls vs. r = .14, p < .001 for
boys) and there was considerable gender overlap in relevant family-based risk and
promotive factors. However, those items that did emerge as gender-specific were
consistent with theoretical predictions. Deemed pivotal to the etiology of femaleperpetrated crime according to feminist scholars (e.g., Daly, 1992; Miller, 1986), femalespecificity was primarily observed with respect to relationally-grounded elements of
family functioning (e.g., neglect, closeness to family members; see Table 15). The
individual-level poverty variable included in the family domain of the YASI was also
uniquely promotive in the female subsample - that is, having an elevated family income
was negatively correlated with recidivism in females exclusively. By contrast, risk and
promotive family-related factors that were salient to males predominantly included items
reflective of parental supervision and familial conflict (see Table 16).
Although the relationships of the attitudes and skills domains to criminal outcome
were also statistically equivalent for males and females, once again, some gender
differences were noted. Respectively, 38% and 45% of items included in each of these
two domains were uniquely predictive of recidivism in males. Hence, it is plausible that
as currently conceptualized, these constructs are failing to capture important attitudinal
and skills-based components that underlie female offending.
With respect to antisocial attitudes specifically, evidence from the present study
and from the extant literature does suggest an empirical link between this global construct
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and criminal recidivism across gender (Blanchette 1996; Brown & Motiuk, 2005;
Dowden & Andrews, 1999; Green & Campbell, 2006; Hubbard & Pratt, 2002; Rettinger
1998; Simourd & Andrews, 1994). However, current conceptualizations of the construct
as defined in the gender-neutral literature may be neglecting attitudinal elements
surrounding criminal conduct that are potentially unique to females. Largely based on
anecdotal accounts, feminist scholars argue that women typically pursue crime as a
means of survival (e.g., Bloom et al., 2003; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003). Hence, a
female-responsive definition of antisocial cognitions might additionally reflect attitudes
framed by circumstances of oppression and economic marginalization (e.g., "Stealing is
justified in an effort to support my family."). Admittedly, estimated county-level indices
of poverty per se did not demonstrate a significant relationship to recidivism for females
or males. It is possible, however, that in female populations, economic marginalization
might exert an indirect impact on criminal behaviour - that is, via interactions with
associated attitudinal measures that remain untapped by traditional gender-neutral
definitions of antisocial cognitions. Albeit speculative at present, these contentions are
underscored as worthwhile avenues for future research.
Confirming hypothesized relationships (Benda, 2005; Moffitt et al., 2001),
impulse control issues (encompassed under the skills domain of the YASI) were uniquely
tied to recidivism in males, as were early manifestations of violence (encompassed under
the mental health domain of the YASI). Arguably, these items reflect elements of an
antisocial personality pattern and as such, from a face validity perspective their domain
placement in the New York version of the YASI may be less than ideal. In alternative
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risk assessment measures, namely the YLS/CMI 2.0 (Hoge & Andrews, 2011), both these
indices are subsumed under a risk/needs component termed personality/behaviour.
Elements of the mental health domain pertinent to the prediction of recidivism
differed widely across gender and contributed only marginally to explaining criminal
outcome. Although manifestations of violence emerged as a sole and unique predictor for
males under this domain, a diagnosis of adjustment disorder was solely aligned with
recidivism in females. Although proponents of the gender-neutral perspective would
likely cite this as evidence to suggest the negligible role of mental health in explaining
criminal conduct, one might equally argue that there is insufficient evidence at present to
render any firm conclusions to this effect.
Specifically, attempting to assess the quality and severity of psychological
disturbances in offender populations is particularly fraught with methodological
difficulties: (1) Individuals may underreport certain symptoms at intake (e.g., attempts to
self-harm); (2) in youth populations in particular, a disorder may actually be present, yet
has not fully manifested itself and thus remains undiagnosed; (3) anecdotally, there is
often difficulty in accurately distinguishing between historical and current diagnoses. For
example, in terms of the latter point, it is often unclear whether a youth's diagnosed
depression is actually being managed appropriately and to what extent the disorder
remains a vulnerability factor for him or her. Within research contexts in particular, the
individual conducting the risk assessment may be basing such judgments solely on a brief
interview with the youth, which may or may not be supplemented by rudimentary file-
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based information. As such, discrepancies in the literature regarding the predictive role of
mental health components in criminal outcome are not at all surprising.
Although methodological concerns around the subjectivity of items ratings could
potentially be applied to other domains within any risk/needs tool (e.g., antisocial
attitudes), assessing clinical constructs (particularly in youth) may be especially
problematic for the collective reasons outlined above. To further complicate the issue,
mental health diagnoses are typically consolidated into one aggregate construct within
risk assessment protocols, which can resultantly obliterate effects of those psychological
disorders that may be especially pertinent to the criminal behaviour of girls and women
(Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009; Van Voorhis et al., 2010). At present, there is evidence
to suggest that current manifestations of adjustment disorder, borderline personality
disorder, major depression, and suicidal ideation warrant further study as potential
predictors of female involvement in crime (e.g., Benda, 2005; Blanchette & Brown,
2006; Blanchette & Motiuk, 1995; Van Voorhis et al, 2010). That said, assessing mental
health constructs with a greater level of reliability and validity would likely necessitate
the development of a refined and standardized addendum to current risk assessment tools,
as well as the assurance that qualified mental health professionals are consulted in
rendering diagnostic judgments.
Predictive validity of the empirically-derived gender-responsive measures.
Despite general support for the applicability of gender-neutral tools to young female
offenders, adopting a gender-responsive approach can potentially be effective in
enhancing levels of predictive accuracy. By empirically constructing a female-responsive
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protocol based on the predictive salience of risk and promotive factors, it was possible to
increase the magnitude of predictive validity associated with the assessment of girls.
Specifically, the AUC yielded from female-responsive measure exceeded that of the
YASI Pre-Screen by 7% (AUC = .60) and that of the YASI Full Assessment by 5% (AUC
= .62). By contrast, the accuracy evidenced from total scores associated with the YASI
Pre-Screen, Full Assessment, and male-responsive tool were relatively consistent for
boys (AUCs = .64, .63, and .64, respectively). This likely reflects the fact that the tool in
its current gender-neutral form was developed on the basis of male samples and by
extension, is especially pertinent to males.
One potential reason for the lower level of accuracy observed when the YASI
Pre-Screen was applied to girls might be that only 10 of the 28 items featured on this tool
were predictive of recidivism in the female sample (vs. 17 out of the 28 items for males).
Given that the YASI Pre-Screen is used to render initial classification decisions for youth
on probation in New York State, it may be prudent not only to consider adopting a
female-responsive version of this screening tool, but additionally to streamline and/or
revise the items included in subsequent version of the tool developed for use with males.
Differences and similarities across gender-responsive domains. For each
gender-responsive measure, collapsed domains (i.e., aggregate promotive and risk scales)
emerging as optimal predictors in regression models largely confirm results of prior
research. Compatible with a large body of literature supporting the pervasive influence of
peer groups on delinquency (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Moffitt, 1993; Monahan,
Steinberg, & Cauffman, 2009), the aggregate peer domain emerged as an optimal
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predictor in both male and female measures. Despite some evidence to suggest the
relatively minimal impact of a female's criminal past on her risk to reoffend (e.g.,
Blanchette, 1996; Wright et al., 2007), the legal history domain was a potent predictor of
recidivism for both genders, accounting for unique variance in female and male
regression models. This finding is indeed congruent with the gender-neutral literature
attesting to the robust relationship between one's criminal history and the commission of
future antisocial acts (Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Gendreau et al., 1996).
The aggregate family domain, however, emerged uniquely in the femaleresponsive model, while school, alcohol/drugs, and violence accounted for unique
variance in the male-responsive model only. Once again, these patterns of significance
reflect theoretical predictions regarding gender differences in criminogenic needs namely, the importance of familial relationships in the lives of young women (Belknap &
Holsinger, 2006; Cernkovich et al, 2008; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2003), and the
greater contribution of educationally-based factors to a male's criminal risk (Benda,
2005; Leadbeater et al., 1995).
Although previous research has highlighted substance abuse among etiological
components of female criminality (e.g., Dowden & Brown, 2002; Reisig et al., 2006), the
current study indicates that relative to males, substance abuse is of lesser import in
predicting recidivism among young females. These divergent results are plausibly due to
discrepancies in respective compositions of substance abuse domains across assessment
tools. For example, the substance abuse domain featured on the YLS/CMI 2.0 (Hoge &
Andrews, 2011) is solely comprised of dynamic items. On the YASI, those dynamic
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items pertinent to alcohol and drug misuse were indeed gender-neutral (e.g., substance
abuse interferes with daily functioning). However, the YASI also includes static items
relevant to substance abuse, which were male-specific in predicting convictions (e.g., age
at first use, previous participation in treatment program). The additional inclusion of
these male-specific predictors in the YASI protocol and their consequent inclusion in the
male-responsive measure may be accounting for the relatively greater importance of the
overall domain to boys compared to girls.
Gender differences among risk domains. In addition to the gender differences
underscored above with respect to aggregate domains (including risk and promotive
components), a separate examination of risk scales was also conducted. Confirming the
results stemming from the analysis of aggregate domains, legal history (comprised solely
of risk factors) emerged as a chief predictor of criminal outcome across gender. However,
while clearly important to the prediction of recidivism, static criminal history variables
do not represent viable treatment targets.
A greater gender chasm is evident among the remaining optimal risk domains
emerging in each gender-responsive model, all of which are at least partially dynamic in
nature. Family-based risk was significant in the female-responsive model only, followed
in predictive strength by associations with antisocial peers. As was hypothesized on the
basis of feminist theories, namely RCT (e.g., Miller, 1986), the principle risk areas for
girls are largely relational in nature. Although the male-responsive model also features
antisocial peers as an optimal risk factor, those risk components emerging as significant
predictors exclusively for boys additionally include school-related factors, alcohol/drug
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abuse, and manifestations of violence. Once again, relative to female youth, these
patterns of significance suggest antisocial personality features as well as deficits in the
academic realm as being more salient to the criminal behaviour of young males.
Incremental predictive validity of gender-neutral and gender-salient/specific
items. Based on the gender-responsive measures, the incremental predictive validity of
aggregate scores representing gender-neutral versus gender-salient/specific variables was
examined. Recall that only two predictors representing the sum of respective collections
of gender-neutral and gender-salient/specific items were entered into each regression
model. For girls, both female-salient/specific items (e.g., court finding of child neglect,
diagnosis of adjustment disorder; see Table 15 for a list of all relevant items) and genderneutral components (e.g., previous JD complaints, admiration of delinquent peers; see
Table 17) contributed unique variance to recidivism outcome. For males, however, only
the aggregate score associated with gender-neutral items emerged in the optimal model.
In other words, the addition of male-salient/specific items (e.g., academic performance,
impulse control; see Table 16 for a list of all relevant items) did not serve to enhance
predictive validity.
Given that all items were initially drawn from the YASI Full Assessment
designed for use with both males and females, it is reasonable to expect that those
variables that are genuinely gender-neutral would pervade the tool and capture most of
the variance in outcome across gender. Indeed, results do suggest a large degree of
overlap in factors that serve to explain criminal conduct among males and females.
However, the fact that female-salient and specific items significantly enhanced prediction
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for girls above and beyond the inclusion of gender-neutral items suggests, at the very
least, that a gender-responsive approach to risk assessment is warranted.
The Predictive Contribution of County-Level Poverty
A consideration of county-level poverty through multilevel modeling techniques
indicated that (1) a youth's county of residence was not related to criminal outcome and
(2) macro-level indices of poverty and economic resources were not predictive of
recidivism in either females or males. To reiterate, only the individual-level promotive
index of poverty (i.e., financial stability within the family) available from the YASI Full
Assessment was negatively correlated with recidivism in the female sample, yet just
marginally so with/? = -.06,p < .10. These findings are congruous with the contentions of
gender-neutral theorists, suggesting that poverty (either macro- or individual-level) plays
a negligible role in explaining criminal behaviour across gender (e.g., Andrews & Bonta,
2010).
However, these results are inconsistent with the small body of research indicating
that systemic poverty is uniquely linked to the criminal behaviour of female offenders
(Farrington & Painter, 2004, Holtfreter & Cupp, 2007; Holtfreter et al., 2004). The most
likely explanation for this discrepancy is that those studies identifying poverty as a
predictor of criminal outcome have featured samples of adult women offenders (e.g.,
Holtfreter et al., 2004). It is quite possible that both individual- and county-level poverty
might only gain predictive strength as these girls transition into adulthood, begin to have
dependent children, and are expected to shoulder additional financial responsibility.
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Developing a gender-responsive approach to risk assessment: Limitations,
implications, and future research. To summarize and elaborate on the above, the
denoted gender-neutral framework that encompasses the Central Eight predictors of
criminal conduct is largely germane to females. The levels of predictive validity achieved
with girls on the current YASI are particularly impressive given that the tool was not
inherently designed to capture criminogenic factors unique to females - interestingly, a
number of female-specific risk and promotive items (11 variables in total) were
empirically identified within this denoted gender-neutral tool. This finding is consistent
with past research conducted by Brown and Motiuk (2008), in their identification of
female-specificity among a set of purportedly gender-neutral items featured on the
Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis (DFIA).22
However, the very fact that there was a high degree of gender-specificity (both
male and female) evidenced among items and domains featured on the YASI suggests
that a gender-responsive approach to risk assessment is warranted. Reviewing Tables 15
and 16, it is noteworthy that only two items featured on the YASI Full Assessment were
gender-salient (i.e., items that predicted reoffending in both males and females, but the
magnitude of their association with recidivism was significantly stronger for one gender).
The vast majority of the items that were not gender-neutral were gender-specific - that is,
solely aligned with recidivism in one gender or the other.

22

Tapping dynamic need areas, the Dynamic Factors Identification and Analysis (DFIA) constitutes a
portion of the Offender Intake Assessment (OIA) - a protocol implemented by the Correctional Service of
Canada in 1994, which is completed for both adult males and females admitted to federal custody. This
intake assessment is the basis on which correctional planning is conducted (Brown & Motiuk, 2005;
Motiuk, 1997).
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Van Voorhis and her colleagues (2010) have applied a gender-responsive
methodology by developing female-responsive supplements to be administered in
conjunction with currently implemented gender-neutral protocols. The current research,
in turn, also suggests that it is possible to adopt a gender-responsive approach by
considering the relative predictive strength of individual items to male and female
offending, respectively; in accordance with this methodology, consequent improvements
in predictive accuracy were especially evident for females.
One obvious caveat is that although the gender-responsive approach did serve to
improve the magnitude of predictive validity levels - particularly among females - the
differences inAUCs between the gender-neutral YASI and gender-responsive tools did
not attain statistical significance. Given that this research was limited to the available
pool of items from the YASI Full Assessment - a denoted gender-neutral tool - it is
reasonable to argue that levels of predictive accuracy would be further enhanced by the
inclusion of additional female-responsive items (e.g., attachment to romantic partner,
dependent children, etc.).
An argument for parsimony in the development and implementation of risk
assessment tools. Given the pervasiveness of gender-specificity among items predictive
of criminal outcome, the current research suggests that there is merit in developing risk
assessment tools from the ground-up for females. Although the development and
validation of gender-specific assessment protocols will necessitate further effort at the
outset, this approach may actually be more parsimonious at the implementation stage. For
instance, the female-responsive measure derived in the current study featured 53
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variables (including both risk and strength subcomponents of items) across 9 domains,
compared with 124 variables across 10 domains in the YASI Full Assessment. Variables
featured in the male-responsive measure were also reduced from an initial 124 to 70.
Essentially, the predictive accuracy of the empirically-derived female-responsive tool
was enhanced through the elimination of variables that were statistically redundant or
simply did not account for variance in criminal outcome. From a practical standpoint
then, a gender-specific approach to risk assessment may ultimately allow for a more
effective and efficient targeting of intervention efforts.
In a related vein, should future research confirm that certain YASI items are not
predictive of outcome for either gender (e.g., longest period of employment), it would be
advisable to streamline the tool by eliminating such items from the quantitative index of
risk. However, even if an item is not criminogenic per se (i.e., statistically related to
recidivism), it may still represent a relevant responsivity factor that requires consideration
in case planning (e.g., circumstances of family members living in the youth's household).
Once a tool has been optimized with respect to item selection, a further
consideration is how best to optimize item scoring. Some researchers argue that the
heuristic value of a risk assessment tool is enhanced by ascribing weights reflective of the
actual degree of association between predictor and outcome (e.g., Epperson et al., 2003;
Hanson, 1997; Quinsey, Rice, Harris, & Cormier, 1998). This maybe accomplished
through a selection of weighting algorithms, ranging from the Nuffield method, to the use
of regression weights, to neutral network analysis (see Grann & Langstrom, 2007 for a
review of these procedures).
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Despite the appeal of its empirical rigour, the application of a modified Nuffield
procedure to items taken from the YASI Full Assessment offered no improvement in
predictive validity over the simpler Burgess coding method. This finding is consistent
with the body of research suggesting that the Burgess scale is as effective in predicting
behavioural outcome compared to more complex forms of scaling (Cunningham &
Sorensen, 2007; Gottfredson & Snyder, 2005). Some have actually levied arguments
against the latter, demonstrating that procedures such as Nuffield may lead to suboptimal
prediction models and result in statistical shrinkage if the data are plagued by sampling
error and are highly population specific (Cohen, 1990; Dawes, 1979; Grann &
Langstrom, 2007). As such, based on the extant literature and the current research, a
simple unweighted Burgess procedure is recommended in the future development and
refinement of risk assessment tools.
The Inclusion of Promotive Factors in Assessment Protocols
Given that predictive validity was the primary criterion for item inclusion in the
construction of each gender-responsive tool, all resultant strength-based components
featured in these measures were statistically promotive at the univariate level; that is,
these subdomains evidenced a negative relationship with recidivism. In the case of the
male sample, the aggregate promotive score comprising all relevant promotive items
(e.g., attachment to prosocial peers, parental support, etc.), did not incrementally enhance
the predictive validity of the measure beyond the overall risk score. For females, on the
other hand, both aggregate risk and aggregate promotive scores uniquely contributed to
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the prediction of recidivism - in actuality, the aggregate promotive score for girls
accounted for greater variance in outcome than did the risk component.
The body of research examining the incremental contribution of promotive over
risk factors is recent, meagre, and relatively mixed. Based on a sample of adolescent
males, Lodewijks, Doreleijers, de Ruiter, and Borum (2008) found that total "protective"
scores on the SAVRY (actually referring to promotive scores according to the current
definition) served to improve the accuracy of the tool over total risk scores with respect
to predicting institutional aggression against persons. However, other recent research on
the SAVRY featuring both male and female samples did not replicate these findings
(Dolan & Rennie, 2008; Penney et al, 2010).
Penney and colleagues (2010) noted that one potential reason for the relative lack
of significant effects stemming from the inclusion of promotive factors in their model
was the restricted range of scores achieved by their sample on the "protective" domain of
the tool. Youths featured in their investigation were particularly high risk and evidenced
few of the promotive items under consideration. It is also noteworthy that while the
SAVRY features only 6 strength-based items, the YASI Full Assessment features 47.
Given the breadth of strength-based items included in the latter, the likelihood of tapping
relevant promotive factors through the YASI (and the derived gender-responsive
measures) is clearly enhanced.
The importance of family as promotive domain. Despite gender differences in
the collective contribution of promotive scales to recidivism outcome, it is notable that of
the six promotive domain scores entered into logistic regression models across gender
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(i.e., family, school, peers, attitudes, skills, and free time), adaptive family functioning
was identified as a strong and unique negative predictor of reconviction for both female
and male subsamples. In a polar fashion, this finding meshes with the literature
suggesting that family dysfunction is a particularly potent risk factor for criminal
behaviour among juveniles (Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun, 2001). The additional importance of
family as & promotive factor across gender further indicates that a youth's family
members are integral to the success of correctional intervention efforts. However, these
results specifically suggest that family-level treatment strategies should not simply be
encouraged when notable deficits are present in this area; they should also be
implemented to build and enhance existing strengths in intra-familial relationships.
Incorporating promotive factors into risk assessment tools: Limitations,
implications, and future research. Under the gender-neutral paradigm, strength-based
factors are currently conceptualized as responsivity factors (e.g., Andrews & Bonta,
2010). Although strengths are incorporated into more recent versions of risk assessment
protocols - implicitly in the case of the YLS/CMI 2.0 (Hoge & Andrews, 2011) and more
explicitly in the YASI (Orbis Partners, 2000) - these factors are not quantitatively
tabulated into one's overall risk score on either tool, nor do they bear any impact on
offender classification. Although further research in this area is required prior to
rendering firm practical recommendations, results of the current study underscore the
particularly strong relationship of promotive factors to criminal outcome in girls. Coupled
with the promising results of Lodewijks and colleagues (2008) highlighting the
importance of promotive factors in a sample of males, there is preliminary evidence to
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suggest that promotive items might be best integrated into the quantitative assessment of
one's risk to reoffend rather than simply underscored as areas to be addressed in the
context of case management.
In addition to the lack of significant bearing of most items included in the YASI
Pre-Screen on female recidivism, the demonstrated relevance of promotive factors in
predicting reconviction among girls is another plausible explanation for the lower
accuracy of this tool when applied to the female subsample. Note that in the current
evaluation of the YASI Full Assessment, strength-based items were in fact computed
into one's overall score, which was subsequently used to gauge predictive accuracy (i.e.,
total score = total risk score - total strength score). Again, this procedure is not adopted
in practice given that the primary function of the Full Assessment is to guide case
management efforts. Rather, it is the quantitative score on the Pre-Screen that is used to
render classification decisions. Besides excluding a number of the dynamic risk factors
featured in the Full Assessment, the Pre-Screen omits all strength-based factors. If future
research confirms the role of certain strength-based items as genuine promotive factors
that, moreover, offer incremental predictive utility over the inclusion of risk factors, it
would be strongly advisable to incorporate these into the YASI Pre-Screen and other risk
assessment protocols.

Recall that the entire pool of available items was retained to evaluate the YASI Full Assessment. As
such, the term strength is used over promotive in this context given that not all of these items evidenced a
significant negative relationship with recidivism.
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The Identification of Protective Factors Among Gender-Responsive Domains
In order to examine potential protective effects for males and females on the
basis of the gender-responsive measures, Total Risk x Promotive Domain Score
interactions were tested for each of the six promotive domains specified earlier. For
males, both the attitudes and skills domains were additionally protective - that is, higher
domain scores associated with these two factors buffered criminal outcome to a
significantly greater extent in high risk compared to low risk cases. It is curious that
although promotive factors overall were more important in attenuating female compared
to male offending, no protective effects emerged in the sample of girls. Additional
research is required to determine whether this simply constitutes a Type II error or
whether these areas genuinely do not exert protective effects in young females. At the
very least, these findings do highlight the importance of distinguishing between
promotive and protective factors.
The protective effects specifically evidenced in this investigation suggest that
building strengths in the areas of both skills and attitudes among high risk males should
be particularly effective in thwarting criminal outcome. Appropriately, in a recent
conversation hour at the 2010 convention of the American Psychological Association, Sir
Michael Rutter described practical strategies to enhance strengths associated with each of
these domains among youth populations. Moreover, he provided anecdotal evidence for
the benefits of enhancing prosocial skills and attitudes in buffering delinquency.
Specifically, Rutter discussed a peer mediation program implemented in certain primary
schools across the United Kingdom. Within each school, a group of students termed
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"peer mediators" receive training in conflict resolution skills, negotiation strategies,
empathic responding, and rapport building. Upon the detection of a physical or verbal
altercation on school grounds, a peer mediator is paged. Supervised by an adult mentor,
the mediator is then required to assist in settling the dispute in an effective and prosocial
manner.
Rutter (2010) expressed receiving extremely positive feedback regarding the
value of this program from mediators themselves, their fellow students, and school
personnel. However, the effectiveness of peer mediation programs in reducing delinquent
acts among low versus high risk youth (and in males versus females) has yet to be
examined empirically. Moreover, although the focal point of the intervention strategy
discussed by Rutter is seemingly on enhancing skills and attitudes, it is important for
future research in this area to account for the potentially confounding influences of
prosocial relationships. That is, the mere presence of prosocial peer mediators combined
with adult mentorship may in itself produce positive outcomes that extend beyond the
simple acquisition of skills imparted through mediation strategies. These caveats aside,
rather than simply addressing need/strength areas in theoretical terms within the context
of correctional interventions, it seems a particularly worthwhile and proactive strategy to
foster prosocial skills and attitudes in potentially at-risk youth within naturalistic settings
(i.e., within the school environment).
The study of promotive and protective factors: Limitations, implications, and
future research. It is noteworthy that certain protective effects observed in previous
research did not emerge in the context of this investigation. For example, academic
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achievement has been identified as protective in boys exclusively, whereas prosocial
adult mentorship has been recognized as protective in girls (Hart et al., 2007). Although
these factors were identified as promotive in the current study, it is possible that their
failure to demonstrate protective effects is simply an artefact of the sample. Specifically,
youth under investigation by Hart and colleagues were recruited not only from a juvenile
correctional camp but also from several public and technical schools. Collectively then,
their sample consisted of both justice and non-justice involved youth, likely representing
wide variability in exposure to criminogenic risk factors. By contrast, the current sample
was already entrenched in the correctional system, arguably restricting these individuals
to a higher risk range than would be expected from a sample additionally comprised of
youth drawn from the general population. As such, the identification of further protective
effects may have been obscured.
Another plausible explanation for the lack of demonstrable protective effects
stems from the desistance literature and pertains specifically to the developmental stage
of the sample. Criminal behaviour is largely an attribute of youth, both in its initiation
and its escalation; indeed, most repeat offenders who begin committing crime in
adolescence pursue criminal activity into early adulthood (Kazemian & Farrington,
2006). As suggested earlier, is it plausible that certain hypothesized risk factors (e.g.,
poverty) are not exerting in impact on recidivism in the current investigation because the
sample consists of youths rather than adults. Similarly, Laub and colleagues (1998)
underscore the point that variables generally expected to temper criminal outcome tend to
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have diminished power to predict desistance in youth populations. That is, promotive and
protective effects are moderated by the developmental period under consideration.
For instance, although employment has been identified as protective among adult
male offenders (Laub & Sampson, 2003; Tripodi, 2010), there was no evidence of such
protective effects vis-a-vis criminal outcome in the present sample of youthful offenders
(and only tentative evidence of promotive effects among males with respect to this
domain). Corroborating this finding, Uggen (2000) found that employment buffered the
commission of crime solely in adults over 26 years of age. In a related vein, the ability to
bond socially (to individuals and/or to institutions) might only be fully achieved at a later
point along one's developmental trajectory (Lloyd, 2007). Although relevant promotive
items (e.g., attachment to prosocial peers, prosocial community ties) were negatively
correlated with recidivism in both males and females, the aggregate peers and community
domain did not achieve statistical significance in respective logistic regression models.
Admittedly, the use of archival data in this study and the parameters of the YASI items
precluded a determination of the quality of one's relationship to a given prosocial peer,
adult mentor, or institution. Effectively, the desistance literature suggests that it is not the
social bond itself that is important to thwarting criminal activity but the quality of that
bond (Sampson & Laub, 2005b; Abrams, 2007).
As a final point relevant to the future study of protective effects, several
researchers argue that desistance from criminal activity should not be conceptualized as a
discrete event, but rather understood as a process in which an individual is actively
renegotiating cost and reward contingencies associated with criminal actions (e.g.,
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Burnett & McNeill, 2005; Lloyd, 2007; Maruna, 2001). Current methodological
constraints, namely a dichotomous measure of recidivism over a limited follow-up
period, are potentially obscuring the value of given prosocial factors in reducing the
frequency or severity of criminal outcome. Ultimately, a more expansive longitudinal
dataset coupled with a refined statistical analysis of change over time are required in
future research to ensure a developmentally informed study of gender differences among
protective, promotive, and risk factors (Singer & Willett, 2003).
The Emergence of a Gendered Pathways Theme for Females
In order to empirically evaluate the existence of a gendered pathways theme into
crime for females, proximity scaling analysis was applied to 18 dichotomized items taken
from the pool of items available from the YASI Full Assessment. To reiterate, these
variables were initially selected based on their relevance to either feminist pathways
theory or gender-neutral theory. As hypothesized, a unique gendered pathways theme did
emerge for the sample of young females. The latter depicts the abused, poverty-stricken
girl who suffers from mental health issues and engages primarily in minor forms of
delinquency. Concurrently, however, a thematic structure representative of the traditional
antisocial offender emerged, largely comprising items subsumed under the Central Eight
(e.g., criminal attitudes, impulsivity, etc.) and featuring more violent forms of offending.
Of the total sample of girls included in the analysis, there was an approximately equal
distribution across each theme (i.e., 47.8% gendered pathways and 51.7% traditional
antisocial). Given that only two females in the sample were perfect hybrids of these
themes in that they displayed an equal number of characteristics from each, these girls
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were simply omitted from further analyses related to offender thematic subtypes (i.e., an
unclassifiable category was not created for the two cases).
It is noteworthy that the term "unclassifiable" has been adopted in the context of
qualitative pathways research to denote a female offender adhering to the masculinised
conception of offending etiology (Daly, 1992) - in other words, in reference to offenders
who display the traditional antisocial theme depicted in the current investigation. Recall
that although only 10% of Daly's sample of women was deemed unclassifiable, a larger
proportion of Reisig and colleagues' (2006) sample (i.e., 25%) mirrored the
characteristics of this category, the latter being termed economically motivated.
Collectively, these results suggest that although a gendered pathway into crime does
appear to exist as conceptualized in the feminist literature, alternative trajectories are also
evident among females. Indeed, based on the present quantitative analysis, an equal
proportion of girls displayed etiological factors congruent with the gender-neutral
perspective.
The identification of pathways for males. Results of a parallel proximity scaling
analysis performed on males revealed far less thematic distinction among items.
Specifically, nearly 30% of variables were misplaced in reference to their theoretically
hypothesized placement (i.e., gendered vs. antisocial - see Table 43). Hence, a "gendered
pathway" did not emerge as conceptualized in the feminist literature. Rather, the two
emerging thematic structures were labeled mixed pathways (comprising a mix of both
gendered and antisocial items) and traditional antisocial.
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Moreover, a lack of mutual exclusivity was apparent in attempting to classify
male offenders into respective themes. Of the total sample of boys included in the
analysis, 59.1% fell into the traditional antisocial category and 24.6% fell into the mixed
pathways category. However, 16.3%) of males were a perfect hybrid of each delineated
theme, exhibiting an equal proportion of items from each. As such, the latter were
subsumed under an additional category termed unclassifiable.
Delineation of pathways into crime: Limitations, implications, and future
research. In sum, results of the proximity scaling analysis suggest that female offenders
show thematic distinction in their criminal trajectories, evidenced by the emergence of
two mutually distinct thematic groups (i.e., gendered pathways and traditional antisocial)
into which girls could fairly easily be classified. Male offenders, on the other hand,
appear to be characterized by a relatively greater level of homogeneity and overlap in the
etiological components of their criminal involvement. For males, no exclusive gendered
pathways theme emerged. Rather, boys could be classified into antisocial and mixed
categories, with the remainder forming an unclassifiable group. Collectively, these
findings do serve to confirm previous research suggesting that females follow unique and
distinct pathways into crime (Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009). However, these
trajectories are not necessarily limited to those depicted in the feminist pathways
literature (Daly, 1992; Reisig et al., 2006), but additionally include pathways heavily
comprised of factors articulated in the gender-neutral literature (e.g., Andrews & Bonta,
2010;Moffitt, 1993).
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Despite tentative evidence to confirm the existence of a gendered pathway into
crime that is largely unique to girls, there are a number of interpretational caveats. First,
K-R 20 coefficients associated with the current analysis are relatively low (e.g., .47 for
the gendered pathways theme), thus calling into question the reliability of the
classification. Second, causality cannot be inferred given the cross-sectional sampling of
items; longitudinal research is required to confirm the temporal placement of
vulnerability factors along trajectories into crime for young females and males,
respectively. Third, this research was limited by the relatively crude dichotomous
measures of items sampled from the YASI Full Assessment. A more comprehensive
sample of items and an indication of the magnitude of expression of each are advisable in
future research endeavours. For example, a youth that has attempted to run away from
home on one occasion to stay with friends or relatives likely faces different
circumstances from a youth that perpetually runs away (or is kicked out of his/her home)
and is subsequently forced to subsist without adequate shelter.
Albeit a commonly adopted statistical technique in the area of investigative
psychology (particularly in offender profiling research) (e.g., Canter et al., 2003; Canter
& Fritzon, 1998; Salfati, 2000), proximity scaling applied for the purpose of delineating
thematic structures representing etiological trajectories of offending behaviour is novel to
the area of correctional psychology. Salisbury and Van Voorhis (2009), in contrast, used
path analysis to identify offending trajectories among women, while Daly (1992) and
Reisig et al. (2006) adopted qualitative techniques. As such, replication is clearly
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required to confirm the thematic structures delineated in respective studies, and to ensure
that identified pathways are consistent across methodological and statistical approaches.
Predictive Validity of the YASI Pre-Screen Across Thematic Subtypes
The YASI Pre-Screen applied to subtypes of girls. The predictive validity of
the YASI Pre-Screen, the gender-neutral tool used to classify offenders into risk
categories, was tested across dominant offender subtypes identified above. Contrary to
the hypothesis suggesting that the predictive validity of the tool would be lowest among
females adhering to the gendered pathways theme, the lowest level of accuracy was
actually evidenced among girls classified into the antisocial theme (AUC = .64 versus .57,
respectively); in fact, scores associated with the antisocial group failed to predict
outcome at a level greater than chance.
This anomalous finding was not attributable to the antisocial girls simply
constituting a higher risk group. As illustrated in Table 44, the means and variances
associated with Pre-Screen scores for both female thematic groups are statistically
identical, as are respective recidivism rates. Moreover, the distribution of female
offenders across the two themes is virtually equal. In an effort to explain the decline in
the YASI Pre-Screen's predictive validity among antisocial females, a supplementary
analysis was conducted to examine the relationship of each item featured on the tool to
recidivism outcome among each group of females. In sum, only two items currently
featured on the Pre-Screen were correlated with recidivism for girls classified into the
antisocial category atp < .05 (i.e., court finding of child neglect, age at first contact with
probation). In contrast, seven items were relevant to girls classified into the gendered
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category (i.e., kicked out/ran away from home, substance abuse (dynamic item), JD
complaint, family court adjudications, offences against the person, previous
incarcerations/out-of-home placements, previous escapes from custody). Note that there
were no significant differences observed in item frequencies among those variables that
were predictive in for one group and not the other. Whether the preponderance of the
items featured on the Pre-Screen are genuinely non-criminogenic for antisocial females,
whether such girls not adhering to the "female stereotype" (e.g., violent, impulsive, etc.)
are assessed and processed differently (and potentially less effectively), or whether this
finding simply reflects a particularity of the current sample are issues that can only be
elucidated through future research.
The YASI Pre-Screen applied to subtypes of boys. In turn, the YASI PreScreen performed equally well across respective subtypes of male offenders (AUC = .62
for mixed pathways; AUC = .63 for traditional antisocial; AUC = .64 for unclassifiable).
The statistically equivalent levels of predictive accuracy observed among groups of males
on the assessment tool is potentially attributable to the relative lack of thematic
distinction observed among boys and by extension, the lower reliability of their
subsequent classification. For example, a male termed "antisocial" in the current study
could have actually displayed a hybrid of characteristics outside of this theme. Hence,
any potential effects stemming from group membership were likely masked by item
misplacements.
Predictive validity of the LSI with Reisig et al.'s (2006) thematic subtypes:
Revisited. Recall that the results of Reisig et al. (2006) were incongruous with those
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yielded from the current analysis. Specifically, Reisig and collaborators found that LSI
scores associated with their sample of women offenders were predictively aligned with
recidivism in economically motivated and unclassified groups, but were not predictive of
recidivism in the aggregate pathways groups.
It is possible that the poor performance of the LSI with those women classified
into a pathways theme is merely a statistical artefact - namely, restricted variability
among the latter. By definition, those women adhering to the gendered pathways theme
share many of the same etiological characteristics (e.g., victimization, suicide attempts,
substance abuse, etc.) and committed crime as a result of their impoverished
circumstances and/or to support a drug addiction. In contrast, several of the unclassified
cases were termed such for the very reason that they displayed characteristics of several
pathways simultaneously. Reisig et al. (2006) further admit that although the
economically motivated women seemingly committed crime to acquire material goods,
variations in specific motivations were indeed noted. Hence, it is possible that greater
variability characterizing both the unclassified and economically motivated subsamples
actually accounted for the relatively superior performance of the LSI with these groups
compared with those women selectively assigned to one of the gendered pathways
themes.
Evaluating risk assessment tools on thematic offender subtypes: Limitations,
implications, and future research. Taken together, these results beg the following
question - is it is appropriate to classify offenders into thematic types in order to gauge
differences in the predictive validity of assessment tools upon each? It is only recently
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that thematic subtypes of female offenders have been identified in the correctional
literature (e.g., Daly, 1992, Reisig et al., 2006; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009). Other
than a few proposed typologies that essentially reflect differences in offending severity
and/or persistence (e.g., Chaiken & Chaiken, 1984; Moffitt, 1993; Onifade et al., 2008),
the author is not aware of thematic subtypes delineated for general male offenders in an
effort to highlight true qualitative differences between them.
These dissimilar methodological approaches are likely a function of the respective
paradigms held by gender-neutral versus gender-responsive scholars. Gender-neutral
theorists advocate a purely quantitative approach to the study of offender risk assessment,
with offender "subtypes" implicitly captured along a continuum of risk (e.g., Andrews &
Bonta, 2010; Onifade et al., 2008). Gender-responsive proponents, in contrast, are
actively interested in identifying qualitative or thematic differences (either via qualitative
or quantitative analytical techniques) in female offenders by generating typologies
representing distinct etiological pathways into crime (Daly, 1992; Reisig et al., 2006;
Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009).
Based on the thematic classification of female offenders, certain scholars have
questioned the validity of gender-neutral risk assessment tools by demonstrating that
these protocols are not predictive of criminal outcome for certain types of female
offenders (e.g., Reisig et al., 2006). However, one must be wary that classifying offenders
into thematic subtypes has typically involved examining at least a subset of variables
already included in the risk assessment tool being evaluated - this process will
necessarily entail decreasing sample sizes, variability within each subsample, and ensuing
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statistical power. Decreases in predictive accuracy will naturally follow, thus calling into
question the validity of associated results.
The current study does lend support to female offenders' amenability to being
classified into etiological subtypes, while also suggesting a lack of thematic distinction
among young male offenders. Notwithstanding these results, research on qualitative
distinctions in offending etiology is in a state of infancy. Although an issue of debate,
there is presently insufficient evidence to propose amending assessment tools in
accordance with thematic offender types, or to offer any practical recommendations in
this regard.
However, I would maintain that there is sufficient evidence to argue that gender
dichotomization is a worthwhile endeavour in the study of criminal behaviour, given that
it underscores a biological difference that entails differential socialization processes
operating from birth. As results of this study suggest, gender does indeed affect the
relevance and potentially the qualitative experience of given risk or promotive factors
with regards to one's propensity to engage in crime. From a practical standpoint, it is also
entirely feasible to both develop and implement gender-informed approaches to risk
assessment.
Classification Accuracy Associated with the YASI Pre-Screen
Based on cutoff scores prescribed for use on the YASI Pre-Screen, classification
accuracy was assessed for males, females, and all thematic subtypes. Contrary to
hypothesis yet attributable to the elevated thresholds set for females, over-classification
was significantly more prevalent among boys than girls (FPR = 60.5%) vs. 5.9%), based on
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overall sample). Under-classification, on the other hand, was more problematic for
females compared to males (FNR = 76.7% vs. 18.3%). These patterns of classification
errors suggests that as currently implemented, the Pre-Screen tends to classify males into
higher risk categories than warranted, but tends to classify girls into lower risk categories
than warranted. With respect to correct classifications, the overall TP rate for males was
significantly greater than that associated with females (81.7% vs. 23.4%). Contrariwise,
the TN rate among females exceeded that of males (94.1% vs. 39.5%). In other words,
while the Pre-Screen is particularly effective in identifying females who will not
reoffend, it does not as successfully identify prospective female recidivists. The opposite
pattern is true for males. Again, no significant differences were observed among either
male or female subtypes with respect to classification errors or correct classifications.
The gender-specific cutoff scores prescribed for use on the YASI Pre-Screen
largely explain the gender discrepancies in classification, particularly among high risk
cases. In an effort to address concerns underscored by feminist scholars with respect to
the over-classification of female offenders (e.g., Gobeil & Blanchette, 2007; Wright et
al., 2007), Orbis Partners raised the cutoff scores on the YASI Pre-Screen for girls
relative to boys (B. Millson, personal communication, March 30, 2011). Resultantly,
however, most females fall into the medium risk category, which also contains the
majority of recidivists. Despite the high rate of over-classification observed among boys,
the proportion of male recidivists increases linearly with risk level.
It must be emphasized that such classification issues are not unique to the YASI
and are likely reflective of a systemic problem underlying all gender-neutral risk
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assessment tools. For example, a lack of linearity between risk level and recidivism has
also been observed in female samples when applying the LSI to women in conflict with
the law (e.g., Van Voorhis, Peiler, Presser, Spiropoulis, & Sutherland, 2002). Although
their sample was not disaggregated by gender, Jung and Rawana (1999) found that when
the YLS/CMI was used to predict convictions in young probationers over a 6-month
period, the "false positive rate" was 36%. These results were replicated by Onifade and
collaborators (2009) over a 1-year follow-up period.
Although there is certainly concern voiced in the literature about offender overclassification (particularly with respect to female populations), there is great difficulty in
comparing or even interpreting results from respective studies given definitional and
methodological discrepancies. As previously outlined, over-classification is technically
defined by the false positive rate (FPR = FP / FP + TN), a calculation that encompasses
non-recidivists across high and low risk categories (e.g., Mossman, 1994; Swets et al.,
2000). Indeed, this was the procedure adopted in the current study. However, what Jung
and Rawana (1999) term a "false positive rate" - while informative in a different respect
- is not technically correct. Their calculations are based on the consideration of
recidivists and non-recidivists included in high risk categories (i.e., FP / FP + TP). Other
researchers simply infer over-classification through a descriptive examination of patterns
in recidivism rates across risk categories, and do not actually calculate a false positive
rate (e.g., Raynor, 2007; Van Voorhis, Peiler, Presser, Spiropoulis, & Sutherland, 2002).
In effort to avoid misinterpretation, it is imperative that in conducting research on the
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issue of over-classification, we adopt a common language and are explicit in outlining
our methodological framework.
Resolving classification issues: Limitations, implications, and future
research. The general difficulties encountered in classifying females despite adjustments
to cutoff scores signals that the solution likely involves more than simply adopting
gender-specific risk classification thresholds. For instance, the fact that most girls scoring
highest on the YASI Pre-Screen did not go on to reoffend suggests that amendments
should be made to the content of the screening tool itself. While this is particularly true
for females, this argument might also be valid for males given the number of items on the
Pre-Screen that were not aligned with recidivism across gender. Ultimately, beyond
adjusting cutoff scores associated with risk categories, a gender-responsive approach to
designing the content of assessment protocols is necessary to ensure that (1) female
offenders are classified into appropriate risk categories, and (2) they receive the correct
intensity and quality of intervention.
General Implications, Limitations, and Future Research
Sample composition. As suggested in the discussion of the desistance literature,
non-significant relationships between certain variables and criminal outcome may reflect
the developmental period of the sample rather than the irrelevance of these items to
female criminality altogether. In addition to mental health issues that may not yet be
diagnosed in youth, factors such as employment and poverty may only gain predictive
importance in adult female populations as the latter begin to have dependent children and
are expected to shoulder additional financial strain. Based on an additional exploratory
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analysis, it is notable that the YASI Full Assessment was not predictive of recidivism
with the small subsample of youth under age 12 (n = 110, AUC = .57). This raises the
issue of the appropriateness of administering risk assessment tools to younger age groups
in general.
Preliminary Canadian data suggests that the New York dataset may actually
underestimate the potential predictive validity of the YASI. In contrast to the AUCs
associated with the YASI Pre-Screen in the current study (.60 and .64 for females and
males, respectively), a similar field implementation study of this tool in Alberta has
yielded higher levels of accuracy. Namely, in a collapsed sample of 287 male and female
juvenile offenders, YASI Pre-Screen scores predicted new offences/arrests over a 4month follow-up with an AUC of .80 (Orbis Partners, 2010).
In addition to the inclusion of younger cohorts in American samples, another
potential explanation for this discrepancy potentially lies in the heterogeneity of the New
York sample, specifically with respect to the inclusion of both genuine criminal offenders
(Juvenile Delinquents; JDs) and status offenders (Persons In Need of Supervision; PINS).
Confirming trends evident in the Canadian sample, a supplementary analysis on New
York data suggested that the YASI's performance was enhanced with the JDs over the
PINS (AUCs = .65 vs. .61). Further research is required to elucidate the extent to which
the YASI is generalizes to status offenders.
Quality assurance. Based on the current New York dataset, it is interesting to
note that an objectively scored domain such as legal history emerged as a robust predictor
of reconviction for males and females - both with the YASI as currently designed and

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

204

with the gender-responsive configurations of the tool. In contrast, the criminal attitudes
domain did not emerge as an optimal predictor for males or females. Albeit a
theoretically important construct (Andrews & Bonta, 2010), the latter is scored more
subjectively given its inherently covert nature. Regrettably, there are no currently
available measures of inter-rater reliability (IRR) on the YASI protocol, and the archival
nature of this dataset precluded the calculation of IRR indices. Clearly then, an issue that
warrants future investigation is the quality with which the tool is being implemented
across different jurisdictions and the extent to which it is being used as intended by its
developers.
Although a measure of predictive accuracy may be statistically significant, AUCs
in the low .60 range are admittedly less than ideal. In addition to the content-related
recommendations discussed earlier, other potential explanations for the lower than
desired levels of predictive accuracy include quality assurance issues inherent in field
research. Again, these concerns are not unique to the YASI or any particular jurisdiction.
As a case in point, a recent survey of 117 juvenile probation officers across several
American States outlined perceived obstacles in implementing risk/needs assessment
protocols24 (Guy, Fusco, Cook, & Vincent, 2010). Of those probation officers surveyed,
63% expressed difficulty in rating items, either due to insufficient information or because
they felt that item scoring criteria were not sufficiently clear. In addition to improving
data gathering practices and potentially introducing clarifications into scoring manuals

24

The tools under consideration included the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth (SAVRY;
Borum, Bartel, & Forth, 2006) and the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI;
Hoge & Andrews, 2002).
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based on the feedback of frontline workers, the latter observation speaks to the
importance of ensuring sufficient training. In order to facilitate item interpretation and
scoring, instruction is relevant both at pre-implementation stages and in the form of
booster training. Indeed, beyond the content of a risk assessment protocol, there is
evidence to suggest that the integrity of a tool's implementation achieved through
appropriate training is integral to producing valid assessments (Flores, Lowenkamp,
Holsinger, & Latessa, 2006; Latessa & Lovins, 2010).
Currently, Orbis Partners does provide correctional staff with an initial 2-day
training session focusing on the administration and scoring of the YASI protocol,
followed a few months later by second 2-day session surrounding effective case planning
on the basis of assessment results (B. Millson, personal communication, March 30,
2011). For some jurisdictions, additional booster training is also provided.
Notwithstanding the training afforded to staff, the extent to which probation officers and
other frontline staff are actually observing the instructional specifications related to items
scoring is currently unknown. Therefore, beyond the gender-informed refinements to risk
assessment strategies recommended throughout this document, quality assurance studies
conducted specifically with the YASI are highly recommended.
Limited item sampling. Given that the YASI Full Assessment as currently
designed predicted recidivism equally well in males and females, this denoted genderneutral tool is clearly tapping important predictors of criminal outcome among girls.
However, the fact that only three domains emerged in the optimal regression model for
females, coupled with the significantly larger proportion of male-specific items featured
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on the YASI, suggests that the measure may not be capturing key etiological components
of female criminality. Admittedly, being limited to the pool of items available from the
gender-neutral version of the YASI Full Assessment precludes the consideration of items
that may be particularly salient and potentially specific to girls (e.g., whether one's
criminal peer is a romantic partner or a simple acquaintance).
In an attempt to adopt a gender-informed approach, Orbis Partners has recently
developed the YASI-Girls (YASI-G; Orbis Partners, 2007c). Much of the tool parallels
the YASI in its gender-neutral form, but further encompasses items deemed foundational
to the criminal behaviour of young females according to the feminist and genderresponsive literatures. Specifically, the measure includes additional items pertinent to the
nature of one's relationships, levels of emotional expression, self-efficacy, sexual
vulnerability (e.g., prostitution), early parenthood, and features a broader array of
potential mental health issues. Although the YASI-G has not yet been implemented, it is
currently being researched in Ontario, Canada (S.L. Brown, personal communication,
March 30, 2011).
Conclusions and Future Directions
By bridging feminist and gender-neutral tenets, the overarching goal of this
research was to inform risk assessment strategies for young females in conflict with the
law. As hypothesized and confirming the contentions of gender-neutral scholars, both the
YASI Pre-Screen and the YASI Full Assessment predicted convictions equally well
across samples of males and females under community supervision. However, gender
differences observed among items and domains featured on the YASI, coupled with the

THE YOUNG FEMALE OFFENDER

207

prominence of gender-specific predictors included in the tool, suggest that genderinformed strategies to risk assessment are justified. Indeed, adopting an empiricallyderived female-responsive approach did serve to increase the magnitude of predictive
accuracy levels from those associated with the YASI in its current form.
The particular relevance of a female's total promotive score beyond her total risk
score signals the likely merits of including promotive items into the quantitative index of
a girl's risk to reoffend. Confirming extant research and the tenets of RCT (Miller, 1986),
the particular importance of family relationships to the criminal behaviour of young
females was evident, both with respect to risk and promotive effects. As such,
intervention strategies for justice-involved females should target both deficits and
strengths evident within this domain. It is arguable that the additional consideration of
female-responsive risk and promotive factors such as those featured on the YASI-G
would serve to further enhance levels of predictive accuracy in the risk assessment of
young females. This issue is reserved for future research.
As hypothesized, a gendered pathways theme did emerge uniquely for females,
depicting the abused, poverty-stricken girl who suffers from mental health issues and
engages primarily in minor forms of delinquency. Concurrently, however, a thematic
structure representative of the traditional antisocial offender emerged, largely comprising
items subsumed under the Central Eight and featuring more violent forms of offending.
By contrast, males displayed less thematic distinction in their offending profiles, and in
their ability to be classified into thematic types.
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Contrary to the pathways research conducted by Reisig and colleagues (2006), the
predictive validity of the YASI Pre-Screen was poorest for girls falling into the antisocial
theme over all other female and male subtypes. Potentially reflecting a particularity of the
current sample, replication of both the thematic classification and the evaluation of risk
assessment tools across offender types is clearly necessary prior to rendering any
practical recommendations.
Given the elevated female cutoff scores on the YASI Pre-Screen, overclassification of girls was minimal. However, the trade-off was greater underclassification and the assignment of the majority of girls into the medium risk category.
Given the pervasive issues associated with classifying female offenders, the solution may
indeed lie in the introduction of female-responsive content into risk assessment protocols
rather than in simply adjusting the thresholds associated with respective risk categories.
Collectively, results of this research suggest that female-responsive strategies to
risk assessment and correctional intervention are warranted. However, this field of study
is admittedly in a state of infancy. Future research is required to hone gender-responsive
strategies and to confirm the extent to which these will produce empirical and practical
gains beyond the application of currently adopted gender-neutral tools.
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Appendix A
Memorandum of Understanding and Cover Letter to Director of the New York
State Division of Probation and Correctional Alternatives
April 30, 2008
Mr. Robert Maccarone
State Director
NYS Division of Probation and Correctional Alternatives
80 Wolf Road
Albany, New York 12205

Dear Mr. Maccarone:
Thank-you for providing an opportunity to submit a letter seeking the support of the New
York State Division of Probation and Correctional Alternatives for conducting research
on the Youth Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI). As you may be aware
given discussions with Dr. David Robinson and Bart Millson of Orbis Partners, I oversee
the Gender and Crime Laboratory at Carleton University, based in Ottawa, Ontario.
Carleton University is recognized as a leader in criminal justice research with an active
forensics psychology department. The department is staffed with full-time professors
with expertise in assessment, victim services, police psychology and the design, delivery
and evaluation of prevention and treatment programs for youth and adult offenders.
The Gender and Crime Laboratory has a number of research interests, with a particular
focus on development of a gender-informed model of criminal behavior. The Lab
supervises undergraduate and graduate level students. Research activities have
examined proximal dynamic risk assessment and understanding the psychology of
female criminal conduct, gender differences in criminal offence patterns, relational
aggression, crime desistence, developmental crime trajectories, and correctional
treatment outcomes.
My main interest in contacting you is to request support for conducting research on
recent data collected with the YASI in New York State. Based on discussions with Orbis
Partners to date, I understand an extensive database exists on probation youth that
were assessed with the YASI and then followed-up for a two-year period to examine
recidivism rates and the predictive utility of the assessment tool. While the main goal of
the data collection was achieved (i.e., test the long-term predictive validity of the YASI),
Orbis Partners feels that such a rich database provides a unique opportunity to pursue a
number of other research avenues. A university Lab setting provides the expertise and
time to conduct such research that is not necessarily available in other settings.
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The proposed research project would be conducted by Ph.D. candidate Natalie Jones
under my direct supervision.
In brief, the research would involve the further
development of a gender-informed model of criminal behavior that encompasses both
risk and protective factors through the integration of an established gender-neutral
model of crime (i.e., the Personal, Interpersonal, and Community-Reinforcement model;
PIC-R). The work would entail an empirical validation of the integrative model based on
an analysis of variables extracted from the YASI and recidivism data for a sample of
probation youth. Specifically, it will be determined to what degree recognized genderneutral risk factors (e.g., criminal attitudes, criminal associates) and proposed genderspecific risk factors (e.g., trauma, economic marginalization) are differentially predictive
of male and female delinquency. By extension, the following research goals would be
met: 1) a psychometric evaluation of the YASI on female and male probationers; 2) a
determination of the extent to which gender moderates the relationship between
risk/protective factors and criminal recidivism; 3) an enhancement of the predictive
validity of the YASI; 4) and ultimately, the development of a gender-informed version of
the tool.
Addressing the research questions outlined above would have a number of practical
implications. First, by identifying risk and protective factors most salient for male and
female youth, the YASI's predictive accuracy would be enhanced. Moreover, based on
the longitudinal nature of the data, it would be possible to examine the relative salience
of risk factors (and buffering effect of protective factors) at various points along
assessment to identify signs of possible failure during supervision. Such knowledge
would be timely for NYSDPCA since, as I understand, planning is currently underway to
introduce the web-based software to YASI counties through-out the State. Based on the
proposed research, specific scoring and weighting procedures for males and females
could be introduced in the software to enhance the overall efficiency of the assessment
instrument.
Orbis Partners is quite supportive of the proposed research and has agreed to
collaborate on the work. They will be submitting a separate letter to that effect. I have
taken the liberty of attaching a draft Memorandum of Understanding that outlines the
nature and terms of the collaboration.
In closing, let me reiterate my excitement and interest in establishing a collaborative
relationship with NYSDPCA and Orbis Partners to conduct cutting-edge research that
will advance the field's knowledge in the development of a gender-informed model of
assessment for youth. Please feel free to contact me to discuss the proposed research
project and draft MoU.

Sincerely,

Dr. Shelley Brown, Associate Professor
Gender and Gender and Crime Laboratory, Department of Psychology
C575 Loeb, Carleton University
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1125 Colonel By Drive, Ottawa, ON
K1S5B6
613-520-2600 Ext. 1505, shelley_brown@carleton.ca

Memorandum of Understanding Regarding Research Collaboration
The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (hereinafter referred to as the
"MOU") is to outline the nature and terms of a bonafide research project collaboration
among the Gender and Crime Laboratory within Carleton University (hereinafter referred
to as the "University"), Orbis Partners, Inc. (hereinafter referred to as "Orbis"), and the
New York State Division of Probation and Correctional Alternatives (hereinafter referred
to as "DPCA").
Goals:
The overall goals of this MOU are to:
1.

Facilitate research for developing a gender-informed theory of criminal behavior
for youth that will advance theory, policy and practice.

2.

Further examine the reliability, validity and practical utility of the Youth
Assessment and Screening Instrument (YASI) in New York State.

3.

Facilitate partnership with a progressive criminal justice agency, a criminal justice
consulting firm, and an academic institution.

4.

Communicate and promote gender-informed research within scholarly and
applied settings.

5.

Outline the responsibilities and expectation of each research collaborator.

Terms:
1.

All parties agree that Natalie Jones, a University student, will write a dissertation
proposal under the supervision of Dr. Shelley Brown, a University professor. The
proposal will be reviewed and approved by Ms. Jones' dissertation committee at
said University. Orbis and DPCA will be given an opportunity to provide
feedback on the proposal in a timely fashion (i.e. thirty days).

2.

Orbis will provide the University with raw YASI data collected by DPCA
(approximate sample size equals 3,249) necessary to conduct the research
study. In addition, Orbis will provide the University with any available YASI
demographic and recidivism information with individual identifiers removed.
These materials will be provided without cost but with acknowledgement of
records sources (Orbis and DPCA).
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3.

All data will be shared in electronic format. Prior to imparting the said database
to the University, Orbis shall agree and shall ensure that all personal identifiers
are removed to protect the confidentiality of individuals included in this research
project.

4.

All archival data and research materials provided by Orbis and DPCA will be
considered confidential and treated accordingly. Specifically, data and research
materials acquired and produced by the University will be stored electronically
and password protected. Only the specific University project researchers (i.e.,
Dr. Shelley Brown, Natalie Jones, and a designated research assistant working
with the University's Gender and Crime Laboratory) will have access to data
supplied by Orbis in connection with this MOU. It is understood and agreed that
the University shall secure written confidentiality agreement(s) from all research
project staff to adhere to all terms and conditions of the research project
identified in this MOU.

5.

To ensure that the terms of confidentiality and anonymity have been met, all
data/results reported in theses, conference proceedings and manuscripts
produced by the University will be presented in aggregate form. A copy of any
preliminary conference findings as well as final reports will be provided to Orbis
and DPCA for respective review (i.e., sixty (60) calendar days review period)
prior to submission, during which time the respective parties may respond with
any concerns surrounding issues of confidentiality.

6.

The University will impart the results of formal data analysis and any ensuing
research reports with Orbis and DPCA without cost and with acknowledgement
of both parties.

7.

Following the completion of the research project by the University, Orbis and
DPCA will be permitted to use the research results at their discretion without cost
or limitation but with acknowledgement of the University.

8.

In any publications or conference proceedings derived from the collaboration, all
parties will acknowledge the contribution of the other parties in the completion of
the research project. Unless otherwise stated, collaboration will include
attribution of research and source of all data on any research manuscripts and
conference presentations. The University will be given the opportunity to indicate
first authorship on any publications stemming directly from the dissertation
research and identify Ms. Jones, the Ph.D. candidate who wrote the dissertation.

9.

This MOU may be modified as mutually agreed in writing by all parties.

10.

This MOU shall take effect immediately upon the University's, Orbis and DPCA's
signature and date of full execution and will continue in effect until such time as
it is terminated by any party, upon serving written notice to the other parties, or
as otherwise modified.
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By signing this MOU, the undersigned officials attest that he or she has legal authority to
enter into this MOU on behalf of their respective parties. IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the
parties hereto signed this MOU on the day and year appearing opposite their respective
signatures.
CARLETON UNIVERSITY
By:
Signature
Title:

Print Name
Date:

ORBIS PARTNERS, INC.
By:
Signature
Title:

Print Name
Date:

NYS DIVISION OF PROBATION AND CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES
By:
Signature
Title:

Print Name
Date:
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Appendix B

Risk Classification Thresholds for YASI Pre-Screen and Items by Domain
Pre-Screen Risk
Low
Medium
High
Potential Total =

Cutoffs for Girls

Cutoffs for Boys

0-31
32-70
>71

0-21
22-38
>39

153

153

Pre-Screen Total = Legal History Risk Score + Social History Risk Score
Legal History (11 items)
Age at first contact with probation (A01SR)
PINS complaints (A02SR)
JD complaints (A03SR)
Felony-level complaints (A04SR)
Number of family-court adjudications (A05SR)
Number of criminal court convictions (A06SR)
Offenses against another person (A07SR)
Violations of probation (A08SR)
Detentions, out-of-home placements, and/or incarcerations (A091013SR)
Escapes (A 15 SR)
Failures-to-appear in court (A16SR)
Social History (17 items)
Parental authority (P06SR)
Circumstances of family members living in household (P15SR)
Run away or kicked out (P17SR)
Court finding of child neglect (P18SR)
Current school enrollment status (D01DR)
School attendance in previous 3 months (D08DR)
School conduct in previous 3 months (D09DR)
Academic performance in previous 3 months (D10DR)
Antisocial associates (G03DR)
Substance abuse (I03DR)
Age at first substance use (103 SR)
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History of physical or sexual abuse (J03SR)
Diagnosis/treatment for mental health issue (J04SR)
Homicidal ideation (J05SR)
Manifestations of violence (J06SR)
History of victimization (J10SR)
Antisocial attitudes (i.e., fails to accept responsibility for delinquent behaviour) (K02SR)
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Appendix C

YASI Full Assessment: Items by Domain

Legal History (11 items)
Age at first contact with probation (A01SR)
PINS complaints (A02SR)
JD complaints (A03SR)
Felony-level complaints (A04SR)
Total number of family court adjudications (A05SR)
Total number of criminal court convictions (A06SR)
Offences against another person (A07SR)
Violations of probation (A08SR)
Detentions, out-of-home placements, and/or incarcerations (A091013SR)
Escapes (A15SR)
Failure-to appear in court (A16SR)
Family History (17 items)
Youth's current living arrangements (P01DR and P01DP)
Income given number of family members supported (P03DR and P03DP)
Parental supervision (P05DR and P05DP)
Parental authority (P06DR)
Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour (P07aDR and P07aDP)
Appropriate consequences for good behaviour (P07bDR and P07bDP)
Parental attitude towards youth's PINS/JD behaviour (P08DR and P08DP)
Support network for family (P09DP)
Family member(s) youth feels close to (P10DP)
Family provides opportunities for youth to participate in family activities (PI 1DP)
Family provides opportunities for youth to learn, grow, and succeed (P12DP)
Parental love, caring, and support for youth (P13DR and P13DP)
Circumstances of family members living in the household (P15DR)
Historic problems of family members (P16SR)
Times run away and/or kicked out of home (P17SR)
Court finding of child neglect (P18SR)
Level of conflict in the home (P19DR)
School (12 items)
Current school enrollment status (D01DR)
Special education status (D03SR)
Youth believes receiving an education is important to him/her (D04DR)
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Youth believes school provides a supportive and encouraging environment (D05DR and
D05DP)
Number of suspensions in last 2 years (D06SR)
Age at first suspension (D07SR)
School attendance in previous 3 months (D08DR)
School conduct in previous 3 months (D09DR and D09DP)
Academic performance in previous 3 months (D10DR and D10DP)
Academic performance in previous 3 months compared to previous school year (Dl IDR
andDHDP)
Involvement in school activities during most recent school year (D12DR and D12DP)
Teachers/staff/coaches youth likes or feels comfortable talking with (D13DP)
Peers and Community (9 items)
Number of existing positive adult relationships in community (G01DP)
Prosocial community ties (G02DP)
Associates with whom youth spends his/her time (G03DR and G03DP)
Attachment to positive influencing peers (G05DP)
Admiration/emulation of high risk delinquent peers (G06DR)
Number of months youth has been associating with delinquent peers (G07aDR)
Number of months youth has been associating with a gang (G07bDR)
Amount of free time youth spends with negatively influencing peers (G08DR)
Strength of negative peer influence (G09DR)
Alcohol and Drugs (3 items)
Substance abuse (103 SR and 103DR)
Youth receptivity to participation in substance abuse treatment (I04DR)
Youth participation in substance abuse treatment (105SR)
Mental Health (7 items)
History of physical or sexual abuse (J03SR/DR)
Diagnosis/treatment for mental health problem (J04SR/DR)
Homicidal ideation (J05SR/DR)
Violence (J06SR/DR)
Suicidal ideation (J09SR/DR)
Victimization (e.g., bullied) (J10SR/DR)
Other mental health indicators (e.g., self-injury) (Jl 1SR/DR)
Attitudes (11 items)
Attitude when engaged in delinquent behaviour (e.g., hyper, nervous, etc.) (K01SR and
K01SP)
Accepts responsibility for delinquent behaviour (K02DR and K02DP)
Understands impact of behaviour on others (K03DR and K03DP)
Willingness to make amends (K04DR and K04DP)
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Optimism (K05DR and K05DP)
Hostile interpretation of actions and intentions of others in a common nonconfrontational setting (K06DR and K06DP)
Law-abiding attitudes (K07DR and K07DP)
Respect for authority figures (K08DR and K08DP)
Tolerance for frustration (K09DR and K09DP)
Belief in use of physical violence or verbal aggression (KlOaDR and KlObDR)
Readiness for change (Kl 1DR and Kl 1DP)
Skills (7 items)
Consequential thinking skills (L01DR and L01DP)
Social perspective-taking skills (L02DR and L02DP)
Problem-solving skills (L03DR and L03DP)
Impulse control (L04DR and L04DP)
Belief in one's control over maladaptive behaviour (L05DR and L05DP)
Interpersonal skills (L06DR and L06DP)
Goal-setting skills (L07DR and L07DP)
Employment (4 items)
History of employment (F01SR, F01SP, and F01DP)
Total number of times employed (F02SP)
Number of weeks of longest period of employment (F03SP)
Positive relationships with employers or adult co-workers (F04DP)
Use of Free Time (4 items)
Structured recreational activities (E01DR and E01DP)
Unstructured recreational activities (E02DR and E02DP)
Challenging/exciting hobbies (E03DP)
Decline/increase in interest in positive leisure pursuits (E04DR and E04DP)
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Appendix D

Sample Data Illustrating Macro-Level Variables for Orange County, New York
(Total Population: 376,000)
Domain

Variable

Economic
Context/Poverty

Percentage of families (with
children under 18) whose
income in past the 12
months is below the poverty
level

11.7

U.S. Census
Bureau (2008)

Percentage of single-parent
families (with female
householder, no husband
present, children under 18)
whose income in past the 12
is below the poverty level

26.9

U.S. Census
Bureau (2008)

Access to
Community
Resources (i.e.,
State Capital)

Value (%)

Total agency resources (in
millions)
Total agency resources (per
number of individuals
served)

8.8

1390.3

2483.1
Total agency resources (per
number of families served)
11.7/8.81
Ratio of poverty rate to
agency resources

Note. NY State poverty rate = 14.2%; US poverty rate = 13.3%.

Source

New York State
Community Action
Association
(NYSCAA, 2008)
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Appendix E
Form Used by Orbis Partners to Collect Outcome Data

Section A (New Referrals):
Any new juvenile or adult referrals since date of initial YASI?

Y/N

(If no, skip to Section B)

If yes, indicate the number of new referrals (including adult referrals) since the date of
the initial YASI:
If yes, indicate the date of the first new referral: mm/dd/yyyy
If more than one referral, indicate the date of the last new referral: mm/dd/yyyy
If yes, check whether PINS, JD, or Adult applied to any new referrals (check more than one
if applicable):

•
•
•

PINS
JD
Adult

If yes, check any dispositions that applied (check more than one if applicable):
•
Detention Admission (i.e. admitted to juvenile detention centre)
•
Open for Diversion Services
D Referral for Petition
•
Returned to Intake
• Adjournment in Contemplation of Dismissal (ACD) *
•
Petition
Withdrawn/Dismissed
•
JD Adjudication
Q PINS Adjudication
D Probation Supervision
•
Juvenile Placement
• Adult Convictions (including Young Offenders**)
•
Jail (i.e., typically for holding people awaiting trial or serving sentences less than
one year)
•
Prison (i.e., correctional institution holding individuals for sentences typically
longer than one year)
If there were any new JD or Adult matters, check if any of the following applied
(regardless of whether there was an adjudication):

•

Felony
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Offence Against Person

Section B (Complaints for Violation of Probation)
Has a complaint for violation of probation been filed since date of initial YASI? (If no, no
further info is required)

Y/N

If yes, indicate the number of complaints for violation of probation filed since the date of
initial YASI.
If yes, indicate the date of the first new complaint for violation, mm/dd/yyyy
If yes, check violation types that applied (check more than one if applicable):
• Technical violation
• New Offence
D Absconder**

* In US criminal law, Adjournment in Contemplation of Dismissal (ACD) entails the case being placed on
hold (usually for a 6-month period). If the youth does not engage in further criminal activity during this
period, the case is typically dismissed. New York Criminal Procedure Law, Section 170.55
** A Youthful (Young) Offender (YO) applies to individuals between 14 and 19 years of age. These
offenders receive special treatment insofar as their criminal records are sealed and they are not disqualified
from public employment or licensing (DPCA, 2008).
** An absconder is a probationer who has either failed to report for a period of 30 calendar days or has left
the jurisdiction of the court without permission being granted by the court or his/her probation officer
(DPCA, 2008).
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Appendix F
Gender-Responsive Measure for Females: Simple Burgess and Modified Nuffield
Item Weightings

Legal History

Variable
A03

Variable value and label
0
1
2
3 or 4
>5
Max scores:

S

JD complaints
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0
1
2
3
3
3.. ,

DP

j.

}/$

Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
SP
0
1
2
2
2
2

0
1
2
>2
Max scores:

Total number of family court
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
0
1
2
3
\
3 ......

Variable
name

Variable value and label

Offences against another person
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield

A07

0
1
>1
Max scores:

SR
0
1
2
2

Variable
A05

-

-^

Variable value and label

—

^

Variable

Variable value and label

A091013

0
1

DR

SP

DP

...

..... „

adjudications
Modified Nuff ield
SR
DR
SP
0
1
1
1
1
_

SR
0
1
1
1

DR

SP

DP

DP

DP

Detentions + Incarcerations + Out of home placements
Modified Nuffield
Simple Burgess
SR
DP
DR
DP
DR
SP
SR
SP
0
0
1
1
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2
>2
Max scores; W
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2
3
,3'

1
1
ll

*>

A_SR = [A03SR] + [A05SR] + [A07SR] + [A091013SR]

Family History

Variable

Variable value and label

P03a

P03bRisk/P03b
Protective
< 8350 / >38, 350
<11, 2 5 0 / > 4 1 , 250
<14, 150/>44, 150
<17, 050 / >47, 050
<19,950/>49, 950
<22, 850/>52, 850
<25, 750/>55, 750
<28, 650/>58, 650
Declined to provide info
'fvlax scores:
4

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
>7
0
•

Variable

Variable value and label

P05

1 - Parents always
practice good
supervision
2 - Usually good
supervision evident
3 - Youth sometimes
supervised
inappropriately
4 - Youth frequently
supervised
inappropriately
5 -Very inadequate
supervision
6 - Not applicable
Max scores:

Income given number of family members supported
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
DP
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
SR
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1

Parental supervision
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
0

""

•*

Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
SR
0

0

0

0

0

1

1

2

1

0
2

0
1

^

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
0
1

DP
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Variable
P06

Variable
P07a

Variable value and label
1 - Youth usually obeys
and follows rules
2 -Youth sometimes
obeys and follows rules
3 -Youth consistently
disobeys and/or is
hostile
0-IMot applicable
Max scores:
, ^ "

Variable

Variable value and label

P07b

1 - Consistently
appropriate rewards
2 - Usually appropriate
rewards
3 - Sometimes
appropriate rewards
4 - Usually not
appropriate rewards

Parental authority
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0

DP

Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
SP
0

1

0

2

1

0
2

" '/

0
1

*

Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
0
0

Variable value and label
1 - Consistently
appropriate
consequences
2 - Usually appropriate
consequences
3 -Sometimes
appropriate
consequences
4 - Usually not
appropriate
consequences
5 - Never appropriate
consequences
0 - Not applicable
Max scores;
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i

0

0

0

0

1

1

2

1

0
2

^

t

DP

j

DP

0
1

Appropriate rewards for good behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
DP
DR
SP
SR
0
0
0

0

0

0

1

1

DP
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*

5 - Never appropriate
rewards
0 - Not applicable
Max scores; i *"'

Variable

Variable value and label

PlOa

Mother/female
caretaker
Father/male caretaker
Female sibling
Male sibling
Extended family
No one
Maxsfores:
; V<"

PlOb
PlOc
PlOd
PlOe
PlOf

Variable

Variable value and label

Pll

1 - Family engages in
regular or frequent
activities
2 - Engages in some
family activities
3 - No engagement in
family activities
0 - Not applicable
Max scores;,-

"

Variable

Variable value and label

P12

1 - Ongoing
opportunities
2 - Some opportunities
3 - No opportunities
0 - Not applicable
Max scores: •

266

2

*

1

0
2

X

>

0
1

Family member(s) youth feels close to or with whom
youth has a good relationship
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SP
1
1

-

1
1
1
1
0
3

> ' •

#*i

1
1
1
1
0
1

Family provides opportunities for youth to participate in
family activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DP
SR
SR
SP
DR
SP
DP
2
1

..

*

1

0

0

0

0

0
1

2

Family provides opportunities for youth to learn, grow,
and succeed
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DP
SR
SP
SR
DR
SP
DP
2
1
1
0
0
-2 , *

0
0
0
-,

X
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Variable

Variable value and label
1- Consistent love,
caring, support
2 - Usually
demonstrates...
3 - Inconsistent love,
caring, support
4 - Usually uncaring,
disinterested...
5 - Hostile, berating,
belittling...
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

P13

Variable

Variable value and label

P17

0
1
>1
Max scores:

i

Variable

Variable value and label

P18

1-Yes
2-No
Max scores:

Parental love, caring, and support for youth
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
DP
DR
SP
SR
SP
0
2
0

DP
1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

0
2

0
2 ,

0

0
1

It.

Times run away + times kicked out of home
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
DP
DR
SR
SP
SR
SP
0
0
1
0
2
2
IT
2
'
2?
Court finding of child neglect
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
DP
DR
SP
SR
SP
1
1
0
0
1
1 .,

DP

DP

•st

,i

P_SR = [P17SR] + [P18SR]
P_DR = [P05DRJ + [P06DR] + [P07aDR] + [P07bDR] + [P13DR]
P_DP = [P03aDP] + [PIODP] + [PllDP] + [P12DP] + [P13DP]

School

Variable

Variable value and label

D05

1 - Believes

Youth believes school provides a supportive and
encouraging environment for her
Modified Nuffield
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SP
1

DP
1
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2 - Somewhat believes
3 - Does not believe
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:
* j»

Variable

Variable value and label

D06

0
1
>1
Max scores:

Variable
D07

Variable value and label
0
1-12
>12
Max scores:

Variable value and label

D12

1 - Involved in two or
more activities
2 - Involved in one
activity
3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in
school activities
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

D_SR = [D06SR] + [D07SR]
D_DR = D12DR
D DP = D05DP

0
0
0
1:

%

0
0
0
1

In-school + out-of-school suspensions in last 2 years
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
DP
DR
DP
SR
SR
SP
0
0
1
0
1
2
*
%
*1
*
2k
•\*

Age at first suspension
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
0
1
0
*%¥*
1

'

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
0
1
0
1
•J'

DP

-.

Youth's involvement in school activities during the most
recent school year
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuff ield
DR
DR
DP
SR
SP
DP
SR
SP
0
0

*

0

0

0

0

1

1

0
1

0
t*wf

Variable
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Peers and Community

Variable

Variable value and label

G02

Highly involved (2)
Involved (1)
Not involved (<1)
Max scores:

* y:

Variable
G03a

G03b
G03c

G03d
G03e
G03f
G03g
it'

Variable value and label
Peers who have a
positive or pro-social
influence
No friends or
companions
Peers who have a
negative/delinquent
influence
Belongs to a gang
Associates with or has
been seen with a gang
Family gang member
None of the above
Max scores: ; f

Variable

Variable value and label

G05a

Youth maintains
attachments to
responsible, prosocial
peers
Youth admires or
emulates prosocial peers
Youth has a best friend
who is supportive of
prosocial lifestyle
None of the above
Max scores:
"* t1

G05b
G05c

G05d
. OM

Prosocial community ties
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
SP
2
1
0
2
"i

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP

f

j .

Associates with whom the youth spends her time
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuff ield
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
0
1
0

DP
1

1

0

1

0

1

0

1

0

1
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
0
5 *

0
0

1
0
1

0
0
1

1 ,

-

;

Attachment to positively inf uencing peer(s)
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SR
SR
SP
DP
DR
SP
1

;

DP
1
1
0
1

DP
1

1

1

1

1

0
3

% A

-

0
1
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Variable

Variable value and label

G06a

Youth does not admire,
emulate...
G06b
Youth minimally
admires, emulates...
Youth admires, emulates
G06c
delinquent peers
f
* *> Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

G07a

<3
3-6
7-12
>12
Max scores:

«^*

Youth's involvement in school activities during the most
recent school year
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
0
0
1

0

2

2

2

*

2 '

> •

Number of months youth has been associating with
delinquent peers
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
0
0
1
0
2
1
1
3
t
3
1
t

G_DR = [G03DR] + [G06DR] + [G07DR]
G_DP = [G02DP] + [G03DP] + [G05DP]

Alcohol and Drugs

Alcohol and drugs composite dynamic score
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuff ield
Variable Variable value and label
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
<3
1
1
103
3-6
2
2
7-12
3
3
4
4
>12
v
•V'" 4
4
Max scores;
Note: Variable values are determinec on the basis 0' "the original YASI coding manual.

Variable

Variable value and label

DP

Youth is receptive to participation in alcohol or drug
treatment
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield

,.
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SR
104

NA/No problem
Receptive
Not receptive
Max scores: „
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DR
0
0
1
1

SP

DP

SR

r

*

DR
0
0
2
2

SP

DP

I_DR=[I03DR] + [I04DR]

Mental Health

Variable

J04e
>. > ,

Variable value and
label
1-Yes
0-No
iV| ax-sco res:

^1

Diagnosis of adjustment disorder
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
1
0
1

DR

SP

DP

SR
1
0
V 1

DR

SP

DP

§

J SR = J04eSR

Attitudes

Variable

Variable value and label

KOI

1 - Nervous, afraid, or
worried
2 - Uncertain or
indecisive
3 - Unconcerned or
indifferent
4 - Hyper, excited,
stimulated
5 - Confident/brags
Max scores:*

Variable

Variable value and label

Attitude when engaged in PINS/delinquent/criminal
behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
2
1
1

0

0

0

0

0

0
2

0
1

Willingness to make amends
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP

DP
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K04

1 - Eagerly indicates
plans for making amends
2 - Indicates a desire to
make amends
3 - Willing to cooperate
with making amends
4 - Non-committal
towards making amends
5 - Unwilling to make
amends
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K06

1 - Can easily tolerate
criticism or hostility
2 - Shows constraint in
dealing with conflict
3 - Recognizes that most
people do not have...
4 - Frequently attributes
hostile intentions to...
5 - Attributes almost all
neutral actions...
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K07

1 - Clearly positive
commitment...
2 - Expresses a desire to
live in a law-abiding way
3 - Expresses neutral
attitude towards...
4 - Feels law-abiding
behaviour does not
apply to her
5 -Openly admits
unwillingness to...
Mgx scores:

-

0

2

0

1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

1

1

2

K

2

rf

Hostile interpretation of actions and intentions of others
in a common non-confrontational setting
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
1
0
2
0

.5

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2 '

i

Law-abiding attitudes
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
SP
2

^

:

S

Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP

1

DP
2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

*

2
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Variable

Variable value and label
1 - Indicates respect for
the role of authorities
2 - Appreciates the role
of authorities
3 - Expresses neutral
attitude towards
authorities
4 - Expresses resentment
towards authorities
5 - Views all authorities
with contempt
Max scores':

K08

Variable

Variable value and label

K09

1 - Never gets upset
over small things
2 - Rarely gets upset
over small things
3-Sometimes gets
upset over small things
4 - Frequently gets upset
over small things
5-Highly volatile with
reputation for fits of
anger
Max scores:
t

Variable

Variable value and label

KlOa

1 - Rarely appropriate or
necessary
2-Sometimes
appropriate or necessary
3 - Often appropriate or
necessary
Max scores: -

J

Respect for authority figures
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
2

DP
1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
^

2
Tolerance for frustration
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
2
0

Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0

X*

DP
2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2

I

2

*

Belief in use of physical violence to solve a disagreement
or conflict
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SP
DP
SR
SP
DP
SR
DR
DR
0
0
1

1

2

1

2

''

>

1
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Variable

Variable value and label

KlOb

1 - Rarely appropriate or
necessary
2-Sometimes
appropriate or necessary
3 - Often appropriate or
necessary
Max scores: #<

Variable
Kll

Variable value and label
1- Actively committed to
working on change
2 - Shows cooperation in
taking steps towards
change
3 - Believes there may
be a need for change
4 - Exhibits only passive
or no support for change
5 - Hostile or unwilling
to make positive change
Max scores: ^
-

Belief in use of verbal aggression to solve a
disagreement or conflict
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
DP
SR
SR
SP
DR
SP
0
0
1

0

2

1

* 2

»%

1

•£

Readiness for change
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
SP
0
2

DP

*

Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0

DP
1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2

1

~\

1?

K_SP = K01SP
K_DR = [K04DR] + [K06DR] + [K09DR] + [KlOaDR] + [KlObDR] + [KllDR]
K_DP = [K04DP] + [K06DP] + [K07DP] + [K08DP] + [K09DP] + [KllDP]

Skills

Variable

Variable value and label

L01

1 - Acts to obtain good
and avoid bad
consequences
2 - Can identify specific
consequences...
3 - Understands that

Consequential thinking skills
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DP
SR
DR
SR
SP
SP
2

DP
1

1

1

0

0
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there are good and bad
consequences...
4 - Sometimes confused
about consequences
5 - Does not understand
that there are
consequences...
Max scores:

Variable
L02

Variable
L04

Variable

Variable value and label
1 - Can accept other
points of view
2 - Tries to understand
other points of view
3 - Can reason there are
two sides to a situation
4 - Difficulty
understanding that there
are other points of view
5 - Unwilling to recognize
that there are other
points of view
Max scores;

Variable value and label
1 - Uses self-control
techniques to avoid
trouble
2 - Knows some selfcontrol techniques
3 - Can identify triggers...
4 - Usually fails to
identify triggers
5 - Cannot identify
triggers
Max scores: *

Variable value and label

f

0

0

0

0

2

• •

Social perspective-taking ski Is
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DP
DR
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
2

Y~

**

1

DP
2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

,,

Impulse control skills to avoid getting in trouble
Modified Nuff ield
Simple Burgess
DP
DR
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
2

2

DP
1

1

1

0
0

0
0

0

0

2

1

Loss of control over maladaptive behaviours
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP

DP
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L05

,>
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1 - Recognizes problem
behaviour is under one's
control
2 - Strives for some
control over own
behaviour
3 - Recognizes that some
problem behaviour is
under one's control
4 - Believes that most
problem behaviour is out
of one's control
5 - Believes problem
behaviour is completely
out of one's control
Max scores: f-

Variable

Variable value and label

L06

1 - Demonstrates social
appeal through...
2 - Can appropriately
express needs and
feelings
3 - Recognizes the need
to nurture positive...
4 - Has some difficulty in
expressing needs...
5 - Cannot express needs
to others appropriately
Max scores:

<•

Interpersonal skills
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

DP
2

1
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0

1

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

"1

1

%.;:

*Sf

L_DR = L06DR
L_DP = [LOIDP] + [L02DP] + [L04DP] + [L05DP] + [L06DP]

Use of Free Time

Variable

Variable value and label

E01

1 - Involved in two or
more activities

Structured recreational activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DP
SR
SP
SR
DR
SP
0
2
0

DP
1

,-
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^

2 - Involved in one
activity
3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in any
activities
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

E02

1 - Involved in two or
more activities
2 - Involved in one
activity
3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in any
activities
Max scores;"

£,

Variable
E03

^

Variable value and label
1 - Identifies hobbies or
activities
2 - Can identify hobbies
or activities
3 - Cannot identify...
Max scores:
\

E_DR = [E01DR] + [E02DR]
E_DP = [E01DP] + [E02DP] + [E03DP]

,*>

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

1

a

1

lr*

Unstructured recreational activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
DP
DR
SR
SP
2
0
0

10 >

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

1

2

i

;

Challenging/exciting hobbies/activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
DP
DR
SR
SP
2
1

z.

0
2

1

DP
1
0

,"

, ; < •

0
1
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Appendix G
Gender-Responsive Measure for Males: Simple Burgess and Modified Nuffield Item
Weightings
Legal History

Variable

Variable value and label

A02

•<>

0
1
2
>2
Max sco resv#

Variable

Variable value and label

A03

'

0
1
>2
^ '' M a i scores:

Variable
A05

PINS complaints
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0
1
2
3
3
^*
JD complaints
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
SP
0
1
2

t; ,*

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
0
0
1
1
-y
1

DP

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
0
0
3

DP

!*

Total number of family court
Variable value and label
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
DP
SP
0
0
>1
1
^
Max scores:
f 1 '

Variable

Variable value and label

A091013

0
>1
Max scores:

DP

DP

si

Jl

adjudications
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0
1
1>

DP

-

Detentions + Incarcerations + Out of home placements
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
DP
SR
SP
DP
SP
DR
0
0
1
1
1
,^
1
-^

A_SR = [A02SR] + [A03SR] + [A05SR] + [A091013SR]
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Family History

Variable

Variable value and label

P05

1 - Parents always
practice good
supervision
2 - Usually good
supervision evident
3 - Youth sometimes
supervised
inappropriately
4-Youth frequently
supervised
inappropriately
5 -Very inadequate
supervision
6 - Not applicable
lyWscores: <

Variable

Variable value and label

P06

1 -Youth usually obeys
and follows rules
2 -Youth sometimes
obeys and follows rules
3 -Youth consistently
disobeys and/or is
hostile
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

Variable
P07a

Variable value and label
1 - Consistently
appropriate
consequences
2 - Usually appropriate
consequences
3 -Sometimes
appropriate

Parental supervision
Simple Burgess
DP
SR
DR
SP
2
0

Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
SP
0

DP
2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

2

0

2

0

0
~2 #

0

0
2

0
2

2v.

Parental authority
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0

DP

Modified Nuff ield
DR
SR
SP
0

1

0

2

1

0
2

*

.

-,,

DP

0
1

Appropriate consequences for bad behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DP
SR
DR
SP
SR
DR
SP
2

DP
1

1

0

0

0
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•?p "*

consequences
4 - Usually not
appropriate
consequences
5 - Never appropriate
consequences
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

P07b

1 - Consistently
appropriate rewards
2 - Usually appropriate
rewards
3 - Sometimes
appropriate rewards
4 - Usually not
appropriate rewards
5 - Never appropriate
rewards
0 - Not applicable
MaxsGoreY:
/'"

i%

Variable

Variable value and label

P09

1 - Strong family support
network
2 - Some family support
3 - No family support
network
4 - Not applicable
Max scores:
* ^

v

^

Variable

Variable value and label

Pll

1 - Family engages in
regular or frequent
activities

0

0

0

0

0
Q,

«

0
i

Appropriate rewards for good behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
2

r

1

DP
2

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
2

^

l

y

c

Support network for family; extended family and friends
who can provide additional support
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
DP
2
2

*

1
0

0
0

0
2

0
2

Family provides opportunities for youth to participate in
family activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
2
2
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2 - Engages in some
family activities
3 - No engagement in
family activities
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:
1

1

Variable

Variable value and label

P12

1 - Ongoing
opportunities
2 - Some opportunities
3 - No opportunities
0 - Not applicable
Max scqresi
*
, /

4„ J-l

Variable

Variable value and label

P13

1- Consistent love,
caring, support
2-Usually
demonstrates...
3 - Inconsistent love,
caring, support
4 - Usually uncaring,
disinterested...
5 - Hostile, berating,
belittling...
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

^

Variable

Variable value and label

P17

0
1
>1
Max scores:-

1

0

0

0

0
£
4 ^

>,

*z

£*

0
2

Family provides opportunities for youth to learn, grow,
and succeed
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
DP
DR
DP
SR
SP
SR
SP
2
2
1
0
0
,«#

if

" •

,*

0
0
0
2

-

Parental love, caring, and support for youth
Modified Nufl ield
Simple Burgess
DP
DR
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
2
0
0

V

DP
1

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

0
2

0
2

0
1

-

Times run away + times kicked out of home
Modified Nufl ield
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
DR
SR
SP
SR
SP
0
0
1
1
2
1
1
k
2i"
1

0
1

DP

'
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Variable

Variable value and label

P19a

Some conflict that is well
managed
Verbal intimidation,
heated arguments
Threats of physical
violence
Physical violence
between parents
Physical violence
between parents/siblings
Physical violence
between siblings
Not applicable
Max scores:
^.l"

P19b
P19c
P19d
P19e
P19f
P19g
P19h

Level of conflict among youth and family members
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
0
0
1

0

1

1

1

0

1

1

1

0

0

5

*^

0
V

P_SR = P17SR
P_DR = [P05DR] + [P06DR] + [P13DR] + [P19DR]
P_DP = [P05DP] + [P07aDP] + [P07bDP] + [P09DP] + [PllDP] + [P12DP] + [P13DP]

School

Variable

Variable value and label

D04

1 - Believes
2 - Somewhat believes
3 - Does not believe
0 - Not applicable
Max scores: -.

Variable
D05

I.

Variable value and label
1-Believes
2 - Somewhat believes
3 - Does not believe
0 - Not applicable
Max scores: -

Youth believes receiving an education is beneficial to
him
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DR
SP
SR
SP
DP
SR
DP
0
0
1
0
2
1
0
0
2
1
,
Youth believes school provides a supportive and
encouraging environment for him
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
DR
SP
SR
SR
0
1
0
1
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
\>
2
1
1
$

DP
2
0
0
0
2
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Variable

Variable value and label

D06

0
1
>1
Max scores:

••A

i

Variable
D09

"

f

Variable value and label
1 - Positive behavioral
adjustment
2 - No problems
reported
3 - Infractions reported
4 - Intervention by
school administration
5 - Police reports filed by
school
"m^"
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:"

Variable

Variable value and label

D10

1 - B+or above
2 - C or better
3 - C- or lower
4 - Failing some classes
5 - Failing most classes
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

D12

1 - Involved in 2 or more
activities
2 - Involved in one
activity

In-school + out-of-school suspensions in last 2 years
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
DP
SR
SP
0
0
1
0
1
2
,s
1
2
S
Youth's conduct in the previous 3 months
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
DP
DR
SR
SR
SP
0
0

4$t

0

0

1
2

0
1

2

1

0
2

4

"1

DP

t

Youth's academic performance in previous 3 months
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
DR
DP
SR
SR
SP
2
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
*
0
2
Youth's involvement in school activities during the most
recent school year
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
DR
DP
SR
SR
SP
0
0
0

0

:
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r

3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in
school activities
0 - Not applicable
Max scores:

0

0

1

1

0
1

0
1

.

D_SR = D06SR
D_DR = [D04DR] + [D05DR] + [D09DR] + [D12DR]
D_DP = [D05DP] + [D10DP]

Peers and Community

Variable

Variable value and label

G02

Highly involved (2)
Involved (1)
Not involved (<1)
Max scores; I s

^

Variable
G03a

G03b
G03c

G03d
G03e
G03f
G03g

Variable
G05a

Variable value and label
Peers who have a
positive or pro-social
influence
No friends or
companions
Peers who have a
negative/delinquent
influence
Belongs to a gang
Associates with or has
been seen with a gang
Family gang member
None of the above
Max scores:
,

Variable value and label
Youth maintains

Prosocial community ties
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
2
1
0
2

Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
SP

:

Associates with whom the youth spends his time
Modified Nufl ield
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
0
0
1

DP
1
1
0
l,

DP
1

1

0

1

0

1

0

1

0

1
1

0
0

1
1

0
0

1
0
5

0
0
1

1
0
2

0
0
1

Attachment to positively inf uencing peer(s)
Modified Nufl ield
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
DR
DP
SR
SP
SP
1

DP
1

;
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G05d
;%*

attachments to
responsible, prosocial
peers
Youth admires or
emulates prosocial peers
Youth has a best friend
who is supportive of
prosocial lifestyle
None of the above
Max scores:
/

Variable

Variable value and label

G06a

Youth does not admire,
emulate...
Youth minimally
admires, emulates...
Youth admires, emulates
delinquent peers
Max scores:

G05b
G05c

G06b
G06c

Variable

Variable value and label

G07a

<3
3-6
7-12
>12

j

Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

G08

1 - No negatively
influencing or delinquent
peers
2 - Spends 1 to 2 hrs of
free time...
3 - Spends 3 to 7 hrs of
free time...
4 - Spends 8 to 14 hrs of

285

1

1

1

1

0
"3

y.t

,j

1

Youth's admiration of delinquent peers
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
SR
SP
SR
DP
DR
0
0

„yf

1

0

2

2

2

4

*

2

0
1

DP

/'*'

Number of months youth has been associating with
delinquent peers
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
DP
SR
DR
0
0
1
0
2
1
3
1
*
1 '
3
Amount of free time youth spends with negatively
influencing or delinquent peers
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
DP
SR
DR
0
0

0

0

1

0

2

1
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free time...
5 -Spends nearly all of
free t i m e J
Max scores:

3

3

3

3

G_DR = [G03DR] + [G06DR] + [G07DR]+ [G08DR]
G_DP - [G02DP] + [G03DP] + [G05DP]

Alcohol and Drugs

Variable

Variable value

I03(x)5

0-10
11-13
>14
Max scores:*

*>%

!'

i"

(Drug) Age at first use
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
SP
3
2
1
r
3
/ a '

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP
3
2
1
3

DP

,

\ j

Note: This scoring of this item is described in the original YASI coding manual.

Alcohol and drugs composite dynamic score
Variable Variable value and label
Modified Nufl ield
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
1
103
<3
1
2
2
3-6
7-12
3
3
4
>12
4
Max scores:
«
4
4
Note: Variable values are determined on the basis of the original YASI coding manual.

Variable

Variable value and label

104

1 - NA/No problem
2 - Receptive
3 - Not receptive
Max scores:

Variable
105

Variable value and label
1 - NA/No problem

DP

~>

>.i

Youth is receptive to participation in alcohol or drug
treatment
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SR
SP
DP
SR
SP
DP
DR
0
0
0
0
1
2
-" 1
2
Youth participation in alcohol or drug treatment
Modified Nuff ield
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
0
0

DP
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2 - Never
3 - Previous
4 - Current (or Current
and Previous)
Max scores:

287

0
1
1
1

0
1
1
f

1 ™

l_SR = [I03SR] + [I05SR]
I_DR=[I03DR] + [I04DR]

Mental Health

Variable
J06a
J06b
J06h
J06i
J06c
J06d
J06e
J06g
J06f

Variable value and label
No reports of violence
Displaying a weapon
Use of a weapon
(illegally)
Bullying/threatening
people
Violent destruction of
property
Assaultive behavior
Assault causing serious
injury
Animal cruelty
Deliberate fire starting
Max scores:

Violence
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0
1
1

DP

Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0
1
1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1
1

1
1
8

1
1
1

0

-, 0

0

0

* 0*

DP

0

J SR = J06SR

Attitudes

Variable

Variable value and label

KOI

1 - Nervous, afraid, or
worried
2 - Uncertain or
indecisive
3 - Unconcerned or

Attitude when engaged in PINS/delinquent/criminal
behaviour
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
0
2
0
1
0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0
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indifferent
4 - Hyper, excited,
stimulated
5 - Confident/brags
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K02

1 - Voluntarily accepts
full responsibility for...
2 - Recognizes that he
must accept
responsibility...
3 - Indicates some
awareness of need to...
4 - Minimizes, denies,
justifies, or excuses...
5 - Openly accepts or is
proud of...
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K03

1 - Fully understands
nature of harm
2 - Indicates awareness
that harm has been
committed
3 - Does not understand
or fully appreciate...
4 - Minimizes or denies
harm caused
5 - Total lack of empathy
for harm caused...
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K04

1 - Eagerly indicates
plans for making amends

1
2
2

-/

0

1

0

0
' 2

1
1

0
i

;!

Accepts responsibility for PINS/delinquent/criminal
behaviour
Modified Nuffield
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
DP
SP
0
2
0
1
0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2 f* '

2

1

X

„

Understands impact of his behaviour on others
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SP
0
2
0

1

DP
2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2

1

2

•/

Willingness to make amends
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SP
0
2
0

DP
1
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u.

Variable
K05

2 - Indicates a desire to
make amends
3 - Willing to cooperate
with making amends
4 - Non-committal
towards making amends
5 - Unwilling to make
amends
Max scores':*

Variable value and label

0

I

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

X'

1

Variable

Variable value and label

K06

1 -Can easily tolerate
criticism or hostility
2 - Shows constraint in
dealing with conflict
3 - Recognizes that most
people do not have...
4 - Frequently attributes
hostile intentions to...
5 - Attributes almost all
neutral actions...
Max scores:

*-

Variable

Variable value and label
1 - Clearly positive

T

2

Optimism
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
SP

1 - Is very confident the
future will be bright
2 - Looks forward to
future with anticipation
3 - Believes some things
matter
4 - Believes little matters
5 - Believes nothing
matters, fatalistic
Max scores:

*

K07

i/

289

/

t

DP
2

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP

DP
1

1

1

0

0

0
0

0
0

2

4

It

Hostile interpretation of actions and intentions of others
in a common non-confrontational setting
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
DP
SR
DR
SP
SP
DP
0
2
0
2
0

1

0

2

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

2

0

2

0

2

2

2

2

Law-abiding attitudes
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
DP
SP
0
2

Modified Nufl ield
SR
DR
SP
0

DP
3
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commitment...
2 - Expresses a desire to
live in a law-abiding way
3 - Expresses neutral
attitude towards...
4 - Feels law-abiding
behaviour does not
apply to him
5 - Openly admits
unwillingness to...
Max scores:

Variable
K08

Variable value and label
1 - Indicates respect for
the role of authorities
2 - Appreciates the role
of authorities
3 - Expresses neutral
attitude towards
authorities
4 - Expresses resentment
towards authorities
5 - Views all authorities
with contempt
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

K09

1 - Never gets upset
over small things
2 -Rarely gets upset
over small things
3 -Sometimes gets
upset over small things
4 - Frequently gets upset
over small things
5 - Highly volatile with
reputation for fits of
anger
Max scores:
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E^

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

2

0

2

0

2

2

2

'3""

w-

Respect for authority figures
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
DP
DR
SR
SP
SR
SP
0
2
0
0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

2

0

2

0

2

*s

2 ,

2

*•*!*

Tolerance for frustration
Simple Burgess
DR
DP
SR
SP
2

>

DP
2

s

Modified Nufl ield
DR
SR
SP

DP
1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

^

r

1
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Variable

Variable value and label

KlOa

1 - Rarely appropriate or
necessary
2-Sometimes
appropriate or necessary
3 - Often appropriate or
necessary
Max scores:

«••

Variable
KlOb

z.i

Variable
Kll

Variable value and label
1 - Rarely appropriate or
necessary
2 -Sometimes
appropriate or necessary
3 - Often appropriate or
necessary
- Max scores:

Variable value and label
1- Actively committed to
working on change
2 - Shows cooperation in
taking steps towards
change
3 - Believes there may
be a need for change
4 - Exhibits only passive
or no support for change
5 - Hostile or unwilling
to make positive change
Max scores:
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Belief in use of physical violence to solve a disagreement
or conflict
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DP
DR
SP
SR
DR
SP
SR
DP
0
0
1

1

2

1

2

**„

^

1

!

Belief in use of verbal aggression to solve a
disagreement or conflict
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
SR
DP
DR
SP
DR
SP
SR
0
0

J/

~"

1

0

2

1

2

,.«

Readiness for change
Simple Burgess
DP
SR
DR
SP
2
0

1

DP

*'; "

Modified Nuff ield
SR
DR
SP
0

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2

1

1

'

K_SR = K01SR
K_SP = K01SP
K_DR = [K02DR] + [K03DR] + [K04DR] + [K06DR] + [K07DR] + [K08DR] + [KlOaDR] + [KlObDR] +
[K11DR]
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K_DP = [K02DP] + [K03DP] + [K04DP] + [K05DP] + [K06DP] + [K07DP] + [K08DP] + [K09DP] +
[K11DP]

Skills

Variable
L01

Variable
L02

Variable

Variable value and label
1 - Acts to obtain good
and avoid bad
consequences
2 - Can identify specific
consequences...
3 - Understands that
there are good and bad
consequences...
4 - Sometimes confused
about consequences
5 - Does not understand
that there are
consequences...
„ 'Max scores:

Variable value and label
1 - Can accept other
points of view
2 - Tries to understand
other points of view
3 - Can reason there are
two sides to a situation
4 - Difficulty
understanding that there
are other points of view
5 - Unwilling to recognize
that there are other
points of view
Max scores:

Variable value and label

Consequential thinking skills
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DP
DR
SR
DR
SP
SR
SP
2

f

4*

v

\

DP
1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

\$*

f2

1

Social perspective-taking ski Is
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DP
SR
DR
SP
DR
SR
SP
2
0
0

DP
2

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

2

Problem-solving skills
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP

.

1

<£

Modified Nuffield
SR
DR
SP

„2

DP
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1 - Can apply appropriate
solutions to problems
2 - Can generate
different solutions to
problems
3 - Can identify or
describe problem
behaviours
4 - Can sometimes
identify problem
behaviours
5 - Cannot identify when
problem behaviours
occur
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

L04

1 - Uses self-control
techniques to avoid
trouble
2 - Knows some selfcontrol techniques
3 - Can identify triggers...
4 - Usually fails to
identify triggers
5 - Cannot identify
triggers
Max scores:

Variable

Variable value and label

L05

1 - Recognizes problem
behaviour is under one's
control
2 - Strives for some
control over own
behaviour
3 - Recognizes that some
problem behaviour is
under one's control
4 - Believes that most

"

2

1

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

2

1

Impulse control skills to avoid getting in trouble
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
SR
0
2
0

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

2

0

1

0

2 A

Hi

2

p

J

1

,

Loss of control over maladaptive behaviours
Simple Burgess
Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
DP
SR
DR
SP
SR
2

t

1

DP
2

1

0

0

0

0

0
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problem behaviour is out
of one's control
5 - Believes problem
behaviour is completely
out of one's control
Max scores:
?-'

Variable
L06

•*

Variable value and label
1 - Demonstrates social
appeal through...
2 - Can appropriately
express needs and
feelings
3 - Recognizes the need
to nurture positive...
4 - Has some difficulty in
expressing needs...
5 - Cannot express needs
to others appropriately
Ma>f scores':

Variable

Variable value and label

L07

1 - Carefully sets out
realistic goals and plans
2 - Demonstrates skills in
developing realistic goals
3 - Recognizes need to
plan, but may set
unrealistic goals
4 - Lacks skills and
motivation for
developing goals
5 - Exhibits no interest or
desire to set goals
Max scores: ^
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0

•""* 1

A*

2 r

Interpersonal skills
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0

IF

0

^

Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
SR
0

DP
2

2

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

2

0

1

0

1

t

ft *"

2

Goal-setting skills
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
0

DP
2

r*

*

Modified Nufl ield
DR
SP
SR
0

DP
1

0

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

2

1

1

/%

i"

"*

L_DR = [L02DR] + [L04DR] + [L06DR] + [L07DR]
L_DP = [LOIDP] + [L02DP] + [L03DP] + [L04DP] + [L05DP] + [L06DP] + [L07DP]

'
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Employment

Variable

Variable value and label

FOle
FOla
FOlb

Currently employed
Never employed
Prior successful
employment
Was fired or quit
because of poor
performance
Was fired or quit due to
antisocial or delinquent
acts
Max scores:

FOlc

FOld

x4

Variable

Variable value and label

F02

0
1
>1
Max sco'res:

^

History of employment
Simple Burgess
SR
DR
SP
DP
0
0
1

i

0

0

0

0

v

1

?!".

Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
SP
0
0
-1

DP

-1*

Total number of times youth has been employed
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
0
0
1
-1
2
-1
»
2
-1"
i' *-*
^ ^

DP

F_SP = [F01SP] + [F02SP]

Use of Free Time

Variable
E01

*

\

Variable value and label
1 - Involved in two or
more activities
2 - Involved in one
activity
3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in any
activities
Max scores: '>

Structured recreational activities
Modified Nuff ield
Simple Burgess
DR
SR
DR
SP
DP
SR
SP
2

-

DP
1

1

0

0

0

0

0

2

:

Unstructured recreational activities

i

x%
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Variable

Variable value and label

E02

1 - Involved in two or
more activities
2 - Involved in one
activity
3 - Interested but not
involved
4 - Not interested in any
activities
Max score?:

Variable
E03

-

%

Variable value and label
1 - Identifies hobbies or
activities
2 - Can identify hobbies
or activities
3 - Cannot identify...
Max scores:

E_DR=E02DR
E_DP = [EOIDP] + [E02DP] + [E03DP]

Simple Burgess
DR
SR
SP
0

*

DP
2

Modified Nuffield
DR
SP
SR
0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

1

0

1

2

* 1

1

Challenging/exciting hobbies/activities
Simple Burgess
Modified Nuffield
DR
DR
SP
SR
SP
DP
SR
2

•^

4

DP
1

i

DP
1

1

0

0
2

0
1

c

5,
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Appendix H
Bivariate Relationships Between Individual Predictors Taken from YASI Full
Assessment and Convictions over 2 Years (with Burgess Coding)
Females (n = 819)
Variable name

Legal History
A01SR
A02SR

Variable definition

Age at first contact
with probation
PINS complaints

Spearman's
rho

<i

OR
(95% CI)

m

1.83 AA
(0 90-. 1.30)
.02
. * 1.09
^
(0 84-. 1.41)
.15***
1 62***
(1.27-2.06)
.00 ^ '
0.99
(0.37-2.61)
s
.06*
1.56**
(1.13-2.17)
.06*
1.53*
(0.99-2 39)
.10*"
1.66"
(1.23-2.23)
?&

A03SR

JD complaints

A04SR

Felony complaints

A05SR

Family court
adjudication
Offences against
person
Detentions or out-ofhome placements

A07SR
A09A10A13SR

Family History
P01DP
P03DR

Current living
arrangement
Income

-.06*
.01
.?

-sv

P03DP

Income

-06*

P05DR

Parental supervision

06*

P05DP

Parental supervision

-.04

P06DR

Parental authority

.06*

P07aDR

Appropriate
consequences for bad
behaviour
Appropriate
consequences for bad
behaviour
Appropriate
consequences for good
behaviour

.09"

P07aDP

P07bDR

'"""

0 74*
(0 52-1 03)
; T
L08
(0.71-1.64)4
0 62*
(0.35-1.11)
1.45*
(1.03-2.04)
i .84
(.63-1.13)
1.40*
(1 04-1 87)
163"
(1.10-2 42)

Males (n = 1,550)
Spearman's
rho

OR
(95% CI)

-.05

.9*
, (0.82-1,01)
.07**
1.22*
(1.06-1.42)
13"*
1 38"*
(1.22-1.57)
0.95
V#5
(0,69-1.32)
.10***
1.45***
(121-1.74)
.03
! f.12
itt^ {0.91-1.37)
.08**
1.34*
(1.11-1.63)

-.03
-.03

0.90 *
<G.74-L10)
* 0.84
(0.65-1.09)

.003

1.02 •
(0.75-1.38)

.08***

1.43***
(1 15-1.77)
0.70"*
(0 59- 82)
1.40***
(1.19-1.65)
1,27*
(0.99-1.64)

-.11*"
10***
,04f
jF*

-.05

06*

0.82
* (0.61-1.10)
*•
1.59*
(1.04-2.44)

-09

0.74***
(0 63-0 87)

.02

1.14
(0.85-1.52)
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Females (n = 819)

Variable name

P07bDP

Variable definition

P17SR

Appropriate
r,-.04 ,consequences for good
t< r
behaviour
\
Parental attitude
.05
towards PINS/JD
behaviour
Parental attitude
-.04*
towards PINS/JD
behaviour
f
Parental support
-.04
network
Family members youth
-.06f
feels close to
Family provides
-.06f
opportunity for youth
to participate in
activities
Family provides
-.06*
opportunities for youth
to learn/succeed
Parental love, caring,
.10**
support
Parental love, caring,
-.11"*
support
Present circumstances
, -02 j
of family members
\h
K
living in household
Historical circ. of
.03
family members living I
in household
*
Runaway/kicked out
.14"*

P18SR

Child neglect

.07*

P19DR

Level of conflict
among youth and
family members

.01

Youth believes
education is beneficial
Youth believes school
provides a supportive
environment

.04'

P08DR

<•

P08DP

&

P09DP
P10DP
P11DP

P12DP

P13DR
P13DP
P15DR

•

f

P16SR

School
D04DR
D05DR

OR
(95% CI)

Spearman's
rho

•04
,

Males (n = 1,550)
Spearman's
rho

0.84
(0.62-1.15) ^
0.69"
>t0?39-1.20)
1.27 „
/%}.86-1.88)
,
Q$i
''
(0.59-1.16)
0.72f
(0.58-0.91)
0.74f
(0.53-1.02)

-.10*"

.72"*
(0.61-0.85)

.002

1.01:
(0.764.34)

/

ft
'<•* *

\
"
," -.03

}

J

%

OR
(95% CI)

*
-.10"*

' -.04
't

-.13"*

0.86
;
(0.69-1.07)
v-

0.69***
(0.57-0.84)
0.91
(0.80-1.03) ^
0.62*"
(0.51-0.75)

0.61*
(0.44-0.86)

-.11*"

0.65*"
(0.54-0.79)

1.66"
(1.21-2.29)
0.59*"
(0.45-0.79)
1.05
(0.86-.1.29)
¥*

.09***

1.44***
(1.17-1.78)
0.71*"
(0.61-0.83)
^f.07
(0.95-1.21)

I,of "%
(0.90-1.26)"
"
1.47"*
(1.18-1.83)
1.62*
(0.99-2.66)
'
1.02
, (0.86-1.21)'
-

'
1.17
^ '', (.88-1.55)
1.17
If 'c!f
(.90-1.53)
*.

-.11"*
$S}\y**"

.01
—***
.09
-.06
.10***

.10"*
.13"*

1.02
(0.93-1.13)
1.34***
(1.13-1.58)
0.95 7
(0.69-1.33)
1.21*"'
(1.10-1.34)

_ ***
1.39
(1.18-1.65)
1.50*"
(1.27-1.77)
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Females 1;« = 819)
Variable name

D05DP

Variable definition

Spearman's
rho

OR
(95% CI)

-.07'

0.63*
(0.39-1.00)

-.13"*

0.47*"
(0.36-0.63)

.07*

1.25*
(1.01-1.55)
1.5 r
(0.yX-2.*3)
0.90
(0.71-1.15)
0.S6
(O.hh-1.12)
1.U2
(0.81-1.28)
0.8 1
(0.5VM.I2I
0.70
(0.4X-1.03)

.14*"

1.47"*
(1.28-1.68)
1.12
(0.8X-1.41)
1.01
(0.87-1.IS)
1.2'/'
(1.10-1.52)
1.15
(1.01-1.31)

D06SR

Youth believes school
provides a supportive
environment
Suspensions

D07SR

Age at first suspension

.<r:

D08DR

School attendance in
previous 3 months
School conduct in
previous 3 months
Academic performance
in last 3 months
Academic performance
in last 3 months
Academic performance
in last 3 months
compared to previous
school year
Academic performance
in last 3 months
compared to previous
school year
Involvement in school
activities
Involvement in school
activities
Teacher, staff, or coach
as mentor

.03

D09DR
D10DR
D10DP
D11DR

D11DP

D12DR
D12DP
D13DP

Peers and
Community
G01DP

G02DP
G03DP
G03DR
G05DP
G06DR

Positive adult
relationships in
community
Prosocial community
ties
Friends with prosocial
influence
Criminal associates
Attachment to positive
peers
Admiration of
delinquent peers

Males (n = 1,550)

.04
.01
-.05
.05

Spearman's
rho

.02
.004
.ON"

.05
-.0"

.10*"

OR
(95% CI)

l)."S"'

(_0.M-0.95)
1.57*"
(1.26-1.96)

-.03

1.19
(0.-4-1.90)

-.02

0.90
(0.66-1.22)

.10"

1.71"
(1.17-2.50)
0.82
(0.58-1.17)
1.04
(0.81-1.34)

.08**

1.41"
(1.13-1.76)
0.88
(0.72-1.0")
0.92
(0.79-1.(P)

-.04
.01

-.03
-.03

.03

1.09
(0.87-1.37)

-.04

0.89
(0.78-1.03)

-.08*

0.62*
(0.41-0.95)
0.59**
(0.40-0.86)
2.05**
(1.39-3.01)
0.63**
(0.46-0.86)
1.59*"
(1.20-2.09)

-.09

0.67*"
(0.54-0.84)
0.80*
(0.64-0.99)
1.54*"
(1.26-1.87)
.76*"
(0.64-0.90)
1.69*"
(1.44-1.97)

-.10"
.10"
-.07*
.12*"

-.05*
.11*"
-.08***
.17*"
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Females (n = 819)
Variable name

G07aDR
G08DR
G09DRa
Alcohol and Drugs
I03DR

Variable definition

Months spent with
delinquent peers
Amount of time spent
with negative peers
Strength of negative
peer influence

.05
.10**

Alcohol and drug use

.09**

Age at first use

I04DR

Receptive to treatment

.13***

I05SR

Previous participation
in treatment

.05'

J04DR
J06SR
J09SR
J10SR
J11SR

Attitudes
K01SR
K01SP
K02DR

History of
physical/sexual abuse
Treatment for mental
health problem
Violence

^

.02

-

.01
/
f

Suicidal ideation
Sexual vulnerability,
exploitation
Other mental health
indicators
Diagnosed mood
disorder
Diagnosed adjustment
disorder (or other
unspecified)

Attitude when engaged ?*
in crime
Attitude when engaged
in crime
Accepts responsibility

•05-Jf
v-^

.04X>
.03
- •=
.02
.01
.07*

.16***

.17***

.14***

.11*"
.14***

"1.07
(0.80-1.42)
1.04^
.(0.85-1.27)
?

l.ll

,

a

(0.95-1.45)
(0.87-1.53)
1.23
(0.77-1.95)* 1.17 '•'•
(0.74-1.87)
1.04
' (0.66-1.62)
1.56*
(0.98-2.48)

L18
(0.95-1.47)
.01
L01 V;„
1
J : (0.90-1.14)
.11*"
1.30"*
(1.15-1.48)
.002
1.01
(0.76-1,35) ,
-.01
S 0-94
|
(0:57-1.53)
-.01
0.90

5.04

f

U

1.08"*
(1.08-1.17)
1.43"*
(1.20-1.72)
1.87"*
(1.39-2.51)
1.87"*
(1.48-2.36)

.10***

:

"S?

1.36*"
(1.24-1.50)
1.39*"
(1.26-1.53)
1.53*"
(1.35-1.73)

.17***

1.09*
(1.01-1.17)
* * 1.05
(0.76-1.47)
2.34***
(1.45-3.77)
1.33
(0.9fcl.97H<

-01../

,.

OR
(95% CI)

Spearman's
rho

1.34***
(1.13-1.58)
1.14
- ' (0.96-1.35)
1.43
(1.14-1.78)

.13***

103 SR

Mental Health
J03SR

OR
(95% CI)

Spearman's
rho

Males (n = 1,550)

''"

.03
-.02

i0.63-t.29) 1
1 1.2* »1
(JX90-1.61) >
*i lo.9if.
^(0:69-1^0) |

is

.02
-.07
.05

' 1.09
(0.73-1.63)
0.67"
(0.50-0.91)
1.36
(0.98-1.88)

.05*
-.06*
.05*

1.26t
(0.97-1.62)
0.83*
(0.71-0.98)
1.23*
(1.00-1.51)
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Females («=819)

Variable name

K02DP

Variable definition

Accepts responsibility

Spearman's
rho
-• 0 5 \ *

K03DR

Understands impact

*%x.
.02^

K03DP

Understands impact

-.05

OR
(95% CI)

Males (n = 1,550)
Spearman's

OR

rho

(95% CI)

-.06*

0.84*
(0.72-0.98)
1.22*
(1.01-1.48)
0.69"*
(0.58-0.82)
1.33**
(1.08-1.62)

0.83
(0.63-1.09)
0.49;
(0.80-1.59) -

.05 f
-.11***

X$l'

K04DR

Willingness to make
amends

.09

**

(0:60-1.08)
1.44 *
(1.04-2.00)

K04DP

Willingness to make
amends
Optimism

-.08*

0.67*
(0.47-0.97)

-.10*"

0.79 P

-.10***

K05DP

-.05

K06DR

Hostile interpretation

.07*

K06DP

Hostile interpretation

-.11**

K07DR

Law abiding attitudes

-;05
*?'"'"•"*

K07DP

Law abiding attitudes

-.11***

K08DR

Respect for authority

.04^*

K08DP

Respect for authority

-.11"

K09DR

.09"

K11DR

Tolerance for
frustration
Tolerance for
frustration
Believes in use of
physical violence
Believes in use of
verbal aggression
Readiness for change

K11DP

Readiness for change

-.10*

Consequential thinking

.04

K09DP
KlOaDR
KlObDR

Skills
L01DR
L01DP

Consequential thinking

L02DR

Social perspective
taking

-.07 t
.08*
.08*
.08*

-.07 t

"".04

.07**

(0.56-1.11)
1.44*
(1.01-2.06)
0.48**
(0.30-0.77)
"" 1.46
(0.87-2,46)^;
0.52***
(0.38-0.71)
'
1.32 „
(0.84-2.GSL)
0.62**
(0.45-0.84)
1.35*
(1.00-1.81)
0.631
(0.40-1.00)
1.42*
(1.04-1.93)
1.62"
(1.18-2.22)
1.40*
(1.00-1.95)
0.66*
(0.47-0.92)

.10***
-.10***
.08***
-.13*"
.10***
-.13*"
.04

%
-.08**
.13***
.11*"
.07**
-.09***

1.20

(0.86-1.68)
0.72 f
(0.51-1.02)
- 1.24
(0.89-1.73)

0.68***
(0.55-0.83)
0.67*"
(0.54-0.82)
1.53***
(1.24-1.89)
0.64***
(0.52-0.80)
1.63"*
(1.21-2.20)
0.61***
(0.51-0.73)
1.66
(1.29-2.12)
0.67***
(0.56-0.78)

.03
i

-.08"
.05 t

>

hr*

(0.96-1.37)
0.70**
(0.56-0.88)
1.61"*
(1.34-1.93)
1.52***
(1.26-1.84)
1.32"
(1.08-1.62)
0.71*"
(0.59-0.86)

\" 1.13 ~ i
(0.93-.1.38)
0.75**
(0.62-0.91)
1.20f
(0.98-1.46)
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Females {n= 819)
Variable name

L02DP
L03DR

Variable definition

Spearman':5
rho

Social perspective
taking
Problem solving skills

-.09"

L03DP

Problem solving skills

,
, .*

L04DR

Impulse control

'*

L04DP

Impulse control

L05DR

Locus of control

L05DP

Locus of control

L06DR

Interpersonal skills

L06DP

Interpersonal skills

L07DR

Goal setting

L07DP

Goal setting

""

^
•*%?

Use of Free Time
E01DR
E01DP
E02DR
E02DP
E03DP
E04DR

E04DP

Employment
F01SP
F01DP

Structured recreational
activities
Structured recreational
activities
Unstructured
recreational activities
Unstructured
recreational activities
Challenging hobbies

OR
(95% CI)

Males (n = 1,550)
Spearman's
rho

0.61"
-.08"
(0.43-0.86)
.03
1.16
A
:oi'
(0.85-1.59)
-.07**
0,7d,f
-Ml:v
(0,53-1'07)
Ilf
1.13
.05*
.03 *
(0.83-1.55) .
-.06f
0.72f
-.09*"
(0.50-1.03)
.02
/*f'
1.16
%|
v f | .003
(0.74-1.80) i %*r '• \ *i
-.08*
0.71*
-.09*"
(0.52-0.96)
.06f
1.28f
.05*
(0.95-1.72)
-.08*
0.62"
-.07**
(0.43-0.90)
.03
1.13
.08"
(0.82-1.57)
-MM
0.9O>"
-.11***
> "V"*^
(0.64-1.27)
.12"*
-.13***
.09"
-.07f
-.10"

1.95*"
(1.33-2.85)
0.46***
(0.29-0.72)
1.53*
(1.04-2.24)
0.77 f
(0.59-1.01)
0.70"
(0.53-0.90)

.02
-.06*
.08**
-.09*"
-.09***

Declme in interest in
positive leisure
activities
Decline in mterest in
positive leisure
activities

-.03

11 0.85

-.09*"

-.02

](Q.5?-l<2l)
*" f v
^0.58,
(0.39-1*69)
* 5

-M

Prior successful
employment
History of employment '

.01
""5?

*-l02

0.78
^(0.36-1.68)
*S^ L13
'"'(0.60-2.13)

"

OR
(95% CI)
0.75"
(0.62-0.90)

1.02
(0.85-1.22)
0.74**
(0.60-0.91)
1.20*
(1.01-1.43)
0.68***
(0.54-0.84)
1.02
A
(0.79-1^31)
0.72***
(0.60-0.86)
1.18*
(1.00-1.41)
0.74**
(0.61-0.91)
1.32"
(1.10-1.58)
0.59***
(0.47-0.75)

1.10
(0.88-1.38)
0.80*
(0.67-0.97)
1.45**
(1.14-1.86)
0.77***
(0.67-0.89)
0.77*" (0.660.89)
0.65*"
(0.51-0.84)
0.90
(0.61-1.34)

'V.s

.05 t
-.02

1.44f
(1.00-2.07)
0.89
(0.59-1.34)
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Females (n = 819)
Variable definition

F02SP
F03SP
F04DP

Number of times
employed
Number of weeks of
longest employment
Positive relationship
with adult co-worker
or employer

Males (n = 1,550)

Spearman's
rho

OR
(95% CI)

Spearman's
rho

-.01

0.96 r
(0.674.3r8)
0.92 ''
(0,61-1.39)
1.03
(0.56-1.88)

.05*

-.01
, '.003
/

,

.03
'--.02-/

OR
(95% CI)
1.22t
(1.00-1.48)
, . 1.14
(0.90-1.44)
0.89
J
(0.644.25) V

Note. Shaded variables were dropped on the basis of their non-significant relationship with reconviction
(Variable inclusion criteria: p > .05, p < .10).
a
G09DR was dropped on the basis of multicollinearity.
V < -10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

