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Vii

Abstract

The developmental and life-course criminology (DLC) paradigm has become
increasingly popular over the last two decades. A primary limitation op#nedigm is
the lack of consideration of race and ethnicity within its framework. Race stinueshly
matters in today’s society and yet it has generally been ignored within tlestcoht
DLC theories. The current study aims to contribute to the literature imfgridiC by
viewing life-course theories through the lens of race and ethnicity. Utilmatignally-
representative data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997, the current
study examines race-specific developmental trajectories of offendind byexars
during the transition from adolescence to adulthood. The current study employs
semiparametric group-based mixture modeling (SPGM) in order to assesgybatity
in the development of offending both in general and across race and ethnici&y.aRdci
ethnic differences in offending trajectories are explored and the releViaihese
findings is discussed in relation to extant DLC theories. Additionally, the custrgahy
explores the utility of theoretically relevant risk and protective fadtordistinguishing
between offending trajectories and examines whether or not the ability ofdbtss to
distinguish trajectories varies across race and ethnicity. In exagrtime generality of
risk factors across offending trajectories, the current research glsoesxthe utility of

general versus developmental theories of offending.
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viii
The results of the current study indicate that there are stark siiedani the

number and patterns of offending trajectories that emerge across ra¢eracitye
Additionally, the current study finds support for both general and race-speftécts
regarding the ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish offendapectories.
The finding that some risk factors have race-specific effects has atipihs for DLC
theories which predict racial invariance in the causal processes thahedl offending
throughout the life-course. Additionally, the current study finds little evidence of
trajectory-specific etiologies across the full study sample. fifidéng supports general
over developmental theories and is consistent with prior research which inthedtesk
factors are best able to distinguish between offenders and non-offenderghan
between offenders who follow divergent developmental trajectories. Overatljrtteat
study findings contribute to the growing body of empirical research exagriey DLC

issues in the context of race and ethnicity.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

As the title of Cornel West's (1993) influential book unequivocally proclaims,
“Race Matters” in America (West, 1993, 1). Without question, race is a central
organizing principle of American society (Peterson, Krivo, & Hagan, 2006). Although
the United States is considered a desegregated nation, it experiences arfde
persistent racial divide” in many key areas of society (Lynch, Paitte€sChilds, 2008,
13). Throughout the life-course, race and ethnicity have the potential to impact, among
other things, access to income, access to health care, quality of and accesatimneduc
employment, poverty, and contact with the criminal justice system.

The growing body of life-course research in the field of criminology has ofte
neglected the idea that race does in fact matter in shaping the lives of indiindhals
United States. While scholars have acknowledged this limitation and resesumégioiz
to explore the mechanisms through which race and ethnicity influence developmental
patterns of offending and antisocial behavior, the lack of consideration of race and
ethnicity remains a limitation of extant developmental life-course thedifescourse
theories do not generally acknowledge the role that race and ethnicity may play i
influencing the factors that shape offending behaviors throughout the life-couree
key causal processes may vary across race and ethnicity.

The current study aims to contribute to the literature informing developnagrtal

life-course (DLC) criminology by viewing life-course theories thitotige lens of race

www.manaraa.com



and ethnicity. Utilizing nationally-representative data from the Natiboagitudinal
Survey of Youth 1997, the current study examines race-specific developmental
trajectories of offending during the transition from adolescence to adulthoadl &at
ethnic differences in offending trajectories are explored and the releVithese
findings is discussed in relation to extant DLC theories. Additionally, the clatuehy
explores the utility of theoretically relevant risk and protective fadtordistinguishing
between offending trajectories and examines whether or not the ability of dlotss to
distinguish trajectories varies across race and ethnicity. In exagrtime generality of
risk factors across offending trajectories, the current research gleoesxthe utility of
general versus developmental theories of offending.

Within the field of criminology, the relationship between race and offending has
received considerable theoretical and empirical attention, but this issueneaslly
been tackled with some reservation. Race has been referred to as the “mostrsuaitrove
demographic of crime”, a reality that is reflected in the reluctanogaofy criminological
scholars to study the issue (Sampson, 1997; South & Messner, 2000, 87). The existence
of a relationship between race and crime has been fairly well-establisinen the field,
but the mechanisms underlying this association have received considerabtjelessn.
For instance, while official statistics consistently show that minowties
disproportionately involved in serious offending there is little agreement abotdubes
of this empirical finding. Additionally, there is a considerable amount of distcgpa
regarding the magnitude of racial disparities in offending when offi@tiksts are
compared to self-report data. While the relationship between race and crireediasd

a fair amount of empirical attention, criminological theories have not been able to
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account for this relationship very well at all (see Hawkins, Laub, &itsaur, 1998;
Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). Further dissection of the complex relationship between rac
and crime is needed and a better understanding of the issue has both theoretical and
practical implications.

In recent years, social scientists have increasingly applied elifese
perspective to the understanding of human behavior (see Elder, 1985). Criminologists
have utilized the life-course perspective in an attempt to better undetstagiibtogy
and patterning of antisocial behaviors and delinquency over the life span byépoasi
trajectories or patterns of behavior and the life events and transitions whiclirshape
behaviors of individuals over time (Elder, 1985). When applied to antisocial behavior, the
perspective suggests that crime and delinquency are age-graded and the product of
specific developmental processes. Life-course criminology typifadlyses on
continuity and/or change in offending trajectories over time and the ehahimpact
these trajectories. Within the field of criminology, the life-coursegamtsve represents a
theoretical extension of the criminal career paradigm (Farrington, 2003)thake
criminal career paradigm, life-course theories seek to explain when anoffehgiers
begin offending (onset), the incidence and prevalence of offending throughout the life
span, whether or not offenders continue to offend as they age (persistence), when and
why offending becomes more frequent or serious (escalation), and the ecestadion
of offending (desistence) (Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2007). Life-course
criminology is more theoretical than its criminal career predecesddbauses on

explaining these phenomena at the individual level.
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While the life-course perspective has received considerable empgsesisanent
and support, the role of race and ethnicity in shaping the life-course has often been
ignored (Piquero, MacDonald, & Parker, 2002; Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2007).
With a few exceptions (e.g., Groves & Frank, 1993; Lynch, 1999), criminological
scholars have not explicitly theorized the mechanisms through which racs affect
delinquency throughout the life-course. While this issue has received somecaimpiri
attention in recent years (Haynie, Weiss & Piquero, 2008; Higgins et al., 2010; 3enning
et al., 2010; Moldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010; Piquero et al., 2002; Piquero, Moffitt
& Lawton, 2005; Piquero & White, 2003; Reitzel, 2006), little research has explored if
and how the processes suggested by life-course theories vary acrdgsqaem et al.,
2002). With race being a central organizing principle of American societyathkof
consideration of race within the developmental life-course perspectivaseflserious
limitation of current developmental life-course (DLC) theorizing.

The current research bridges this gap in the literature by exploring race
differences in offending patterns across the life-course and examininglittiey of
existing life-course theories for explaining offending in minority sammésle several
studies have examined race and ethnic-specific trajectories of offendingitiue
contribution of the current study is the examination of how risk and protective factors
distinguish offending trajectories across race and ethnicity. Until tgcenich of the
empirical evidence that had been offered in support of life-course theoriesaclkaye
from longitudinal samples of white males (Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 20@¥), a
little empirical evidence had specifically examined life-course thigorelation to other

racial and ethnic groups. Several recent studies have explored developmjectalita
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in Hispanic samples and examined the ability of risk and protective factosditmdish
offending trajectories within these samples (Jennings et al., 2010; Moldonado-ktolina
al., 2009; 2010); however, there is still a lack of studies that have examined the factors
that distinguish offending trajectories among African-Americans. Aafditly, no study
to date has explored these issues within a single, nationally-represeraatple.dn
order to contribute to this growing body of literature, the current study eramace and
ethnic-specific offending trajectories and explores whether the samé gancssses that
shape white offending trajectories also impact minority offending taajes.
The Age-CrimeRelationship and Developmental Life-Course Criminology

The relationship between age and crime is one of the most well-established and
robust findings in the field of criminology (Farrington, 1986; Greenberg, 1985; Hirschi &
Gottfredson, 1983; Quetelet, 1831/1984; Thornberry, 1997). Social researchers have
studied the relationship between age and criminal offending since the @4dgntury.
In his early exploration of the sociological causes of crime and deviance, €(£831)
recognized age as the strongest predictor of an individual’s propensitinfier ¢
Contemporary researchers have continued to explore the relationship between age and
offending and have generally found that the aggregate age-crime curns inelgie
childhood, peaks in adolescence and the early twenties and declines through adulthood
(Farrington, 1986; Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983). The consistency of this finding across
time and place has been well-documented (see Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983) however
some scholars have questioned the universality of these aggregate paeerns (s

Greenberg, 1985).
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6

The age-crime relationship serves as the genesis for developmental-and life
course criminology (DLC). After establishing this relationship as an eraprgality,
scholars focused their attention on explaining the age-crime relationship andnexplori
the phenomenon at the individual level. DLC theories attempt to explain individual
trajectories of offending with a focus on within-individual changes in offending
behaviors (Farrington, 2003; 2005; 2006). According to Farrington (2003, 221), DLC
theories focus on three main issues: the development of antisocial behavior and
offending, the role of risk factors at different ages, and the effects oéfegseon
trajectories of development. In general, DLC recognizes that offebeimavior is age-
graded/developmental in nature; different risk factors are more saliertdttiean at
different life stages or for different types of offenders; and life esvest alter
trajectories of antisocial behaviors and foster change.

Another empirical observation that underlies DLC is the oft-cited notion that
virtually all antisocial adults engaged in antisocial behavior as children, but not a
antisocial children become antisocial adults (Robbins, 1978). Prior offending is one of the
best predictors of future offending and yet most delinquents do not go on to become
serious adult offenders (Cohen & Vila, 1996). This consistent finding has been labeled a
the “paradox of persistence” because there is evidence of both considerabtg atabil
widespread change in offending behaviors over time (Cohen & Vila, 1996, 141). This
paradox illustrates a key of point of divergence for existing DLC theoriesxibnce
of continuity and/or change in antisocial behavior over time. Some theoristslzague
there is only continuity of antisocial behavior because these behaviors predbet of

a stable underlying criminal propensity (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990) while otrgue
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that there is considerable stability in offending but change is likely amhigatin
understanding offending behaviors over the life-course (Laub & Sampson, 1993; 2003;
Sampson & Laub, 1993; 2003) and yet others argue that both continuity and change exist
and there are distinct groups of offenders whose trajectories can betehzed by

either continuity or change (Moffitt, 1993; Patterson & Yoerger, 1999).

DLC theories can be classified based on their handling of the continuity/change
debate and whether or not they acknowledge that distinct groups of offendevetixnst
the universe of individuals who engage in antisocial behaviors (Paternoster et al., 1997).
Paternoster and colleagues distinguish theories as general or devetd@me static or
dynamic. General theories predict universal causes of offending whileogmesital
theories posit distinct groups of offenders with unique etiologies. Staticebquadict
that the causes of offending are the same throughout the life-course and thatieatce ca
processes have occurred, little avenue for behavioral change exists. Agnugrsemic
theories predict that the influence of causal variables varies acrosspiaeatal stages
and that change in offending behaviors is likely to occur throughout the life-couese. Th
Paternoster et al., schema allows for four potential types of criminololgeaids:
static-general, dynamic-general, static-developmental, and dynamiopieantal
(Paternoster et al., 1997).

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general theory of crime, for example, tteeces
origins of antisocial behavior to early childhood and is posited to explain offending and
analogous behaviors throughout the entire life-course. Using the clagsifisethtema
laid out by Paternoster and colleagues (1997), Gottfredson and Hirschi's taedrg c

classified as atatic-general theorpecause it suggests that there are general causes of all
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8
offending and once individuals have a propensity to offend (low self-control) there is
little avenue for behavioral change throughout the life-course. In relation@ DL
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime suggests that the chasgisocial
behaviors are universal and continuity in offending is to be expected throughout the
entire life-course. The universal causation tenet of the theory impliesfibatling by all
subgroups (i.e., juveniles and adults, males and females, whites and minorities) has the
same root cause (low self-control). The theory does not recognize distinct gfoups
offenders; rather it suggests that all individuals vary on a continuum of self-control

Sampson and Laub’s (1993) age-graded social control theory takes a different
stance in explaining the age-crime relationship and the patterning of offending
throughout the life-course. Their theory suggests that there are persistewuiuiaidivi
differences in the propensity for offending that are the product of strucanditions
and the effect of these structural conditions on offending is mediated by infacral s
controls and social bonds. The theory further predicts that there is a conside@ioi¢ am
of stability in offending trajectories throughout the life-course but chamtyejectories
is likely when individuals encounter turning points which alter their trajectory o
antisocial behavior. For Sampson and Laub, turning points are life events that ttieange
level of informal social control in an individual’s life and can lead to escalation of, or
desistance from, offending. The primary life events that may serve agjtpoimts in
adulthood are marriage and employment. These events are likely to increase an
individual's stake in conformity, alter their level of informal social contaod change
their routine activities, potentially altering their trajectory ofisotial behavior and

criminal offending. Change is a central part of Sampson and Laub’s theory. The theor
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9
suggests that desistence from offending is universal and needs to be explaih&dl 6y a
theories.

Based on the criteria set forth by Paternoster and colleagues (1997), Sampson and
Laub’s theory is best classified adynamic-general theoryl'he theory is general in that
it predicts universal causation and yet dynamic because it allows for chhange i
trajectories of offending and related behaviors over time. The theory doe®diot pr
multiple groups of offenders and maintains that the causes of criminalityeasarhe for
all individuals regardless of what trajectory they appear to follow. The césit| of the
theory is that persistence and desistence can be explained by the gsahe ca
mechanisms, namely, informal social control, routine activities, and human agenty (L
& Sampson, 2003). According to the theory, all trajectories of offending can benexblai
by differing levels of formal and informal social controls. Initiation andiptnsce in
offending are explained by a lack of informal social control while desistisrtbe
product of increased informal social control that results from reachingd¢upoints
which alter offending trajectories.

Yet another group of DLC theories reject the general nature of Gottfredson and
Hirschi’'s and Sampson and Laub’s explanations of offending over the life-couss®in f
of more specific explanations that disaggregate the age-crime curve inotdjstups
of offenders who follow different trajectories with unique etiologies. The melt
known of these group-based theories is Moffitt's (1993) developmental taxonomy.
Moffitt's taxonomy solves the “paradox of persistence” by suggesting that dhe two
distinct types of offenders; those who begin offending early and persist throughout the

life-course [ife-course persisteiptand those who follow a more normative trajectory and
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offend for a brief period during adolescence before desisting and retusrpngsbcial
trajectories in young adulthooddolescence-limitgd The origins of life-course
persistent (LCP) offending are traced to early childhood and may even ofamar lineth.
According to Moffitt, LCP offending is caused by the interaction of neurobicdbgi
deficits and environmental risk factors (i.e. poor parenting, poverty, familypdisn).

LCP offenders start offending earlier, persist in offending longer genigaa variety of
forms of antisocial behaviors, offend more frequently, and are unlikely to desst fr
antisocial behavior. These individuals engage in age-appropriate manifestétions
antisocial behaviors throughout the entire life-course. “Continuity is the hillwh#his
small group” of persistent offenders (Moffitt, 1993, 679) and they can account for the
considerable amount of stability in offending that is evident in the existingiealplata.
In addition to these life-course persistent offenders, Moffitt proposes a second
group of offenders whom she labels adolescence-limited (AL). These individuals are
hypothesized to follow a “normative” trajectory of offending that peaks in acoles
and young-adulthood and drops off abruptly as adult status is achieved. The primary
cause of AL antisocial behavior is “social mimicry” of antisocial peeitsabeurs
because these adolescents are caught in the “maturity gap” (Moffitt, 1993\aBft
argues that because adolescents are unable to achieve adult statusesrétitiogalt
means they turn to delinquency as a way of illustrating their autonomy. As thisse A
reach adult statuses, their offending rapidly declines and most of them acteok¢ali
desist from antisocial behaviors all together. Offending by AL’s is predicted to be
temporary and less serious than offending by LCP’s. Additionally, AL’s do nietr suf

from the neurobiological deficits and environmental problems that make changeltdiffi
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for LCP’s and therefore are expected to desist from offending. Changenalithark of
AL offending. According to the Moffitt's theory, the aggregate age-crime cuasksn
these two distinct groups of offenders and theories of offending need to be algiaio ex
both patterns in order to be complete.

Like Moffitt's theory, Patterson’s (1989; 1993; 1999) theory also predicts a two-
group developmental model of offending. Patterson’s theory differentiatesdretarly
and late-starters and, like Moffitt's, suggests that both trajectoresstisbcial behavior
have unique causes that manifest themselves at different ages. The pausarpfc
early-onset offending is poor parenting which leads to school failure andaejegt
normal peers. This rejection by normal peers leads early-starters to biegoiaed with
a deviant peer group and consequently become involved in age-appropriate
manifestations of deviance that escalate over the life-course. haterstwho begin
their offending in mid-adolescence, do not suffer from the same poor familpeméant
and do not become involved in delinquency until they begin to interact with their deviant
peers. Because of their less adverse childhood experiences, lats-gtartet suffer
from the same academic and social failures and therefore are likebptoutrof the
offender pool more rapidly than early-starters (Patterson, 1993; Pattersony&heB &
Ramsey, 1989; Patterson & Yoerger, 1993; 1999).

Both Moffitt's and Patterson’s theories suggest that there are distowgigyof
offenders whose trajectories of offending can be explained by very differen
developmental processes. This differentiates them from the genera¢sheiori
Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and Sampson and Laub (1993) which predict universal

causation. Based on the argument laid out by Paternoster and colleagues (1997) these
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group-based theories are best classified as developmental becausgettidiie idea of
universal causation and assume that different causal processes expleentdiffiender
types (Paternoster et al., 1997). The life-course persistent and eddy{sé#hs are
classified astatic-developmentdaheories while the adolescent-limited and late-starter
paths are best classified @mamic-development#teories (see Paternoster et al., 1997).
A key issue relating directly to this classification schema is the arguméveen
parsimony and complexity. If distinct groups of offenders with unique eticalgieexist
then the complexity of developmental theories is necessary in order to eRplaimdque
causes of these different trajectories, however, if group-specific eéisldginot exist,
then general theories are preferable because they are more parsimoniousrivibes,
developmental models are warranted “only if the complexity of a multiple pgthw
theory significantly increases our understanding of the etiology of ciiRedérnoster et
al., 1997, 236). In exploring the generality or specificity of risk factors féindigshing
offending trajectories, the current study aims to inform the issue of ceityptersus
parsimony in criminological theory.

All of the theories described here and in Paternoster and colleagues havealreceive
empirical support and remain relevant in contemporary criminology. However, thiedeb
still remains as to whether a general theory is capable of explainigges| of offending
and offenders or if more specific, group-based, theories are necessegguntdor the
diversity that exists within the pool of offenders.

Race and DLC
As noted above, extant research on crime over the life-course has ofteneteglect

the role that race may play in the development and patterning of offending bshavior
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Given official measures indicate that there is considerable evidence of disiomgter
minority involvement in some types of crime and that race is a central oirgani
principle of American society, it seems necessary to include race in ttextcohDLC
(Piquero et al., 2002). Many of the key risk factors for offending that are sugggsted
DLC theories occur disproportionately across race and ethnicity. Withirtehegiire on
race and crime, scholars have explored whether there are different tigk fac white
and nonwhite offending or whether certain risk factors are disproportionategtgmein
nonwhite populations. Empirical evidence more strongly supports the prediction that the
risk factors for offending are universal across race and ethnicity, but mamiglkey
factors disproportionately occur in minority populations. Farrington and coeagu
(2003) found that the correlation between the number of risk factors experienced and
violent offending was virtually identical for Caucasians and African-Acaes, but that
African-Americans experienced much higher levels of risk, especialigtstal risk.
They concluded that African-Americans are more likely to experieskdactors than
Caucasians, but that it remains unclear whether unique developmental processés oc
minorities compared to whites.

The current study aims to better understand the development of offending
behaviors across race and ethnicity by examining race-specifictorégs of offending
and exploring how risk and protective factors distinguish trajectories acresanac
ethnicity. This research is needed because a major limitation of the DLCgpatiadhat
it has often failed to consider how the causal processes predicted by life ibearses
may vary across race and ethnicity (Piquero et al., 2002). Additionallyrekedeam the

risk factor paradigm has yet to establish whether or not risk factorgbaeeal or
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specific influences across race and ethnicity and only one study to daize|(R€06)
has explored the ability of risk factors to distinguish offending trajectagesss race
and ethnicity. The concept of race has generally been ignored within thetcdride&xC
theories and yet race serves as a central organizing principle in Americgy. Sdus
represents a major gap in the support for life-course theories which needsitirdéssed
empirically. As noted above, racial identity structures the life-courselnfiduals across
several important domains including contact with the criminal justice sy&tamah,
1999).

Some developmental life-course theories have explicitly hypothesizedrabeut
differences in offending behaviors (Moffitt, 1994; 2006b), while others argue thatrace i
not important because the causes of offending throughout the life-course are Liniversa
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Sampson & Laub, 1993). Acknowledging higher crime
rates for African-Americans, Moffitt (1994) suggests that race @ffiegs in official
crime statistics may result from a “relatively higher prevalemnddilacks in both life-
course persistent and adolescence-limited subtypes. A higher prevalenc&ofrblaEP
offending is predicted because “institutionalized prejudice and poverty” sesd¢hae
likelihood that the root causes of this type of offending will be experienced (Moffitt
1994, 38-39). Additionally, the environmental factors that interact with neurobiological
deficits may be more prone in poor black families and disadvantaged schools and
communities. A higher prevalence of blacks in AL offending is predicted because
antisocial models are more likely to be readily available in racsafyregated,
disadvantaged neighborhoods. Additionally, blacks are predicted to persist in thiggmatur

gap due to a lack of legitimate opportunities for employment. This persisteiee in t
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maturity gap leads to a greater amount of time spent at-risk of beconsingred by
negative life events that delay the desistence process (Moffitt, 1994). Simply put,
Moffitt's theory suggests that the causes of LCP and AL offending asathe for
whites and minorities but that the risk factors for both types of offending eneyobe
prevalent in the lives of minorities.

Empirical tests that have attempted to address the issue of race within the
developmental life-course framework have explored a number of interestieg.iss
Extant empirical studies have assessed whether or not the life events griedicte
Sampson and Laub to influence desistence have the same effects acrasd etbaicity
(Piquero et al., 2002); if the causal processes laid out by Moffitt can accouQRor
offending by blacks and whites alike (Piquero et al., 2005; Piquero & White, 2003); if
blacks do in fact persist in the maturity gap and spend more time at-riskoofiingc
ensnared as suggested by Moffitt (Haynie, Weiss, & Piquero, 2008; Higgins et al;, 2010)
and how trajectories of offending vary both within (Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-
Molina et al., 2009; 2010) and between (Cohen, Piquero, & Jennings, 2010; Reitzel,
2006) racial and ethnic subgroups. While these studies have laid the groundwork for a
better understanding of how the age-graded processes suggested by DLC aayher
same) across race and ethnicity, there is still considerably more workleméeA
couple of key limitations of the current body of literature concerning race and DLC
include a lack of empirical tests of race differences within a singleadiy
representative sample, and a lack of competitive tests of the contradictpogitions of
extant DLC theories. Additionally, while recent contributions have explored tlity albi

risk and protective factors to distinguish offending trajectories in Hispanicaiams,
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much less research has explored this issue within African-Americgrlesaand across
racial groups.

To summarize, despite several recent empirical tests that have begurote expl
the generalizability of DLC predictions across race and ethnicity, much ofwehietow
about the validity of these theories stems solely from research conducted antiples
of white males. DLC theories do not make race-specific predictions regardicautbed
processes that lead to offending and therefore DLC theories need to be testedén diver
samples in order to explore whether or not the findings derived from empirisal test
conducted with white samples hold across race and ethnicity. Prior to the work of
Maldonado-Molina, Jennings, and colleagues (2009; 2010; 2010), Hispanics had not been
considered within the context of DLC theories at all. More research is neealeirno
access the applicability of DLC theories to minority populations. An additimnightion
of the extant DLC literature is that the few studies that have addressespeatie:
patterns of offending have not typically utilized nationally representasiugles,
making generalizability a concern. Finally, extant theories that makkcpons about
offending over the life-course have not commonly been tested in competition with one
another.

The Current Study

The current study looks to expand what we know about race in the context of
developmental life-course criminology by addressing these aforementionididns
and exploring the issue of race and the life-course in greater depthngtdiia from

the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997, the current study looks to address a
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number of research questions regarding the patterning of offending throughout the life-
course across race and ethnicity and the factors that distinguish thesepatte

The first question to be addressed is whether or not there are in fact different
trajectories of offending observable across race and ethnicity. Thisajquestibe
addressed using semiparametric group-based trajectory modeling (SRGMisa
predicted that there will be more similarities than differences inrgepatterns of
offending across race and ethnicity in the NLSY97 sample. This hypothesissistent
with the large body of extant literature reviewed in Chapter 4 which indicates the
consistency of findings regarding the number and shape of developmental tegector
across a diverse array of samples.

The second question that arises is whether the two trajectories of ahtisocia
behavior suggested by Moffitt can be found across racial and ethnic subgroupsoiBase
the existing tests of Moffitt's theory utilizing group-based trajectoogeting, it is
predicted that more than two groups of offenders will be found. At the same time, the
two groups proposed by Moffitt will be evident within that larger number of groups for
whites, blacks, and Hispanics. Additionally, the current study will examine tVioffi
(1994) prediction that African-Americans will have a higher prevalenckroh and
adolescent-limited offending. Consistent with Moffitt's prediction and yeggdficial
data suggesting minority overrepresentation in some types of offending, tha stucy
hypothesizes that there will be a greater proportion of African-Anmeyickssified in
offending trajectories relative to whites.

A third question concerns the risk factors that are best able to predict meimbers

in offending groups. If general theories like Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s angssanand
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Laub’s are correct, then the risk factors for offending are universal and wianotor
different groups of offenders. However, if different risk factors explainréifite
trajectories of offending as suggested by Moffitt's and Patterson’s thetirén group-
based theories are supported. The key issue to be explored here is whether the added
complexity of developmental theories is needed or if general theoriedfariestly able
to explain offending across different developmental trajectories.

A fourth question addressed in the current study is whether risk factors vary in
their ability to distinguish offending trajectories across race and ethrisath general
and group-based DLC theories suggest that the risk factors for offending sagnhe
across race and ethnicity. Moreover, if risk factors do vary, they are pcettictary in
level only as opposed to kind. The current study predicts generality of ieksfacross
race and ethnicity, but does predict that neighborhood/structural risk factiooge wibre
salient for minorities as opposed to whites.

By addressing these questions, the current research is intended to extend what we
know about race and offending in the context of developmental life-course criminology.
The chapters that follow examine the existing literature on the relationsthipdrerace
and offending; assess the empirical status of existing DLC theorieswrthe literature
concerning predicting offending trajectories with risk and protectiversgbropose the
data and methodology of the current study; layout the results of the currersieanalyd
discuss the implications and relevance of these findings for the field ohclagy and

more specifically, developmental life-course theories.
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Chapter 2: The Relationship between Race and Crime

The existence of a relationship between race and crime has been aldlsbstl
and frequently studied in the United States throughout the past century. While the
explanations for this social phenomenon are conflicting and the results of ehtpgisa
are mixed, racial disparities in the involvement in crime have been congistemiti
across time and place in the United States (Hawkins, Laub, & Lauritsen, 1998;
Hindelang, 1978; LaFree, 1995; Morenoff, 2005; Piquero & Brame, 2008; Sampson &
Lauritsen, 1997). The current chapter reviews empirical findings regatagingdgnitude
of the race-crime relationship and discusses the predominant explanations thegdrave
proffered to explain this consistent finding. Despite decades of researcheanpitsitto
apply criminological theories to this phenomenon, criminological theorists habe@ot
able to explain the complex relationship between race and crime very welth&ipier
also explores how developmental life-course theories can be applied to themece-c
relationship and discusses the possible utility of this perspective for helpintieto be
understand the link between race and offending.

The estimated size of racial and ethnic disparities in participation asdfate
offending varies considerably across data sources (Hawkins, Laub, &skea1i998;
Lauritsen, 2005; Morenoff, 2005). African-Americans, and to a lesser extennitispa
are consistently shown to be disproportionately represented in official catrstics

(U.S. Department of Justice, 2010; Hawkins, Laub, & Lauritsen, 1998; Lauritsen, 2005;
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Morenoff, 2005; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). This overrepresentation is most
pronounced in serious and violent crime participation rates (Morenoff, 2005), and
perhaps the most alarming disparity is observed when comparing blacks andmwhites i
terms of homicide offending rates (Fox & Zawitz, 2007; Krivo & Peterson, 2000).
Homicide trend data revealed that homicide offending rates in 2005 were more than 7
times higher for blacks than whites (Fox & Zawitz, 2007). This rate has ftadtua
between 6 and 9 times higher since 1976 (Krivo & Peterson, 2000) and persists today.
While the finding of differential minority involvement in offending has remained
relatively stable over time, scholars have failed to fully agree on whydisesepancies
exist and the greater societal implications of their persistence (Hawkal., 1998).
Additionally, criminological theories have not adequately addressed thisisdueave
generally failed to account for why these racial differences exisparsist (Hawkins et
al., 1998; Piquero, Moffitt, & Lawton, 2005).
Defining Race

An important caveat that must be acknowledged in the discussion of the
relationship between race and crime is the definition of race itself. Raoe is
biologically defined; rather it is socially constructed and serves aslkenfor a number
of different constructs and social statuses which differentiate people wibieties
(Hawkins, 2003; Lynch, 1998; Mieczkowski, 2000; 2008; Morenoff, 2005; Sampson,
Morenoff & Raudenbush, 2005Mieczkowski (2008: 212) argues that “biological race
has no commonly agreed-upon definitive structure or scientific meaning”. Forensic

science is unable to distinguish unique racial profiles and therefore race hdgynasidi

! For more research concerning the definition oérfsom anthropological and sociological perspestive
see: (Hannaford, 1996; L each, 1975; Lieberman &Rkds, 1978; Shipman, 1994; Sunderland, 1975).
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biological variable (Mieczkowski, 2008). By this logic, race cannot be considesga ¢
of criminal behavior; it can only serve an indicator of a number of other factorh whi
may be related to offending. The explanatory factors for which race mayaseave
indicator include both individual and structural factors (Morenoff, 2005). Individual,
familial, and neighborhood factors may all differ by the socially consttduconcepts of
race and ethnicity and therefore race and ethnicity may serve as irslmfaioese lower
level constructs and can provide insight into the complex relationship between these
constructs and offending behaviors (for more on this rationale, see Morenoff, 2005, 154).
Official Crime Statistics

The overrepresentation of African-Americans in official crime stia8 is one of
the most frequently researched and most commonly debated aspects ofitireshgta
between race and crime (Piquero & Brame, 2008). The largest disparitieebdtlack
and white involvement and offending rates are consistently found in officiatleeobr
crime (Morenoff, 2005). Based on 3-year figures from the American Community
Survey, the U.S. Census Bureau estimates that 13.1% of U.S. citizens are black or
African-American (alone or in combination with one or more other races). Thre fig
drops to 12.3% if you consider individuals who classified themselves as only black or
African-American (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). While African-Americaaisemp 12-
13% of the total population, official arrest statistics indicate that Afrioaericans
made up 28.3% of all arrestees in 2009 (Table 1). Consistent with previous research on
racial disparities in official arrest statistics, the overrepresient of African-Americans
in rates of serious violence is considerably more pronounced. Based on 2009 Uniform

Crime Report (UCR) data, African-Americans made up 49.3% of all homicidesaares
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55.5% of all robbery arrests compared to 48.7% and 42.8% for whites respectively.
Overall, African-Americans accounted for about 39% of all arrests for vimldak
crimes in 2009 (U.S. Department of Justice, 2010). Further examination of these 2009
data reveals that African-American arrests are disproportionaddl fiffenses other than
driving under the influence and liquor violations. These data also reveal that the
overrepresentation of African-Americans is more pronounced for violentstiraa
property crimes.
Table 1

Index and Drug Arrests by Race (2009)

Total Arrests Percent Distribution

Offense Total White Black White Black
Total 10,690,561 7,389,208 3,027,153 69.1 28.3
Murder/manslaughter 9,739 4,741 4,801 487 49.3
Forcible rape 16,362 10,644 5319 65.1 325
Robbery 100,496 43,039 55,742 42.8 55.5
Aggravated assault 330,368 209,922 111,904 635 33.9
Burglary 234,551 155,994 74,419 66.5 31.7
Larceny-theft 1,056,473 719,983 306,625 68.1 29.0
Motor vehicle theft 63,919 39,077 23,184 61.1 36.3
Drug abuse violations 1,301,629 845,974 437,623 65.0 33.6
All Violent Crime 456,965 268,346 177,766  58.7 38.9
All Property Crime 1,364,409 922,139 406,382 67.6 29.8

Source: Crime in the United States, 2009 — based on 2009 Uniform Crime Reports

The finding of racial disparity in official statistics has persisted émades
despite social, political, and scholarly discourse aimed at reducing dispoopteti
minority contact with the criminal justice system. The consistency ofittdsg is well
illustrated by LaFree (1995) who compares black to white arrest ratiosCRrindex
crimes between 1946 and 1990. Despite considerable variation in the size of the ratios

over time, black arrests greatly exceed white arrests for all sevenafidezes
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throughout the entire observation period (LaFree, 1995, 180-181). A look back at
statistics reported by Hindelang (1978) in his early assessment of ¢herirae
relationship further illustrates the consistency of this finding. Hindelgraytex that
while blacks made up only 11% of the total population in 1975, they accounted for 54%
of arrests for murder and nonnegligent homicide and 59% of robbery arrests (Hindelang
1978). These statistics are extremely similar to those cited above fromrDe%ise
guestions about how much things have changed in the last 35 years. These examples
provide empirical evidence of the consistency of minority overrepresantatofficial
measures of offending.

Another area where black-white disparities are evident is in officiabt
statistics for drug abuse violations. The disproportionate rate and prevalenag-of dr
related arrests among minority offenders is a topic that has become mgieaalient in
recent research on the relationship between race and crime since phiemce
America’s “War on Drugs”. Scholars have focused on drug arrests and sanct®ning a
potential evidence of racial bias in the criminal justice system and asyticalkse of
racial disproportionality in correctional populations. While there is no evidenceharhig
rates of involvement in drug use among blacks (see Substance Abuse and Médtital Hea
Services Administration [SAMHSA], 2008), arrests of African-Americacsounted for
33.6 percent of all arrests for drug abuse violations in 2009 (U.S. Department of Justice,
2009). African-Americans and to a lesser extent Hispanics have dispropolyitesie
the target of the “War on Drugs” (Rosich, 2007; Tonry, 1995). Since 1980, black-white
ratios of drug arrest rates have ranged from 2.8 to 5.5 (Human Rights Watch, 2009).

Blacks have been consistently and disproportionately arrested for drug sffense
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throughout the past three decades despite no evidence of minority over-involvement in
drug use (Mitchell, 2009; Mitchell & Lynch, 2011). Subsequently, scholars have cited
drug arrests as a major reason for the disproportionate representatioicar-Af
Americans in prisons and jails (Western, 2006) and have questioned the fairness of
American drug policies.

Non-Official Data

While there is considerable evidence of racial disparity in officialernecords,
racial disparity is much less pronounced when self-reported measuresdiraifare
considered (Morenoff, 2005). Self-reported data were brought into the discussace of r
and crime in the late 1960’s in order to overcome some of the limitations of and provide
validity assessments of official statistics (Sampson & Lauritsen, 198&)earliest of
these self-report studies (Chambliss & Nagasawa, 1969; Gould, 1969; Hirschi, 1969)
found little or no differences in rates of offending across race and ethsiedy
Hindelang, 1978; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). As better measures of selfdeporte
delinquency were developed, new findings emerged regarding the race-crime
relationship. Studies by Elliott and colleagues utilizing National Youth SUN¥S)
self-report data found that black males were disproportionately involved ausemd
violent offending and that there were larger proportions of black males among frequent
offenders (Elliott & Ageton, 1980; Elliott, Huizinga, & Morse, 1986). However, these
race differentials were considerably less pronounced than those found in oftioralsre
and these data showed little or no difference in self-reported prevalenceeint viol
offending across race (Elliott, 1994; Hawkins, Laub, & Lauritsen, 1998). Elliott (1994)

reported race differentials during adolescence of about 3 to 2 in the NYS compared to 4
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to 1 in official record studies. Elliott did however find that African-Americaase more
likely than whites to persist in violent offending into adulthood (Elliott, 1994). Ther latt
finding has become the subject of some interesting empirical researchatibetter
understanding the persistence of minority offending into adulthood (see e.g., Haynie et
al., 2008; Higgins et al., 2010). Elliott calls attention to this stage of the lifeecaara
key area when race differences in offending behaviors may emergeggtstuthat a
greater proportion of African-American offenders remain involved in seridesdihg
into early adulthood and that a major reason for the consistently observed ddeiren
arrest rates may be the prolonged involvement in serious offending by a greate
proportion of African-Americans relative to whites (Elliott, 1994).

Several studies have sought to better understand the magnitude of the relationship
between race and crime by comparing findings across multiple datad$diinadelang,
1978; Lauritsen, 2005; Morenoff, 2005). Hindelang (1978) compared race-specific arrest
data from the UCR to victim surveys from the National Crime Panel (NCP) (a
predecessor of the National Crime Victimization Survey). He proposed tlegnaent
between the two data sources would support the validity of the UCR while disagtee
would lend support to arguments of bias in official arrest statistics. Hindelamnggid on
the common law personal crimes of rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and siayle ass
His findings revealed perfect agreement between the two data sources foy;r6Bbe
of surveyed robbery victims reported their assailants were black and 62% of people
arrested for robbery that year were black. For the other crimes cdmdpessault,

Hindelang found that blacks are overrepresented in official arrest recoati®bity10%

compared to victim surveys. Although these analyses revealed some discepancie
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between the two sources of data, Hindelang concluded that arrest dataceaad ahat
minority overrepresentation in official crime records is predomingtelyroduct of
disproportionate minority involvement in serious personal crimes (Hindelang, 1978).

Lauritsen (2005) reviews empirical findings regarding racial difiggsern
juvenile offending across the three predominant sources of data available. Sheesompa
official arrest statistics for juveniles to victimization and seffer¢ data. Lauritsen
observes that black juveniles are disproportionately arrested for violentadidig
weapons offenses and that their involvement in property crimes is proportional to their
representation in the population (Lauritsen, 2005). In order to assess the validéyeof t
official statistics, Lauritsen compares them to other data sourcesndieigs indicate
that black youth, and Hispanic youth in some cities, are disproportionately involved in
lethal violence. This finding is validated by witness reports and case evidrealso
finds that black youth are disproportionately involved in nonlethal violence as validated
by victim surveys and self-reports, and weapons violations as validated bgpsaifs.
Black youth are also disproportionately arrested for drug abuse violationsfhepset
data suggest that white youths report higher levels of drug abuse than black lfouths
property crimes, white youth are more involved for some offenses while athk gre
more involved in others; overall differences across the groups in terms of property
offending are minimal (Lauritsen, 2005, 96). She concludes that existing empirecal dat
on juvenile involvement in crime “suggest disproportionate black and, to a lessdr exte
Latino involvement in violent crimes, but much fewer differences in other types of
crimes” (Lauritsen, 2005, 97). These findings echo what is found by Morenoff (2005)

who also compared empirical findings across these three primary datassource
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Morenoff’s review indicates that racial differences in offending behavppsar to be
much larger in official statistics than they do in self-reported data andatieat r
differences in crime victimization differ widely across crime tyfdeross all data
sources, the greatest black-white differences are found for serious and vidadtrgf
and there is a general lack of data and research that compares Hispanio@tietiokht
of either whites or blacks (Morenoff, 2005).

Differential validity of self-report data. While self-report data provide a much
more conservative view of the magnitude of racial disparities in offenditigues of
this finding have suggested that self-report data are differentially aaloss race, with
minorities less likely to report certain offending behaviors (HindelanggchHiir & Weis,
1981, Lauritsen, 2005; Morenoff, 2005; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). The differential
validity argument stems from disparate findings in early self-repaites regarding the
involvement in offending by minorities. While some studies found considerable
disproportionate minority involvement (Elliott & Ageton, 1980), others found little or no
evidence of minority over involvement in self-reported delinquency (Hindelansghilir
& Weis, 1981). This lead to questions regarding the quality of self-report measdres
their appropriateness for assessing racial differences in offendingdrshas well as to
guestions about the differential validity of self-reports across race lamdigt. Some
scholars hypothesized that the disparities between official records anelsets as well
as disparities across self-report studies were the product of minority undengepor
involvement in some offenses and/or samples (see Hindelang, Hirschi, & Weis, 1981).

Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1981) found evidence of considerable racial

differences in the likelihood of self-reporting crimes for which individuals had be
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arrested or convicted for. Using reverse record checks, Hindelang and wedidagnd
that black males were substantially less likely than white males td taporoffenses.
Black males failed to report 57% of their serious offenses and 33% of their fetedesf
compared to 20% and 10% respectively for white males. Similar, but less severe
discrepancies were observed for females (Hindelang, Hirschi, & Weis, 1981¢. Thes
findings led the authors to conclude that self-report data were inappropridieifong
racial differences in offending behaviors. Findings like these made ressdnekgant to
use self-report data to study race differences in offending behaviors forl@mnohyears
(Farrington, Loeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, Van Kammen, & Schmidt, 1996).

A more recent study by Farrington and colleagues (1996) found no evidence of
differential validity of self-reports across race. Using data fronfPitisburgh Youth
Study (PYS), they found that African-American males were no more olilebsto self-
report offenses than were white males. They did find that whites were sigthficere
likely to report offenses while blacks were significantly more likelyefmort arrests;
overall they found no differences in predictive validity of self-reports acaass r
Farrington and colleagues attribute their finding of improved validity ofreplrts
across race and ethnicity compared to early studies to improvements in theafusait-
report measures, lack of sample attrition, and face-to-face dateticwileechniques
(Farrington et al., 1996). Regarding delinquency, Farrington and colleagues faund tha
African-Americans were more likely to be serious delinquents than wereasians
(33% compared to 18%). Since differential validity of self-reports was nosae is this
sample, they attributed these racial differences in self-reportedjdeticy to true

differences in offending behaviors. Additionally, they found that African-Acaarboys
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were more likely than their Caucasian counterparts to have contact with theatrimi
justice system in the future. This led the authors to suggest that the development
delinquency may occur more quickly and more intensely for blacks compared te white
(Farrington et al., 1996).

A few additional studies have lent support to the validity of self-reports across
race and ethnicity (Maxfield, Weiler, & Widom, 2000; Thornberry & Krohn, 2002)
however, this support is not unequivocal. While Thornberry and Krohn found moderate
to high validity of self-reports for both African-Americans and Hispanics in the
Rochester Youth Development Study (RYDS) they did find that validity wasgsr for
Hispanics than African-Americans (Thornberry & Krohn, 2002). Maxfield and
colleagues found no racial differences in validity for the most frequent ofterue
blacks were less likely to report their offenses than whites and there wagteement
between self-reports and official records for blacks compared to whitedi¢Meet al.,
2000).

The findings reviewed here suggest that with improvements in survey
methodology the validity of self-reports have been enhanced across race anty/ethnici
This enhanced validity has provided researchers with more confidence tofuse sel
reported survey data in order to assess the relationship between race antg atithi
offending, however, there has still been reluctance within scholarly discoladdress
the issue of the race-crime relationship using survey data. Additionallg thikilexisting
literature has indicated that the validity of self-reports acrossaratethnicity has
improved, there is still concern over the issue of differential validity (ThomBer

Krohn, 2002). Researchers using self-report data need to be cognizant of tleatdiffer
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validity issue, but self-reported survey data can provide a wealth of individubl-leve
information about variables that may help researchers better understaachfiiexc
relationship between race and offending; valuable information that is notltypica
available in official data sources or victimization surveys.

Explanations of Differential Arrest Rates

Despite decades of empirical research, there is little consensus as to the
explanation of the long-standing disproportionate rates of offending observed for
minority individuals in official arrest statistics. The two competing axations which
have received the most empirical attention and support, and have been the subject of
considerable academic and political discourse are the differential involvagperihesis
and the differential criminal justice selection hypothesis (Austin &nAIRO0O;
D’Alessio & Stolzenberg, 2003; Piquero & Brame, 2008; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997).
The differential involvement hypothesis is rooted in the consensus perspectiveaoidaw
punishment while differential selection arguments stem from conflict perepe
(Leiber, 2008).

The differential involvement thesis suggests that the disparate ratesstf ar
consistently observed for minorities reflect the empirical realityrthabrities commit
more serious and more violent crimes which are in turn punished more severelg (Austi
& Allen, 2000; Piquero & Brame, 2008). The differential involvement thesis also
suggests that serious offending by African-Americans is more likely tspert® early
adulthood where risk of incarceration is higher than during adolescence (EBi@).
Taken together, the differential involvement hypothesis suggests that Afimaricans

and in some cases Hispanics are more likely to be offenders, offend more often, more
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violently, and for a longer period of time than whites, and that this explains their
overrepresentation in the criminal justice system rather than any disziiony policies
or practices within the system. The differential involvement perspectives vasial bias
in the criminal justice system as a random occurrence that is not the producbeéeny
racism (Leiber, 2008). A number of theories have been proffered to explain higiser ra
of minority criminality which will be discussed later in this review.

The second school of thought, often referred to as the differential criminagjustic
selection hypothesis, is rooted in the conflict perspective of crime and jusiber
2008). This explanation holds that racial disproportionality in arrests is the product of
racially biased law enforcement and criminal processing practittess taan differential
involvement in crime. The differential selection view suggests that “diffedeoolice
presence, patrolling, and profiling, combined with discrimination in the courts and
correctional systems, leads to more blacks being arrested, convicted, aneratedtc
(Piquero & Brame, 2008, 2). This thesis suggests that minorities are no moredlikely t
involved in crime than whites, but their crimes are more likely to be detected and
punished by the criminal justice system. More specifically, this hypsthekls that
police are more likely to be deployed in the neighborhoods where minorities reside and
are more likely to view minority group members as a threat and therefareoeedikely
to arrest and process minority offenders compared to whites (Beckett, NyRimgst,
2006). Subsequently, minorities are more likely to be labeled as offenders andregeri
the negative consequences associated with that label and the stigma afia oeicord
(Leiber, 2008; Pager, 2004). This view is supported indirectly by research which

compares official arrest data to victimization surveys and self-regogtssgee Hindelang,
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1978; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). If official arrest statistics are showmggerate
minority prevalence in offending or offending rates, racial bias can beadfeAnother
source of support for the differential selection hypothesis is the aforemedhti
disparities in arrests and punishment of minority drug offenders (Beclattt 2006).

While these two explanations of disproportionate official rates of offending have
received extensive empirical scrutiny, neither explanation has giveraschdull
understanding of the complex issue at hand. There is still much debate as to how much of
the racial disparity in serious offending can be attributed to differentiaMenant and
how much is likely the product of differential selection and processing within the
criminal justice system. In his early assessment of the relationsinpdretace and
offending, Hindelang (1978), suggested that most sociological theories of offéaltliin
“along a continuum in terms of the proportion of variation in racial differenceses oh
arrest that is attributed to differential involvement vs. differentialgssing” (Hindelang,
1978, 94). This continuum allows for three main types of explanations: those that favor
differential involvement, those that favor differential selection and progesand those
that recognize disparate arrest rates as the product of a combination ehddfer
involvement and differential selection.

The hybrid explanation that allows for both differential involvement and
differential selection effects is the most well-supported empiricéis view suggests
that there is some level of differential minority involvement, but that rékeetg cannot
be completely explained by differential offending alone. Existing engpirgsearch
commonly finds some evidence of differential minority involvement in certain tyfpes

offending but also that race effects remain even after controlling fomadimffending.
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This leads to the conclusion that while there is evidence of differential involvetimenrs
is still a quantifiable amount of influence that race has on arrest that isriitakile to
offending behaviors. The size of these race effects varies across studsesnhes.
Piquero and Brame (2008) argue that scholars should not focus on whether race
differences can be attributed solely to differential involvement or diftedeselection
rather they should focus on the unique contribution of both mechanisms for explaining
the observed patterns (Piquero & Brame, 2008).

A fourth, more critical, argument for explaining race differences mioal
justice contact has been proffered which suggests that differential involvantent
differential selection both have the same root causes — structural racisagregation
(Lynch, 1999; Lynch et al., 2008; Massey & Denton, 1994). Lynch (1999) argues that the
life choices of all individuals are structured by their status in societg.viéw of race
differences in offending behaviors predicts that structural position and disagi/anta
predict both the likelihood that an individual will engage in behavior that is labeled as
criminal by those in power in society and the likelihood that this behavior will raesult i
arrest and criminal justice processing. The risk of criminal justimeessing is
exacerbated when the behavior is committed by a member of a group that isepkeasei
a threat to the interests of those in power. Further, race, class, and genuerratated
and have an interactive effect on law and punishment (Lynch, 1999).
Race and Criminological Theory

Despite the fact that the relationship between race and crime has bigendthir
established in empirical studies, criminological theories have not been ableaim expl

race differences in offending behaviors very well (Hawkins, Laub, & Lsamjt1998;
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Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). Hawkins and colleagues (1998) argue that no theory of
crime has adequately addressed the question of what accounts for rasiahdés in
offending behaviors (Hawkins, Laub, & Lauritsen, 1998). This is likely the resthieof
fact that criminological theories have generally not been designed toresqutal
differences in offending but rather have been applied “post hoc” (see Sampson &
Lauritsen, 1997, 330). This suggests that rather than attempt to explain raciahddte
in offending, criminological theories have been proffered after the fact toreygaiterns
that are observed in empirical data. This lack of theorizing has likely contriloutieel t
lack of adequate explanation for the observed racial differences in offendingaoghi
there are significant racial differences in offending behaviors, whablesiaan explain
these differences at either at the individual or group level?

Theoretical explanations that have been applied to the relationship between race
and crime include sub-cultural theories, constitutional difference theangs)e
activities theories, socialization theories (e.g., differential adsmtjdearning, bonding),
economic inequality/deprivation theories, differences in family struetiodeprocess,
radical theories, minority/racial threat theories, and neighborhood/comnstmityure
explanations (see Leiber, 2008; Morenoff, 2005; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1997). For the
most part, individual-level theories have not fared well in explaining the rane-c
relationship due to the great deal of within-group individual differences tlsit exi
Structural explanations have generally fared better but have not been alle to ful
elucidate the nature of the race-crime relationship either.

As noted in Chapter 1, the developmental life-course paradigm has become

increasingly popular in the field of criminology over the last two decades; howkse
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theories that form the foundation of this paradigm have not often been applied to the
explanation of the relationship between race and crime. This is problematicebdeaus
life-courses of individuals are undoubtedly shaped by their racial and ethnitiedenti
(Lynch, 1999). As Hawkins et al., (1998) note, “the social and developmental life courses
of blacks and whites in the United States are products of not only their specifiduradlivi
experiences but also their membership in historically distinct and unequalautial
economic groupings” (Hawkins, Laub, & Lauritsen, 1998, 40). Again, race is a central
organizing principle of American society that has the potential to impactahslirse
of individuals in many ways. This logic can also be applied to Hispanics; e$pecal
time when immigration issues have taken a prominent place in contemporary Ipolitica
discourse. Specifically, first and second generation Hispanic immigraeta fiaumber of
unique challenges and life events that may serve as turning points in theaulige-c
trajectories.

The current research aims to better elucidate the relationship betweandace
crime by looking at it from a developmental life-course perspective. S@igif this
study addresses a key gap in the literature by looking at race-spemifetsnof the
development of antisocial behavior at a key period of the life-course when racial
differences in offending have been hypothesized to be most likely to manifest; the
transition from adolescence to adulthood (Elliott, 1994). By looking at longitudinal
trajectories during this time period we can explore if in fact there@méisant racial
differences in patterns of offending at this key stage in the life-coursetaatd
individual-level correlates best distinguish offending trajectories acacssand

ethnicity.
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Conclusion

The debate over the relationship between race and crime has been going on for
decades. In general, official arrest statistics indicate that mé@sprespecially African-
Americans are disproportionately involved in criminal offending. This dispropotéona
minority involvement is especially pronounced in violent and other serious types of
offending. The predominant explanations for minority overrepresentation irab#rcest
statistics are the differential involvement and differential selectipothgses. There has
been mixed empirical support for both hypotheses and some scholars suggest that a
hybrid explanation is more accurate; one that allows for both differential invehteand
differential selection effects. Other scholars argue that both differentolvement and
differential selection stem from institutional racism and segregatidmngociety. Self-
reported survey data present a much less pronounced gap between blacks and whites in
terms of offending. These survey data have been used to support differenttadrsele
arguments, but have also been questioned in regards to their validity acrossidacial a
ethnic groups.

Criminological theories have generally not fared well in explaining obderve
racial differences in offending. Developmental life-course theories heelg beeen
applied to the issue of race and crime and a better understanding of the relati@yship m
be made possible by looking at the issue from a life-course perspective. Tre study
looks to extend our knowledge about the complex relationship between race and crime by
examining the etiology of different offense trajectories across ratetanicity in a

nationally representative sample of adolescents and young adults.
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Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework

The current research attempts to view developmental life-course criminology
through the prism of race and ethnicity. Within the analysis of race differ@mce
offending trajectories, the current study also aims to better eluchdatetrelates that
predict offending trajectories both in general and across racial and etbupsgihe
chapter that follows provides a brief overview of the criminological theoriesh
inform the current analyses and reviews some of the key empirical litettzditire t
concerns each theory and is relevant to the current research. Also includedapies
is a discussion of how each theory views race and ethnicity and how they attempt to
account for racial differences in offending behaviors. The theories aredhgrared and
contrasted based on their predictions about offending over the life-course and whether
they predict that risk factors for offending are general or group spéenifecissue of
parsimony versus theoretical complexity is also discussed in relationtteetirees
guiding the current research.
Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s General Theory of Crime

As noted in Chapter 1, criminological theories can be classified based on how
they account for continuity and change in offending over the life-course and wthethe
predict that there are unique developmental pathways of delinquency with unique
etiologies or general pathways that underlie all offending patternsi{Bsiter et al.,

1997). The key question that arises is whether the added complexity of developmental
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theories is needed or if more parsimonious general theories are suffieigiethp
explain all types of offending and offenders? The most parsimonious theory isbree t
both general and static across the life-course. Gottfredson and Hirschi's &9@0al
theory of crime (or self-control theory) is an example of a geneltat-ttaory. Like
classic control theories, Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s theory is based on the assutimgti
motivation for offending is universal and the key to understanding deviance is
discovering what constrains people from acting on their motivations. According to
Gottfredson and Hirschi’s theory, the principle factor that prevents individuals from
engaging in deviance is self-control. Consequently, individuals who have low self-control
are likely to engage in a wide variety of criminal and analogous behawotgyhout the
life-course because they lack this controlling factor. According to the theargelf-
control represents “the enduring criminality or criminal propensity thag@ases the
likelihood that individuals will be unable to resist the easy, immediate gadittircthat
crime and analogous behaviors seductively, and almost ubiquitously, present inyeveryda
life” (Pratt & Cullen, 2000, 932).

Gottfredson and Hirschi recognize the common empirical observations that
individuals who are antisocial in adolescence and adulthood typically manifest tonduc
problems in childhood and that antisocial behavior in childhood is perhaps the best
predictor of antisocial behavior in later life (Cohen & Vila, 1996; Nagin & Ratter,

1991; White, Moffitt, Earls, Robins, & Silva, 1990). Based on these observations, they
trace the roots of low self-control to early childhood, and more specificallye tguality
of child-rearing by parents during this developmental period. According tbebeyt

children develop self-control when their parents are attached to them and monitor,
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recognize, and punish their deviant behavior. Conversely, low self-control is predicted t
develop when parents are not attached to their children; fail to monitor their behavior; do
not recognize deviant behaviors as problematic; and/or neglect to punish deviant behavior
when it occurs (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990). Thus, according to the theory, theyrimar
antecedent of low self-control is ineffective child-rearing.

Also in line with the observation that there is considerable stability in aiafisoc
behavior throughout the life-course, Gottfredson and Hirschi predict that thetie is li
avenue for change in behavioral patterns throughout the individual life-courssdera
individual’s level of self-control is fully developed by approximately agétei
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). In order to explain the link between past and future
offending, self-control theory argues that the cause of deviance is @ible-ahd is the
product solely of population heterogeneity in an underlying criminal propensity.
Therefore the link between past and future offending can be considered spurious because
offending at all points in the life-course is simply the product of low self-cofseel
Nagin & Paternoster, 1991; Paternoster et al., 1997). Thus, according to the theory,
criminal propensity (low self-control) is established early in life amdains stable
throughout the life-course. In order to account for the decline of crime with age, the
theory does allow for some change in absolute level of self-control, but angties t
relative rank on the self-control continuum remains stable throughout the life-course
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).

In sum, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s general theory of crime predicts thateléw s
control is “for all intents and purposébkgindividual-level cause of crime” (Gottfredson

& Hirschi, 1990, 232 their emphasis). The theory proposes that traditional sociblogica
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theories of offending (e.g., social bonding, social learning) are incorrecideettey
predict that social relationships influence the likelihood that individuals will bnot
engage in delinquency over time (see Wright, Caspi, Moffitt, & Silva, 1999). thstea
theory predicts a single developmental path to delinquency that is the product effiow s
control which results from inadequate child-rearing. Social relationshipsi{ergls,
peer relationships) are rendered spurious because they are all the prodiisietddten
by individuals with low self-control.

Empirical status. Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory has been the subject of
numerous empirical tests (Pratt & Cullen, 2000) and has generated considerable debate
within the field of criminology (e.g., Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1994; Hirschi &

Gottfredson, 1995; Sampson & Laub, 1995). A full review of the literature assessing the
validity of the theory is beyond the scope of the current study, however, amagtsisa
conducted by Pratt and Cullen (2000) provides perhaps the best synopsis of the empirical
findings concerning Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory. Pratt and Cullen condutaa me
analytic review of the empirical status of Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s th&dizing 21
empirical studies and 126 effect size estimates. Their sample représeintegration of
data on more than 49,000 individual cases derived from 17 unique data sets (Pratt &
Cullen, 2000). The results of this meta-analysis support self-control as acsigiifi
predictor of crime (weighted mean effect size = .223 when attitudinal measzitesed;

.288 when behavioral measures are used) across measurement strategiessand dive
samples; however, the study findings do not support self-control as the lone predictor o
crime. Studies including measures of social learning constructs explain 1% m

variation in offending than do studies that simply include measures of self-comatbl (P
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& Cullen, 2000). This finding contradicts Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s claim that the
influence of other theoretical variables should not contribute significantlysmatice
control is included in explanatory models. Pratt and Cullen conclude that empirical
evidence does suggest that self-control is related to offending and analolgavisise
and therefore self-control should be considered as an important predictor of kcrimina
behavior; however, the claims that self-control theory is a general theoiynefamd
that the influence of self-control supersedes all other theoretical vareel@ot
supported (Pratt & Cullen, 2000).

Explaining racial and ethnic differences.Unfortunately for the current study,
the Pratt and Cullen meta-analysis was unable to identify any studiegitratde
analyses separately for racial groups and therefore was unable to assesydative
effect size of self-control on crime between whites and African-Amesioa other
minority groups (Pratt & Cullen, 2000). Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) do however
attempt to explain racial and ethnic differences in offending. Acknowledigatghere
are large racial differences in rates of offending between whitkafican-Americans
and supporting official report statistics over self-report findings, they thfée
explanation that racial and ethnic differences in offending are the producteséddés
in the level of self-control across race and ethnicity. Consistent withetk@mnatory
model, they predict that differences in level of self-control acrossaratethnicity are
the product of “the potentially large differences among racial groups in thed Btiates
in the elements of child-rearing” (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990, 153). Thisnséate
suggests that parents in minority families are less able, or less apt tonn@aibgnize,

and punish deviant behavior. They do not cite specific empirical evidence to support this
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claim. They also suggest that opportunities for crime may be more abundant ittyminor
families due to less parental supervision (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).

Few empirical studies have assessed racial differences in setitcorthe
developmental process that leads to low self-control. In an empirical egaloathe
impact of neighborhoods on self-control, Pratt and colleagues (2004) found that level of
self-control did not differ between whites and non-whites in a sample of adolesoants
the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1979. They did find that the causal model
proffered by Gottfredson and Hirschi predicted self-control across whites andhites-w
alike; that is, parental supervision and parental monitoring/discipline predigteet hi
levels of self-control across both groups. The major race difference thaamtatt
colleagues found was that lack of neighborhood informal social control impactedaparent
supervision levels among non-whites but not among whites. This finding suggests that
neighborhood context may play a more important role in the development of self-control
for non-whites compared to whites (Pratt, Turner, & Piquero, 2004).

Contrary to Gottfredson and Hirschi’s claim that minority parents asedlele to
properly socialize their children, there is a considerable body of litettéairénds little
evidence that minority children are poorly socialized or neglected (HilL)2®Research
that explores racial differences in socialization processes often liadsdcial class
plays a more central role in the socialization of children than race. Firfdimgshese
studies indicate that social class impacts socialization independent of etbeaicity
and that structural inequality directly undermines child-rearing pescidill, 2001;

Lareau, 2002). There is also empirical evidence that suggests that the relationshi

between race and socialization practices is conditioned by neighborhood residence and

www.manaraa.com



43
inequality (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1993). Overall, Gottfredson and Hirschi’s claim of
inadequate socialization by minority parents is not supported by extant einpiric
findings. Socialization practices are more likely to be influenced by sdaid and
structural inequality than race or ethnicity. The direct influence of staldagtors on
the development of self-control is ignored by Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s geneoay t

Theoretical critiques. The strength of the general theory of crime is in its
simplicity and parsimony. In theorizing that there is only one individual-leaete of all
types of deviant behavior and that this condition develops in one specific way and is fully
developed before individuals reach puberty, the general theory of crime offers perhaps
the simplest explanation of deviance available in contemporary criminology t®#spi
simplicity, the theory has generated heated debates in the field of crinyirmalegthe
past two decades and has been subject to much criticism. A list of many of these
criticisms is neatly provided by Hirschi and Gottfredson (1994). Several ofiticesors
of Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s general theory are of particular relevartbe turrent
study. The most basic criticism of the theory is that it is too general. Towy ditempts
to explain low-level street crime in the same way that it would explain sialtést
corporate fraud. This is problematic for critics who argue that individuals tkdio a
high-status corporate jobs would be very unlikely to achieve that status lgatehey
were low on self-control. It is also problematic to suggest that the same umglerly
construct explains expressive and instrumental crimes which vary consydartssms
of motivational and situational factors.

Several criticisms of the theory are of particular salience for therdustudy. As

Hirschi and Gottfredson (1994) point out, their theory has been criticized on the basis that
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it does not acknowledge that the onset, persistence, and desistence of offendingemay ha
unique causes and correlates as suggested by the criminal careemparatiigter
adopted by DLC (Blumstein, Cohen, & Farrington, 1988); additionally, the theory does
not allow for unique classes of offenders whose trajectories of offending exedhiny
very different types and levels of offending behaviors which contradicts a key pi@posi
of taxonomic theories of antisocial behavior (see i.e., Moffitt, 1993; Patterson &efper
1999); the theory is also critiqued on the grounds that it overstates the importaalfe of
control as the lone individual-level cause of crime (Pratt & Cullen, 2000; Sampson &
Laub, 1995); and finally, the theory predicts that there is only stability of alafisoc
behavior over the life-course, ignoring the possibility of change in offendimgtoaies
which is central to developmental life-course theories (Laub & Sampson, 200&t,Moff
1993; Sampson & Laub, 1993; 1995). Another important critique of the theory is that it
fails to consider the influence of structural factors on offending and deviantitoeha
(Pratt, Turner, & Piquero, 2004). While the theory does allow for the influence of
structural variables through their potential influence on child-reariacfipes, it
generally ignores the influence of key structural variables such as econeauality,
community social disorganization, and social capital. These structural facteralha
been directly linked to the ability of communities and families to provide samalat
and socialize youth away from crime and deviance (Lynch & Michalowski, 2006).

Summary. Gottfredson and Hirschi offer a static-general theory of deviance
which predicts that all offending can be explained by time-stable diffesémem
underlying criminal propensity which they label low self-control. Low-selitrol is the

product of inept parenting and is fully developed during childhood. Once this criminal
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propensity is established, it affects all subsequent life events, but ity langéfected by
these life events (Paternoster et al., 1997). The proposition that an underlyimgicri
propensity determines offending behaviors throughout the life-course makes chgnge ve
unlikely to occur. Thus, Gottfreson and Hirschi predict that “there is a deaerse of
crime for all offenders and that, once the causal process has played out, change is
unlikely” (Paternoster et al., 1997, 239). In order to explain racial and ethnigorasiat
offending, Gottfredson and Hirschi contend that parental socialization is inagl@guat
minority families; a claim that is not supported by extant empirical fagglin
Sampson and Laub’s Age-Graded Theory of Informal Social Control

Sampson and Laub’s (1993) theoretical model was developed in order to explain
crime and deviance throughout the entire life-course, or in childhood, adolescence, and
adulthood (Sampson & Laub, 1993). By integrating traditional criminological variables
from social bonding theory (Hirschi, 1969) into a life-course framework, Sampson and
Laub developed a theoretical model that suggests that the primary causes ahdrime
deviance (informal social bonds) are the same throughout the life-course. The unique
aspect of the theory is that it predicts that the influence of these infayaiall Isonds is
age-graded. This implies that social bonds have differential effects on ecrihtke@iance
at different stages of development. For instance, in childhood and adolescence, bonds to
family, school, and peers are most salient, but as individuals age into young adulthood,
bonds to higher education, labor force participation, and marriage become more
important. Thus, Sampson and Laub’s age-graded theory of informal social control can

be classified as a dynamic-general theory because it suggests ttaithe of deviance
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are general throughout the life-course, but that change in offending is probable
(Paternoster et al., 1997).

Sampson and Laub’s theory attempts to account for both stability and change in
offending throughout the life-course. Like Gottfredson and Hirschi, they recatpaize
there is considerable stability in offending behaviors across time that jgsdduct of an
underlying criminal propensity; however, they also recognize that chamgending
trajectories is possible and even expected. The theory has three majorahemes
propositions. The first is that structural context impacts delinquency in childhood and
adolescence through informal social bonds to the family and school. These informal
bonds are predicted to mediate the influence of structural factors on delinquency. The
second major theme is that there is a considerable amount of continuity in ahtisoci
behavior from childhood to adulthood. The third theme is that social bonds, and the social
capital they create, explain changes in offending and antisocial behavior throtighout
entire life-course regardless of childhood offending (Sampson & Laub, 1993). A full
conceptual model is provided by Sampson and Laub (1993, 244-245).

The first proposition of age-graded theory is that structural variables such as
poverty and family disruption influence deviance indirectly through inforozak
bonds. The theory specifies process variables which mediate the effecatstireton
deviance. Within the family, the relevant informal social control variablesaargstent
parental monitoring, parental discipline, and attachment to the family unitmijoetant
school mechanisms of informal social control are attachment to school and school
performance (Laub, Sampson, & Sweeten, 2006; Sampson & Laub, 1993). The effects of

relevant structural variables on delinquency are predicted to be fully medyafteahity
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and school bonds. Additionally, the theory also predicts that attachment to delinquent
peers and siblings has a direct effect on delinquency, but that this influeacenslary
to informal social bonds.

The second key proposition is that there is considerable continuity between
adolescent delinquency and adult offending. Unlike Gottfredson and Hirschi who
attribute continuity of offending strictly to population heterogeneity, Sampson aid La
suggest that continuity between delinquency and adult antisocial behavior is theé produc
of both population heterogeneity and state dependence. State dependence @xplanati
predict that offending has negative consequences which lead to further delinquency
(Nagin & Paternoster, 1991). In line with the state dependence view, Sampson and Laub
predict that delinquency impacts adult offending through its negative effect on the
potential to form adult social bonds. For instance, if an individual is arrestedrebifidy |
they may jeopardize their future chances of securing stable employmmehtinturn
may lead to prolonged involvement in criminal behavior. They label this explanation
(similar to Moffitt’'s 1993 cumulative continuity) as cumulative disadvant&genpson
& Laub, 1993; 1997). Sampson and Laub (1997) suggest that this process of cumulative
disadvantage is exacerbated for disadvantaged populations (e.g., the urban poor). This
cumulative disadvantage thesis predicts that structural disadvantaggsofeegy,
residential isolation) increase the likelihood that delinquency in childhood and
adolescence will lead to attenuated social bonds to important institutions ¢elg., w
marriage) in adulthood and therefore increase the likelihood of stability ebeiati

behavior (Sampson & Laub, 1997, 152-155). Put simply, this suggests that individuals in

www.manaraa.com



48
disadvantaged structural positions may be a greater risk for prolonged inealviem
crime.

The third key proposition of the age-graded theory of informal social control is
that change in offending across the life-course is likely to occur. In cbtdréee
Gottfredson and Hirschi view of universal stability, Sampson and Laub posit tingecha
in trajectories of offending can occur when individuals become bonded to institutions of
informal social control in adulthood (Sampson & Laub, 1993). The theory predicts that
“salient life events and socialization experiences in adulthood can, to some extent
counteract the influence of early life experiences” (Laub, Sampson, & Sweets,

317). The theory holds that individuals may encounter life events that serve asg‘turni
points” (Elder, 1985) which alter trajectories of antisocial behavior and offending
throughout the life-course. Sampson and Laub (1993) specify some key institutions to
which adult social bonds may be formed as marriage, work and the military.igimalor
statement of the theory predicts that these adult social bonds can altetiantisoc
trajectories towards desistence by fostering social capital. Thigehs predicted to be
possible even for individuals who manifested a high level of criminal propensity in
childhood and adolescence. The effect of adult social bonds on delinquency is predicted
to be direct and negative (Laub & Sampson, 2003; Laub, Sampson, & Sweeten, 2006;
Sampson & Laub, 1993).

Empirical status. A full review of the empirical literature addressing Sampson
and Laub’s age-graded theory of informal social control is beyond the scope of the
current study and several reviews of this literature are available (Laups8a, &

Sweeten, 2006; Sampson & Laub, 2005a; 2005b). The current review focuses on
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empirical pieces testing the age-graded theory of social control that h&ealpar
relevance to race and ethnicity. Sampson and Laub have published two books in which
they test the propositions of their theory utilizing one of the most extensive anetong-t
longitudinal datasets ever collected (Sampson & Laub 1993, 25-63 for a description of
the data). From these data, Sampson and Laub were able to conduct a seriesoafl empiri
tests of the key propositions of their age-graded social control theory. Some of the ke
findings from these studies are discussed below.

Causes of delinquency. Consistent with the first theme of the age-graded informal
social control theory, Sampson and Laub (1993) found that the strongest predictors of
official and unofficial delinquency in adolescence were social bonds to fantiyplsc
and delinquent peers. Poor parental attachment, low parental supervision and harsh
discipline were all positively related to both measures of delinquency. Sctemtiméent
was negatively related to delinquency. Delinquent peer attachment had thesstronge
effect on official delinquency while school attachment had the strongest@&ffec
unofficial delinquency. Additionally, childhood predispositions towards delinquency as
operationalized as an early onset of antisocial behavior, difficult tempet;zanel
violent tantrums were significantly related to both official and unofficiahdekency.

The structural factors of residential mobility, family size, and crowdiege also
significantly related to both measures of offending, however, the effedtes# t

structural variables were mediated by social process variables adqutd; the theory.
Sampson and Laub (1993, Chapter 5) conclude that informal social control explains the
greatest amount of the variance in adolescent delinquency even after confioolling

structural variables and individual-level criminal propensity. This sumnuaryists of
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the findings from one study utilizing one data source and may not be generabzable t
other samples. Additional support for the for the impact of social bonds on adolescent
delinquency can be found in Kempf's (1993) review of the empirical status of Haschi’
social control theory.

Stability and change in offending. Research that indicates that there are both
continuity and change in antisocial behavior over the life-course is quitestamsi
(Nagin & Paternoster, 1991; Paternoster et al., 1997; Sampson & Laub, 1993; 1997; Laub
& Sampson, 2003). Additionally, several empirical studies have found support for
Sampson and Laub’s prediction that informal social bonds in adulthood have a significant
impact on offending behaviors independent of criminal propensity (Blokland &
Nieuwbeerta, 2005; Horney, Osgood, & Marshall, 1995; Laub, Nagin, & Sampson, 1998;
Laub & Sampson, 2003; Paternoster et al., 1997; Piquero et al., 2002; Sampson & Laub,
1993; 2003). In sum, the empirical literature supports Sampson and Laub’s prediction
that there is both continuity and change in offending across the life-course and that
change in informal social bonds during adulthood play an important role in fostering
desistence from or change in offending.

Explaining racial and ethnic differences.Sampson and Laub’s age-graded
theory of informal social control can be classified as a general thecaydeit suggests
that the causes of deviance and crime are the same for all types of peopl¢ygped alf
crime. Consistent with the general nature of their theory, Sampson and Laub suggest tha
the causes of crime are invariant across race and ethnicity. Sampsorubar{d938)
explicitly proffer that “the causes of crime across the life-coarseooted not in race,

but rather in structural disadvantage, weakened informal social bonds to fahmlgi, sc
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and work, and the disruption of social relations between individuals and institutions that
provide social capital” (Sampson & Laub, 1993, 255). In order to explain racial and
ethnic differences in offending then, one might turn to some of Sampson’s other work
(Sampson, 1997; Sampson & Wilson, 1995) which suggests that the structural conditions
in which whites and minorities live are very different and it is these strlicliffiexences
that are the key to explaining differential involvement in offending among wimtes a
minorities. However, Sampson and Laub (2005a; 2005b) are quite critical of purely
structuralist explanations of offending behaviors and therefore it is diff@tdtase out
an explanation for racial differences in offending from the literaturaisiésieg the age-
graded theory of informal social control. That being said, the theory is gendral a
therefore predicts that the causal mechanisms for crime and deviancesaméhacross
race and ethnicity. Consequently, to the extent that there is differential inveritzém
offending across race and ethnicity, it must be assumed that this diffeirardlaement
can be explained by racial and ethnic differences in the key correlatesrafiofféaid
out by the theory (i.e., age-graded informal social bonds).

The issue of racial invariance in the causes of offending has rarely beehines
the context of Sampson and Laub’s theory. In an empirical assessment ofdtsedéffe
local life circumstances across race, Piquero and colleagues (2002) prgpdet $or
the racial invariance hypothesis posited by Sampson and Laub. Piquero and colleagues
found that changes in local life circumstances (e.g., marriage, full tpkgment) are
related to changes in criminal activity for both whites and nonwhites and thatettieoéf
changes in adult social bonds is more similar than different across racdinihegs do

not however unequivocally support the prediction of racial invariance or the protective
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nature of adult social bonds. Piquero and colleagues found that changes in levels of adult
social bonds did not eliminate the relationship between race and violent offending.
Additionally, when these authors look at the effects of marriage more closelyotimely
that legal marriages were protective against future arrests, but commamataages
were crime-generating among nonwhites. Also problematic for Sampson and Laub’s
theory is that marriage is found to be positively associated with future violesisgoe
whites and nonwhites alike (marriage was inhibitive of nonviolent arrests &oibss
groups). These cumulative findings suggest that the effects of adult social bmodéy/ar
partially invariant across race. Piquero and colleagues conclude that “itiisigtsat
adult institutions of social control may have different meanings acrossgemigps”
(Piquero et al., 2002, 668). These findings illustrate the need for testing DLC
explanations in diverse samples that include racial and ethnic minorities.

A study by Leiber and colleagues (2009) provides support for Sampson and
Laub’s claim that the influence of social bonds is invariant across race andtgthmi
exploring the influence of family structure, family processes and ecorfaatars on
adolescent delinquency across race and ethnicity, Leiber et al., find teabtaha
attachment is the strongest predictor of offending for whites, blacks, andhidspéke.
Additionally, support is provided for the salience of social bonds over family siuctur
and economic indicators. None of the family structure or economic variables inatuded i
the study predicted minor or serious delinquency in their analysis of the Adth Healt
Study data (Leiber, Mack, & Featherstone, 2009).

Theoretical critiques. The primary critique of Sampson and Laub’s theory comes

from Hirschi and Gottfredson (1995) who, as explicated above, suggest that offending in
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childhood and adulthood is solely the product of population heterogeneity of a common
underlying condition which they label low self-control. Their critique argas t
individuals self-select into adult social relationships and that these relapism® not
facilitate change in deviant behaviors, rather they provide new opportunities fanckevi
and analogous behaviors. For example, self-control theory predicts that indivaual
on self-control select marriage partners who are also low on self-contrdles®d t
relationships lead to new manifestations of the underlying criminal propefainpson
and Laub (1995) respond to this critique in detail and attempt to address it by cantrollin
for criminal propensity in their original analyses (see Sampson & Laub, 1993 e€C&xpt
however, the self-selection argument cannot be ruled out empirically and evadence
assortative mating does support Gottfredson and Hirschi’'s claim of ssttiealin
romantic relationships (Simons et al., 2002).

An additional critique of the age-graded theory of informal social controltig tha
misinterprets the mechanisms through which life events (e.g., marmagkyenent)
foster changes in trajectories of offending. Alternative explanations rootediah s
learning theory argue that these life events alter offending behaviors thhaiigh t
influence on associations with delinquent peers (Akers, 1998; Simons et al., 2002; Warr,
1998; Wright & Cullen, 2004). Akers (1998:351) argues that “getting married, finding
stable employment, and other significant turning points can be expecteddb aff
differential association, reinforcement balance, exposure to conforming aadtdevi
models, and pro- or anti-deviant definitions.” Therefore, he suggests that Sampson and

Laub’s argument that life events alter offending behaviors through theit effeclult

www.manaraa.com



54
social bonds is incorrect and the mechanism for change is actually a sooiagea
process.

A third critique of the theory is that it downplays the significance of structura
factors and does not provide a clear explanation for gender and racial differences
offending. While the theory does acknowledge structural influences and sutgésts
they play an important but indirect role in explaining delinquency, it seems t@ itireor
important direct affect that structural position may have on shaping thadiiees of
individuals (Lynch, 1999; Lynch & Michalowski, 2006). Alternative explanations of the
influence of structural contexts suggest that structural position playspantamt role by
limiting the life choices that individuals have at their disposal. The structieecblirse
perspective (Lynch, 1999) predicts that membership in subordinate groups withtg socie
restricts the life choices of individuals throughout the life-course and tinenettys an
important and direct role in shaping their behaviors across time.

Because the data that Sampson and Laub use is predominantly Caucasian and
exclusively male, they are unable to empirically test the generaltyaijitheir theory
across race and gender. Therefore the theory might be questioned in teswslafity
across diverse samples including females and racial and ethnic minortsesl & the
logic of the theory, it must be assumed that to the extent that there aremacggnder
differences in patterns of offending throughout the life-course, these didésrean be
explained be differing levels of age-graded informal social control. This prgpolsés
rarely been empirically tested (see Piquero et al., 2002 for an exceptiorsadgrase)

and represents an important empirical test that needs to be conducted in ordesto asses
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the validity of the age-graded informal social control theory across gendeacalcand
ethnic groups.

Although the theory predicts that the causes of offending and changes in
offending patterns are invariant across race and ethnicity, it failptorexhe empirical
reality that key life events which may foster desistance do not occur a@ntleetisne or
at the same rate across race and ethnicity. For instance, AfricaneAnteare less likely
than whites and Hispanics to marry (Goodwin, McGill, & Chandra, 2009; Goodwin,
Mosher, & Chandra, 2010; Western, 2006) and more likely to experience joblessness
(Bureau of Labor Statistics [BLS], 2011; Western, 2006). Hispanics are also katye li
to experience joblessness than whites (BLS, 2011). If Sampson and Laub’s theory is
correct, this decreased likelihood of experiencing important trajedtening turning
points among minorities should predict prolonged offending trajectories among
minorities; a prediction that has not commonly been explored by researchers in the
context of Sampson and Laub’s theoretical framework. This is a major lonitftithe
empirical literature supporting Sampson and Laub’s theory which warrants furthe
investigation.

Summary. Sampson and Laub’s age-graded theory of informal social control
predicts that there is both stability and change in trajectories of offeadarghe life-
course and that both stability and change are the product of informal social edvith
effects delinquency in an age-graded way. The theory can be classifigdreera but
dynamic theory because it predicts universal causation but allows for congderabl
change in offending over time (Paternoster et al., 1997). The theory also preaticts t

structural factors impact delinquency indirectly through social bonds. Tharngrim
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correlates of offending early in the life-course are social bonds to thky famdi school
as well as attachment to delinquent peers and siblings. As individuals reach young
adulthood, the social bonds that are of greatest importance are attachments to the
institutions of the labor force and marriage. Adult social bonds are predicted itaticil
a reduction in delinquency regardless of level of prior offending. The theorpradicts
that desistence from offending is a universal process that occurs eventually fo
offenders (see Laub & Sampson, 2003; Sampson & Laub, 2003).

Sampson and Laub’s theory predicts that the same causal processes influence
offending throughout the life-course across race and ethnicity. According to ¢ing, tihe
racial variation in offending exists, it is the product of attenuated age-gradat soci
bonds. An important empirical question that needs to be addressed in relation to Sampson
and Laub’s theory is what is the significance of the fact that adult social fmyndat
different times and at different rates across racial and ethnic groups?udately, the
current study is unable to address this question due to a focus on risk factors and
outcomes measured during adolescence and early adulthood only. Future research is
needed to explore the significance of this issue within the context of Sampson and Laub’s
theory.

Moffitt's Developmental Taxonomy of Antisocial Behavior

Unlike the theories reviewed above, developmental theories reject the argument
that there are general causes of deviance that explain the antisociabitsebiall
individuals. These developmental explanations suggest that there are distinct §roups o
offenders within the universe of potential offenders who follow similar developmenta

trajectories of behaviors over time. Contemporary developmental theoriest pinadi
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there are specific causal processes that explain different pattemntssoicial behavior
over the life-course. Consequently, causal explanation may vary acrossrajfgralips
(Paternoster & Brame, 1997; Paternoster et al., 1997). Although other developmental
theories exist, the current study focuses on Moffitt's developmental taxonomy of
antisocial behavior.

Moffitt’s (1993) developmental taxonomy was originally posited to account for
two empirical facts which became evident from prior research into the epitypdf the
relationship between age and crime. The first fact addressed byt alévelopmental
taxonomy is the continuity of antisocial behavior throughout the life-course. As note
above, the finding that prior offending predicts future offending is one of the more robust
in the field of criminology (Nagin & Paternoster, 1991). According to Moffity, an
developmental theory of antisocial behavior must be able to reconcile the paradox of
persistence; the fact that most antisocial adults were antisociailéd®n and yet most
antisocial children do not become antisocial adults.

The second empirical fact central to Moffitt's perspective is the finthagthe
prevalence of antisocial behavior varies dramatically with age; peskadplescence
but then regressing into adulthood (Farrington, 1986; Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1983).
Moffitt cites a change in prevalence as opposed to a spike in incidence as the bette
explanation for the observed spike in aggregate offending during adolescence. Citing
extant research, she illustrates that the prevalence of offendingsiesmeaarly tenfold
during adolescence (Farrington, 1983; Wolfgang, Thornberry, & Figlio, 1987). Tl lea
Moffitt to the conclusion that adolescent-onset offending plays a central rolepingha

the aggregate age-crime curve and is in need of explanation.
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According to Moffitt, for a developmental delinquency theory to be accurate, it
must be able to account for these two consistent but somewhat conflictingcampiri
findings (Moffitt, 1993; 1994). In order to reconcile these divergent findings and address
the paradox of persistence, Moffitt (1993) proposes a dual taxonomy of antisocial
behavior. She predicts that observed differences in the stability of antisociabbeha
across age reflect two distinct classes of individuals each with a unique ytolbg
pattern of behavior. This taxonomic approach is not unique to Moffitt. Other scholars
have also suggested that distinct heterogeneity exists within the populatioenofenf
and perhaps this heterogeneity can be used to classify distinct groups of offenders
(Blumstein et al, 1986; 1988; Nagin & Land, 1993; Patterson et al., 1998; Patterson &
Yoerger, 1997; 1999). The timing and duration of antisocial behavior is the key
classifying factor in Moffitt’'s developmental taxonomy. The classifan scheme
recognizes both continuity and change in antisocial behaviors across age artd predi
different etiology for individuals whose deviance is stable compared to those whose
trajectories of deviance are marked by considerable change. The developmental
taxonomy suggests that the antisocial behavior of most individuals can beedassif
eitherlife-course persisterdr adolescence-limite(Moffitt, 1993; 1994). According to
Moffitt, these two types each reflect a well-documented empiricatyediserved in the
study of the relationship between age and crime and each group has a unique set of
factors that predict the occurrence and patterning of antisocial behawatiit{M 993;
1994; 2006a; 2006b; Piquero & Moffitt, 2005).

As discussed in Chapter 1, life-course persistent (LCP) offending has gsmroot

early childhood. Moffitt suggests that this syndrome of life-long antisbeiaavior is
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caused by the interaction of neurobiological deficits and a criminogenal soci
environment in early childhood. The key manifestations of neurobiological deficits
suggested by Moffitt’s theory include low cognitive functioning, difficult terapeent,
and hyperactivity. It is predicted that these conditions interact with inateegarenting,
disrupted family bonds, and structural factors such as poverty to set in motion the LCP
trajectory of antisocial behavior which continues throughout the life-courseitiVioff
1993; 1994; Moffitt, 2006a; 2006b). LCP offenders are predicted to start offending early,
engage in a variety of offending behaviors, offend at a high frequency, and ipersis
offending throughout the life-course. These individuals can be recognized bgatgir
onset of delinquency and their stable trajectories of offending.

Because they are difficult as children, LCP offenders have poor relatiomsthips
parents, teachers, and peers and they fail to develop prosocial skills and attitudes.
According to Moffitt, stability of offending for LCP offenders is explair®y a process
of cumulative continuity. Cumulative continuity suggests that antisocial behawvoea
point leads to further antisocial behavior at a later point (Moffitt, 1993, 683). For
example, if an individual drops out of high school, their low educational attainment may
jeopardize their ability to get a stable job, in turn leading to further delingtéms
process is the same as Sampson and Laub’s cumulative disadvantage). According to
Moffitt, LCP offenders develop an underlying disposition for antisocial behavibr tha
manifests itself in the form of age-appropriate manifestations of deviancehbrdube
life-course. Like Gottfredson and Hirschi’s individuals with low self-conthase
individuals are predicted to have little ability to change due to their underlymunal

propensity which is developed early in life. Moffitt's explanation of LCP offending i
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consistent with a population heterogeneity argument which suggests that individyals var
on an underlying propensity to engage in antisocial behavior and that this propensity
remains stable throughout the life-course (Nagin & Paternoster, 1991).

Moffitt’'s second group of offenders, adolescence-limiteds (AL), do not suffer
from the same neurobiological deficits and criminogenic environments at@ieipeers
and therefore are not predicted to be involved in persistent antisocial behaviad,Inste
these individuals are predicted to follow a normative trajectory of antisotialiose
which begins in adolescence and subsides with the onset of adulthood and the attainment
of adult social status. The primary cause of this type of offending is an inderacti
between the maturity gap and associations with delinquent peers (Moffitt, 1993). The
maturity gap occurs when individuals reach biological maturity and begirsite @elult
status and autonomy but are unable to obtain that status through conventional means.
This status frustration is predicted to lead previously prosocial individuals tgeeimga
delinquency in order to show their autonomy. Moffitt predicts that these AL individuals
will mimic the behaviors of their LCP peers who appear to have autonomy and not be
restricted by their status as adolescents. Moffitt labels this proeessial mimicry and
emphasizes the importance of deviant peers is explaining offending by adolescence
limiteds (Moffitt, 1993). Once individuals on the AL trajectory begin to reach adult
status, they are predicted to desist from offending because they are no éugjerc
the maturity gap and they do not suffer from the underlying antisocial proptatit
afflicts their LCP peers. Change in offending is the defining feafuteecadolescence-
limited trajectory and AL’s are predicted to desist from offendingaslyedulthood

(Moffitt, 1993).
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Empirical status. Moffitt's developmental taxonomy has been subject to

considerable empirical assessment and empirical support has been provided foela num
of Moffitt's key hypotheses (see Moffitt 2006a; 2006b for reviews); however, enipirica
tests have not unequivocally supported Moffitt's developmental taxonomy (see Laub &
Sampson, 2003; Sampson & Laub, 2003). A full review of this empirical literature is
beyond the scope of the current study. Instead, the brief review provided here focuses
empirical assessments which have applied a semi-parametric gragorbixsure
modeling approach (SPGM) (Nagin, 2005) similar to the methodology employed in the
current study. Studies utilizing the trajectory methodology have been previously
reviewed (Piguero, 2008) and some generalizations are possible based on this extensive
body of research. These studies identify, on average, three to five groupsdéodfe
which is not consistent with Moffitt's (1993) dual taxonomy. However, studies utilizing
this methodology do typically identify two trajectories of antisocial behaladr t
resemble those proposed by Moffitt (an adolescent-peaked and a chronic offending
group). Piguero comments on the impressive consistency of these findings, pointing out
that they are the product of a wide range of studies utilizing data fromediffesuntries,
with different lengths of follow-up, official and self-report outcome measaed
diverse samples (Piquero, 2008, 49). This consistency aside, the fact thatutliese st
identify more than two groups of offenders is somewhat problematic for Meffitt’
taxonomy. In order to address this issue, Moffitt has amended her theory sbghitbyw
for a third group of low-level chronic offenders who begin offending in adoleseente

continue to offend at a low rate well into their adult years.
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Regarding the differential risk predictions made by Moffitt (1993), theirgist
empirical support is mixed at best. Moffitt (2006a; 2006b) cites more than 25 studies
which find that neurobiological deficits and family risk factors differentoetisveen
childhood and adolescent-onset offenders. Contrary to Moffitt'’s claim of coaklder
empirical support, several existing studies find that the risk factors thattppédnding
trajectories or distinguish between offending groups established usinggirosoeat-
offs are more similar than different across groups (Paternoster &Bd887; Laub &
Sampson, 2003; Sampson & Laub, 2003). Further explanation of the generality or
specificity of risk factors for offending is discussed in the next chapterviewiag the
literature concerning this issue, it is clear that further empirisalareh is needed to
support Moffitt’s claim that life-course persistent offending is predibtedifferent risk
factors than adolescence-limited and other trajectories of antisocalibeh

Explaining racial and ethnic differences. Acknowledging that any serious
delinquency theory needs to be able to account for racial and ethnic differences i
offending, Moffitt (1994) offers an explanation of race differences in offendirig tha
follows the logic of her developmental taxonomy. As noted in Chapter 1, Moffitt (1994)
predicts that both life-course persistent and adolescence-limited offemidliogcur in
higher prevalence among African-Americans. The explanation proffered bigtMof
suggests that this phenomenon is the product of structural factors which restiifet t
chances of poor African-Americans. The higher prevalence of Africaatisans in the
LCP offending group is predicted because the root causes of this type of offerding ar
more prevalent in African-American communities due to “institutionalizeighice and

poverty” (Moffitt, 1994, 38). Moffitt suggests that poor African-Americans have less
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access to prenatal care, are more likely to be exposed to environmental toyihayvma
attenuated familial bonds due to socioeconomic stress, and are more likely to attend
disadvantaged schools with fewer resources to correct learning disalwilitich may
lead to poor educational attainment and underemployment (Moffitt, 1994). These adverse
structural conditions place African-Americans growing up in poor communttes a
elevated risk for LCP offending. Moffitt predicts that “for poor black children, the
snowball of cumulative continuity is anticipated to begin rolling earlier, aradlstfaster
downhill” (Moffitt, 1994, 39).

Moffitt’s prediction that adolescence-limited offending is more prevalemwng
African-Americans is explained by the elevated numbers of potentiabaiati models in
their communities, due to the higher prevalence of LCP offenders among poanAfric
Americans, and their persistence in the maturity gap due to a lack of opportunities for
stable, legitimate employment. This persistence in the maturityegapd African-
Americans at greater risk of becoming ensnared by the consequencesaaian
behavior and in turn may initiate the process of cumulative continuity therelyyndela
desistance further (Moffitt, 1994). While it is not mentioned by Moffitt diyed there
is in fact differential criminal justice selection, this may also pkstean-Americans at
greater risk for becoming ensnared in the process of cumulative continuityngtitele
their antisocial trajectories.

Moffitt's explanation of racial differences in offending is the most developed of
all of the DLC theories examined in the current study, however, the theory doeskeot ma
predictions regarding offending by minority groups other than African-Araesi. Like

the theories of Gottfredson and Hirschi and Sampson and Laub, Moffitt's race hygpothesi
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suggests that racial differences in offending are not the product of diffexesalc
process across race and ethnicity but rather different levels of key explaisktdactors
amongst minority groups.

A few empirical assessments lend support to the validity of Moffitt's causal
model across race, but empirical support for her race hypotheses is lessprevale
Piquero and White (2003) examined the relationship between cognitive abilitieteand |
course persistent offending within in a sample of African-Americans. Tihding that
cognitive ability is protective against LCP offending amongst AfricameAcans is
consistent with Moffitt's causal model, but their analyses were unable thedsty
proposition that African-Americans are more likely to be involved in life-@urs
persistent offending than whites. Piquero and colleagues (2005) examined $Moffitt
theoretical model in a sample which included African-Americans and Caucaleys
found that African-Americans were more likely to be classified as L&aérs based
on their criterion of being in the top 5% of the offending distribution. While differskt ri
factors predicted LCP offending across race, there were no significieneddes in
levels of risk factors between the two groups leading to the conclusion that thatesrre
of LCP offending are more similar than different across race. Piquero aedgias did
however find that the interaction between neurobiological risk and adversg famil
conditions specified by Moffitt to predict LCP offending was exacerbated b
neighborhood disadvantage for African-Americans but not for whites. This finding
suggests that neighborhood context may play a more important role in the development

of LCP offending for African-Americans than it does for whites. The géizability of
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the findings from both of these studies is questionable as they were both conducted using
samples from single cities with a great deal of homogeneity acrosskalomains.

Two additional studies examine Moffitt’s prediction that African-Amergeay
be more likely to persist in the maturity gap and therefore become enandrpdrsist in
offending longer than whites. A study by Haynie and colleagues (2008) foundddat ra
differences in offending were eliminated once controls for economic apldyment
prospects were added to the explanatory model. This finding suggests that tféedce
on offending is mediated by economic and employment variables or by structural
processes. They also found that race was not related to persistence imgffeati
economic and employment variables were. Race, however, was found to be sithyifica
related to persistence in violent offending, but once economic and employmentscontrol
were added, the race effects were rendered non-significant (Hayhie2608). These
results lend support to Moffitt’s prediction that African-Americans areertikely to
persist in the maturity gap due to a lack of employment and economic opporturdties a
therefore are more likely to persist in offending. These results could als@hgeted as
support for Sampson and Laub’s theory because they illustrate the importaocelof s
institutions in fostering desistance.

A final study by Higgins and colleagues (2010) tested Moffitt's snares Ihgpist
in a sample of African-Americans utilizing dual trajectory modeling. Tidysfound
that African-Americans who desisted more slowly from crime wereguaitohol more
often. This finding is interpreted as being consistent with Moffitt’s stgtertience
prediction that antisocial behaviors may trap individuals in a life of crineutiing off

prosocial avenues for change. Alcohol use is just one of many potential snares that
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Moffitt predicts may lead individuals to persist in offending over time. Unfotélya
Higgins and colleagues do not examine whether or not this relationship is theosame f
whites and other minority groups compared to blacks or whether this effect is unique for
African-Americans.

Although the studies above seem to support the validity of some of Moffitt's
predictions in samples that contain African-Americans, the extant literasgessing
Moffitt's race hypothesis is clearly quite limited. Moffitt’s theorysh#ot been tested
across race and ethnicity in a single, representative sample. None of the ahalie can
answer the question of whether or not African-Americans are more likely hwdiged
in both life-course persistent and adolescence-limited offending as pdeloychédoffitt
(1994). More research is needed to explore this issue. If Moffitt's hypoteesorrect
and there is no evidence that minorities are more prevalent in either develapment
pathway then an alternative explanation for disparate rates of minoribgdwfteis
needed and the results of the studies described in this section may need to be
reconsidered.

Theoretical critiques. The primary criticism of Moffitt's developmental
taxonomy and offender typologies is proffered by Sampson and Laub (2003; Laub &
Sampson, 2003) who argue that offender classification schemes have little vahge for t
field of criminology because trajectories of offending change frequentlgrbioften
reified and considered concrete groups. They also argue that trajectaifEnding
cannot be distinguished by childhood risk factors and therefore criminologists should
spend their research efforts looking for general causes of offending (L&alnfson,

2003). These critiques are based on Laub and Sampson’s (2003) findings that all
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offenders in their high-risk sample of Boston youth had desisted from offending by the
time they reached age 70; that there was a great deal of heterogengutly offanding
patterns even amongst this relatively homogeneous sample; and that ashitiriesg of
offending could not be distinguished using a number of childhood risk factors. Sampson
and Laub took umbrage with the life-course persist label used by Moffitt although
Moffitt’s theory did not intend the label to suggest that offenders engaged in delinquency
until the day they entered the grave (Moffitt, 2006a; 2006b; Piquero & Moffitt, 2005).
Additionally, they disagree that offenders can be classified accuest&l¢ZP based on
early childhood risk-factors and argue that the LCP label ignores a cobtedamaount
of change that occurs in antisocial behaviors in adulthood (Laub & Sampson, 2003).
Moffitt (2006b) responds to all these critiques and suggests that Laub and Sampson set up
a series of straw man tests of her developmental taxonomy because they omhedxa
offenders who would have been likely to be labeled as LCP and because they
misinterpreted the meaning of the life-course persistent label.

Additional criticisms for Moffitt’s taxonomy stem from the trajectonydings
discussed above. The aforementioned findings suggest that as many as k\gaups
of offenders may exist within a given sample. While Moffitt (2006a; 2006b) sugbasts t
these analyses generally lend support to her theory because they identify theupyso g
predicted by the developmental taxonomy, the theory seems to ignore the pyssdtili
there are more than two trajectories of offending in need of explanation. Obviously,
further disaggregating offenders would make for muddled explanations wetvéttie
to the field, but the fact remains that many offenders do not fit nicely into the dwpsgyr

suggested by Moffitt. Moffitt (2006a; 2006b) acknowledges these findings and allows

www.manaraa.com



68
that a third group of low-level chronic offenders and perhaps even a fourth group of
adult-onset offenders may be plausible.

Summary. Moffitt's developmental taxonomy suggests that the aggregate age-
crime curve masks two distinct trajectories of antisocial behavior whichveaye
different etiologies and are both in need of explanation by criminological thEoey
theory she proffers predicts that continuity and change in offending behaviors aer tim
can be explained by two different causal processes. Continuity of antiselalior is
explained by an interaction between individual differences and environmentas factor
while change in offending is predicted for the majority of offenders whosara=yvis the
product of adolescent status frustration and social mimicry of their antipeeis.

Moffitt’s theory allows for both population heterogeneity and a state dependence
explanations of the link between prior and future offending. The theory rejects the
general explanations offered by Gottfredson and Hirschi and Sampson and Laub and
instead adopts a developmental explanation that predicts specific causesi$be e

and change in offending over the life-course. Additionally, Moffitt (1994) prethett
minorities, especially African-Americans are more likely to be in botlifdreourse
persistent and adolescent-limited offending groups due to the consequences oéktructur
racism and concentrated poverty.

Explaining Offending over the Life-Course across Race and Ethnicity

Throughout the preceding pages, the classification of criminological theories
based on their handling of the relationship between prior and future offending and
whether or not they predict that crime is best explained by general or spaosal

processes has been discussed. The current study is guided by three criminologica
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theories which make very distinct, but sometimes overlapping predictions about the
causes of crime and deviance throughout the life-course. Although their thegerias
disagreement about the root causes of antisocial behavior, Gottfredson andatidschi
Sampson and Laub appear to agree that a single explanation is capable of exalaining
types of offending and offenders throughout the entire life-course (Patarabal.,

1997). Their theories favor parsimony and predict general causal proceisseshian
group-specific etiologies. The key point of contention between these two contraésheor
is whether they allow for change in offending behaviors or predict that criminal
propensity is stable throughout the life-course and resistant to the impachgincha
levels of social control. Alternatively, developmental theories like the oneedffey

Moffitt suggest that a general explanation is insufficient and multiple cpusadsses

exist which produce very different patterns of behavior over the life-course.
Developmental theorists argue that the added complexity of group-sgagfanations

iIs necessary because multiple types of offenders do in fact exist and tiziiobe are

the product of specific, not general, causal processes.

While these three theories make differing predictions about the role of certain
theoretical covariates, there is a considerable amount of conceptuap detaeen their
explanatory models. For instance, all three theories stress the impatgacenting and
early childhood experiences. For Gottfredson and Hirschi, parenting repridsekey
causal mechanism through which self-control is developed; Sampson and Laub recognize
the importance of parenting in childhood, but also allow for the influence of school and
peer variables in childhood and institutional social bonds in adulthood; finally, parenting

plays a key role in the development of antisocial behavior for Moffitt' Clifierse

www.manaraa.com



70
persistent offenders but is not predicted to be important for adolesceniesHimi
offenders. In order to help untangle this conceptual overlap and better understand the
causal mechanisms that lead to offending throughout the life-course, thegestheed
to be tested in the same sample, using the same analytic strategy. Asatdsc
Gottfredson (1994) note, “the primary test of a theory is its ability to organiziataen
an area relative to the ability of alternative theories to organize thedsatat’ (Hirschi &
Gottfredson, 1994, 7).

The current study aims to competitively test the utility of generaligers
developmental theories for explaining trajectories of offending in a repiedise sample
of adolescents and young adults from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997.
Competitive testing of these theories is not unique to this study (Paternostem&,Br
1997; Paternoster et al., 1997), however, the novelty of the current research is that it
examines whether or not the causal processes predicted by these treegragsoss race
and ethnicity. The lack of consideration of race and ethnicity represenfera ma
limitation of current DLC theorizing (see Piquero et al., 2002; 2007; Piquero & Moffitt,
2005). Despite race representing a central organizing principle in Amsocaaty,
developmental and life-course theories have generally ignored the pateletidlat race
and ethnicity may play in shaping the behaviors of individuals across the life-course
(Piquero et al., 2002). If the causal mechanisms that distinguish between offending
trajectories vary across race and ethnicity then the theoretical ntioaie¢giide the
current research may be in need of refinement as they all predict thapliweagions of
offending are invariant across race and ethnicity. The current study tetiageneral

explanations of Gottfredson and Hirschi and Sampson and Laub with the developmental

www.manaraa.com



71
explanation offered by Moffitt. Additionally, the current study examines if, edigted
by all three theories, the causal processes underlying the developmephdfragffare

racially and ethnically invariant.
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Chapter 4: Review of Relevant Literature

As detailed in the preceding chapters, the current study aims to explore the
relationship between race and crime within the context of the developmentakand lif
course criminology framework. In order to address the current research lsgsotine
current study utilizes statistical methods that allow the researck&amine race-
specific developmental trajectories of offending across a key stdlge lifie-course. The
study of the longitudinal patterning of offending has a long history withinehedf
criminology. In recent years, scholars have often explored the notion thatrtherécque
groups of offenders who follow similar developmental paths of offending which may or
may not have specific etiologies. These developmental trajectories of afjdraiie
been the subject of much empirical research and scrutiny. Extant enmaisieaich has
focused not only on identifying groups of offenders who follow similar developmental
trajectories, but also on exploring the causal mechanisms that distinguigebé¢hese
developmental trajectories. The current chapter reviews the empiricature
concerning the identification of trajectories of offending with a spefafias on extant
studies that use risk and protective factors to distinguish between trajecibeeshapter
concludes by reviewing studies that have explored race and ethnicity<specifi

developmental trajectories of offending and restating the current studghbgps.
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Developmental Trajectories of Offending

While criminologists have long been interested in the longitudinal patterning of
offending, statistical techniques to model the developmental course of offerngtyed la
behind this desire for many years. This changed with the introduction ofdrgject
methods (Nagin & Land, 1993) which allowed researchers to model long-ternmpaite
development in longitudinal datasets (Piquero, 2008). Since their introduction in the early
1990’s, trajectory methods have been employed in numerous empirical studiesimegami
a wide array of behavioral outcomes over time. A full review of these emsticies is
beyond the scope of the current study, but the general findings of these studies are
discussed below.

In a review of empirical studies utilizing the trajectory methodology,dPau
(2008) identified more than 80 unique studies published between 1993 and 2005 which
examined developmental trajectories of criminal activity. Perhaps thesrgogtcant
message to take away from this review is the consistency of the findnogs addiverse
set of sample types, locations, and outcomes. Piquero’s review finds that, on average,
between three and five groups of offenders tend to be identified by the trajectory
methodology. This finding is consistent across more than 80 studies utilizing botél offici
and self-report data, samples from more than seven different countries, aadl sever
different outcome measures. The consistency of these findings is imp@esdisaggests
that there is a considerable amount of generality in the findings (Piquero, 2008)s Studie
utilizing the trajectory methodology consistently find that groups of offendéns w
similar developmental trajectories can be identified within the population. Thestantsi

finding of heterogeneity in offending patterns is supportive of taxonomic teebriethe
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extant empirical evidence from trajectory studies is not fully supportitteecfommon
two-group prediction posited by both Moffitt and Patterson. On average, three to five
groups are identified with more groups likely to be identified in self-reportestuzatid
with larger samples.

Piquero’s review also finds a considerable amount of consistency in the age
patterns or trajectories that are identified using the trajectory metieoer&ly, studies
employing the trajectory methodology tend to identify a low-rate offengliogp, and
high-rate or chronic offending group, a moderate but declining group, and a late-ons
offending group (Piquero, 2008, 50). While these groups are typically identified when
using the trajectory methodology, it is important to note that these groupstisteata
approximations and do not necessarily represent “true” groups of offenders who are
perfectly classified and will never vary in their offending patterns brer. Identifying
groups using the SPGM methodology is a data reduction technique that allows the
researcher to summarize complex realities (Nagin, 2005). That cavkstthsre is a
considerable amount of consistency in the findings from studies utilizing tngject
methods and the validity of these findings is enhanced by this convergence across a
diverse set of samples and outcomes.

In sum, the trajectory methodology has been extremely popular in recent years
because it allows researchers to model the development of offending behavioimever t
while at the same time allowing for the identification of unique groups of offemders
follow similar trajectories. The method also allows researchers to egdhe covariates
that distinguish one offending trajectory from another. The method is particukty w

suited for testing theories with a taxonomic element because it examirpedtdraing of
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offending over time in a group-based framework (Nagin, 1999). There is a great deal
consistency in the findings that have resulted from extant studies which hplogetn
the methodology. In general, these studies identify between three and five groups of
offenders in most samples and the four trajectories of offending that appear most
consistently throughout the extant findings are low-rate offenders, chroardefs,
moderate but declining offenders, and late-onset offenders. After establishtingdups
of offenders can be identified using the trajectory methodology, researcbars be
attempting to distinguish between trajectory groups using theoretical @i@gaaind risk
and protective factors.

Distinguishing Offending Trajectories

In order to better understand the developmental processes which underlie the
trajectories of offending identified using group-based trajectory methauhs; scholars
have turned to research from the risk and protective factor paradigm whichiedduetyf
domains of covariates which influence serious and prolonged offending (Loeber &
Farrington, 1998; 2000). The general idea behind the risk and protective factor paradigm
is that no single risk factor can explain offending and the more risk factorseeéand |
protective factors) that an individual experiences, the more likely thep &eeinvolved
in more serious or prolonged antisocial behavior (Loeber & Farrington, 1998; 2000). The
risk factor paradigm also recognizes that the influence of risk and fvet&aattors is
age-graded. This implies that certain factors are more important than otherdidg s
the stage of development. For instance, research suggests that individual and family
factors make up the most salient risk domains in early childhood, but as childremdage a

move towards adolescence, peer, school, and neighborhood risk domains become
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increasingly important (Loeber & Farrington, 2000). The key risk domains issitbby
risk and protective research are individual, family, school, peer, and neighborhood.

Whether risk and protective factors have general or specific effectsfereif
trajectories of offending has become an important empirical question ge@opularity
of trajectory methods and the taxonomic elements of several DLC theories (Ehiiyng
Hawkins, Gilchrist, & Nagin, 2002). In the past decade, several empiricaéstuave
attempted to address the generality of risk and protective factors fogdishing
offending trajectories (Bersani, Nieuwbeerta, & Laub, 2009; Chung et al., 2002;
Fergusson, Horwood, & Nagin, 2000; Jennings et al., 2010; Laub & Sampson, 2003;
Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010; Piquero, Brame, Mazerolle, & Haapanen, 2002;
Piquero et al., 2007; Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003; Wiesner & Windle, 2004). The results
from these studies have been somewhat mixed, but several key findings havelemerge
general, studies examining the ability of risk and protective factors togiisth between
offending trajectories have found that “a common set of etiological factors ac
cumulatively to determine the individual’s probability of following a giverendfing
trajectory” (Fergusson et al., 2000, 545). Simply put, there is not a lot of empirical
evidence which suggests that different offending trajectories have wtiglogies. This
is not consistent with the taxonomic theories of Moffitt or Patterson which subges
developmental patterns of offending have specific etiologic causes.

While the finding of a general set of risk factors is not universal acrossithiesst
cited above, much of the extant empirical research that has attemptecdhgudikti
offending trajectories using childhood covariates has been unable to distinguiskrbetw

offending trajectories based on specific risk and protective factorsafBextsal., 2009;
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Chung et al., 2002; Fergusson et al., 2000; Laub & Sampson, 2003; Piquero et al., 2007).
However, several studies have found that individuals in high-rate or chronic offending
trajectory groups differ significantly from individuals on non-offending oy Vew-rate
offending trajectories across several key risk domains (Chung et al., 2002sdeargpt
al., 2000; Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010; Piquero et al.,
2002; 2007; Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003; Wiesner & Windle, 2004). Studies distinguishing
between higher rate offending groups and low-rate or non-offenders have examined a
diverse set of risk and protective factors from several different thealretodels making
generalizations across this body of research difficult. Risk factarbaka been found to
distinguish between offenders and non-offenders include: deviant peer associations
(Fergusson et al., 2000; Weisner & Capaldi, 2003); poor academic achievement,
unsupportive family environments, life events, and substance use (Wiesner & Windle,
2004); sensation seeking behavior, and early exposure to neighborhood violence
(Jennings et al., 2010; Moldonado-Molina et al., 2009); and drug dependence (Piquero et
al., 2002). Additionally, Piquero and colleagues (2007) employed a cumulative risk scale
and found that offenders had higher risk scores across all domains than non-offenders
(Piquero et al., 2007). Protective factors that have been shown to distinguish between
offender and non-offender trajectories include lower levels of attention prepletter
parental supervision, lower levels of depressive symptoms, less risky sexangbbe
lower levels of substance use (Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003) and higher stal@ganyaty
(Piquero et al., 2002). In support of the risk factor paradigm, the existing empirical
studies consistently find that individuals who follow high-rate or chronic offending

trajectories have the highest number and level of risk factors acrosk @bmains.
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The finding that risk factors are able to distinguish offending trajectivass
non-offending or low-rate offending trajectories has led some scholars to coti@dtde
there is “more specificity than commonality in the correlates of distectifending
trajectories” (Weisner & Capaldi, 2003, 231). This finding is somewhat suspegt sinc
these same authors found that few factors were able to distinguish betveseinoff
trajectories and that most differences were found between highhrat@coffenders and
non-offenders only (Weisner & Capaldi, 2003). In general, empirical resdetchas
attempted to distinguish between offending trajectories using childhood covéaate
shown that a set of general risk factors predict offending acrosgettdrges. There is
some evidence that in addition to a general set of risk factors, there are nuanced
differences that distinguish some offending trajectories from one anotheq but
consistent pattern has emerged. The selection of childhood covariates intihg exis
empirical studies has been both theoretically and data-driven, but unfortunateligaber
been little consistency across the studies which makes generalizing abask dmelr
protective factors that are most salient for distinguishing offending toajes difficult.
In regards to the general versus developmental theory debate discussed in Chapte

3, extant findings support a middle-ground argument which suggests that offending
trajectories do not have specific etiologies as predicted by Mdifittalso that a more
diverse set of causal factors than is suggested by purely general tremeasned to
explain offending trajectories. It would appear that the extant empirgedneh is most
consistent with Sampson and Laub’s theory which predicts universal causatidowsit al
for more than one underlying cause of offending; however, the risk factors viedbden

shown to distinguish between offending trajectories include several factors not
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specifically predicted by Sampson and Laub’s age-graded theory of infornadl soc
control. For instance, delinquent peer associations have been shown to be an influential
risk factor for distinguishing offending trajectories (Fergusson et al., 2UéZner &

Capaldi, 2003). Clearly, further research is needed to elucidate the mechahisims
cause antisocial behavior throughout the life-course and to better understand the risk a
protective factors that distinguish offending trajectories.

Generality of risk factors across subgroupsA few empirical studies have
examined if and how the ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish ofigndi
trajectories varies across gender or cultural context. Although it ismectigirelevant to
the current study, this literature is discussed briefly here becausartbet@nalyses are
also focused on exploring the generality of risk and protective factors aatmg®ups.
Although there are a limited number of studies that have attempted to examingushjs is
the results of these research efforts suggest that there are morgt@milaan
differences in ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish offendajgatories
across sub-groups and cultural contexts. Maldonado-Molina and colleagues (2009)
compared offending trajectories across two samples of Hispanic youth; one b@n in t
United States and one born in Puerto Rico. Their trajectory analyses yididedysup
model for the American-born sample compared to a four-group model in the foreign-born
sample. Despite differences in number of offending trajectories identtiedole of risk
and protective factors were found to be more similar than different acrasgothe
samples. Among both samples, sensation seeking and exposure to neighborhood violence
distinguished between offender and non-offender trajectories (Maldonadoah\olal.,

2009). In a follow-up to this study, Jennings and colleagues (2010) examined if and how
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the ability of risk factors to distinguish offending trajectories variedsacgender at
either site. Their findings revealed that there were more singlatitian differences in
the effects of risk factors on offending trajectories across gendeoeath. In the
American-born sample, the same risk factors distinguished between offéragiatpries
for both males and females. Also, higher levels of risk factors predicted invaltame
higher-rate offending trajectories for both males and females alike. lartigrf-born
sample, risk factors distinguishing offending trajectories were also rie seross
gender (Jennings et al., 2010). These findings led to the conclusion that the absity of
factors to distinguish offending trajectories does not vary consideralolysagender. The
primary observed difference between males and females in the two sarapldstv
males typically exhibited higher levels of both offending and risk factonsifdgs et al.,
2010).

While these two studies by Maldonado-Molina, Jennings, and colleagues have
taken an important step towards better understanding how the effects of risk and
protective factors on offending trajectories vary across subgroups, this bodyanthese
still in its infancy. Very few studies to date have explored whether or not risk and
protective factors distinguish offending trajectories differently aciass and ethnicity.
The current study aims to bridge this gap in the literature by exploringldt®nship
between risk and protective factors and offending trajectories acoesamd ethnicity in
a nationally representative sample of individuals followed from adolescecgglthr
emerging adulthood. While extant research has rarely explored the ggradmasik and

protective factors for distinguishing offending trajectories acrogsaad ethnicity, some
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recent research has explored racial and ethnic differences in offengiatptias in
general (Cohen, Piquero, & Jennings, 2010; Reitzel, 2006).

Racial Differences in Offending Trajectories

As noted in the opening chapter, developmental life-course criminology has
generally ignored the role that race may play in shaping the offending behaivior
individuals throughout the life-course (Piquero et al. 2002). Similarly, racialtanit e
differences in offending trajectories have not often been explored despite fonee
research that examines whether or not the processes suggested by DLC thedoies va
race and ethnicity (Chung et al., 2002; Piquero, 2008). Research has also failedr® expl
whether or not the ability of childhood covariates to distinguish offending tragstori
varies by race (Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003). While several studies haveredxagander
differences in offending trajectories (Broidy et al., 2003; D’'Ungend,.& McCall,

2002; Piquero, Brame, & Moffitt, 2005) and the invariance of risk factors for
distinguishing offending trajectories across gender (Jennings et al., 201&wonly
studies to date have explored race differences in offending trajectoriesn(€bal.,
2010; Reitzel, 2006).

Utilizing data from the Second Philadelphia Birth Cohort on more than 27,000
individuals born in 1958, Cohen and colleagues (2010) estimated offending trajectories
from ages 8-26 disaggregated by race and ethnicity. They found severatimgere
differences as well as a number of similarities across the disagggegodels. The
whites-only trajectory model yielded two trajectory groups, non-offendersomanchte
offenders. In contrast, the African-American-only and Hispanic-only modsted

three trajectory groups respectively. In the African-American cohtitrdagroup which
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evinced a steady and moderate pattern of offending emerged in contrast to gnettp
model for whites. In general, the Hispanic cohort displayed very low ratégeatling.

The three-group model for Hispanics included a non-offender group, an adolescence-
peaked group, and a group whose offending peaked in early adulthood before decreasing
with age (Cohen et al., 2010).

Further analysis of the disaggregated trajectory groups indicated theanAfr
Americans had much higher rates of offending overall, especially within thegtioiup
of moderate, steady offenders. The prevalence of non-offenders (83%) waséhios
whites and African-Americans, but African-Americans in offending groufendéd at
higher rates than whites in the offending group. Hispanics displayed the lowes
prevalence of non-offenders (75%), but also displayed very low rates of offending
amongst the offending groups. The higher-rate offending group among Hispanics
offended at a higher rate than the white offending group (Cohen et al., 2010). From these
analyses, the authors concluded that aggregate offending trajectoriesasiaymportant
racial and ethnic differences in offending participation and frequencyndnatinderlie
aggregate offense trajectories. They also find that there are diffeednages of
offending across race and ethnicity and therefore conclude that “by disaiijygeg
trajectories by race/ethnicity we may be obtaining a more accurateepagtsub-group
offending patterns that are masked in aggregate offending patterns” (€ader2010,
164).

The primary limitation of the Cohen et al., study is that their data comefrem
city only and therefore their findings may not be generalizable to othes aitross the

U.S. The current study overcomes this limitation by examining offendingtivags
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disaggregated by race and ethnicity in a nationally representativeesadgltionally, as
the focus of their study was not on distinguishing offending trajectories, Cohen and
colleagues did not examine whether the ability of risk and protective factors
distinguish offending trajectories varies across race and ethnicity. Wioethet there
are racial and ethnic differences in the impact of childhood covariates on offending
trajectories is an important empirical question in need of further investigdiiesner &
Capaldi, 2003).

An additional study, a doctoral dissertation by Reitzel (2006) also examoeed ra
and ethnicity-specific trajectories of offending. Reitzel utilizedrapsa of 524 high-risk
offenders who were tracked for seven years following parole from the Califéauith
Authority (CYA). In addition to looking at trajectories of total offending, Reitdso
examined race-specific trajectories of offending disaggregated font/anhel non-violent
offenses. His findings revealed several similarities and some ke\ediffes across the
racially disaggregated trajectory models. For total offending, Redetified four
offending trajectories for whites, four for blacks, and three for HispanicpitBdmding
one less group in the Hispanic sample, the patterns of offending were very aarokss
the race-specific models. Reitzel found that a larger proportion of whites lassdied
as chronic offenders, but that blacks in the chronic group committed about one more
offense per year relative to whites in the chronic group.

In the non-violent offending models, Reitzel identified four groups of offenders
for whites compared to three groups each for blacks and Hispanics. The threelgmbups t
were consistent across all three models followed very similar pattenas-violent

offending; however, the fourth group, identified for whites only, offended at a hiafieer r
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than any of the groups in the black or Hispanic model. In the violent crime models,
Reitzel identified two trajectories of offending for whites, blacks, and Hispalike.
The key difference across the violent offending models was that blacks in tiséepérs
offending group averaged slightly over one new violent offense per year whikswand
Hispanics in the persistent offending group averaged only .6 new violent offemses p
year. Overall, Reitzel’s findings suggest that there is a great dsiahitdrity in
trajectories of offending across race and ethnicity; however, thereragkey
differences as well that emerge most clearly when models are digagg by offense
type. Consistent with prior research, Reitzel’s findings suggest that loregksommit
violent offenses more frequently than whites or Hispanics, while whites onayit
property crimes more frequently than blacks or Hispanics.

In addition to examining trajectories of offending, Reitzel also exploredtiitg
of childhood risk factors for distinguishing offending trajectories acrogsaagd
ethnicity in the CYA sample. Findings from the risk factor analyses sugh#sit 1Q,
age at first arrest, paternal criminality and sibling criminaligygicantly distinguished
overall offending trajectories for whites while family structure andlfawelfare
distinguished overall offending trajectories for blacks. Only juvenile drug use
distinguished overall offending trajectories among Hispanics. In the desrdgd
models, some additional individual-level and family-level risk factors erdeage
significant predictors of group membership, but overall, there was littlestensy in the
factors that distinguished offending trajectories both across race anctgtand across

disaggregated offense types leading to the conclusion that risk and protextbve da
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not fare particularly well in distinguishing offending trajectories acrase and
ethnicity.

The primary limitations of Reitzel’s study concern the study samplestlioy
utilized a fairly small sample of high-risk offenders from one state ontging in
potential questions regarding the generalizability of findings beyond CQadifand
beyond high-risk, previously incarcerated offenders. It is possible thdacisks did not
distinguish offending trajectories as well as predicted due to the fact treattitee
sample was already at a higher level of risk relative to the general, ravnarated
population. Limitations aside, the works of Reitzel and Cohen and colleagues point to
several interesting similarities as well as some substantiatediffes regarding
trajectories of offending across race and ethnicity. The current stadyt@contribute to
this body of research concerning race differences in offending trajscéorkethe factors
that distinguish trajectories across race and ethnicity by examiniregiises within the
NLSY97 sample.

A few additional studies that do not directly assess racial and ethmicedides in
offending warrant mention for their relevance to the current research. Aftthioeyg do
not assess racial differences in offending trajectories, the aforemettudies by
Maldonado-Molina, Jennings, and colleagues assess offending trajectonss a
multiple Hispanic samples. Prior to these studies, little was known about offending
trajectories among Hispanics and whether or not similar trajectorigientimg that
were identified among whites could be found in Hispanic populations. Overall, their
findings are fairly consistent with the findings reviewed in Piquero (2008) whgipest

that studies utilizing the trajectory method typically identify betweemn &nd six groups
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of offenders. For both samples from the United States, Maldonado-Molina and wedleag
(2009; 2010) found that a five-group trajectory model fit best for both offending
trajectories and trajectories of physical aggression. After disagjgrgdy gender,
Jennings et al., found four groups of offenders in both the male and female samples from
the United States and three groups for both males and females in the Pueliaseito-
sample (Jennings et al., 2010). These findings suggest that patterns of offetiimg wi
Hispanic samples are likely to be more similar to, rather than differen} framerns of
offending found in white-only and mixed-race samples. Additionally, these saldces
assessed the ability of risk factors to distinguish offending trajectoriles wiispanic
samples. Findings across all three studies suggest that several rsitifpedactors (e.qg.,
thrill-seeking, attitudes towards delinquency, delinquent peers, poor school envitpnme
and exposure to violence) significantly distinguish offenders from non-offemders i
Hispanic samples (Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010). These
studies represent a key step forward towards including race and ethnicitytivéhi
discussion of offending trajectories and DLC. The current study looks to build on the
momentum provided by these studies to expand the discussion further to include African-
Americans and to test for racial and ethnic differences in the abilitgloand protective
factors to distinguish offending trajectories in a single nationally-septative sample.
Foundations of the Current Study

The literature reviewed above suggests that there is a considerable amount of

consistency in the findings from studies utilizing the trajectory methodologyg®,
2008). Across diverse samples from several countries utilizing multiple outcome

measures, the trajectory methodology has been shown to have a great dea} frutilit
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addressing research questions with a taxonomic element. The extant enigiratate
suggests that there is a considerable amount of heterogeneity in developaitenat of
offending and that these patterns may vary to some degree across sub-groups.

Furthermore, a considerable amount of extant empirical research has beed focus
on exploring whether or not offending trajectories have unique etiologies as¢uiduljc
developmental theorists or whether a general set of risk factorgydistirall offending
trajectories as predicted by general theories. In general, thiessrigem these studies
suggest that a core set of risk factors predict all offending trajectbae®ver, the risk
factors that distinguish offending trajectories are not limited to those feedig any
particular extant general theories. The generality of risk fad@gpported across sub-
groups as well; and there is also some evidence that risk factors aresaks-
culturally. On the whole, risk factors fair better at distinguishing offenttiom non-
offending trajectories as opposed to distinguishing between groups with viawehg of
offending.

Although very little research has explored racial and ethnic differences in
offending trajectories, the issue has been addressed by at least twoad sipidies
(Cohen et al., 2010; Reitzel, 2006). The findings from Cohen and colleagues’ study
suggest that aggregate trajectories of offending may mask importaharatiethnic
differences in the longitudinal patterning of offending across the lifeseour
Additionally, this study found that African-Americans offended at a much hrgher
than whites and Hispanics, but that prevalence in offending groups did not vary greatl
across race and ethnicity (Cohen et al., 2010). Only one study to date has explored the

ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish offending traject@wesss race and
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ethnicity (Reitzel, 2006) and the results of that study were somewhat indgeaclus
regarding this issue. The current study represents an attempt to expand orinttiespyel
findings regarding the ability of risk and protective factors to distimgoifending

trajectories across race and ethnicity.
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Chapter 5: Methods

This chapter is devoted to describing the research design and methodology of t
current study. The first part of this chapter provides a statement of theypsiundy
hypotheses. This is followed by a section describing the NLSY 1997 data and the age
cohort that was utilized in the current research; the strengths anditinstaf the data
are also discussed. After describing the data, the study measuresasseatisand the
analytic strategy is laid out. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the
semiparametric group-based mixture modeling (SPGM) approach to estimating
developmental trajectories and a detailed description of how this method iglutilize
order to address the current study research questions.
Hypotheses

Based on the literature reviewed in Chapter 4, the current study aims to test
several empirically and theoretically relevant hypotheses. The sypdyhieses are
numbered here and are summarized in Table 2. H1: The current study predictsehat ther
will be more similarities than differences across offending trajesst disaggregated by
race and ethnicity. More specifically, the current study expects to finckbrtthree and
five trajectories of offending for all three racial and ethnic subgroupseWhete is a
potentially large difference between a three and a five-group model, it istprethat a
similar number of groups will be identified for each racial and ethnic subgroup. This

prediction is grounded in the empirical literature reviewed above which dtastthe
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consistency of the findings from trajectory analysis across samplaggesyiand
subgroups. Subtle differences are anticipated in terms of the shape of offending
trajectories, but overall, it is predicted that offending patterns will not djfesatly
across race and ethnicity. Extant research indicates that the four mosbrdgmm
observed offending trajectories include a high-level chronic trajectogda@escent
peaked trajectory, a late-onset or low-level chronic trajectory, and a remdeff
trajectory. Based on these findings, the current study anticipates fingi@cidries that
closely resemble these patterns across race and ethnicity. Consigtehevindings of
Cohen et al., (2010) and predictions by Moffitt (1994; 2006b) the current study will also
explore the possibility that African-Americans are more likely to be iregbla chronic
and adolescent-limited offending trajectories. H2: Consistent with Mefhitpothesis
and the findings of Cohen and colleagues, the current study predicts that African-
Americans will be overrepresented in both offending trajectories predigtelbthitt’s
developmental taxonomy.

Two additional hypotheses concern the ability of risk factors to distinguish
offending trajectories both in general and across race and ethnicity. 531 Ba the
extant literature and consistent with general theories, it is predictedsth&tators will
predict offending trajectories generally. Contrary to Moffitt’s theory, thieeat study
does not anticipate finding trajectory-specific etiologies. If ttajees are predicted by a
set of general risk factors, general theories are supported over develophemnriak.
H4: Additionally, the current study predicts that the same general gsk @ind
protective factors will distinguish offending trajectories across aadeethnicity. More

specifically, the current study predicts that the same risk factordistithguish offenders
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from non-offenders across all three race/ethnicity cohorts, but the levedk tH#ators

will vary significantly across racial and ethnic subgroups with mineréigeriencing

higher levels of risk. This prediction is consistent with previous research thatinas

that the salience of risk factors does not vary greatly across subgroups. Atgjtibisa

hypothesis is grounded in research that suggests that developmental processeargio not

across race and ethnicity and that the development of delinquency follows common

developmental pathways across race and ethnicity (Rowe, VazsonyindeRfa1994).

Table 2

Research Questions and Hypotheses

Research Questions

Hypotheses

Q1: Are there different trajectories of
offending observable across race and
ethnicity?

Hla: There will be more similarities than
differences in general patterns of
offending across race and ethnicity in
the NLSY97 sample

H1b: Between 3 and 5 groups of offenders
will be identified for whites, blacks, and
Hispanics alike

Q2a: Are the two developmental
trajectories predicted by Moffitt's (1993)
developmental taxonomy identified acrog
racial and ethnic groups?

Q2b: Are blacks more prevalent in
offending trajectories as predicted by
Moffitt (1994)?

H2a: More than two offending trajectories
will be identified within all three race
gyroups, but Moffitt’s two groups will be
among the trajectories identified

H2b: Blacks will be overrepresented in
offending trajectories

Q3: Do theoretically derived risk factors
distinguish offending trajectories general
or are risk factors trajectory-specific?

H3: Risk factors will predict offending
Wrajectories generally

Q4: Do risk factors vary in their ability to
distinguish offending trajectories across
race and ethnicity?

H4: The same general set of risk factors
will distinguish offending trajectories
across race and ethnicity

H5: structural-level risk factors will be
more salient for minorities relative to
whites
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One additional hypothesis is proffered that is somewhat contrary to the prediction
of racial/ethnic invariance in the influence of risk factors. H5: The custedy predicts
that structural/neighborhood-level risk factors will be more salient foomties relative
to whites. This prediction is grounded in research that suggests that neighborhood-level
risk exacerbates the influence of other risk factors on offending forafdenericans
but not for whites (Piquero et al., 2005). Alternatively, it is possible that struogkal
factors are simply more prevalent in minority neighborhoods (Sampson, 1997; Sampson
& Wilson, 1995).

In addressing these hypotheses, the current study aims to gain a better
understanding of the relationship between race and crime as it plays out over the lif
course. Additionally, this research looks to elucidate the mechanisms that dsstingui
offending trajectories across race and ethnicity in order to explore wigetheral or
race-specific developmental processes underlie observed patternsxdingffe
Data

In order to address the issue of racial and ethnic differences in tragectbri
offending and examine the risk factors that predict these offending patheresirtent
study utilizes data from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997 (NLSY98). Th
NLSY97 is one of six studies in the National Longitudinal Surveys (NLS) program
sponsored by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The survey was designed to be
representative of people living in the United States in 1997 who were born between 1980
and 1984 (Center for Human Resource Research, 2003; Moore et al., 2000). Eligible
participants were between the ages of 12 and 16 as of December 31, 1996. The original

sample size at wave 1 included 8,984 respondents. This sample consisted of two
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subsamples: a cross-sectional sample of 6,748 respondents designed to be repgesentati
of the general target population and a supplemental sample of 2,236 respondents which
was designed to oversample Hispanic and black populations born between 1980 and 1984
(Moore et al., 2000). In order to recruit the desired sample, interviewers sciéep8l
households in 147 non-overlapping primary sampling units (Moore et al., 2000). The
NLSY97 was administered to any household members who met the selection erderia a
gave consent.

The initial NLSY97 survey sample consisted of 4,599 (51%) males and 4,385
(49%) females. The supplemental oversampling of minority populations resulted in a
sample that was 51.9% non-black/non-Hispanic, 26% black, 21.2% Hispanic, and .9% of
mixed race. The oversampling procedure helped ensure accurate repmsehntati
different subpopulations based on race, income, region, and other desired factors (Center
for Human Resource Research, 2003). The initial survey had a response rate of 91.6%
and over 82% of the sample was retained through the twelfth wave of the dati@ocollec
in 2008.

The current study utilizes a subsample of the original NLSY97 data. In order t
examine the same developmental period for all participants, the currenssteched a
cohort of individuals from the NLSY97 who were 13 or 14 years of age at their first
interview in 1997. By limiting the sample to individuals from this one age cohort, the
current study is able to examine developmental trajectories over the saodeop¢he
life-course for all participants. While this limits the overall sampde,st is justifiable
because trajectories examined from age 13 may be very different frootdriaie

examined from age 17. After excluding cases that did not fit into any of ttee thre
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race/ethnicity groups of interest and cases with missing delinquencyt déitarae
points, this resulted in a sample of 3,416 youth. The demographics of the 13-14 year old
cohort are consistent with the full NLSY97 sample. The study cohort is 51% male, 52%
white, 27% black, and 21% Hispanic. Individuals who reported their race as
Asian/Pacific Islander, Native American, Eskimo, or Aleutian, or as meeglwere
excluded from the current analyses. The average age of cohort members idids3.5 at
interview. The developmental trajectories examined in the current stulythiese
cohort members between 1998 and 2008 when they are between 14.5 and 24.5 years of
age on average. This observation period represents a key developmental stage and allows
the current study to examine race-specific trajectories of offendngrrid-adolescence
through the transition into adulthood; a period during which extant research has
suggested that race differences in offending may be most pronounced (Elliott, 1994).

There are two features of the NLSY97 that make these data particuddiHy

suited for addressing the current research objectives. First, the NLSY 9&sudilmulti-
wave panel design that follows the same individuals over time. This allows teatcurr
study to examine within-individual and between-individual differences in offeraliag
a key period of the life-course. The second appealing feature of the NLSY97 is the
oversampling of racial and ethnic minorities. This oversampling allowsutinent study
to examine race and ethnic-specific trajectories of offending withingde sample. A
primary limitation of extant empirical tests of DLC theories and studigsing group-
based trajectory modeling is the lack of consideration of race and ethniqing(@®,

2008; Piquero et al., 2002) within a single nationally-representative sample. The curre
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study is able to overcome this limitation because the NLSY97 includes large safple
both African-Americans and Hispanics.

An additional feature of the NLSY97 data that is appealing for the current study is
the inclusion of survey items that measure involvement in delinquency across the full
study period. In addition to repeated measures of delinquency, the NLSY97 also includes
information on several risk and protective factors that are relevant to thetsiuay.

These risk and protective factors span individual, family, peer, school, and neighborhood
domains and allow the current study to examine a number of key theoretical esvariat
that may predict trajectories of offending across race and ethnicity.

While the NLSY97 data have several appealing features, they are not without
limitations. Two limitations of particular relevance to the current stadyde the
heavily skewed nature of the data concerning the frequency of offending dadktioé
previously validated scales measuring key independent variables. While tlde data
include information on offending frequency, the distribution of these data is highly
skewed and overall, there is a low rate of offending. In examining the offending
frequency data, it became evident that the data were so heavily skewed thatrithey
essentially dichotomous. Within the study cohort, 46% of the respondents reported no
offenses over the 11 waves of the study observation period and 75% averaged less than
one offense annually. An additional limitation of the data is that they do not include any
official measures of delinquency which could be used to validate self-repone
concern over validity of self-reports in the data is alleviated byatttettiat the NLSY97
employed an audio computer-assisted self-interview (ACASI) which etloespondents

to answer questions privately so that their responses were not heard by caagNied
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staff. This technique has been found to increase the validity of self-report respoils
reduce bias that may result from social desirability (Center for HumsoulRmz
Research, 2003).
Measures

Dependent variable.The dependent variable used in the current study is an
indicator of self-reportedelinquency prevalenaaeasured between 1998 (when
respondents were an average age of 14.5) and 2008 (when respondents were 24.5 years of
age on average). The variable is measured at each wave between wave 2 and wave 12 of
the NLSY97 data collection. The delinquency prevalence measure reflettemndenot
each respondent was involved in drug, property, or violent offending at each wave of the
observation period. The delinquency prevalence variable included seven offenses in 1998
and eight offenses in subsequent waves. These offenses included three drug offenses
covering both drug use and drug sales; four indicators of property offending; andea singl
item measure of violent offending (a full list of delinquency items is included i
Appendix A). Each respondent reported if they had committed any of the offenses since
the time of their last NLSY interview (approximately 1 year). All itanese
dichotomous and the delinquency prevalence measure reflects involvement in any of the
eight potential offenses.

Offending prevalence is an appropriate outcome measure given the aims of the
current study to examine racial differences in patterns of offending ovéietoceurse
and to examine the generality of risk factors for predicting offending toajestboth in
general and across race and ethnicity. More specifically, this mealsuve fdr a direct

test of Moffitt’s (1994) prediction that racial differences in offending bedra\are likely
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to be manifested in the form of a higher prevalence of African-Americans inHeolifet
course persistent and adolescence-limited offending trajectoriesrétefean the
criminal career paradigm also suggests that aggregate racial diéfeiaraffending
patterns more likely reflect differences in prevalence as opposed to offdretinency
(Blumstein et al., 1986; 1988). Elliott (1994) also predicts that the racial difesyemc
offending that are observed in official statistics most likely rethegteater prevalence of
African-Americans involved in delinquency over a longer period of time than white
offenders.

Clearly it is debatable as to whether differences in frequency or pneeahee
more important for understanding racial differences in offending. The curuelyt st
examines differences in offending prevalence, but acknowledges thatmitksrin
frequency may exist even if differences in prevalence do not. In order to accotnet for t
potential disparity between prevalence and frequency of offending, the currgnt stud
examines the mean frequency of offending across both race and ethnicityeotdries
of offending prevalence. This allows the current study to account for radeakdites in
both prevalence and frequency of offending.

Independent variables.Consistent with prior research predicting offense
trajectories (Chung et al., 2002; Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009;
2010; Piquero et al., 2007; Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003; Weisner & Windle, 2004), the
current study identifies a number of relevant covariates which are usedngusti
between offending groups identified using the SPGM method. The selection of risk and
protective factors was guided by the theoretical framework discussed ire€CBaphe

selected risk and protective factors span across individual, family, peer,,saiebol
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neighborhood domains (see Chung et al., 2002; Loeber & Farrington, 2000). Data on all
risk and protective factors was collected at the first NLSY interview (128&h the
respondents were 13.5 years of age on average. The covariates listed below are used to
distinguish offending trajectories and to examine whether the developmentrafinife
varies across race and ethnicity.

Demographics. Genderandrace/ethnicityare included as demographic risk
factors in bivariate and multivariate analyses. Gender is coded 1 for mdled@
females so that male gender represents a risk factor for involvemenniquesicy.
Race/ethnicity has three categories; white, black, and Hispanic. Thecatagory is
used as the reference group in regression models. The race/ethnicitytasksfased to
distinguish offending trajectories for the full sample but is excluded fromgjecific
analyses. The current study also examines the effect of prior involvementndindfas
a risk factor by utilizing @rior delinquencyariety score measured at wave 1 of the
NLSY. This delinquency measure reflects how many of 10 potential delinquent acts
respondents had ever engaged in prior to their first NLSY interview. The delingtsent ac
included in this item ranged from status offenses like running away from home tat viole
acts like attacking someone with the intention of seriously harming themyvétega
delinquency score was 1.55 for the full sample. The final multivariate regressdels
are estimated with and without controlling for prior delinquency. This allowedutinent
study to examine the effect of the covariates with and without controlling tor pri
behavior.

Individual factors. Four individual-level risk factors are included in the current

analyseslmpulsivity —An impulsivity scale was created from three youth-report items.
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Male impulsivity and female impulsivity reflect different items due toghestions asked
in the original survey. Male impulsivity items included “you have trouble concegrat
or paying attention”, “you don’t get along with other kids”, and “you lie or cheat”.
Female impulsivity items included the lies or cheats question and two other questions
“your school work is poor”, and “you have trouble sleeping”. For each item, respondents
reported if this was “not true” “sometimes true” or “often true”. The regponere
coded 0-2 and the scale was created by summing the scores of the thréeritealss
and females respectively. Impulsivity scale values range from ihéhigher values
representing more impulsivity. The internal consistency of the male andefemal
impulsivity scales was assessead=(.59 for malesy = .47 for females). Internal
consistency was also assessed across race and ethuscly {or white malesy=.36 for
black malesp=.48 for Hispanic malesi=.44 for white femalesy=.31 for black females;
a=.25 for Hispanic females). These alphas are below suggested cutoff(imeisach,
1951) indicating a potential lack of internal consistency of the impulsivity;scale
however, alpha values are dependent on the number of items in the scale and the size of
the sample and therefore it is not surprising that the internal consistehiy thirée-item
measure is somewhat questionable. The low alphas for some subgroups (e.g.,$dispanic
females) are likely influenced by the small sample sizes in these ghowpder to help
preserve model parsimony, the impulsivity scale is included in the multvanalysis
despite a potential lack of internal consistency.

Two measures of cognitive ability were included to assess Moffitt’s girexali

that low cognitive functioning is a primary predictor of life-course pamsigiffending.

Coghnitive functioning -Buring round 1 of the NLSY97, most respondents participated in
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the administration of the computer-adaptive form of the Armed Services Vodationa
Aptitude Battery (CAT-ASVAB). Utilizing scores on the Arithmeticdening,
Mathematics Knowledge, Paragraph Comprehension, and Word Knowledge subsets of
the ASVAB, National Longitudinal Surveys (NLS) staff created a math/Vpdyaentile
score for each respondent who completed the test battery. The NLS math/verbal
percentile score allows for comparisons to be made across respondents of terms
cognitive functioning. Respondents were grouped into three-month age cohorts and
percentile scores were created for each respondent in comparison to othersnam
their age cohort. Math/verbal percentile score values range from 0 to 100c stighes
on this measure reflect higher cognitive functioning relative to other coleonbers and
should be negatively related to chronic offending if Moffitt's prediction is cbrhec
addition to the ASVAB scores, the current study also includes a parental repsurenea
of childhood learning disabilitiefearning disability —This single-item measure asks
parental respondents to report if their child “does now have or has ever had a learning
emotional problem that limits or has limited the kind of schoolwork or other daily
activities he or she can perform, the amount of time he or she can spend on these
activities, or his or her performance in these activities?” Moffitt' staxny predicts that
early neurobiological deficits, which may be manifested as childhood learning
disabilities, interact with environmental factors to produce life-courséspears
offending.

Early arrest —The final individual-level covariate is a dichotomous indicator of
early onset of official delinquency. This single-item indicator asks respanidémey

have “ever been arrested by the police or taken into custody for an illegeesffe
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Measured at the first interview, this risk factor indicates an officiaka(self-reported)
before the age of 13.5 on average for the cohort. Early onset of official delinquency has
been shown to be predictive of a longer criminal career (see e.g., Blumstkjri886)
and is suggested by Moffitt (1993; 2006b) as a potential predictor of life-courseguersis
offending.

Family factors. The theories of Gottfredson and Hirschi, Sampson and Laub, and
Moffitt all stress the importance of parenting. Parental attachment agtglar
monitoring were included as family-level predictors of offense trajectortesse youth-
report measures reflect the quality of the parent-youth relationship anmbthring of
youth behavior by parents. NLSY97 recorded data separately for mothers argldathe
each youth. The current study utilizes youth-report data about mateatcéinaént and
maternal monitoring. The maternal attachment and maternal monitoriadpearivere
originally developed by Child Trends Inc. in conjunction with the Center for Human
Resource Research at Ohio State Universigternal attachment Fhe maternal
attachment scale includes eight items. In the first three items, youthasiezd to
indicate how highly they think of their mother, how much they want to be like her, and
how much they enjoy spending time with her. These items were answered on arftve-poi
Likert scale and responses were coded 0-4 with 4 representing the strgneestesnt.
Additionally, youth were asked to indicate how supportive their mother is of them.
Among these five items youth were asked to report how often their mother ‘{hrans
for doing well” and how often she “helps you do things that are important to you”. These
responses were also coded on a five-point scale ranging from 0-4 with O indicagng ne

and 4 representing always. The responses to the eight items were summed arahscore
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the maternal attachment scale ranged from 0-32 with higher scoresinglgraater
maternal attachment (see Child Trends, Inc., 1999). The internal consisteheysoéle
was assessed € .75).

Maternal monitoring -The maternal monitoring variable reflects four items
which asked youths about how much their mothers knew about their close friends and
about their whereabouts when they are not at home. The responses to these four items
were measured on a five-point scale with values ranging from 0-4 with 4 reprgsent
more maternal knowledge of the child’s activities and friends. The scores fouthe
items were summed to form a maternal monitoring variable with potentisds/ednging
from 0-16 where higher scores indicated higher levels of maternal monitorenG ligdd
Trends, Inc., 1999). Internal consistency of the scale was reported by Child Thends
=.71).

Peers. While Gottfredson and Hirschi and Sampson and Laub downplay the
influence of peers on adolescent delinquency, Moffitt's theory predictadbétscent-
onset offending can be explained by the interaction between the maturity gap and
antisocial peer models (see Moffitt, 199Bgrceived peer delinquencyhile a direct
measure of peer influence is not available in the NLSY97 at the first intethiewdata
does include information about each respondent’s perceptions about the percentage of
their classmates who are involved in several forms of delinquency. Froengihestions,

a perceived peer delinquency risk factor was created. The survey questions asked
respondents to report the percentage of the kids in their grade who smoked cjggrettes
drunk at least once a month, belonged to a gang, used illegal drugs, and csitoclasse

skipped school. For each of the five items, youth responses were dichotomized so that if
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the youth reported that half or more of the kids in their grade were involved in that form
of delinquency they were assigned a 1, representing higher risk. The five dichotomous
items were then summed to create a perceived peer delinquency risk stalalwas
ranging from 0-5. A higher score on the peer risk scale represents greaderqubpeer
involvement in delinquency. The internal consistency of these five items wasahel ¢
=.75; .76 for whites; .72 for blacks; .76 for Hispanics). While this measure does not
directly measure peer associations, it does serve as an indicator oka g@adlence of
antisocial models during adolescence; the developmental stage where pledficts
that offending is often the result of social mimicry of antisocial peers.

Structural factors. Sampson and Laub predict that attenuated school bonds are

important predictors of offending during adolescei&@mhool environment While a
direct measure of school bonding is not available in the NLSY97, the current study
utilizes a measure of school environment derived from five youth-report iesyasding
their school experiences. The five indicators used to create the school environment
variable asked students about their teachers (e.g., “the teachers are‘theadachers
are interested in their students), the discipline they received (e.gdisthgline is fair”),
and whether or not they felt safe in their school. These five items were originally
measured on a four-point Likert scale. All five items were dichotomized and then
summed to create a school context variable with values ranging from 0-%, itjeer
values indicate a more positive school experience/greater school atta¢thmedO; .63
for whites; .56 for blacks; .54 for Hispanics). As was the case with the impulstalsys,
the alphas for the school environment scale are fairly low indicating a pbiank of

internal consistency. The scale reflects several domains of school envitcamndet is

www.manaraa.com



104
possible that multiple measures of these constructs would be more appropriate, but in
order to preserve parsimony, the scale was included in multivariate analtysashan
five single-item measures of school environment.

The current study includes three environmental risk fadirgironmental risk
index —The first is an environmental risk index which measures the quality of thie'syout
home and neighborhood environment as reported by both the youth and the NLS
interviewer who conducted the interview. This index was developed by reseafthers
Child Trends for inclusion in the NLSY97 data at wave one. The environmental risk
index was developed from two youth-report and three interviewer-report idiested
at the first interview. The two youth-report items asked respondents whetiartbeir
home usually had heat and electricity when they needed it during the past month and how
many days they heard gunshots in their neighborhood in a typical week. If yourttedep
not typically having heat or electricity during the last month they wergreska value
of 1 indicating risk. If youths reported hearing gunshots at least once a weekalur
typical week they were assigned a value of 1 indicating risk. Two of the intervie
report items asked the interviewer to rate how well kept the neighborhood and home of
the youth were on a scale of 0-2, with 2 representing a poorly kept environment and a
higher level of environmental risk. The final index item was a dichotomous indicator
which reflected whether or not the interviewer was concerned for thety satbe
neighborhood or home of the respondent. The five items were summed resulting in an
index of environmental risk with values ranging from 0-7 with higher values eayineg

greater environmental risk.
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Neighborhood disorganizationA-second structural risk factor is a dichotomous
indicator of neighborhood disorganization. While a direct measure of neighborhood
social disorganization was not available in the NLSY97, there was an indicator of
whether or not respondents reported that there were gangs in their neighborhood. The
presence of unsupervised teens in a community has been shown to be a good indicator of
neighborhood disorganization (see Sampson & Groves, 1989). Additionally, the presence
of gangs can serve as a proxy indicator of living in a lower class, high-crime
neighborhood as extant research consistently shows that gang activity is morenciom
disadvantaged neighborhoods. From a theoretical standpoint, both Sampson and Laub
(1997) and Moffitt (1994) predict that individuals who grow up in disadvantaged
neighborhoods are at an increased risk for becoming ensnared and experiencing
cumulative continuity/cumulative disadvantage. Therefore, neighborhood dis@tgzamiz
is predicted to be positively related to prolonged involvement in delinquency.
Household poverty Fhe final environmental risk factor is an indicator of

household poverty recorded during the first wave of NLSY data collection. The
household poverty risk factor is coded so that 1 represents individuals from households
where the household income was at or below the poverty line during the year grer to t
first interview. Moffitt (1994) predicts that poverty is an important riskdafr life-
course persistent offending because it increases the likelihood that childbemravath
neurobiological deficits and limits the opportunities to correct or properly déasuch
deficits. Additionally, poverty is predicted to exacerbate the effeataratilative

disadvantage and lead to prolonged delinquency.
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Analytic Strategy

The current study analyses proceeded in three stages. The first stage of t
analyses included a series of mean difference tests which were conductset i or
examine whether or not there were racial/ethnic differences in offendinglgmee over
eleven waves of the NLSY97 data. In order to show that the decision to employ a
dichotomous indicator of offending involvement did not greatly change the study
findings, mean frequencies of offending were also assessed and comparedazerasd
ethnicity and across offending trajectories. Additionally, mean levelskoand
protective factors were compared across race and ethnicity in order tmexeamether
or not there were significant differences in levels of risk and protectivar$aatross the
three race/ethnicity cohorts.

After risk profiles were assessed, the current study estimated gemckrakca-
specific trajectories of offending prevalence using semiparametipgdrased mixture
modeling (SPGM) to assess whether there was evidence of heterogertesty in t
development of offending over time in the study sample and if developmental psocesse
varied by race and ethnicity (see Nagin & Land, 1993; Nagin, 1999; 2005). There is
consistent empirical evidence which indicates that there is heterogeneitgnding
trajectories throughout the life-course (see Piquero, 2008 for a review) amdsthiso
evidence that heterogeneity of offending trajectories exists acrosisatad ethnic
subgroups (Cohen et al., 2010; Reitzel, 2006).

After estimating offending trajectories across race and ethnic#yurrent study

proceeded to examine the mean level of the risk and protective factors ajexserty
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groups in each model. This was done to examine group mean differences in key risk and
protective factors.

The final stage in the analytic procedure of the current study involved the
estimation of a series of multinomial logistic regressions to explorelihaw the
selected risk and protective factors were able to distinguish betweenahdiodf
trajectories derived from the SPGM analyses. More specificallystiysinvolved
regressing the groups identified in the SPGM analyses onto the risk and prdtetove
in order to examine whether the covariates were able to distinguish one developmental
trajectory from another as predicted by Moffitt, or if a single set of catesipredicted
all offending trajectories as predicted by the general theories dfésalsttn and Hirschi
and Sampson and Laub. Further, the ability of these covariates to predict offending
trajectories was examined across race and ethnicity in order to addressetireh
guestion of whether or not the same risk and protective factors are predictivendingjfe
for all racial and ethnic subgroups or whether unique factors are needed to predict
offending across race and ethnicity. The multivariate analyses proceds\exstages. In
the first stage, the trajectory groups were regressed onto the risk faatorsach risk
domain separately in a series of regression models. This was done in order to éxamine
influence of key risk domains in isolation before controlling for the factors dribwer
domains. This allowed the current study to examine the relative importanaton$ fa
from each domain for distinguishing offending trajectories. The second stage of the
multivariate analyses involved regressing the trajectory groups onto thetfaflrssk
and protective factors simultaneously. The full models were calculated bofsiedd

and adjusted for prior involvement in delinquency. This process was done in order to
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examine the effects of the covariates with and without the influence of prioquadeiit
behavior in the model (Jennings, Maldonado-Molina, Reingle, & Komro, 2011). This
allows the current study to explore the influence of other theoreticallyardlegk
factors before controlling for prior delinquency which is well-establishehaof the
strongest predictors of future delinquency.

Identification of developmental trajectories.The current study utilized the
SPGM modeling approach developed by Nagin and colleagues (see Nagin & Land, 1993;
Nagin, 1999; 2005). An application of finite mixture modeling, the method was
developed to aid researchers in identifying “subgroups within a population that follow
distinctive developmental trajectories that are not identifiable ex anteedrasis of
some measured set of individual characteristics” (Nagin, 2005h&)modeling strategy
identifies clusters of individuals who have similar developmental patterns of @dreha
in question. The method overcomes the limitations that are inherent when attempting to
classify groups of offenders based solely on a priori knowledge. In the cuueyntthis
method is preferred over alternative methods for modeling developmenteticriae
(hierarchical linear modeling, latent growth curve analysis) becatiser than assume
that trajectories vary continuously throughout the population, Nagin’s method assumes
that there are relatively homogeneous clusters of developmental tige that underlie
the distribution of development within the population (Nagin, 2005). This makes the
method particularly well-suited for addressing research questions witbreotaic
element like the ones in the current study. The method can test whether or not the unique

trajectories predicted by taxonomic theories like Moffitt’s are in paesent in the
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population and also allows researchers to examine the covariates that underlie ea
trajectory (Nagin, 1999; 2005).

Nagin’'s SPGM methodology allows researchers to model how behavior changes
over time in a group-based framework. This makes the methodology particularly
appealing for the current study. Additional strengths of the SPGM method thaitma
appropriate for addressing the current research agenda are that it paovidéieation of
the probability of assignment to each group and assigns individuals to the grougs wher
their probability of belonging is highest; it also allows for assessmeamoparative
model fit using several model fit indices so that the best fitting model cartelotesle it
avoids a priori or ad hoc classification of individuals based on characteriigrgitan
offending; and it is capable of handling a diverse array of data formats inchidamny
outcomes like the ones assessed in the current analyses.

The SPGM process. In order to estimate developmental trajectories, the current
study employed the SAS-based PROC TRAJ procedure developed by Nagin and
colleagues (see Jones, Nagin, and Roeder, 2001). PROC TRAJ is a macro that runs in
conjunction with SAS statistical software. Because it uses a number oédiffe
estimation procedures, the program is able to estimate developmentabti@gewithin
several different data distributions. The modeling procedure can accommodatedenso
data utilizing the censored normal (CNORM) estimator, count data utilizirgetbe
inflated Poisson (ZIP) estimator, and binary data utilizing the binary(loQiGIT)
estimator (Jones, Nagin, and Roeder, 2001; Nagin, 2005). Additionally the program is

able to estimate up to a third-order polynomial in age which allows the shapes of
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offending trajectories to vary within a single model. These features d®wser to find
the best-fitting model for their specific longitudinal data.

Estimating SPGM trajectories involves an iterative process tloatsathe
researcher to estimate the best fitting model by comparing it to aiernzodels. In this
process, the researcher typically compares each model to a model with dioaaddi
group. The first step in the model selection process is to specify the form dftmbde
estimated. In this step, the researcher specifies the number and shapeaggdtozias to
be included in the model. Typically, the researcher will start by estighattwo-group
model and proceed to add groups to the model until the BIC is maximized (the formula
for calculating the BIC is provided below; for a full discussion of the BIC seeNag
2005, Chapter 4). Decisions regarding the number of groups are guided by the BIC and
other fit indices, but also require substantive and theoretical knowledge inmsddedt
the best-fitting model that also provides the most relevant and appropriate findings.

In addition to the BIC, PROC TRAJ also provides mean posterior probabilities
which help assess goodness of model fit. The average posterior probabilitie®JAve
provide an indication of how well individuals have been assigned to the groups yielded
from SPGM procedure. If all individuals were perfectly assigned, then the vatlue of
AvePP for each group would be equal to 1. Since perfect model selection is unlikely,
there is variability in the AvePP. Nagin (2005) recommends a cut-off value ofall for
groups. A value of .7 would suggest that, on average, individuals assigned to a given
group have a probability of .7 of belonging to that group rather than another group (see

Nagin, 2005, 88). In other words, a value of .7 would indicate that on average,
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individuals assigned to that group had a 70% chance of being in that group as opposed to
another group.

As the researcher is specifying models with varying numbers of groups they
simultaneously specify the shapes of the trajectories that will beagstinm the model.
Researchers can specify cubic, quadratic, linear, or zero-order triggct@me way to
execute this step is to start by specifying the most complex model (one in Which a
trajectories are specified as cubic) and then simplifying the mottekach iteration
until the model converges significantly and the BIC is maximized or mean posteri
probabilities drop below the .7 cutoff. Additionally, if there is substantive reasaning t
predict that there should be a zero-order group (e.g., the data is censorejltaerer
researchers may choose to specify this at the onset of the model estimaties.proce

Because the current study examines binary outcome measures, it utilized the
LOGIT estimator available in the PROC TRAJ program. The current stlidywéd the
iterative model selection process discussed above. For each set dfriegexstimated,
model selection was assessed using the BIC, average posterior probaaiiiie
substantive knowledge. When the BIC was ambiguous or ambiguity in group
membership became problematic, the more parsimonious model was favored.

Relevant SPGM formulas. In order to calculate developmental trajectories, the
SPGM method calculates an unobserved latent variable which represents each
individual’'s (’s) potential for engaging in the behavior of interest at a giventagen(s
latent variable is represented by the symhal The formula for calculating;” is:

i =fo+ p1Age: + foAgeh +f3Age’: + &
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This equation represents a cubic relationship betwieemd age. In this formula, Age
Age’i, and Agé; represent the individuals age, age squared, and age cubed at each time
point. i is the error term, ar;ﬁ]o- ﬁjg are parameters that determine the shape of the
trajectories (Nagin, 2005, 28-29). This equation defines the offending trajethatiese
estimated. The shapes of the trajectories are manipulated using thisafantithe best
fitting model is specified.

The current study examines two binary dependent variables and therefdire it wi

utilize the binary logit distribution estimation procedure. The binary |sgitnator
utilizes the latent variablesi( ) described above. In this model, it is assumed that if the
binary outcome occurred at a given time, tiker 1, if the binary outcome did not occur

at a given time, they; = 0. The formula for the binary logit distribution is:

eﬁ(]) + BlAgei + BjAge + BiAges;

al. = - - - -
it

1+ eﬁé + ﬁiAgeit + ﬁéAgeiZt + ﬁéAgeL?t

In this equationai"t is the probability that the latent varialyle= 1, given that an

individual is in groug. For each trajectory grOljpaijt is estimated at each time point
over the observation period. This process yields trajectories which indicate the
probability that each individualin each group was engaged in the behavior being
examined at each time poinfNagin, 2005, 35-36).

In order to assess model fit and guide model selection, the SPGM procedure
utilizes the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) (see Nagin, 2005, 63-6&)farmula
for the BIC is:

BIC =log(L) — 05klog(N)
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In this formulaL represents the maximum likelihoddjs the overall sample size akd
is the number of parameters in the model which reflects both the number of groups being
estimated and the shape of the trajectories that are specified by thefoiseetheemodel
is estimated (Nagin, 2005). In the model selection process, the goal is toireskien
value of the BIC (i.e., make it closer to 0). By multiplying the equation by the nushber
parameters in the model, the BIC rewards parsimony (in this case a singplerwith
fewer groups/lower polynomial functions).

One final tool in the model selection process is the calculation of the posterior
probabilities of group membership (see Nagin, 2005, Chapter 5). The posterior
probabilities of group membership provide an indicator of each individuadtsability
of belonging to group, given their observed behavior at each ttrdaring the
observation period. The formula for the calculation of the posterior probabilittgge b
membership is:

Paty = 205

X PV

In this equationP (j|Y;) is an indicator of the probability of an individudleing
assigned to groupgiven their observed pattern of behavior (Nagin, 2005, 79).

Estimation of trajectoriesin the current study. Consistent with the binary nature
of the outcome measure, the developmental trajectories that result fromodbsspr
described above indicate the probability of involvement in offending for each group at
each time point. A total of four trajectory models were estimated. Figstheral model

of delinquency for the entire 13-14 year old cohort was estimated. Subsequently, three

race-specific offending trajectory models were estimated. This setapdesulted in
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three sets of developmental trajectories which reflect offending psftar all three
racial and ethnic subgroups between ages 14.5 and 24.5. Results are examined both
within and between the racial and ethnic subgroups. Once the trajectoriesstiresded,
the groups that were identified were exported and used as outcomes in multinomial
logistic regression models. This process allows the current study to adtietker or
not there are racial differences in developmental trajectories ofepelfted offending
and whether or not risk and protective factors distinguish offending trajectoniesate
or differentially across race and ethnicity. This procedure is aimeettgr understanding
the relationship between race/ethnicity and offending over the life-ccAnlgéionally,
this procedure allowed the current study to critically assess the pyadiotade by

general versus taxonomic theories of offending.
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Chapter 6: Results

The current study explored racial and ethnic differences and simdantie
offending trajectories and assessed the ability of risk and protectivesfétdistinguish
trajectories both in general and across race and ethnicity. This chagtntprhe study
findings and relates them back to the study hypotheses and extant empie@alireShe
sections that follow describe the prevalence and frequency of offending wighstuidy
sample, present mean differences in risk and protective factors acessdaethnicity,
explicate the results of the SPGM trajectory models for the full andlyacial
disaggregated samples, present mean differences in risk and protectixe danbss
offending trajectories, and present the results of multinomial logistiessigns
examining the ability of covariates to distinguish offending traject@cesss race and
ethnicity.
Prevalence of Self-Reported Offending

Before examining trajectories of offending, the current study exantieed t
prevalence of self-reported offending across waves 2-12 of the NLSY97 data. The
prevalence of offending was examined for the full sample and separatalltfoee
racial and ethnic subgroups. Results of these analyses are provided in Table 3. The
average offending prevalence across waves 2-12 for the full sample was 35.6%. On
average, across the 11 waves, whites reported the greatest prevalence ofgofendi

38.6%) compared to African-Americans € 31.9%) and Hispanicx(= 32.9%)
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respectively. Chi-square analyses indicated that there were sighrcial differences
in offending prevalence between waves 3 and 9 of the observation period.

Table 3

Prevalence of Past Year Self-Reported Offending by Wave and Race/Ethnicity

Full Sample White Black Hispanic
Wave (age) (n=3,416) (n=1,776) (n=914) (n=726) ¥°
2 (14.5) 37.1% 38.2% 34.2% 37.9% 4.07
3 (15.5) 36.4 % 38.6 % 32.7% 355% 8.57*
4 (16.5) 35.3% 38.2% 30.6 % 34.2% 14.49*
5 (17.5) 35.0% 38.3% 30.7 % 32.3% 16.57*
6 (18.5) 32.1% 35.6 % 28.1 % 28.3 % 19.76*
7 (19.5) 30.4 % 33.9% 27.7 % 25.1% 20.34*
8 (20.5) 38.9% 46.5 % 27.2 % 34.8% 20.85*
9 (21.5) 40.2 % 44.5 % 36.8 % 33.5% 7.17*
10 (22.5) 37.4 % 40.2 % 34.2% 34.4% 3.21
11 (23.5) 35.0% 37.8% 33.2% 30.2% 3.89
12 (24.5) 34.1 % 33.2 % 35.0 % 35.3 % .39
Xx=356% Xx=386% Xx=319% Xx=329%
*p<.05

Contrary to study hypotheses, the greatest prevalence of offending wasedleer
whites at all waves with the exception of wave 12 when whites were surpasset by bot
African-Americans and Hispanics. The peak period of offending prevalencéitesw
was observed between the ages of 20 and 23. Offending prevalence for African-
Americans also peaked around the age of majority while Hispanic offendinggmewal
peaked at the beginning of the observation period when respondents were 14-16 years o
age.

Frequency of self-reported offendingWithin the literature informing the
relationship between race and crime there is debate as to whether obsealed rac
differences in offending behaviors more strongly reflect differencpsavalence or

differences in frequency of offending between racial and ethnic groupsldnto
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address the possibility that racial and ethnic differences in the frequeaffgrading
were being overlooked because the current study focused primarily on offending
prevalence as an outcome, the current research calculated the mean yreftmat
offending across the 11 waves of the observation period and compared these mean
frequencies across race and ethnicity in a one-way ANOVA. The mean offending
frequency presented in Table 4 reflects the total number of acts commitadtby
respondent over all waves divided by the number of waves for which that respondent was
included in the NLSY sample. An aggregated group-mean was then calculatedfidir the
sample and each racial and ethnic subgroup.

The results of the frequency analyses are consistent with the gerttenad fFaat is
observed in the prevalence model; whites (7.03) report a higher mean frequency of
offending than blacks (4.30) and Hispanics (4.85) across the study period. Post hoc
analyses indicated that the mean frequency of offending for whites wascsigthyfi
greater than the mean frequency of offending for blacks, but not significaifeyedt
than the mean frequency of offending for Hispanics. When combined with the findings
regarding prevalence of self-reported offending, these results mdnzdt within this
cohort from the NLSY97, whites are more likely to be involved in offending and offend
at a higher rate than minorities over the full observation period.

Table 4

Mean Frequency of Self-Reported Offending by Race and Ethnicity

Full Sample White Black Hispanic
(n=3,416) (n=1,776) (n=914) (n=726) F Tukey's b
5.84 7.03 4.30 4.85 4.72* wW>B
*p<.01
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Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors across Race andhaicity

A series of one-way ANOVA'’s were run in order to assess mean-levelatitfes
in risk and protective factors across race and ethnicity. Results from theseana
indicated that, consistent with previous research, virtually all of the riskraxtekctive
factors varied significantly across race and ethnicity with mingribyips typically being
more at-risk than whites (Table 5). There were no significant racetharc differences
in age, gender, or prior delinquent involvement; whites reported involvement in more
types of delinquency than either blacks or Hispanics, but differences wergmiotant
across groups. Hispanics scored significantly higher on the impulsivigy thead both
whites and African-Americans, were significantly more likely to liveeighborhoods
with gangs than whites or African-Americans, and along with Africaredcans were
more likely to live in poverty than whites. African-Americans were siggitly more
likely to have reported being arrested before their first NLSY interview whates,
reported higher levels of perceived peer delinquency and a poorer quality school
environment than whites and Hispanics respectively, and scored higher on the
environmental risk index than whites and Hispanics. Mean values for whites were
significantly higher than African-Americans on all four protectivedes(cognitive
functioning, maternal attachment, maternal monitoring, and school environment) and
significantly higher than Hispanics for cognitive functioning and materoaitoring.
The only risk factor that was more prevalent among whites than either tyigianiip
was the parental- report measure of learning disability. These findmgsm@sistent with
prior research that indicates that minorities experience higher levedk ddictors than

whites (Farrington et al., 2003).
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Group Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors by Race and Ethnicity

Full Sample  White Black Hispanic
Variable (n=3,416) (n=1,776) (n=914) (n=726) F Tukey'sb
Age 13.52 13.52 13.53 13.50 .68 None
Gender 51 .53 .50 .50 1.14 None
Prior Delinquency 1.55 1.62 1.47 1.49 2.11 None
Impulsivity 1.62 1.56 1.60 1.80 9.92* H>B,W
Cognitive Functioning 44.97 56.15 29.41 34.80 299.38* W>B,H;H>B
Learning Disability A1 13 A1 .08 4.75* W,B>H
Early Arrest .06 .05 .08 .07 4.55* B>W
Maternal Attachment 24.95 25.23 24.55 24.78 6.40* W>B
Maternal Monitoring 10.16 10.50 9.79 9.80 19.34* W>B, H
Perceived Peer Delinquency 1.38 1.21 1.69 1.42 28.60B>H,W; H>W
School Environment 4.18 4.32 3.85 4.23 54.22* W, H > B
Environmental Risk Index 1.36 .95 2.01 1.58 169.77*B>H, W; H>W
Neighborhood Disorganization 45 .36 .50 .59 63.57*H>B, W; B>W
Household Poverty 24 A1 41 40 169.33*H, B> W

*p<.05
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Trajectory Estimations

In the second stage of the analysis, semiparametric group-based mixturegrodeli
(SPGM) was employed to calculate offending trajectories in order tesasbether there
was heterogeneity in the development of offending over time in the study sample and if
patterns of offending development varied by race and ethnicity. Consistenhevftist
study hypothesis, there were more similarities than differences irattezns of
offending that were observed across race and ethnicity. A four-group modeldatéhe
best for the overall sample, the white sample, and the black sample while a thmee-gr
model fit best for the Hispanic sample. As noted in Chapter 5, model selection was
guided by fit indices (e.g., BIC, mean posterior probability assignmentg)yand
substantive knowledge. Table 6 displays the mean and median posterior probatdities a
group assignments for all four models. Mean posterior probabilities (AvePR&sgie
above the .7 cutoff indicating good precision in the assignment of individuals to
offending trajectories (Nagin, 2005). Precise group assignment is patyicolportant
when employing the classify-analyze approach utilized in the current @Rogyler,

Lynch, & Nagin, 1999).

Model selection.Utilizing the iterative process described in Chapter 5, the model
selection process began by fitting models with varying number of groups andric@nmpa
each new model to a model with one fewer group until the BIC was maximized or the
AvePP’s dropped below the .7 cutoff indicating a lack of precision in group assignment.
For the full sample, the BIC continued to improve marginally as the number of groups
specified increased between 2 and 6; however, mean posterior probabilities dropped

below the .7 cutoff when a fifth and sixth group were added (Table 7). It is alsoamiport

www.manaraa.com



121
to note that although the BIC rewards parsimony, it also has a tendency to favts mode
with additional groups (Nagin, 2005). Based on these fit indices and the observation that
adding the additional groups did not add substantive meaning to the findings, the more
parsimonious four-group model was selected. This process was repeated foe-the ra
specific models (see Tables 8-10). The model selection process is descrilmed in m
detail below.
Table 6

Mean (Median) Posterior Probabilities for Group Assignments

Group Assignment Prob. G1 Prob. G2 Prob. G3 Prob. G4
Full Sample
Gl (n=1714; 50.2%) .89(.98) .04 (.01) .06 (.01) .01 (.00)
G2 (n=384;11.2%) .05 (.00) 74(.76) 15 (.12) .06 (.02)
G3 (n=831; 24.3%) .11 (.03) .08 (.03) .75(.78) .06 (.01)

G4 (n=487; 14.3%) .01 (.00) .07 (.03) .09 (.03) .83(.91)
Whites

Gl  (n=820;46.2%) .90(.98) .05(.02) .05 (.01) .00 (.00)
G2  (n=242;13.6%) .04(.00)  .75(.78) 15 (.11) .06 (.02)
G3  (n=440;24.8%) .09(.02)  .08(.03)  .77(.81) .06 (.00)

G4 (n=274; 15.4%) .00 (.00) .06 (.02) .09 (.03) .85(.92)
Blacks

Gl  (n=534:58.4%) .89(.97) 03(.01)  .08(.02) .00 (.00)
G2 (n=91;10.0%) .05(01)  .72(.73) 15 (.12) .08 (.02)
G3 (n=217:23.7%) .13(05)  .08(.04)  .72(.72) .07 (.01)

G4 (n=72; 7.9%) .00 (.00) .10 (.05) .09 (.03) .81(.88)
Hispanics

Gl  (n=388;53.4%) .89(.97) - 11 (.03) .00 (.00)
G3  (n=213;29.4%) .11 (.04) - 79(.81) .10 (.03)
G4  (n=125;:17.2%) .00 (.00) - .13 (.06) .87(.94)

Self-Reported Offending Trajectories
Full sample.Figure 1 displays the results of the SPGM analysis for the full study
sample. The best fitting model identified four trajectories of self-repaffending

prevalence. Group 1 (G1) represents 50.2% of the sample and has the lowest probability
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Figure 1.Trajectories of Self-Reported Offending — Full Sample (n=3,416).

of involvement in offending across the 11 measurement waves. This group is labeled as
non-offenders; the observed probability of offending for this group peaks at thie initia
observation point (.13) and drops below .10 for the duration of the observation period.
Group 2 (G2), representing 11.2% of the sample, has an initially low probability of
involvement in offending (.13) that escalates throughout adolescence and peaks at age
21.5 (.72) before beginning to decline in young adulthood. This group is labeled as
adolescent-escalators because their probability of involvement in offendimiggi$y

very low but steadily increases across study waves. A third group is ider@8gd (

which accounts for 24.3% of the sample. This group has an initially high probability of
involvement in delinquency (.69) that declines with each subsequent wave. By the end of
the observation period this groups’ probability of offending is only slightly above the

group labeled non-offenders. Group 3 is labeled as adolescent-limiteds because this
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trajectory follows Moffitt's (1993) predicted path that peaks in adolescence alivtedec
steadily with the onset of young adulthood. A fourth group (G4) is identified which
displays a stable and high probability of involvement in offending throughout the study
period. Representing 14.3% of the sample, this group has an initial probability of
involvement of .83; the probability of involvement for this group peaks at age 17.5 (.91)
and remains the highest for any of the four observed groups throughout the study period.
Due to this high probability of involvement in offending and the stability of this
trajectory, this group is labeled as high-level chronics.

As noted above, the four-group model was selected over a five or six-group
model. Table 7 illustrates that the BIC continued to improve (move closer to zero) as the
additional groups were added to the model; however, the mean posterior probabilities of
group membership for some of the groups slipped below the .7 threshold. Selecting a
model with a high level uncertainty surrounding group assignment is problematisbec
ambiguity in group assignment can bias results when employing the classyfgeana
approach (Roeder et al., 1999). In addition to statistical reasons for setbetimgre
parsimonious model, substantive judgment was utilized as well. The primaryrti&ere
between the four and five-group models was that the adolescent-limited tsa{&30r
that was observed in the four-group model was split into two trajectories that bletid pea
in adolescence and declined steadily throughout the study period in the five-group mode
These two trajectories were nearly parallel and it was determinetthdyatid not add
enough meaning to the model in order to justify violating the precision criterion and

further complicating the model.
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Table 7

Model Fit Indices for Self-Reported Offending Trajectories — Full Sa(npi,416)

BIC BIC
# of Groups (n=22,978) (n =3,416) AvePP’s
2 -12574.95 -12566.37 94, .93
3 -12317.65 -12306.22 .88, .79, .85
4 -12194.14 -12177.93 .89, .74, .75, .83
5 -12154.89 -12135.83 .70, .84, .71, .65, .77
6 -12153.59 -12129.77 .71, .80, .68, .69, .73, .68

The finding of four offending trajectories within the full study sample is
consistent with the first study hypothesis and with previous researchngtiliz
trajectory methodology (Piquero, 2008). The shape of the observed trajectorses is al
consistent with what has been observed in other samples. Consistent with prichresear
a chronic, an adolescent-peaked, a later-onset, and a non-offending trajectory we
identified. Additionally, the findings identified two trajectories thaerabled those
proposed by Moffitt (1993) and a late-onset trajectory acknowledged by M2€i6a;
2006b). The identification of heterogeneity in the development of offending is consistent
with developmental theories; later study analyses explore whether or naktfectors
that distinguish these trajectories are different as proposed by developtneotis or
universal as proposed by general theories.

White sample.The race-specific trajectories for the white sample are displayed in
Figure 2. As was the case with the full study sample, a four-group solution fit éhe dat
best. While a few subtle differences were observed in the whites-only model] ther
results for whites were extremely consistent with the patterns olserttee aggregate
model. For whites, Group 1 (G1), representing 46.2% of the sample, includes the

individuals with the lowest probability of being involved in offending across all 11svave
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Figure 2.Trajectories of Self-Reported Offending — White Sample (n=1,776).

of the observation period. This group is again labeled as non-offenders due to their low
probability of involvement in offending across time. The proportion of individuals in this
group for whites is 4% lower than in the aggregate model suggesting that whitesrare
likely to be involved in offending than the rest of the sample. A second group (G2) which
represents 13.6% of the white sample has a low initial probability of offending that
increases steadily until age 20.5 before declining gradually through the erd of th
observation period. This group is labeled as adolescent-escalators and closetythe
pattern of the second group in the aggregate model. A third group (G3) of offenders who
appear to follow an adolescent-limited trajectory (24.8%) is identified khsTwe

probability of offending for this group reached its peak (.73) at the beginning of the
observation period and declined steadily in subsequent waves. The proportion of

individuals in this group (24.8%) is virtually identical to the proportion observed in the
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full model (24.3%). A fourth group (G4; 15.4%) starts with the highest probability of
involvement in offending and maintains an elevated likelihood of involvement
throughout the study period. Although the peak age of offending for this group is at age
17.5 their probability declines only slightly over time and remains high (.80) through the
end of the study period. Consistent with the aggregate model, the fourth group is labeled
as high-level chronics because of their high probability of involvement in offendamg e
in young adulthood when the rest of the sample has shown evidence of declining
involvement in offending.
Table 8

Model Fit Indices for Self-Reported Offending Trajectories — White Sanmle776)

BIC BIC
# of Groups (n=11,984) (n=1,776) AvePP’s
2 -6660.70 -6654.02 .93, .93
3 -6475.84 -6466.30 .88, .83, .87
4 -6414.94 -6399.67 .90, .75, .77, .85
5 -6398.97 -6380.83 .73, .84, .70, .65, .78
6 -6385.35 -6369.12 .70, .82, .64, .66, .62, .78

Black sample.Figure 3 displays the offending trajectories for the black sample.
Consistent with the full and white samples, a four-group model fit the data besirsThe f
group (G1; 58.4%) is again labeled as non-offenders. The initial probability of offending
for this group (.18) is higher than what is observed in the aggregate and white models, but
overall this group has a low probability of being involved in offending throughout the
study period. A key difference observed in this model concerns the proportion of the
sample in the non-offender group. The proportion of the sample in the non-offender
category for blacks is about 10% greater than the proportion of non-offenders intide whi

sample. This finding suggests that African-Americans in this cohort arelikelyethan
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Figure 3.Trajectories of Self-Reported Offending — Black Sample (n=914).

whites to be classified as non-offenders based on self-reported measffeacihg
prevalence. A second group (G2; 10.0%) again displays a trajectory that begins low and
increases steadily into the early twenties before declining over tifewas/aves of the
observation period. As was the case in the aggregate and white models, this group was
labeled as an adolescent-escalator trajectory. Despite the obsenuael idezarly

adulthood, the probability of involvement in offending remains relatively high for this
group at the end of the observation period (.64 at wave 12). Comparatively, the
probability of involvement in offending for the adolescent-escalator group in the whi
sample is .50 at wave 12. A third group (G3; 23.7%) is identified which again follows a
pattern that can be classified as an adolescent-limited trajectorygeslthe beginning

of the observation period and declining steadily over time. The proportion of the black

sample in this group mirrors what is found in the aggregate and white samples. The
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Table 9

Model Fit Indices for Self-Reported Offending Trajectories — Black Saimp@d4)

BIC BIC!
# of Groups (n=6,163) (n=914) AvePP’s
2 -3368.56 -3361.88 .95, .92
3 -3343.03 -3335.39 .82, .74, .86
4 -3329.27 -3315.91 .89, .72, .72, .81
5 -3325.17 -3309.91 .67,.76, .74, .72, .78
6 -3329.39 -3315.08 .68, .67, .67, .62, .65, .73

probability of involvement in offending at the final wave of observation is about 9%
higher for this group compared to the adolescent-limited trajectory obseruedifes.
This suggests that while a similar proportion of both samples follow an adotescent
limited trajectory, desistance may be a slower process for AfAca@ricans on this
trajectory than it is for whites. The fourth group, (G4; 7.9%) which is labeled as-a high
level chronic trajectory, is somewhat different from the high-level chitoajectories
identified in the white and aggregate models. In the black sample, this group ialbout
the size of the corresponding group in the white sample, but this trajectory displays m
stability in the black sample than it does in the white sample. In fitting thethlista
trajectory was best modeled by an intercept-only function. Although this group is
considerably smaller in the black sample compared to the white sample, duttsgj
does not show any decline in the probability of involvement in offending through the end
of the study observation period. This suggests that within these data there isgrcmpall
of African-American offenders whose probability of offending remains high (.88)
through the age of 24.5.

Overall, these findings do not support the second study hypothesis which,

consistent with Moffitt (1994), predicted that African-Americans would be
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disproportionately represented in the adolescent-peaked and chronic offending
trajectories. The findings do appear to provide some support for Elliot’'s (1994)
hypothesis that African-Americans persist in offending longer than wiitiesstionally,
the findings are consistent with Reitzel's (2006) finding that four trajecianyps were
identified for whites and blacks alike and that the observed patterns of offending were
more similar than different across race and ethnicity when general offendoognest
were examined.

Hispanic sample.The trajectories for the Hispanic sample are displayed in Figure
4. While a four-group model fit the data best for the aggregate, white, and blacksampl
a three-group model fit best for the Hispanic sample. The primary differenecednethe
Hispanic trajectories and those observed for whites and blacks was the lack of
identification of an adolescent-escalator trajectory (G2 in the other modedsptier
three trajectories observed for Hispanics follow similar patterns to thosd fo the
aggregate and other race-specific models.

In the Hispanic sample, the first group (G1; 53.4%) is again labeled as a non-
offender trajectory with an initial probability of involvement in offending of .14. Gher
course of the remaining observation period, the probability of offending for this group
remains below .10. The next group (29.4%), labeled G3 in Figure 4 in order to make
comparisons easier down the road, begins with an initial probability of involvement in
offending of .55 that decreases steadily over the subsequent waves of observation. This
trajectory is labeled as adolescent-limited. The adolescent-limaedtory for Hispanics
has a somewhat elevated probability of involvement in offending at the end of the

observation period (.22) compared to the adolescent-limited group for whites (.11), but a
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Figure 4.Trajectories of Self-Reported Offending — Hispanic Sample (n=726).

similar to that observed for blacks (.20). The next group (G4 in Figure 4) represents
17.2% of the Hispanic sample. This group has an initial probability of involvement in
offending of .79. The probability of offending for this group peaks around age 18 (.84)
and declines slightly with the onset of young adulthood; the wave 12 probability for this
group is .66. Due to the high probability of involvement in offending across all waves of
the observation period, this group is labeled as high-level chronic.

The model fit indices for the Hispanic sample are provided in Table 10. Although
the three-group model fit the data best based on the same model selection crdena use
the other trajectory analyses, the current study did explore the possibgéieofing a
four-group model for the Hispanic sample as well. When a fourth group was added to the
model, the new trajectory that emerged resembled the adolescenteescakattory that

was found in the other three samples, however, the mean posterior probabildymf gr
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assignment for this group was below the .7 cutoff and the shape of the trajessangt
consistent with what was observed in the other race-specific models. In oridsr to s
consistent with the model selection processes utilized in the other three ttueldisee-
group model was selected for the Hispanic sample.

Table 10

Model Fit Indices for Self-Reported Offending Trajectories — Hispanic Sgmpie6)

BIC BIC!
# of Groups (n=4,831) (n =726) AvePP’s
2 -2554.59 -2548.91 .95, .93
3 -2533.87 -2522.50 .89, .79, .87
4 -2517.77 -2503.55 .86, .68, .74, .86
5 -2513.40 -2496.34 .72, .86, .67, .68, .85

As noted in Chapter 5, model selection in the SPGM process is part science and
statistics and part art. Several steps in the process of estimating atidg&88GM
models reflect discretionary decisions made by the researcher. Véo& &
acknowledged here because it could be argued that a four-group model rather than a
three-group model fit the data best for the Hispanic sample as was tlierdasenhite
and black samples. The current study utilized the .7 mean posterior probabilitayaue
hard cutoff in selecting the three-group model for Hispanics; however, the meaitoposte
probability observed for the adolescent-escalator trajectory in the foys-gispanic
model (.68) is only marginally below that cut off and because a four-group motiel fit t
data best in the aggregate, white, and black samples, it is reasonable to aripeectiat
substantive evidence that supports a four-group model for Hispanics as well. fingelec

the three-group model, the current study is not suggesting that no individuals in the
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Hispanic cohort could possibly follow an escalating trajectory; only tHata-group
model fits the data more appropriately.

In addition to the statistical justification for selecting the three-group mthazk
is substantive evidence that supports the selection of the three-group modél as wel
Previous research by Reitzel (2006) also identified four trajectories of oftefati
whites and blacks but only three trajectories for Hispanics. Additional suppootvigegxt
in the bottom portion of Table 12 which displays the prevalence of each racidhamd e
subgroup within the four trajectory groups from the aggregate model. Within the
aggregate model, a smaller proportion of Hispanics (8%) are classified in tbecahi
escalator trajectory than either blacks (10%) or whites (12%). Addigondile
Hispanics made up 21% of the study sample, they made up only 15% of the offenders
classified as escalators. This suggests that while some Hispanics dotagpkaw an
escalating offending trajectory, this pattern is less prevalent amaeparhics relative to
whites or blacks. Regardless of any controversy over the correct numbeups$ gr the
Hispanic cohort, this model supports the study conclusion that there are morstg&mila
than differences in trajectories of offending across race and ethnicity.

Frequency of offending across trajectory groupsTable 11 displays the mean
frequency of offending across the full observation period for each trajectory grth i
full and racially-disaggregated models. These results indicate thadsaadl four models,
frequency of offending varied significantly across trajectory groups iexpected
direction. Groups with a higher probability of involvement in offending also displayed
the highest frequency of offending. This was especially true for the groupdaise

high-level chronics in each model. In all four models, the high-level chronic group
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Table 11

Mean Frequency of Offending by Trajectory Group by Race and Ethnicity

Non- Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level
Offenders Escalators Limiteds Chronics
Sample Gl G2 G3 G4 F Tukey’'s b
Full (n=3,416) .35 4.55 6.82 24.49 146.43* G4>G1-G3; G2,G3>G1
White (n=1,776) .30 4.77 7.98 27.61 79.46* G4>G1-G3; G2,G3>G1
Black (n=914) .64 4.85 7.20 22.04 31.51* G4>G1-G3; G3>G1
Hispanic (n=726) .28 -- 5.51 17.93 39.05* G4>G1,G3; G3>G1

*p<.001
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displayed a significantly higher mean frequency of offending acrossutthe st
observation period. In all four models, the mean frequency of offending for the group
labeled adolescent-limiteds was significantly higher than the mean figgon
offending for the non-offender group. In the three models where an adolescdategsc
group was identified, no significant differences in the mean frequency of aftendire
observed between the adolescent-limited and adolescent-escalator ghasifisding
suggests that despite different initial probabilities of involvement in offendiagettwo
groups offend at roughly the same rate over the observation period. Consequently, if
group-based trajectory modeling was not employed, these two groups could have been
viewed as a single group of offenders with the same mean rate of offendingrever t
The lowest frequency of offending was consistently observed for the gtmelpdanon-
offenders in all four models.

Comparing the trajectory group mean frequencies of offending acrossthce a
ethnicity, we see that whites in the chronic and adolescent-limited tragsctlisplayed
greater frequencies of offending on average than did blacks or Hispanics who were
similarly classified. In the adolescent-escalator and non-offendectags, the highest
mean frequencies of offending were observed for blacks relative to whites gaahiekss
Overall, these results confirm what was observed above, that whites had #st high
frequency and prevalence of offending within the current study sample. Additiohally, t
results of the frequency analyses disaggregated by trajectory group shgttst
results of the current study would not have varied greatly if frequency of offewdmg

employed as an outcome measure instead of prevalence.
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Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors across Trajectory @ups

The next step in the analyses examined how risk and protective factors were
associated with the offending trajectory groups derived from the SPGMsenahyorder
to examine group mean-level differences in risk and protective factors &ajesory
groups a series of ANOVA's were estimated for the full sample and jeettiy models
disaggregated by race and ethnicity. Additionally, Tukey®st hoc analyses were run
in order to isolate which groups differed significantly in mean levels of risk and
protective factors. Tables 12-15 depict the results from these mean differgtace te

Full sample.In the full study sample, the results indicate that all of the risk
factors, with the exception of parent-reported learning disability, signifycdistinguish
offending trajectories at the bivariate level. In general, the rigkradistinguished
offending trajectories in the expected direction; higher levels of risartaahd lower
levels of protective factors were generally found in the adolescenédint@3) and high-
level chronic trajectories (G4). Gender and maternal attachment dishedundividuals
in the three offending trajectories from non-offenders only while prior delhoyue
distinguished all four trajectories significantly. A majority of the aanng risk factors
(impulsivity, early arrest, maternal monitoring, perceived peer delinqusokgol
environment, and neighborhood disorganization) only distinguished groups with a low
initial probability of offending (G1, G2) from groups with an initially high probapf
offending (G3, G4). The environmental risk index distinguished the adolesceratescal
(G2) from the adolescent-limiteds (G3) only. Cognitive functioning and household
poverty significantly distinguished offending trajectories as well, but not iexpected

ways. Contrary to Moffitt’s prediction, the mean level of cognitive functioning wa
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significantly lower for the adolescent-limited group than any other grougighest
mean level of cognitive functioning was observed in the adolescent-escalator group.
Moffitt's theory hypothesizes that adolescent-limited offending is a norena
developmental pattern and that AL’s do not suffer from the same cognitive ditaghs
as more chronic offenders. This hypothesis was not supported in the current study where
chronic offenders had higher levels of cognitive functioning than adolescendimite
The mean rate of household poverty was significantly lower in the high-level chroni
group than in either the non-offending or adolescent-limited groups. This finding is
contrary to extant literature which finds that life-course persistentdiffg is more
common in structurally disadvantaged neighborhoods (see e.g., Piquero et al., 2005).

The bottom portion of Table 12 displays the prevalence of whites, blacks and
Hispanics in the four offending trajectories as well as the relative propoift
individuals from each subgroup in each offending trajectory. There weraagnifacial
differences in group membership across the four trajectory gretips30.84, p<.05).
These findings indicate the whites were about 6% less likely to be in the noneoffend
group than either minority group. Additionally, whites had the highest prevalence
(16.3%) in the high-level chronic trajectory. Hispanics were less likely essigned to
the group labeled adolescent-escalators (8.3%), than either whites (12.7%k®r blac
(10.7%). Across race and ethnicity, the proportion of the sample classified in the
adolescent-limited trajectory was nearly identical; 23.9% for whites, 2tb®btacks,
and 24.7% for Hispanics.

Contrary to Moffitt’s (1994) hypothesis and the current study prediction,akiric

Americans were not disproportionately represented in either the adolestesd-br
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Table 12

Group Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors by Trajectory Group — Full &gmp|416)

Non- Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level
Offenders  Escalators Limiteds Chronics
Gl G2 G3 G4

Variable (n=1,714) (n=384) (n=831) (n=487) F Tukey’s b
Gender 43 .61 .57 .62 31.14* G2-G4>G1
Prior Delinquency .85 1.24 2.27 3.02 242 55* G4>G1-G3; G3>G2,G1; G2>G1
Impulsivity 1.40 1.57 1.92 1.96 48.49* G4,G3>G2,G1; G2>G1
Cognitive Functioning 44.94 52.41 39.91 47.80 14.81* G3<G1,G2,G4; G1,G4<G2
Learning Disability .10 A2 14 A2 3.49* None
Early Arrest .03 .05 .10 A2 22.87* G4,G3>G2,G1
Maternal Attachment 25.60 24.93 24.30 23.74 24.92* G4<G2,G1; G3,G2<G1
Maternal Monitoring 10.66 10.36 9.52 9.30 35.06* G4,G3<G2,G1
Perceived Peer Deling. 1.17 1.20 1.61 1.85 34.29* G4>G1-G3; G3>G2,G1
School Environment 4.32 4.35 3.91 3.99 31.90* G4,G3<G2,G1
Environmental Risk 1.34 1.18 1.50 1.30 4.53* G3>G2
Neighborhood Disorg. .39 43 .50 .54 16.56* G4,G3>G2,G1
Household Poverty .25 22 27 .16 5.91* G3,G1>G4
White (52%) 47.% 12.7% 23.% 16.3 % -

% within group 48.8 % 58.9 % 51.1 % 59.5 %
Black (27%) 53.% 10.7 % 24.9 % 10.6 % y*=30.84* -

% within group 28.6 % 25.5 % 27.4 % 20.0 %
Hispanic (21%) 53.% 8.3% 24.7 % 13.8% -

% within group 22.6 % 15.6 % 21.5% 20.5 %

*p<.05
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high-level chronic trajectories. These findings are consistent withwdsobserved in
the race-specific trajectories described above.

White sample.The mean differences in risk and protective factors across
offending trajectories for the white sample are presented in Table 13. A number of
interesting findings emerged regarding the ability of risk and protefetoters to
distinguish offending trajectories for whites. As was the case in the fulllpadidef the
risk and protective factors other than the learning disability measurestv@na to
significantly distinguish offending trajectories on some level. Gendearddf
significantly between offenders and non-offenders; with male gender predicting
involvement in one of the three offending trajectories but not distinguishing betweeen t
offending patterns. Prior delinquency was shown to distinguish between all four
trajectories in the expected direction. As was the case in the aggregatetheode
majority of the risk factors distinguished trajectories with an inytiaNv probability of
offending (G1, G2) from those with an initially high probability of offending (G3, G4)
only. Mean levels of structural risk factors were greatest for the grbefethadolescent-
limiteds, not the chronic offending group as would be expected. Once again, cognitive
functioning and household poverty did distinguish offending trajectories, but not in the
expected ways. Cognitive functioning was highest in the group following thextisgal
trajectory and lowest in the adolescent-limited group. The high-level chyomip had
an identical mean level of cognitive functioning as the non-offender grouprtyPove
distinguished adolescent-limiteds from the other groups, but was once again lolwest in t

high-level chronic offending group where theoretically it should be the highest
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Black sample.The findings from the mean difference tests across offending
trajectories in the black sample are presented in Table 14. Several inged#$tirences
were observed when comparing the results for the black sample to the white and
aggregate models. Consistent with what was found in the white and aggregate models,
gender and prior delinquency significantly distinguished between trajectGeeaser
distinguished offenders from non-offenders but did not vary significantly between
trajectories with different patterns of offending. Prior delinquency distshgai the high-
level chronic group from the three other groups and distinguished adolescertbescala
and adolescent-limiteds from non-offenders but did not significantly distinguisiedret
the escalators and limiteds. Additionally, impulsivity and neighborhood disorg¢janiza
distinguished the chronic group from the non-offender group only. The perceived peer
delinquency risk factor significantly distinguished the chronic and esuglka#ijectories
from the non-offender trajectory suggesting that peers may play a keg oaetinued
offending involvement for blacks.

Several of the risk factors that distinguished offending trajectories intthe
and aggregate models did not significantly distinguish offending trajectories biack
sample. No significant mean differences were observed for cognitivedaimej
maternal attachment, maternal monitoring, the environmental risk index, or household
poverty. Additionally, while thé& values for learning disability, early arrest, and school
environment suggest that there are significant mean differences in thiesse &acoss
groups, post hoc analyses failed to find significant differences betwgeai tre groups.
Interestingly, many of these risk factors did distinguish offending trajes

significantly for whites. Other than gender and prior delinquency, most akkhiactors
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Group Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors by Trajectory Group € BAnplén=1,776)

Non- Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level
Offenders Escalators Limiteds Chronics

Gl G2 G3 G4
Variable (n=820) (n=242) (n=440) (n=274) F Tukey’s b
Gender A7 .57 .58 .59 7.76* G2-G4>G1
Prior Delinquency .78 1.21 2.51 3.04 149.55* G4>G1-G3; G3>G2,G1; G2>G1
Impulsivity 1.25 1.46 1.94 1.95 41.82* G4,G3>G2,G1
Cognitive Functioning 57.70 63.47 48.22 57.69 15.96* G3<G1,G2,G4; G1,G4<G2
Learning Disability A1 .10 .16 13 2.21 None
Early Arrest .03 .03 .08 .10 11.02* G4,G3>G2,G1
Maternal Attachment 26.14 25.23 24.42 23.73 24.47* G4,G3<G2,G1; G2<G1
Maternal Monitoring 11.15 10.71 9.66 9.65 30.22* G4,G3<G2,G1
Perceived Peer Deling. .92 .97 1.52 1.73 30.91* G4,G3>G2,G1
School Environment 4.49 4.52 4.07 4.07 23.47* G4,G3<G2,G1
Environmental Risk .87 .81 1.16 1.01 6.49* G3>G1,G2
Neighborhood Disorg. .30 .37 40 A7 11.13* G4>G2,G1; G3>G1
Household Poverty .09 .10 .18 .06 8.25* G3>G1,G2,G4

*p< .05
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Group Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors by Trajectory Group — Btawklgn=914)

Non- Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level
Offenders Escalators Limiteds Chronics

Gl G2 G3 G4
Variable (n=534) (n=91) (n=217) (n=72) F Tukey’s b
Gender 40 .70 .62 .64 18.61* G2-G4>G1
Prior Delinquency .98 1.73 2.08 3.03 44.49* G4>G1-G3; G2,G3>G1
Impulsivity 1.48 1.85 1.70 1.92 5.11* G4>G1
Cognitive Functioning 29.55 32.89 26.60 31.88 1.42 None
Learning Disability .09 15 A7 .08 3.58* None
Early Arrest .05 A2 13 13 6.17* None
Maternal Attachment 24.83 24.22 24.42 23.30 2.04 None
Maternal Monitoring 10.03 9.49 9.44 9.44 1.96 None
Perceived Peer Deling. 1.52 2.07 1.74 2.28 7.09* G4>G3,G1; G2>G1
School Environment 3.98 3.83 3.62 3.64 4.89* None
Environmental Risk 1.98 1.89 2.20 1.84 1.27 None
Neighborhood Disorg. .45 .54 .56 .63 4.77* G4>G1
Household Poverty 42 .38 40 .38 .16 None

*p<.05
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included in the analyses did not distinguish between offending trajectoriesdks.bldne
few additional risk factors that did distinguish between offending trajectoaes best
able to distinguish chronic offenders from non-offenders only.

Hispanic sample.The results of the mean difference tests assessing the ability of
risk and protective factors to distinguish between offending trajectoriésefdlispanic
sample are presented in Table 15. Overall, 9 of the 13 risk factors differdatarghy
across groups in the Hispanic sample. As expected, prior delinquency sigiyificant
distinguished between all three offending trajectories. The majority otliee o
significant risk factors (gender, impulsivity, early arrest, matetatlament, maternal
monitoring, and neighborhood disorganization) distinguished the two offending
trajectories (G3, G4) from the non-offending trajectory only. Additionallscgreed peer
delinquency distinguished the chronic group from the non-offender group only and
school environment distinguished the adolescent-limited trajectory from theffeowter
trajectory only.

In sum. Across the four models, risk and protective factors were generallyoable t
distinguish offenders from non-offenders. While some risk factors (e.g., prior
delinquency) were shown to distinguish between offending trajectories witheatitf
developmental patterns, most of the risk and protective factors were not able to
distinguish between the two groups with initially high probabilities of involvement in
offending; the adolescent-limited group (G3 in all models) and the high-lexgalic
group (G4 in all models). In general, these two groups showed the highest lesfel of r
compared to the groups with a lower initial probability of involvement in offending. The

group labeled as non-offenders evinced the lowest level of risk and highest level of
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Table 15

Group Mean Differences in Risk and Protective Factors by Trajectory Group — His|jank26)

Non- Adolescent- High-Level
Offenders Limiteds Chronics

Gl G3 G4
Variable (n=388) (n=213) (n=125) F Tukey’s b
Gender 42 57 .63 11.60* G4,G3>G1
Prior Delinquency .85 1.92 2.71 58.67* G4>G3,G1; G3>G1
Impulsivity 1.56 2.15 1.95 17.43* G3,G4>G1
Cognitive Functioning 34.07 33.39 39.12 1.88 None
Learning Disability .06 .09 .10 1.12 None
Early Arrest .03 A1 13 9.50* G4,G3>G1
Maternal Attachment 25.37 24.27 23.82 6.70* G4,G3<G1
Maternal Monitoring 10.40 9.37 8.67 15.64* G4,G3<G1
Perceived Peer Deling. 1.26 1.55 1.67 3.91* G4>G1
School Environment 4.33 4.08 4.17 4.14* G3<G1
Environmental Risk 1.53 1.71 151 1.04 None
Neighborhood Disorg. .52 .68 .63 7.77* G3,G4>G1
Household Poverty 41 40 .35 .57 None

*p<.05
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protective factors in nearly every instance across the four models. Therlsavas a
evidence of consistency in the factors that distinguished the adolescdatees¢&2)
from the non-offenders (G1). Gender and prior delinquency distinguished these two
trajectories in the aggregate, white, and black samples. In addition to genddoand pr
delinquency, maternal attachment in the aggregate and white samples anck@greer
delinquency in the black sample also distinguished escalators from non-offenders.

Some interesting differences across the racially disaggregated matefsdar
as well. One particular finding that emerged was that several of the dgkatective
factors that distinguished offending trajectories in the aggregate, widtéjigpanic
models did not significantly distinguish offending trajectories in the blaclkleamhese
findings are discussed in more detail below, in the context of the multivasatesre
Multivariate Analysis

The final stage of the study analysis explored how risk and protectivesfacto
simultaneously distinguished trajectories of offending in the full sample and
disaggregated across race and ethnicity. These analyses proceedestages. In the
first set of models, the trajectory groups were regressed onto the risk amdiyeote
factors from each risk domain (demographics, individual-level risk, parentintyfam
peers, and structural-level risk) separately. Results from these mubirogistic
regression models are displayed in Tables ¥6Affer examining the ability of the
factors from each risk domain to distinguish offending trajectories, a fulllnsode

examined in which the offending groups are regressed onto all of the risk factors

2 Each block in Tables 16-19 reflects the resulta séparate multinomial logistic regression model i
which trajectory group membership is regressed theaisk factors listed in that block. This dempates
the effects of risk and protective factors fromtedomain before controlling for the factors frorhet
domains.
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simultaneously. The full model results are displayed in Tables 20-23. Full msdi$re
are presented both adjusted and unadjusted for prior involvement in delinquency. In all of
the models, the non-offender group (G1) is selected as the reference group tdlwhich a
other groups are contrasted. All results are presented for the full samplearadedg
for each racial and ethnic subgroup. An additional set of full multivariate modalshei
adolescent-limited trajectory as the reference group were conductdtetadentify the
factors that distinguished between the adolescent-limited and hightevaic
trajectories. Results from these additional models are presented in Appendix A.

Multinomial logistic regression results disaggregated by risk domain.

Full sample. Table 16 reports the results of the multinomial logistic regression of
trajectory groups onto risk factors from the five risk domains for the full studplea
The results for the full sample indicate that, with the exception of learrsabiliily and
environmental risk index, all of the risk factors distinguished between offending
trajectories on some level. The first block of Table 16 presents the resulth&om t
regression of trajectory groups onto the demographic factors of race/etanitigender.
Minority status was significantly and negatively related to membership ntihet
adolescent-escalator and high-level chronic trajectories comparednortiuéfender
trajectory. This indicates that, compared to whites, both blacks and Hispaneckesger
likely to be classified as either adolescent-escalators or high-lenaglic offenders as
opposed to non-offenders. Male gender was positively related to membership in all three
offending trajectories relative to the non-offender trajectory.

Of the individual-level risk factors, impulsivity, cognitive functioning, andyearl

involvement in the criminal justice system emerged as significant disations between
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Table 16

Multinomial Regression Results by Risk Domain — Full Sa(npig,416)

Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level Model
Escalators  Limiteds® Chronics® Statistics
G2 G3 G4

Variables (reference) Odds Odds Odds 7R
Demographics 121.82*** (.04)

Race

Black (white) .75* .92 58***
Hispanic (white) .58** .92 75*%

Gender (female) 2.04*** 1.75%** 2.09***
Individual-level risk 182.26*** (.07)

Impulsivity 1.15% 1.43*** 1.48%**

Cognitive functioning 1.01%** 1.00 1.01**

Learning disability (no) 1.27 1.13 1.08

Early arrest (no) 1.60 2.43** 3.35%%
Parenting/Family 121.51*** (.04)

Maternal attachment 97* 97* Q5*xx

Maternal monitoring .99 .Q2xx* QL x**
Peers 98.27*** (.03)

Perceived peer delinquency 1.02 1.21%** 1.32%**
Structural-level risk 110.93*** (.04)

School environment 1.08 T 78

Environmental risk index .94 1.03 1.01

Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.23 1.41** 1.58***

Household poverty (no) 92 .97 A49r**

*=p<.05, *=p<.01, ***=p<.001;* R reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.

'G1 (non-offenders) is reference group

offending trajectories. Impulsivity increased the odds of being in all tlifeeding

trajectories relative to the non-offender group. Cognitive functioning wasisantly

related to membership in groups two and four relative to group one. Although cognitive
functioning did emerge as a significant discriminator between groups, it thaeéfliect

on the odds of being in either offending group relative to the non-offending group. Being
arrested before the age of 13.5 had a strong positive effect on membership in groups three

and four relative to group one. The presence of an early arrest increased the outdp of be
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in the adolescent-limited group by 143% relative to group one and by 235% for the high-
level chronic group relative to group one.

Both parenting measures distinguished offending trajectories from the non-
offender group. Youths with lower levels of maternal attachment were masetbkiae
in one of the three offending trajectories relative to the non-offending group.
Additionally, youths with lower levels of maternal monitoring were more likelye in
either the adolescent-limited or high-level chronic trajectory wedt the non-offender
trajectory. Perceived peer delinquency also emerged as a significamhishator
between the two groups with the highest initial probability of involvement in offending
(G3 and G4) and the non-offending trajectory.

Three of the four structural-level variables also emerged as significa
discriminators between trajectories. Quality of school environment wasvetgaelated
to membership in the adolescent-limited and high-level chronic trajectelatise to the
non-offender trajectory while neighborhood disorganization was positivelpdeiat
membership in both of these groups relative to the non-offending group. Unexpectedly,
household poverty was negatively related to membership in group four, indicating that
individuals in the high-level chronic trajectory were less likely to live in gguaan
individuals in the non-offender group.

White sample. The results of the multinomial logistic regressions by risk domain
for the white sample are presented in Table 17. The results from the white saenpl
very consistent with the findings from the full sample. Gender, impulsivity, cegniti
functioning, maternal attachment, and neighborhood disorganization all emerged as

significant discriminators between the three offending groups and the reoderfs.
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Additionally, early contact with the criminal justice system, materrwaditaring,
perceived peer delinquency, and quality of school environment all significantly
distinguished the adolescent-limited and high-level chronic trajectory gfoup the
non-offending group. Poverty was again a significant discriminator between groups
Poverty was positively related to membership in the adolescent-limited offending
trajectory relative to the non-offender trajectory but negativelye@tep membership in
the high-level chronic trajectory relative to the non-offender trajectory
Table 17

Multinomial Regression Results by Risk Domain — White Sgmple776)

Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level Model
Escalators  Limiteds® Chronics® Statistics
G2 G3 G4
Variables (reference) Odds Odds Odds PN
Demographics 23.06*** (.01)
Gender (female) 1.52** 1.58*** 1.63**
Individual-level risk 154.60*** (.11)
Impulsivity 1.24** 1.58*** 1.60%**
Cognitive functioning 1.01* 99** 1.00
Learning disability (no) .81 .82 .82
Early arrest (no) 1.40 3.24** VA Rl
Parenting/Family 108.31*** (.06)
Maternal attachment .96* .96* 93***
Maternal monitoring .98 .88*** .90***
Peers 87.37*** (.05)
Perceived peer delinquency 1.03 1.33*** 1.44%**
Structural-level risk 93.18*** (.07)
School environment 1.10 T4 T4xr*
Environmental risk index .98 1.07 1.07
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.37% 1.45*% 1.80***
Household poverty (no) 1.20 1.75%* A8*

t=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001* R’ reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
1G1 (non-offenders) is reference group

Black sample. The results from the domain-specific multinomial logistic
regressions for the black sample are presented in Table 18. For AfricancAns,

gender emerged as a strong predictor of membership in offending trgecidre largest
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effect of gender was observed for the adolescent-escalator group wingrenake
increased the odds of group membership by 2.52 relative to the non-offending group.
Table 18

Multinomial Regression Results by Risk Domain — Black Saimp$d.4)

Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level Model
Escalators  Limiteds® Chronics® Statistics
G2 G3 G4
Variables (reference) Odds Odds Odds 7~ R
Demographics 53.58*** (.05)
Gender (female) 3.52%** 2.40*** 2.63***
Individual-level risk 33.80** (.05)
Impulsivity 1.26* 1.11 1.45%*
Cognitive functioning 1.01* .99 1.00
Learning disability (no) 2.33* 1.79% .48
Early arrest (no) 2.361 1.97t 2.661
Parenting/Family 9.61 (.01)
Maternal attachment .99 1.00 957
Maternal monitoring .96 951 .98
Peers 20.40*** (.02)
Perceived peer delinquency 1.24%** 1.107 1.34%**
Structural-level risk 19.79t  (.03)
School environment 91 .80** T7*
Environmental risk index 1.00 1.08 1.01
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.57 1.48% 1.21
Household poverty (no) .89 .88 .85

t=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001* R’ reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
1G1 (non-offenders) is reference group

Significant discriminating factors from the individual-level risk domainuded
impulsivity, which distinguished adolescent-escalators and high-level chifooi non-
offenders and learning disability, which distinguished adolescent-escalatbrs
adolescent-limiteds from non-offenders. Maternal attachment disctedibatween
high-level chronics and non-offenders only while maternal monitoring disaied
between adolescent-limiteds and non-offenders only. Additionally, the perceemed pe

delinquency risk factor significantly distinguished all three offendiogigs from the
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non-offenders. Finally, among the structural-level factors, only school enverdgrand
neighborhood disorganization emerged as significant discriminators of group
membership. Quality of school environment (a protective measure) was nggativel
related to membership in groups three and four relative to group one while neighborhood
disorganization distinguished adolescent-limiteds from non-offenders only.

Hispanic Sample. The multinomial logistic regression results by risk domain for
the Hispanic sample are presented in Table 19. The results indicate that sitefviee
risk factors significantly discriminated between offending trajecosighin the Hispanic
Table 19

Multinomial Regression Results by Risk Domain — Hispanic Sqdmpl26)

Adolescent- High-Level Model
Limiteds®* Chronics' Statistics
G3 G4
Variables (reference) Odds Odds PaAGON
Demographics 22.73** (.03)
Gender (female) 1.82** 2.37*
Individual-level risk 40.53** (.08)
Impulsivity 1.58*** 1.33*
Cognitive functioning 1.01 1.01**
Learning disability (no) 1.59 1.93
Early arrest (no) 1.93 2.72*
Parenting/Family 31.88*** (.05)
Maternal attachment .98 .98
Maternal monitoring .92** .86***
Peers 7.74% (.01)
Perceived peer delinquency 1.12* 1.17*
Structural-level risk 12.01 (.02)
School environment .92 91
Environmental risk index 1.08 1.00
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.79* 1.52%
Household poverty (no) .83 72

t=p<.10, *=p<.05, **=p<.01, ***=p<.001* R’ reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
1G1 (non-offenders) is reference group
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sample. Gender, impulsivity, maternal monitoring, perceived peer delinquedcy, a
neighborhood disorganization all emerged as significant discriminators Ipetiveeevo
offending trajectories identified within the Hispanic sample and the non-offende
trajectory. Additionally, early involvement with the criminal justicetegs discriminated
between the high-level chronic trajectory and the non-offender trajectory.

In sum. In general, the findings from the domain-specific multinomial logistic
regression models suggest that when risk factors from different domain@ar@ed in
isolation, factors from all domains do significantly discriminate betweendifig
trajectories in general and across race and ethnicity. These Braf@d¢jmited however,
because they do not account for the influence of all the risk and protective factors
simultaneously. While these findings provide valuable information regardindilitg a
of risk factors to distinguish offending trajectories, a better understantlihg ssue can
be achieved by exploring the ability of risk factors to simultaneously distimguis
offending trajectories.

That caveat aside, some interesting findings regarding racial and ethnic
differences in the ability of risk factors to distinguish offending ttajees did emerge
from the domain-specific models. Comparing across the three models diséegjlgga
race and ethnicity, the results indicate that structural factors distingfiénding
trajectories more consistently for whites than they do for minorities. Aniitezesting
finding is that early contact with the criminal justice system and pedgeer
delinquency appear to differentially discriminate between offendingtoaijes for
blacks relative to whites. While these two factors do not distinguish the agtttlesc

escalator trajectory from the non-offending trajectory for whitey, éineerge as strong
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predictors of involvement in the adolescent-escalator trajectory relattie non-
offending trajectory for blacks. Additionally, gender appears to distindpaisheen
offending trajectories more strongly for minorities than it does for whites

Full model multinomial logistic regression resultsin order to better elucidate
the ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish between offendajertories and
explore if and how this process varies by race and ethnicity, the final stigesbiidy
analysis examined full models in which the trajectory groups were redrestethe
complete set of risk and protective factors simultaneously. These modelsstierated
without prior delinquent involvement included and adjusted for prior delinquency.

Full sample. The results of the full model multinomial logistic regression
analyses for the full study sample are presented in Table 20. Overallgbeaiée suggest
that several of the included risk and protective factors significantly dissimn@ffending
trajectories. The results also suggest that a considerable amount ofueeadefof the
risk and protective factors on offending group membership operates indirectlgtthrou
prior delinquency. A number of risk and protective factors were significamaedeto
trajectory group membership before adjustment for baseline delinquent involvement
Gender, impulsivity, cognitive functioning, and neighborhood disorganization all
significantly discriminated between the adolescent-escalatortygjgd6G2) and the non-
offender trajectory (G1). This indicates that males, individuals who wereimptdsive,
individuals who performed better on the cognitive functioning measure, and individuals
who reported growing up in neighborhoods where gangs were present were nhpre like
to follow the adolescent-escalating trajectory relative to the non-offgmidijectory. In

the adjusted models, gender, cognitive functioning, and neighborhood disorganization
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Full Multinomial Regression Results — Full Sam(ne3,416)
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Adolescent-Escalators

Adolescent-Limiteds

High-Level Chronics'

G2 G3 G4

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjust Adjusted
Race

Black (white) .98 1.02 B7** .76 .64** .75
Hispanic (white) 73 .76 74* .82 .95 1.07
Gender (female) 2.24%xxx 2.13%xx* 1.69%*x* 1.39%** 2.Q7xxxx 1.57%**
Prior Delinquency -- 1.21%** -- 1.66%*** -- 1.91%%**
Impulsivity 1.14* 1.09 1.25%+** 1.08 1.23%x .99
Cognitive functioning 1.01%*** 1.01%** 1.00 1.00 1.01** 1.01
Learning disability (no) .82 .82 .93 .89 .79 74
Early arrest (no) 1.23 .86 1.61* 59* 2.18*** .62
Maternal attachment .98 .98 .99 .99 .94 x** L95¥*
Maternal monitoring .98 .99 Q4xx* .97 .97 1.01
Perceived peer delinquency 1.05 1.03 1.11* 1.02 1.25%*** 1.10%
School environment 1.10 1.12 .86*** .89* .90 .94
Environmental risk index .93 .93 1.00 1.00 .95 .95
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.50** 1.41* 1.35** 1.13 1.31* 1.05
Household poverty (no) 1.25 1.23 1.06 1.03 .69* .69*
Model fit Unadjustedy’=301.56**** (R°=.14)* Adjusted:y°=530.04**** (RP=.24)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeesfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.

'G1 (non-offenders) is reference group
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continued to discriminate the adolescent-escalator trajectory from theffieoding
trajectory. As expected, prior delinquent involvement (measured as the wdriety
delinquent acts committed before the first NLSY interview) also scgmifly
distinguished between the non-offenders and the adolescent-escalators. Race and
ethnicity did not distinguish adolescent-escalators from non-offenders.

As was suggested in the bivariate and domain-specific regression analysgs, m
of the same risk and protective factors distinguished both of the trajectaties fvgh
initial probability of involvement in offending (G3, G4) from the non-offendeettajry
(G1). Before adjusting for prior delinquency, race and ethnicity significa
discriminated trajectory group membership for these two groups. Minaattyssh
general was negatively related to membership in the adolescent-linajextdry relative
to the non-offending trajectory. Additionally, relative to whites, blacks werelileely to
be classified as high-level chronic offenders as opposed to non-offenders. Haheser
effects were not significant in the fully adjusted model. This suggests tHatminority
status serves as a protective factor against membership in more sepadigff
trajectories, once prior delinquent involvement is controlled for, race is no longeoabl
discriminate offending trajectories.

Of the remaining thirteen risk and protective factors, nine were found to
significantly discriminate offending trajectories before models \adjested for prior
delinquency. Gender, impulsivity, early arrest, maternal attachment, adatesnitoring,
perceived peer delinquency, quality of school environment, neighborhood
disorganization, and poverty all distinguished at least one of the two trajsatithean

initially high probability of offending from the non-offenders. Gender, impitigiearly
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arrest, perceived peer delinquency, and neighborhood disorganization were all
significantly and positively related to membership in groups three and fouvedtat
group one. These factors demonstrated utility in distinguishing the adolasuiésd-|
trajectory and the high-level chronic trajectory from the non-offendipectaay, but did
not vary greatly between the two offending trajectories. In addition to théadtors that
operated generally across adolescent-limited and high-level chrgeitdrées, maternal
monitoring and quality of school environment discriminated the adolescent-limited
trajectory from the non-offending trajectory while maternal attactimed poverty
distinguished the high-level chronic trajectory from the non-offender tosyec
Unexpectedly, but consistent with what was found in the bivariate and domainespecifi
models, poverty was negatively related to membership in the high-level chronic
trajectory. After adjusting for baseline delinquency, many of the risk anteqbive
factors no longer significantly distinguished between the trajectoni¢ise ladjusted
model, only gender and delinquency are significant predictors of group membership
across all groups. For the adolescent-limited group, early arresheesignificant in the
adjusted model, but becomes negative and quality of school environment continues to be
negatively related to group membership relative to the non-offending group. For the high-
level chronic trajectory, maternal attachment, perceived peer delinquedagypeerty
continue to distinguish chronic offenders from non-offenders.

White sample. The results of the full model multinomial logistic regressions for
the white sample are presented in Table 21. These findings indicate that eight of t
thirteen risk and protective factors significantly distinguished offendifgctaies for

whites. Gender, cognitive functioning, maternal attachment, and neighborhood
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Full Multinomial Regression Results — White Santpel,776)
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Adolescent-Escalators

Adolescent-Limiteds

High-Level Chronics

G2 G3 G4

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted tédljus
Gender (female) 1.55* 1.47* 1.36* 1.09 1.51* 1.12
Prior Delinquency -- 1.25%** - 1.79%*** -- 2.02%x**
Impulsivity 1.13 1.07 1.3 %% 1.08 1.30*** 1.03
Cognitive functioning 1.01** 1.01** 99** .99* 1.01 1.01*
Learning disability (no) .57 .60 74 74 .70 .67
Early arrest (no) 37 .26 1.68 .59 1.89 .54
Maternal attachment .96* .96* .98 .98 Q3F** Q3rr*
Maternal monitoring .94 .96 90*r** 93** .96 1.01
Perceived peer delinquency 1.08 1.04 1.16** 1.03 1.26%** .97
School environment 1.09 1.10 .94 1.00 91 .94
Environmental risk index .90 .89 .96 94 .98 .94
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.60** 1.51** 1.22 1.06 1.53* 1.31
Household poverty (no) 1.56 1.60 1.67** 1.78** .69 g7

Model fit Unadjustedy®=220.66**** (R°=.18)" Adjusted:y°=365.52*** (R°=.28)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns rdpeestfetts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.

'G1 (non-offenders) is reference group
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disorganization significantly discriminated the adolescent-escatajectory from the
non-offender trajectory both before and after the model was adjusted for pingueeak
involvement. This suggests that males, individuals with higher cognitive functioning,
individuals with lower levels of maternal attachment, and individuals who reside in
socially disorganized neighborhoods are more likely to be classified in the@elle
escalating trajectory relative to the non-offending trajectory.1@etxisk factors were
also able to distinguish the adolescent-limited trajectory from the noneefférajectory.
In the unadjusted model, gender, impulsivity, maternal monitoring, perceived peer
delinquency, and poverty all significantly discriminated between adolesoatedi
offenders and non- offenders. Once the model was adjusted for baseline delinquent
involvement, the significant effects of gender, impulsivity, and peer delinguresstyed
out. In the fully adjusted model, only prior delinquency, maternal monitoring, and
poverty emerged as significant discriminating factors between the egloldsnited and
non-offender groups for whites. The effects of these risk factors wenetlzd expected
direction indicating that a greater variety of delinquency involvement, lowds lefe
maternal monitoring, and higher levels of household poverty distinguished adolescent
limited offenders from non-offenders in the white sample.

Finally, for the high-level chronic group, gender, impulsivity, maternal
attachment, perceived peer delinquency, and neighborhood disorganization emerged as
significant discriminators in the unadjusted model. After adjusting the modeldeliria
delinquency, only prior delinquency and maternal attachment remained significant

discriminators between the high-level chronic and the non-offender trgjector
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Black sample. The results of the full model multinomial logistic regressions for
the black sample are presented in Table 22. Consistent with what was observed in the
ANOVA and domain-specific regression models, far fewer risk and proteatit@$
emerged as significant discriminators between offending trajecforibtacks relative to
whites. Overall, seven of the thirteen risk factors distinguished betwgertdraes on
some level, but there was very little consistency in the factors the emeggéidantly
across the three offending trajectories. Gender emerged as the stppadesor of
group membership across all trajectories. Relative to black females niddes were
considerably more likely to be classified into one of the three offendiregtoajes
relative to the non-offending trajectory. Impulsivity, cognitive functionengd early
arrest emerged as additional factors discriminating between the adblescalator and
non-offender trajectories. The significant effect of early contaitt the criminal justice
system is noteworthy for this group because it did not emerge as a amnpfiedictor
for either of the other two offending groups. After adjusting for prior delinquemty
gender and cognitive functioning significantly distinguish adolescenta¢sigafrom
non-offenders in the black sample.

Even fewer risk factors emerged as discriminating variables between the
adolescent- limited and high-level chronic trajectories and the non-oftetrdjectory.
For adolescent-limiteds, in the unadjusted model, gender, school environment, and
neighborhood disorganization emerged as significant factors distinguishing the
adolescent-limiteds from the non-offenders. After adjusting the model $efiha
delinquency, only gender, prior delinquency and quality of school environment remained

significant. For the high-level chronics, only gender and perceived peer delinquency
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Full Multinomial Regression Results — Black Sanfpt914)
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Adolescent-Escalators

Adolescent-Limiteds

High-Level Chronics

G2 G3 G4

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted édljust
Gender (female) 5.32%*** 5.00**** 2.7 4%x** 2.37*** 3.82%*** 2.93***
Prior Delinquency - 1.22 -- 1.54%**x -- 1.98****
Impulsivity 1.29* 1.22 1.08 .99 1.22 1.03
Cognitive functioning 1.02** 1.02* 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.00
Learning disability (no) 2.09 1.96 1.30 1.08 51 A4
Early arrest (no) 2.93* 1.90 2.15 .88 1.70 43
Maternal attachment 1.01 1.02 1.01 1.03 .95 .99
Maternal monitoring 1.03 1.04 .99 1.02 1.03 1.07
Perceived peer delinquency 1.18 1.16 1.04 .99 1.33** 1.21
School environment .94 .97 6% .80** .80 .84
Environmental risk index .99 .89 1.20 94 .99 .94
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.55 1.41 1.78** 1.50 .97 .70
Household poverty (no) .96 .93 .90 .87 .96 .90

Model fit Unadjustedy’=88.54**** (R’=.18)* Adjusted:y°=131.92*** (R°=.25)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeesfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.

'G1 (non-offenders) is reference group

www.manaraa.com



160
emerged as significant discriminators in the unadjusted model. Once the model was
adjusted for baseline delinquency, only gender and prior delinquency were shown to
distinguish the high-level chronics from the non-offenders.

Hispanic sample. The results of the full model multinomial logistic regressions
for the Hispanic sample are presented in Table 23. As was the case in the blaek sampl
only a few risk and protective factors significantly distinguished the offending
trajectories from the non-offending trajectory. In the unadjusted model forigparkc
sample, gender, impulsivity, cognitive functioning, and neighborhood disorganization
emerged as the only significant discriminators between the adolesodatland non-
offender trajectories. After adjusting the model for baseline delinquencgifdut of
neighborhood disorganization washed out leaving gender, prior delinquency, impulsivity,
and cognitive functioning as the risk factors that significantly discriteththe
adolescent-limited trajectory from the non-offender trajectory itHiepanic sample.

These findings suggest that males, individuals who engaged in a greater variety of
delinquent acts, individuals with higher cognitive functioning, and individuals who were
more impulsive were more likely to be in the adolescent-limited trajecttative to the
non-offender trajectory. In the unadjusted model, the high-level chronic trgjecsr
distinguished from the non-offender trajectory by gender, impulsivity, andtoagni
functioning. After the model was adjusted for baseline delinquency, the effect of
impulsivity was no longer significant leaving gender, prior delinquency, andtieay
functioning as the only significant discriminators between the chronic offeadd the

non-offenders. While cognitive functioning emerged significant, its effastvery small
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Table 23

Full Multinomial Regression Results — Hispanic San(pt 26)

Adolescent-Limiteds High-Level Chronics

G3 G4
Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Gender (female) 2.22%** 1.81** 2.54*** 1.86*
Prior Delinquency -- 1.52%**x - 1.77%%x*
Impulsivity 1.56%*** 1.34** 1.31* 1.04
Cognitive functioning 1.01** 1.01* 1.02** 1.01**
Learning disability (no) 1.56 1.63 1.15 1.25
Early arrest (no) 1.46 .60 2.47 72
Maternal attachment .98 .99 .95 .96
Maternal monitoring .99 1.03 .94 .98
Perceived peer delinquency 1.01 .94 1.11 .99
School environment 1.06 1.07 1.14 1.18
Environmental risk index 1.07 1.08 .88 .90
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 1.83** 1.58 1.20 .90
Household poverty (no) .97 .88 1.04 .97
Model fit Unadjustedy®=60.68**** (R°=.15)* Adjusted:y°=97.78**** (R’=.23)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeesfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
'G1 (non-offenders) is reference group
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suggesting that gender and prior delinquency best distinguish between chiemie f
and non-offenders in the full Hispanic model.

In sum. The multinomial logistic regression results for the full study sample
reveal some important findings. Specifically related to the third studpres
guestionregarding the generality of risk factors across trajecttireesgsults do not
provide much support for trajectory-specific etiologies. Consistent witthittestudy
hypothesis, and general theories of offending, the results suggest that &sptradrask
factors distinguish offenders from non-offenders. Contrary to developmerdakethe
there was little evidence that unique causal mechanisms underlie tragetih
divergent developmental patterns. In general, these results appear to hajgest
general set of risk factors explain all patterns of offending; trajestargedistinguished
by varying levels of risk rather than trajectory-specific factors. aeretical
significance of these findings is discussed further in Chapter 7. Table 24/didma
significant risk factors for the full sample and across the raciadlggdjregated models.

Another interesting finding that emerged from the multinomial logistic
regressions was that many of the risk factors that significantiygiisshed offending
trajectories in the unadjusted models were no longer significant after théwasde
adjusted for prior delinquency. This finding suggests that many of these risk faetors
indirectly related to offending group membership through their influence omgdehcy
prior to the beginning of the current study observation period.

Across the full multinomial logistic regression models disaggregatedcbyaral
ethnicity several interesting findings also emerged. In regards foutth study

hypothesis concerning the generality of risk factors across racehamcitgf the findings
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suggest that with the exception of gender and prior delinquency, most of the risk and
protective factors included in the current study do not have general effexds eaxre
and ethnicity. Some factors such as neighborhood disorganization and cognitive
functioning distinguish trajectories across all three samples, but overalbfribe risk
and protective factors do not appear to distinguish trajectories in the sanaerasy
race and ethnicity. Contrary to the fourth study hypothesis, fewer of the inclskleshd
protective factors emerged as significant in the two minority samplewedia the white
sample suggesting that the factors that distinguish offending trajecormsy
minorities may be different from those that distinguish offending trajectannesg
whites. Contrary to the fifth study hypothesis, there was no evidence thatrstrusk
factors were more salient for minorities than whites. In general, strucsk&actors did
not fare very well in distinguishing offending trajectories within any ofrtiogal or
ethnic subgroups.

Overall, the findings described above suggest that heterogeneity in the
development of offending is universal across race and ethnicity and that, wishin thi
sample, there are more similarities than differences in the number ardoshap
developmental trajectories that are identified across race and ethAdulkiyionally, the
study findings provide support for general causal mechanisms rather tleatotsaj
specific etiologies. Although the factors that emerged as significadictors of group
membership were not fully consistent with the causal models offered byed@dstifr and
Hirschi or Sampson and Laub, the study findings favor the parsimony of géreenaés
over the complexity of developmental theories like Moffitt's dual taxonomy. The

implications of the study findings are discussed in more detail in Chapter 7.
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Significant Risk Factors — Full Multivariate Models
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Adolescent- Adolescent- High-Level
Escalators Limiteds® Chronics®

Full Sample Gender (+), Gender (+), Gender (+),
Prior Delinquency (+), Prior Delinquency (+), Prior Delinquency (+),
Cognitive Functioning (+), Early Arrest (-), Maternal Attachment (-),
Neighborhood School Environment (-)  Peer Delinquency (+),
Disorganization (+) Poverty (-)

White Sample Gender (+), Prior Delinquency (+), Prior Delinquency (+),
Prior Delinquency (+), Cognitive Functioning(-), Cognitive Functioning(+),
Cognitive Functioning (+), Maternal Monitoring (-), Maternal Attachment(-)
Maternal Attachment (-), Poverty (+)
Neighborhood
Disorganization (+)

Black Sample Gender (+), Gender (+), Gender (+),

Cognitive Functioning (+)

Hispanic Sample

Prior Delinquency(+),
School Environment (-)

Gender (+),

Prior Delinquency (+),
Impulsivity (+),

Cognitive Functioning (+)

Prior Delinquency (+)

Gender (+),
Prior Delinquency (+),
Cognitive Functioning (+)

"Non-Offenders is reference group

(+) denotes a positive coefficient; (-) denotes a negative coefficient
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Chapter 7: Discussion

This study filled an important gap in the literature by examining rao@lethnic
differences/similarities in offending trajectories in a cohort of estwnts who
participated in the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth 1997. The study also explored
how several risk and protective factors significantly distinguished offendijegtories
both in general and across race and ethnicity. Finally, guided by the clssifischeme
of criminological theories set forth by Paternoster and colleagues (199 ¢yrtient
study examined the utility of general versus developmental theories fairergl
divergent trajectories of offending.

The current study builds upon a growing body of research informing race
differences in trajectories of offending (Cohen et al., 2010; Reitzel, 2006) andlitye abi
of risk and protective factors to distinguish offending trajectories both in ¢g€éBeraani
et al., 2009; Chung et al., 2002; Fergusson et al., 2000; Laub & Sampson, 2003; Piquero
et al., 2002; Piquero et al., 2007; Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003; Wiesner & Windle, 2004 )
and across subgroups (Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010;
Reitzel, 2006). This chapter provides a summary of the key study findings folloveed by
discussion of the theoretical implications of these findings. The chapter canalitde

discussion of the limitations of the current study and directions for futurechsea
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Summary of Findings
As hypothesized, trajectory estimations revealed considerable #ieslan both
the number of groups and the patterns of offending observed across race and.ethnicity
Heterogeneity in the development of offending was observed universallg Hveasice
and ethnic-specific trajectory models. A four-group model was found for whites and
blacks while a three-group model was found for Hispanics. Three offending trggctor
were common to all three racial and ethnic subgroups; a group that began wittaky |
low probability of involvement in offending and maintained a low probability of
involvement in offending throughout the 11 years of observation (labeled non-offenders);
a group that began with an initially high probability of involvement in offending that
declined steadily over the observation period (labeled adolescent-limiteds) gamalp
that began with an initially high probability of involvement in offending and maiethi
the highest probability of involvement throughout the study period (labeled high-leve
chronics). Trajectory results revealed an additional group in the white akdshlaples.
This group began with an initially low probability of involvement in offending that
increased steadily through young adulthood before declining towards the end of the
observation period; this group was labeled as adolescent-escalators. The finding of
heterogeneity in the development of offending across race and ethnicityistemngith
previous empirical research (Cohen et al., 2010; Reitzel, 2006) and affirms tteat simi
developmental patterns of offending are observable across race and ethnicity.
The patterns of offending that were identified in both the full and racially-

disaggregated models are very consistent with what has been observed in previous

applications of the trajectory methodology across a diverse array of safRgjaero,
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2008). Consistent with Moffitt's (1993) developmental taxonomy, study findings
indicated that an adolescent-peaked and a chronic offending trajectory di¢: @trerss
all four models. Additionally, consistent with extant empirical findings (D'&émgand,
McCall, & Nagin, 1998), a late-onset chronic trajectory (labeled adolesseatators)
was identified in three of the four models. The fact that these patterns eraergesithe
racially-disaggregated models suggests that the patterns of offendihgvkdieen
consistently observed in predominantly white and mixed race samples canhhba fa
replicated in minority samples. This finding supports the validity of taxonomiciéiseor
within minority samples (although dual taxonomy models do not account for all the
patterns that emerged in the current study) and suggests that developmeanted phitt
offending may be more or less invariant across race and ethnicity.

In addition to examining race-specific models of offending trajectories, the
current study also explored the relationship between race and trajectory group
membership; specifically testing the hypothesis that African-Amesiead Hispanics
would be differentially involved in offending and therefore more likely to beitkdsn
offending trajectories. Consistent with Moffitt (1994), the current study @extithat
African-Americans would be found in greater prevalence in both chronic and adolescent
peaked offending trajectories. No support for this hypothesis was found; in fact, the
opposite finding emerged. Study findings revealed that, within the 13-14 year oltl cohor
of the NLSY97, blacks (10.6%) accounted for a smaller proportion of membership in the
high-level chronic offending trajectory than either whites (16.3%) qgoaties (13.8%).
Similar proportions for all three racial groups were found in the adolescetegdimi

offending trajectory. Additionally, in the full sample trajectory model, migpatatus
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emerged as a protective factor against membership in more serious offeaj@icipries
relative to the non-offender trajectory.

The finding that whites offended in greater prevalence and at a higher average
frequency than minorities is contrary to what was expected based on yeausirafad
research which suggests that minorities are overinvolved in certain types ofraffendi
There are several possible reasons for this finding. Empirical resafoahing the
relationship between race and crime has generally found that racial disfogidstiin
offending is most likely to be observed for serious and violent offenses (ElliotiefoA,
1980; Elliott et al., 1986; Hawkins et al., 1998). As the current study examines mostly
property and drug offending, it is possible that disproportionate minority involvement i
offending is underestimated due to omitted variable bias. Another potential redson tha
warrants consideration is the possibility that the self-report measurdemdiafy utilized
in the current study are differentially valid across race and ethnicitge $rior research
has found that self-reports are differentially valid across race and &tiwiiti
minorities less likely to report some offending behaviors (Hindelang, Hjr&dNeis,
1981); however, more recent empirical research has found that there are eockan
the predictive validity of self-reports across race (Farrington,1296). The current
study favors the latter argument but acknowledges that possibility the¢geits may
be differentially valid across race and ethnicity. Another potential reasolnef disparate
finding that whites were more likely to be involved in offending is the fact that the
current study utilizes a general population sample rather than an offender-batedio

sample. It is possible that race differences are more pronounced in studigsizieat
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samples made up of higher risk offenders where serious and violent offenses accur at
higher rate.

Having acknowledged these possible challenges, the current study argties tha
observed results are valid and that given the makeup of the current study santipée and
predominantly non-violent forms of offending being considered as outcomes, it is not
illogical that the results indicate that whites have both a higher prevaladaacidence
of offending. The implication of the finding that whites in this sample were nikaig to
be involved in offending and offended at a higher rate than minorities suggests that
studies that rely solely on official measures of delinquency or at-risgleamay
overstate minority involvement in offending. As noted in Chapter 2, there has long been
debate about whether the racial disproportionality observed in official meadumeme
reflects differential involvement in offending by minorities or differahtriminal justice
selection of minority offenders. While this issue was not directly addr@ssieel current
study, the finding that whites reported more involvement in offending than minorities
suggests that differential selection is the driving force behind minorityepresentation
in official measures of offending rather than differential minority involvenrent
offending. Research should continue to address this issue utilizing data thaésnobth
self-reports and official measures of offending.

As detailed in Chapter 1, Paternoster and colleagues (1997) offered a sctiema tha
classified criminological theories as either general or developme&htir typology
contrasted the parsimony of general theories with the complexity of develtgme
theories. They argued that general theories are preferable unless theadgkxity of

developmental theories is needed to better understand the etiology of offending.yContrar
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to the predictions of developmental theories, the current study found little evidence of
trajectory-specific etiologies. In general, risk and protectivefadared well in
distinguishing between offenders and non-offenders but were less able taaiglyifi
distinguish between offending groups with different developmental patterns. Hestig
levels of risk were consistently observed for the trajectories withlipitisgh
probabilities of involvement in offending (adolescent-limiteds and high-leveha®)
and the lowest levels of risk were consistently observed for the two grodpanwit
initially low probability of involvement in offending (non-offenders and adolessce
escalators). This finding is consistent with previous research that has dxpkbility
of risk factors to distinguish offending trajectories (Chung et al., 2002; Fergasal.,
2000; Jennings et al., 2010; Laub & Sampson, 2003; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009;
2010; Piquero et al., 2002; Piquero et al., 2007; Wiesner & Capaldi, 2003; Wiesner &
Windle, 2004).

Consistent with a general explanation of crime, in the full study sample, the
adolescent-limited and high-level chronic trajectories were typidahnguished from
the non-offender trajectory by the same risk and protective factors. Addiyicat the
bivariate level of analysis, these two groups displayed similar mean tévedk and
protective factors. This finding is contrary to the predictions of developmentaigbe
which posit that chronic and adolescent-peaked offending trajectories have unique
etiologies. The developmental theories of Moffitt and Patterson both argue tisat pee
represent the primary risk factor for adolescent-peaked offending whdetipg and
individual-level risk factors are most salient for chronic offenders. Whaatgr

perceived peer delinquency did emerge as a significant predictor of mstipkba the
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adolescent-limited trajectory relative to the non-offender trajgetepredicted by
developmental theories, it was also a significant predictor of membership inlhe hig
level chronic group relative to the non-offender trajectory. Gender, prior delinquency
impulsivity, neighborhood disorganization, and early contact with the criminalgustic
system all predicted membership in both the adolescent-limited and high-levakchr
offending trajectories relative to the non-offending trajectory in the fudlyssample
suggesting that risk factors predict offending trajectories more@gntan specifically.
There was however an interesting difference between these two traethati emerged
when examining the parenting measures in the full study sample; only maternal
monitoring distinguished adolescent-limited offenders from non-offendaits anly
maternal attachment distinguished high-level chronic offenders from femdefs. This
suggests that perhaps parental monitoring is more salient for adolesctat-lim
offenders, while parental attachment is more salient for chronic offefiderginding
that greater parental attachment is negatively related to memberdigpcimronic
offending trajectory is consistent with Moffitt's theoretical progosithat difficult
children may interact with their environment and often have weak parental adtacisn
a result of their difficult temperament.

Findings from the race-specific risk and protective factor analysesatedithat
several risk and protective factors significantly distinguished offendafectories;
however, study results also indicated that risk factors varied in their dbittigtinguish
offending trajectories across race and ethnicity. Gender and prior delinqeraroyed as
the strongest and most consistent risk factors distinguishing trajectogeseral and in

all three race-specific models (although gender effects were stramgerg minorities).
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Additionally, neighborhood disorganization, perceived peer delinquency, impulsivity,
and cognitive functioning emerged as significant predictors of group menbarstti
least two of the three racially-disaggregated models. Overall, a greateemaimisk and
protective factors emerged as significant discriminators between ofiegups for
whites relative to either blacks or Hispanics suggesting that some risk a@ctipeot
factors may have differential salience for predicting group memberstugsa@ce and
ethnicity; a possibility that is not acknowledged by any of the theonesaed in
Chapter 3. These findings provide mixed support for the fourth study hypothesis which
predicted that risk factors would distinguish offending trajectories univeesaibss race
and ethnicity. While a core set of risk factors (gender, prior delinquency, igegnit
functioning and neighborhood disorganization) distinguished offending trajectories from
non-offenders generally across race and ethnicity, several risk andtp@factors (e.g.,
maternal monitoring, maternal attachment, early arrest, poverty) wera shdave
race-specific effects. Contrary to the fifth study hypothesis which peeldikat
structural-level risk factors would be more salient among minorities, noneadd
differential impact of structural factors was observed for either mingrayp.
Implications for DLC Theories

Overall, the current study findings provide more support for general over
developmental theories of offending. As noted in Chapter 3, the debate betweah gener
and developmental theories is in many ways a debate between parsimony and
complexity. In suggesting that multiple pathways to delinquency with unique etislogi
exist, developmental theories present a more complex causal model than peoeies t

which predict universal causation of all types of offending. The added complexity of
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developmental theories is justified only if there is evidence that multiple pgshmith
unique etiologies do in fact exist (Paternoster et al., 1997). While the curmynt stu
consistent with previous research utilizing the trajectory methodology, ditlyclea
identify heterogeneity in developmental patterns of offending, it did not findusinel
evidence supporting the prediction of trajectory-specific etiologies. [fulh&tudy
sample, a majority of the risk factors that emerged as significant fanesdaf trajectory
group membership had general effects. More specifically, most riskdatisinguished
offenders from non-offenders, but not between offending trajectories withediffer
developmental patterns. The current study findings are consistent with pregearche
that has demonstrated that distinct developmental trajectories do not require unique
theoretical explanations (Chung et al., 2002; Fergusson et al., 2000; Laub & Sampson,
2003).

The finding that there was considerable generality in the risk and protective
factors that distinguished offending trajectories in the full study saleypds support to
the predictions of general theories; however, the study findings do not provide a grea
deal of support for either Gottfredson and Hisrchi’'s or Sampson and Laub’s general
theories. While general mechanisms appeared to distinguish offendirgotiaig the
covariates that emerged as significant discriminators of offendiregtoajes were not
fully consistent with the causal models predicted by either of the genevakthguiding
the current research. More specifically, while individual-level and pargsitafiactors
did emerge as significant predictors of group membership, so too did peer and structural
level risk factors. The findings of the current study are more consisténtheitess

theoretical risk factor paradigm which argues that a greater numbsk @dctors predict
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involvement in more serious and prolonged offending (Loeber & Farrington, 1998;
2000). Risk and protective factors from each key risk domain emerged as argnific
discriminators between offending trajectories. The theoretical gatpn of this finding
is that it suggests that general theories of offending like Gottfredson and Wissifi
control theory or Sampson and Laub’s age-graded theory of social control may
oversimplify the causal mechanisms that underlie all types of offendohglbtypes of
offenders.

The fact that several empirical studies (including the current one) emgliha
trajectory methodology have failed to find trajectory-specific etie®g somewhat
problematic for developmental theories like Moffitt's dual taxonomy. Whilelpeaery
application of the trajectory methodology has yielded developmental tragsctioat
resemble those predicted by Moffitt's theory, very few studies have hadssuace
distinguishing between these two divergent trajectories using only the rigksfact
predicted by Moffitt. Unfortunately, the current study does not directly metseire
mechanisms predicted by Moffitt to distinguish between life-course persemtd
adolescent-limited offenders and therefore the conclusion that trajesgecific
etiologies are not necessary must be tempered to some degree. That wedhieas
current study adds to the growing body of research which suggests that thetoisk fac
that distinguish offending trajectories are more general than specific.

The finding that risk factors do not clearly differentiate between toajestwith
divergent patterns of offending is supportive of a conclusion drawn by Laub and
Sampson (2003: 288) that “offender groupings follow a fairly continuous distribution

across variables”. Simply put, this suggests that varying levels of thefaetors, rather
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than group-specific factors, distinguish offender groupings. Laub and Sampson cauti
against relying on static risk factors as predictors of long-term patieaffending due
to the great deal of heterogeneity that exists in these patterns overhignzurifent study
findings support this cautionary note. Although several risk factors emerged &sangni
predictors of membership in one of the two trajectories with an initially high Ipitdia
of involvement in offending, most risk factors did not significantly vary acrose tive
trajectories which displayed considerably divergent patterns of offendinghevstudy
period. Unless risk factors can reliably distinguish divergent offending wagxfrom
one another, their utility for the field is limited. In order to address thisdiion, future
research should focus on identifying the key factors (if any) that can yatistihguish
between offending trajectories with divergent patterns.

Implications for Race and Crime

The current study found considerable similarities across race and tgthnici
regarding the number and shape of offending trajectories. By illustrbihthe patterns
of offending that have been consistently found within white and mixed race samples ca
be replicated in minority samples, the current study adds to the growing ba$gafah
that has established the validity of several of these offending tragsctonminority
samples (Cohen et al., 2010; Jennings et al., 2010; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010;
Reitzel, 2006). While the finding of general patterns of offending across race and
ethnicity could be interpreted as evidence that examining raciallggiisgated
trajectory models is unnecessary given the added complexity they intrduiceytent
study cautions against drawing this conclusion from these findings. Insteadriet

study sides with Cohen and colleagues (2010) and Reitzel (2006) in suggesting that
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researchers should continue to explore race-specific trajectory models.Sifilarities
in the number and shape of offending trajectories emerged in the currentistustydy
did not find that most risk factors distinguished offending trajectories icialya
invariant way. Additionally, previous research has found that aggregate trajecidelsm
mask important racial differences especially when violent offendingmégs are
examined (Cohen et al., 2010; Reitzel, 2006). Further investigation is needed to explore
the nuances of developmental patterns of offending across race and ethnititypettelr
elucidate the risk factors that significantly distinguish trajecédsmh within and
between racial and ethnic subgroups.

The finding that an adolescent-peaked and a chronic offending trajectory dmerge
in all three of the racially-disaggregated models speaks to the validity ott™daftial
taxonomy across race and ethnicity. While Moffitt's taxonomy was supported, her
prediction that African-Americans would be found in a greater prevalencehnhaot
adolescent-peaked and chronic offending trajectories was not supported within the
current study sample. Unfortunately, the NLSY 1997 data did not allow for a fubiftest
Moffitt's theory and therefore future research should follow the lead of Piqudro a
colleagues (2003; 2005) and focus on directly testing Moffitt's causal modehwithi
minority samples. Additionally, Moffitt's (1994) race hypothesis is in need didurt
empirical testing within different samples in order to assess whether drerfotding
that whites are more prevalent in serious offending trajectories can toateghl It is
anticipated that different sources of data, especially data repngsefiicial measures of

offending, will yield different findings regarding Moffitt's race hypesis.

www.manaraa.com



177

The most unique contribution of the current study was the examination of how
risk and protective factors distinguished offending trajectories acrassunacethnicity.
While some interesting findings did emerge, the results of the risk factossnatyoss
racially-disaggregated models were somewhat inconclusive. While somectsis fa
(gender, prior delinquency, cognitive functioning and neighborhood disorganization)
significantly distinguished offending trajectories in all three models rakadditional
risk and protective factors differentially distinguished offending trajexs across race
and ethnicity. From the risk and protective factors that differentialtyndisshed
offending trajectories across race and ethnicity it was difficult teedhsa clear pattern of
race-specific predictors. Impulsivity emerged as a significantidistator between
trajectories for whites and Hispanics, but not for blacks. Perceived peer detigique
distinguished trajectories for whites and blacks, but not for Hispanics. Parenting
measures only distinguished trajectories for whites while school and gadyanly
distinguished trajectories among blacks.

The current research sought to answer the question of whether risk facteds vari
in their ability to distinguish offending trajectories across race andcgthnihe findings
of the current study provided support for both general and race-specific effests
factors for distinguishing offending trajectories. Further research dedde explore the
differential effects of specific risk and protective factors for distisiging trajectories
across race and ethnicity in more depth and across other samples in order $e iherea
generalizability of the current study findings which suggest that s@kéacgtors
distinguish offending trajectories differentially across race and éthriite key

implication that emerges if risk factors differentially predict offegdiajectories across
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race and ethnicity is that certain risk factors may have more sal@naed racial or
ethnic subgroup over another and therefore interventions may seek to address slertain ri
factors in race-specific ways. The current study findings fall well stiguistifying race-
specific interventions, but they do provide preliminary evidence that thereerspnie
variability in the ability of risk factors to distinguish between offendingpttaries
across race and ethnicity. If race differences in the ability of risk atelgbive factors to
distinguish offending trajectories continue to be found, DLC theories, which ditpre
racially invariant causal mechanisms, may need to be amended to accolb@t for t
differential salience of some risk factors across race and ethnicity
Limitations

While the current study advances knowledge regarding race differences in
offending trajectories and the ability of risk factors to distinguish offendapgctories
across race and ethnicity, the results should be considered in light of seviéatibhs.
First, as discussed in Chapter 5, the NLSY97 data only included self-reportedeneasur
of offending behaviors which have not been cross-validated. Despite sever&hlsteps
by the NLS staff to ensure the validity of these data (e.g., use of compsitteds
interviewing), the lack of validated measures of offending represents a kgy stud
limitation. Additionally, the lack of official offending measures prevented tnesnt
study from assessing potential issues of differential validity acroesarad ethnicity.
This also prevented the current study from examining race differencesutdrags
derived from official measures of offending. A meaningful avenue for fuasearch

might involve comparing race-specific trajectories of self-reportedhdiffig to race-
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specific trajectories of officially-reported arrests in order to @eptlifferences in
findings across the models derived from these often conflicting data sources.

Second, the current study examined the ability of static risk and protectivesfac
to distinguish offending trajectories only. This allowed the current study torexgle
ability of risk factors measured in early adolescence to distinguish offemdjagtories
but did not allow the study to examine how changes in these risk factors overayme m
have been associated with offending trajectory membership. Prior reseanctiteted
that changes in risk factors over time may be related to changes in patteffiending
(Horney et al., 1995; Piquero et al., 2002). Additionally, this limitation precluded the
current study from assessing potential age-graded effects of risk fabiclsare
predicted by both Sampson and Laub’s life-course theory and the risk factor paradigm.
Future research should examine the effects of time-varying covariategeanary group
membership in general and across racially-disaggregated models.

Third, the current study did not examine trajectory models disaggregated by
gender or offense type. Although similar offending trajectories have beewvetseross
gender (Jennings et al., 2010), it is possible that there is an interactisteoéfface and
gender that differentially influenced the race-specific trajeataogels estimated in the
current study. It is also possible that race differences in trajestafrigolent offending
are masked when only aggregated offending trajectories are observeel(ReD6).
Extant research suggests that race differences are most pronounced fbravidle
serious offenses. By not examining offense-specific offending trajesttie current
study potentially overlooks race differences that may have appeared mt atiéanding

trajectories only. Future research should examine race and ethnicitfrespiéending
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trajectories disaggregated by gender and offense type in order to gaia eampmiete
understanding of the potential differences that exist across subgroups. Fsgarelre
should also utilize data that contain measures of more serious forms of offendiag such
homicide and robbery where racial disparities have been found to be most pronounced.

An additional limitation of the current study is that it did not distinguish between
Hispanic subgroups based on ethnicity. Treating Hispanics as one subgroup masks
potentially important within-ethnic group differences that may exist. lardabetter
understand how trajectories may vary within Hispanic populations, future reskauith s
focus on examining trajectories of offending across distinct subgroups of Hispani

A fifth limitation of the current study is that the risk and protective factors
employed to distinguish offending trajectories were only rough indicatdhe of
theoretical concepts implied by extant DLC theories. While the curreiht stas guided
by DLC theories, data limitations precluded the study from directly testeng t
propositions of any of the theories discussed in Chapter 3. Conclusions should not be
drawn about the validity of one DLC theory over another based on the findings of the
current study. The study focus was on exploring race-specific tragsctdroffending
and assessing how risk and protective factors distinguished between offending
trajectories across race and ethnicity. Future research should strivepetitively test
the propositions of extant DLC theories utilizing trajectory methods and \edidat
measures of key theoretical constructs. An additional limitation reladtide t
measurement of key independent variables concerns the low Cronbach’s alpha values
associated with some of the multiple item measures utilized in the studgesaig

discussed in Chapter 5, two measures in particular, the impulsivity scale anklable sc
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environment index had poor internal consistency. Internal consistency was\iveesit
was examined for specific subgroups (e.g., Hispanic females) and theatfee
potential concerns about the cross-cultural reliability of some of the inclueasines.
Future research should utilize previously validated measures with bettBopsatcic
properties when they are available. The current study was limited in paisitgedue to
its reliance on secondary data.

A final limitation of the current study that warrants consideration concerns the
length of the study observation period. While the current study examined tragctorie
across 11 years of development during a key period of the life-course, thienepres
only part of the individual life-course. Prior research has indicated that shere i
considerable variability in patterns of offending that continues to be observedénto la
adulthood (Bersani et al., 2009; Blokland & Nieuwbeerta, 2005; Laub & Sampson,
2003). The current study examined all available waves of the NLSY97 data, but it is
possible that potentially relevant changes in trajectories of offendind still occur
after the study observation period. This becomes an issue if there aréiffar@hces in
the changes that occur after the current study observation period. Futurehrebeald
examine race-specific trajectories of offending over a longer perioe difékcourse. It
is important to examine race differences in offending trajectories botharesntl later in
the life-course than what was examined in the current study.

Policy Implications

Despite the more descriptive focus of the current study, these results do have

some potential policy implications. Across all three racially-disaggedgabdels there

was evidence that a considerable portion of the study cohort had a high probability of
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involvement in offending at the initial wave of the current study. It was adso ttat the
more variety of delinquency youth were involved in before the study observation period
began the more likely they were to follow a more serious offending trajemterythe
course of the observation period. This suggests that youths initiated involvement in
offending before mid-adolescence and therefore interventions should be targetets tow
youth earlier in the life-course. Another potentially policy relevant findiag the fact
that early contact with the criminal justice system distinguished thiagsgaoffending
trajectory from the non-offending trajectory in the black sample. Consusigmkabeling
theories, this suggests that official sanctioning may have contributed teememtt in
more serious offending over the life-course, especially for Africae#gans. As such,
alternative sanctions may help avoid the stigma of a police record and a\aatiegc
involvement in offending. Use of alternative sanctions may be most importaint wit
minority populations where the stigma of a criminal record has been shown to be more
difficult to overcome.

Conclusions

Despite these aforementioned limitations, the current study represents an
important initial foray in the quest to examine the risk and protective fabtatrs
distinguish offending trajectories across race and ethnicity. The studigrasowed that
the number of offender groups and the developmental patterns of offending that were
observed in the NLSY97 data were more similar than different for whites, blacks, a
Hispanics. These results support the notion that heterogeneity in the development of
offending is universal across race and ethnicity and support the validity of thepatt

offending that have consistently been found in other samples.
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The study findings addressing the ability of the risk and protective faotors t
distinguish offending trajectories across race and ethnicity indicated botargies and
differences across race and ethnicity. While a set of core riskdatitbdistinguish
offending trajectories in all three race-specific models, sevetafactors distinguished
offending trajectories differentially across race and ethnicityk &gl protective factors
were differentially distributed across race and ethnicity with mingotyth experiencing
significantly higher levels of risk factors and significantly lower Is\o# protective
factors and yet, many of these factors did not emerge as significantnahistars
between offending trajectories for minorities. Prior research has antidound that
minorities experience greater levels of risk than whites, but the questidraghat
remained unanswered is whether certain risk factors have differentalcsalicross race
and ethnicity? The current study findings provide preliminary evidence thats
protective factors do in fact have differential salience for distinguishiregaiig
trajectories across the life-course. Further research is cleadgdé¢o potentially
replicate these findings and gain a better understanding of the mechanisms that
distinguish offending trajectories across race and ethnicity. Another quésit remains
largely unanswered by the current study findings is what risk and protectioesfac
distinguish offending trajectories for minorities? (This issue has bgsored in
Hispanic samples: see Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; 2010; Jennings et al., 2010). In the
current study, most of the risk factors operated as expected and distinguighedhgff
trajectories well in the white sample, but far fewer of the included risk anecpvat

factors emerged as discriminators between offending trajectoriesrforities.
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The central motivating factor in the undertaking of this research was atdesire
explore the role of race and ethnicity within the framework of developmental and lif
course criminology. This is clearly an issue that cannot be fully addressekhghea s
study. Accordingly, the current study adopted a rather narrow focus on examining the
ability of risk and protective factors to distinguish offending traject@aeess race and
ethnicity. In doing so, this study resulted in some interesting findings tkatsame
guestions about the racial invariance of causal mechanisms within a developmental
framework. Developmental theories have generally neglected raca Whighcontext of
their explanatory models; typically suggesting that race does not iattzuse the
causes of crime are the same across race and ethnicity (Moffitt 199dxeegation), but
race is an issue that clearly does matter in American society and doesfardtte field
of criminology. There is a considerable need for more research that incesp@eg into
the DLC framework and directly tests the propositions of DLC theories witimarity

populations.
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Table Al

Delinquency Items

Have you used Marijuana since the date of your last interview?

Have you used Cocaine, Crack, Heroin, or any other hard drugs since the date adtyour |
interview?*

Since the date of your last interview, have you sold or helped sell Marijuana ohattier
drugs such as Heroin, Cocaine or LSD?

Since the date of your last interview, have you purposely damaged or destiayedypr
that did not belong to you?

Since the date of your last interview, have you stolen something from a store or
something that did not belong to you worth less than $50?

Since the date of your last interview, have you stolen something from a store or
something that did not belong to you worth more than $50 including stealing a car?

Since the date of your last interview, have you committed other propertys@rime
Since the date of your last interview, have you attacked someone with the idea of

seriously hurting them or have had a situation end up in a serious fight or assault of some
kind?

*Item not included until wave 3 of data collection (1999)
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Table A2

Full Multinomial Regression Results with Adolescent-Limiteds as Refereaop GFull Samplén=3,416)

Non-Offenders’ Adolescent-Escalators High-Level Chronics
Gl G2 G4
Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted édljust
Race
Black (white) 1.49* 1.31 1.46 1.33 .95 .99
Hispanic (white) 1.36* 1.22 .99 .93 1.30 1.31
Gender (female) HgFHrE 2% 1.33 1.53* 1.23 1.13
Prior Delinquency -- LB0**F** -- A kil -- 1.15%**
Impulsivity .8OFrrx .93 91 1.01 .99 .92
Cognitive functioning 1.00 1.00 1.01%*** 1.01%*** 1.01** 1.01*
Learning disability (no) 1.08 1.12 .88 .92 .85 .83
Early arrest (no) .62* 1.70* .76 1.47 1.36 1.05
Maternal attachment 1.01 1.01 1.00 .99 .96** .96**
Maternal monitoring 1.07*** 1.03 1.04 1.02 1.03 1.04
Perceived peer delinquency .90** .99 .95 1.01 1.13* 1.08
School environment 1.17%* 1.12* 1.29%** 1.25** 1.06 1.06
Environmental risk index 1.00 1.00 .93 .93 .96 .95
Neighborhood disorg. (no) T4 .88 1.11 1.24 .98 .93
Household poverty (no) .94 .97 1.17 1.20 .66* 67*
Model fit Unadjustedy®=301.56**** (R°=.14)* Adjusted:y°=530.04**** (R°=.24)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repees#fatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
'G3 (adolescent-limiteds) is reference group
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Full Multinomial Regression Results with Adolescent-Limiteds as Refereoup ©White Sampl@=1,776)
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Non-Offenders

Adolescent-Escalator$

High-Level Chronics'

Gl G2 G4

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted édljust
Gender (female) 73* .92 1.14 1.34 1.11 1.02
Prior Delinquency - HEFH** - T QFrR* -- 1.13**
Impulsivity i .90 .86 .96 .99 .93
Cognitive functioning 1.01* 1.01* 1.02%x** 1.02%x** 1.01%** 1.01*
Learning disability (no) 1.35 1.35 g7 .80 94 .90
Early arrest (no) .60 1.68 22* 44 1.13 .92
Maternal attachment 1.02 1.02 .98 .98 95** 95**
Maternal monitoring 1.12%*** 1.07** 1.05 1.03 1.07* 1.08**
Perceived peer delinquency .86** .98 .93 1.02 1.09 1.05
School environment 1.06 1.00 1.16 1.10 .97 .97
Environmental risk index 1.04 1.07 .94 .95 1.02 1.00
Neighborhood disorg. (no) .82 .95 1.31 1.43 1.26 1.24
Household poverty (no) .60** 56** .93 .90 A1** A3**

Model fit Unadjustedy®=220.66**** (R°=.18)* Adjusted:°=365.52**+* (R°=.28)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeesfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.

'G3 (adolescent-limiteds) is reference group
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Full Multinomial Regression Results with Adolescent-Limiteds as Refe@nap — Black Sampl@=914)

202

Non-Offenders

Adolescent-Escalator$

High-Level Chronics'

Gl G2 G4

Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds Odds
Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted édljust
Gender (female) Y Gk A2k 1.94 2.11* 1.39 1.24
Prior Delinquency -- B5FHE* -- .80* -- 1.29**
Impulsivity .93 1.01 1.20 1.23 1.13 1.04
Cognitive functioning .99 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.00 1.00
Learning disability (no) A7 .92 1.61 1.81 40 41
Early arrest (no) A7 1.14 1.36 2.16 .79 49
Maternal attachment .99 .97 1.00 .99 .94 .96
Maternal monitoring 1.01 .99 1.04 1.02 1.04 1.05
Perceived peer delinquency .97 1.01 1.14 1.17 1.29* 1.23
School environment 1.32%** 1.25** 1.24 1.21 1.05 1.05
Environmental risk index 91 .89 .90 91 .90 .93
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 56** .67 .87 .94 .55 A6*
Household poverty (no) 1.11 1.16 1.06 1.08 1.07 1.04

Model fit Unadjustedy®=88.54**** (R’=.18)* Adjusted:y°=131.92*** (R°=.25)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeestfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
1G3 (adolescent-limiteds) is reference group
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Table A5

Full Multinomial Regression Results with Adolescent-Limiteds as Refereoap GHispanic Sampl@=726)

Non-Offenders' High-Level Chronics
Gl G4
Odds Odds Odds Odds

Variables (reference) Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Gender (female) A5** H55** 1.15 1.03
Prior Delinquency -- BB *** -- 1.17*
Impulsivity B4 rx** 5% .84 g7
Cognitive functioning 99** 99* 1.00 1.00
Learning disability (no) .64 .61 74 g7
Early arrest (no) .68 1.67 1.69 1.22
Maternal attachment 1.02 1.01 .96 .97
Maternal monitoring 1.01 .97 .95 .96
Perceived peer delinquency .99 1.07 1.10 1.06
School environment .94 94 1.08 1.10
Environmental risk index .93 .93 .83 .83
Neighborhood disorg. (no) 55** .64 .66 .57
Household poverty (no) 1.03 1.13 1.08 1.09

Model fit Unadjustedy®=60.68**** (R’=.15)* Adjusted:y°=97.78**** (R’=.23)*

The first columns represent the unadjusted effects; the second columns repeestfatts adjusted for baseline delinquency
*p<.10, **=p<.05, ***=p<.01, ***=p<.001; * R?reflects Cox and Snell Pseudo R-Square.
1G3 (adolescent-limiteds) is reference group
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