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ABSTRACT

The assessment and rehabilitation of young offenidesin important area within forensic
psychology. Despite general recognition that ierstle processes and protective factors
can make significant contributions to our underditag of overcoming risk, knowledge

of the relationship between young people’s offegdiehaviour and desistance is
deficient, as outlined in Chapter One. The airth@f thesis was to redress this
imbalance, and to enhance knowledge on the relevaingrotective factors and resilience
to youth offending and desistance. Chapter Twabggstematic review of the literature
examining the relevance of protective factors inngpeople’s desistance from crime. A
number of protective factors were found to sigmifitty discriminate between re-
offenders and desisters, and an interactive reishiip between risk and protective factors
received most support. In Chapter Three the stinsrand limitations of a psychometric
tool to assess young people’s personal resiliereygiacussed. In Chapter Four this
measure was used to examine whether resilienogrddfbetween males who had non-
sexually offended, sexually offended, and not afth Differences in personal
resiliency were found between and within these gsolimitations and implications for
practice and future research are discussed in €hgpte, in relation to the systematic
review, the empirical research, and for the thiesgeneral. A preliminary model of
youth offending/re-offending is proposed. It isicluded that the inclusion of protective
factors and personal resiliency, alongside riskofi@; improves the prediction of
offending behaviour. Furthermore, these positactdrs appear to be instrumental to the

rehabilitation of young offenders.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THESIS



The value of this topic

In recent years youth offending has been a cefuicak of public attention and
policy initiatives (Hagell, 2003). At the hearttbis is the concept of crime prevention
and the priority to protect children and young de@md maximise their potentials
(Department for Education and Skills: DfES, 2008here have been two main models
which have offered promise in the prevention aedtinent of ‘youth issues’, a model
focussed on risk and a framework prioritising iesite (Bogenschneider, 1996).

The ‘risk factor prevention paradigm’ (Farringt@®00) gained prominence in the
1990’s and has had considerable influence on themuyouth justice system (Haines &
Case, 2008; Muncie, 2006). The identification dmehttreatment or prevention of those
factors that put a youth at risk of crime (i.eiskrfactors’) has arguably provided benefits
in a number of areas, such as the following: ligkinime prevention with explanations
for delinquency; making risk measurable; and makimgth offending easier to
comprehend and discuss for researchers, practii@mel the public (Farrington, 2000).
However, whilst empirical studies have increasedatvareness of many different risk
factors, the prediction of how young people wilhbee in the longer term continues to be
difficult (Laub & Sampson, 2003). Furthermorenumerous studies (e.g., Griffin &
Vettor, 2012; Monahan, 1981; Hood, Shute, Feil&ewilcox, 2002), risk assessments
have produced both false positives (i.e., inacelyairedicted offenders/re-offending)
and false negatives (i.e., failed to identify offers/re-offenders).

Critics have argued that a focus on young peopigksfactors could increase their
risk of marginalisation and stigmatisation, andlléayoung people being foremost
perceived as ‘dangerous’, thus distracting fronir thelnerabilities and needs (see Case,

2006). Additionally, there has been criticisntlué focus on pathology and negative



outcomes of the risk approach, with little regaydthose ‘at risk’ populations who
overcome the probabilities stacked against themaahdeve positive outcomes (Benard,
1991; Bogenschneider, 1996).

The resiliency model is more recent and addrassesriticism through moving
beyond a riskramework to encourage positive development (Bogfemsider, 1996).
With the emergent influence of positive psycholatpere has been an increasing shift in
emphasis towards the investigation of strengthsparsitive factors (Seligman, 2000).
Resiliency-research has been applied to approaditieshildren and adolescents (see
Benard, 2006; Constantine, Benard, & Diaz, 1999yiNan, 2004; Zimmerman &
Arunkumar, 1994) and in the UK, this is likely tave been further amplified in light of
the Every Child Matters agenda (DfES, 2003). Whiiere have been extensive studies
and reviews on risk and youth offending, the foonghe resiliency of this population has
been limited (Mowder, Cummings, & McKinney, 201®&dis, Bullis, Waintrup, Schultz,
& D’Abrosio, 2001). Currently, protective factoase being recognised as having a
significant influence (Fougere & Daffern, 2011)daguestions that have been neglected
by deficit-based models about what stops or previadtividuals from offending, are
being asked (Wormith, Althouse, Simpson, Reitzagdn, & Morgan, 2007). Research
into resilience could help to explain why some Higsk’ young offenders do not go on
to have criminal careers (Pobanz, 2000).

Therefore, whilst we are coming into era wherertéevance of protective factors
and resilience to youth delinquency and offendsigacoming accepted, knowledge is
lagging. Additionally, emerging approaches foemetning with offenders, for example
through positive psychology, need to be evidensathgdWormith et al., 2007). The

exploration of protective factors and resiliencyauth offending populations is therefore



a significant and important area of study.

Positive approaches to youth development

Crime is a socially constructed phenomenoreastlin part, and therefore needs
to be understood within a social context (McN&D12). Psychometric approaches to the
assessment of risk emphasise deviancy of the ohaij rather than focussing on the
environmental contributors (Laws & Ward, 2011), asdsuch it can encourage the
person to be subjected to negative labels. lei documented within the social sciences
that negative labels (for example, ‘high risk’ deviant’) have the potential to be
counterproductive, become internalised and lealefulfilling prophecies (Coffrey,
2006).

Positive psychology has attempted to redress thalence of psychological
enquiry, through a focus on those conditions thabarage positive functioning and
thriving, rather than those factors that contrildotéeeficits and pathology (Gable &
Haidt, 2005; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000)ccArding to Bremer (2006):

Placing the focus on weakness rather than stremgtiat is wrong

rather than what is right, taking power and contadher than teaching

assertiveness, are all ways to perpetuate a séhsdptessness, a ‘bad

me’ identity and a lack of social belonging thabmotes pro-social

behaviour. (p.93)

The psychometric assessment of resiliency andgitie therefore has potential to
instead highlight the young person’s resourcescapacities that could be rechanneled
into positive identities and prosocial outcomes (#er et al., 2010). However,

empirical research examining such measures isesgdirserson et al., 2004).



This is not to say that positive psychology detinesrelevance and reality of
human dysfunction and difficulties, but more thidtas chosen to concentrate on positive
development and human strengths (Gable & Haidt5R08ccording to Seligman and
Csikszentmihalyi (2000) in their special editiorbpcation, which appears to have
sparked an ‘extraordinary growth’ of interest irsthrea of psychology (Hart & Sasso,
2011), “the exclusive focus on pathology...resulta model of human being lacking the
positive features which makes life worth living”. ). Topics and associated research
within positive psychology are not new (Gable & #taR005), however the recent
resurgence of this approach and way of thinkingiahaman functioning has
corresponded with a ‘boom’ in scholarly interestl a@search on resilience (Hart &
Sasso, 2011) and positive youth development.adtideen claimed that the emergence of
a resiliency framework, in which positive adaptatioapacity and achievement, despite
adverse experiences was acknowledged, helpedgtuiteean interest in positive
psychology (Masten, 2001; Yates & Masten, 2004a).

The resilience model is conceptually separatbe@bsitive youth development
approach (Kia-Keating, Dowdy, Morgan, & Noam, 2Q1Bpth focus on strengths,
resources and capacities of young people, howthepositive youth development
model emphasises universal youth development aés on personal strengths as part
of normal development (Damon, 2004). On the otfaerd, the resiliency model has
emphasised positive development in the face ofradygand has focused on risk and
protection (Kia-Keating et al., 2011). Since thisrevidence that young people who
offend tend to have backgrounds including disach@atadversity and risk factors
(Boswell, 1996; Creeden, 2005; Fonagy et al., 199&)resilience model is likely to be

significant to developing our understanding of yoatfending, and as such will be



central to the current thesis.

According to Yates and Masten (2004a), the idiatifon of assets/resources,
vulnerabilities, risks and protective factors dtenaportant in helping us to understand
resilience. Bremer (2006) refers to protectivedesas the “building blocks of
resiliency” (p. 89) and therefore these will algodignificant feature of the current thesis.
Protective factors are those factors, internalk¢ereal to the individual, often argued to
moderate the effects of adversity and act as a&baffainst negative outcomes (Kirby &
Fraser, 1997; Masten & Yates, 2004b).

Protective factors and risk factors@esidered by some to interact over time in
unpredictable and complicated ways (Bremer, 20@g)ffin, Beech, Print, Bradshaw
and Quayle’s (2008) adaptation of Beech and Wdq&084) aetiology of sexual
offending starts to comprehend the complexity &f thteraction. The model attempts to
help explain sexual harmful behaviour by adolesekithin this model, it is implied
that some strengths act as protective factorsfferdine effects of risk factors in terms of
(1) reducing ‘trait psychological problems’ (e.gffective relationship skills could
improve and increase friendships and thus reductienal loneliness and the search for
intimacy through deviant means) and (2) througkdlly addressing triggering factors
(for example, effective coping strategies could/pre an individual from engaging in
substance abuse). This theoretical model emplsagisemportance of both risk factors
and protective factors in the assessment of adasevho have sexually offended.
However, the way that risk and protective factaecsely interact to either encourage or
divert away from youth offending, remains unclédogder, 2008).

It would appear that research into resilience antegtive factors associated with

youth offending could potentially provide cluesntproving the odds for positive



development and change, and therefore may helpstwex questions about how youth ‘at
risk’ can be diverted away from crime. Furthermdenard (2006) has claimed that
resilience research provides hope and optimismactiioners and is a “gift to all human
services” (p.198). In addition to motivating pionhers, what Wieck, Rapp, Sullivan
and Kiskardt (1989) called a ‘strengths perspettivkich considers individuals
capacity, competence, and the development of tesaurces, could also provide
offenders with motivation to change (Jimerson, 8&arNyborg, & Furlong, 2004). ltis
noteworthy that motivation has been viewed asevegit factor in treatment success
(Beech & Fisher, 2002; Craig, Brown, & Beech, 2008)is approach is in contrast to
some existent rehabilitation models in the UK tiete encouraged powerlessness
through ‘coerced correction’, where interventions ‘done to’ offenders instead of ‘done
with’ them (McNeill, 2012). Effective rehabilitag models and theories are likely to be

key to successfully addressing youth crime.

Rehabilitation theories

According to the British Crime Survey 2010/201% thost popular perception
regarding the role of the youth justice system thas it should rehabilitate offenders
through offering help and support, and trying tarte behaviour. In the 1970’s and 80’s
the view that ‘nothing works’ (Martinson, 1974)tlvreference to the previous failures of
offender rehabilitation, was embraced by politisigHollin, 1992). Subsequently,
rehabilitation was influenced by the ‘what workppaoach. Here, resources were
allocated on the basis of risk of re-offence (Rebmé& Crow, 2009). An emphasis was
placed on evidence-based research, cost effecisema quantifying youth justice

through risk assessments and actuarial approabhewie, 2006). As part of this



movement, the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) modedl established (Andrews &
Bonta, 2010; Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; BontAgdrews, 2007). Here the
principles governing rehabilitation relied on reohgcre-offending through matching
resources to levels of risk, targeting relevark fastors that could be changed through
intervention (i.e., ‘criminogenic needs’) and emsgrtreatment was responsive to the
offender’s capacity to learn. The RNR model okaffer rehabilitation has received
empirical support for reducing recidivism (HansBourgon, Helmus, & Hodgson, 2009;
Polaschek, 2012) and has been useful for integyéti@ory, practice and research (Ogloff
& Davis, 2004), however, it also reinforced an agoh to rehabilitation that was
preoccupied with risk (Robinson, 2003).

The last decade has seen the development andmefimie@f The Good Lives
Model as a framework of offender rehabilitation \{isa& Ward, 2011; Purvis, Ward, &
Willis, 2011; Ward 2002; Ward & Gannon, 2006; Wé&dlaruna, 2007; Ward &
Stewart, 2003; Ward, Yates, & Long, 2006; YategsPott, & Ward, 2010)With its
roots in positive psychology, this model is focusedmaximising the effectiveness of
interventions through developing the offender’'ssgths (Wormith et al., 2007). Put
simply, this model conceptualises criminal behakgas the ways that offenders go about
meeting their basic needs and aspirations. khmeeived that offenders might have
difficulties meeting their needs through adaptiveams because of either, or both,
internal and/or external barriers, and a lack térimal and/or external resources. Within
this framework, the goal of offender interventiosiso (1) promote healthy functioning
through helping offenders meet their universal saegro-social ways, and (2) to
manage or reduce risks (Ward, Mann, & Gannon, 20@7$ proposed that this model

attends to criminogenic needs (Ward et al., 20dudf) also that offender control or



management can be accomplished in a goal orientagdsee Laws & Ward, 2011).
Rehabilitation through goal approach, as opposemab avoidance, is believed to be
motivational for offenders (Mann, Webster, Schafje&& Marshall, 2004; Ward &
Gannon, 2006).

Whilst the Good Lives Model has applicability teettehabilitation of all types of
offenders, it has predominantly been used in tsessnent and treatment of sexual
offenders (Ward et al., 2007). This model providesgrengths based approach that is
compatible with building personal resiliency andmbting protective factors to prevent
and rehabilitate from crime. Furthermore, thisrapph is in line with desistance-based
perspectives (McNeill, 2012) and contains somesti@sce concepts, which has not until
recently been considered or studied within forepsigchology (Laws & Ward, 2011).
However, as relatively new theory, the Good Livesdeél does not have the empirical
support for reducing re-offending which other magsuch as the RNR do. Therefore,
this theory of rehabilitation is likely to benefiom more empirical studies into what

positive factors help to reduce offending and rerading.

Purpose of the current thesis

As explored within the aforementioned literatubesre is a growing recognition
that concepts such as offending should not be eéfamd considered solely in terms of
risks. Instead there appears to be a value irtiaddily taking into account strengths,
resilience, factors that protect against offendarg] the individual's overall wellbeing.
With this in mind, the aim of the present thesisuw@enhance the currently deficient
knowledge and research base regarding how progefetotors and resilience might be

related to youth offending and desistance. This ateempted through the following



objectives:

- To investigate what protective factors are relatedesistance;

- To identify and evaluate a psychometric measurehvassessed personal
resiliency;

- To empirically examine the extent to which offergland non offending
groups differed regarding their personal resiliency

« To explore the relationship between risk and ptotedactors, including
whether the inclusion of protective factors andliesscy added value to

exclusively measuring risk when predicting youtfentling/re-offending.

Young people who have sexually harmed are a péatianea of interest for the
author. Additionally, the assessment and intereantf sexual offenders, specifically,
has made a notable contribution to the current kedge in this field; for example, a
current risk assessment for this group includeteptive factors, and the Good Lives
Model has been most used in the treatment of seftelders. As such, the focus was

on more general offending and offending throughntial sexual behaviour.

Summary of the thesis

This chapter (Chapter One) has provided a bridireubf a more positive
approach that is currently gaining popularity wittie field of psychology, and how this
can translate into the study of offending behaviocQhapter Two applies this ethos to the
study of youth offending, investigating what prdiee factors have emerged from
empirical studies as significant to help young offers desist from criminal behaviour.
This was done through a systematic review of tieedture in order to optimise the

completeness and quality of the findings. Secalyd&hapter Two explores the

10



relationship protective factors had with risk fasto relevant studies. It was hoped that
through exploring what factors were associated débistance and how these related to
risk, it could ultimately provide practitioners aresearchers with a greater understanding
of more effective, holistic and positive approactethe rehabilitation of young

offenders.

Chapter Three examines the psychometric propestitee Resiliency Scale for
Children and Adolescents (RCSA: Prince-Embury, 200¥ith positive psychology
starting to influence forensic psychology, it ispiontant for the forensic field to have
access to scientifically grounded tools to meases#éience and related phenomenon. In
the absence of a ‘gold standard’ to measure res#iethis chapter assesses whether the
theoretical base, validity, reliability and praetiaitility of the RSCA is adequate, and
discusses its potential limitations.

Subsequently, the RSCA is used to measure persssiéncy within forensic
and non-forensic populations in Chapter Four. Hamneempirical study is presented,
comparing resilience between young males who hawesexually offended, sexually
offended, and not offended. Not only is this studysual for its focus on the potential
strengths and capacities of offending populatiadsljtionally it compares young people
who have committed different types of offences pravides a control group. This
research primarily aims to explore the similarigesl differences in personal resiliency
both between and within these groups, so as tormfivevention strategies and
rehabilitative interventions. Secondary to thig tisk factor ‘exposure to adversity’ is
measured and compared between groups, allowirgpfae preliminary exploration of
whether the assessment of resilience can add farélakction of offending, beyond

studying adversity alone. This has implicationsth@ inclusion of positive factors of

11



human functioning and resources in offender assasistools.

In Chapter Five, the overall findings of the tisesie presented. The limitations
and strengths of the thesis, recommendations farduesearch, and the clinical
application of the present findings are discussdglrthermore, a preliminary model of

youth offending/re-offending is proposed, basedhenfindings within the thesis.
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CHAPTER TWO

A LITERATURE REVIEW FOLLOWING A SYSTEMATIC APPROACH : AN

ASSESSMENT OF THE PROTECTIVE FACTORS THAT HELP YOUN G

OFFENDERS TO DESIST FROM CRIME

13



Abstract
Re-offending results in considerable costs to $pci@/hilst there has been a significant
amount of research into risk factors (RF) assodiatigh re-offending, these appear to
only partially explain and account for the contitio@ of delinquent behaviour. The
current review sought to explore the role of prowecfactors (PFs) and their relationship
with RFs. The review was based on a systematicisexd literature related to PFs that
help young people, aged 10 to 19 years, to desist Erime. The review included 15
studies, published between 1991 and 2012, assesqadlity as moderate-to-strong.
The data from research was synthesised qualitgtivehe review found that a number of
PFs significantly discriminated between re-offeisdend desisters. Regarding the
relationship between risk and PFs, whilst thereeapgd to be greater support for an
interactive model, no clear conclusions could béenarlhe strengths and weaknesses of

the review are discussed and recommendations ate foafuture research and practice.
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Introduction

Offending and re-offending are common to all seegeticross different cultures
(Contreras, Molina, & Cano, 2011). In the Unitedig@dom (UK), for the year ending
March 2010, the rate of proven youth re-offendirags\83.3%, resulting in over 37,786
young people re-offending, with an average of 2{8nzes each (Youth Justice Board,
2012). The estimated average financial cost df gaang offender in the UK is £8,000
(Akhtar et al., 2011). Add the human cost andathermity of the societal problem
connected with youth re-offending is evident. alrecent review of risk and protective
factors (PFs) associated with youth offending, Camitres that Care (2005) concluded
“the need for more research into what can be dompedvent young offenders re-

offending cannot be overstated” (p. 139).

Risk factors (RFs)

The correlates and causes of youth offending haee lextensively researched,
however, the pathway to delinquency is not stréogivard (Shader, 2003). RFs, defined
as factors that increase the likelihood of problé&eisg intensified, produced or
maintained (Fraser & Terzian, 2005), have beenmgdunto five domains: 1) individual,
2) family; 3) school; 4) community; and 5) peerated (Hawkins et al., 2000; Jenson &
Fraser, 2006). Research on RFs has provided asmeanedict which young people are
most likely to offend and/or re-offend. RFs asstadawith re-offending include: parent
criminality (Farrington, 1986), parenting proble(itoge, Andrews, & Leschied, 1996),
low family income (West, 1982; West & Farringto®,7B), poor supervision, early onset
of offending and exposure to multiple RFs (Commasithat Care, 2005).

Whilst studying risk has been important to underditag the aetiology of youth

offending, it does not explain why many youngstdrligh risk of developing criminal

15



and violent behaviours do not offend (Gilgun, 1998kerner & Smith, 1992), and why
many who do engage in offending desist (Palerm@9R0 The current perspective is that
RFs can be offset by PFs (Palermo, 2009), andlikat factors could account for the
inaccuracy of risk predictions (Rogers, 2000)hds been argued that a benefit of
focussing on positive factors to prevent offendic@npared to reducing RFs, is that they

should be easier to change and promote (SimdeashM&tBatista-Foguet, 2008).

Protective factors

The term protective factor has been used incomgligtacross the literature
(Shader, 2003Stouthamer-Loeber, Wei, Loeber, & Masten, 20045s Rave been
defined as influences that reduce the probabififgroblem behaviour when exposed to
RFs (Garmezy, 1985; Rutter, 1979). Multiple PFesa@mnsidered important in
distinguishing between individuals who have experés similar RFs to delinquents, but
who resist involvement in crime (Hartman, Turneiadde, Exum, & Cullen, 2009).
Loeber, Pardini, Stouthamer-Loeber and Raine (28&tinguish between promotive
factors and PFs, with the former relating to desis¢ and the reduced probability of
offending in delinquent populations, and the lalteing synonymous with
nonparticipation in deviance after exposure to heytels of risk. For the purpose of this
study, the term ‘PF’ will encompass all these d&bns.

PFs can be grouped into the same domains as Rkg,(BlcNeely, &
Nonnemaker, 2002), although have also been idedt#s fitting within three basic
categories of social bonding, individual charast&ss, and healthy beliefs/standards of
behaviour (Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992; Wer&eSmith, 1992). A number of

factors have been identified within the researhdture as having a protective influence
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against criminal/problematic behaviour. For examplerrenkohl and colleagues (2003)
found that attendingeligious services, parents demonstrating goodlfamanagement,
and bonding to school, had protective effects agaiouths acting out violently. McCord
(1982) identified that the following protected awsioffending: absence of family
conflict, families without separated parents angpsutive relationships with mothers.
Bonding with parents more generally is also coneid@ PF against offending (Garmezy,
1985) with the potential to mitigate many advemsedrs associated with family conflict.
The presence of a biological father has been foordve a protective influence that may
mitigate potential negative outcomes associateld kging born to a young mother
(Morash & Rucker, 1989). The protective influernéehis sense of relatedness with
others has been extended to include quality relghips with teachers, other significant
adults, and peers, if they are positive role modats$ place productive expectations on
the youngster (Hawkins et al., 1992; Simdes ealg).

Furthermore, community integration, a sense of camity within school, and
involvement in extra-curricular activities are leeked to protect youngsters from violent
or problematic behaviours (Garbarino, 1999; Battist& Hom, 1997; Orpinas, Murray,
& Kelder, 1999). Elliot (1994) identified peer digproval of delinquency had a
protective effect on youth offending.

A number of individual factors are also relevanésBarch has indicated that
female gender serves as a PF against criminalvaw@nt, in that fewer young females
offend when compared to males (Home Office, 199%fQwever, it is notable that gender
differences have been found for both RFs and Péeceed with youth crime (Hart,
O'Toole, Price-Sharps, & Shaffer, 2007). Other RFssding within the individual

include: interpersonal skills (Gilgun, 1996b, 1999bgh IQ (Shader, 2003) and

17



resilience (Fougere & Daffern, 2011).

A lack of consensus exists regarding whether P&#adependent of RFs or are
the opposite or absence of risk (Luthar, SawyeBréwn, 2006; Shader, 2003).
Additionally, the relationship between PFs and BH®ot clear (Communities that Care,
2005). The interactive model conceptualises Phstasacting with RFs to moderate the
relationship between risk and outcomes (Fergusr&derman, 2005; Fougere &
Daffern, 2011, Pollard, Hawkins, & Arthur, 1999)dhgh neutralising or diminishing the
effects of risk (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 20005or example, supportive parenting
might act as a buffer against the RF poverty tacedhe likelihood of offending (Shader,
2003). Within this model, PFs only become relewaimén RFs are present and therefore
do not operate when risk levels are low (Hoge etl@96). HoweverStouthamer-
Loeber, Loeber, Wei, Farrington, and Wikstrom (208&sert that consideration of PFs
and RFs as separate to each other ignores theséivepact these factors might have on
different individuals, for example a factor coule tisky for one individual and protective
for another.

An alternative is the additive model, whereby RRd BFs, which are commonly
viewed as opposite poles of a factor, increaseeoraeése the likelihood of an outcome.
Here, PFs may have an independent effect on ous{iroeigere & Daffern, 2011)
through counteracting RFs (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2006r example, low 1Q is often
associated with an increased probability of offagdand high 1Q with a decreased
likelihood of offending. These factors are vievaedcumulative with each additional PF
increasing the likelihood of positive outcomes, aadh additional RF decreasing this
likelihood (Garmezy, 1993). Factors can have dirsmmpensatory or main effects.

Hoge and colleges (1996) found positive peer @hatiamongst other PFs, had a main
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effect, with no evidence of interactions betweersthand RFs. A further model is the
challenge model, whereby moderate exposure tagigiewed as optimal, compared to
high and low levels of exposure (Fergus & Zimmern2005). Here moderate levels of
risk exposure are believed to encourage resilitmoeigh allowing individuals to learn
how to overcome RFs. Whereas low exposure tagisknsidered inadequate to
facilitate this learning and high risk exposuréédieved to potentially overwhelm
individuals.

PFs provide an important challenge for the neregation of risk assessments
(Farrington, 2007). There has already been anredvia the production of assessment
tools for young offenders incorporating both RFsj 8Fs, for example: The AIM2
initial assessment for young people who displayiabtx harmful behaviours (Print et al,
2007), the Santa Barbara Assets and Risks Asses$8iRARA; Jimerson, Sharkey,
O’Brien, & Furlong, 2003; O’Brien, Jimerson, SaxtéFurlong, 2001), the San Diego
Risk and Resiliency Check-up (SDRRC,; Little, nahyl the Structured Assessment of
Violent Risk in Youth (SAVRY; Borum, Bartel, & Fdrf 2006). These tools attempt to
predict risk of re-offending, so that resources loanargeted at young people who have a
high risk of re-offending, rather than at those vaine considered more likely to desist

from crime.

Desistance

Adolescence is a life stage where individuals iasnegly engage in anti-social
and delinquent behaviours (Moffitt, 1993). Emmtievidence suggests these behaviours
do not always continue over the life course andyne@ase offending by their late

twenties (Blumstein & Cohen, 1987). Therefore,stasce could be associated with
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factors that have surfaced or altered since thetamfoffending (Stouthamer-Loeber et
al., 2004). Traditionally, criminology focussed e origins of offending behaviour
rather than the process whereby offenders stopdifig (Laub & Sampson, 2001,
Moffitt, 1993). Studies from the 1970’s and 198ibidicated that marriage, employment
and parenthood may act as positive indicators ésrstiance (Gibbens, 1984; Irwin, 1970;
Trasler, 1979), however the impact of these fadtasshad mixed results (Knight,
Osborn, & West, 1977; Rand 1987) and the reseafiderce is not convincing (Laub &
Sampson, 2001). Age and maturity may influencéstiesce, however this does not
explain why some young adults persist with offegdiwhereas others do not (Moffitt,
1993). A distinction has been made between priraadysecondary desistance (Maruna
& Farrell, 2004), with the former relating to arfeice-free period, and the latter
involving the attainment of an ex-offending idewntit

In summary, whilst there have been an increasimgbau of studies on PFs and
delinquency over the last twenty years, this war&till in its infancy compared to the
body of research on RFs (Rennie & Dolan, 2010).i€ev on research regarding PFs and
delinquency have tended to focus on factors assacwith offending/non-offending,
rather than re-offending/desistance, and even thesg reviews have often not followed
a systematic approach (e.g., Communities that 2&@5); Shader, 2003). Few studies
have examined which adolescent PFs predict desesfaom offending (Laub &
Sampson, 2001; Lodewijks, Ruiter, & Doreleijers1@0Masten et al., 2004). Such
research could be significant to the provisionftéative interventions to address this

important societal problem (Lodewijks et al., 2010)
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The current review

Preliminary searches of the following databaseswadertaken on 39
December 2011 to assess the originality of theectimeview: Cochrane Database of
Systematic Reviews, Cochrane Database of Abstaactsfkeview Effects, Centre for
Reviews and Dissemination, PsycArticles, Medlirgydhfo and The Campbell Library
of Systematic Reviews. This preliminary searaided no relevant systematic
reviews/meta-analysis on PFs and offending, rendlifeg or desistance. One non-
systematic review on resilience of young offendeémugere & Daffern, 2011) was
identified through a Google search.

The current review aimed to systematically exam@search findings regarding
the association between PFs and the transitioowfiy people from offending to
desistance. Objectives of the current review wemexplore:

« Whether PFs were related to desistance for youiegaérs.

« Which PFs helped young offenders to desist fromneri

« The relationship in research to date, between RE$&s for re-

offending/desistance. For example, are PFs juskdipe way of framing
RFs? Are they something inherently different thadmate or ameliorate risk?

Do PFs make any contribution beyond the study of &Bne?

Method
Systematic search
A scoping exercise was conducted to identify themxof the existing literature
on PFs and youth offending or desistance. Th@méd the potential scope of the

current review through helping to define the paregmseand refine the aim of the review.
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For example, the initial scoping study supportedfgasibility of a search on PFs and
youth re-offending/desistance, in that the literatappeared neither too narrow nor too
broad, and as a result the focus of the reviewahasged from its former and more
extensive focus on PFs and youth offending.

In order to identify potential studies to be inaddwithin the current review, a
search was undertaken on January@2?2 of the following electronic databases: Web of
Science (1990-2012), Cochrane Library (1990-2003)ID PsycArticles (1990 to 2012),
OVID Psyclinfo (1987 to January Week 3 2012), OviDAINE (1946 to January Week
3 2012), National Criminal Justice Reference Servibstracts (1990 to 2012), Applied
Social Sciences Index and Abstracts (1990 to 201)cial Services Abstracts (1990 to
2012), Sociological Abstracts (1990 to 2012), SceeDirect (1990 to 2012) and on
January 23012 for the databases: Ovid EMBASE (1988 to Jgnuéeek 3 2012), and
Francis (OCLC) (1990 to 2012). The inclusion g databases was informed through
examining relevant sources used in reviews on ammulpics, and through the scoping
exercise. Search parameters included papers miittEnglish, and dated between 1990
and 2012. Time and financial constraints werecooducive to accessing literature
requiring translation. Early studies on PFs wergantaken in the mid 1980’'s (Calvert,
2002), therefore the year 1990 was specified tmalhe development of research into
this more specific area, and 2012 was selecteactade current and up-to-date studies.
Studies were excluded from the output if they ideldi reviews, commentaries, narratives
or opinion papers. Journal sources could inclutieles that were peer reviewed, non-
peer reviewed or where this status was unknowr, thie intention of reducing the
sampling bias associated with just including putdts studies.

The validity of the search strategy was likely &wé been reduced because the
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entire content of key journals were not hand seat¢Armstrong, Jacksodoyle,

Waters, & Howes, 2005). In an attempt to makditeeture search more encompassing
the following actions were taken: 1) referenceslist shortlisted articles were hand
searched to identify other potentially relevardréiture, 2) a search was performed using
Google, 3) communication was initiated via emaithvwexperts/professionals identified
through former searches as having potentially &rrtfontributed towards the literature in
this area. Appendix 1 provides names of professsac@ntacted for this review.

Relevant terms were identified, synonyms used amdg were mapped to subject
headings to generate a list of keywords, whicluin tvere selected as search terms. The
rationale for this more timely process, rather thamply mapping terms to subject
headings, was that it allowed for consistency acrsltiple databases and allowed terms
to be specifically matched to the aim of the revidtis likely that a more generic
approach, such as the mapping of terms to subgaxtihg, may have resulted in
important studies being overlooked or an overlyaldreetrieval of articles. In order to
ascertain studies on PFs and the transition of y@aople from offending to desistance,
keywords associated with a population of youngstasoffenders were used, in addition
to keywords associated with PFs, and keywords &gsdowith the behaviour of re-
offending/desistance. Figure 2.1 contains thecket@rms applied to electronic
databases.

When search terms were applied to databases)ded@&60 results. Appendix 2
provides comprehensive details of specific seagoig and outputs from databases. After
removing duplicates, 414 articles were identifiédh additional 18 articles were
identified through either direct contact with pregeonals, hand searching reference lists

or a Google search.
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Youth, by itself or with any letters following thifor example youths/youthf@R
Adolescent, by itself or with any letters followitlys, for example adolescer@R
Young, by itself or with any letters following thifor example youngstéR
Teen, by itself or with any letters following thfey example teenag®R
Juvenile, by itself or with any letters followinlgi$ term, for example juvenil€3R
Child, by itself or with any letters following thifor example childre®R

Minors OR
BoysOR
Girls
[
AND
v

Offen with any letters following this, for exampéences/offender®R
Delinquen with any letters following this, for expla delinquent/delinquendR
Crim with any letters following this, for examplérmae/criminal OR

prison by itself or with any letters following thi®r example prisonei®GR
ConvictsOR

Lawbreaker©R

Perpetrator, by itself or with any letters folloithis, for example perpetrators

AND
v
Protective factor, by itself or with any letterdidaving ‘factor’, for example protective

factorsOR

StrengthsOR

Resilien with any letters following this, for exalapesilient/resilienc©R

AssetsOR

Resource, by itself or with any letters followirgg, for example resourc&R

Moderat with any letters following this, for exaraphoderate/moderating, that were also
within 3 words of ‘risk’

AND
v

Desist, by itself or with any letters following hifor example desistanGR

ReoffenOR re-offen with any letters following this, for exalie re-offenders/reoffenc&R
Recid with any letters following this, for examptecidivism/recidivisiOR

Repeat offen with any letters following ‘offen’,rfexample repeat offenders/offenc@R
Repeat crim with any letters following the termingt, for example repeat criminal/crin@R
Subsequent offen, with any letters following ‘offerior example subsequent offences/
offendersOR

Subsequent crim, with any letters following ‘crifdy example subsequent crif®é&R
Serial offen, with any letters following ‘offen’of example serial offences/offend@R
Serial crim, with any letters following ‘crim’, faexample subsequent crif@d&R
Persistent offen, with any letters following ‘offefor example persistent offende@iR
Cease within 3 words of offen and any letters fwilg ‘offen’ OR

Cease within 3 words of crim and any letters follmyvcrim’ OR

Stop within 3 words of offen and any letters foliog ‘offen’ OR

Stop within 3 words of crim and any lett following ‘crim’

Figure 2.1.Search Terms.
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Inclusion/exclusion criteria

To identify relevant articles, abstracts or (whesguired) the full article were hand

searched and inclusion/exclusion criteria, as (@a&bl) was applied. Appendix 3

contains the form, with predefined inclusion andlesion criteria, used to shortlist

articles for the review.

Table 2.1

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria

PICO Inclusion Criteria Exclusion Criteria
Population Young People aged 10-19 at the time offendindged over 19 or under
and assessment of some protective factors. 10 at time of offending
Offenders (all types of ‘offences’ defined as
receiving criminal charges/convictions for the Non-Offenders
commission of an offence, or self-reported
offending)
Males and Females
Different Nationalities
Different Ethnicities
Intervention/ PFs Exclusively RFs
Exposure
Comparator Desist from general or particular type of crime;
re-offend (defined as either self-reported re-
offending, or as receiving police
charges/convictions for subsequent offence that is
either similar and/or different to prior offencp(s
Outcome Desist from crime, defined as no recorded and/or

self-reported criminal activity for a period of 12
months

Study Design

Cohort; Case Control

Studies designed to
assess interventions;
cross sectional or case
series studies; reviews,
narratives;
commentaries;
editorials; other types
of opinion papers

Other Factors

Year of publication: 1990 to 2012

Language of publication: English
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The rational for the inclusion/exclusion criteriéhin the Population, Intervention or

Exposure, Comparator, and Outcome (PICO) framewene as follows:

The focus of the current review was on young ofegadtherefore at the time
that at least some PBad offending were assessed, the youngsters néaded
be aged between 10 and 19. As many studies wegéudinal, follow-up of
participants could be in adulthood. In recognitidrthe limitations of
exclusively using official statistics as an indmabf offending, offending was
defined as either officially recorded criminal &i or self-reported criminal
activity. The terminology ‘offending’ was usedtims review if the behaviour
constituted an ‘offence’ in principle, regardlessuvbether criminal
proceedings had taken place.

Exposure to PFs was evidently a key focus of thiewe To enable a more
exploratory focus of the review, PFs were not defiby the current author,
neither was the relationship between PFs and Rédfegal. As a result of the
latter, exposure to RFs was not part of the inolusriteria. It was hoped that
this approach would allow for insight into how rassghers in this field made
these distinctions.

To assess the PFs that help young offenders desisicrime, desisters
needed to be compared to re-offenders. In recognif the limitations of
exclusively using official statistics, re-offendimgs defined as either
officially recorded subsequent criminal activityssif-reported subsequent
criminal activity. The terminology ‘re-offending’ was used in this iew if,

in principle, the behaviour constituted a subsetjlgffence’, regardless of

whether criminal proceedings had taken place.
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Desistance could be defined as the permanentti@nsd non-offending
(Bushway, Thornberry, & Krohn, 2003), however itwab be difficult for
studies to use this definition, as it would req@ramination of an
individual’'s entire life-course. To maximise theaatity of eligible studies, a
more liberal definition of non-offending for a mmum of 12 months was
used.

Studies designed to examine this area of reseawd tended to be
longitudinal. Whilst randomised controlled trigRCT) are considered the
gold standard of research designs, the review alichim to evaluate the
efficacy of clinical interventions, which is thepiy of study usually associated
with RCT’s. Case control and cohort studies wetected in the inclusion
criteria, as these designs are usually used feraiga of research. Case
control studies are usually retrospective and vedhe comparison of
participants with a condition or outcome, and samparticipants without that
condition or outcome. Cohort studies may alsorospective and often
involve follow-up of a group who share a similaacdhcteristic over a period
of time, to analyse how different exposures toecHe factor affect

outcomes.

Initial sifting through retrieved articles allow8&d2 articles to be excluded

based on abstracts, reducing the potentially retlepaol to 42 articles plus those from

contacts, reference lists and a Google searchsdRsaarticles were dismissed included:

use of adult populations, no clear focus on ‘offagtpopulations, no comparisons of re-

offenders with desisters, no detail provided alfacitors differentiating between groups,
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sole focus on risk, focus on treatment/servicewatadn, and they were reviews,
theoretical papers or discussion papers. Fordimaining 42 papers from the database
search and 18 additional studies identified throotfier searches (e.g., scanning
reference lists), full copies of articles, wheresgible, were obtained via the University of
Birmingham elibrary, on-site library, interlibralyans or direct contact with authors.
Papers included grey literature, for example dtasiens, in addition to published
literature. It was not possible to access four unpublishedasy@ven after contacting
authors to request access to these papers (seadip@®. Inclusion criteria were
subsequently applied to the remaining 56 stucdWgbere information relating to the
criteria was unclear, the author(s) of the studyewsentacted via email for clarification.
Following this more comprehensive assessment, uss&ICO framework, 17
articles remained as potentially appropriate fatusion in the review. Appendix 5
provides details of papers assessed as potengddlyant during initial sifting, but
excluded after inclusion criteria was applied te thll article. For some studies
shortlisted at this stage, only parts of the stundy the criteria, therefore the parts of the
study that was not relevant to the review were tigdpfor example research additionally
undertaken on RFs or samples of non-offendArgpendix 6 providesletails of studies

meeting inclusion criteria.

Quality assessment

When undertaking systematic reviews it is positovassess the quality of the
original studies so as to enhance the credibilityhe results (Sanderson, Tatt, & Higgins,
2007). However, a universal framework for the gualssessment of observational
studies is lacking (Mallen, Peat, & Croft, 2006ln evaluating checklists and scales used

to assess non-randomised studies (Deeks et aB),20Dpublished tools were identified

28



as the ‘best tools’ for assessing the quality ohpry studies. One of these tools was the
Quality Assessment Tool for Quantitative Studielfg@&ive Public Heath Practice
Project, 1998), which reported good reliability aradidity (Thomas, Ciliska, Dobbins, &
Miccucci, 2004). Some sections of this tool wierelevant to the specific design of the
selected studies, leading to adaptations of thietdameet the purpose of the review.

The adapted tool (Appendix 7) incorporated a nunolbéne quality criteria
identified by Mallen and colleagues (2006) as fergly used (in a minimum of 10
systematic reviews between 2003 and 2004) to atisesgiality of observational studies.
Using a ‘strong’, ‘moderate’, or ‘weak’ classifioa system, it assesses the overall
guality of eight sections: (1)sampling bias, (2)stdlesign, (3)confounding variables,
(4)blinding, (5)data collection methods and repayti(6)withdrawals, drop-outs and
missing data, (7)analysis, (8)outcomes. A glohtihg of ‘strong’, ‘moderate’ or ‘weak’
was assigned to studies on the basis of how matipss received a ‘weak’ rating. If no
sections were rated as ‘weak’ the overall qualigs\assessed as ‘strong’, if two or more
sections were rated as ‘weak’, the overall qualias assessed as ‘weak'’.

The quality of all 17 studies matching PICO cridenere assessed (Appendix 8).
Two of the selected studies were undertaken bguhent author and thus, to increase
objectivity, a secondary assessor, qualified tost-graduate level with a background in
research and who was not associated with the stuaksessed their quality. The author
assessed 15 of the selected studies. To ensuceriBsstency of ratings, 18% (n=3)
studies were independently assessed by both theraand the secondary assessor.
Cohen’s kappa was used to evaluate the inter-raliability of the quality assessment

tool, yielding a kappa of 1 for the global ratimyde.9 for the sub-scafesUsing Fleiss’

! Ratings of individual items yielded a kappa of 0.8
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(1981) classification, kappas greater than 0.75exeellent’.

The confounding variables and data collectiorises of the quality assessment
were more likely to be rated as ‘weak’. Sevenisitiad a global quality assessment of
‘strong’, eight were ‘moderate’ and one was ‘weakhe quality of one study could not
be ascertained because a damaged copy of the etakrd) the study (where one page
was missing) prevented all sections from being adtaiy assessed. Fifteen studies were
included and examined within the review. Figur2@esents a flow chart detailing the
data selection process.

A predefined pro-forma was used to extract dataguaistandardised approach
(Appendix 9). The current author designed thegmoh to (1)extract relevant
information about the reviews aims and objectiy2gecord limitations of each study,
(3)provide an overview of the quality of studidaformation was recorded on the
following:

+ The population studied, including sample size, at®icity, gender and

offence type;

+ Exposure, including how PFs were defined and asdess

« Comparators, including definitions for and numbafrse-offenders/desisters;

« Outcome(s), including use of statistical tests, tiweeand how PFs were

related to desistance and RFs;

+ Limitations of the study;

« Summary of quality.

Where information was indecipherable or absentiwitie write up ‘unclear’ or ‘not

known’ was marked next to the relevant item. @&wihg initial attempts, no additional
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contact was made with authors to clarify informatior the purposes of data extraction

due to time constraints.

Number of hits when search terms ar
search limits applied to databases:
Cochrane n=2
Web of Science n=77
PsycArticles n=5
NCJRS n=133
ASSIA n=40
Social Services Abstracts n=55
Sociological Abstracts n=78
PsycINFO n=151
Science Direct n=13
Medline n=39
Embase n=45
Francis n=22
Total n=660 Additional Additional Additional
studies studies studies
identified identified identified
L 4 through through through
Duplicates identified between direct Google reference
databases n=246 contact with| | search lists of
professionals shortlisted
(no duplicates found within databases n=4 articles
n=5 n=9
A 4
Articles removed after initial sifting (based or
abstract) because not relevant n=3J72
v
Unable to obtain artic n=4
v
Article removed after PICO applied n=39
v
Article removed after assessment of quality n=2
v

Total number of articles included in current review n=15

Figure 2.2 Data selection process
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Results
Data synthesis

Data was synthesised from studies meeting thesiiwcriteria and assessed as
strong or moderate quality. Table 2.2 summarisegpbpulation, factors examined and
findings from eligible studies. The studies’ aifase Appendix 10) were not always fully
consistent with the aims and objectives of theawvi For example, the aims of 40%
directly related to the review questions, where#% 4ocussed on measuring or
supporting the predictive validity of specific riaksessment tools. Consequently,
characteristics of the study or sample not comptilith the inclusion criteria were not
extracted for inclusion in the review.

There was heterogeneity between studies regardengdpulation, comparators
and PFs. Whilst the comparators used within stucielld be loosely classified as
‘desisters/re-offenders’, some studies involvedigotions’ whereas others involved
‘arrests’, some involved violent or sexual re-offes, whereas others involved general re-
offending. For the purpose of the current revibes¢omparators ‘re-offenders’ and
‘desisters’ was used to encompass recidivists/eoitivists, persisters/desisters,
rearrests/non-rearrests, self-reported and offycracorded subsequent offending/non-
offending; regardless of the ‘offence’ type andretteough qualitative differences exist
between these categories. Consequently, studiesaoiten not directly comparable and
data could often not be pooled or quantitativelytegsised. The data was therefore
examined qualitatively. Whilst some data coulccbented to highlight themes, other
data required a more narrative approach to alleistiope of the research to be explored
and heterogeneity to be explicit. The latter campborer at highlighting commonality

between studies (Lucas, Baird, Arai, Law, & Rohe2B07).
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Table 2.2

Summary of data from relevant studies

/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF's |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF's &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
Clingempeel §80 Violent |In adolescence: Unclear No violent offence{d-6 years |Desisters exhibited more emotional |RF’s also
Henggeler, 1)individual between 4-6 years bonding with peers in adolescence |[significant
2003 78% Male competencies; 2)motherr after treatment, (F(1,73)=6.81; p<0.05); demonstrategredictors,
adolescent relationships;; greater adjustment in emerging particular those
(Strong) 22% 3)global family relations; Verses adulthood (F(4,74)=4.67; p<0.01), i.eémeasured in
Female A)peer relationships. more emotional support (F(1,76)=6.4&colescence.
Subsequent violent p<0.05); greater job satisfaction
(12-17 Emerging adulthood: offence between 4- (F(1,76)=6.69; p<0.05); higher quality
years) 1)perceived emotional 6 years after peer relationships (F(1,76)=7.86;
support; 2)quality of treatment p<0.01).
friendships; 3)job
satisfaction; 4)positive A number of factors not significantly
physical health. associated with desistance.
Lodewijks et (111 Violent |PF's from the SAVRY: |Different  |No convictions for36 monthsProtective Scale (PS)was a significafRF’s differentiate
al., 2010 1)prosocial involvementjfactors subsequent violent predictor of violent re-offending recidivists within
Male 2)strong social support; offending (AUC=0.28, p<.01). Individual itemshigh and low risk
(Strong) 3)strong attachment and significantly predicting violent re-  |groups.
(12-18 bonds; 4)positive attitude Verses offending= 1)strong social support;
years) towards intervention ang 2)strong attachment bonds. PS was/after entering PS
authority; 5)strong Convictions for significant predictor when entered injinto regression
commitment to school o subsequent violent step 1 of regression model (R2=0.7,|model, dynamic
work; 6)resilient offending 3=-.788, p>0.01) risk scale failed tq
personality reach significance.
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
Loeber et al., 252 Various | ‘Promotive factors’: Opposite  |No Approx 3 [No promotive factors significantly  |Only RF's
2007 1)cognitive; ends of moderate/serious lyears predictive of desistance. significantly
Male 2)physiological; continuum |delinquency aged discriminated
(Strong) 3)parenting, 17-19 between desister
(assess 4)community; 5)low peer and persisters.
predict- delinquency; 6)child Verses
tors at 13+ factors Moderate/serious
16 years) delinquency aged
17-19 years
Loeber et al., {133 Various |Not classified as PF's, |Opposite |[No subsequent |Approx 18Factors associated with desistance |No clear
1991 although range of factorgnds of delinquency months |(RIOC>0.25): 1)low physical distinction made
Male studied to identify whichicontinuum aggression; 2)low oppositional defiarttetween RF’s an
(Strong) had protective Verses disorder; 3)low attention deficit/ PF’s
(approx 11 influence/correlated with hyperactivity symptom score;
years) desistance: 1)personal De-escalators i.e., 4)accountability; 5)low manipulative
factors 2)school factors delinquent at behaviour; 6)good educational
3)attitude to delinquency; lower level of achievement; 7)low school suspensipn;
4)child/ caretaker seriousness 8)negative attitude to problem
functioning; 5)socio- behaviour; 9)low peer delinquency;
economic status 10)few bad friends; 11)positive
caretaker-child relationship; 12)low
counter control; 13)trustworthiness;
14)low truancy; 15)good school
motivation; 16)caretaker enjoyment of
child; 17)get along with caretaker;
18)strict discipline; 19)low depressiop;
20)positive school attitude; 21)good
supervision; 22)perceived likelihood of
getting caught
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
Rennie & 111 63% PF’s from SAVRY: (see:Different  |No subsequent |12 monthsSignificant inverse relationship Interaction
Dolan, 2010 |Male Violent |Lodewijks above) factors cautions/ between number of PFs and numberlstween RF’s an
convictions non-violent and general re-offences |PF’s not studied,
(Strong) (13-18  |37% Non- (rs=-0.28, p<0.01). Total Protective |authors conclude
years) |violent Verses Scale significantly predicted desister®F’s may buffer
(i.e., from any type of crime, t=4.16, |effects of RF's.
Subsequent p<0.01; AUC=0.71, CI=.61-.81,
caution/ convictior p<0.01). Individual PF significantly
for offence(s) predicting desistance from any type pf
crime was resilient personality
(ExpR=2.86, p=0.05, CI=1.00 to 8)2f
Individual PFs did not significantly
predict desistance from violent re-
offending although total score for
Protective Scale did (Expf3=0.72,
p=0.05, CI=0.51 to 1.0
Stouthammer{107 Various |'‘Promotive factors'’: Opposite  |No serious Upto 12 |Aged 20-25 years desisters Combination of
Loeber et al., A)positive outcomes in |ends of delinquent acts |years significantly more likely to be three PF’s and fiy
2004 Male adulthood in 1)educationcontinuum |aged 20-25 1)employed>95% time (p<0.05), RF’s included in
2)employment; (desist-  |2)employed/in school (p<0.01). final regression
(Strong) (13-19 3)romantic relationships Verses ance over model predicting
yrs) 6 year |Significant promotive factors at agesjdesistance (79%
B)predictors in committed one+ |period 13-16 associated with desistance: |participants
adolescence including: serious delinquentbetween |1)being accountable (OR=4.7); correctly classifie
D)religiosity; 2)academic act aged 20-25 |20-25 2)believing likely to be caught 48% of variance
achievement; years) (OR=2.5); 3)low physical punishmengexplained)
3)organisations; 4) from caretaker (OR=2.7); 4) good
chores; 5)positive relationship with peers (OR=5.3);
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
relationships; 5)low peer substance use (OR=2.7).
6)employment related
skills; 7)positive Significant promotive factors at ages
interaction with 13-16 associated with desistance: 1)
interviewer; 8)aspiration non-physical aggression (OR=2.6);
9)pro-social self 2)believing likely to be caught
perception; 10)Positive (OR=3.2); 3) many skills for getting
family factors; 11)peer jobs (OR=1.8); 4)low peer substance
associations; 12) use (OR=5.0); 5)positive interactions
individual attitude. with interviewers (OR=2.6).
Correlates with desistance aged 20-25:
1)low non-physical aggression
(OR=4.2); 2)low peer substance use
(OR=5.3); 3) positive interactions with
interviewers (OR=0.4).
A number of factors not significantly
associated with desistance.
Vincent et al., 480 Various [PF's from SAVRY: (see:Different  |Not arrested Average |[Protective scale not significantly Static RF’'s most
2011 (although |Lodewijks above) factors subsequently of 5 yearsirelated to re-arrests for ‘any’ re-arresstrongly predictivq
Male 71% had or violent re-arrest. of nonviolent re-
(Strong) prior Vverses arrest and dynam
(mean ageviolent/ Protective scale negatively related tgRF’s of violent re;
14.47 yrs;threat Arrested non-violent re-arrest. arrest.
SD= 1.03)offence) subsequently
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
Carr & 76 Various (23 PF: 1)personal Opposite No subsequent |Not Summed PFs score significantly Summed RF’s
VVandiver, 2001 characteristics; 2)familial offences Known |distinguished desisters andafendergscores failed to
57% Male conditions; 3)positive rol (F(1,74)=6.77, p<0.01, r=.29) distinguish
(Moderate) models; 4)peer selection); Verses between desister
43% 5)school interests; Desisters had significantly higher mgand re-offenders,
Female 6)activities and hobbies Re-offended scores for: 1)personal characteristicshowever risk
(F(1,74)=6.52, p<0.01, r=.28); scores for person
(11-17 2)familial conditions (F(1,74)= 6.59, |characteristics an
years) p<0.01, r=.29); 3)peer selection familial conditions
(F(1,62)=4.27, p<0.05, r=.25) differentiated
these groups.
Griffin etal., (70 Sex 24 ‘strengths’: 1)sexuallyDifferent  |[No subsequent [2to 15 | Strengths’ factors that were high for|RF's and PF’
2008 offenders [and non-sexually harmfufiactors sexual offence  |years, those who did not reffend with sexugindependently
Male behaviours; (mean 6 |offence: 1)positive leisure interests |contributed to
(Moderate) 2)developmental; Verses years) (¥3=9.51, p<0.01); 2)above average |predicting re-
(12-18 3)family; 4)environmental intelligence ¢2=8.47, p<0.01); offenders/desiste
years) Subsequent sexual 3)positive talents/interestg?€6.30,

offence

p<0.05); 4)positive attitude from
significant adultsy?=5.24, p<0.05);
5)positive emotional coping from
significant adults)?=4.64, p<0.05);
6)at least one emotional confidant
(x3=6.24, p<0.05); 7)positive
evaluations from work/education sta
(¥3=9.79, p<0.01); 8)positive
relationships with professionals
(¥3=6.36, p<0.05)

High scores on
strengths scale
appeared to be
protective even if
offender had high
[score for risks.

S
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) o/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) ith RF's? offending
Griffin & 46 Sex 24 ‘strengths’ factors inggfferent No known sexual/2 to 15 |Total strengths scores did not Inclusion of
Vettor, 2012 offenders |[domains of the AIM2 (sefactors non-sexual offencyears, significantly contribute towards the |strengths factors
Male with a Griffin above) (mean 6 |prediction of sexual re-offending.  |made little
(Moderate) learning Verses years) difference to the
(12-18 |disability |Adapted AIM assessment Total strengths scores on AIM2 and diction of
years) ‘Strengths’ factors Known sexual/non- adapted AIM assessments significar"g;(ual re-
measured on above four sexual offence predicted general desistance (i.e., frasffending
domains. sexual and non-sexual crime; (AUC=0.79,
AUC=0.703, CI: 0.55-0.85; p<0.05; |p<0.01 for
AUC=0.717, Cl: 0.57-0.87; p<0.05 |strengths and risk
respectively). score; AUC=0.78
p<0.01 for risks
score alone).
Jimerson et all462 Various [‘Assets’: (1)parent-child |Opposite No subsequent |12 monthsFactors negatively associated with reA combination of
2004 (original |(first time |relationship; criminal offences offending for femalesdf=21): assets and risks
sample  |high risk |(2)individual; 1)Emotional supportf=-.156); predicted re-
(Moderate) 566, offenders)(3)community; (4)peer; Verses 2)Discipline (3=-.251); 3)Self offending
unclear (5)school; (6)individual Effectiveness /= -.320); 4)Running
why substance use; (7)sexual Subsequent Away (4=-.088); 5)Youth'’s drug use
reduced b activity; (8)individual criminal offences (B=-.090); 6)Friendshipsa=-.059);
104) criminality; (9)family 7)Sexual activity
criminality; (10)family (=-.301).
65% Male substance abuse;
35% (11)family mental health Factors negatively associated with re-
Female offending for malesdf=28);:
1)Communication £=-.175);
&g)—to-lB 2)Discipline (3=-.121); 3)Boundaries

and roles $=-.019); 4)Mental health

(=-.019); 5)Youth alcohol us¢¢-
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
.034); 6)Use of free timgBE-.042);
7)Peer influenceff=-.088);
8)Friendshipsf=-.090); 9)Educationa
goals 3=-.011); 10)Progress towards
graduation f=-.251)
McEachran, Various |PF's from SAVRY: (seeDifferent  |No charge for 36 monthsThere were significantly different me|Mean scores werg
1995 108 Lodewijks above) factors offence settled in scores on the Protective Scale (PS) fignificantly
court, after aged violent re-offenders, non-violent re- |different for risk
(Moderate) |Male 18. offenders, and non-reoffenders sub-scales for
(F(2,105)=8.43, p<0.01). Significantjviolent re-
(14-16 Verses difference only found between non- |offenders, non-
years) violent re-offenders and non- violent re-
Charge for offence reoffenders; and violent re-offendersioffenders, and
settled in court and non-reoffenders. Non-reoffendgron-reoffenders.
after aged 18. had highest PS score. RF’s alone
significantly
predicted violent
re-offending.
Onifade et al.,|585 Various | Not defined as PFs per|@pposite  |[No new assessmeg24 monthsResilient block’ was identified as  [The resilient bloc
2011 social and economic for criminal educated (high rate of high school |had negative effe
75% Male indicators e.g., household petition completion), unstable (high prevalenom the relationship
(Moderate) hardship; household of rental properties/single-parent  |of assessed risk
25% stability; labour capital; Verses households), and working (higher |scores on
Female educated labour participation/low rate of publigrecidivism. Thus
Assessment for assistance). For the ‘resilient block’|had potentially
(10-18 new criminal compared to the reference block, themoderating
years) petition log mean recidivism decreased by .5Eelationship
(p<0.05); the resilient block had lowebetween risk score
rates of recidivism. éL:)md recidivism. 7
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/Authors and |Population Summary of PFs ere PF’s |Comparators Follow-up|Outcome
year of study [Size of |Offence |(PF’s)/Domains Assessadifferent to Period |Relationship between PF’s and Relationship
relevant type RFs (RF’s) |Desister desistance/re-offending between RF'’s &
(Assessed  |sample or opposite |Verses PF'sin
Quality) to/on Re-offender predicting
Gender continuum desistance/re-
(Age) with RF’s? offending
Pearl et al., Various | Protective total score [Different |No subsequent |12 monthsThe protective scale significantly  |The best
2009 2076 from: 1)individual factorgfactors complaint/petition predicted re-offending (r=-.33, p<0.0[bredictors of re-
2)delinquency factors; for offence offending was
(Moderate) [72% Male 3)Education; 4)family; delinquency
5)peer; 6)substance use Verses domain measureq
28% by RF’'s and PF's
Female subsequent adult (r=-.38, p<0.01),
complaint or and Risk scale
(11-15 juvenile petitiol (r=.38, p<0.01).
years)
Pobanz, 2000 Various |[BERS Factors: Different  [No subsequent (12 monthsFamily Involvement (FI) was only |FI subscale adde
88 (first time |1)Interpersonal Strengthfactors arrest (after sub-scale to significantly predict re- |predictive value
(Moderate) offenders)2)Family Involvement; intake) |offending/desistance (correlation  |when mediating
Male 3)Intrapersonal Strength; Verses between Fl and re-arrest: r=-.282, |risk scores. Whe
4)School Functioning; p<0.01). FI was compared
(10-18 5)Affective Strength One+ subsequent with a risk-only
years) arrest model for
predicting re-
offending/
desistance there
was a small
(2.3%) overall
improvement.
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Population

Some population characteristics could be quantéftisynthesised. The size of
relevant samples ranged from 46 (Griffin & Vett®d12) to 2076 (Pearl et al., 2009),
with samples of less than 150 in ten studies. site of the total relevant sample across
all studies was 4785 (Mean=319, SD=516). The afparticipants were between 10
and 19, consistent with inclusion criteria. Thenpke was predominantly male, with ten
studies consisting of exclusively male populati@@sffin et al., 2008; Griffin & Vettor,
2012; Lodewijks et al., 2010; Loeber et al., 200d¢ber et al., 1991; McEachran, 1995;
Pobanz, 2000; Rennie & Dolan, 2010; Stouthammebepet al., 2004; Vincent et al.,
2011) and five studies including a minority of fdesa(Carr & Vandiver, 2001;
Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003; Jimerson et al. &2@hnifade et al., 2011; Pearl et al.,
2009). Of the total sample, 80% (n=3845) were raak 20% (n=940) female. The
reason for the large number of studies focussimtusiely on male offenders was
unclear, however males account for a disproportendigh number of youth offences
(Youth Justice Board, 2006). US statistics inadidahat girls account for 30% of all
youth arrests (Zahn et al., 2008), however fematesunted for 20% of the total
population in this review. The review focussedamer term desistance/re-offending
and there is support that a significant numbeeaofdles, when compared to males, offend
in duration for less than one-year (Home Officed@20 which may help explain the focus
on males.

The location of the study and ethnicity of partasips varied. Ten studies were
undertaken in the US (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Climpeel & Henggeler, 2003; Jimerson
et al., 2004, Loeber et al., 2007; Loeber et 8911 Onifade et al., 2011; Pearl et al.,

2009; Pobanz, 2000; Stouthammer-Loeber et al.,;2004ent et al., 2011), three in the
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UK (Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin & Vettor, 2012; Bnnie & Dolan, 2010), one in Canada
(McEachran, 1995), and one in the Netherlands (ke et al., 2010), indicating that
American researchers have been most influentiabatide in undertaking research in
this area. Ethnicity was often described for the total sangpid therefore when a sub-
sample (for example non-offenders) was ignoredHerpurposes of the review the exact
ethnic composition of the relevant sample wasadliffito gauge. Furthermore the use of
ethnic categories was not consistent across studies approximate ethnic compaosition
of the total sample was: one-third white; one-gerabtack; one-third Latino, Hispanic
(non-white) or Mexican American; one-tenth ‘othdor example Asian, Indian,
Aboriginal, and Mediterranean. It is of note tf@tthe study containing a sample of
2076, which contained over 1490 participants mbaa tother studies, nearly half the
sample was Hispanic, thus significantly affectihg proportion this ethnic group
comprised of the total sample.

Samples were recruited from a variety of sourcelkiding specific treatment
programmes (Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin & Vetta2012; Pobanz, 2000), probation (Carr
& Vandiver, 2001; Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003ndrson et al., 2004; Onifade et al.,
2011; Pearl et al., 2009), detention facilitiesdewijks et al., 2010; Rennie & Dolan,
2010; Vincent et al., 2011), a psychiatric/psycgglassessment centre (McEachran,
1995) or were community samples recruited from etshfl.oeber et al., 2007; Loeber et
al., 1991; Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004). tateworthy that 100% of the samples
including females were recruited from a populatidprobationers. For six of the 15
studies sampling involved some degree of randormis&Griffin et al., 2008; Jimerson et
al., 2004, Loeber et al., 2007; Loeber et al., 198dEachran, 1995; Stouthammer-

Loeber et al., 2004), the remaining studies apgeiareatilise samples based on the
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quality and quantity of relevant information avaikafor participants, the study’s
inclusion criteria, and the accessibility of pagants at the time of undertaking the study.
Ten studies included general offenders, who hacdhuitied various offences (Carr
& Vandiver, 2001; Jimerson et al., 2004; Loebealet2007; Loeber et al., 1991;
McEachran, 1995; Onifade et al., 2011; Pearl e8D9; Pobanz, 2000; Stouthammer-
Loeber et al., 2004; Vincent et al., 2011), twalsts comprised exclusively of violent
offenders (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003; Lodewgksl., 2010), two studies
comprised exclusively of sexual offenders (Gri#inal., 2008; Griffin & Vettor, 2012)
and for one study the sample predominately involxietént offenders although included
a minority of non-violent offenders as a compar@iennie & Dolan, 2010). Itis
noteworthy that the majority (73%, n=11) of studiesedominantly relied on the official
detection and recording of ‘offences’/’re-offenceather than self-report (Carr &
Vandiver, 2001, Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin & V&ir, 2012; Jimerson et al., 2004;
Lodewijks et al., 2010; McEachran, 1995; Onifadalet2011; Pearl et al., 2009; Pobanz,

2000; Rennie & Dolan, 2010; Vincent et al., 2011).

Protective factors measured

Studies used different terminology to refer to wikdabelled as ‘PFs’ within the
review. In the current review a definition of Ptsiilar to Garmezy (1985) and Rutter’s
(1979) was used. PFs were defined as influencksirgg or potentially reducing the
probability of problem behaviour (i.e., re-offeng)rfor groups exposed to RFs (i.e.,
previous offenders). The studies used the follgwerminology in addition to, or instead
of, ‘protective factors’: ‘strengths’, ‘assets’ rgmotive factors’, ‘resilient’ and sometimes

‘risk factors’ that had a negative association wétoffending.
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Exposure to PFs was measured and defined acrakssstising a variety of
methods. Four studies (Clingempeel & Henggel@d32 Loeber et al., 2007; Loeber et
al., 1991; Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004) usetkepth self-report and reports from
significant others through interviews and a ranipmeasures and/or tests. Onifade and
colleague’s study (2011) used census data to fgehe effect neighbourhood socio-
economic ecological variables had on re-offendimg) ask. Pobanz (2000) used a single
strengths-based psychometric measure, the Behal&ni Emotional Rating Scale
(BERS:Epstein & Sharma, 1998). Carr and Vandiver (2@@Vised their own measure
informed by the literature. The remaining eidlidses used risk assessments that
incorporated PFs. Pearl and colleagues (2009) thee8DRRC (Little, n.d.), Jimerson
and colleagues (2004) used the SBARA (Jimersoh,&2G03; O’Brien et al., 2001),
Griffin and colleagues two studies (2008, 2012pimed use of the AIM2 assessment
(Print et al, 2007) with the latter study also gsihe adapted AIM assessment
(O’'Callaghan, 2001) and the SAVRY (Borum et al.0@Dwas used in four studies
(Lodewijks et al., 2010; McEachran, 1995; RenniBdlan, 2010; Vincent et al., 2011).
Of these studies using risk assessments, it wgspaskible to make inferences from the
total scale scores for PFs in four (Griffin & Vett@012; McEachran, 1995; Pearl et al.,
2009; Vincent et al., 2011), as PFs were not aedlys an individual level.

For seven studies (Clingempeel and Henggeler 2B868in et al., 2008; Griffin
& Vettor, 2012; Lodewijks et al; McEachran, 1999.19; Rennie & Dolan, 2010;
Vincent et al., 2011) the types of PFs measuredaygo most consistent with the three
basic categories of individual characteristicsjadmnding, and healthy standards and
beliefs (Hawkins et al., 1992; Werner & Smith, 1R9Examples of individual

characteristics were: individual competencies liszgipersonality, 1Q, skills. Examples
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of social bonding were: peer relationships, strattgchment and bonds, strong social
support, use of an emotional confidant. Exampfdeealthy standards and beliefs were:
pro-social involvement; strong commitment to schmolvork; positive attitude towards
intervention and authority; accepts responsibftityoffence.

Whilst there was a cross-over between these cassgand the five domains that
RFs and PFs are frequently grouped into (Hawkiras. e2000; Jenson & Fraser, 2006;
Blum et al., 2002), the remaining studies appetraediassify PFs according all or some
of the five domains: 1) individual, 2) family, 33tso0l, 4) community, 5) peer-related.
Five studies grouped PFs according to all five doméCarr & Vandiver, 200; Jimerson
et al., 2004; Loeber et al., 1991; Pearl et aDR2@Gtouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004).
Here, attention to the community domain was oftsiricted to a question on
membership to organisations/church and individaeldrs often included healthy
attitudes. Loeber and colleagues (2007) focuseaddividual, family and community
factors, with some consideration given to low pggimquency, but little emphasis on
school related PFs, although truancy was considesedRF. Onifade and colleagues
(2011) focussed on factors with a potentially pcote influence within the community
and individual domains, whilst Pobanz (2000) ganeater consideration to school,
individual and family domains, largely neglectinggp and community domains other

than some reference to attending church and skiksant for making friends,.

How Protective factors were measured in relationrisk factors
In the current review, eight studies measured BFseparate to RFs (Lodewijks et
al., 2010; Rennie & Dolan, 2010; Vincent et al.120Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin &

Vettor, 2012; McEachran, 1995; Pearl et al., 200&hanz, 2000). For example in the
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SAVRY, ‘resilient personality traits’ or ‘strong sial support’ did not directly map on to
any RFs within this assessment. Six studies pretgontly measured PFs on a continuum
with or as opposite to RFs (Loeber et al., 200&Har et al., 1991; Stouthammer-Loeber
et al., 2004; Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Jimerson et2004; Onifade et al., 2011), for
example, Carr and Vandiver (2001) used the RF ‘getirconcept’ and the PF ‘positive
self concept’, and Stouthammer-Loeber and collea@2@04) tested several variables to
identify whether they had a promotive effect, regfect or both, therefore these factors
were not conceptualised as intrinsically differeHowever for some studies not all items
had a positive end on the continuum (Loeber eR8Dy7, 1991; Stouthammer-Loeber et
al., 2004), or some factors were only measured@sgive (Carr & Vandiver, 2001) or
risky (Jimerson et al., 2004) with no counterpantsummary, the majority of studies,
although only just, conceptualised PFs as somethimgyently different from RFs. Of

the strong quality studies, three measured RF$&scas parallel concepts and three

measured them as different concepts.

Follow-up

Six studies were retrospective (Carr & VandivelQR0Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin
& Vettor, 2012; McEachran, 1995; Lodewijks et @D10; Pearl et al., 2009) and nine
prospective (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003; Jimemsioal., 2004; Loeber et al., 2007,
Loeber et al., 1991; Onifade et al., 2011; Pob26@0; Rennie & Dolan, 2010;
Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004; Vincent et al1, 120 A disadvantage of prospective
studies is the lengthy time period and resourcgsired to follow-up the sample. This is
an advantage of retrospective studies as the fallpyweriod has occurred (Young,

Mazyck & Schulz, 2006). Attrition rates for apgable studies were above 80% in all
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but two studies and therefore were rated as strotigs section of the quality
assessment. For Clingempeel and Henggeler's $A0f)B), whilst the drop-out rate was
30%, independent samples t-tests and chi-squahgseneevealed similarities on relevant
variables between dropouts and completers. Fardiwmn and colleagues’ study (2004)
the completion rate was unclear.

The follow-up period ranged across studies fromridiths (Jimerson et al.,
2004; Pearl et al., 2009; Pobanz, 2000; Rennie &am@010) up to a potential of 15-
years (Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin & Vettor, 20)2 In Carr and Vandiver’s (2001) study
the length of follow-up was unclear however it waasonable that it could have been
more than 12 months. Sixty percent of studies )iira@ a follow-up period of two years
or more (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003; Lodewijksle 2010; Loeber et al., 2007,
Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004; Vincent et all12@riffin et al., 2008; Griffin &
Vettor, 2012; McEachran, 1995; Onifade et al., 20thich Baskin and Sommers (1998)
considered a sufficient time to identify ‘temporaegssation’ from offending and the

processes that instigate and maintain desistance.

Relationship between protective factors and desis&re-offending

Some, but not all PFs discriminated between desisted re-offenders. Structure
and/or supportive relationships discriminated betwdesisters and re-offenders in eight
studies, these could include but were not limitetatily and peer factors. Across these
studies the following factors measured in adoleseevere importantl)for desistance
generally caretaker-child relationship (RIOC=0.47), caretaénjoyment of child
(RIOC=0.26), getting along with caretaker (RIOC#),3iscipline (RIOC=0.35),

counter control (RIOC=0.62) and supervision (RIO@&9) (Loeber et al., 1991), low

a7



physical punishment from caretaker (OR=2.7) anddgetationships with peers
(OR=5.3) (Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004); farhdteucture and support
(F(1,74)=6.77, p<0.01, r=.29) and having many ftle(F(1,62)=4.27, p<0.05, r=.25)
(Carr & Vandiver, 2001); family involvement (r=282, p<0.01) (Pobanz, 2000);
emotional support (3=-0.16, df=21), discipline (@25, df=21) and friendships (3=-0.59,
df=21) for female general re-offenders, or bouretaand rules (3=-0.19, df=28),
discipline (3=-0.12, df=28) and friendships (3=09).df=28) for male general re-
offenders (Jimerson et al., 2008)for desistance from violent offencesnotional
bonding with peers (F(1,73)=6.81, p<0.05) (Clingeel® Henggeler, 2003); strong
social support (AUC between .32 and .380405) and strong attachment bonds (AUC
between .30 and .35<0.05) (Lodewijks et al., 2010}3)for desistance from sexual re-
offencespositive relationships with professiona}3<6.36, p<0.05) and having at least
one emotional confidang3=6.24, p<0.05) (Griffin et al., 2008).

However, a number of variables related to structune support systems were not
predictive. High positive parenting or high supsion (Loeber et al., 2007) and strong
social support or strong attachment and bonds (iRéaolan, 2010) were not
predictive of general desistance; boundaries ales rparent-child communication, and
monitoring did not predict female general re-offemgg and emotional support, parent-
child communication, and monitoring did not predjeneral male re-offending (Jimerson
et al., 2004); mother warmth, mother-child warmmiother firm control, or family
cohesion were not related to desistance from via@#ances (Clingempeel & Henggeler,
2003); appropriate levels of supervision from csudid not predict sexual re-offenders
(Griffin et al., 2008).

General family factors that did not specificallyate to structure or support were
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also found to protect against re-offending. Theeee: caretaker’s negative attitude to
antisocial behaviour (RIOC=0.34) for general desisé (Loeber et al., 1991); positive
emotional coping from significant adultg€4.64, p<0.05) and positive attitudes from
significant adultsy?=5.24, p<0.05) for sexual re-offenders (Griffiragt 2008). General
family factors not related to desistance/re-offagdivere: communication about child’s
activities, socioeconomic status and single-paodh(Loeber et al., 1991); family
criminality, family substance use or family mertieblth (Jimerson et al., 2004); positive
adult role models (Carr & Vandiver, 2001); low p#ed stress (Loeber et al., 2007).
Factors specifically related to the individual asalent and their desistance/re-
offending consisted of behaviours, characterispegr associations and internal resources
such as attitudes and skills. In Loeber and cgllea study (1991) the following factors
relating to the individual were associated withgm@hdesistance:(1)Individual
characteristics: low physical aggression (RIOC=}).llv oppositional defiant disorder
(RIOC=0.68), low attention deficit symptoms (RIOCE&4), low depression
(RIOC=0.56), low manipulative behaviour (RIOC=0.3&¢countability (RIOC=0.47),
perceived likelihood of getting caught (RIOC=0.4t)stworthiness (RIOC=0.74);
(2)School attitude/behaviour: good educational @stment (RIOC=0.38), low school
suspension (RIOC=0.37), low truancy (RIOC=0.57ayechool motivation
(RIOC=0.34); positive attitude to school (RIOC=0.;538)Peer-associations: low peer
delinquency (RIOC=0.58); few bad friends (RIOC=0.61n Stouthammer-Loeber and
colleagues’ research (2004) factors associatedgeitieral desistance were: being
accountable (OR=4.7), believing one is likely todaeght (OR=2.5 in early adolescence;
OR=3.2 in late adolescence), low non-physical aggioa (OR=2.6), having many skills

for getting jobs (OR=1.8), positive interaction lwthe interviewer (OR=2.6) and a peer-
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associated factor of low peer substance use (ORr2afe adolescence; OR=2.6 in late
adolescence). In this study, similar and diffefantors across multiple points, for
example early and late adolescence, were relatdesistance. They also concluded that
there was little evidence in their research thatsiime factors that predicted onset of
offending, also predicted desistance.

Characteristics, behaviours and internal ressuveere also found to be predictive
in other studies. In the study undertaken by Reand Dolan (2010) the only significant
individual predictor of general desistance wasdlierdi personality traits (Expl3=2.86,
p=0.05, CI=1.00 to 8.26), relating to intellectadllity, cognitive skills, self-esteem,
problem-solving, calm mood and adaptability. InrGand Vandiver’s research personal
characteristics, including positive self concepghrself esteem, positive attitude towards
school rules, positive attitude towards police sulgood temperament and support
seeking behaviours, discriminated between desiatetgeneral re-offenders
(F(1,74)=6.52, p<0.01, r=0.28). Jimerson and egjlees (2004) found that factors
negatively associated with re-offending for femalese: self effectivenesg€-.320,
df=21), running away/=-.088,d=21), drug useff=-.090,df=21), sexual activityf=-
.301,df=21); and for males were: parent-child communica{@=-.175,d=28), mental
health (3=-.019,df=28), alcohol use=-.034,df=28), use of free time&=-.042,d=28),
peer influencef=-.088,df=28), educational goalsf¢-.011,df=28) and progress towards
graduation (=-.251,df=28). This was the only study in the review todstigate
potential difference in specific PFs between males females. The authors concluded
that there are both unique and similar indicatéreadivism/desistance for males and
females. Furthermore, Griffin and colleagues @G0und that the following individual

resources predicted desistance from sexual offeposgtive leisure interestg269.51,
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p<0.01), above average intelligeng&=g.47, p<0.01), positive talents/intereg=6.30,
p<0.05) and positive evaluations from work/educastaff (?=6.36, p<0.05).

The following factors regarding the individual weret found to be significant
(1)for general re-offendergognitive factors, neurocognitive factors, lonwepe
delinquency, intolerant attitude towards delinquemhaw interpersonal callousness, or
high perceived likelihood of getting caught (Loekéeal., 2007), attitude to delinquency,
involvement in jobs/chores, level of anxiousnesstgmess (Loeber et al., 1991), low
non-physical aggression in early adolescence, akgegnitions and beliefs, substance
use and academic achievement (Stouthammer-Loehér 2004), pro-social
involvement, positive attitudes towards intervensiauthority, and strong commitment to
school (Rennie & Dolan, 2010), any school-relatsrtdrs, communication or mental
health for females, sexual activity for males, eepsubstance use, anger management,
sensation seeking, and self-control for either salefemales general (Jimerson et al.,
2004);(2)for desistance from violent offendepssitive physical achievement and social
competence (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 20@3)for sexual re-offenderstrengths
associated with attitude towards the offence agaktnent, sexual knowledge, problem-
solving skills, positive goals, communication skilkense of safety in home/care
environment, and use of social network (Griffirakt 2008).

Onifade and colleagues (2011) found that neighbmdtand socioeconomic
factors associated with the ‘resilient block’, wihitad lower rates of recidivism, was
higher rates of school completion, higher partitgain work and a higher prevalence of
rental properties/single parent households (logmikegreased by 0.55, p<0.05).
Interestingly, this latter community-based factomiore likely to be identified as a RF

than a PF within the general literature (e.g., MdC®Vidom, & Crowell, 2001). There
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was a lack of support for the general associateiwéen these community factors and
desistance (Jimerson et al., 2004; Loeber et@QD.7Ror more specifically the attendance
of a community organisation (Carr & Vandiver, 200Qbgber et al., 1991; Stouthammer-
Loeber et al., 2004) in other studies.

Desistance was associated with other positiveooues in early adulthood, for
example being in employment or education (persiie3%; desister 43.9%9>0.01;
Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004), more emotionaps (F(1,76)=6.46; p<0.05);
greater job satisfaction (F(1,76)=6.69; p<0.05) higther quality relationships with
friends (F(1,76)=7.86; p<0.01) (Clingempeel & Healgy, 2003). Desistance was also
associated with: low levels of non-physical aggms$OR=4.2), low peer substance use
(OR=5.3) and positive interactions with interviea’¢®R=0.4) in early adulthood
(Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004). It was not hawvassociated with educational
attainment, romantic relationships or caring faitdren (Stouthammer-Loeber et al.,
2004).

Six studies analysed total scores for PFs withislaassessment. Of the four
studies involving the SAVRY, the score for the Robive Scale significantly predicted
violent re-offending (AUC=0.28, p<0.01; R?=0.7, (¥88, p>0.01) in Lodewijks and
colleagues’ study (2010); predicted violent re-nffeng and re-offending in general in
Rennie and Dolan’s study (2010) (Exp3=0.72, p=0d150.51 to 1.00; Exp3=0.60,
p=0.01, CI=0.41 to 0.88 respectively); related amviolent re-offending, although not
‘any’ re-offending (i.e., violent and non-violenffending and general ‘violations’) or
violent re-offending in Vincent and colleagues’dty2011); and discriminated between
non-re-offenders and both violent and non-violenbffenders (F(2,105)=8.43, p<0.01)

in McEachran'’s study (1995), although not betweietent and non-violent re-offending.
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The first three of these studies were assessddoag gjuality. Griffin and Vettor’s study
(2012), rated as moderate quality, found thatdlted PFs scores included in the AIM2
and adapted AIM assessments for intellectuallyldéshyoungsters, predicted general
desistance (AUC=0.703, CI: 0.55-0.85; p<0.05; AUT4(d, CI: 0.57-0.87; p<0.05
respectively) but not desistance from sexual o##endn Pearl and colleagues study
(2009), rated as moderate quality, the protectiateson the SDRRC significantly

predicted general re-offending (r=-0.33, p<0.01).

Relationship between risk and protective factors

In the majority of studies both RFs and PFs, eith@ombination or
independently, discriminated between re-offendacsdesisters (Clingempeel &
Henggeler, 2003; Lodewijks et al., 2010; Stouthambueber et al., 2004; Carr &
Vandiver, 2001, Griffin et al., 2008; Griffin & V&ir, 2012; Jimerson et al., 2004;
McEachran, 1995; Pearl et al., 2009). In two ®sdiFs helped differentiate between
recidivists in high risk groups (Lodewijks et &Q10; Griffin et al., 2008) and in Onifade
and colleagues study (2011) the resilient blockdaégative effect on the relationship
between risk scores and recidivism. In the re¢elayd_odewijks and colleagues PFs also
appeared to operate at low levels of risk. Inf@riind Vettor's study (2012) the
inclusion of strengths factors made very littideliénce to the prediction of sexual re-
offending (AUC=0.79, p<0.01 for strengths and riskere; AUC=0.78, p<0.01 for risks
score alone). In Pobanz’s (2000) study the inclusicthe PF ‘family involvement’
resulted in small overall improvements of 2.3% whempared to a risk only model, and
found some, although limited, support for an additiather than an interactive model of

resilience. In taking the study by Loeber andeagiues (1991) in its entirety, there was
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some support that the same concept could actleer aitrisk or PF, with for example the
former increasing initiation of offending and tlatér increasing the likelihood of
desistance. In McEachran’s study (1995) the inciusf PFs did not appear to contribute
towards the prediction of violent re-offending, winiwas predicted by RFs alone.
Furthermore, in Loeber and colleagues research7jaitly RFs significantly
discriminated between desisters and persistersinavithcent and colleagues research

RFs alone were predictive of violent re-offending.

Discussion
Main findings
The current review aimed to examine previous resetndings using a systematic
approach, regarding the association between PFthartcansition of young people from

offending to desistance. Four main objectives vigeatified:

1)Explore whether PFs are related to desistanceyfomg offenders

The findings of the review supported previouslyaabliterature that studies use
different terminology to label PFs (Shader, 208®&juthamer-Loeber et al., 2004).
Whilst Loeber and colleagues intentionally madéséirtttion between ‘protective’ and
‘promotive’ factors, other studies used terms saghstrengths’ and ‘assets’ when ‘PFs’
would appear more appropriate and befitting. iAaldally, PFs within studies could be
categorised into varying domains, reinforcing tiseépancies and incongruence in the
way PFs have been explored, defined and researched.

Of the 15 studies in the review, only one didfimod a relationship between any
PFs measured and re-offending/desistance (Loelatr, @007). This study measured

cognitive, physiological and psychosocial proteetiactors (labelled as ‘promotive
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factors’ within the study) and the quality assessnoé the study was strong. Of the
remaining 14 studies, PFs were found to be relateor predictive of, re-
offending/desistance, with some factors havingdoetiscriminatory ability than others,
or some factors appearing better for a particulaug of desisters/re-offenders. The
findings therefore indicated that PFs are, to sdeggree, related to destistance from
crime for young offenders. This finding is conergtwith research on general
delinquency, i.e., that some PFs are related teafi@mding/offending (see: Elliot, 1994;
Fourgere & Daffern; 2011; Gilgun, 1999b; Hawkinskf 1992; Herrenkohl et al., 2003;
McCord, 1982; Morash & Rucker, 1989; Shader, 2003).

Whilst in some studies PFs had utility in discniating specifically between
desisters of violent or sexual offences and vioterdexual re-offenders (Clingempeel &
Henggeler, 2003; Griffin et al., 2008; Lodewijksatt 2010; Rennie & Dolan, 2010), in
studies comparing general desistance with desistgpecifically from sexual/violent
offences, PFs appeared to be better at differemiat predicting desistance generally

(Griffin & Vettor, 2012; McEachran 1995; Rennie &l@an, 2010).

2) Examine which PFs help young offenders dessh frrime

In two studies, one rather than multiple PFs helfistinguish between desisters
and re-offenders. In Pobanz’s (2000) study thes fastor was family involvement
(Pobanz, 2000) and the only factor found to beisag@mt in Rennie and Dolan’s (2010)
study was resilient personality. However, consistath previous literature on offending
verses non-offending (Hartman et al., 2009) mastiss found that multiple PFs were
important in helping young offenders to desist fromme. Whilst a number of similar

factors between different studies commonly protkgtaung offenders from re-offending,

55



for example positive attachments with peers, ckegtaor other significant adults;
appropriate discipline and structure; high peragiMeeslinood of getting caught;
accountability; low aggression, findings were nosistently demonstrated. For
example, single studies found mother warmth, packidl communication, low
aggression in early adolescence and high percéikedthood of getting caught, were not
related to desistance. This inconsistency betwgagties may be explained by variance
in factor definition/measurement, and differenceage, gender, ethnicities and offender
groups between and within samples. lllustratireggbtential for differences between
sub-groups, single studies included in the reviewntl some predictors varied according
to gender (Jimerson et al., 2004) and age (Stouttearhoeber et al., 2004). Additionally
Pearl and colleagues (2009) found that ethnicity significantly related to re-offending.
As such, it is difficult to make firm conclusionbaut which specific PFs helped young
offenders to desist from crime, however generahégeand preliminary inferences can be
identified.

Taking the findings collectively from all includetiudies, the PFs that appeared to
help young offenders desist from crime could preamtly be grouped into the
following categories: social bonding and supporteationships; structure, supervision
and discipline; healthy beliefs/standards of betnawipersonal characteristics. However,
this finding could be a consequence of these fadieing most frequently measured
within studies. Consistent with previous findir{gawkins et al., 1992; Simoes et al.,
2008) support was found for bonding and qualitatiehships outside the family having a
protective influence. Additional categories thppe@ared important, although were less
frequently cited as significant factors within $tedies were: general family factors,

school factors and peers attitudes/behaviours. abbge categories are more of a hybrid
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of the five domains (see Blum et al., 2002) anddHhrasic categories (see Hawkins et al.,
1992; Werner & Smith, 1992) identified within theetature. Within the current review
there was a lack of general support for PFs fraencttmmunity domain helping young
offenders to desist from crime. This is contrarythte view that community factors can
help protect youngsters from engaging initiallydelinquent behaviours (Garbarino,
1999; Battistich & Hom, 1997; Opinas et al., 199%is finding may support previous
suggestions that desistance and onset of offeridiag different predictors (Stouthamer-
Loeber et al., 2004). However, as with Stouthamamek colleagues findings, making
such interpretations between different studies khioe done with caution because of the
absence of controls and the number of potentialhfaunding variables. Additionally,
community factors did not appear to be investigabeithe same extent as with other
domains although, even when measured, resultswe¢ras favourable.

Findings from two separate studies exploring fescho early adulthood associated
with desistance (Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003ustammer-Loeber et al., 2004)
supported earlier studies that employment may et @ositive indicator for desistance,
however the latter study did not support previeasearch that romantic relationships and
caring for children are associated with desistdbbens, 1984; Irwin, 1970; Trasler,
1979). Clingempeel and Henggeler’s study (2008ljtehally found greater emotional
support and quality relationships with friends,\pding support for the potentially

positive effects of alternative sources of beloggand relatedness.

3)Explore the relationship in the research to dagtween RFs and PFs for desistance/re-

offending

As previously noted, there is a lack of consensitisimvthe literature about

whether PFs are independent of, or opposite to,(Rlibar et al., 2006; Shader, 2003).
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This was also evident in the current review, witthestudies measuring PFs as different
to RFs and six measuring them as opposite poléseafame factor. There was some
evidence that it was possible to measure RFs an@®Evo ends of the same variable,
either on a continuum or as a dichotomy, and tleeydcdemonstrate either a risk or
protective effect (Carr & Vandiver, 2001; Jimergral., 2004; Loeber et al., 2007, 1991;
Onifade et al., 2011; Stouthammer-Loeber et aD420 However in these studies, some
factors exhibited neither a risk nor protectiveeeff or some factors only acted as RFs or
PFs. Therefore it appears that whilst PFs mighgdreof the same underlying construct
as some RFs, some may also be independent of these.

The relationship between RFs and PFs has beed asteeing unclear previously
(Communities that Care, 2005), with interactiveditide and challenge models proposed
within the literature (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005;ttey 1979; Zimmerman &
Arunkumar, 1994). The current review was able &kenonly limited inferences
regarding how these factors related to each otbegiuse the majority of included studies
failed to analyse this in detail, and made no exfee to the challenge model. In the
study by Griffin and colleagues (2008), support Yoasd for the interactive model
where PFs appeared to interact with RFs to recheeegk of re-offending, even when
individuals were believed to be particularly riskgimilarly, in the study undertaken by
Lodewijks and colleagues (2010), PFs had a buffegiifect in high risk groups and the
authors concluded that there was an interactiveceéif PFs and RFs. However, in this
study, PFs also had a buffering effect in the Imk group, which Hoge and colleagues
(1996) suggested was not consistent with the iateeamodel. Other studies concluded
from their findings that PFs might buffer or moderthe relationship between risk and

re-offending (Onifade et al., 2011; Rennie & Dola@A10) which could be indicative of
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an interactive effect.

In sum, there appeared to be greater support feiirRéracting with RFs to
moderate between risks and desistance, howevdiritling should be interpreted with
caution. The only study where the additive madgdlicitly showed more promise was
in the study by Pobanz (2000), where he conclubdathis findings demonstrated modest
support for the additive model. When logistic esggion or ROC analysis was performed
on a range of individual factors (rather than sealares) to identify the best predictive
variables, often the resultant models that bestigied desistance/re-offending consisted
of a combination of RFs and PFs (e.g., Griffinlgt2008; Jimerson et al., 2004;
Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004). This suggéstisregardless of the relationship
between RFs and PFs, both are important to measutey could make independent

contributions to predicting desistance.

Further considerations for the interpretation ofriidings

The research included in the review was predomiyamnidertaken in the US,
which is likely to limit the generalisability of &se findings to other countries. The
sample was exclusively male in 67% of studies aasd 80% male overall, making
findings more applicable to male young offendethenthan females, especially as some
differences between PFs for male and female readiifigg was found (Jimerson et al.,
2004). The findings of the review may also nogbkeaeralisable to different ethnicities
and types of offenders to those within includedigs, however multi-ethnic groups, in
addition to violent, sexual and general offendeesenncluded. Whilst the heterogeneity
between the studies and samples may be problefoatiata synthesis and comparisons,
common findings between studies based on differexgtsures of re-offending (i.e.,

‘arrests’, ‘convictions’, ‘self-report’) and diffently termed factors (i.e., ‘promotive’,
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‘protective’ ‘assets’ and ‘strengths’) shows proenier the interpretation and

applicability of findings across different measuoéslesistance and PFs. Therefore it
should provide a more coherent picture for prawigrs and researchers. It is of note, that
in all studies, the findings regarding which PHatexl to desistance were limited by those
factors studied. Therefore, whilst some conclusicen be made in the current review
regarding significant PFs and their relationshighviRFs, new studies examining different
PFs, measured in different ways, may yield differesults. The current review could

be used to inform future research of which PFs&asure, so that the results of prior
studies can be tested.

Desistance was limited to a 12-months minimum aféefree period within the
review, in recognition that following-up participarfor lengthy periods can be
challenging and to increase the potential numbetuadies eligible for inclusion.
However, this is an overly simplistic definition @ésistance and is more consistent with
what Maruna and Farrell (2004) termed ‘primary ssice’. The findings of the review
should be interpreted in light of the limitationfstiee definition used.

Samples used in the review were recruited fraamge of offender populations,
for example treatment programmes, probation, dietefécilities, a clinical assessment
centre, community school samples. As a resultpsesrare likely to include clinical and
non-clinical samples and as such the results ofatiew are less likely to be biased
towards groups of either high or low risks. In soany, the findings of the review should
have applicability to a range of young offenderechgj0-19 years of either high or lower
risk, particularly males living in the USt is hoped that the positive focus of the review,
rather than the traditional tendency to concenwatesks (Rogers, 2000) will encourage

practitioners to interpret these findings into thgactice, albeit with the above
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constraints, and as a result focus on interventioatspromote wellbeing, resources and

resilience rather than solely designing programwiés the intention of addressing risk.

Additional Strengths and limitations of the curremeview

Attempts were made to ensure that search termsamenprehensive, for example
through initial exploding of terms and use of astngus. A number of databases were
systematically searched, as well as additional otu=tlof searching Google, contacting
relevant professionals and searching relevantester lists, to enhance the quantity of
applicable studies. It has been argued that detg®r studies should be included in
reviews to ensure a more complete identificatioretédvant literature, (Egger, Dickerson
& Smith, 2007). The inclusion of relevant dissaadia studies within the selection
process was a strength of the review as it enhaheecdomprehensiveness of data and
reduced potential publication bias, where publisstedies are considered more likely to
show positive results (Song et al., 2009). Howedlssertation studies are more likely to
be methodologically flawed and can be time consgrtorretrieve (Vickers & Smith,
2000).

To provide a more inclusive approach, referersts bf shortlisted articles were
scanned to identify further articles of potentelewance. However the initial screen of
studies contained in reference lists was subjectiselecisions about the potential
relevance of studies were made according to tlee fithis process introduced similar
bias to using snowball samples, because the expaobihe search relied on the citation
in shortlist articles, regardless of how systematianbiased the original selection of
literature was. Additionally, contacting specifimfessionals for potential studies can
lead to bias through inclusion of their paperswoof the selected papers were authored

by the current author providing potential for béal a conflict of interest. Attempts were
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made to resolve this dilemma through using an smfdit person, unrelated to the studies,
to assess their quality and extract data. Furtberponly including studies available in
English may have biased the results.

The inclusion/exclusion criteria led to the omissal some key studies, for
example Hoge and colleagues’ study (1996) was dediecause their analysis was
conducted on the basis of re-offending rates rdtaar using relevant comparator groups,
and thus their findings on significant PFs assedatith lower levels of re-offending
were neglected within the review. However, whilsingent inclusion/exclusion criteria
had downfalls, the benefit was that it could opsienihe chances that: studies were
appropriate, measured similar concepts, findingewemparable, and an impartial
means of selection was used (Shin & Hartnick, 200&urthermore, using quality
assessments is hot commonplace for observatiardiest(Mallen et al., 2006) and
therefore maximising the inclusion of studies tlvate more methodologically robust was
a strength of the review, even though the assegsmannot in its entirety an established
tool.

The review predominantly included studies usingc@dfly recorded data to define
re-offending/desistance. The heavy reliance oardsExd crime meant that the extent of
re-offending amongst samples was likely to be uestenated (Barbaree & Marshall,
1990; Laub, 1997) and therefore young people nhgkie been inaccurately labelled as
desisters. However some, albeit a minority ofli&s, did rely on self-report of re-
offending. Small sample sizes for some studies,(&riffin & Vettor, 2012) and low
rates of either re-offending or desistance in seamaples can make it difficult to
generalise the results and conclusions betweerestudlso, for the majority of studies

sampling did not involve randomisation which mayéacreased biasAnother
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limitation was that although efforts were madedduce heterogeneity through more
stringent inclusion/exclusion criteria, there caogd to be some disparities between
samples, which meant that data from studies usifeyehnt samples and methodologies
were synthesised to provide themes and commorslitiwever, a strength of the
current review was that heterogeneous data wasaddged and interpreted
gualitatively, although this limited the extenttliata could be translated beyond the
primary studies. As a result of the qualitativéuna of the review, it was not possible to
report overall statistical significance of diffetdactors across studies, however statistical
significance was used to signify potentially impit findings within studies.

For the majority of included studies, some patiefsample, exposure or analysis
was ignored because it did not meet the reviewssian criteria. Ignoring these
unrelated samples, exposures and analysis helpadittain the focus of the review,
however through using only part of the researcherathan the entire study, it separated
relevant findings from the context of other relatiedlings. As a result some interesting
findings from included studies have been negledtedcexample which PFs were
supported using other samples, the relationshipd®t RFs and desistance/re-offending,
and PFs involved in resisting delinquency, or degjscrime for less than 12 months.

Several studies included in this review involvetdrty studies for risk
assessment tools, rather than exploratory studiesiigating specific PFs. These studies
made conclusions regarding total scale scoressiréitn providing rich data depicting a
range of relevant and significant individual PFSome studies used archival data to
measure the extent PFs were present. Case fildseca valuable source of data for
research, but can be incomplete and biased (Hay@sv@ney, 2004). It was therefore

positive that a number of studies in the reviendys®spective research that relied on
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gathering relevant data in real-time. For moghete studies, drop-out rates were low.

Several studies included within the review focussede-offending rather than
desistance, where this was the case, often facewatively associated with re-offending
were used and interpreted as being associateddesiistance. Pobanz (2000) found that
even though family involvement scores predictedesed likelihood of re-offending,
when added to risk scores they were better at girdirecidivism than desistance,
suggesting that these two processes can yieldidigfeesults. Therefore it would have
been more desirable if all studies had analysedtd@se as a process in itself. The fact
that several studies failed to do this is indicativat there continues to be a greater focus
on adversity rather than positive youth development

The focus of this review was on those PFs thatdtejpung people cease
offending, rather than on desistance itself. Famneple, whilst ‘desistance’ was a search
term, articles would only be retrieved if they admhially contained terms related to PFs.
However, research on desistance and PFs are déroredlifferent disciplines (i.e.,
Criminology and Developmental Psychology) and tfeeeedo not share the same
terminology (Fitzpatrick, 2011). Consequentlye tkview potentially neglected relevant
research on desistance that could have offereda deal regarding factors that protect
individuals from committing further offences. Witilsuch research may use potentially
different methodologies and definitions to the migjoof included studies, it would
appear that in a practical sense more desistandestcould have been included in this
review. Fitzpatrick (2011) examined the relatiapdtetween desistance and resilience
and concluded that whilst differences do existy tiigare many similarities, and the
connecting of research outcomes from these cowldebeneficial. The same could also

be said for PFs (i.e., similar to desistance itrakef a process involving the individual and
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their environment, and emphasises optimistic pakatutcomes). Therefore a
recommendation for future reviews, ideally usingyatematic approach, would be to
build on the current review by additionally intetyng more desistance research to
provide a more robust framework for the rehabilitaiof young offenders.

Despite its limitations, the current review appearbe the first attempt to identify
PFs that help young offenders desist from crimeexaiine the relationship between

RFs and PFs using a systematic approach.

Conclusions and recommendations for practice

The current review found support for the importaot®Fs in helping young
offenders to desist from crime. Particularly relevPFs for this group related to social
bonding/supportive relationships, supervision/gikce, healthy beliefs/behaviours and
personal characteristics. Additionally, generatifg factors, school factors and peer
attitudes/behaviours had some utility in discrinimg between re-offenders and
desisters. There was some evidence from a limiteaber of studies, that there might be
differences in factors that protect males and fes&lom crime, and for desistance from
specific types of crime. Future research showdthew the PFs identified in this review
function for different subgroups of desisters/réeenélers in comparison to control groups.
Furthermore, it could be valuable to explore thefulsess of additional PFs, including
those identified in the desistance research. ddminues to be a relatively under-
developed area of research compared to studiaslgrand therefore a number of
potentially significant PFs could remain undetected

Regarding the relationship between RFs and PEsntidel that gained most
support from studies included in the review wasitiberactive model, where PFs are

conceptualised as buffering against RFs to redewcd#fending. However, no clear
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conclusions could be reached and further reseandyuired regarding the relationship
between RFs and PFs. It is also recommended gfarad terminology for PFs is used
by researchers and practitioners. It is likelyt tha inconsistent use of terminology
within the research literature creates confusiahdifficulty with comparing studies.

Regarding practice, the review supports the asssgsoh PFs alongside RFs to
evaluate an offender’s risk of re-offending/ likelod of desistance. Such assessments
could result in more accurate classifications ¢émders, regarding risk of future
criminality, and more effective use of resourced afiender management. As previously
highlighted, re-offending results in significantst® to society, it would appear that
through increasing the emphasis and use of PFa&with criminal justice system it has
the potential to reduce this cost. It is recomneehidased on the current findings that
more risk assessments tools should incorporate PFs.

Finally, it would appear that increasing the likebd of protective processes for
the individual could promote desistance, for exanptough providing skills and
opportunities for: developing emotionally closeatginships, employment, positive peer
groups and being accountable. Therefore it wopjukar reasonable that if offender
treatment programmes sought to promote positivepaoigctive internal and external
resources, in addition to reducing RFs, it couldte@ase the likelihood of offenders
desisting from crime and simultaneously could eckaheir overall wellbeing. This way
of conceptualising offender interventions is simitathe Good Lives Model (Ward,
2002; Ward & Stewart, 2003; Ward & Gannon, 2008)iak is a strengths-based
rehabilitation theory (Ward & Maruna, 2007). 8w approach appears to be gathering
momentum, at least in North America (McGrath, CumgmBurchard, Zeoli, & Ellerby,

2010) and would be supported by the current review.
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Rationale for Chapters Three and Four

The current systematic literature review demonstr#ihat protective factors,
which included personal characteristics, appeaate a significant influence with regard
to youth people’s offending behaviour. One of thedevant characteristics was
‘resilient personality’. Whilst the review focused desistance and re-offending, this
finding prompted the authors’ interest in whetherspnal resiliency was also important
in relation to young people who have offended/riteraled. A question that has
currently been left unanswered is whether a yowerggn’s resilient traits or internal
resiliency is different or similar for groups ofwg people who have offended, compared
to those who have not offended. Additionally, @snndicated within the review that
protective factors might impact differently on dgance from different ‘types’ of
offences. Little is known about the personal resitly of different ‘types’ of offenders.
Consequently, Chapter Four has attempted to arthe®se questions, through a
comparison between offending and non-offending gspand has attempted to add to our
understanding regarding the personal resiliengyoahg people who have sexually
offended and non-sexually offended. However rieoto study the personal resiliency
of offending and non-offending groups, it has tstfy be operationalised and
measurable. In the following chapter, namely Chaphree, a measure for assessing

personal resiliency has been identified, explored @itiqued.
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CHAPTER THREE

A CRITIQUE OF A PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT: RESILIENC Y

SCALES FOR CHILDREN AND ADOLESCENTS

(RSCA: PRINCE-EMBURY, 2007)
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Introduction

Assessing ‘risk’ of an individual’s dangerousnesd kkelihood to offend/
reoffend is an important part of Forensic Psychgl@pcker & Borum, 2003; Rogers,
2000). However, the traditional emphasis of risH deficits, with little regard for those
factors that mediate risk, has been criticised @Reg2000). In more recent years, the
growing research on resilience by developmentalpasitive psychologists has begun to
influence the field of criminal psychology, partiady the literature related to juvenile
delinquency (Bartol, 2006). Additionally, caringofessions have been focussing
assessments of resilience and strengths-basedantiems for over a decade (Craig,
Browne & Beech, 2008). ‘Resilience’ generally refer the ability to positively
overcome negative experiences (Bremer, 20@g)lieri, Goldstein, & LeBuffe, 2010
Prince-Embury, 2008a) and according to Masten (R&0dart of an individual's normal
development. Thus, the study and evaluation of sdrge children and adolescents
commit crime and others do not, when exposed tadnee risk factors, is evidently
relevant to a discipline involved in understandanigninal behaviour.

The current review focuses on the Resiliency Sdale€hildren and Adolescents
(RSCA). The RSCA was developed by Dr. Prince-Emliu2007, and expanded on the
Resiliency Scales for Adolescents (RS(adol): PriBogury, 2006). Prince-Embury
designed the tools to measure the personal quatiteg were central to resiliency, using
language that was accessible to and used by yceogg Originally the tools were
designed to assess resilience in normative popuaktalthough Prince-Embury (2010a)
has since supported its use with clinical samplést aim was to provide an assessment
of resilience that could: act as a screening iafdym intervention, assist with prevention

strategies, and be used in education, counselfidgther services (Prince-Embury,
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2007). This is consistent with the notion thatlresce is of multi-disciplinary interest
(Herrman et al., 2011). An in-depth overview of the research and theorgtesl to
resilience is beyond the scope of this review (Skapters One, Two and Four for a more
detailed review), and therefore it will commencéhwanly a brief summary of the
measurement of resilience and of the RSCA. Themady of the review will examine
the scientific properties of the RSCA tool and rééevance to clinical and normative
populations. The review will conclude with an aaléevaluation of the strengths and

limitations of this tool.

Overview of the Tool
Background to the measurement of resilience

Within the literature, there has been disagreerakatit the concept of and
processes involved in resilience (Philippe, LavesitBeaulieu-Pelletier, Lecours, &
Lekes, 2011Windle, Bennett, & Noyes, 2011), which in turn lasvitably caused
difficulties for researchers trying to measure ffienomenon (Naglieri, Goldstein, &
LeBuffe, 2010). There is currently no consensulsay to define resilience (Herrman et
al., 2011). However, it has been suggested tiemtties not pose a major problem,
because the domains used to operationalize restliare comparable between most
definitions (Walsh, Dawson, & Mattingly, 2010).

Individual, family and community protective factaedated to resilience have
been identified. These protective factors ardridiés and processes that promote
resilience (Afifi & MacMillan, 2011), they includeocial connectedness, life satisfaction,
optimism, peer acceptance, self efficacy and effectoping (Banyard & Williams, 2007,

Benzies & Mychasiuk, 2009; Black & Lobo, 2008). Stience has therefore emerged as
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a multidimensional concept, with a complex inteydb@tween internal factors and the
environment (Prince-Embury, 2010a; Greenspan, 20@@rh makes the assessment of
resiliency difficult (Prince-Embury, 2007). Thesastion that resilience is a construct of
personality which mediates the way an individuapands to their environmental
challenges makes the assessment of resilienceanoessible (Waaktaar & Torgersen,
2010). Here, instead of resilience being synonysnwith the experience of trauma, it is
believed that individuals possess resilient attebyrior to the occurrence of adversity
(Bonnanno et al., 2002). Thus, the measuremenstaay of resilience does not need to
focus exclusively on subjects exposed to traumeacéu instead focus on all individuals
whether from a ‘normal’ or clinical sample. Resilce is considered to be dynamic,
rather than fixed and therefore is flexible to teenands of different environments and
can adapt over time (Philippe et al., 2011).

In recent years researchers have made some pragiteesr attempts to quantify
resilience (Naglieri et al., 201@nd as a result at least 20 scales have been lpedbiiBor
a list of these scales see Appendix 1Hhwever, many of these scales have been used
infrequently, there is limited evidence about whsclales are more favourable (Windle et
al., 2011) and there is limited support for theatglity and validity of these instruments
(Hoge, Austin, & Pollack, 2007). In a recent melblogical systematic review of 15
resiliency scales (which did not include the RSCA)ndle and colleagues failed to find
a ‘gold standard’ and concluded that further warkalidate all these scales was
necessary. Furthermore, it has been indicatedébkdience-based research and
assessment tools need to be more practical forsprdad use (Masten & Powell, 2003).

Traditionally, resilience has been viewed as aatmmy, where individuals were

seen to be either resilient or not (Naglieri et2010). However, the use of Likert scales
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enables resilience to be conceptualized and mahsueegraded way, although it has
been suggested that the use of Likert-based scorithg measurement of resilience may
increase acquiescence bias (Friborg, MartinusséRogenvinge, 2006). Resilience can
be self-reported or rated by significant othersr(hnn et al., 2011). Self-report
provides access to the individuals interpretatibtheir experience (Prince-Embury,
2007) although can also be more susceptible tortisns through socially desirable

responding.

Overview of the RSCA

The RSCA is a published measure, normed on an Aarepopulation. Itis a
self-report questionnaire designed for use witlhdcbn and adolescents aged 9-18 years.
In order to make the questionnaire accessible tmger age groups, items contained in
the RSCA were written at third-grade reading legelresponding to the level expected
for a child of approximately 8-years old. Additally, it is claimed that the items were
designed free from gender-bias (Prince-Embury &r@itla, 2008b). The RSCA
contains 64 items and takes approximately 10-mangteomplete. It uses a five-point
Likert scale for response options ranging from&vénr) to 4 (almost always). The
measure consists of three scales: Mastery, Rekededaind Emotional Reactivity, which
Prince-Embury (2007) argues reflect three cordieasie-related constructs that have
emerged from developmental theory. The MasteryReldtedness scales represent the
personal resources available to the young persommenquantified through their score on
the Resource Index. Emotional Reactivity is baleto relate to a vulnerability to
pathology when the youngster is faced with adwe(gitince-Embury & Courville,

2008a). The Vulnerability Index represents thepithat the young person’s perceived
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resources correspond with their reactivity and sabto stress. A brief description of the

RSCA scales, subscales and indexes is providedhieT3.1.

Table 3.1

A description of the scales, subscales and Indexetined within the RSCA

Scale Name  Scale Description Number Sub-scales (items)
of ltems
Mastery An aspect of personal resource that is 20 Optimism about ones life currently and

Relatedness

Emotional
Reactivity

Resources
Index

Vulnerability
Index

believed to positively enhance the cause-
and-effect relationship the child has with
their environment (White, 1959). It relates
to the young person’s competence, such as
their positive outlook; problem-solving
abilities; and their flexibility to their
experience of doing well/not well.

An aspect of personal resources. It relates 24
to the theory that a sense of belonging and
connectedness to others helps the

youngster to feel supported in the face of
adversity; protected from negative
consequences and enhances their positive
sense of self (Prince-Embury & Courville,
2008)

A risk feature of personal resiliency 20
(Prince-Embury, 2007). It relates to the
youngsters experience of difficult feelings

and their ability to regulate these

emotions.

Represents the personal resources ----
available to the young person. ltis

calculated by adding the Mastery and
Relatedness Scales.

Represents the discrepancy between the
youngster’'s emotional reactivity and
perception of their personal resources.
Prince-Embury views resilience as
interacting with vulnerabilities.

in the future (N=7)
Self-efficacyto master one’s
environment and problem-solve (N=10)

Adaptability to learn from mistakes and
receive criticism (N=3)

Trust in one’s relationships (N=7)

A sense oBupport to whom one can
turn to (N=6)

A sense offomfort in the presence of
others (N=4)

Tolerance of difference within
relationships (N=7)

Sensitivity to stimuli (N=6)

Recoveryskills (N=4)

The degree dimpairment from
emotional upset (N=10)

The purpose of these indexes is to
provide a screening tool to assess which
youngsters have an increased likelihood
of developing clinical symptoms when
the tool is administered to groups
(Prince-Embury, 2005)

The development of the RSCA involved a number afess, including:

* Reviewing the literature;

e Clinical reflections;

* Interviews with young people;
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* A blind review of the scales;

* A pilot study for preliminary analysis of its vailig and reliability;
* Development of two indexes;

» Extension of the RS(adol) to children;

» Developing Norms.

The manual provides Scale T-Scores, cumulativeepésges, and subscale
scaled-scores; for males, females and the totgblganscorings are differentiated
between 9-11 year olds, 12-14 year olds and 15¢48 glds. Scale scores can not be
summed to provide an overall measure of resiliemstead scores from all three scales
contribute independently towards an individual'siency Profile. For the ‘Mastery’
and ‘Relatedness’ scales high scores indicataaesiiesources. For the ‘Reactivity’
scale high scores indicate vulnerability. In additto providing scoring procedures and
an overview of the tools development, the manuagguidance on the administration

and interpretation of the tools in addition to detg their statistical properties.

Research on the RSCA

Since the RSCA and its predecessor the RS(adotektvely new psychometric
tests, there have been few studies published on.tH® the author’s knowledge, nine
studies have been published within journals udiegRrince-Embury’s Resiliency Scales
(2006, 2007, see Appendix 12). It would appeat tthe vast majority of published
research related to the RSCA has been conduct®ditge-Embury and her colleagues

with few independent studies.
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Criteria used to evaluate the RSCA

To examine the scientific properties of the RSG¥, appropriateness of its
norms, its reliability and its validity was assaksé&urthermore, the findings of a study
undertaken by Windle and colleagues (2011), reggrdiquality assessment of 15
resilience measurement scales, which unfortunalidlyot include the RSCA, was
compared with this review of the RSCA, in ordeet@luate it against other existing

measures.

The psychometric properties of the RSCA

The accuracy of assessments relies on how depentteblools used to make
these judgements are (Regier et al., 1998). Aaegrd Parkinson (2010), ‘a good test’
should be reliable valid and unbiased, in thabawsd not differentiate scores on the basis
of demographics such as race, or as a consequetieeway the test is worded; and be
objective and standardised, so that every pers@ndhe test is treated the same way and
compared against a representative group.

For psychometric tests to be of use, they neee todth reliable and valid
(Goodwin, 2009). Reliability refers to the precisiof the measure so that results are not
influenced by random error (Wasserman & Bracke320For self-report measures, two
types of reliability are important: internal andtteest reliability (Russell & Purcell,

2009). Validity relates to how accurate the measient is (Kaufman & Sternberg, 2010)
and includes three types: content, construct aiterion validity (Goodwin, 2009). Itis
important to be able to derive psychological megriitam the scores of psychometric

tests (Smith & Smith, 2005). For this reason messsare standardised, so that the test
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can be replicated kgifferent examiners, and test scores can be com@ayainst a

standard group (Coaley, 2010). To statisticatiglgse results, psychometric tests should
ideally be ratio scales or interval scales (Klib@36). Whilst Likert scales, as employed
within the RSCA, are typically categorised as oatl{fclmes, Kantowitz, & Roediger,
2011), because the responses to several itemsrareesd, resultant data can be treated as
interval and traditional statistical analysis ugédmst, Der-Karabetian, & Liang, 2011).

In this section, it will be evaluated whether th®®A has the characteristics required for

a ‘good test’.

Reliability

Internal reliability.

To test whether the items within each scale oRBEA measured the same
construct, Prince-Embury (2007) calculated the ayercorrelation between items using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 195This coefficient is relevant for use with
data produced from a Likert scale and is a favounethod to estimate internal reliability
(Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). According to Gge and Mallery (2003), alpha
coefficients between .90-to-1.0 are excellent,t®®89 are good, .70-to-.79 are
acceptable, .60-to-.69 are questionable, .50-t@tBJoor and less than .50 are
unacceptable.

Analysis of the Mastery, Relatedness, and EmotiBealctivity scales yielded
good-to-excellent internal reliability for eachtbe three age bands, using a normative
sample of children and adolescents (Prince-Em20§7), and a sample of children and
adolescents with psychiatric disorders (Prince-Empi2010a). Both studies also found

the internal reliability of the Resource and Vubidality Index to be excellent. A
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breakdown of the alpha-coefficients for the RSCAlss across each age bands for both
the standardised and clinical sample is providefiable 3.2. In an independent study of
100 9-17 year olds admitted to an inpatient psydhbianit in America (Kumar et al.,
2010), alpha coefficients of between .91 and .9%evi@und for the three RSCA scales.
There is support therefore, from a small numbestodies that the items within each of
the RSCA global scales appear to measure the samséruacts. In the methodological
review by Windle and colleagues (2011), three aohglasures out of the 15 resiliency
scales received overall superior ratings: The Coilavidson Resilience Scale (CD-
RISC: Connor & Davidson, 2003), the Resilience &¢at Adults (RSA: Friborg,
Barlaug, Martinussen, Rosenvinge, & Hjemdal, 2G08) the Brief Resilience Scale
(BRS: Smith et al, 2008). These had alpha coefiitsi of .89, between .67 and .90, and
between .80 and .91, respectively. TherefoeRBECA global scales demonstrated
high internal consistency, which in many cases kvgiser than these alternative
resiliency measures.

Prince-Embury (2007, 2010a) additionally calculdteslinternal consistency of
the sub-scales for each age band using the satrticthmethod (see Table 3.2). The
Adaptability subscale had poor internal consisteiocyhe 9-11 year old standardised
sample, questionable internal consistency for f¥&4 year old standardised sample and
was unacceptable in the 9-14 year old clinical dampdicating that this three-item
subscale might not be reliable or developmentadjyrapriate for these groups (Kumar et
al., 2010; Prince-Embury, 2007). Similarly the @psm and Tolerance subscales had
guestionable internal reliability for the 9-11 yedd standardised sample and 9-14 year
old clinical sample. All other subscales had atatglp-to-good internal reliability for the

child samples. For the adolescent samples, teenaltreliability of each subscale was

77



good-to-excellent. Therefore, in review of theadpd internal consistency of these
subscales, it would appear that for some, the igonsot reliably measure the underlying
constructs when used with children, thus it woddrs sensible to instead use scale
scores, rather than subscale scores, when conguesearch with this group. However,
the above findings regarding internal consistencycated that the RSCA'’s scales and

subscales are reliable for use with adolescents.

Table 3.2
Alpha coefficients for of the RSCA scales and sibsovhen used with a normative and

clinical sample of children and adolescents

Normative sample Clinical sample
(Prince-Embury, 2007) (Prince-Embury 2010)
9-11 year 12-14 year 15-18 year 9-14 year 15-18 year

Scale/Subscale/ olds olds olds olds olds
Index (N=226) (N=224) (N=200) (N=110) (N=178)
Mastery .85 .89 .95 .82 .93
Optimism .69 .78 .89 .63 .87
Self-efficacy g7 .83 91 75 .90
Adaptability .56 .61 .82 44 .81
Relatedness .89 91 .95 .90 94
Trust .78 .83 .90 .80 .83
Support g1 73 .85 73 .84
Comfort .76 .81 .88 .76 .86
Tolerance .68 75 .87 75 .85
Reactivity .90 91 94 .89 .92
Sensitivity .75 .80 .86 .73 .80
Recovery .83 .81 .87 73 92
Impairment .88 .88 .92 .85 .88
Resource Index .93 .94 97 91 .96
Vulnerability Index = .93 .94 .97 91 .94

*Composite score reliability estimate calculation

A limitation of the studies discussed above, i¢ Haamples were exclusively from

America. Using the normative sample of childresnirher 2007 study, Prince-Embury
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(2009) analysed the internal consistency of théajlscales across race/ethnicity and
found a high level of the internal consistencyhvatpha coefficients ranging from .83 to
.90 for Black participants (N=75), .88 to .92 faisplanic participants (N=82), and .88 to
.92 for White participants (N=293). Support hasodleen found for a high level of
internal reliability of the RS(adol) (Prince-EmbuB006), which was the version the
RSCA before it was extended to include childremgis sample of 726 Chinese
undergraduates, with a mean age of 20.7 years T€ng, Li, & Oei, 2010). In this study
the global scales and subscales demonstrated gesxteéllent internal consistency
(0=.84 t0 .95). According tKlein (1986), reliability studies should use a mmnim of
200 participants. Of the five studies discusseithig section, only two had sample sizes
above 200 for each group. Therefore, in reviewhefstudies related to the internal
consistency of the RSCA, whilst overall the scalpgear to have high internal reliability,
further research using larger and more diverse Emmpneeded to add to this evidence

base.

Test-retest reliability.

As a dynamic construct (Philippe et al., 20aXerson’s level of resilience will
change over time rather than stay fixed. It wdbktefore not be expected that the
measurement of resilience would be as stable averas the measurement of
intelligence for example, and this should be bonn@ind when interpreting test-retest
reliability. However, over a short period of timevould be expected that resiliency
profiles and scores would not change too drasticatid if they did, they would not be
sensitive enough to measure treatment ch@agece-Embury, 2010b).

Prince-Embury (2007) tested the stability of theCRShrough participants
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recompleting the RCSA between three and 61 dags iaftial testing. She used a
normative sample of 9-14 years olds, and 15-18 glels.  The test-retest correlation
coefficients were corrected and Cohen’s (199&mula 10.4 was used, which is claimed
to be a more accurate calculation than just suligathe test mean from the retest mean
(Lichtenberger & Kaufman, 2009). The test-rete$iibility can be considered good if
correlation coefficients of .70 or above are dentaad (Litwin, 1995). The corrected
correlation coefficients for the child and adoledcgamples for global scales ranged from
.79 to0 .88, and from .77 to .90 for the indexeser the child sample, coefficients for the
subscales ranged from .62 to .83, with the Optim&sdaptability and Support subscales
yielding the less satisfactory correlation tesesetoefficients of between .62 and .69.
The adolescent sample demonstrated more stabiytone with coefficients for
subscales ranging from .74 to .85.

In summary, the test-retest correlation coeffigesftthe RSCA were generally
good, with the exception of three subscales whed uwsth a younger age group. On the
whole, they demonstrated greater stability for adoénts, and also across groups when
the global scales and indexes were used. Thesksragre generally comparable to the
test-retest correlations for the three best ragetdiency scales by Windle and colleagues
(2011). For example, the test-retest correlatortlie RSA was between .69 and .84,
(Friborg et al, 2003), the intra-class correlawoefficient (ICC) for the CD-RISC
(Connor Davidson, 2003) was .87 and the BRS (Sati#l, 2008) had ICCs of between
.69 and .62. However, as noted by Prince-Embuy(B) the sample size for her 2007
study was small and evidence for the test-retdisbibty of the RSCA is needed from
different and larger samples. Cui et al. (201@)ded moderate test-retest coefficients in

their study of 42 Chinese undergraduates who ret=iaththe RS(adol) three weeks after
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initial testing. The reliability coefficients ihis study were between .70 and .86 for the
global scales and subscales, with the exceptitineo$ensitivity subscale which was .62.
However, again it should be noted that the sampéefer this study was small, and that

the global scales generally outperformed the slbsca

Validity

Content validity.

Content validity refers to the extent that the iesepresentative of the subject
matter and is often limited by poorly theoreticafiditions of the concept (Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). Using the criteria providgoWdindle and colleagues (2011), the
RSCA would appear to score the maximum for contahdlity. The target population is
specified, it has clear aims and concepts, pilakweas undertaken and adolescents
themselves were involved in the development oRBEA. Differing definitions of
resilience predominantly involve strengths, anaiporate both internal and external
factors. Contrary to this, the RSCA are focusedunerabilities in addition to strengths,
and mostly neglect the dimensions of resilienceraal to the individual, such as family
(Hall, 2010). However, in the manual, Prince-Enyb(®007) clearly sets out her
intention to measure ‘personal resiliency’ and jmtes clear theoretical evidence of how
the constructs used in the RSCA relate to persasdiency.

Face validity is related to content validity anéers to the qualitative assessment
that the items measure the construct in a meadiagfy for respondents (Raykov &
Marcoulides, 2011). On the surface, the itemsaiart within the RSCA appear to be
developmentally appropriate for its target popolatiand the questions appear to have

relevance to the constructs they are attemptingpanto, for example ‘I am good at
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figuring things out’ for self-efficacy. Thereforthis psychometric test appears to have
face validity. Face validity is important becaiutselates to the quantitative validity and
reliability of the test, such as the content v&jidind internal reliability (Balsis, Segal, &
Donahue, 2009). However, Guilford (1959) wouldusrghat when testing latent
concepts such as ego-resiliency, face-validitylmaoounterproductive, because socially
desirable responding may increase. Thus, the appface validity of the RSCA could

potentially influence the extent that responsedatrted.

Construct validity

Tests of convergent and discriminative validity ased to provide support for
construct validity. Convergent validity relatesib@ measures used to operationalise the
construct being correlated when theoretically thleguld be similar and discriminative
validity is when the measure differentiates betwetter operations or groups, as would
be theoretically predicted. Confirmatory factoabsis is a good method for evaluating
the construct validity of a psychometric test (Heg@p& Sechrest, 2002; Stapleton, 1997).

Following a theoretical and empirical review ofiliesice, pilot studies, and an
exploratory factor analysis, Prince-Embury (200ahstructed the RSCA based on three
constructs. She subsequently sought to test tagoreship between the existing scales
and subscales of the RSCA using confirmatory faat@lysis and a number of different
goodness-of-fit measures. Prince-Embury and Cleir¢2008a) found the goodness-of-
fit for the three-factor model was better thanahe- or two-factor model for the
normative sample, this result was replicated whénhgample was analysed by gender
and different age groups (Prince-Embury and Coeina008b). Additionally, this three-

factor model provided an adequate fit for the dgtimed from 726 Chinese
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undergraduates (Cui et al., 2010). These studismdstrate that the RSCA is measuring
a multidimensional phenomenon and supported theretieal assertion that resiliency is
multidimensional.

As hypothesised, sub-scales loaded on to the rl@vararching scales (Prince-
Embury & Courville, 2008a) and thus the construaitdity of the 10-subscale and three-
scale structure was supported. However, Adaptybihd Comfort related to both the
Mastery and Relatedness scales, suggesting trefiakad; additionally contrary to
previous empirical results, there were no signifidifferences between males and
females in the way the subscales loaded onto @lescAs predicted, based on the
theoretical review, Mastery and Relatedness seades highly and positively correlated
(r=.85), and the Emotional Reactivity scale hadaglenate negative relationship with all
the other subscales (Prince-Embury, 2008). Wthiksiconfirmatory factor analysis,
supported the internal structure of the test ansl layely consistent with theory, this
does not conclusively evidence that the constrattgomeasured was resilience.
Furthermore the evidence for its convergent validias limited because the sample used
by Prince-Embury and Courville (2008a, 2008b) wesgame as the normative sample
on which the RSCA was based (Prince-Embury, 2G0@éjefore cross-validation is still
required.

If the RSCA measured personal resilience (i.elyiddal resources to protect
against unfavourable outcomes and a relativelylsréierability to stress) it would be
expected that control groups had higher levelesburces and decreased vulnerability
compared to individuals diagnosed with mental ngafoblems. When a clinical group
was compared to a matched control group, the agesegye on the Resource Index was

significantly lower (T=42 for clinical group, T=54r control group; p<0.01; d=1.08),
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and the score on the Vulnerability Index was sigaiitly higher (T=60 for clinical
group, T=46 for control group; p<0.01; d=-1.41)ddXionally, the scale scores
demonstrated significant differences between the@segroups in the expected direction.
These findings were replicated when clinical growese broken down into their specific
disorders. In a different study, although utilgsithe same samples, Prince-Embury
(2008) undertook a Discriminate Function Analysisietermine whether parent
education, gender, RSCA scale scores, RSCA Indeesor the Beck Youth
Inventories-Il scale@BYI-II; Beck, Beck, Jolly, & Steer, 2005) best disninated
between clinical and non-clinical samples. As joted], based on her review of the
literature, Prince-Embury found the Vulnerabilindex was the best discriminator, and
that when this was removed from the analysis theRee Index became the best
predictor of clinical status. These preliminarydsés provided evidence of discriminate
validity of the RSCA and thus for the validity ¢fet construct it purports to measure.

In additional studies using the same sample grdeipsce-Embury (2007) found
further support for the convergent and discrimveatralidity of the RSCA, through
comparing it with other psychometric measures wWexe predicted to have a relationship
with resilience. For example, the Mastery scaldaiedness scale and Resource Index of
the RSCA was found to have a strong positive catia with the Piers-Harris-2 measure
of children’s self concept (Piers, Harris, & Hermp2002) and self-concept as measured
by the BYI-II (Beck et al,, 2005). These scaled#xes demonstrated a moderate to
strong negative correlation with self reports ahéde bullying and victimisation as
measured by the Reynolds Bully Victimisation SC&¥S: Reynolds, 2003) for children.
The Reactivity scale and Vulnerability Index of R8CA had a strong negative

correlation with the Piers-Harris-2; a positive racate-to-strong correlation with
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psychopathology, measured by the BYI-1l scales;apdsitive moderate-to-strong
correlation with self reported bullying and victsation, measured by the BVS.
Therefore, a number of studies provide supporttferconstruct validity of the
RSCA. In applying the quality assessment measure us&tlibgle and colleagues
(2011) it is likely the RSCA would gain a maximugosge for construct validity, along
with eight of the 15 resiliency measures analysedimvthe review. However, many of
the studies on the RSCA employed small samplese sansmall as 40, and all these
studies utilised the same wider sample. Theretbese results need to be replicated in

diverse and large samples.

Criterion validity

Criterion validity compares scores on the teshidriest with outside criterion.
Criterion validity is demonstrated when the testasrelated with another test measuring
the same construct (Myers & Hansen, 2012; Rust &@bok, 2008), called concurrent
validity, and when test results predict a futurécome, called predictive validity.

There is currently no ‘gold standard’ that can bmpared to the RSCA to test its
concurrent validity (Windle et al., 2011). Howeyvigom the literature published on the
RSCA, it would appear that it has not been coreelatith any other resiliency
assessments and therefore there has been an abgatteenpts to provide evidence of its
concurrent validity. Cui and colleagues (2010)rakd their research provided support
for the concurrent validity of the RS(adol). THeynd a moderate-to-strong relationship
between Mastery and Resilience scales with posififext, measured by the Positive and
Negative Affect Scale (PANAS: Watson, Clark, & Bgen, 1988), and a moderate-to-

strong positive relationship between the Reactisdgle and negative affect on the
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PANAS and with the College Stress scale (CSS: Bary, 2002). However, the
PANAS and CSS do not claim to measure resiliemstead the PANAS measures
positive and negative mood and the CSS consideasl&anic hassle’, ‘personal hassle’
and ‘negative life events’. It appears that thiglg instead provides support for
convergent validity. Whilst on its own concurrematidity is not sufficient for a test to be
scientifically sound; for example, if two teststthath purport to measure resilience are
correlated this does not mean that they both dgtoeasure resilience; it is an important
property for a psychometric measure to have (RuSofombok, 2008).

To the knowledge of the current author, there isuygport provided for the
predictive validity of the RSCA. Cui and colleagu@010) claim that they found support
for the predictive validity of the RS(adol) througking multiple regression to analyse the
ability of the RS(adol) scales to predict affedbae, calculated using PANAS scores.
However, predictive validity relates to predictiasfgperformance or behaviour in the
future, not in the present (Myers & Hansen, 2012ylk®v & Marcoulides, 2011; Rust &
Golombok, 2008) and therefore needs to be measiredgh longitudinal studies.
Providing evidence that the RSCA scores can predisitive or negative outcomes could
be important to informing prevention and interventstrategies (Mowder, Cummings, &
McKinney, 2010). The RSCA thus lacks sufficientemion-related validity. Windle and
colleagues (2011) observed within their study sfliency measures, that the majority of
authors did not provide information about the citte validity, and all measures failed to
score on this psychometric property. Therefons, itidicates that there is a general
paucity of resiliency measures with evidence decdon validity. Parkinson (2010)

asserts that criterion validity is important in g@nstruction of psychometric test.
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Norms

To provide meaning to an individual or group scoi@mative data needs to be
established to define and provide a reference poirthis score (Kline, 1986).
Normative data has been provided for the RSCA @@riembury, 2007) using a
standardisation sample, involving an equal numberale and female adolescents (aged
15-18, N=200) and children (aged 9-11, N=226; ag&d4, N=224). Stratified sampling
was employed. The sample was drawn from rural,rudval suburban areas across
twenty states of America. In order to match thistexice of disorders experienced by the
general American child and adolescent populatiwe, fercent of this sample included
clinical cases. Norming decisions were based eratfalysis of differences between
scores and psychometric properties for differemaigraphic variables. As a result,
different normative data was provided across tdifferent age bands, and whilst general
norms to include males and females were recommemnadechative data that was sex-
specific was also provided. This data was noedghtiated on the basis of race, as no
significant differences between scores were fouddme preliminary data has been
provided for the mean scores and standard devgatbthe RSCA using a sample of
juvenile offenders (Mowder et al., 2010) and a senapth psychiatric problems (Kumar
et al., 2010; Prince-Embury, 2007, 2010), whichlddoe used for the comparison of
specific populations (i.e., forensic and clinicebgps). A limitation of the norms
provided for the RSCA is that this data has nohq@evided for countries outside of the
USA. Additionally, compared to some psychometrgasures, the size of the normative

sample for each age group is fairly modest.
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Conclusions

The RSCA appears to be well grounded in a thealdi@se. Additionally it
appears to have the capacity to respond to thentignaature of resilience, and has the
potential to meet its objectives as a multi-disaigly tool for screening, prevention and
intervention. The practical nature of the RSCAthat the wording has been simplified,
it is quick to administer and easy to score, makiégspread use possible. However,
whilst there is an acknowledgement and attemptdasure the multidimensionality of
resilience, the RSCA exclusively focuses on intemmechanisms and fails to directly
measure other resiliency-related phenomenon tredtésnal to the individual, such as the
availability of others, opportunities to achievalahe level of exposure to adversity.
Within the manual, Prince-Embury (2007) acknowletitieat the scales do not explicitly
measure environmental factors related to resilieho@ever she justifies this through
claims that what the youngster takes to their @mvirent and their personal response to
environmental circumstances is very important ®rtivellbeing. Therefore she argues
that the RSCA is designed to predominately as$esmdividual’'s ego-resiliency or
personal attributes, some of which incorporatesitent that they perceive others to be
accessible to and supportive of themselves.

Within this review, it is apparent that the RSCA llemonstrated strengths in
relation to its objectivity, for example its uselés-free language, normative data,
evidence of internal and test-rest reliability, @mdpirical support for its content and
construct validity. Validity is multifaceted angdyzhometric tests should demonstrate
that more than one type of validity is high (RaykWarcoulides, 2011). The increased
focus on construct validity for the RSCA fits witle high use of this form of validation

for psychometrics related to measuring traits (Ru&olombok, 2008). Goldstein
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(2006) asserts that the RSCA represents “a sdmllyf grounded, reasoned approach to
evaluating resiliency through the eyes of the nmagortant stakeholders in the system;
our youth” (p. 2). Thus the RSCA’s psychometricgaudies could overall be regarded as
‘a good test'.

However, there are limitations regarding the exteatRSCA appropriately meets
scientific criteria. It lacks criterion-relatedlidity, support outside the USA, and most of
the limited number of studies conducted on this itmelved research by its author and
her colleagues rather than independent researchAeiditionally, many of these studies
utilized the same sample of youngsters as thosevitr@ collected for the original
development of the RSCA. Therefore, a directiarfditure research in this area is to
undertake longitudinal studies to assess the preelicalidity of the RSCA, analyse the
correlation of the RSCA with other recognised fesity measures and increase empirical
support for the RSCA with studies involving larged more diverse samples, including
samples from outside the USA. A further weaknésh@RSCA is that it has no test for
response-bias. In the same way many attitudirsdéscasuffer from problems with
socially desirable responding (Coaley, 2010) likisly that the measurement of ones
resilience will have similar difficulties.

Overall, in a field that currently has no ‘goldrstiard’ for the assessment of
resilience (Windle et al., 2011) the RSCA appearshibw promise. When compared
with Windle and colleagues’ top three resiliencyaswges, it performs as well if not
better than these for a number of its properti&hen using the RSCA with children, it is
advisable to use the global scales and indexdbgasupport for the scientific properties
of its subscales are not as robust for this grdapnly half a decade there has been a

growing body of research involving the RSCA, sorhw/oich has included support for
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its use with clinical and forensic populations. th\the increasing influence of positive
psychology in the forensic field (Bartol, 2006) tineasurement of resilience is topical,
particularly in relation to children and adolessenEurthermore, through assisting
professionals to identify vulnerable youngsters tamnget resources to improve their
capacity to overcome negative experiences, the R&ip&ars to have the potential to

greatly benefit society.

Rationale for Chapter Four

In conclusion, the RSCA could usefully be employethin the field of forensic
psychology to potentially assist with our underdiag of why some children and
adolescents commit crime and others do not. Whilels been previously used within
one forensic study to consider the resiliency jpeefof juvenile offenders (Mowder et al.,
2010), this study did not use a control group dradefore was unable to draw
conclusions about the similarities and differericgsersonal resiliency between young
people who have, and who have not, committed offendn the next chapter a piece of
empirical research is presented that uses the RECAmpare personal resiliency
between offending and non-offending populationseré&fore, in a field traditionally
focussed on risk, through using a measure of eesili which has generally demonstrated
adequate-to-good psychometric qualities, and thHrausg of a control group, the research

study has the potential to improve our understapdinyouth offending.
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CHAPTER FOUR

COMPARING RESILIENCE OF YOUNG PEOPLE WHO HAVE SEXUA LLY

OFFENDED WITH THOSE WHO HAVE NON-SEXUALLY OFFENDED AND

WITH NON-OFFENDING CONTROLS
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Abstract

It has emerged through research that risk facloreeacannot explain why some young
people commit offences. The literature suggestsrésilience could be important to
understanding different outcomes for young peaplduding why some who are exposed
to risk factors do and do not offend. The curstatly examined whether resiliency,
using scores for ‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Redy’ (Resiliency Scales for Children
and Adolescents: Prince-Embury, 2007), differedvieen a sample of 144 males who
had not offended (40%), non-sexually offended (24803 sexually offended (36%). A
MANOVA found significant differences in personakiiéency between groups. Post-hoc
comparisons showed that the non-offending grouer@idl significantly to the non-
sexually offending group for ‘Reactivity’ and toetlsexually offending group for all three
scales. Comparisons between males who had exelysiexually offended and those
who had non-sexually offended revealed differerice8Vastery’ scores. Logistic
regression analyses identified that personal essili was a significant predictor of group
membership even after controlling for previous eigee of adversity. Within each
group, two different resiliency profiles emergedotigh clustering data. One profile was
relatively distinct to each group and one profil@svsimilar across groups. Overall, the
study supported that there are some differencpsnsonal resiliency between offending
and non-offending groups, and between sexuallynamdsexually offending groups.
Limitations of the current study and implicatios practice are discussed.
Recommendations are made for future research anad\knowledge about the role of
resilience in offending behaviour, and develop ddence base for the inclusion of

resilience and protective factors within rehabiiita interventions.
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Introduction

Youth offending in England and Wales has beermedéd to cost the economy
alone up to 11 billion pounds (National Audit O#jc2010), and these significant
financial costs are an issue for many differentntves (Fougere & Daffern, 2011).
Additionally, victims of crime may suffer consideta psychological, physical and
financial difficulties. For governments and citigealike, it is therefore an important
target to prevent and reduce crime, including yaftanding. Over recent years public
funds have been focussed on socially excluded ygeuple in order to help manage
such problems, however often at this point of weetion difficulties are already
entrenched (Social exclusion taskforce, 2006).thfeumore, with the present government
cuts to the funding of public services, it is pbssithat social problems could be
exacerbated. It is therefore important to consfdesh ways to tackle the problem of
youth crime, which can be supported through comtiesas well as the public sector,
and which emphasise prevention in addition to tieatinent of behaviours that have
already occurred. Research into resilience map hbelprovide such solutions. To
explore what factors might help young people wheehfaced difficulties to resist crime,
the current study examined the personal resili@igypung males who have non-sexually
and sexually offended, and compared this to thdieesy of non-offending males.
Before detailing the research and its findings,lifeeature on resiliency and offending is

discussed.

The concept of resilience
‘Resilience’ is an umbrella term for various consegssociated with positive

adaptation following exposure to adversity (Maske@bradovi, 2006). It has been
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defined as the resistance to environmental or msaatial risk factors (Rutter, 2006;
Rutter, Giller, & Hagell, 1998), the avoidance efyative or achievement of positive
outcomes in the context of adversity (Wyman etl&l99), thriving despite considerable
threats to development (Masten, 1994) and overogthi@ adverse effects of exposure to
risk and trauma (Fergus & Zimmerman, 2005). Whilssitive adjustment, coping and
confidence are all concepts associated with reséigFergus and Zimmerman (2005)
argue that as either outcomes or components otgikkence process, they are distinct.
The conceptualisation of resilience has changedtove (Ahern, 2006; Naglieri,
Goldstein & LeBuffe, 2010) and can be regarded estegory (i.e., ‘resilient’ or ‘not
resilient’), or on a continuum (Hunter & Chandl£899; Naglieri et al., 2010).
Furthermore resilience has been defined as a paigoconstruct (Block & Kremen,
1996; Letzringa, Block, & Funder, 2004, Smeekenks&h-Walraven, & Van Bakel,
2007) or array of qualities (Gilligan, 2001), aredaa outcome or process (Olsson, Bond,
Burns, Vella-Brodrick, & Sawyer, 2003). The defion of resilience is therefore not
concrete or operationalised in a universal way (Ah2006; Herrman et al., 2011).

The systematic study of resilience was launchddernl970’s (Zimmerman &
Arunkumar, 1994) and can be traced back to theysttidoping and stress (e.g., Garmezy
& Rutter, 1983Werner, Bierman, & French, 1971). With an incregdocus on
resilience, for example within developmental psyobgy (Fraser, Kirby, & Smokowski,
2004) alongside other disciplines, there now exastensiderable amount of literature on
this topic (Masten et al., 1999). The focus ofli@sce research on young people has
included: mental health (e.g., Collishaw et alQ20 adjustment following sexual abuse
(e.g., Rosenthal, Feiring, & Taska, 2003; Spact&d{im, 1995; Wilcox, Richards, &

O’Keeffe, 2004), exposure to maltreatment (e.gifi & MacMillian, 2011), street youth
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(e.g., Malindi & Theron, 2010), living in citieg.g., Reynolds, 1998; Tiet, Huizinga,
Byrnes, 2009), being in care (e.g., Hines, MerdingeNyatt, 2005; Osterling & Hines,
2006) and homelessness (e.g., Rew, Taylor-Seeffdfemas, & Yockey, 2001).
Therefore resilience in youth has been studiedsacaovariety of diverse areas. However,
the ambiguity and lack of consensus regarding teasmrement and meaning of
resilience as noted above, is likely to increasedifficulty and decrease the value of
synthesising and comparing data from differentliegsie studies.

Research has revealed that up to 70% of ‘at riskdieen achieve positive
outcomes without major developmental disruptionsrrd, 2004; Kirby & Fraser,
1997). This would indicate that exclusively fodagson risk factors would not
accurately predict future outcomes. Resiliencydigccan be significant in models of risk
(Gilgun, 1999) and can improve the prediction aicomes (McKnight & Booker-Loper,
2002). The findings contained within the systematic revmesented in Chapter Two
supported this notion in relation to protectivetfms. However, research findings have
been inconsistent regarding the number of adolésedm simultaneously have
experienced high levels of adversity and optimistitcomes (Vanderbilt-Adraince &
Shaw, 2008). For example Cicchetti and Rogosch712007) found that maltreated
children, when compared to non-maltreated childneal, significantly lower resiliency
scores and significantly lower levels of adaptivedtioning averaged over a three-year
period. However, it has been argued that resiéies@cquired as a normal part of
development (Masten, 2001; Masten & Powell, 200@) @ such, for most people
resilient responses occur naturally (Newman, 20@her than developing specifically in
response to adversity. There has been suppe@tidence that the factors that foster

resilience are valuable for both individuals whedand have not been exposed to high
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levels of adversity (Fergusson & Horwood, 2003) Hrat some exposure to lifetime
adversity may increase resilience outcomes wherpaogd to no exposure to adversity
(Seery, Holman, & Silver, 2010). According to hat and Cicchetti (2000) ego-
resilience specifically, does not require prior @xgre to adversity. Ego resiliency refers
to an individual’'s capacity to endure and respandroblems and situations in a flexible
and resourceful manner (Arend, Gove, & Sroufe, J9F8ere, resiliency is
conceptualised as an internal rather than an eaterechanism.

In contrast to the exclusively internal conceptation of resiliency, as the concept
of resilience has evolved, it has been viewed aataraction between the person and their
environment (Ahern, 2006; Schoon, 2006), with resde developingt an individual
level, within relationships, in a family contextdawithin a wider social environment
(Garmezy, 1991; Masten & ObradéyR006). Resilience itself can be viewed as a
protective factor (Fougere & Daffern, 2011). Foample, in the study undertaken by
Rennie and Dolan (2010) ‘resilient personalitytg’aivere protective against general
desistance as measured by the Structured Asseseméntent Risk in Youth (SAVRY;
Borum, Bartel, & Forth, 2006). However, resiligmbcesses have in turn been viewed as
the interaction between risk and protective fac(@isson et al., 2003) and some models
explain resilient outcomes as resulting from preessnvolving protective factors, risks
and assets (Masten, Cutuli, Herbers, & Reed, 20B@jthermore, resilience factors have
been used to collectively describe protective fiatpvocesses (i.e., factors that most
optimally benefit those exposed to risk factors) aompensatory factors/processes (i.e.,
factors that equally benefit individuals regardlese/hether they have been exposed to

risk factors) (Fergusson & Horwood, 2003).
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Taken together, this illustrates the complexity aadfusing use of terminology
contained within the study of resilience. Withire tlesearch literature, attributes
associated with resilient characteristics andieggik more generally include: good
cognitive functioning, high self-efficacy, positigelf-esteem, social competence, the
ability to gain positive affirmation and attentitnom others, positive interactions with
others, an ‘easy’ temperament, self-regulationnodtons and behaviours, support from
at least one person, positive friendships, protdeing abilities, and a positive sense of
purpose and future (Beardslee, Schultz, & Selm@871Benard, 1997; Dishion &
Connell, 2006; Efta-Breitback & Freeman, 2004; Gezyy 1993; Masten, 2001; Rutter,
Giller, & Hagell, 1998; Tschann, Kaiser, Cheneykax, & Boyce, 1996; Werner, 1984;
Yates & Masten, 2004).

Resilience can not be directly measured, butaustan only be inferred (Luthar
& Zelazo, 2003). As a consequence of the lackormgensus about the constituent
components of resilience, operational definitioagéhdiffered across research studies
(Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). An exampleonofe measure used to quantify
resilience is the Resiliency Scale for Children aaddlescents (RSCA: Prince-Embury,
2007), which according to Goldstein (2006) représéa scientifically grounded,
reasoned approach...for understanding processeslithiyouth’s thinking, that interact
with immediate family and extended community tceseffthe negative effects of
adversity” (p.2). Chapter Three contains a dedailescription of this measure. In brief,
the RSCA is made up of three scales; the firstaveo'Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’, which
are associated with personal resources, and ttteishiReactivity’, which is used to
measure a youth’s emotional vulnerability. Using RSCA, it has been possible to

distinguish different profiles of personal resiligramong clinical, normative and
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offending populations through cluster analysis powres (Kumar, Steer, & Gulab, 2010;
Mowder, Cummings, & McKinney, 2010; Prince-Embury&eer, 2010). Whilst there
was a high rate of vulnerability in these studmssamples that had experienced more
negative outcomes, such as institutionalisatiosiakhnce of offending or psychiatric
facilities, at least one cluster reported averagdiency. This indicated that resiliency
can differ between individuals with similar outcasnand that the extent of disruption
caused by adversity to an individual’'s level ofgmaral resiliency may vary for that
individual in different circumstances and at diéfiet times (Kumar et al., 2010).

Resilience is generally regarded as a dynamic peotauthar et al., 2000; Olsson
et al., 2003; Philippe et al., 2011) that can beaeced at any point. Through
conceptually framing resilience in this way, it pides optimism and potential to recover
from adverse experiences (Newman, 2004) througimiantions such as resilient therapy
(Hart, Blincow, & Thomas, 2007). This supports tiation that a person can use their
resilient resources to overcome risk, even aftey ttave succumbed to poor outcomes.
The terminology used in this chapter has attemiaedflect the dynamic nature of
human functioning and conduct by referring to goap young people who have, or have
not, offended, or as ‘offending groups’, rathemtipathologising them as ‘young

offenders’.

Youth Offending

Research indicates that the overwhelming majofityoong people who have
offended generally, or more specifically with asaixoffence, have histories involving
exposure to some form of trauma, for example, lesgaration, maltreatment, neglect,
domestic violence (Boswell, 1996; Creeden, 20058y et al., 1997). The very fact

that these young people have committed offencesdrsuggest that at the time of
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offending they were not able to demonstrate a pesttutcome in the face of adversity,
and therefore did not, at that time, demonstrasilience’ (in the context of resilience
being conceptualised as an outcome, rather thparasnal qualities or a process).
Adversity can impact on an individual’s vulneratyilio dysregulation, and when feeling
overwhelmed by their emotions, individuals migtda to anti-social behaviours in
attempt to re-regulate and to attain a sense dfaamnd self-efficacy (Gilgun, 2006).

An explanation for why the majority of young peoplbo are exposed to adversities are
able to live pro-social and law-abiding lives (Gilg 2006) is that they have protective
variables that make them less vulnerable to andsoatcomes (Rutter, 1987; Bremer,
2006).

It has therefore been proposed that the capacttamscend adverse experiences
and become resilient is mediated by the interadietween protective factors, risk and
outcome (Rutter, 1985). Here, young people whelwdfended are conceptualised as
individuals who do not possess the necessary resgueither internally and/or
externally, or are unable to use their availab$®uveces, to help them overcome risks
(Gilgun, Klein, & Pranis, 2000). This suggeststtivaen resilience is defined in this
way, the young person who offends may be viewatbapossessing those qualities
commonly associated with resilience (for examplastary, relatedness and/or emotional
control; Prince-Embury, 2007) to enable them torappately manage the risky situation.
However, it additionally infers that a young perswdinarily may be able to demonstrate
high levels of resilient qualities in their dayday life, but in the given situation and
time, they are unable to access or appropriatdigaithese qualities, which could result

in poor outcomes. This explanation of resiliercednsistent with the view put forward
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by Loeber and colleagues (2007) that “resiliencesdmt mean that individuals exposed
to adversity never display delinquent behaviour8{®).

Protective factors related to desistance from yodffignding were defined and
explored in Chapter Two. The research for thostofa associated with and protective
against general or sexual offending are presergkmhband are classified in a consistent
way to how Prince-Embury (2007) operationalisediezse (i.e., through ‘Mastery’,
‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’). However, the gatges in which resilient qualities can
be conceptualised are not necessarily distinctinsttad are likely to be inter-related.
For example if a young person has a high sensglatbrdness to others, they are more
likely to receive constructive affirmation from eiis which may encourage them to
positively view their own self-efficacy and futupeospects. Additionally, strong
attachments are likely to increase positive cogiiytes (Gilgun, 1996).

A number of risk and protective factors for offerg] and sexual offending more
specifically, can be grouped under the overarcheagding of ‘mastery’. Mastery refers
to an individual’s level of optimistic, self-efficg and flexibility to the experience of
doing things well (Prince-Embury, 2007). Risk fastassociated with mastery and youth
offending include poor achievement and academifopaance (Denno, 1990; Elliot &
Voss, 1974; Maguin & Loeber, 1996; Shader, 200&)psl truancy, expulsion and drop
out (Hawkins et al., 2000; West, 1982); low IQ (Kea, Moffitt, Caspi, Rijsdijk, &
Taylor, 2006); verbal and language deficits (SnogyliAdams, Bowyer-Crane, & Tobin,
2000); difficulties processing information (Guerklyesmann, & Hanish, 1995);
problems with cognitive abilities (Siegel & Wel208) and a lack of orientation
towards future goals (Steinberg & Scott, 2003). fidsearch literature offers some

support to offending behaviour being associatet witor social cognitive skills
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(McGuire, 2002), such as problem solving skillsgtbeater, Hellner, Allen, & Aber,
1989), which are linked to self-efficacy. As aukshe majority of structured cognitive
programmes for offending groups, across severaitc@s, have sought to enhance
problem-solving skills (McGuire, 2005). Within fiit is assumed that if individuals are
equipped with the appropriate skills and resoutcesmlve problems to meet needs in
positive and pro-social ways, for example througipleyment and relationships, it may
promote rehabilitation. Factors associated with@nliterature as having a protective
influence through potentially preventing groupshirengaging in offending behaviour
include: intelligence (L6sel & Bender, 2003), Iffatisfaction (MacDonald, Piquero,
Valoist, & Zullig, 2005), increased self efficadgdrn, Chavalier, & Humblet, 1997), a
positive self concept (Chassin, Eason, & Young,1)98 stronger sense of optimism
about the future (Howard & Johnson, 2000) and ntakipportunities to reinforce a sense
of achievement (Bartol, 2006).

The following are risk factors related to mastangl young people displaying
sexually harmful behaviour: academic difficulti®&efieziano & Veneziano, 2002), poor
problem solving abilities (Prentky, Harris, Frize8l Righthand, 2000) a low-average 1Q
(Ferrara & McDonald, 1996), low self-esteem (Ka1290), lack of self-sufficiency and
pessimism (Hunter & Figueredo, 2000). Accordin@sitgun (2004), accomplishing
something positive can act as a protective fadotifis group. In summary, this research
indicates that young people who have offendedeetlenerally or sexually would be
likely to have a lower sense of mastery when coenbéw young people who have not
offended.

Risk and protective factors for offending and séxiiending can also be

grouped into factors associated with a young pesssanse of relatednesRelatedness
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refers to a sense of belonging to kin, friendy@ad support network and attachments
(Germain & Gitterman, 1995). Studies regardingngpeople who did not involve
themselves in delinquent behaviour, even though wese at risk of doing so, found that
these resilient youngsters had: a stronger sensttaahment, better skills at engaging
and eliciting assistance from others; supportiVati@nships with parents, extended
family, extra-familial relationships and instituti® (Howard & Johnson, 2000, Losel &
Bliesener, 1990; McCord, 1982; Shader, 2003; Wert@87) and greater satisfaction
with their social support (Losel & Bliesener, 199@ampbell and Harrington (2002)
identified poor social commitment and isolatiorr@sources that are often absent in
people who have offended and other studies hawsrstimat grief, loss and rejection are
also significant factors for this group (Youth JestTrust, 2003; Boswell, 1996). Other
risk factors associated with youth offending in@w®ficits in social skills, poor
attachments to caretakers, lack of support, negatiationships between the caretaker
and child (Bartol, 2006; Denham, Blair, SchmidtPb&Mulder, 2002; Loeber,
Stouthamer-Loeber, Van Kammen, & Farrington, 1391J rejection from peers (Dodge,
2000).

Risk factors associated with relatedness and sexXiealding by adolescents
include: social isolation, deficits with social kkiand interpersonal competence, anxiety
in social situations, intimacy deficits in relatgmps with adults, poor relationships with
peers, and high levels of emotional loneliness ZK&990; Knight, & Prentky, 1993;
Langstrom & Grann, 2000; Leon, Ragsdale, MillerSgacarelli, 2008; Powis, 2002;
Way, 2005). There is support that the presence ehaotional confidant and a sense of
belonging to peers, family or the community carveers protective factors against sexual

offending (Borowsky, Hogan, & Ireland, 1997; Gilgur®90). Worling and Curwen
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(2001) suggested that because these young pedpledaf not experience emotionally
and physically intimate peer relationships, sexuadirmful behaviour could represent
one way in which they attempt to satisfy theirnmacy needs. Research indicates that
adolescents who have sexually offended are lilkelyalve attachment difficulties
(Marshall & Barbaree, 1990), which could conseqlyeaifect their overall vulnerability
in terms of a lack of relatedness, poor emotiopgirg, and a sense of personal
inadequacy (Ward, Polaschek, & Beech, 2006). erture would therefore signify
that young people, who have offended, either gdigerasexually, are likely to have a
lower sense of relatedness compared to those wheora offended.

Prince-Embury’s (2007) third and final construcresiliency is ‘Emotional
Reactivity’ which refers to an individual’'s degreksensitivity, ability to regulate and
recover from affect and their level of impairmerttilst emotionally upset. Young people
who have committed non-sexual and sexual offeneegenerally regarded as being
more reactive or vulnerable to emotional upset: éxample, risk factors associated with
offending behaviours include aggression (Loeberay H996; Loeber et al., 1991;
McLaren, 2000; Rutter & Garmezy, 1983), a difficiimnperament (Losel & Bender,
2003), a lack of positive coping mechanisms (Mail& Hammersley, 2006),
impulsivity and poor emotional control (PattersbeGarmo, & Knutson, 2000;
Stoolmiller, 2001). General aggression and an$abtaracteristics are also associated
with young people who display harmful sexual bebass (Kavoussi, Kaplan, & Becker,
1998; Moeller, 2001; Wieckowski, Hartsoe, MayersS&ort, 1998). Furthermore, it has
been found that emotional health may serve astagiree factor against harmful sexual
behaviour (Borowsky et al., 1997), and that em@i@ompetence may be protective

against sexual rumination (Leon et al., 2008). afieg mood and emotion is considered
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a common trigger to adolescents committing sextiahoes (Way & Spieker, 1997;
Richardson & Graham, 1997). In summary, it woyl@ear that young people who have
offended generally and sexually have many simitk fiactors present and protective
factors absent. Consequently, it has been debdtether these offenders are in fact a

homogenous or heterogeneous population.

Do young people who have sexually offended needddalistinguished from young
people who have non-sexually offended?

Young people who have offended sexually and gelyeshhre many qualities and
characteristics (Milner & Crimmins, 1995; Spacciar&owden, Coatsworth, & Kim,
1997; Nisbet, Rombouts, & Smallbone, 2005), as detnated above. Furthermore,
there is support that many young people who haxeadly offended also engage in non-
sexual criminal behaviour (Ryan et al, 1996) aredraore likely to re-offend with a non-
sexual, rather than a sexual, offence (Epps & Fit#4). However, there are also
research findings to indicate differences existvieen these groups, for example
differences regarding non-sexual delinquency (Degen, Yoon, & Briken, 2011),
capacity to relate to peers, personality qualitdsisive histories (van Wijk et al., 2007;
van Wijk et al, 2006) and perceived peer isolafidmer & Munns, 2005). One
explanation for findings that these groups arelamnas well as different, could be
variations in the composition of the sex offendsagnples in terms of their offending
behaviour, between studies. It might be that séxoffending groups who have also
generally offended (i.e., ‘generalists’) have moreommon with non-sexual offending
groups, and groups that have exclusively offendital avsexual offence (i.e.,

‘specialists’) have greater differences to non-séxifending groups (see Pullman &
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Seto, 2012; Wolf, 2008). In general however, theeoh results between studies would
indicate that whilst sexual and non-sexual offegdiroups may follow similar pathways
to criminal behaviours, they do not follow exadtiyg same pathway, and therefore on the
whole they appear to be distinct groups.

In a recent meta-analysis, Seto and Lalumiere (R€d@cluded that sexual
offending can not fully be explained by risk factdor general offending and instead that
there are ‘special explanations’ for this, sucleasy exposure to pornography or sex,
atypical sexual interests and different levelsxgfasure to abuse and neglect. Some
factors also differed between these groups thdtlaelate to a sense mastery,
relatedness, or emotional reactivity. For examybdeing people who had committed
sexual offences had lower scores for cognitivetas| were significantly more socially
isolated, had lower scores for interpersonal skitld had more anxiety and self-esteem
issues. However, no significant differences werenfl between these groups for a
number of factors that would be likely to impact‘bfastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and
‘Reactivity’; for example, self-reported conducbpltems, antisocial attitudes, social
competence or social skills, childhood attachmefiadmily relationship problems,
general intelligence, verbal intelligence and penfance intelligence. Therefore, this
would suggest that whilst sexual and non-sexuanafing groups can generally be
considered as distinct groups, it may be difficaltlistinguish between these groups in

relation to their levels of personal resiliency.

Pilot study comparing resilience between these greu
Griffin (2008) undertook a pilot study using a sdenof 52 young males aged 16

to 18 years, to compare resilience between maleshat sexually offended (37%), non-
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sexually offended (25%) and not offended (38%)hgshe RSCA (Prince-Embury,
2007). As indicated within the literature (e.goeber & Hat, 1996; McLaren, 2000;
Powis, 2002; Shader, 2003; Steinberg & Scott, 2008y, 2005), differences were found
between offending (sexual and non-sexual) and rifemading groups. Significant
differences were found between males who had saféénded and not offended for
‘Relatedness’, and between males who had non-dgxafdnded and not offended for
‘Mastery’ and ‘Reactivity’. In support of somedrature regarding resiliency-related
factors (e.g., Seto & Lalumiere, 2010), no sigrifitdifferences were found for the
RSCA scores between males who had sexually andexunally offended.

Whilst the pilot study demonstrated the feasipitif a study comparing these
groups on scores derived from the RSCA, it didmeasure or account for the level of
adversity the young person was exposed to, dig¢omtrol for treatment, (in that many
young people in the two offending groups had remeisignificant interventions regarding
their offending behaviours), non-parametric testsenrequired because of the

distribution of data and the sample sizes werelsmal

The current study
The current study aimed to:

« Analyse the similarities and differences in theelewof personal resiliency
between young males who had sexually offended,sesmally offended and
not been convicted or cautioned for any type oémde.

« Extend and improve the original pilot study througiing samples that had
not received significant interventions for theirment offences and through

use of larger samples to allow for greater confogein the findings.
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- Additionally measure exposure to adversity, withieav to exploring whether

this would be likely to impaatn resiliency scores and outcomes.

It has been indicated within the literature tlmegt teasons why young people
commit offences, both sexual and non-sexual, catygze attributed to their lack of
resilience to appropriately deal with the advegsithey face. In the current study,
‘resilience’ was predominantly conceptualised aalitjgs that can encourage positive
adaptation. This definition of resilience was tliere limited to ‘personal resilience’ (i.e.,
individual resources to protect against unfavowgahitcomes and a relatively small
vulnerability to stress) and encompassed younglp&operceptions of their sense of
mastery, relatedness and emotional resistanceétoritis noteworthy that through
conceptualising resilience in this way, the curistntly is not designed to provide a more
ecological understanding of resilience and consatjumay de-emphasise environmental
aspects of resilience. Therefore, whilst the redtunterplay between the young person
and their environment is likely to impact on themotional vulnerability, how they
perceive themselves and what their view is of teepport systems, any external
mechanisms associated with resilience are not@ttplmeasured. Within the current
study scores on the RSCA for ‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedgnesd ‘Reactivity’ (Prince-Embury,
2007) were compared between experimental and dartyops to determine their levels
of personal resilience (also referred to as ‘resde’).

Hypotheses were derived from the empirical resediscussed above
regarding the presence of risk factors and abseigmtective factors related to
optimism, cognitive skills and intelligence (e.Denno, 1990; Shader, 2003; Ferrara &
McDonald, 1996; Howard & Johnson, 2000; Koenen.e2806; Losel & Bender, 2003;

MacDonald et al., 2005; McGuire, 2002; Siegel & ¥el2008; Steinberg & Scott,
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2003); interpersonal skills and social supportg.(éartol, 2006; Borowsky , 1997;
Campbell & Harrington, 2002; Denham et al., 200@wdrd & Johnson, 2000;
Langstrom & Grann, 2000; Leon et al., 2008; Sha2i@d3), and emotional health,
aggression and coping (e.g., Borowsky et al., 198é&per & Hay, 1996; Losel &

Bender, 2003; McLaren, 2000; Marsland & HammerskQ6; Moeller, 2001; Patterson
et al., 2000; Stoolmiller, 2001; Wieckowski et 4998). In the literature it is recognised
that distinctions exist between groups who haveraféd sexually and non-sexually.
However, it would appear that these groups share/msianilarities regarding low
cognitive intelligence, poor interpersonal skiligledbehavioural difficulties; with young
people who have sexually offended potentially hg\greater difficulties, although not
significantly, in the former two areas (Seto & Laiére, 2010). Whilst it was recognised
that these qualities do not directly map onto thasecepts measured by the RSCA, as

related concepts they were used to inform the tngsis.

Hypotheses
(1) Young males who have offended will demonstlags personal resiliency than
those who had not offended, through reporting &icantly lower levels of
‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’ and higher ‘Reactivity’
(2) No significant differences will be found be®veRSCA scores for young males
who had committed sexual and non-sexual offences.
(3) Differences in personal resiliency betweerugowill remain significant after

controlling for exposure to adversity.

The present study additionally sought to distinigyisofiles of personal resiliency

amongst males who had not offended, sexually o#fdrathd non-sexually offended,
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similar to previous studies on clinical sample® (Kemar et al., 2010; Prince-Embury &
Steer, 2010) and offending populations (see Mowtlat., 2010).

Whilst the study of resilience has significargkpanded over recent years, there
have been few empirical studies that have examiestience in offending groups
(Fougere & Daffern, 2011) or compared resiliencevben groups who have and have
not committed offences. In fact, there have bemitéd studies comparing offending and
non-offending groups in general (Youth Justice Bpa005). The need for identifying
and promoting resilience within assessments amaviantions has been particularly
pertinent within the field of adolescents who hdiaplayed harmful sexual behaviour
(see Gilgun, 1999; O’Callaghan, 2002; Print et2007). However, to the author’s
knowledge, there have not been any previous sttitiz$rave measured and compared
resiliency between young people who have sexualliyreon-sexually offended.

Comparing resilience between different groups afngppeople who have
offended with those who have not offended would tadithe current knowledge base
regarding the relationship between resilience dfehding behaviour. According to
Goldstein (2008) “the evaluation and understandingn individual's perception of
mastery, relatedness and emotionality play a efitigle in treatment planning, far
beyond the role played by symptoms and impairmépt.3). Through a focus on the
personal qualities of those who have succeeded fdoed with adversity, compared to
those who have not, such research could potenpatlyide direction for the development

of preventative and rehabilitative interventionsl atrategies.
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Method

Sample

The current study used an opportunity sample, @lhethe author had previous
communication with professionals from within alganisations recruited. Initial contact
to recruit participants was made via email withrfgauth offending teams (YOTS), one
children’s services, one school, one sixth-formeg#, one Connexions team and two
specialist therapeutic services. Two YOTSs, oneigfist therapeutic provider, one
college, and one connexions team provided conseatdess samples from within their
organisations. All organisations were based inNbgh-West or East-Midlands of
England. A breakdown of the samples gained frooh @ these organisations is
provided in Table 4.1. Access to the majorityle samples was as follows: males who
had not offended through the sixth form collegeX1males who had non-sexually
offended through YOTSs (66%) and males who had dbxoffiended through a specialist

therapeutic service (96%).

Table 4.1

Numbers contributed by organisations towards thelteample (N=144)

Not Offended Offended
Organisation offended non-sexually  sexually
Youth Offending Service 0 23 2
Sixth-form College 46 5 0
Specialist Therapeutic service 0 0 50
Connexions 11 7 0
Total Sample 57 35 52

110



The total sample of 144 consisted of 57 (40%) yamades who had not offended,
35 (24%) young males who had offended with a nowaleoffence, and 52 (36%) young
males who had sexually offended. The meaning fééraling’ varied across groups. For
example none of the young males in the non-offemdnoup were known to have
received a caution or conviction for criminal beioav according to self-report and
reports from their senior teacher or connexionskenor Those in the non-sexual
offending sample had either self-reported receit caution or conviction for criminal
behaviour, or were involved with a youth offendsegvice as a result of criminal
behaviour. For this group, criminal behaviour ilweal exclusively: violent offences
(n=5; 14%), burglary (n=2; 6%), criminal damage1n3%), drugs offences (n=1; 3%),
arson (n=1; 3%), public order offences (n=2; 6%iyidg offences (n=1; 3%), possession
of an offensive weapon (n=1; 3%) and multiple oflemincluding violence (n=19; 54%),
or involving criminal damage and public order offea (n=2; 6%). The sexual-offending
group had either been formally processed througtctiminal justice system (n=42;
81%), or were dealt with informally through theldhivelfare route after displaying
harmful sexual behaviour (n=10; 19%). All ‘offeste&entified through the latter route
were serious enough to warrant extensive speciatstvention. For this group, 29%
(n=15) had additionally committed non-sexual ofiemthat resulted in a criminal charge
or conviction.

The age of the total sample ranged from 13-toddf'y (mean=16.29, SD=1.2
years). The ethnicity of the total sample was 8@8e British, Irish or Polish (n=118);
8% mixed white British and black Caribbean, bladkican, Asian Pakistani or Asian
Iranian (n=11); 6% black African or Caribbean (n=8) Asian Pakistani or Iranian

(n=7). Using the classifications: ‘average’, ‘b&laverage’ and ‘above average’,
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educational ability was identified by professionafsthe basis of available cognitive and
academic information. The educational ability foe total sample was 29% below

average (n=41), 56% average (n=81) and 15% ab®@mge (n=22).

Measures

The RSCA (Prince-Embury, 2007)

The RSCA was used to quantify resilience in thesent study. Chapter Three
provides information regarding the RSCA'’s descoiptiresearch, psychometric
properties and norms. In brief, the RSCA is a jghield measure for use with children
and adolescents aged nine to 18 years. It id-a@eg@rt questionnaire, taking
approximately 10 minutes to complete. Raw scoaesbe converted into standardised
scores (mean=50, SD=10) according to gender apeéd tge groups (9-to-11; 12-to-14;
15-to-18 years) based on norms derived from an Asaempopulation. The RSCA
consists of three scales, which according to PrEErodury (2007) represent core
characteristics of personal resiliency; these Bi&stery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity'.
The scales are made up of a series of sub-scalesfidd through factor analysis. Table
4.2 provides details of the scales, sub-scalegtendssociated number of items used to
operationalise personal resiliency within the RSGAtotal there are 64 items that are
responded to using a five-point Likert scale raggnom O (never) to 4 (almost always).

Elevated total scores for ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relateshieand low total scores for
‘Reactivity’ are suggestive of a higher degree efspnal resiliency. Whilst it is not
possible using the RSCA to obtain one score thatndicative of resilience, the
‘Resources Index’ provides an overall indication af individuals resources through

summing ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’ scores. Addilly, the ‘Vulnerability Index’
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Table 4.2

Scales, sub-scales and the associated numberros itesed to operationalise personal

resilience within the RSCA

Scale

Description N

Sub-scales N

Mastery

Relates to the young person’s20
positive outlook, perception

of their problem-solving

abilities and of their

flexibility to experience

doing things well.

Optimism about current 7
and future life

Self-efficacyto master 10
environment and
problem-solve

Adaptability to learn 3
from mistakes and
receive criticism

Relatedness Relates to the young person’s24  Trust in relationships 7
trust, comfort and tolerance can turn to
within their relationships and ,
. Comfort in the presence 4
the extent that their
of others

relationships are supportive. )
Toleranceof difference 7

within relationships

Emotional Relates to the young person’s20  Sensitivity to stimuli 6

Reactivity perception of how easily they Recoveryskills 4
are to upset, whether their

P The degree of 10

functioning is impaired when
they are upset and their
capacity to bounce back after
being upset.

Impairment from being
emotional upset

provides an indication of vulnerability through saoting the score for ‘Resource Index’
from the ‘Reactivity’ score. The present studydiee standardised scale scores for
‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’ as thegere considered to provide richer
information, compared to Index scores, regardinggel resiliency for the different
groups. There is support for the construct valjdiontent validity, internal reliability
and test-retest reliability of the RSCA (Kumar kt 2010; Prince-Embury, 2007; Prince-

Embury, 2010; Prince-Embury & Corville, 2008a, 2bQ)&nd overall its psychometric

113



properties are relatively good when compared teratbsiliency measures (see Chapter

Three).

Adversity scale

In a recent review of instruments measuring clu@@hadversity, all nine
identified tools relied on either self-report oriaterview format with the child/young
person (Burgermeister, 2007). In the present stpessonal resiliency was the primary
measure of interest and adversity was measuredier tb assess whether resiliency
scores were predictive of offending status aftkintaexposure to adversity into account.
In the absence of resources to provide appropsigiport to the young person, it was not
viewed as ethical by the author to question thengquerson for the purposes of the
present research about specific exposure to adegesds. To respond to the
requirements and ethical considerations of theectistudy, a professionally-reported
measure of adversity was devised by the auser Appendix 13), therefore this scale
was not standardised. It was not deemed necesshaye knowledge of exposure to
specific adverse events to answer the researchigue#\s such, and to not be overly
intrusive to the young person’s background, théeseamjuired the professional involved
to rate the level of adversity the young personlieeh exposed to across their lifespan
from O (no adversity) to 6 (severe adversity). Véhbe young person had been exposed
to multiple examples of adversity, professionalseasesked to consider the most serious
example and if appropriate increase the scorevieradl severity.

The validity of the adversity score was depenaenthow well professionals knew
the young person via file information and persamadtact. Professionals reported

knowing participants ‘very well’ in 49% of casequite well’ in 28% of cases, ‘a little’ in
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20% of cases and ‘not well’ in 3% of cases. Teeeas to information about young
people’s exposure to adversity was variable adiesslifferent organisations. For
example, the specialist therapeutic service ust@tl/access to extensive file information
detailing prior adversity and YOT's frequently hactess to this information, although
this would depend on the extent the young persdritaair family were previously

known to services. Overall, it was more likely thatess to this type of information
would be more limited within Connexions and thdlsiform college. Inevitably, as a
result the validity of adversity scores for sammasied from these organisations was
more likely to be questionable. However, in orlemaximise the quality and accuracy
of the information gained from Connexions, pers@uhlisors were asked to recruit
young people whom they had a good knowledge ofsacgal inclusion capacity, rather
than selecting those to whom they solely provida@ers advice. Similarly, within the
college setting a Senior Tutor was responsibledonpleting the adversity scale, because
they had responsibility for the pastoral care efrtstudents and thus had access to
sensitive information about students. For thosdestts who the tutor did not necessarily
have a good knowledge of, the scale was completg@aid of a student-tutor contact
session, where information about the young persomds adversity could be further
explored.

When creating the adversity scale, in attempetrehse the level of subjective
responses between raters, examples of potentiatsglevents were provided next to the
adversity scores. Nineteen examples of adversgewere taken and adapted from the
Negative Life Events Inventory (Wills, Vaccaro, &Mamara, 1992) and the Holmes-
Rahe Life Stress Inventory (Holm&sRahe, 1967), amongst other available measures.

Twenty-one professionals, responsible for ratiregativersity scale in the current study
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and who were qualified psychologists, social waskézachers, YOT workers and
connexions workers, were asked to score each egamhph adverse event from 0 (no
adversity) to 5 (very high adversitypgarding their perception of the level of adveriit
would be likely to cause for a typical adolesceftditionally, professionals were asked
to provide clarification regarding the context tretores were based on (see Appendix 14
for professional ratings and descriptions for eexdimple of an adverse event). For
example, ‘hospitalisation of a parent’ was comma@yceived as a short temporary stay
in hospital with support available from family meenb for the duration, rather than a

long stay in hospital.

An intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) of .{#k.01) was estimated for the
reliability of a single rating. In general, ICCluas greater than .70 are considered
acceptable (Scientific Advisory Committee for thedital Outcomes Trust, 2002). The
adversity scale was constructed using the modeeggrofessional consensus of which
scores were to be assigned to each adverse exmdrdeacriptors were used to reduce
ambiguity for the given examples. Table 4.3 presithe examples of adverse events and
associated scores, which were provided as guidanegers for completing the adversity
scale. As an unpublished measure, the inter-rali@bility of the adversity scale was
assessed for 10% of ratings completed in the custedy (n=14), using cases where two
professionals had a knowledge of the same young.n¥dte inter-rater reliability of the
adversity scale yielded a Cohen’s kappa of .790(p<which according to Fleiss’

classifications (1981) can be regarded as ‘excgllen

! Please note that a score of ‘6’ was allocated vehgoung person had been exposed to multiple aglvers
events that scored ‘5’ on the adversity scale.
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Table 4.3
Examples of adverse events and associated scomsded as guidelines within the

adversity scale

Adversity Examples of adverse events
Score

0 No exposure to adversity

1 Not accepted at college/school of choice
Moving home (e.g., moving a short distance withifgm

2 Temporary hospitalisation of a parent (where supjpom others is
available for the duration the parent is in hogpita
Victim of property crime (e.g., mobile phone thedirngle incident of
burglary);
Death of grandparent, aunt or uncle (who are natany carers);
Breaking up with girlfriend/boyfriend (e.g., shéetrm and more
superficial relationship)
Failing an exam (e.g., where have opportunity tsite

3 Divorce of parents;
Leave home at an early age (where likely to in@dasg term
difficulties e.g. become involved in anti-sociabgp, suffer financial
hardship, lack social support);
Problematic peer relationships (general difficsltje
Permanent exclusion from school

4 Serious illness (e.g., Cancer, HIV);
Single incident of abuse (emotional, physical, sé&xu
Family suffering severe financial difficulties
Victim of violent crime (e.g., stabbing; assaultatving a degree of
trauma)

5 Death of a parent / primary carer;
Become incapacitated (e.g., loss of limb);
Suffered abuse over a prolonged period (emotiguiglsical, sexual)
Suffered extensive, prolonged, serious bullying

Procedures

Participating organisations identified the appnaie sample size that could be
obtained on the basis of accessibility of partioigaand the study’s sampling criteria, that
is, males, aged 12-t0-18 years, and at the begjrofitreatment (for groups who had

offended) to prevent intervention effect from camiding results. It was negotiated with
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organisational representatives whether they ordbearcher would distribute
guestionnaires to consenting participants. Th@glon was based on the preference of
the organisation, likely preference of participamaisd organisational procedures
favouring that the researcher did not directly apph service users.

Regardless of how forms were distributed, all yporales followed written
instructions provided in an information sheet,-®elnpleted the resiliency questionnaire,
and completed an additional proforma regardingnufileg status (i.e., whether they had
received a caution or conviction for an offencej dmelevant, the type of offence).
Forms were anonymised, and participants were assign identifier that corresponded to
a number on the forms so that the resiliency qoessire, proformas, and adversity
scales could be linked together. All forms wergcpd in a sealed envelope after
completion to ensure confidentiality. All youngapde had an opportunity to debrief with
an organisational representative following complewf the questionnaire.

None of the participants chose to withdraw from $tudy, although the
guestionnaires of three participants were discafaed the current study due to
indiscriminate responding, or likely distorted resding recognised through descriptive
analysis of the scores. Less than 10% of complgtiedtionnaires had missing responses
for one or more items, and none contained more tthetwo admissible missing items
per scale, or one admissible missing item per sabegPrince-Embury, 2007). The
value for missing responses was estimated throumiating by sub-scale, as per
guidance in the manual.

Professionals involved with participants compléetssl adversity scale and a
proforma regarding information on age, offenceustaéthnicity, educational ability, and

how well they knew participants. Information oruedtional ability was considered
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important in response to the research supportingsl@ factor that impacts on risk and
resilience (Ferrara & McDonald, 1996; Koenen et2006; Losel & Bender, 2003;
Shader, 2003). Problems were encountered withiraby participants from some
YOTs, due to staff iliness, other priorities argsitor staff, and service users failing to
attend pre-arranged appointments.

The use of a psychometric test and use of scalagychosen as the preferred
method to collate resilience and adversity infororabecause it allowed results to be
generalised and was a relatively cheap, time-efiicand minimally intrusive method
(Robson, 1993; Bruce, Pope, & Stainstreet, 20@&)ditionally, using the current
methodology, anonymity of responses was optimigéich may have encouraged more
honesty (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2005). Furthere, it allowed participant’s self-
perceptions to be measured, which would not haee kasily accessed through

retrospective analysis of file information or obssronal methods.

Data Analysis

Prior to undertaking the current study, analysis warformed to estimate the
minimum sample size to gain acceptable power (tbbability of detecting an actual
effect). According to Cohen (1988) 80% power isaapeptable threshold. Power
analysis for a Multivariate Analysis of Variance AMOVA) procedure was performed
using D’Amico, Neilands, and Zambarano’s (2001)l@mied syntax, which was revised
to fit the specific purpose of the present stuaye (8ppendix 15). A random sample of
ten participants per group was taken from the gilody (Griffin, 2008) as a dummy
dataset, in order to supply estimates of group mead standard deviations on which

power calculations were based. Using the syntabg was saved in a matrix form that
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allowed sample sizes to be easily adjusted untdceptable level of power was
produced when running a set of MANOVA commandsingshis procedure, it was
estimated that a minimum sample size of 30 in gmohp was required to produce 84%
power.

The characteristics of the data were initiallplexed using the statistical
package Predictive Analytics SoftWaRASW Statistics 18 Chi-Square tests were used
to establish whether there were significant groififereénces in ethnicity and educational
ability. In order to satisfy the assumptions ofstpuare tests, regarding expected counts
of less than five in cells, ethnicity data was assified into fewer variables (i.e., ‘white’
and ‘non-white’). A Kruskal-Wallis test was penfioed to explore the age differences
between groups because the assumption of homogenheiriances was violated.

Data from the Resiliency Scales met parametriosrapions for each of the
groups, consequently a MANOVA was performed to tesgroup differences in
‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’. Standesed scale scores were used as they
corrected for age. Wilks’ lambda was the chosen NDAM test statistic, as advised by
Dancey and Reidy (2004), and Tabachnick and Hd6B6). As an initial significant
MANOVA is argued to ‘protect’ subsequent Analysisvariance (ANOVA) against
Type 1 error (Bock, 1975), follow-up analysis waslertaken using one-way ANOVAs.
However, in recognition that this ‘protection’ isrgentious (Field, 2005) Bonferroni
correction was applied by adjusting the alpha @.6.(i.e., 0.5 divided by the number of
dependent variables). For MANOVA and ANOVA procesi) unequal samples were
handled by using Type Ill sum of squares (see&Mawel, 2006). Pairwise
comparisons were performed using Sidak post-has.t€ddak was selected because it is

considered flexible enough to meet the needs afuslesample sizes, but has less impact
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on statistical power (Keppel & Wickens, 2004) aherefore should not overcorrect for
Type 1 error, which can be a concern when the usi@donferroni technique (Field,
2005). Within the literature, it has been implibdt the composition of the sexually
offending sample could influence findings regardingir similarities and differences
with non-sexually offending groups (see Pullman&d 2012; Wolf, 2008). To help
ensure the results were not confounded by theliat29% of the group who had
sexually offended additionally offended with a neexual offence, this analysis was re-
run removing those males who had non-sexually dgdrfrom within the sexual-offence
group.

A Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) atd not be performed to
examine the impact of exposure to adversity olieesy scores, because adversity data
was ordinal, was not normally distributed, and aiet the assumption of homogenous
regression slopes. An independent Kruskal Wadks$ was conducted to determine
whether there were significant group differencesxposure to adversity. Following this,
a series of binary logistic regressions were paréat, informed by previous findings
from post-hoc analysis, to test the hypothesisrgsitient qualities would predict group
membership after controlling for adversity. Theaard stepwise method was used
because it allowed for adversity, in addition tbastpotentially confounding factors, to be
entered into the regression model first. This magessible to determine whether
resilience variables predicted group membershipalaod beyond other significant
factors.

Finally, cluster analysis was performed for eaabugrto identify how resiliency
profiles were differentiated within the groups.two stage approach was used to identify

whether profiles could be differentiated accordinghe Resiliency Scales. Using Ward's
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(1963) agglomerative-hierarchical technique praiatyrofiles were estimated. Up to
5% of outliers were removed to avoid clusters beiis¢prted by extreme scores. The
cubic clustering criterion employed by Kumar antleagues, (2010) and Prince-Embury
and Steer (2010) could not be replicated, as g is not available within PASW 18,
which was used within the present study. Inst@kdjke’s Information Criterion (AIC)
was used to determine the number of clusters in gaaup. After identifying profiles for
each sample, a one-way ANOVA was undertaken tam@te whether age was
differentiated by the different profilealongside chi-square tests for educational ability
and exposure to adversity. The low numbers oi@pants in offending samples meant
that ethnicity could not be analysed when the nurobgroups doubled, as in cluster

analysis, because data failed to meet the requirenoé cross-tabulations.

Ethics

Exposure to adversity was measured via a singleesated by professionals.
This was to protect the young person from needngpimplete trauma-based
guestionnaires and to keep sensitive informatiganding specific details of adverse
events they had encountered private, as such slatare not necessary to the research.
The questionnaire completed by young males wargitis-based, designed for children
and young people and as such was not envisagedise clistress. However, to minimise
any potential risks, all young people had an oppuoty to debrief at the time of
completing the questionnaire, and contact inforamatin the Samaritans was provided
within the research information. Ethical approwals gained from the University of
Birmingham Ethics Committee (see Appendix 18)costs/benefits analysis highlighted

that harm to participants would be minimal, and #ignificant benefits could result from
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undertaking this study with regard to informing ttevelopment of preventative and
rehabilitative strategies. Safeguards were pptane to ensure the confidentiality of
participants and appropriate storage of data. thaddilly the requirements of the Data

Protection Act (1998) were upheld.

Results

The age, ethnic composition and educational ghofithe non-offending, non-
sexually offending, and sexually-offending groups eontained in Table 4.4. It is of
note that theethnic composition in the groups who offended (serual and sexual) was
almost exclusively white, whereas the group who maidoffended comprised of a larger
proportion of non-whites. Furthermore, whilst thajority of the sample was of average
educational ability for all groups, the group whaadmot offended had a greater number
of above average males, and the group who had lbgrifanded had fewer below
average males. Chi-square analysis revealedhbed tvas no significant difference for
educational ability (below average; average; alaoserage) between the group3<7.17,
p>.05), however there was a significant differefazesthnicity (white; non-white)
between groupgi{=24.70, p<.01), which would make sense in conatttar of the large
absence of non-white participants within samplees Wwd offended, compared to the
sample who had not offended. A Kruskal-Wallis tesealed a significant difference

between groups for age.
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Table 4.4

A comparison of the three different groups’ chaesistics (N=144)

Not offended Offended Offended P-

non-sexually sexually value

Age Range 15-to-18 13-to-18 14-t0-18 <.001
(in years) Mean (SD) 16.57 (SD=.9) 15.44 16.89 (SD=.8)
(SD=1.3)

Ethnicity White 91% (n=32) 94% (n=49) 63% (n=36) <.001
(% within Mixed 3% (n=1) 2% (n=1) 16% (n=9)
group) Black 3% (n=1) 4% (n=2) 11% (n=6)

Asian 3% (n=1) 0% (n=0) 11% (n=6)
Educational Above Average 9% (n=3) 13% (n=7) 21% (n=12)
Ability Average 57% (n=20) 67% (n=35) 46% (n=26) .130

(Yowithin - Below Average  34% (n=12)  19% (n=10)  33% (n=19)
group)

Group differences in personal resiliency

Hypothesis 1 & 2: Males who had offended would destiate less personal

resilience than those who had not offended, ansigmuificant differences would be found

between males who had committed sexual and nomisafkences

The mean Resiliency Scale scores, standard devsa(ED) and 95% confidence
intervals (Cl) are provided in Table 4.5. Young@savho had offended sexually had the
lowest mean scores for ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedne¥siung males who had offended
non-sexually had the highest mean scores for ‘Re@tt As hypothesised, young males
who had not previously offended had higher levélgessonal resiliency, in that they had

elevated ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’ mean scoma$|@ver ‘Reactivity mean scores
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compared to the groups who had offended. Thepwho had non-sexually offended
had the highest degree of variability of score®sethe scales, particularly for
‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’, potentially indioeg that these young males were more
likely to perform differently to one another regagi personal resilience. However, in
real terms, the difference in the variation of esobetween groups was small (i.e., up to
three units). Unexpectedly, analysis of 95% GCimrice Intervals (CI's) suggested that
there was a considerable overlap in mean ‘Mastegl ‘Relatedness’ scores between the
groups who had not offended and who had non-sexati#nded, indicating no, or
minimal, real difference between the populationsliese components of personal

resilience. Additionally, for the two groups whacdhoffended, there was a small overlap

in scores for ‘Mastery’ and a larger overlap foel&edness’ and ‘Reactivity’.

Table 4.5
Descriptive statistics for ‘Mastery’, ‘Relatednessid ‘Reactivity’ scores across the three

different groups (N=144)

Resiliency Scale scores

Mastery Relatedness Reactivity
8ﬁe”.d.'”g Mean SD 95% Mean SD 95% Mean SD 95%
ondition I I cl
Not 47.82 599 46.24 4840 7.30 46.47 50.00 7.74 47.95
offended to to to
49.41 50.34 52.05
Non- 46.94 8.35 4408 4657 9.29 43.38 58.31 10.40 54.74
sexually to to to
offended 49.81 49.76 61.89
Sexually 43.27 7.40 41.19 4350 8.39 41.2054.92 9.87 52.18
offended to to to
45.35 45.80 57.67
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A MANOVA, which was used to test whether there \aadifference between
group membership (young males who had not offendeksexually offended and
sexually offended) and Resiliency Scale scoregaied a significant main effect (Wilks’
A\=.82, F(6,278)=4.96, p<0.01, partigk.10). Three separate ANOVA's found that
group membership had a significant effect on ‘MgstéRelatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’
scores (F(2,141)=5.94, p<.01, partigt.08; F(2,141)=4.95, p<.01, partig=.07,
F(2,141)=9.41, p<.01, partigt=.12 respectively). An examination of individuaéan
difference comparisons across all three groupaguSidak post-hoc analysis, found that
males who had not offended and males who had dgxafénded had significantly
different ‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivitstores. Males who had non-sexually
offended only differed significantly to the non-effding group on the ‘Reactivity’ scale.
There were no significant differences found forso@al resilience between the two
groups who had offended. The results of post-imatyais are presented in Table 4.6.

When ‘generalists’ (i.e., males who had additipnebmmitted a general offence)
were removed from the sexually offending sampldltiwariate, univariate and pairwise
analysis comparing males who had exclusively oféehdith a sexual crime (i.e.,
‘specialists’) and males who had non-sexually ath revealed similar results to the
previous analysis presented above (Wilks78, F(6, 248)=5.33, p<.01, partig=.11;
Mastery: F(2,126)=6.59, p<.01, partigk.10; Relatedness: F(2,126)= 6.13, p<.01, partial
1n2=.10; Reactivity: F(2,126)=9.86, p<.01, partigt.10). However, in contrast to the
above where the sexually offending group contabm@tl ‘generalists’ and ‘specialists’,
post hoc analysis comparing only the ‘specialiskugally offending group with the non-

sexually offending group, revealed significant eliéinces for ‘Mastery’ (p<.05). With
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males who had exclusively sexually offended denratiaty lower levels of mastery than

the non-sexually offending group. These findings@esented in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6

Comparisons of mean differences in resiliency scoetween groups (N=144)

Resiliency Scale scores

Mastery Relatedness Reactivity
Offending Mean p- 95% Cl Mean p- 95% Cl Mean p- 95% ClI
Condition Difference value Difference value Difference value
Not offended .88 919 -2.83 1.83 654 -241 -831 <.001 -13.10
verses to to to
Non-sexually 4.60 6.07 -3.53
offended
Not offended 456 .003 1.24 4.90 006 1.12 -492 .018 -9.20
verses to to to
Sexually offended 7.87 8.69 -65
(original
grouping: OG)
Non-sexually 3.67 0.60 -11 3.07 241 -1.24 3.39 259 -1.48
offended to to to
Verses 7.46 7.39 8.27
Sexually offended
(0G)

Not offended 5.07 .002 1.60 6.03 002 184 -570 .012 -10.40
verses to to to
Exclusively 8.54 10.21 -1.00

sexually offended

Non-sexually 419 .030 .31 419 .092 -.48 2.61 545 -2.64

offended to to to
Verses 8.06 8.87 7.86

Exclusively

Sexually offended

Where a significant difference was found betwdmnthree original groupings,

effect sizes were calculated using Glass’s dalt&(ass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981), and

power calculation had previously been undertakeichvhelped protect against its poor
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performance for small sample sizes (Hess & Olejp@lQ4). Glass’'d used the SD of

the control group because SD’s could not be podiegto unequal numbers in groups.
The effect sizes for differences between the grehp had not offended and the group
who had sexually offended for ‘Mastery’, ‘Relateds’eand ‘Reactivity’ were 0.76, 0.67,
and 0.64, respectively. The effect size for thHeetence between the group who had not
offended and the group who had non-sexually offdrwias 1.07 for the ‘Reactivity’
scale. All these effect sizes exceeded the minirafiett size value recommended for
social science data, although only the latter vipgsaximately approaching a moderate

effect (see Ferguson, 2009).

The impact of other variables on group membership

Through preliminary analysis, it had already bestablished that ethnicity was a
potentially confounding variable. It additionallyas explored whether exposure to
adversity (ranging from 1(minimal) to 6 (very higlecpuld have potentially impacted on
previous results. A Kruskal-Wallis test revealedttexposure to adversity was
significantly different between these groups (H@531 , p<.01), and therefore may
account for differences found between groups. e fEmge of adversity scores for each
group, alongside the median, which is considered#st measure of central tendency for
ordinal data (Coolican, 2009; Sanders, 2010),asigded in Table 4.7. On average, the
group who had not offended was rated lowest foosue to adversity, and the group

who had sexually offended was rated highest.
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Table 4.7

Descriptive statistics for adversity scores acritesthree different groups.

Not offended Offended non-  Offended
Adversity Score sexually sexually
Range 1-to-5 2-10-6 2-10-6
Median 3 4 4.5

Hypothesis 3: Differences in personal resiliencinsen groups would remain

significant after controlling for exposure to adsiy

Forward stepwise binary logistic regression aredysere used to test the
hypothesis that resiliency scores would remainigagmt predictors of group
membership after controlling for exposure to adwyerg-or the purpose of logistic
regressions, adversity data needed to be grouplesvgscores< 2), moderate (score= 3);
high (score = 4) and very high (scar®), to ensure crosstabs contained no empty cells.
Regression analyses were additionally performezkémmine whether personal resiliency
profiles would remain significant after controllifgr ethnicity, as this had been identified
within the current study as a potentially confoungdvariable. Despite group differences
for the variable age, this was not controlled fathim a regression model, because it had
already been controlled for through use of the RSCdéyes that were corrected for age.

Table 4.8 presents the findings from a number giklec regression analyses.
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Table 4.8
Binary logistic regressions to analyse whether paed resiliency predicted group

membership after taking into account exposure teeesity and ethnicity (N=144)

B Wald's P- 95% CI for Exp B Nagel- %
(SE) x> value Lower Exp B Upper kerke’'s Correctly
Measure and Group Factor R2  Classified
Mastery controlling for Adversity 1.06 24.17 <.001 1.89 2.88 4.39
Adversity (:22)
Groups: Mastery -08 7.15 .007 .87 .92 .98
Sexually offended (.03)
Y,
Not sexually offended (Model incl. .28 715
intercept)
Mastery controlling for Ethnicity 216 8.02 .005 1.95 8.70  38.87
Ethnicity (.76)
Groups:
Sexually offended Mastery -08 8.71 .003 .88 .92 .97
v (.03)
Not sexually offended (Model incl. 21 67.4
intercept)
Relatedness controlling  Adversity 1.04 24.10 <.001 1.87 2.83 4.29
for Adversity (.21)
Groups: Relatedness ~ -05 449 .034 .90 .95 1.0
Sexually offended
Vv (.03)
Not sexually offended (Model incl. .32 72.2
intercept)
Relatedness controlling  Ethnicity 225 8.61 .003 211 9.46 4241
for Ethnicity (.77)
Groups: Relatedness ~ -06 7.57 .006 .90 .94 .98
Sexually offended
vV (.02)
Not sexually offended (Model incl. .20 67.4
intercept)
Reactivity controlling for  Adversity 1.22 27.19 <.001 2.14 3.39 5.36
Adversity (.23)
Groups: Reactiviy ~ .07 9.09 <003 1.03 1.08 1.13
Offended
Y (.03)
Not offended (Model incl. 42 77.1
intercept)
Reactivity controlling for  Adversity 243 17.86 <.001 3.68 11.35 35.01
Ethnicity (.58)
Groups: -
Offended Reactivity .08 12.08 .001 1.04 1.08 1.13
N (.02)
Not offended (Model incl. .32 72.2
intercept)
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The previous MANOVA analysis had indicated a digant difference for
‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’ between groups whor@dffended and who had sexually
offended only. However, strictly speaking, anatgsihe data using these two groups was
not binary (i.e., not offended verses offendedsaexually offended verses not sexually
offended) in that males who had non-sexually oféshd/ould be excluded from the
analysis even though they contribute towards thargigroupings. In previous tests,
males who had offended non-sexually differed fraher of the other two groups
significantly regarding ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatednessbres, however the difference in
their ‘Mastery’ scores was approaching levels ghgicance when compared to males
who had sexually offended (p=0.06). This, in addito the difference found for these
scales between only non-offending and sexuallynofifeg groups, indicated that personal
resiliency for males who had committed this pattictype of offending should be
considered separately. Therefore, forward steplegistic regression analyses were
conducted for the binary categories sexually ofeehderses not sexually offended (with
the latter group consisting of males who had nowakly offended and who had not
offended).

This analysis revealed that the scores for ‘Mg5steade an independent
significant prediction to males sexually offendiatpove and beyond the effects of both
exposure to adversity and ethnicity (Walgis7.15, = -.08, p<.01, OR = 0.%hd
Wald's¥?=8.71 = -.08, p <.05, OR = 0.92, respectively). Addciadly, the scores for
‘Relatedness’ made an independent significant ptiedi to males sexually offending,
above and beyond the effects of both exposurewveraily and ethnicity (Wald'g?=4.49,

B = -.05, p<.05, OR = 0.95 and Walg=7.57,8 = -.06, p <.01, OR = 0.94,

respectively). A regression model using both asitaeand ‘Mastery’ or ‘Relatedness’

131



factors resulted in 72% of participants being odiyeclassified and explained
approximately 30% of the variance (Nagelkeri&'s 0.28 and 0.32, respectively).

For ‘Relatedness’ previous analysis had indicthetithere was a significant
difference between both groups who had offendedugdly and non-sexually) with males
who had not offended, but not between the offendnmugips. Therefore, forward stepwise
logistic regressions were conducted for the bimatggories not offended verses offended
(with the latter group consisting of males who had-sexually offended and who had
sexually offended). This analysis revealed thatdtores for ‘Reactivity’ made an
independent significant prediction to males offaigdnon-sexually and sexually, above
and beyond the effects of both exposure to adyessd ethnicity (Wald'$2=9.09,p =
.07, p<.01, OR = 1.08nd Wald’sy?=12.08f = .08, p <0.01, OR = 1.08 respectively). A
regression model using both adversity and ‘Reagtifactors resulted in 77% of
participants being correctly classified and exmdid2% of the variance (Nagelkerkis

= 0.42).

Resiliency profiles identified through cluster anais

After removing one outlier for the non-offendingpgp and two outliers for the sexual
offending group, two profiles of personal resiligniabelled A and B, could be identified
for each of the three groups examined: males wkdmbéoffended, males who had non-
sexually offended and males who had sexually o#dndlhese are graphically presented
in Figure 4.1. Table 4.9 provides the means amldsird deviations of Resiliency Scale
scores for the different profiles identified thrdugjuster analysis. Using classifications
based on normative data provided in the Resilidviagual (Prince-Embury, 2007),

profiles A and profile B in the group who had néfeaded, might be descriptively
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classified as below average-to-average resourcasige vulnerability, and above

average resources/below average vulnerability ectggely. For males who non-sexually
offended, profiles A and B could, respectively,dascribed as below average
resources/high vulnerability and average (uppexQueces/average vulnerability. These
clusters unlike those for other groups, had a slighss over between scores for resources
(i.e., ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’), although sedi@ reactivity were very distinct, as
indicated by 95% CI's for the mean. Profiles A gmdfile B in the group who had
sexually offended, could be classified as low reses/high vulnerability, and average

(lower) resources/average vulnerability, respebtive

ih

0

G5 l
G0 / } 4
; . / /

T

45 . 7 L r

40

/
. —/

30

T T T T T T T T T T
MaS RFI RFA MaS RFI RFA MaS RFI RFA

Not Offendec Non-sexually Offended Sexually Offended

Figure 4.1.Profiles of personal resiliency, based on meanescdormales who have not

offended males who have non-sexually offended aal@snwho have sexually offended.

Profile A for the group who had not offended andfie’s B for the groups who offended
non-sexually and sexually were similar. Fifty-se\percent of the non-offenders fitted
profile A, and the two B profiles contained 63% &#%6 of young people who offended

non-sexually and sexually, respectively. It therefwould appear that the majority of the
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sample shared a similar level of personal resilighat could be approximately
characterized as average resiliency. Profile Aliertwo groups who had offended were
underpinned by a similar pattern, although males tdd sexually offended had lower
‘Mastery’, ‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’, theseisters were not very resilient. Profile B
for the group who had not offended appeared distothis group and represented high
or superior resilience. This was the only profileere individual’s resources (i.e.,

‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’) exceeded their leekactivity.

Table 4.9
Descriptive statistics for ‘Mastery’, ‘Relatednessid ‘Reactivity’ by profiles of personal

resiliency for the three groups (N=141)

Mastery Relatedness Reactivity

Group  ResiliencyN % Mean SD 95% Mean SD 95% Mean SD 95%

Profile Cl Cl Cl
Not A 32 57 44.13 3.90 42.72-44.00 5.63 41.97-53.97 7.15 51.39-
offended 45,53 46.03 56.55
B 24 43 52.71 4.78 50.69-54.71 3.71 53.14-45.21 5.00 43.10-
54.73 56.28 47.32
Non- A 13 37 42.38 6.69 38.34-41.38 8.27 36.39-68.38 6.55 64.43-
sexually 46.43 46.38 72.34

Offended
B 22 63 49.64 8.17 46.01-49.64 8.62 45.82-52.36 7.12 49.21-
53.26 53.46 55.52

Sexually A 19 38 37.11 6.48 33.98-35.74 5.74 32.97-61.05 9.32 56.56-
Offended 40.23 38.50 65.55

B 31 62 46.13 4.66 44.42-47.13 4.94 45.32-51.81 8.06 48.85-
47.84 48.94 54.76
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A one-way ANOVA showed that age did not signifitamifferentiate between
profile A and profile B for males who had not offed, males who had non-sexually
offended, or males who had sexually offended (F3;1F1.91 and F=.18 respectively,
p>.05). For Chi square analysis between diffecirgters across groups, in order to meet
requirements of cross-tabulations, categories weltapsed into two classifications.
Adversity was classified as (1)low-to-moderate expe (scores af3); (2)high-to-very
high exposure (scores »#), and educational ability became (1)below average
(2)average or above average. Educational abildyndi significantly differ between
profiles A and B for groups who had not offendeahsexually offended or sexually
offended §2=2.46;y2=1.29 ang?=.76 respectively, p>.05), neither did exposure to

adversity §2=.40;%2=1.86 andi?=1.44 respectively, p>.05).

Summary of main findings

In summary, both offending groups had lower aversapres for ‘Mastery’ and
‘Relatedness’, and higher scores for ‘Reactivitidditionally, males who had offended
sexually significantly differed to males who had nfiended for ‘Mastery’,
‘Relatedness’ and ‘Reactivity’, and males who h#draled non-sexually significantly
differed to males who had not offended for ‘Reatgtlv No significant differences in
personal resiliency was found between the two gsaupo had offended, although when
males who had both non-sexual and sexual offenses @xcluded from the sexual
offending sample, significant differences were fodor ‘Mastery’. The above findings
for the original three groups of males remainedificant after controlling for exposure
to adversity, and also after controlling for ethtyievhich was identified as a potentially

confounding variable.
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Exploratory investigation of resiliency profilestian the three groups, through
cluster analysis, revealed that each group coukkparated into two different profiles.
One profile emerged for the non-offending groug thas specific only to this group and
was characterised by superior resiliency. Oneilpraefas fairly similar between the two
offending groups, characterised by high vulnerghiand a separate profile was similar
between all three groups characterised by aveesigency. It could be concluded that
the majority (just over 50%) of males who had nitéreded, had non-sexually offended
and had sexually offended, appeared to share siquklities of personal resiliency.
Adversity, educational ability and age, did nofelifsignificantly between the profiles in

any of the groups.

Discussion

The purpose of the current study was to identifyilarities and differences in
personal resilience between young males who hadbfigroffended, non-sexually
offended and not offended, using the RSCA (Pringe#s&ry, 2007). ‘Resiliency’ was
compromised of separate scores on three scalestelg ‘Relatedness’ and
‘Reactivity’. It was hypothesised that males wha loéfended would have significantly
lower ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatedness’, and significgritigher ‘Reactivity’, than males who
had not offended, and that scores would not sicpmfily differ between the two
offending groups. It was expected that resultsldroemain significant after controlling
for adversity, thus showing that personal resiedifferentiated between groups.
Finally the current study explored whether différegsiliency profiles could be

distinguished between the groups.
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Findings revealed a more complicated picture thas initially predicted, and
whilst in the main, support was found for the alithypothesis that young people who
had offended were less resilient than those whanlbhdffended, the differences were not
significant for two of the three constructs of maral resiliency in the non-sexual
offending groups. In support of hypothesis 1,gmificant difference in personal
resiliency was demonstrated for each scale betweeng males who had sexually
offended and young males who had not offended. é¥ew an unexpected result was
that males who had non-sexually offended only $icamtly differed to those who had
not offended on the scale measuring the male’sreeqpee of, and difficulty regulating,
upset feelings (i.e., Reactivity scale). No sigaift differences in personal resiliency
were initially found between the two offending gpsuvhich supported hypothesis 2.
However, when males who had committed both sexadih@n-sexual offences were
removed from the sexual offending sample, diffeesnwere found between these groups
for the scale measuring their perception of persco@mpetence, their ability to have a
positive future and their flexibility to the exjpence of doing things well (i.e., Mastery
scale).

Therefore, on closer inspection, hypothesis 12anere only partially supported.
As predicted, in hypothesis 3, results remainediBggnt after controlling for exposure
to adversity. It is of note that exposure to adig was a significant predictor of group
membership and that models including both adveesityresiliency variables correctly
classified participants in more than 70% of casé&sch group could be clustered into a
further two categories that appeared to be diffemted by resiliency scores only, with no
differences found between groups for exposure vermsity, age or educational ability.

Both similarities and differences were found betmvgeoups regarding the clustering of
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resiliency profiles, and a very distinct profile sMaentified for males who had not
offended. Overall however, approximately 60% aftigipants from all groups

demonstrated a profile generally resembling ‘avenagiliency’.

Comparing scores for personal resiliency betweeonws

The findings that young males who had sexuallyrafésl are likely to be less
optimistic, are less competent and are less flexiblthe experience of doing things well
(i.e., scored lower on the Mastery scale), andahkver sense of connectedness to others
(i.e., scored lower on the Relatedness scale)yigasted by previous literature. For
example, it was consistent with previous ‘mastegjated findings that these males are
more likely to have poor problem solving abilitientky et al., 2000), a lack of self-
sufficiency, low self-esteem and greater pessin{ldonter & Figueredo, 2000; Katz,
2000). Itis also consistent with previous ‘retatess’ findings that sexually offending
males tend to be socially isolated (Awad & SaundE989; Marshall, 1989,1998), lack
intimate relationships (Marshall, 1998; Powis, 2082d have poor social and
interpersonal skills (Katz, 1990; Knight & Prentk@93; Langstrom & Grann, 2000;
Leon et al., 2008; Way, 2005). Additionally, theding that young males in sexual and
non-sexual offending groups were more likely teebh@tionally reactive (i.e., sensitive,
have greater difficulty regulating affect and haveater impairment from emotional
upset, as measured by the Reactivity scale) tha@smdno had not offended, could be
explained by previous findings that they are mikely to be aggressive (Loeber & Hay,
1996; Loeber et al., 1991; Kavoussi et al., 1998} 8ten, 2000; Moeller, 2001; Rutter &
Garmezy, 1983; Wieckowski et al., 1998), lack pesitoping skills (Marsland &

Hammersley, 2006), have poor emotional controltéPsn et al., 2000; Stoolmiller,

138



2001) or experience negative mood states (RicharflSBraham, 1997; Way & Spieker,
1997).

The unexpected finding, that ‘Mastery’ aitlatedness’ scores did not significantly
differ between males who had non-sexually offenaled not offended, may be explained
by limitations of the current methodology, these @discussed in greater detail below.
This could include socially desirable respondinghsy non-sexual offending group, the
committal of offences without being caught or fedltwo self report offending by the non-
offending group, or might be indicative of a numb&males who had not offended being
likely to receive cautions or convictions for oféas in the future. Alternatively, whilst
males who had non-sexually offended were typicaltye likely to have slightly lower
scores for these resilient resources than maleshate not offended, as supported within
the literature regarding their poorer achievemBanho, 1990), lack of orientation
towards future goals (Steinberg & Scott, 2003),rpoproblem solving (Leadbeater et al.,
1989) and poorer attachments, social support, acidlsskills (Bartol, 2006; Campbell &
Harrington 2002; Denham et al., 2002; Loeber etl@96; Van Kammen & Farrington,
1991), they might also share many similaritiesyprging differences from being
significant. For example, self-esteem is an imgoarpart of resiliency (Daniel &
Wassell, 2002) and in her preliminary analysis €gtEmbury (2007) found that self-
concept, as measured by the Beck Youth Inventofgdck, Beck, Jolly, & Steer, 2005)
was highly and positively correlated with adolescaores for ‘Mastery’ and
‘Relatedness’ (r=.80 and .70 respectively), howewesome studies self-esteem has not
significantly differed between offending and norfieoiding groups (e.g., Baker & Ireland,

2007; McLoughlin, 2000).
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Furthermore, it may be that individuals who hawe-sexually offended should
not be treated as one uniform group. It is posdisht significant differences exist
between different offending-types, and that facpoessalent in groups who committed
some types of offences were more similar to theeeaiho did not offend compared to
those who had perpetrated other types of offenEes.example, in a meta-analysis
conducted by Jolliffe and Farrington (2004), thees some support that empathy might
significantly differ between individuals who hadlently and non-violently offended.
Similarly Syverson and Romney (1985) found diffeenbetween these two groups
regarding full scale IQ and verbal intelligencealstudy by Baker and Ireland (2007),
groups who had not offended significantly diffefemm groups who had violently
offended for executive functioning, but not withogps who had non-violently offended.
It was not possible for the present study to défiftiate results based on different types of
offending due to the small sample size, althoughdbuld be an area for future research
to explore.

The results that ‘Relatedness’ scores were lov#oigh not significantly
different, for males who sexually offended comparedhales who non-sexually
offended, might be indicative of their greater sbd@olation and inferior interpersonal
skills, alongside their similar difficulties wittosial incompetence, social problems and
poor attachments (Seto & Lalumiére, 2010). Thelaimscores between offending
groups for their sense of relatedness is furthgpsted by findings that young people
who have sexually and non-sexually offended shiaagacteristics regarding their
perceived competence at developing peer relatipasind approval (Butler & Seto,
2002; Ford & Linney, 1995). In the current stuthgles who had non-sexually offended,

on average had a higher degree of emotional reiydinan other groups, although this
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did not differ significantly to the sexual offendigroup. This may be indicative of the
greater likelihood for males who have non-sexualfgnded to use substances (Seto &
Lalumiére, 2010). For example, problems with usingstances have previously been
associated with poor or maladaptive emotional &g (Sher & Grekin, 2007; Tice,
Bratslavsky, & Baumeister, 2001). Similaritiedenels of ‘Reactivity’ between these
offending groups adds weight to previous findinggarding their similar coping
strategies (Spaccarelli et al., 1997), affective imternalising/externalising behaviours
(van Wijk, Vreugdenhill, & Bullens, 2004) and comtiproblems (Seto & Lalumiere,
2010).

Whilst initially, no significant differences for pgonal resiliency were found
between the two offending groups, further analyengaled significant differences for
‘Mastery’. In further analysis, the potential camtination of non-sexual offending
behaviour within the sexual offending group wasoeed so that males who had
exclusively sexually and non-sexually offended wempared. A typology for males
who display harmful sexual behaviour based on ‘gists’ (exclusive sexual offending)
and ‘generalists’ (include both sexual and non-akatfending) has been proposed
within the adolescent literature (e.g., France &khn, 1993; Seto & Barbaree, 1997).
Here, generalists are believed to share a greateber of characteristics with males who
have non-sexually offended (Wolf, 2008). Theselggical distinctions have received
some preliminary support (Butler & Seto, 2002; @htihomas, 2010; Seto & Pullman,
in press; Wolf, 2008), therefore providing just#tmon for making this distinction in
subsequent analysis. The finding that young mateshad exclusively sexually
offended had a significantly lower perceived sevfsmastery than the non-sexually

offending group, could be explained by Seto anditrédére’s (2010) findings that sex
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offending groups tend to have a lower self-esteempared to their non-sexual offending
counterparts. Low self-esteem is likely to negafivmpact on a youths report of their
self competence, optimism for the future and fléxibto the experience of doing things
well (see Karademas, 2006; Pajares, 2006; Schalzéi@ez Doza, Sud, & Schwarzer,
2002; Schwarzer, BaRdler, Kwiatek, Schroder, & Zhd®97). In summary, in
consideration of whether young people who have agxaffended are a distinct
offending group, as put forward by van Wijk et(@006, 2007), it would appear from the
current study that some males who have offendedadigdhave dissimilar resiliency from
a non-sexually offending group regarding their pptmon of the personal resource

‘Mastery’.

Adversity and personal resiliency

It has been proposed that personal resiliencynzranal part of development
(Masten, 2001; Masten & Powell, 2003) and therebéame occur naturally, without
exposure to prior adversity (Fergusson & Horwodi)2, Luther & Cicchetti, 2000).
However, the present study measured adversity beaauts potential to confound
results. For example, risk factors associate ganeral or sexual offending include
prior abuse (Lee, Jackson, Patterson, & Ward, 2B02rano & De Luca, 1996; Widom,
1989); family conflict, breakdown and dysfunctidkrdji, 1997; Lee et al., 2002;
Farrington, 1992); low income (West, 1982; West&srington, 1973) and disruption to
education (Challen & Walton, 2004; Farrington, 2002guin et al., 1995; West, 1982).
In the current study, exposure to adversity sigaiitly differed between groups, with
males who had committed offences tending to haea lee&posed to a greater amount of

adversity. The literature, which indicates thdeonéling groups often have histories of
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abuse, trauma and separation (Boswell, 1996; Cre@®€5; Fonagy et al., 1997),
provided support for this finding. It is of noteat on average, the non-offending group
experienced a moderate degree of adversity, howenthin the present study, adversity
was defined as a normal developmental procesgfdescents, and as such low exposure
included failure of an exam or the break-up of maatic relationship. This being said,
consistent with Masten’s (2001) definition of resilce, males who had not offended had
good outcomes (i.e., not previously being in treublth the law) in spite of experiencing
some level of threats to their adaptation or dgualent.

In agreement with claims that adversity and risides, by themselves, do not
fully explain why young people offend sexually mmsexually (Gilgun, 1996, 2006;
Werner & Smith, 1992), analyses demonstrated thext after controlling for adversity,
scores on relevant resiliency scales continuedddigt group membership (sexual verses
no sexual offending for ‘Mastery’ and ‘Relatednessid offending verses no offending
for ‘Reactivity’). The current finding that modalgilising both adversity and resiliency
factors correctly classified group membership feero/0% of participants, mirrored
previous findings that resiliency can add to moa¢lssk (Gilgun, 1999; McKnight &

Booker-Loper, 2002).

Profiles of personal resiliency

The personal profiles found within the current stwetre compared to Prince-
Embury and Steer’s (2010) normative sample and Mwowadd colleagues (2010)
offending sample. However, unlike the latter styatpfiles for resiliency sub-scales
were not identified, instead only global scalesevgsed, consistent with the analysis

conducted by Prince-Embury and Steer (2010), andd€wand colleagues (2010). Like
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the three other studies that analysed resilienafiles using the RSCA, the current study
found that different profiles of personal resiligrmere exhibited within each group.
Within the current study there were two profileséach group, which differed to Prince-
Embury and Steer’s (2010) identification of threefipes to represent their normative
sample, and Mowder and colleagues’ (2010) fourile®for their offending sample. It is
likely that these differences are attributableh® ¢urrent study having a considerably
smaller sample size and using only male particgpaBth Price-Embury and Steer
(2010), and Mowder and colleagues (2010) foundybahg females, which accounted
for between 50% and 76%, of their samples, resgaygtitended to have higher levels of
personal resilience than males. This made itadiffito directly compare profiles
between these former studies and the current study.

In the present study, 43% of males who had nondtd had a profile of ‘above
average resources/below average vulnerability’thedefore reported superior levels of
personal resiliency. This cluster of males hadlammalthough slightly less, resiliency in
comparison to the profile labelled ‘high resiliehzyPrince-Embury and Steer’s (2010)
normative sample. From Mowder and colleagues (R8atple of young people who
had offended, their ‘high vulnerability’ cluster meesimilar to the 37% of males who had
non-sexually offended in the current study and vetassified using the profile ‘below
average resources/high vulnerability’. Finallye thost vulnerable group in the present
research, which consisted of 38% of the samplealdéswho had sexually offended,
were labelled ‘low resources/high vulnerabilityhdamost closely represented Mowder
and colleagues’ (2010) ‘low resource vulnerabilgyoup. Therefore, these distinct
profiles that emerged through the current studyeveemparable to those from other

studies using normative and offending groups.
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Mirroring the findings of all three previous stadi(Kumar, 2010; Mowder et al.,
2010; Prince-Embury & Steer, 2010), one of theifsffor each group represented
approximately average levels of personal resilientlyis non-offending group was called
‘below average-to-average resources/average viiiiera(57% of sample), this non-
sexual offending group was classified ‘average @uppesources/average vulnerability’
(63% of sample), and this sexual offending group iaaelled ‘average (lower)
resources/average vulnerability’ (62% of sampk3.indicated by the profile
descriptions, each group had subtle differencéisam level of personal resiliency. Thus
average resiliency was expressed slightly difféyeaatross the groups, with the two
offending groups being most similar. The males Wwhd sexually and non-sexually
offended in this group, most closely representeditrmative sample labelled ‘average
resiliency’ in Prince-Embury and Steer’s (2010)dstuand Mowder and colleagues’
(2010) ‘average resiliency and vulnerability’ clesst The males who had not offended in
this group appeared well placed in between Prinoédy and Steer’s (2010) ‘average
resiliency’ and ‘low resource vulnerability’ prads for their normative sample.

The distinct profiles that emerged within the catrstudy followed the expected
pattern, whereby males in the non-offending groagh $uperior resilience, males in the
non-sexual offending group had low levels of resitie and males in the sexual offending
group were most vulnerable. However, these pofigresented the minority of the
sample (between 37 and 42%). In explanation of thky found average resiliency in
their clinical sample and low resource vulnerapilit their normative sample, Prince-
Embury and Steer (2010) suggested that mild symgtomlack of insight, might explain
the former result; and reduced access to senacespoor detection or identification,

may explain the latter result. This could simildre hypothesised for the present study.

145



Average personal resiliency in offending groupsl@dde indicative ofess frequent and
less serious offending behaviour or a lack of insigto their difficulties. Alternatively,
as a dynamic process (Luthar et al., 2000; Olssah,e2003; Philippe et al., 2011) it
might be that the time lapse between offendingamdpleting the resiliency
guestionnaire could account for changes to resipesfiles, especially since the criminal
justice system does not always immediately procasss. For example, it may be that as
a result of the identification of and consequereag@srced due to offending behaviours
some individuals became more attuned and/or metivit control emotional reactivity,
and experienced more support from their networkctvim turn impacted on their sense
of mastery and relatedness.

A further explanation could be that these youngaesalad resilient resources at
the time of offending, but in the context in whittey offended they were prevented or
unmotivated to draw on these resources due to &dbtars or barriers. This latter
explanation has coherence with the assumptioroffextding groups may not be able to
access the resources they need to overcome riggsig&t al., 2000), and propositions
within the Good Lives Model (Ward & Gannon, 2006ak¥ & Stewart, 2003) of internal
and external barriers preventing the attainmeimngpbrtant goals, or the meeting of
priority needs, through appropriate and non-offagdneans. Loeber and Farrington
(2000) found in their longitudinal study that, &wme, minor offending can be
underpinned by universal emotions, such as a diesiexcitement, which can be part of
the ordinary developmental and learning experi¢hemigh trial and error. For such
young people, it would not necessarily be expettiatithey had significantly deficient

levels of personal resiliency.
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The profile ‘below average-to-average resourceséeevulnerability’ for the
non-offending group, might be suggestive of a Meedurther assessments of
vulnerability and difficulties, in that resourcegem bordering ‘below average’. This
notion was similarly put forward by Prince-EmburnydaSteer (2010) for their ‘low
resource vulnerability’ cluster. Screening mayphmievent this group from offending or
having general difficulties in the future. Altetiv@ explanations could be that this group
have offended previously but have not been caughboest about this, or that other
protective factors not measured by the RSCA aduhtly account for their positive
outcome of not offending. It is of note, howewbat despite this cluster perceiving
themselves as having lower resources comparec tavitrage resiliency profiles for the
offending groups, when their ‘Reactivity’ scoresrevalso considered, their overall scale

scores did not reflect particular vulnerability.

Limitations of the study and recommendations fortéwe research

The current study utilised a sample of conveniett@vey and Delfabbro (2004)
criticise the use of opportunity samples in thigetyf research because they do not
necessarily represent the population of inter&sie size of the current sample exceeded
estimates derived through priori power analysisyloat was deemed sufficient for tests
using a MANOVA. Furthermore, for regression analysample sizes were greater than
the 10 to 15 cases per predictor that is commaipeated (Field, 2005). However, for
cluster analysis, whilst there is no accepted ofiaumb for the size of samples
(Dolnicar, 2002; Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011), it is likehat the use of larger samples for
each group would have resulted in more clustersaor@ valid and optimal profiles

being identified. In the three other known studissg cluster analytic techniques with
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the RSCA, the minimum number of participants ir@ug was 100 (Kumar et al., 2010),
whereas the current analysis used groups with legt\86 and 56 participants. Therefore,
caution should be exercised when interpreting aifieprofiles of personal resiliency for
the different groups, due to the small numbersiwitach sample. Future research
should attempt to replicate the cluster analysisgugrger sample sizes.

In some analyses in the current study, males whicshaually offended were
treated as a homogenous population, despite satreaiion from prior studies that it
could be helpful to separate them into males whe lexclusively offended sexually
(specialists) and males whose sexual offence ibneany offences they have
committed (generalists). Similarly, there is s@uggestion from previous research that
it might be unhelpful to put all non-sexual offemslento one category, and instead
classifications such as violent verses non-viotéfegnces have been used. If future
studies could access sufficient sample sizes, ytimeauseful to differentiate and break
down non-sexual and sexual offending groups fuyth@sed on types or diversity of
offending.

The current study failed to match samples or usdamisation, which is likely to
have limited the validity and generalisability afdings. For example, there were
significant discrepancies between the number ofendmd non-white participants in
offending and non-offending groups. However, argjth of the current study was that it
did attempt to control for potentially confoundingriables, identified through a literature
search or through significant diversity in demodpiapvariables between the three groups.
Whilst in the present study the ethnic composibetween groups was significantly
different, Prince-Embury (2009) found high levetsrdernal consistency for the RSCA

Scales across different racial/ethnic categories (Ghapter Three). Additionally, using
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regression analysis, results regarding group diffees for scale scores were shown to
remain significant after controlling for ethnicityariation in ages between groups was
resolved through using T-scores, which have begrstd to account for age differences
in personal resiliency (see Chapter Three). Funibee, educational ability was
measured in the present study because 1Q, geragaitive abilities and academic
performance had been identified within the literatas influential to resiliency (Block &
Kremen, 1996; Masten, 200Tiet et al., 1998) and offending behaviour (Fer&ra
McDonald, 1996; Guerra et al., 1995 Koenen e8l06; Snowling et al., 2000;
Veneziano & Veneziano, 2002). The failure of therent study to show significant
differences between groups regarding educationktyaimight be explained by these
factors genuinely not differing between the groupsternatively, it might be that as a
result of the classification and subjective measam of educational ability, whereby
professionals rated participants as ‘below averdgeérage’, and ‘above average’ on the
basis of cognitive and academic information, tHastors were not appropriately
operationalised or captured. This would have miapessible for cognitive functioning
to have confounded results. In recognition of linmstation, future studies should use
more objective measures of cognitive functionirg,edxample, the Wechsler Adult
Intelligence Scale (Wechsler, 1981; Weschler, 189&schler, 2008) and Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children (Weschler, 1991;38kder, 2003). However this would
have considerable resource implications to a stadg,as such was beyond the scope of
the current research.

A constraint of using the RSCA T-scores was thay were developed based on
an American sample (Prince-Embury, 2007) and tbesedre not necessarily applicable

or appropriate to use with a UK sample. Howevas toncern was lessened by the fact
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that T-scores were consistently used for the estireple, and therefore would be
expected to have impacted similarly on each ofytloeips used in the present study. The
RSCA only focuses on the internal mechanisms afqrel resiliency and appears to
ignore the measurement of external factors thasiangarly associated with resilience,
such as the environment and family (Garmezy, 188isten & Obradowi, 2006).
Prince-Embury (2007) answers to this limitationsinggesting that how the young person
experiences these environmental factors are likkeignpact on their personal resiliency,
as measured by the RSCA. A further limitation ted the adversity scale was not a
standardised scale and therefore had not beeid testelation to the robustness of all its’
psychometric properties. Therefore whilst somenafits had been made to encourage
and test for the reliability of scores betweennsgtand the face validity of the scale,
assurances can not be given regarding other imqaytealities such as its concurrent
validity and internal consistency.

Furthermore, both the RSCA and the adversity smalle measured the rater’s
perception of personal resiliency and exposuralt@sity, which relied on a subjective
assessment dependent on their level of insighkaodledge. The study also suffered
from the general limitations regarding use of psyabtric questionnaires, that is, use of
predetermined responses and scale scores limitengdhness of information regarding,
in this case, the individual experiences of resdieand adversity (Robson, 1993).
Furthermore, without a built-in social desirabilggale, there was no formal screening for
the honesty or sincerity of responses on the RSCénsequently, results could have
been confounded by distorted responding. It ismeuended that future research could
improve on the present study by additionally adstering to participants a measure of

social desirability. However, Seto and Lalumien@810) findings, that no significant
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differences existed for impression management ketvgexual and non-sexual offending
groups, shows promise regarding the interpretaifdhe current results. This being said,
their findings regarding young people who had sbyxwdfended having significantly
lower self-esteem, could impact on how this groompleted the RSCA as a whole,
reinforcing that this study is limited to the pgstien the young males had about their
personal resilience, rather than an objective nreasiutheir actual resiliency.

Finally, the present study relied on examining sigant differences between
groups that were differentiated on the basis adraffing behaviour. In the main, whether
self-reported or not, offending behaviour was dadithrough formal proceedings with
the criminal justice system. Only a small minoonfymales who had sexually offended
did not go through this route, but nonetheless wefierred by professionals for specialist
treatment due to concerns regarding the seriougrig¢lsir behaviour. The large reliance
on official proceedings to detect offending, thrbwgcaution or conviction, rather than
using actual antisocial behaviours to specificdlitinguish groups (as done in the study
of Loeber, Pardini, Stouthamer- Loeber, & Raind20.oeber, Stouthamer-Loeber, Van
Kammen, & Farrington, 1991; Stouthamer- Loebel.e2804), is likely to introduce bias
regarding offending that goes unreported and uctiEtg Thornberry & Krohn, 2000;
2003). In a study by Farrington and colleague9620there were 3.2 self-reported
offenders, where classification did not solely retyformal prosecutions, for every one
offender based on official cautions or convictiod$erefore, because of how offending
has been defined within the present study, therelreasome males within the non-
offending group who in real terms have offendelezisexually or non-sexually although
have not received a caution or conviction, andlaihyithere might be some males

included within the non-sex offending group who éaksplayed sexually harmful
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behaviour. This would be likely to contaminateutess because the clear distinction that
exists in the study between these groups wouldb@aoeal. Furthermore, the distinction
between offending and non-offending groups has eestioned by Soothill and Francis
(2009), in that all individuals could be at riskling convicted for offending in the
future. In light of these limitations, future stesl could seek to use self-reports of actual
anti-social or offending behaviours to define grongmbership (although it should be
noted that this introduces its own set of limitap It would also be interesting for a
longitudinal research study to be undertaken, sessresiliency and offending
behaviours at regular intervals and determine xitene that offending groups with
average resiliency re-offend compared to those lwitler levels of personal resiliency,
and examine the extent that males who have nohaéie but have lower personal

resources tend to offend in the future.

Implications and recommendations

In consideration of the enormous cost to societyonith crime, including harmful
sexual behaviours, it is to society’s benefit ing&trventions reduce offending and offer
effective rehabilitation. The overall results bétcurrent study highlight some merit in
facilitating greater resiliency and reducing vubdgtity within rehabilitative work for
youngsters who have committed non-sexual and sefigices.In general, the findings
demonstrate a value ohdertaking interventions with males who have skxwdfended,
to build on and improve their perception of selfsteay, increase their sense of
relatedness, and reduce their vulnerability to Ufestings. Additionally, the results
support working with males who have non-sexualfgmded to address their level of

sensitivity, impairment and recovery after feelargotionally aroused. This work can be
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facilitated informally within communities, as wels being undertaken more formally by
public services, such as schools and social daoe example, significant others and
community groups could help to positively develbp young person’s self-efficacy and
sense of belonging.

The findings of this study would not support a ‘@nee fits all’ approach to
improving resiliency for all young people who haféended. Instead, they highlight the
need to assess the particular aspects of resilitbat@re important to foster within
individuals. For example, not all males within leadfending group demonstrated the
same profile of personal resiliency. Whilst somades reported low resources and high
vulnerability, others endorsed having average kewépersonal resiliency. For this latter
group, it might be that they require fewer resosrierehabilitate them, or that resources
should be concentrated on targeting risk managearehtriggers to offending, rather
than necessarily developing personal resiliency.

The present study additionally reinforces the valiesing models of resiliency,
alongside risk factors, to provide more accuragégigtions of offending. This finding
has support from the general literature (e.g., MgKn& Booker-Loper, 2002; Gilgun,
1999) and also supported the results of the systeftarature review in Chapter Two
regarding re-offending. The study therefore higfmis the potential utility of schools
assessing the personal resiliency of young peoptehvave been exposed to adversity but
have not offended, as a mechanism for screeningjlppes/ulnerability, with the intention
of building on resiliency to prevent future offendior problematic behaviour.

The findings of the current study support a movayfrom the traditional
exclusive focus on risks (see Rogers, 2000), tatiaddlly incorporate a focus of

resiliency and protective factors into practicénrdugh building personal resiliency, and
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thus rehabilitating through goal approach, as opgds goal avoidance, it is likely to be
more motivating and positive for individuals redatythe treatment (see Mann, Webster,
Schofield, & Marshall, 2004; Wylie & Griffin, in gss). Furthermore, through
addressing some factors of personal resiliencyh asduilding a sense of relatedness, or
self-esteem for sexual offending groups, or enlmnemotional regulation for both
sexual offending and non-offending groups, itkelly to simultaneously impact on
criminogenic needs (see Andrews, Bonta, & HogeD18&nta & Andrews, 2007 for
explanation of criminogenic needs). This argum&similar within the Good Lives

Model (Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward & Stewart, 200@hereby the promotion of goals,
through increasing the individuals capacity anduocguy barriers to meeting their needs in
pro-social ways, also attends to dynamic risk fic(eee Ward & Gannon, 2006; Ward,
Vess, Collie, & Gannon, 2006).

Emphasising the dynamic nature of resilience, Ha¢RO06) reported, “young
people who have sexually abused may have demagtsinan-resilient outcomes...to
date, but this does not mean they are unable pmneksif the circumstances are right”
(p113). According to ObradayiBurt and Masten (2006), the transition to early
adulthood is a time where the most significant gesnn pathways to adaptation are
evident. Therefore, any treatment that is focdissedeveloping resiliency might be
optimal during this period of emerging adulthoodhieh is seen by Obradavand
colleagues as a ‘window of both opportunity andhedability’ (p. 343). As advocated by
Gilgun (2004) the process of accomplishing sometleemn serve as a protective factor,
and therefore treatment success in itself, espgthabugh a strengths-based approach, is
likely to provide this sense of accomplishment bhade positive implications regarding

rehabilitation.
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The current findings provide support for therenggboth similarities and
differences between males who have sexually aneserually offended. However,
regarding the treatment of these groups, it iscauedd that different approaches are
required to address personal resiliency. Whilsag emerged that both groups might
need help regarding their levels of emotional rigdygt the sexual offending group,
overall, would additionally appear to benefit framerventions to enhance their sense of
optimism, competence, flexibility to the experieméaloing things well, and sense of
connectedness to others. This would be more cobtpatith the arguments that unique
assessments and interventions are necessary fog ymople who have displayed
sexually harmful behaviours, rather than the pertspethat sexual and non-sexual
offending groups can be treated as a one homogsmpegulation (for more details on
this debate see Pullman & Seto, 2012).

Regarding future research, it is recommended thdies should build on the
current research through periodically undertakoltptv-ups to re-test levels of personal
resiliency and offending behaviour, thus explofagv resiliency at different
developmental stages relates to desistance, raewfig and the initiation of offending.
Future research should seek to use larger sangitiesentiate between ‘specialists’ and
‘generalists’ in the sexual offending sample, dedite non-sexual offending, include
measures to detect response-bias, and potentsalymproved measures or
classifications of educational ability, adversitydeoffending behaviour. It is hoped that
further investigation will lead to a better undarsting of the role of personal resiliency
in offending behaviour, in addition to improvingdmledge about the treatment needs of

youths who have sexually and non-sexually offend&dditionally, more research in this
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area could potentially provide an evidence basé¢hewitility of enhancing resilience and

protective factors to address offending behaviour.

Conclusions

The findings of the current study suggest that sxaleo have not offended have
greater overall personal resiliency than males idoce offended sexually, and have less
emotional vulnerability when upset, compared toewalho have offended non-sexually.
This is not surprising given the non-resilient ame of displaying offending behaviour.
However, the findings also suggest that persorsdigace is not the same for all
individuals in each group. Instead two differerdfpes of resilience could be found
within the groups, one where levels of personalieesy were more promising, and one
with lower personal resources and/or greater levielsiinerability. The findings of the
current research do not suggest that interventiers to exclusively shift from a risk
reduction framework to a resilience-promotion madedrder to prevent further
offending. However they do offer support for adogtinterventions to enhance aspects
of personal resiliency in young people who havemdied and indicate that such
interventions would need to be assessment-ledrrdthe applied generically to all

groups who have offended.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION OF THESIS
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Summary of main findings

The aim of this thesis was to address the curraatipy in knowledge and
research on the relevance of protective factorsresitience to youth offending and
desistance. In Chapter One of the current thééssyalue of investigating protective
factors and resiliency for youth offending popuwas was highlighted through a brief
review of the literature. This was upheld throwgintemporary beliefs that exclusively
focussing on deficits and pathology can be probtenfiar the individual to whom the
interventions are ‘done to’ and for the overallamnhes of rehabilitation. The potential
advantages of a more positive approach with tresgmas explored, this included
providing hope to practitioners, motivation to charior offenders and improving
outcomes. Furthermore, it was recognised thatigedactors and desistance are not
studied enough within the discipline of forensigg®logy and, as such, it was
conceived that the current thesis could make @ndtste and important contribution to
the study of youth offending.

Chapter Two, through a systematic review of ttexditure, found that protective
factors could be instrumental in helping young offers to desist from crime. These
predominantly included factors involved in sociahlding and supportive relationships;
structure, discipline and supervision; healthydfeland standards of behaviour; and
positive personal characteristics. The findingBdated that general family, school, and
peer factors may also have a protective influemcpreventing young offenders from
continuing with criminal careers, as well as oppoities for employment in early
adulthood. Some protective factors had relevanckesistance from sexual, violent and
general offences, although in the main the facdttudied appeared to perform better for

desistance from crime in general, as opposed tstdase from specific types of crime.
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Some protective factors were defined as part ofmee underlying construct as risk
factors and some were independent to risk factibneould appear that protective factors
might interact with risk factors to reduce the rigke-offending, however this finding
was inconclusive and based on a small number dfesu Regardless of the specific
relationship between these two sets of factorsetivas a general consensus that the
models most predictive of re-offending and desistaiended to be comprised of both risk
and protective factors. This indicated that thetusion of protective factors can add a
real value to risk assessments.

Chapter Three provided a critique of the ResiljeBcales for Children and
Adolescents (RSCA: Prince-Embury, 2007), used sessthe personal resiliency of
children and young people, and comprised of sgakssuring ‘mastery’, ‘relatedness’
and ‘emotional reactivity’. Strengths of the RS@&luded: its ability to respond to the
dynamic nature of resilience, its ease of usahjsctivity, its internal and test-retest
reliability, support for its content and constraatlysis, and its theoretical underpinnings.
However, limitations were also identified, for exalmthe absence of the predictive
validity of the RSCA and the potentially limitedrggralisability of its norms, which were
based on USA populations. However, with the absef@ ‘gold standard’ to measure
resilience, the RSCA provides a useful tool, thmetides practitioners and researchers to
focus on the positive attributes of children andng people, rather than exclusively
measuring their deficits. As such, the RSCA caqrlavide a real benefit to the field of
forensic psychology.

Chapter Four demonstrated that the RSCA couldiligdfe used with youth
offending populations. Through this original pexf research, the personal resiliency of

males who had sexually offended, non-sexually aléehand not offended was compared.
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The findings indicated that personal resiliencyeddd between these groups, with
controls having significantly superior levels organal resiliency than males who had
sexually offended in all three measured domaind,eving significantly greater
resiliency than males who had non-sexually offerfdedne domain, which related to
their degree of emotional reactivity. Furthermamales who had non-sexually offended,
compared to males who had exclusively committeeixaa offence, had significantly
better optimism, self-efficacy and flexibility the experience of doing things well, when
these constructs were measured collectively (mastery’). These findings indicated
that personal resiliency could be implicated witthia pathways to pro-social behaviour.
It also indicated that there might be differentrpedys to non-sexual and sexual
offending, with the sexually offending group gerigreequiring help to increase their
perceived levels of personal mastery and relatedimesthers, and both offending groups
generally needing assistance with decreasing pleegeived levels of emotional
reactivity.

Preliminary analysis comparing personal resiliewaiin each group through
clustering procedures found a cluster represemtatiapproximately average levels of
personal resiliency could be identified for alldbrgroups. Therefore some young people
within the offending groups had personal resoutikasmight divert them away from
further offending or, at a minimum, which coulddsgitalised on within treatment.
Additionally a second cluster was identified thatitied superior levels of personal
resiliency for the non-offending group and highdksvof vulnerability for both offending
groups. If resources are to be targeted, as itwthat works’ movement, these latter
groups would appear to benefit from a greater degfenterventions. Finally, this

research found that measuring personal resilielarngaide the risk factor exposure to
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adversity, added value to the prediction of offeigdi Therefore consistent with the
findings of the systematic review, using both @sikd protective factors provided the best
assessment model, rather than using either of taes®s in isolation.

As demonstrated in this chapter, on the whole tlegadl aim of the thesis was
achieved, despite some limitations which are suns@dibelow. Furthermore, as
illustrated in the summary of findings above, thkoiwing core objectives were
accomplished: investigation of what protective dastwere related to desistance, the
identification and evaluation of a psychometric swea to assess personal resiliency, and
empirical examination of the extent offending amhoffending groups differed
regarding their personal resiliency. The relatiopdetween risk and protective factors
was additionally explored, however due to the ledihumber of relevant studies
examining this, and the inconsistencies betweeoar ptudies on how protective factors
were defined and measured, no clear and defirctimelusions could be made on this
matter. However, inferences were made, in thattgreaipport was demonstrated for an
interactive relationship, and both the systematwaw and empirical research provided
confirmation for the improved predictive validity sk assessments when protective
factors or personal resiliency was included.

Based on the collective findings of the currensibiea preliminary model of
youth offending/re-offending has been proposedguie 5.1. However, it is important
to note that this model is unlikely to have inclddgl facets relevant to youth offending
and re-offending, for example other factors suchsksand triggers have not been
explored in detail within the current thesis. Tdfere this model should be revised in

light of the key findings from risk-based researhd should be developed as knowledge
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emerges from new research regarding different ptioeefactors and their specific

interaction with different risk factors.

Limitations and recommendations for theory and resarch

It is not the intention to repeat all the limitatgand recommendations identified
and cited within each chapter. Instead this seatith focus on the key limitations and
recommendations that are relevant to the thegismeral.

The development of different theoretical modelsxplain resiliency has resulted
in the use of inconsistent terminology to explamikr concepts (Jimerson et al., 2004).
Consequently, it is difficult to link operationagithitions to theoretical constructs
(Haines & Case, 2008). Therefore, the abilityraf turrent thesis to add to the deficient
knowledge and research base may be limited by #ye'pvotective factors’ and
‘resiliency’ have been defined, which will inevitglaliffer to definitions used in some
theoretical models and empirical studies. As siiadguld be difficult to synthesise the
current findings with existing models in a cohenemaly. For example the RSCA is
focused on measuring resiliency within the indiabuvhich somewhat neglects those
factors external to the individual that are bel@gby many to underpin ‘resiliency’.
Therefore a recommendation for the field in geneasao seek to rethink and revise the
current terminology and measurement of concepts ascesiliency and protective
factors, to make it more uniform and consistenvssdifferent models, disciplines and
research studies.

The measurement of ‘offending’ and ‘re-offergl is also problematic. It has

been proposed that whilst the vast majority of ywppaople (up to 80 or 90%) admit to

163



behaviours that would constitute ‘offending’, 029% are officially recorded as such
(Platt, 2009). Inevitably, studies into offendimghaviours are challenging, especially
when definitions are predominantly based on offidetection through a criminal justice
route, as in the present research study on resylieSimilarly the heavy reliance on
official data to define re-offending was probleroatiithin the systematic review. Not
only was this measure likely to underestimate dcttaffending (Barbaree & Marshall,
1990; Laub, 1997), it did not reflect a holisticasare of behaviour change, it neglected
potential shifts in positive identity, and it didtrcapture long-term desistance (McNeill,
2012). As such, both the research and systensatiew make conclusions and
recommendations based on flawed measurementsewidifig behaviour. Nonetheless,
these measurements have commonly been used imale&egause of the impracticalities
and questionable validity associated with othersuess, such as self-report or for
example definitions inclusive of occasional figlgtinvhich is considered part of normal
development for adolescents (Maccoby, 1986; P&lBellis, 2007; Smith-Khuri et al.,
2004). Additionally, using these measures, thsithextends knowledge of the relevance
of protective factors and personal resiliency wugs that are, or have had, some formal
involvement with the criminal justice system, ahdithese individuals that usually
involve the greater costs to society, at leasinarfcial terms. However, it would be of
interest for future research to explore persorslieacy and protective factors using
more liberal and holistic measures to define behavand behaviour change. It would
also be recommended that such research should cesipalarities and differences in
risk and positive factors between anti-social geowpo are, and who are not, officially
detected and processed through the criminal justiseem.

Finally, a further limitation is that the currghesis assumes that offenders can be
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studied as a group, based on the broad type aficdtethat they have committed, for
example ‘general’, ‘sexual’ and sometimes ‘violesffence groups. However, current
thinking is that offenders, including sexual andlent offenders, are not homogenous
groups, but instead within these groups, individualsub-groups demonstrate diversity
in relation to a number of variables (Evans, 20®8her & Beech, 2004; Kemshall, 2001;
Palermo, 2005; Palmer, 1998; van Wijk et al., 200R)e difference and value of
comparing a non-sexually offending group with yogwegple who had exclusively
committed a sexual offence (i.e., specialistsheaathan a sexually offending group
inclusive also of non-sexual offending (i.e., gatists), was demonstrated in the study on
personal resiliency. In response, it is recommeribat future research should seek to
identify and compare protective factors and persasiency for those different sub-
groups and typologies of offenders that are betideerepresent homogenous rather than

heterogeneous populations, and as such findingddhave greater validity.

Practical implications

The majority of research that exists studying jileesex offenders
(JSOs) is dominated by the predilection that idgmg risk factors
associated with recidivism will benefit both theD3Sand treatment

providers (Efta-Breitbach & Freeman, 2004, p. 257)

Whilst the current thesis does not reject thisamptit does support the additional
inclusion of protective factors and resiliency teximise the assessment and
rehabilitation of young people who have offendethtsexually and non-sexually.

Therefore positive factors, such as personal egsili; supportive relationships;
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boundaries and discipline, which appear to plaglaable role in the prevention of
offending and/or re-offending, need to be giveratgeimportance within forensic
psychology, both in terms of research and practidee findings of this thesis support the
potential practical and theoretical utility of réfidation models that are rooted in
positive psychology, such as the Good Lives Modelditionally, as indicated within the
systematic review, forensic psychology could berfedim a greater emphasis on
desistance, rather than exclusively examining pesstive behaviours such as re-
offending.

We know from research, that many young people vawe loffended either
generally or sexually will not commit general anddexual offences in adulthood
(Blumstein & Cohen, 1987; Wilcox et al., 2004). eféfore, an important part of the
assessment process is to predict who will and wiHaat re-offend. The current thesis
provides support that the evaluation of protectastors and personal resiliency can
enhance the predictive validity of assessment toblerefore it is recommended that risk
assessments for these youngsters should continonecigorate relevant positive factors,
for example, as attempted within the SAVRY and Alkksessment models, rather than
exclusively evaluating risks. As a result of bemgre holistic, rather than exclusively
deficit orientated, it is anticipated that sucheagssnents could encourage a sense of hope
(Benard, 2006) and would be routed in ethicallyeolgractice (Gilgun, Keskinen, Jones,
Marti, & Rice, 1999). For example, as discusse@hapter One, through exclusively
focussing on risks, young people can become casegband publicly stigmatised
according to their perceived dangerousness, witbl$athat are often difficult to modify
and change (Franklin, 2008). Wakefield (20p6ints out that such labels may prevent

individuals from accessing employment and oppotiesiand therefore are likely to be
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counterproductive to starting a new non-criminf. liinstead, the assessment of positive
factors can show promise of change and mitigatenagiabels of ‘high risk’.

Other important practical implications of assesgingitive factors, such as
personal resiliency and supportive relationshighas it could encourage strengths-based
interventions, such as developing personal ancdisoocmpetencies, which should
reinforce the positive appraisal of clients (Gilgatral., 1999). It is therefore likely that
assessment and treatment based on positive faatbrsotivate and empower young
people to change, rather than feel weighed dowthéiy problems as is emphasised
through a risk focussed assessment (Jimerson 084). It is also likely that such
assessments will seek to focus treatment on howtliddual can correct their
behaviours and develop in healthy ways throughaaaring goals, rather than
emphasising the avoidance of behaviours, whicmaftsought as a consequence of risk-
based assessments (Ward & Gannon, 2006). Ha2ké&®) distinguished between a
‘risk reduction’ and ‘resilience development’ assasnt framework. He noted that
whereas both can meet the same objective of priegehirther abuse, a ‘risk reduction’
approach will lead to a the emphasis of deficitd amesilience-based assessment will
focus on competences, and as such will encouraggatlng person and their family to be
active participants in identifying goals.

In light of findings that social bonding, suppotixelationships, structure,
discipline and supervision could be key to helpmgng people to desist from future
offences, it is important that practitioners coesithe supportive resources within the
adolescent’s environment and social context, intewidto the adolescents own personal
strengths. This could have implications for trénsi packages for young offenders when

they leave care or custodial settings. For exanifb@ciety and criminal justice
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organisations want to truly rehabilitate offendéingn it might be important to not only
provide interventions to build the young persons anternal resources, such as personal
resiliency, but also to place them within healthyieonments and develop their external
resources, such as peer, family and community stigboough work with their network
and communities. The present thesis highlightswtesl for more empirical studies to
investigate new protective factors, which couldrbportant for practitioners to address

in order to encourage the prevention and desistraoecrime.

Whilst the current thesis supports a greater emgplagaspositive factors in the
assessment and rehabilitation of young offendednéds not advocate for doing this at the
expense of considering risks. Case (2006) clamsswould be “throwing the
metaphorical baby out with the bathwater” (p. 1&g Hackett (2006) warns that to
focus on strengths and overlook risks would notttcal and would be unsafe. The
findings within this thesis reinforce the importaraf both of these concepts, rather than

the significance of one above the other.

Conclusion

Some people may be uncomfortable using terms sutlesliency’, ‘protective
factors’, ‘positive wellbeing’ and ‘good lives’ telate to young offenders. However,
particularly ‘risk averse’ societies and attitudebereby offenders become isolated and
lack opportunities because of their perceived @&, believed to increase the likelihood
of re-offending (Erooga, 2008; Ward, 2007). likely that addressing risk and
simultaneously promoting resilience and positivedes, to protect against future anti-
social behaviours, will be most effective at redigocrime and protecting the public.

Whilst the effectiveness of outcomes for such apgines have not yet been evidenced,
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the current thesis supports the value of evalugiargonal resiliency to help inform
rehabilitative interventions, and of including prdtive factors within assessments of re-
offending and desistance. Furthermore, the firglingm the current thesis indicate that
forensic psychology should better embrace the stfidigsistance and resilience, so as to
provide a better understanding of the relationdeipveen risk and resilience, and how

resilience and protective processes can be maxdnmserder to reduce risk.
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Appendix 1: Details of professionals contacted via emalil

1.1: Professionals contacted via email to explore whether there were additional
relevant publications

Please Note: All professionals responded to my correspondence
Sample email sent to professionals:
To Dr :

| am currently undertaking a Doctorate in forensic Psychology at the University of
Birmingham, England and work as a senior clinical practitioner undertaking therapy with
young people who have displayed sexually harmful behaviour.

As part of my thesis | am conducting a systematic literature review on protective factors
which help young offenders to desist from re-offending. As part of my systematic search
| came across your articles/research . I am emailing you, as | have identified
that you are an expert in this field and wondered whether you may have any articles or
studies, either published or unpublished, that you would be so kind as to forward me. |
am hoping to include all relevant research, fitting my inclusion criteria, on this topic. If
this is possible, | would be very grateful.

Kind regards,

Helen Griffin
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1.2: Professionals contacted via email to request copies of unpublished studies

Sample email sent to professionals:
To Dr

| am currently undertaking a Doctorate in forensic psychology at the University of
Birmingham, England and work as a senior clinical practitioner undertaking therapy with
young people who have displayed sexually harmful behaviour.

As part of my thesis | am conducting a systematic literature review on protective factors
which help young people to desist from re-offending. As part of my systematic search |
came across your dissertation/ research paper entitled . It would

appear from what | have read regarding this study that this research could be very
important to consider in my review. | am hoping to include all available information on
this topic.

| am emailing you to see if you would be so kind as to forward me the details of this
study. If this is possible, | would be very grateful.

Kind regards,

Helen Griffin
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Appendix 2: Details of literature sources, searchtetegies, search terms and syntax

used in the current systematic review

2.1  Cochrane Library Search

Conducted on 2% January 2012

(adolescen*):ti,ab.kw or (youth*):ti,ab,kw or (youm:ti,ab,kw or
(teen*):ti,ab,.kw or (child*):ti,ab.kw or (minors);ab,kw or
(boys):ti,ab ,kw or (qgirls):ti,ab,kw or (juveniletiab,kw, from 1990 to
2012

(prison*):ti,ab,.kw or (lawbreakers):ti,ab,kw or {efi*):ti,ab,kw or
#2 (delinquen®):ti,ab.kw or (crim*):ti,ab,kw or (perfgator*):ti,ab,kw or 1223
(convicts):ti,ab,kw, from 1990 to 2012

(reilen*):ti,ab.kw or ("Protective factor*"):ti,akyw or (moderat*
#3 NEAR/3 risk):ti,ab,kw or (resource*):ti,ab kw ortiesngths):ti,ab,kw or14062
(assets):ti,ab,kw, from 1990 to 2012

(desist*):ti,ab,kw or ("subsequent offen*"):ti,atylor ("subsequent
crim*"):ti,ab,kw or ("repeat offen*"):ti,ab,kw or'fepeat
crim*"):ti,ab,kw or ("serial offen*"):ti,ab,kw or"persistent
offen*"):ti,ab,kw or ("serial crim*"):ti,ab,kw ordease NEAR/3
offen*):ti,ab,kw or (cease NEAR/3 crim*):ti,ab,kw (stop NEAR/3
offen*):ti,ab,kw or (stop NEAR/3 crim*):ti,ab,kw or
(reoffen*):ti,ab,kw or (re-offen*):ti,ab,kw or (rét*):ti,ab,kw, from
1990 to 2012

#4 (#1 AND #2 AND #3 AND #4), from 1990 to 2012 2
(Limits: Date 1990-2012)

#1 110885

#4 204

2 Clinical Trials
2 Results

2.2  Web of Science Search

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

Topic=((youth*) OR (adolescent*) OR (young*) ORegnh*) OR (juvenile*) OR (child*)
OR (minors) OR (boys) OR (girls)) AND Topic=((offrOR (delinquen*) OR (crim*)
OR (prison*) OR (convicts) OR (lawbreakers) OR fystrator*)) AND
Topic=(("Protective factor*") OR (strengths) ORgileen*) OR (assets) OR
("resource*"”) OR (moderat* NEAR/3 risk)) AND TopifEesist*) OR (reoffen*) OR
(re-offen*) OR (recid*) OR ("repeat offen*") OR €peat crim*") OR ("subsequent
offen*") OR ("subsequent crim*") OR ("serial offeD*OR ("serial crim*") OR
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("persistent offen*") OR (cease NEAR/3 offen*) O¢tése NEAR/3 crim*) OR (stop
NEAR/3 offen*) or (stop NEAR/3 crim*))

Timespan=1990-2012. Databases=SCI-EXPANDED, SS&H®@I.
Lemmatization=0ff

86 Results

Limits:

Document Type: Exclude proceedings paper, booktehagditorial, review =79
Language = English: 77 Results

77 Results

2.3 PsSycARTICLES Search (OVID) Full Text

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

1 adolescen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 4518
2 young$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 6342
3 teen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 253

4  boys.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 2460
5 girls.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 2146
6 youth$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 1461
7  offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 830

8 delinquens$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 795
9 crim$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 1250
10 prison$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 504
11 convicts.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 6

12 lawbreakers.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 1
13 perpetrator$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 181
14 desist$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 17

15 reoffen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 31

16 re-offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 7

17 recid$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 211
18 (repeat adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 6
19 (repeat adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

20 (subsequent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 3
21 (subsequent adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 3
22 (serial adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 0
23 (serial adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh;tc,ti. 0
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24 (persistent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 1
25 (cease adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 0
26 (cease adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 0
27 (stop adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 0
28 (stop adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 0
29 (protective adj factor$).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 751
30 strengths.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 600
31 assets.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 70
32 resilien$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 343
33 resource$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 2309
34 (moderat$ adj4 risk).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti. 92
35 child$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 16133
36 juvenile$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 530
37 minors.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 31
38 lor2or3ord4or5or6or35or36or37 2U5
39 7or8or9orl1l0orllorl2orl3 2934
40 14 or150r 16 0or17 or18 or 19 or 20 or 21 o223 or 24 or 25 or249

26 or 27 or 28
41 29o0r300r3lor32o0r33o0r34 3452
42 38 and 39 and 40 and 41 5

Date = 1990 to 2012: 5 Results

5 Results

2.4 National Criminal Justice Reference ServiceQNRS) Abstracts Database
Search

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

all((youth*) OR (adolescent*) OR (young*) OR ( t&g@R (juvenile*) OR (child*) OR
(minors) OR (boys) OR (girls)) AND all((offen*) ORlelinquen*) OR (crim*) OR
(prison*) OR (convicts) OR (lawbreakers) OR (peratr*)) AND all(("Protective
factor*") OR (strengths) OR (resilien*) OR (assdi8} ("resource*") OR (moderat* N/3
risk)) AND all((desist*) OR (reoffen*) OR (re-offéhOR (recid*) OR ("repeat offen*")
OR ("repeat crim*") OR ("subsequent offen*") ORybsequent crim*") OR ("serial
offen*") OR ("serial crim*") OR ("persistent offefl)f OR (cease N/3 offen*) OR (cease
N/3 crim*) OR (stop N/3 offen*) or (stop N/3 crinj¥)

674 Results

Limits:

Date = 1990 to 2012: 409 Results

Language = English: 408 Results
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Exclude: Government & Official Document, Book, Newsstructional
Material/Guideline, Book Chapter , Annual Repoitetature Review, Conference
Proceeding, Statistics/Data Report, General InfionaCase Study, Speech/Lectur,
Bibliography, Reference Document =133

133 Results

2.5 Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts &%) Database Search:

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

all((youth*) OR (adolescent*) OR (young*) OR ( t&g@R (juvenile*) OR (child*) OR
(minors) OR (boys) OR (girls)) AND all((offen*) ORlelinquen*) OR (crim*) OR
(prison*) OR (convicts) OR (lawbreakers) OR (peratr*)) AND all(("Protective
factor*") OR (strengths) OR (resilien*) OR (assdi8} ("resource*") OR (moderat* N/3
risk)) AND all((desist*) OR (reoffen*) OR (re-offéhOR (recid*) OR ("repeat offen*")
OR ("repeat crim*") OR ("subsequent offen*") ORybsequent crim*’) OR ("serial
offen*") OR ("serial crim*") OR ("persistent offefl)f OR (cease N/3 offen*) OR (cease
N/3 crim*) OR (stop N/3 offen*) or (stop N/3 crini¥)

40 Results

Limits:

Language = English: 40 Results

Date = 1990 to 2012: 40Results

40 Results

2.6 Social Services Abstracts

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

all((youth*) OR (adolescent*) OR (young*) OR ( té&g®R (juvenile*) OR (child*) OR
(minors) OR (boys) OR (girls)) AND all((offen*) ORIelinquen*) OR (crim*) OR
(prison*) OR (convicts) OR (lawbreakers) OR (peratr*)) AND all(("Protective
factor*") OR (strengths) OR (resilien*) OR (asseédd} ("resource*”) OR (moderat* N/3
risk)) AND all((desist*) OR (reoffen*) OR (re-offéhOR (recid*) OR ("repeat offen*")
OR ("repeat crim*") OR ("subsequent offen*") ORybsequent crim*") OR ("serial
offen*") OR ("serial crim*") OR ("persistent offef)f OR (cease N/3 offen*) OR (cease
N/3 crim*) OR (stop N/3 offen*) or (stop N/3 crinj¥)

57 Results

Limits:

Date = 1990 to 2012: 55 Results

Language = English: 55 Results

55 Results
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2.7 Sociological Abstracts

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

all((youth*) OR (adolescent*) OR (young*) OR ( t&g@R (juvenile*) OR (child*) OR
(minors) OR (boys) OR (girls)) AND all((offen*) ORlelinquen*) OR (crim*) OR
(prison*) OR (convicts) OR (lawbreakers) OR (peratr*)) AND all(("Protective
factor*") OR (strengths) OR (resilien*) OR (assdi8} ("resource*") OR (moderat* N/3
risk)) AND all((desist*) OR (reoffen*) OR (re-offéhOR (recid*) OR ("repeat offen*")
OR ("repeat crim*") OR ("subsequent offen*") ORybBsequent crim*") OR ("serial
offen*") OR ("serial crim*") OR ("persistent offef)f OR (cease N/3 offen*) OR (cease
N/3 crim*) OR (stop N/3 offen*) or (stop N/3 crinj¥)

89 Results

Limits:

Date = 1990 to 2012: 80 Results

Language = English: 79 Results

Exclude Conference Paper = 78 Results

78 Results

2.7 PsycINFO (OVID) 1987 to January Week 3 2012 Search

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

1 Adolescent$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti 129308
2 young$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 123759
3 teen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 12079

4  boys.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 28117

5 girls.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 29753

6 youth$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 43152

7  offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 26195

8 Delinquent$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 13604
9 crim$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 41255

10 prison$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 12889
11 convicts.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 138

12 lawbreakers.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 37

13 perpetrator$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 8588
14 desist$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 528

15 Reoffen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 653

16 re-offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 366

17 recid$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 4592
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

40

41
42

(repeat adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(repeat adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(subsequent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(subsequent adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(serial adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(serial adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(persistent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(protective adj factor$).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
strengths.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
assets.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
Resilien$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
resource$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.

(moderat$ adj4 risk).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
child$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
juvenile$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
minors.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
lor2or3or4or5or6or35or36or37
7or8or9orl0orllorl2orl3

14 or150r 16 or 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 or 21 oo223 or 24 or 25

or 26 or 27 or 28
290r300r31or32o0r33o0r34
38 and 39 and 40 and 41

Limits
Date: 1990 to current= 157 Results
Language: English = 151 Results

151 Results

2.9

Science Direct

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

Search fields: title, abstract, publishers keywpeatgl author (tak)

215
19
51
69
41
41
810
6
2
30
17
106
17378
2599
11511
82794
1175
349114
17495
1073
BEDS
71017

5812

115342
160

tak(youth* or adolescent* or young* or teen* or @mile* or child* or minors or boys or
girls) AND tak(offen* or delinquen* or crim* or pgon* or convicts or lawbreakers or
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perpetrator*) AND tak("Protective factor*" or strgiihns or resilien* or assets or
"resource*" or moderat* W/3 risk) AND tak((desisir reoffen* or re-offen* or recid* or
"repeat offen*" or "repeat crim*" or "subsequenteof*" or "subsequent crim*" or "serial
offen*" or "serial crim*" or "persistent offen*") R (cease W/3 offen* or cease W/3
crim* or stop W/3 offen* or stop W/3 crim¥*))

(Limits: Subject: Arts and Humanities, Psycholo§gcial Sciences. Dates: 1990 to
2012)

13 Results

2.10 Ovid MEDLINE(R) 1946 to January Week 3 2012&ch

Conducted on 22nd January 2012

(Source for all = Journals (peer-reviewed journah-peer-reviewed journal, and peer-reviewed statksown)

1 adolescen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti 1455952
2 young$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 533085
3 teen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 17750
4 boys.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 49886
5 girls.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 52263
6 youth$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 29873
7 offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 16266
8 delinquen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 8499
9 Crim$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 36804
10 prison$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 17917
11 Convicts.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 130
12 lawbreakers.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 15
13 perpetrator$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 2687
14 desist$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 174
15 reoffen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh;tc,ti. 171
16 re-offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 107
17 recid$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 2955
18 (repeat adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 122
19 (repeat adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 1
20 (subsequent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 15
21 (subsequent adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 33
22 (serial adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 7
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23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

40

41
42

(serial adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh;tc,ti.
(persistent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(protective adj factor$).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.

strengths.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
assets.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
resilien$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
Resource$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
(moderat$ adj4 risk).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
child$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
Juvenile$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
minors.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
lor2or3or4or5or6or35or36or37
7or8or9orl0orllorl2orl3

14 or150r 16 or 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 or 21 oo223 or 24 or 3436

250r 26 or 27 or 28
290r30o0r31or32o0r33o0r34
38 and 39 and 40 and 41

Additional Limits
Date: 1990 to 2012= 41
Language: English = 39

838

24251
2395

6734
153495
4911

1659047
56518

3792
2748
67791

194619
41

39 Results

2.11 Ovid EMBASE (R) 1988 to January Week 3 201286

Conducted on 23rd January 2012

(Source for all = Journals (peer-reviewed journah-peer-reviewed journal, and peer-reviewed statksown)

1 adolescen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti 842120
2 Young$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 377463
3 teen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 18337

4 boys.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 52748

5 girls.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti. 55414
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Youth$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
delinquens$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
crim$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
Prison$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
convicts.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
lawbreakers.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
perpetrator$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
Desist$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
reoffen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
Re-offen$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
recid$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(repeat adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(repeat adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(subsequent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.

(subsequent adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(serial adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(serial adj crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(persistent adj offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(cease adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 offen$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(stop adj4 crim$).ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
(protective adj factor$).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
strengths.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
Assets.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
resilien$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
resource$.ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.

(moderat$ adj4 risk).ab,hw,id,md,sh,tc,ti.
child$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
juvenile$.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
minors.ab,hw,id,po,sh,tc,ti.
lor2or3or4or5or6or35or36or37
7or8or9orl0orllorl2orl3

31935
17379
6519
38965
15769
125
14
3311
206
262
170
3513
134
2
19
39
14
15
30
3
1
11
4
333
27403
2495
8022
168712
6433
1228338
60109
1931
SN
65619

14 or150r 16 or 17 or 18 or 19 or 20 or 21 o223 or 24 or 25

or 26 or 27 or 28
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41 29o0or300r3lor32or330r34 217051
4?2 38 and 39 and 40 and 41 47

Additional Limits
Date: 1990 to 2012 = 45
Language: English = 45

45 Results

2.12 Francis (OCLC) search

Conducted on 23rd January 2012
Abstract and keyword fields searched (ab)

((ab: youth+ OR ab: adolescent+ OR ab: young* ORedn* OR ab: juvenile+ OR ab:
child* OR ab: minors OR ab: boys OR ab: girls) AdDb: offen* OR ab: delinquen* OR
ab: crim* OR ab: prison* OR ab: convicts OR ab: lm@akers OR ab: perpetrator+) AND
((ab: protective w factor*) OR ab: strengths OR r&silien* OR ab: assets OR ab:
resource+ OR (ab: moderat* n3 risk)) AND (ab: d&<BR ab: reoffen* OR ab: re-
offen* OR ab: recid* OR (ab: repeat w offen*) ORb{@epeat w crim*) OR (ab:
subsequent w offen*) OR (ab: subsequent w crim*) (@R serial w offen*) OR (ab:
serial w crim*) OR (ab: persistent w offen*) OR (a@ease n3 offen*) OR (ab: cease n3
crim*) OR (ab: stop n3 offen*) or (ab: stop n3 cfjnand yr: 1990-2012 and dt=
"article" and la= "english") or ((ab: youth+ OR aulolescent+ OR kw: young* OR kw:
teen* OR kw: juvenile+ OR kw: child* OR kw: mino@R kw: boys OR kw: girls) AND
(kw: offen* OR kw: delinquen* OR kw: crim* OR kw:rgon* OR kw: convicts OR kw:
lawbreakers OR kw: perpetrator+) AND ((kw: proteetiv factor*) OR kw: strengths OR
kw: resilien* OR kw: assets OR kw: resource+ OR:(kvoderat* n3 risk)) AND (kw:
desist* OR kw: reoffen* OR kw: re-offen* OR kw: rié¢ OR (kw: repeat w offen*) OR
(kw: repeat w crim*) OR (kw: subsequent w offenR@kw: subsequent w crim*) OR
(kw: serial w offen*) OR (kw: serial w crim*) OR ¥k persistent w offen*) OR (kw:
cease n3 offen*) OR (kw: cease n3 crim*) OR (kwpsh3 offen*) or (kw: stop n3
crim*)) and yr: 1990-2012 and dt= "article" and l&nglish")

Limits:

Language: English

Article Type: Article

Results: 22
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Appendix 3: Inclusion/Exclusion Form

Article Title:

Author(s):

Date:
Population | Young people aged 10 to 19 years atdime Yes |No ?
offending and assessment (at least initial

assessment, where multiple assessments

undertaken)

Offenders
Exposure Protective factors Yes No ?
Comparator| Desister or re-offender Yes No 7

Outcome At a minimum of 12 months follow-up eviderut |Yes | No ?
desistance from crime

Study DesigrCohort; Case Control Yes No ?
Other Year of publication: 1990 to 2012 Yes |No ?
Factors

Language of publication: English

(NB: These were parameters usually defined
within electronic databases)

Instructions

For any ?'s checked, seek to clarify information

Where “No” and “Yes” checked for same criteria, e,ggample of children and
adolescents were used, the group not meeting thieca should be ignored and only

the relevant variables are to be considered anddssed within the review

Where “No’s” only checked for one or more criterigtudy excluded from review
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Appendix 4: Articles unable to access in full, andherefore excluded from study

The following articles could not be accessed, evkan authors of articles were
contacted via email and a copy of the article veagiested.

Author (Date)
of Publication

Title of Publication

How study
identified

Type of
Article

Graydon Protective factors and recidivism in Latif8ystematic |Dissertation
(2007) juvenile offenders - Dissertation search of
(aka Champan) databases
Hall (2008) Protective factors of juvenile offensler |Systematic |Dissertation
released on parole and their relationshigséarch of
recidivism. databases
Little (2002) | An evaluation of the San Diego Risida |Reference |Unpublished
Resiliency Check Up lists of Study
shortlisted
articles

Pittman (2004

Treatment and Correctional Reentry
Programs

Offender and Community Reintegration
An Exploratory and Descriptive Study oflists of
Cultural Competency within Community

‘Reference

shortlisted
articles

Dissertation
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Appendix 5: Articles accessed in full and excludedfter inclusion criteria was

applied

Author (Date)
of Publication

Title of Publication

Reason for Exclusion

How study
identified

Benda (2001)

Factors that discriminate
between recidivists, parole
violators, and non recidivist

in a 3-year follow-up of boot

camp graduates.

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for ‘Population’,

Systematic
search of

age range 16 to 40 yeadatabases

graduates in a five-year
follow up study

included adult sample.

Benda, Toombscological Factors in Did not fit inclusion Systematic

& Peacock Recidivism: A Survival criteria for ‘Population’,|search of

(2002) Analysis of Boot Camp included adult sample. |databases
Graduates after Three Yeafs

Benda et al., |Discriminators of types of |Did not fit inclusion Contacting

(2003) recidivism among boot camgriteria for ‘Population’,|expert/

professionals

& Nagin (2002)

rather than ‘offenders’
e.g., includes general
running away from
home etc. Additionally
not easily fit into
‘Comparator’ groups.

Born,Chevalier|Resilience, desistance and|Did not fit inclusion Systematic
& Humblet delinquent career of criteria for ‘Outcome’, |search of
(1997) adolescent offenders. i.e., groups defined by |databases

offence seriousness

rather than absence of

offending for follow-up

period, thus desisters h

‘very low rate of

delinquency’.
Byrd, The utility of self-concept abid not fit inclusion Systematic
O’Connor, a predictor of recidivism |criteria for ‘Comparator{search of
Thackrey, & |among juvenile offenders. |or ‘Exposure’. databases
Sacks (1993)
Contreras, In search of psychosocial |Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Molina,& Cano |variables linked to the criteria for ‘Exposure’ |search of
(2011) recidivism in young i.e., focus on risk factorslatabases

offenders

Chung, Developmental TrajectoriesDid not fit inclusion Systematic
Hawkins, of Offending among Poor |criteria for ‘Population’ search of
Gilchrist, Hill, |and Non-Poor Children i.e., Anti-social group |databases

Additionally length of
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desistance, not specifie

d

Day & Ward |Criminal predictors and Did not fit criteria for |Google seara
(2010) protective factors in a samyg‘Comparator’ or engine
of youthful offenders ‘Outcome’, i.e., groups
based on offending rate
Doherty & Assessing an Age-Graded |Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Laub, (2005) |Theory of Informal Social |[criteria for ‘Outcome’, ifsearch of

Control: Are There that desistance describgldtabases
Conditional Effects of Life |as ‘reduction in crimin
Events in the Desistance |offending’, rather than
Process? distinguishing them as
offence-free fora 12
month period (as per
inclusion criteria)

Hau & SmedlenYoung male offenders in  |Did not focus on Systematic

(2011) community-based protective factors i.e., |search of
rehabilitative programmes {'Exposure’ criteria. Dogdatabases
self-reported history of not fit ‘re-offence’
antisocial behaviour predictsriteria, in this study
recidivism only ‘suspected of new

crimes’.

Hoge & An investigation of risk and|Did not fit ‘Comparator’|Systematic

Andrews (1996|protective factors in a samycriteria, i.e., groups search of
of youthful offenders. based on rate of re- |databases

offences, rather than

comparing individuals
who desist and those
who re-offend.

Jack (2002) Psychopathy, risk/need |Did not fit ‘Comparator’|Systematic
factors, and psychiatric or Outcome criteria, i.e{search of
symptoms in highisk youthjfocus on risk factors andatabases
Relationships between follow up to reoffending
variables and their link to |a minimum of 8, rather
recidivism. than 12, months.

Jimerson, Santa Barbara Assert and [Did not fit ‘Outcome’ |Contacting

Sharkey, Risk Assessment to predicicriteria as follow-up expert/

O’Brien, & recidivism among male andperiod for desistance |professionals

Furlong (2004)

juveniles: An investigation (
inter-rater reliability and
predictive validity

was only 6 months.

Kosterman, Childhood risk factors for |Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Graham, Persistence of Violence in |criteria for ‘Population’ |search of
Hawkins, the Transition to Adulthoodti.e., sample have databases
Catalono, & |A Social Development behaved in @iolent way
Herrenkohl Perspective rather than offended.

(2001)

Kubrin & Predicting who reoffends: |Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Stewart (2006) | The neglected role of criteria for ‘Population’,|search of
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neighborhood context in
recidivism studies

i.e., mean age of samp
was 36 years old.

databases

Laub, Nagin, &
Sampson

Trajectories of change in
criminal offending: Good

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for ‘Outcome’, i

marriages and the desistantieat desisters were

process

described as
‘approaching 0 arrests
per year (0.2 arrests pe
year)’, rather than
distinguishing them as
offence-free fora 12
month period (as per
inclusion criteria)

Reference
lists of
shortlisted
articles

-

LeCroy, Krysik,

Empirical validation of the

Did not fit inclusion

Google searg

& Palumbo, |Arizona risk/needs criteria for ‘Population’,|engine
1998 instrument and assessmenti.e., small percentage gf
process sample likely to be
below 10 years old
(11.5% of those with or
referral for offence aged
8-10-11.99 years).
Lodewijks, Predictive Validity of the |Did not fit inclusion Reference
Doreleijers, Structured Assessment of |criteria for ‘Outcome’ oflists of
Ruiter, & Violence Risk (SAVRY) 12 months follow-up, |[shortlisted
Borum (2008) |during residential treatmenti.e., follow-up ranged |articles
between 7 and 23
months
Loeber, The development of male |Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Farrington; offending: Key findings froncriteria for ‘Study’ i.e., |search of
Stouthamer- |the first decade of the involved summarising |databases
Loerber; Pittsburgh Youth Study.  [findings from previous
Moffitt, & studies rather than

Caspi (1998)

undertaking an original
study in itself.

MacRae, Relating risk and protectiveDid not fit ‘Comparator|Google searg
Bertrand, factors to youth reoffendindcriteria, i.e., groups engine
Paetsch, & A two-year follow-up. based on number of re;
Hornick (2011) offences, rather than

comparing individuals

who desist and those

who re-offend.
Mowder, Resiliency Scales for Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Cummings, & |Children and Adolescents: (criteria for ‘Comparator{search of
McKinney Profiles of juvenile or ‘Outcome’. databases
(2010) offenders.
Moffitt, Caspi, |Males on the life-course- |Did not fit inclusion Reference
Harrington, & |persistent and adolescencaeeriteria for ‘Comparatorflists of
Milne (2002) |limited antisocial pathwaysli.e., compared ‘child- |shortlisted
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Follow-up at age 26 years

onset’ and ‘adolesce
onset’ groups rather th:
re-offenders and
‘desisters’, doesn’t
consider within group
change.

[@atrticles
AN

Penney, Lee, &
Moretti (2010)

Gender Differences in risk
factors for Violence: An
Examination of the
Predictive Validity of the
Structured Assessment of
Violence Risk in Youth

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for ‘Population’,
i.e., some of sample
could not be classified ¢
‘offenders’, clarified
through emailing the
first author.

Systematic
search of
databases

Raine, & Liu  |Biological predispositions t¢Did not fit inclusion Systematic
(1998) violence and their criteria for ‘Study search of
implications for biosocial |Design’ databases
treatment and prevention
Raine, High autonomic arousal an{Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Venables, & |electrodermal orienting at |criteria for ‘Population’,|search of
Williams (1995)age 15 years as protective |e.g., Anti-social group |databases
factors against criminal did not fit with definitior
behavior at age 29 years. |for ‘offenders’ (i.e.,
antisocial youngsters
appeared to be defined
through antisocial
personality dimensions
measured via
psychometrics, and a
behaviour checklist
which included swaring
and disobedienc¢See
Raine, Venables &
Williams, 1996%).
Raine, Better autonomic Did not fit inclusion Systematic
Venables, & |conditioning and faster criteria for ‘Population’,|search of
Williams (1996)electrodermal half-recoverye.g., Anti-social group |databases

time at age 15 years as
possible protective factors

against crime at age 29 yeaastisocial youngsters

did not fit with definitior
for ‘offenders’ (i.e.,

appeared to be defined
through antisocial
personality dimensions
measured via
psychometrics, and a
behaviour checklist
which included swearin
and disobedienc¢See

Raine, Venables &
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Williams, 1996).

Ryan,
Hernandez, &
Herz (2007)

Developmental Trajectories
of Offending for Male
Adolescents Leaving Foste
Care

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for Comparator,
i.e., statistical analysis
results focused on
comparisons between
non-offenders and the
desister/ chronic
offenders groups, rathe
than between desisters
and chronic offenders

Systematic
search of
databases

=

Sharkey (2003

Examining the relationshi
between risk and protective
factors and juvenile
recidivism for male and
female probationers.

Did not fit criteria for
‘Outcome’, i.e., follow-
up period for desistanc
was only 6 months.

Systematic
search of
wlatabases

Sharkey et al. |Evaluating the utility of a |Did not fit criteria for  |Contacting

(2003) risk assessment to predict |'Exposure’, i.e., focus gexperts/
recidivism among risk factors. professionals
adolescents

Sigurdsson, |Differences in the cognitive/Did not fit ‘Population’ |Systematic

Gudjonsson, &

ability and personality of

criteria, i.e.,sample age

search of

Peersen (2001)desisters and re-offenders:|25 to 23 years databases
prospective study among
young offenders
Stouthamer- |Risk and Promotive effects|Did not fit inclusion Reference
Loeber, Loebernthe explanation of persistencriteria for ‘Comparatorflists of
Farrington, serious delinquency in boysor ‘Outcome’, i.e., only [shortlisted
Wilkstom, & ‘persisters’ (reoffendersarticles
Wei (2002) included in study,
desistance not includec
as a variable.
Thompson & [Assessing Juvenile Did not fit ‘Outcome’ |Systematic
Pope (2005) |Offenders: Preliminary Datériteria, i.e., follow-up |search of
for the Australian Adaptatiagfor re-offending was 6 t{databases
of the Youth Level of 32 months
Service/Case Management
Inventory
Trulson, In Between Adolescence aridid not fit Population |Systematic
Marquart, Adulthood: Recidivism criteria, in that some |[search of
Mullings, & Outcomes of a Cohort of |youngsters over 19 yeadatabases
Caeti (2005) |State Delinquents old at time of first
assessment.
Turner, Fain, &Validation of the Risk and |Did not provide enoughSystematic
Sehgal (2006) [Resiliency Assessment Todgdletail on the study or |[search of
for Juveniles in the Los results, e.g., analysis |databases

Angeles County Probation

undertaken of the total

System.

score (net sum of risk
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and protective factors)
and recidivism, but not
for just the protective

factors and recidivism.

Ullrich & Coid |protective factors for Did not fit inclusion Systematic
(2011) Violence Among Released |criteria for ‘Population’.|search of
Prisoners-Effects Over Tim@dlean age of sample watatabases
and Interactions With Stati¢31 years old.
Risk
Visher etal. |Returning Home: Did not fit inclusion Systematic
(2004) Understanding the criteria for ‘Population’ [search of
Challenges of Prisoner e.g., used adult samplgdatabases
Reentry: Maryland Pilot  |aged 19yrs+
Study: Findings from
Baltimore
Walsh & Wilderness Adventure Did not fit inclusion Systematic

Russell (2009)

programming as an
intervention for youthful
offenders: Self-efficacy,
resilience, and hope for the
future.

criteria, i.e., Comparatg

control group, as
involved program
evaluation; Outcome
involved only 6 months
follow-up.

search of

was treatment group andatabases

Wilson & Hinks
(2011)

Assessing the predictive
validity of the Asset youth
risk assessment tool usinge
Juvenile Cohort Study

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for ‘Exposure’,
fire., exclusive focus on
risk factors (this was
clarified through email
to author)

Google searg
Engine

Yellin, Magee,
& Hoffman
(1998)

Heavy Mettle: Stories of
Transition for Delinquent
Youth

Did not fit inclusion
criteria for ‘Study
Design’

Systematic
search of
databases

1 Raine, A., Roger, D., & Venables,E H. (1982). Leafi control and socializationlournal of
Experimental Research in Personalit, 147-156.
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Appendix 6: Articles accessed in full and meetingiclusion/exclusion criteria

216

Author Title of Publication How study Additional notes

(Date) of identified

Publication

Carr & Risk and protective factorSystematic Article.

Vandiver among youth offenders. |search of Retrospective study using

(2001) databases archival data.

Ignore risk factors instead
only focus on protective
factors.

Follow-up period not clear.
Emailed author, feasible that
follow-up over 12 months
after initial offending, but
unable to definitively clafy.
Decision made to Include,
but this lack of clarification
will be reflected in quality
assessment.

Clingempeel |Aggressive juvenile Systematic Article.

& Henggeler |offenders transitioning int@earch of Prospective study.

(2003) emerging adulthood: databases Ignore risk factors instead
Factors discriminating only focus on protective
persistors and desistors factors.

Griffin, The development and  |Systematic Article

Beech, Print, [initial testing of the AIM2 |search of Retrospective study using

Bradshaw, & |framework to assess risk |databases archival data.

Quayle (2008and strengths in young Ignore risk factors instead
people who sexually only focus on ‘strengths’
offend. factors.

Griffin & Predicting sexual re- Contacting Article

Vettor (2012)|offending in a UK sample|professionals |Retrospective study using
of adolescents with archival data.
intellectual disabilities Ignore risk factors/scales

instead only focus on
‘strengths’ factors/scales.

Jimerson, Using the Santa Barbara |Contacting Article

Sharkey, Asset and Risk Assessméexperts/ Prospective study.

Furlong, & (to examine the ecology ofprofessionals |Ignore risk factors.

O’Brien youths experiencing Protective factors defined in

(2004) behaviour problems. this review study as those

factors with a negative
relationship with recidivism.

McEachran (The predictive validity of [Reference lists|Thesis.

(2001) the PCL:YV and the of shortlisted |Retrospective study using
SAVRY in a population ofarticles archival data.
adolescent offenders. Only offences post 18 years



recorded as ‘reconviction’.
Ignore PCL:YV study as ng
reference to protective
factors, and only focus on
protective factors subscale
ignoring risk-based scales

y

[72)

Lodewijks, [The impact of protective |Systematic Article.

Ruiter & factors in desistance fromsearch of Retrospective study using

Doreleijers |violent reoffending: A databases archival data.

(2010) study in three samples of Ignore two samples, as thg

adolescent offenders. do not appear to meet

inclusion criteria, only focu
on firs sample where viole
recidivism followed up
through official statistics.
Ignore risk scales, only
focus on protective scale.

Loeber, Do cognitive, Systematic Article.

Pardini, physiological, and search of Prospective, longitudinal

Stouthamer- |psychosocial risk and databases study using cohort of

Loeber, & |promotive factors predict juvenile delinquents. Whils

Raine (2007)

desistance from
delinquency in males?

sample first studies aged 7
years, assessment of
moderate/serious
delinquency, cognitive and
physiological variables, an
other predictor variables
undertaken for age block 1
16 years, therefore met
inclusion criteria. Review
focussed on ‘desisters’ anc
‘persisters’, ignore non-
delinquent/delinquent
comparators and ignore ris
factors, instead only focus
on ‘promotive’ variables.

U7
—~

k

Loeber,
Stouthamer-
Loeber, Van
Kammen, &
Farrington
(1991)

Initiation, escalation and
desistance in juvenile
offending and their
correlates

Reference lists
of shortlisted
articles

Article.

Prospective, longitudinal
study using cohort of
juvenile delinquents.
Number of samples includg
in this study will not be
included in review, i.e.,
initiators; escalators; non-
delinquents; or younger

group of participants.
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Review will only focus on
older group, comparing
desisters to descalators (a
re-offenders, even though
this group has specific rem
in that they re-offend with
less serious offences than

[7)

previously).

Onifade, Multilevel recidivism Systematic Article.
Petersen, prediction: Incorporating |search of Prospective study using
Bynum, & |neighborhood databases archival data.
Davidson Il |[socioeconomic ecology in Ignore risk factors and
(2011) juvenile justice risk scales.

assessment.
Pearl, Predicting juvenile Systematic Article.
Ashcraft, & [recidivism using the San |search of Retrospective study using
Geis (2009) |Diego Regional Resiliencylatabases archival data.

Check-up.

Ignore risk scales instead
only focus on protective
scales and resilience score

A\1”4

nt

S

Platt (2009) | The protective factors of|Systematic Dissertation.
youth first involved in the |search of Ignore risk factors, only
justice system who desistdatabases focus on protective factors
Ignored 6 month follow-up
data, only focussed on 12
month follow-up data.
Pobanz (200QUsing protective factors tgSystematic Article.
enhance the prediction ofilsearch of Prospective study using filg
negative short-term databases and pre-post assessment
outcomes of first-time data.
juvenile offenders. Ignore analysis of treatmer
completion, offence
seriousness and risk factof
instead only focussed only|
on protective factors and
recidivism.
Rennie & The significance of Systematic Article.
Dolan (2010) [protective factors in the |search of Prospective study.
assessment of risk. databases Ignore post-dictive validity
of protective factors and
analysis of the Child
Behaviour Checkilist.
Stouthamer- |Desistance from persisterdystematic Article.
Loeber, Wei, [serious delinquency in thésearch of Prospective, longitudinal
Loeber, & [transition to adulthood |databases study using cohort of
Masten juvenile delinquents.
(2004) Focus on ‘desisters’ and

‘persisters’ (i.e., re-
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offenders’), and ignore thir
group of ‘non/lesser
delinquents).

|®N

Vincent, Risk-Needs assessment i®ystematic Atrticle.

Chapman, & |juvenile justice: Predictivesearch of Prospective study

Cook (2011) |validity of the SAVRY, |databases Ignore risk factors and
racial differences, and the subscales, only focus on
contribution of needs protective factors subscale.
factors Ignore analysis of race-

ethnicity.
Werner Antecedents and Reference lists|Article.
(1990) consequences of deviant|of shortlisted |Prospective, longitudinal

behaviour

articles

study using cohort of
juvenile delinquents.
Ignore analysis on mental
illness and antecedents to
delinquency; only focus on
‘crime-resistant’ juvenile
offenders and ‘chronic’

offenders.
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Appendix 7: Quality assessment tool adapted from Eéctive Public Health Practice
Project (1998) for studies used within the currenteview.

Name of study:
Date of Publication:
Authors:

Assessment of Quality
(only score for relevant item
leave blank if specific item
not relevant)

Guidance for Scoring
ach sub-section

Overall rating of quality,
with guidance for each
section

A) SAMPLING BIAS (called STRONG[]
‘selection bias’ in original MODERATE ]
tool) WEAK []

(Q1) Are the individuals
selected to participate in the
study likely to be
representative of the target
population?

a)Very likely

b) Somewhat likely

c) Not likely

d) Can't tell

Score very likelyare they randomly selecteq
from juvenile offending population;

Score somewhat likely they may be
representative if they are referred from a
source list e.qg., clinic, youth offending
team/centre, in a systematic manner

Score not likely- if they are self-referred
Can't tell- if participants characteristics not
appropriately described

iStrong
BothQul & Qu2 =a

Moderate

all other combinations no
included in ‘strong’ or
‘weak’ scoring criteria

Weak

(Q2) Are participants in
comparison groups
appropriately selected,
defined and representative
of that population?

a) Yes

b) Partially

c) No

d) Can't tell

(Added to current adapted
version and original items
removed from this section )

Yes they are clearly defined and appropriat]
meet expectations for sample e.g., ‘desiste
offender group’, i.e., they have received a
subsequent charge/conviction; have admitt
to a criminal offence.

Partially - they are clearly defined or
somewhat meet expectations for sample e.
‘desister/ re-offender group’.

No- they are not clearly defined and do not
meet expectations for sample e.g., ‘desiste
offender group'.

Can't tell- comparator group characteristics

€yl orQu2 =c
OB-

Qul&Qu2=d
ed

J';

t
/ re-

not appropriately described to make judgement

[

appropriate study for
answering the research
guestion?

a) Yes

b) No

c) Can't Tell

to be adequately met and research questio
answered

No- Study design did not enable the study
objectives to be adequately met and resear
guestion answered. Another type of resear
design would have been more appropriate.
Can't tell-not enough information provided t
make this judgement

B) STUDY DESIGN STRONGL]
(Added to current adapted MODERATE []
version and original items WEAK []
removed from this section )

Q1) Was the studydesign anfYes Study design enabled the study objecti&tsong

ul, Qu2 &Qu3 =a

Moderate

@l other combinations no
@hcluded in ‘strong’ or
‘weak’ scoring criteria

0
Weak

Q2) Has the study

Yes All research questions were adequatel
answered

adequately answered the

yQul =b
OR

[
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research question?
a) Yes

b) Partially

c) No

d) Can't Tell

Partially — Some, but not all research
guestions were adequately answered
No- None of the research questions were
adequately answered

Qu2=c
OR
Qu3=c
OR

Can't tell- not enough information provided fQul is c &Qu2 is d

make this judgement

Q3) Were the comparators
useful?

a) Yes

b) Partially

c) No

d) Can't Tell

Yes The comparators were very useful to
answering the research question and
meeting/or the objectives of the study
Partially - The comparators had only some
value to answering the research question
and/or meeting the objectives of the study
No- The comparators were not useful to
answering the research question and/or
meeting the objectives of the study

Can't tell- comparator group characteristics

not appropriately described to make judgenment

C) CONFOUNDING STRONG L]
VARIABLES (Added to MODERATE [
current adapted version and WEAK []

original items removed from
this section )

(Q1) Were other factors that
could have accounted for
findings appropriately
controlled for?

Yes Any or most other factors that could ha
accounted for findings were controlled for
within study.

Partially — Whilst some efforts were made t

\Btrong
Qul =a

Moderate

a) Yes control for confounders, this was not adequgdell is b
b) Partially No- It is likely to confounders mostly OR
c) No accounted for findings within the study. Qu2 =a orc
d) Can't tell Can't tell- not enough information provided fo
make this judgement Weak
(Q2) Were potential YesAn adequate explanation was provided|fgul =c_ord & Qu2 = b

confounders recognised and
described?

potential confounders
Partial-Reference was made to some

a) Yes confounders within study, but was not
b) No adequate
c) Partially No- No explanation was provided for potential
confounders, or there are confounders that|are
very obvious within the study that are not
recognised
D) BLINDING STRONG[]
MODERATE[]
WEAK []
(Q1) Were the outcome Assessors should be described as blinded {dStrong
assessor(s) aware of the  |which participants were in the desister/re- |Qul & Qu2=b

intervention, outcome or
exposure status of
participants?

a)Yes

b) No

c) Can't tell

offender group, or their exposure status. T
purpose of blinding the outcome is to prote(
against detection bias.

he
tModerate

all other combinations no
included in ‘strong’ or
‘weak’ scoring criteria

(Q2) Were the study
participants aware of the
research question?

a) Yes

b) No

c) Can't tell

The study participants should not be aware
(i.e., blinded to) the research question. The
purpose of blinding participants is to protec
reporting bias.

Wieak
Qul & Qu2=a

[
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E) DATA COLLECTION

STRONG[]

METHODS AND MODERATE []
REPORTING WEAK []
(Q1) Were data collection |Tools for primary outcome measures (both |Strong

tools shown to be valid?
a) Yes

b) No

c) Can't tell

(Q2) Were data collection
tools shown to be reliable?

regarding re-offence status and measuring
protective factors) must be described as
reliable and valid. Reliability and validity ca
be reported in a study or in a separate stud
Sources from which data may be collected
self reported data, assessment/screening

Qul, Qu2 & Qu3=a

Moderate

\all other combinations no
aneluded in ‘strong’ or
‘weak’ scoring criteria

[

a) Yes

b) No Weak

c) Can't tell Qul=b
(Q3) Was exposure to Yes— Clear indication provided of what OR
protective factors protective factors participants were exposedQyl & 2=c
adequately reported? No- Unclear what protective factors

a) Yes participants were exposed to

b) No

(added to current adapted

version)

F) WITHDRAWALS, STRONG[]
DROP-OUTS AND MODERATE []
MISSING DATA WEAK []

(Q1) Were withdrawals,
drop-outs or loss of follow-
up reported in terms of
numbers and/or reasons pef
group?

a) Yes

b) No

c) Can't tell
Not Relevant

If Relevant:

ScoreYesif the authors describe BOTH the
numbers and reasons for withdrawals, drop
outs or loss of follow-up.
ScoreNo if either the numbers or reasons fg
withdrawals and drop-outs are not reported

(Q2) Indicate the percentage
of participants completing
the study or were
successfully followed-up (If
the percentage differs by
groups, record the lowest).
a) 80 -100%

b) 60 - 79%

c) less than 60%

d) Can't tell

Not Relevant

If Relevant:
The percentage of participants completing t
study, or followed-up to the end of the study
refers to the % of subjects remaining in the
study at the final dateollection period in all
groups.

(Q3) Was missing data
reported and dealt with
appropriately?

a) Yes

b) No

c) Can't tell

Not Relevant

(added to current adapted
version)

If Relevant:
An example of missing data is where data V
not known e.g., for assessment, due to non
responding of participants or incomplete filg
information.

Yes Missing data reported and dealt with
appropriately

No- Missing data not reported and/or not de
with appropriately

Can't tell- not enough information provided

Don't score specific
subsection if not relevant
Use remaining
subsection(s) to rate
pverall score

Strong

Qu2 & Qu3=a

Or Qu2=a &Qu3=c

(if either Qu2 or Qu3 not
Ihelevant then Qu2 or

/Qu3=a)

Moderate

Qu2=b & Qu3=aorc
(if either Qu2 or Qu3 not
relevant then Qu2 = b or
Qu3=¢)

Weak
Qu2=cord

aR
lQu3 =b

alt

[0

make this judgement

G) Removed from current adapted version as not relgevan focus on intervention integrity
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(H) ANALYSIS

(added to current adapted
version and original items
removed from this section )

STRONG[]
MODERATE []
WEAK []

(Q1) Were appropriate
statistical tests used for the
study design and research
qguestion?

Yes

Partially

No

Unclear

Was the quantitative analysis appropriate tg
research question being asked?

STRONG -yes
MODERATE —partial

WEAK - No or unclear

(I) OUTCOMES

(added to current adapted
version and original items
removed from this section )

STRONG[]
MODERATE []

WEAK []

(Q1) Were outcomes clearly,
described?

a) Yes

b) Partially

c) No

Was it easy to make sense of the findings?

(Q2) Were numerical
descriptions of important
outcomes given?

a) Yes

b) No

¢) Unclear

Where outcomes were very important to the
research question, were these presented
numerically, rather than just descriptively?

(Q3) Was there an
appropriate follow-up
period?

a) Yes

b) Partial

c) No

d) Unclear

Yes— There was an appropriate follow-up
period of 12 months or more

Partial — Part, but not all, of the sample was
followed up for 12 months or over

No— There was not an appropriate follow-uf
period of 12 months or more

Unclear- not enough information provided tg
make this judgement

Strong
Qul, Qu2 & Qu3=a

Moderate
all other combinations no

lincluded in ‘strong’ or

‘weak’ scoring criteria

Weak

Qul=c
OR
Qul, Qu2 =b &Qu3=c

Global Ratings:

1 Strong(no weak ratings)
2 Moderate (one weak rating)
3 Weak (two or more weak ratings)
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Appendix 8: Quality assessment outcomes for the Bdudies meeting PICO criteria

Authors of study Year Quality
of assessment
study | outcome
Loeber, Pardini, Stouthammer-Loeber, & Raine 2007 trorty
Loeber, Stouthammer-Loeber, Van Kammen, & | 1991 | Strong
Farrington
Pobanz 2000 Moderate
Werner 1990 Not
assessed
Griffin, Beech, Print, Bradshaw, & Quayle 2008 Mcate
McEachran 1995 Moderate
Rennie & Dolan 2010 | Strong
Griffin & Vettor 2012 Moderate
Platt 2009 | Weak
Clingempeel & Henggeler 2003 Strong
Lodewijks, de Ruiter, & Doreleijers 2010( Strong
Carr & Vandiver 2001 Moderate
Onifade, Petersen, Bynum, & Davidson Il 2011 Motkera
Pearl, Ashcraft, & Geis 2009 Moderate
Vincent, Chapman, & Cook 2011 Strong
Stouthammer-Loeber, Wei, Loeber, & Masten 2004 orgyr
Jimerson, Sharkey, Furlong, & O’Brien 2004 Moderate
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Appendix 9: Data Extraction Form

Title:

Author(s):

Year:

Source:

Study location (i.e., Country)?

Time frame:

Overall Aim(s) of study:

Population

Size of relevant sample (i.e., Re-offenders/Desikte

Age of sample at the time offending and when ptotedactors were assessed:

Gender of sample:

Ethnicity of sample:

Type of offender (various/specific, if specific whgpe?):

How was offending defined (e.qg., self report oici#ll statistics)?

Other relevant information:

Exposure
What protective factors were assessed:

How were protective factors defined (e.g., werg flast a positive way of framing risk factors?
Or were they something inherently different)
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How was exposure to protective factors assessea/v#s data on exposure to protective factors
collected?

Comparator
Type of re-offence (various/specific, if specifibat type?):

Number of re-offenders:

How was re-offending defined (e.g., self reporofficial statistics)?

Number of desisters:

How was desistance defined (e.qg., self report ficiaf statistics)?

Length of follow-up period:

Outcome

Statistical analysis used:

Where protective factors related to desistance8 Ye No

If yes, how was exposure to protective factorsteeldao outcome i.e., desistance:

If applicable, relationship between risk and prowecfactors (e.g., Do protective factors make
any contribution beyond the study of risk factdma):

Limitations of study:

Conclusions:

Additional Notes:
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Information in next section is based on the informaon gathered through the quality

assessment toqlin Appendix 7)

Selection bias: Is the sample likely to be represare of the target population?

Study Design (i.e., cohort/case control):

Was design of the study appropriate and helpfah®wering the research questions?

Were confounding variables appropriately accouftedcontrolled and/or explained?

Was blinding utilised where feasible?

Were data collection tools adequate?

Were drop-outs and missing data appropriately tedand dealt with?

Were statistics and results reported clearly?

Overall Quality of study: Strong Moderate Weak

227



Appendix 10: Overall aims

of studies

Authors and year of study

Summary of overall aims

Clingempeel & Henggeler, 2003

(1)To delineate adolescent risk and protectiveofacthat
discriminate between adult re-offenders and desig&Consider
differences in functioning between these groupesairty adulthood.

Lodewijks et al., 2010

Examine impact of protective factors on desistdnme violent re-
offending in 3 samples, (only pre-trial sample inetusion criteria
for this review), regarding whether they were pcéde of re-
offending and how they interacted with risk.

Loeber et al., 2007

Identify 1)factors associated with moderate-toaggidelinquency;
2)factors predictive of desistance/persistencepB)ivell adjusted
desisters are compared to persisters and non-delis;

Loeber et al., 1991

Consider 1)offense seriousness; 2)correlates foamhjc
classification of offending accounting for re-oftng over time or
3)independent of age; 4)correlates of initiatisgadation and
desistance in offending; 5)extent initiation, eatiah and desistan
constituted different processes

Rennie & Dolan, 2010

Explore SAVRY protective factors regarding pastdgbur and
future desistance/re-offending.

Stouthammer-Loeber et al., 2004

Examine: 1)prevalence of persistent serious deéinqu and what
proportion desist; 2)extent desisters and persistiéier on positive
outcomes. ldentify: 3)which promotive/risk factongasured in
adolescence predict desistance; 4)which promoiskevariables ar
concurrently associated with desistance

D

Vincent et al., 2011

Examine 1)risk rating judgements verses numericisg@pproach
for predicting recidivism; 2)contribution of dynaeniisk factors;
3)whether there is differential predictive validiy race-ethnicity

Carr & Vandiver, 2001

Identify stressors, risk factors and protectivedessamong young
offenders and how these are associated with résidiv

Griffin et al., 2008

Preliminary analysis of the AIM2 assessment, iniclgch small-
scale reconviction study

Griffin & Vettor, 2012

Examine the ability of AIM2nd the adapted AIM assessment to
predict sexual re-offending in adolescents withiaeay disabilities.

Jimerson et al., 2004

Examine predictive validityhe SB ARA

McEachran, 1995

Examine predictive validity of M€L:YV and SAVRY.

Onifade et al., 2011

Investigate 1)what neighbourhood structural charéstics are
identifiable at block group levels 2)types of blagioups (based or]
neighbourhood socioeconomic ecology) can be idedtithe
relationship between derived block groups and ieisioh

Pearl et al., 2009

Assess the predictive validity of the San DiegoiBeal Resiliency
Check Up (SDRRC) for recidivism

Pobanz, 2000

Investigate whether protective factors discrimirtagéveen re-

offenders and desisters above and beyond a riskswent
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Appendix 11: Measures of resil

ience

These measures have been identified through ansg8tereview undertaken by Windle

et al., (2011) and the compendium of resilienceedaseasures put together by Hall

(2010).
Name of Measure Author (s) Date (s) of{Target
publication |population
The Resiliency Scales for Prince-Embury 2007 Children &
Children and Adolescents Adolescents
(RSCA) aged 9-18
The Dispositional Resilience |Bartone 1989; 1991Adults
Scale 1995; 2007
The Ego-Resiliency (ER) 89 Block & Kremen 1996 Yguadults
(18-23yrs)
The Connor-Davidson Resiliengd) Connor & Davidsorj2003 Adult
Scale (CD-RISC)
(2) Cambell-Sills & 2007 Adolescents
Stein (12-17yrs)
Youth Resiliency: Assessing |Donnon & Hammond | 2003, 2007 Adolescents
Developmental Strengths (12-17yrs)
(YR:ADS)
The Resilience Scale for Adultg(1) Friborg, Hjemdal, ({2003 Adults
(RSA) Rosenvinge, &
Martinussen
(2) Friborg, Barlaug, |2005 Adults
Martinussen,
Rosenvinge, & Hjemdal
The Resiliency Attitudes and |Hurtes & Allen 2001 Adolescents
Skills Profile (12-17yrs)
Adolescent Resilience Scale Oshio, Kaneko, 2003 Young adults
Nagamine, & Nakaya (19-23yrs)
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California Healthy Kids Survey |Sun & Stewart 2007 Children of
The Resilience Scale of the primary school
Student Survey age

Devereux Early Childhood LeBuffe & Naglieri 1998 Children aged
Assessment program (DECA) 2-5yrs
Devereux Student Strengths |(2) LeBuffe, Naglieri & |2009 Children aged
Assessment (DESSA) Shapiro 5-14 yrs

The Brief Resilience Scale Smith, Dalen, Wiggir)08 Adults

Tooley, Christopher, &

Bernard
The Child and Youth ResilienceUngar, Liebenberg, {2008 Adolescents
Measure Boothroyd, Kwong, and Young
Lee, Leblanc, Duque, & Adults (12-23
Maknach yrs)
The Adolescent Resilience Gartland, Bond, Olssor2006 Adolescents
Questionnaire (ARQ)-revised |& Sawyer (11-19 yrs)
Resiliency Scale (RS) Jew, Green, & Kroger 1999 |&slents
The Resilience Scale Wagnild & Young 1993 Adults
Psychological Resiliency Windle, Markland, &{2008 Adults
Woods
Ego Resiliency Klohnen 1996 Adults
Resilience Scale for Adolescentidjemdal, Friborg, Stile2006 Adolescents
(READ) Martinussen, & (13-15 years)
Rosenvinge
Ego Resiliency Bromley, Johnson, & {2006 Adolescents &

Cohen

Adults
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Appendix 12: A summary of published research papers relation to the RSCA

i

—+

a

Author (s) | Year Purpose of study Sample
Prince- 2008(a)Studying the construct validity|650 American children and
Embury & of the RSCA through comparimgoung people. This study
Courville the one-, two-, and three- factoutilized the normative sample
models of resilience using the [for the original testing of the
RSCA. RSCA and detailed within the
RSCA manual.
Prince- 2008(b)A study of the invariance acrog®850 American children and
Embury & age and gender of the three- |young people. This study
Courville factor structure of the RSCA. |utilized the normative sample
for the original testing of the
RSCA and detailed within the
RSCA manual
Prince- 2008 | To examine the concurrent 200 American adolescents fro
Embury validity of the RSCA with the |a normative sample and 169
Beck Youth Inventory-1l (Beck|American adolescents from a
Beck, Jolly, & Steer, 2005) anctlinical sample.
analyse the validity of the R2C
at assessing whether there had
been a clinical diagnosis of the
youngster
Prince- 2009 | To study the relationship 450 American children and
Embury between parent educational leldemographic information aboy
and race and ethnicity with thetheir parents. This study
scores on RSCA. utilized the normative sample
for the original testing of the
RSCA and detailed within the
RSCA manual
Cui, Teng, L2010 | To study the psychometric |726 Chinese undergraduate
& Oei properties and factor structure|students.
the Resiliency scale for
Adolescents (Prince-Embury,
2006) in Chinese
undergraduates.
Kumar, Stee2010 | To study whether there were [100 Children and adolescents
& Gulab significant differences in the |aged 9-to-17 years. Who had
resiliency profiles, as measuretleen admitted to an inpatient
by the RSCA, of youngsters |psychiatric unit and diagnosed
admitted to a psychiatric ward{with psychiatric disorder. The
psychiatric unit was located in
middle-to upper-middle class
suburban community in
America.
Prince- 2010a | To study and compare the |641 American children and
Embury & resiliency profiles of normativeyoung people were used withir
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Steer and outpatient samples of  |the normative sample and 285
youngsters, using the RSCA. |American children and young
people were used within the
clinical sample. This study
utilized the sample for the
original testing of the RSCA ar
detailed within the RSCA
manual.
Prince- 2010a |To study the psychometric 110 Children and 178
Embury properties of the RSCA ina |adolescents in America who
sample of children and were receiving outpatient
adolescents with psychiatric |treatment for psychiatric
disorders. disorders.
Mowder, 2010 | To explore the resiliency 51 male and 164 female juveni
Cummings & profiles of juvenile offenders |offenders in a maximum-
McKinney using the RSCA. security correctional facility in

America.
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Appendix 13: Adversity Scale

ID:

Pleaseircle the most appropriate number on the continuum tkitiee level of known adversity the young persos ha
been exposed to across their lifespan (for mulépemples of adversity please indicate the mogtiseexample)
However, multiple examples of exposure to adveisitikely to result in an increase in the scoretfe overall

severity.

Examples of exposure to adversity
(occurred at any stage in the past). Continuum of Adversity

NB: this is not a definitive list, but is merely fguidance
of how to rate the severity of the level of advigréaced
by the young person:
EXPOSED TO SEVERE DEGREE
OF ADVERSITY

[ |6

Death of a parent / primary carer;

Become incapacitated (e.g., loss of limb); 5
Suffered abuse over a prolonged period (emotiqumisical, sexual)
Suffered extensive, prolonged, serious bullying

Serious illness (e.g., Cancer, HIV); 4
Single incident of abuse (emotional, physical, sd#)xu

Family suffering severe financial difficulties

Victim of violent crime (e.g., stabbing; assaultétving a degree of trauma)

Divorce of parents;

Leave home at an early age (where likely to in@dasg term difficulties e.g., become 3
involved in anti-social group, suffer financial Hahip, lack social support);

Problematic peer relationships (general difficsltie
Permanent exclusion from school

Temporary hospitalisation of a parent (where sufpfpom others is available for the duration
the parent is in hospital)

Victim of property crime (e.g., mobile phone thefingle incident of burglary); 2
Death of grandparent, aunt or uncle (who are notgy carers);

Breaking up with girlfriend/boyfriend (e.g., shoetin and more superficial relationship)
Failing an exam (e.g., where have opportunity sitye

Not accepted at college/school of choice 1
Moving home (e.g., moving a short distance withifgm

0

EXPOSED TO NO ADVERSITY
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Appendix 14:
professionals

Scores for adverse events and assateid descriptions provided by 21

|}

ind
Al

Adverse Event Newly defined [N |Mode |variancelrange |Clarrification/Descripti
adverse event on
Serious illness 21 |4 .33 3to 5| Examples were cance
disbility, HIV, which is
not neccessarily life
threatening
Victim of property 212 .66 1to 4 | Examples were
crime mobilephone theft,
burgalry: single incident
Severe financial 2113 1.01 210 5| Relates to poverty for
difficulties young person and
poverty for family
Family suffering17 |4 .61 3to 5| Family poverty, likely t
severe financial limit young person’s
difficulties opportunities
Moving home 2111 46 1 to 3| Moving a short distance
with family or through
choice into independent
living nearby family
Permanent exclusion 2113 .39 2to 4| People generally felt
from school further clarification not
required
Hospitalisation of a 2112&3 |1.3 1to 5| Relates to short-term g
parent long-term stay in hospit
Temporary 132 .58 1to 3| Short term and
hospitalisation ¢ temporary, where supp(
a parent of others is available for
duration of
hospitalisation
Single incident of 21 |4 .25 3to 4| People generally felt
abuse (emotional, further clarification not
physical, required
sexual)
Breaking up with 212 .83 1to 4| This score generally
girlfriend/ boyfriend given for short term,
more superficial
relationship
Failing an exam 212 .69 1to 4| Not degree, get
opportunity to resit
Death of relative whd 212 .79 2to 4| Included close friends,
is not primary carer siblings, grandparents,
aunt & uncle
Death of 10 |2 .18 2to3
grandparent,
aunt or uncle
Victim of violent 21 |4 .33 3to 5| Examples were robber

crime

with assault, stabbing,
beaten up. Degree of
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Adverse Event Newly defined [N |Mode |variance|range |Clarrification/Descripti
adverse event on
trauma involved

Not accepted at 2111 43 0to 2 | People generally felt

college/school of further clarification not

choice required

Suffered duration of 2115 .13 4to 5| People generally felt

abuse further clarification not

(emotional, physical, required

sexual)

Divorce of parents 2113 .50 210 4 | People generally felt
further clarification not
required

problematic peer 2113 .70 1to 4| involved general

relationships difficulties making
friendships rather than
one-off arguements

Suffered extensive 2115 .36 3to 5| People generally felt

serious bullying further clarification not
required — prolonged
duration

Become incapacitated 2115 46 3to 5| Examples were
permanent loss of limb,
may make individual
more dcpendent on otheg
and limit opportunities
available

Death of a parent 2115 .56 3to 5| People generally felt
further clarification not
required

Leave home at an 2113 .55 2to 4| Where likely to increag

early age

long term difficulties
e.g., anti-social group;
financial hardship,

absence of social supp(

DIt
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Appendix 15: Syntax used for power analysis

i) Syntax to run on dummy dataset to get new matrixbased on scores in pilot study

MANOVA MasRS RelRS ReaRS by group(0,2)/
WSFACTORS=score(3)/

MATRIX=out(*)/

DESIGN.

i) Syntax to run power analysis for MANOVA, basedon estimates from dummy
dataset

MANOVA MasRS RelRS ReaRS by group(0,2)/
WSFACTORS=score(3)/

MATRIX=in(*)/

power=f(0.5) exact/

DESIGN.
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Appendix 16: Ethical Approval for present study from the University of
Birmingham

[Not availablein thedigital versionof this thesis
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