AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE RISK

ASSOCIATED WITH YOUTH OFFENDING

by

ANH VIEN

A thesis submitted to
The University of Birmingham

for the degree of

AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS

DOCTORATE IN FORENSIC PSYCHOLOGY PRACTICE

Centre for Forensic and Family Psychology

School of Psychology
The University of Birmingham

September 2009



UNIVERSITYOF
BIRMINGHAM

University of Birmingham Research Archive

e-theses repository

This unpublished thesis/dissertation is copyright of the author and/or third
parties. The intellectual property rights of the author or third parties in respect
of this work are as defined by The Copyright Designs and Patents Act 1988 or
as modified by any successor legislation.

Any use made of information contained in this thesis/dissertation must be in
accordance with that legislation and must be properly acknowledged. Further
distribution or reproduction in any format is prohibited without the permission
of the copyright holder.



ABSTRACT

This thesis examines risk and protective factors associated with youth offending and how

these have been applied to legislation, prevention and intervention.

The first chapter provides an introduction to the thesis and reviews current trends in youth
offending and approaches to treatment and interventions with young offenders. The second
chapter provides a thematic review of the current literature on risk and protective factors to
youth offending and how this has radically changed the Youth Justice System. The risk and
protective factors paradigm is then applied to an empirical research study in the third chapter.
The aim of which is to establish whether risk and protective factors are associated with young
offenders completion or non-completion of a community based sentence. Findings from the
empirical research study suggest that completers and non-completers of a community based

programme differ in terms of their anger levels and their current educational status.

The fourth chapter applies the risk and protective factors paradigm to a qualitative case study
in order to demonstrate the intrinsic relationship between risk and protective factors and the
applicability of the paradigm to interventions. Chapter five presents a critique of the
Children’s Nowicki-Strickland Internal External (CNSIE) locus of control scale, as internal
locus of control has been identified as protective factor to youth offending. However,
findings from the empirical study and case study suggests that locus of control is not a
protective factor for the current sample. Chapter six provides an in depth discussion of all the

work completed in the thesis.

The main conclusion derived from the thesis is identification of risk and protective factors

associated with youth offending is relatively simple. However applying and implementing



protective factors in intervention is much more difficult in reality. This has implications for

future initiatives aimed at preventing youth offending.
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Chapter 1:
INTRODUCTION
The Youth Justice Board (YJB) was set up as a result of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 in
order to monitor the performance of youth justice system. The reason for setting up the YJB
was due to a rise in youth offending towards the end of the 1990’s. The introduction of the
YJB led to radical changes within the youth justice system with the introduction of Youth
Offending Teams (YOTs) across England and Wales in 1998 (Home Office, 2009). The
YOTs are a multi-agency team combining expertise and resources whose main objectives are
to prevent and reduce youth offending, with rehabilitation and reintegration of young

offenders as the main objectives.

In the financial year of 2007/08 a total of £265 million was invested in the YOTs, of which
the YJB contributed £52 million (Youth Justice Board, YJB, 2009a). In addition, the YJB
contributed £33 million to the Intensive Supervision and Surveillance Programme (ISSP) to
address youth offending and reduce custody of young offenders, £31 million on targeted
youth crime prevention, and £16 million for resettlement/aftercare programmes, substance
misuse support and Connexions community education and infrastructure grants (YJB, 2009a).
Moreover, the projected spending for 2008/09 to 2010/11 will be approximately £2 billion
(Home Office, 2009). This level of investment is indicative of the YJB’s intent not only at

preventing youth offending but also rehabilitating those that have already committed offences.

Twenty five years ago, the association of the word “rehabilitation” to offenders would elicit
ridicule and scorn. This reaction is no longer evident, as the resurgence and importance of

interventions and treatment of offenders has been affirmed and is now seen as the most



promising form of reducing recidivism and re-offending (Andrews & Bonta, 2003; Muncie,
2009). Incarceration without appropriate interventions and treatment programmes in place
can sometimes be more damaging than help for offenders. Particularly those deemed as low-
risk offenders, who may be more vulnerable to “indoctrination” into criminal patterns of

thinking and behaving if the time spent in prison is unproductive (Andrews & Bonta, 2003).

The following sections of this chapter will review how crime is measured in the UK and the
extent of youth offending in England and Wales. The chapter will then go onto discuss
agendas set by the YJB in order to tackle youth offending. This will then lead onto the aims

and objectives of the thesis as a whole.

Measurement of crime

In England and Wales crime is measured via the British Crime Survey and police recorded
crime (Hough & Norris, 2009; Kershaw, Nicholas & Walker, 2008). The British Crime
Survey is a large scale national cross sectional survey that asks questions related to people’s
experiences and perceptions of crime, as well as their attitudes towards crime-related topics
and use of illicit drugs (Kershaw et al., 2008). Statistics reported in the British Crime Survey
are not affected by whether crime is reported or not nor is it affected by changes in the way
the police record crime. Furthermore, it is seen as the most reliable measure of the extent of

victimisation and of national trends over time (Kershaw et al., 2008).

Nonetheless, the British Crime Survey is not without its problems and the expectation that it
can yield fine-tuned estimates of prevalence and incidence of crimes is over optimistic. The

main problem with the British Crime Survey is sampling error, whereby serious and persistent



offenders are concentrated in a small sub-sample of the population (Hough & Norris, 2009).
Therefore, even with very large population surveys, only a small proportion of these people
will be reached, even when assuming a 100% response rate (Hough & Norris, 2009). The
alternative measure of prevalence and incidence of offending is police recorded crime

statistics.

Police recorded crime statistics are based upon figures reported to the Home Office by
individual police forces. Reported figures are derived from crimes which are reported to
and/or recorded by the police (Kershaw et al., 2008). Although police recorded crime
statistics are a good measure of trends for well reported crimes as well as less common but
more serious crimes, the British Crime Survey reported that only 42% of all criminal offences
are reported to the police (Kershaw et al., 2008). Therefore, it is reported that approximately
58% of all criminal offences are not reported to the police (Jansson, Robb, Higgins & Babb,
2008). This suggests that reliance on police recorded crime statistics would lead to an

underestimation of the prevalence and incidence of crime.

The British Crime Survey reports that crimes most likely to be reported are thefts of vehicles
(93%), burglaries when property has been stolen (76%), vandalism (35%), assault without
injury (34%) and theft from the person (32%) (Jansson et al., 2008). Although the British
Crime Survey and police recorded crime statistics are in agreement in terms of prevalence for
the majority of offences, there is discrepancy over prevalence of substance misuse and drug
related offences (Babb & Ogunbor, 2008; Kershaw et al., 2008). Police recorded crime
statistics reported an increase in drugs related offences, accounted for by the increase in

possession of cannabis offences. Therefore, if there is an increase in possession and



trafficking type offences, how can there be a decrease in drug use, as reported by the British

Crime Survey.

This can be seen as a significant underestimation of the true extent of drugs related offences
(Babb & Ogunbor, 2008) and is also likely to be due to sampling error, as mentioned
previously (Hough & Norris, 2009). Nevertheless, even though both the British Crime
Survey and police recorded crime statistics are to an extent inaccurate when used as stand-
alone measures of prevalence and incidence of crime, when used in conjunction with each
other they do provide the best available national indicators of prevalence and incidence of
crimes (Hough & Norris, 2009). Nevertheless, both sources are in agreement with each other
in terms of a reduction in prevalence and incidence rates for youth offending (Hoare & Povey,

2008; Taylor & Patterson, 2008).

Current trends in youth offending

Current trends in youth offending have reported a steady decline in prevalence of youth
offending since the peak in 1995 (Jansson e al. 2008). There has been a reported 5.8%
decrease in rates of youth offending; however, there has been a reported increase of 10% of
female young offenders (YJB, 2009a). Overall, 79% of young offenders are male and 21%
female, with 57% of the male young offenders aged between 15 to 17 years old (YJB, 2009a).
The most common offences committed by young people are criminal damage theft and

handling, violence against the person, and motoring offences, consecutively (YJB, 2009a).

A total of 277,986 offences were committed by children and young people aged 10 to 17

years old between 2007 and 2008 (YJB, 2009a). However, this figure should not be viewed



with caution as official crime statistics, as mentioned previously; is invariably an
underestimation of the true extent of crimes due to under-reporting (Hough & Norris, 2009).
Nevertheless, this is a decrease of 9,027 (3.1%) since 2004/05 and a decrease of 17,143
(5.8%) since 2006/07 (YJB, 2009a). However, although overall crime rates have decreased,
there has been an increase in drug related offences and violent offences. Table 1.1

summarises current trends in youth offending in England and Wales.

Table 1.1 Current trends in youth offending 2007/08 (YJB, 2009a)

Type of offence Incidence rates Incidence rates Trend
(2004/05) (2007/08)

Overall crime 287,013 277,986 Decrease of 3.1%
Robbery 5185 6699 Increase of 29%
Violence against the person | 44,988 53,930 Increase of 20%
Drugs related offences 11,879 13,268 Increase of 12%
Criminal damage 34,511 38,524 Increase of 12%
Motoring offences 55,296 26,225 Decrease of 53%

As can be seen in Table 1.1, the decrease in overall crime is likely to be due to the large
decrease in motoring offences, as reported in the official statistics (YJB, 2009a). However,
worryingly there is an increase in violent offences. Therefore, a reported decrease in overall
crime does not provide details of the extent and seriousness of youth offending. For that
reason, it is important that research on factors associated with youth offending is conducted in

order to reduce the incidence of offending among young people.




Due to the increase in violent offences committed by young offenders, there is a slight
increase of custodial sentences imposed on young offenders. It is reported that an average of
2932 young offenders were in custody during 2007/08, a slight increase from the previous
year, which was 2914 (YJB, 2009a). There has also been a 49% increase in the use of
electronic monitoring or “tagging” of young offenders. This is likely to be due to the
introduction of numerous community based sentencing alternatives that have become
available to the Courts (YJB, 2009b). Specifically, the Intensive Supervision and
Surveillance Programme (ISSP), which is a structured community based sentence that is a
direct alternative to custody (Audit Commission, 2004). During 2007 — 2008 a total of 5000
young offenders were made subject to conditions of ISSP across England and Wales (YJB,

2009a).

The ISSP is considered to be a more constructive and considerably cheaper option for
persistent offenders then a custodial sentence (Audit Commission, 2004; Gray et al., 2005). A
six month ISSP costs £8,500 per young person, whereas a six month custodial sentence would
cost £25,400 per young person. Therefore, it would be more cost effective to impose the
ISSP on young offenders then to put them into custody (Gray et al., 2005). Furthermore,
young people are offered twice as much time in constructive activities on ISSP as they are in
prison, which may be more beneficial in terms of desisting and deterring them from further

offending.

Risk and protective factors associated with youth offending
In recent years researchers and policy makers alike have adopted the medical model of

pathways to youth offending. Farrington (2000a) refers to this movement as the “risk factor



paradigm” and suggests that prevention methods should be designed to counteract identified
risk factors for youth offending. Risk factors to offending can be broadly defined as anything
that increases the probability that a person will engage in offending behaviour (Shader, 2002),
for example deviant and/or antisocial peers and lack of supervision from parents. Generally
research discussing risk factors have demonstrated that the more risk factors a young person is
exposed to, the more likely they are to engage in antisocial and/or offending behaviour

(Sprott, Jenkins & Doob, 2000).

Research on risk factors ultimately prompted discussions and investigation into influences
that may provide a buffer between the presence of risk factors and the onset of delinquent
and/or offending behaviour. These buffers are referred to as protective factors, which allow
some young people to become more resistant to developing offending behaviour despite
exposure to numerous risk factors. Pollard, Hawkins & Arthur (1999) suggested that
protective factors are those that mediate and/or moderate the effect of risk factor exposure that
reduces the incidences of problem behaviours. Examples of protective factors include good

parental supervision, high self esteem and constructive use of leisure time.

There is confusion over the difference between risk and protective factors which can be
attributed to the conceptual understanding that protective factors are just the opposite of risk
factors. For example, if the risk factor is seen as a dysfunctional family environment, then the
protective factor will be to create a healthy family environment. However, this does not
explain why siblings from the same dysfunctional family have different courses of

development, one in the direction of offending and the other in a more pro-social direction.



Therefore, risk and protective factors should be viewed as a continuum rather than stand alone

factors.

Within the risk and protective factors paradigm, there are five domains in which the factors
can be categorised. The five domains of risk and protective factors are individual, familial,
peer, school and community domains (Hawkins et al., 2000). It has also been suggested that
risk factors experienced from a number of domains will increase the risk of the young person
offending as compared to a young person who only experiences risk factors from one domain
(Campbell & Harrington, 2000; Liddle & Solanki, 2000). Identified risk and protective
factors associated with youth offending will be discussed in more depth in the following

chapter.

Risk and protective factors associated with youth offending have been incorporated into
diversionary programmes and community based sentences designed to desist and deter young
people from offending (YJB, 2009b). This has further developed into the Positive Youth
Development approach (Silbereisen & Lerner, 2007). This view suggests that by aligning the
strengths present in their social and physical ecology there is the potential for change
(Silbereisen & Lerner, 2007). In other words, the aim is to equip adolescents with basic
personal and social assets within the physical, intellectual, psychological and social
dimensions, needed for healthy development into a productive adult (Laub, Doherty &

Sampson, 2007).



Approaches to youth offending — treatment and interventions

Over the years Psychologists have learnt more effective and efficient ways of changing
behaviour other than primarily using punishment (Andrews & Bonta, 2003). Due to the shift
of focus from punishment of offenders to rehabilitation of offenders, recent literature has
focused upon the “What Works” initiative to offender rehabilitation (Ldsel, 2001; Mair, 2004;
McGuire, 2001). Guidelines to the What Works initiative and strategy has been rolled out
throughout the Prison Service and National Probation Service for adult offenders, this has
slowly filtered through to youth justice agencies. Nevertheless, there is a general trend in
policy and intervention of “one size fits all” notion, with little consideration given to
individual characteristics of young people. However, with more available research this trend
is changing and prevention and intervention programmes aimed at tackling youth offending
have started to incorporate both the risk and protective factors paradigm more appropriately

and on an individual basis.

Welsh and Farrington (2001) reported that community interventions can be economically
efficient in reducing re-offending, even though the type of intervention that represents the best
value for public money is unclear. In 2002 Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino and Buehler (2002)
conducted a meta-analytic review on effectiveness of programmes in the United States, such
as “Scared Straight”, which involves organised visits to adult prisons by young offenders or
children at risk of offending. The aim of such programmes is to deter children and young
people from offending or re-offending by providing first hand observations and interactions
with adult prisoners. Findings from this study indicated that not only do such programmes
fail to deter children and young people from offending, they actually increased the level of

youth offending (Petrosino et al., 2002).



The Petrosino et al. (2002) study not only highlights the importance of designing appropriate
prevention and intervention programmes tackling youth offending but also rigorous
evaluations to assess effectiveness. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that planned
interventions are direct responses to meeting identified needs of young people, as there is still
a certain degree of misunderstanding of risk and protective factors (Dubberley, 2006).
Moreover, if the predominant risk factors for individual young offenders is community based,
prevention and intervention lies with policy makers, rather than individual therapists or

clinicians.

As previously mentioned, the Positive Youth Development approach advocates protective
factors and moves away from concentrating on reducing risk factors and aims to provide
young people with appropriate coping skills when faced with adversity (Silbereisen & Lerner,
2007). The cognitive behavioural approach has been the preferred method of intervention for
teaching appropriate coping skills (Feilzer, Appleton, Roberts & Hoyle, 2002). Moreover, it
has been previously reported that cognitive behavioural approaches can reduce re-offending
amongst young offenders (Feilzer et al., 2002; YJB, 2008). Furthermore, improving
education and encouraging social interactions may also reduce re-offending amongst young

offenders (Feilzer et al., 2002).

Apart from cognitive behavioural approaches, which concentrate on the individual’s
behaviour and how it is affected by their thinking, multi-systemic therapy has also proven to
be an effective method of intervention for young offenders (YJB, 2008). Multi-systemic
therapy views offending behaviour as a consequence of the relationship between individuals

and their external environment. The primary aim is to promote a multi-faceted change in

10



individual, familial, peer, school and community factors that influence offending (YJB, 2008).
Due to the multi-faceted approach of multi-systemic therapy, it can be concluded that this
approach to intervention is most closely related to the risk and protective factors paradigm.

This approach to intervention will be considered in a later chapter in the thesis.

As policies and interventions aimed at tackling youth offending have incorporated the risk and
protective factors paradigm, applicability of such concepts needs to be examined in order to
assess effectiveness of interventions derived from the risk and protective factors paradigm.
Furthermore, without understanding the interlinking relationship between risk and protective
factors, effective application to interventions would be hard to achieve. In other words,
whether the relationship between risk and protective factors is seen as linear or multimodal

will directly impact upon how protective factors are applied in interventions.

Aims and objectives
Due to the projected amount of funding that will be invested in Youth Offending Teams
across England and Wales over the coming years, identification of the predictive value of
particular risk and protective factors to community sentence completion has implications for
appropriate use of resources as well as funding for prevention and intervention initiatives.
The aim of this thesis is to examine risk and protective factors to youth offending and how
they have been applied to legislation, prevention and intervention. Clarification of the
applicability of risk and protective factors to prevention and intervention will have
implications for effective targeting of resources. The current system of overloading at risk

young people with diversionary and intervention programmes have yielded mix results in

11



terms of effectively preventing and rehabilitating young offenders (Kershaw et al., 2008; YJIB,

2009a).

The structure of the thesis is as follows; Chapter 2 reviews literature on associated risk and
protective factors to youth offending in order to establish current trends and developments.
This will help establish whether current YJB initiatives have incorporated all identified risk
and protective factors in their agenda. Chapter 3 applies the risk and protective factors
paradigm to an empirical study of high risk community based young offenders. This will help
establish whether current community based initiatives are effective in tackling risks associated
with youth offending based upon community sentence completion rates. Chapter 4 presents a
qualitative case study, which allows for an in depth discussion and demonstration of the

interlinking relationship between risk factors and protective factors.

In order to assess applicability of the data collected for the empirical research and case study,
Chapter 5 critiques the Children’s Nowicki-Strickland Internal External (CNSIE — Nowicki &
Strickland, 1973) which was used for both the empirical research study and case study as a
measure for locus of control. The reason for choosing to critique this particular measure was
due to lack of reported significant differences in locus of control in either the empirical
research study or case study, when internal locus of control has previously been identified as a
protective factor associated with young people’s resilience to adverse situations and/or events

(Carr, 2001).

12



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RISK AND PROTECTIVE FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH YOUTH

OFFENDING

13



Abstract
This chapter reviews current literature reporting risk and protective factors that are associated
with the increase and/or decrease in risk of offending among young people. Two previous
meta analytical studies conducted by Hawkins et al. (2000) and Shader (2002) reviewed
literature on risk and protective factors associated with youth offending. From these two
studies, particularly the Hawkins et al. (2000) study, risk and protective factors was
categorised into five domains of individual, familial, academic, peer and community domains.
This chapter is a thematic review of literature on risk and protective factors to youth offending
published after 2002 in order to assess whether any further factors have been identified or
whether there are any changes in focus in terms of risk and protective factors associated with

youth offending.

The findings from this review suggest that there is no change in terms of identified risk and
protective factors associated with youth offending since 2002. The main development in the
literature is the application of the risk and protective factors paradigm, which was developed
through research with western samples, to non-western samples. The main finding is that the
five domains suggested by Hawkins et al. (2000) and Shader (2002) also map on to non-
western samples, however, individual factors within the domains differ. Similar findings
were also reported in studies which assessed risk and protective factors associated female
youth offending. This has implications for application of the risk and protective factors
paradigm to interventions aimed at female young offenders and young offenders from

different ethnic backgrounds.
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Introduction
In the United States although the overall rates of youth offending have declined in the past
five years, there has been a noted increase in the number of violent offences committed by
young offenders (Jenson, Potter & Howard, 2001). In the UK there was a dramatic increase
in youth offending in the latter part of the 90’s, however, overall rates of youth offending in
have remained stable since 2002, nevertheless, there has been a reported increase in violent
offences, such as Robbery up 29% and violence against the person up 20% (YJB, 2007; YJB
2009a). This increase in rates of violent offences committed by young people is worrying,
especially with early childhood aggression and violence being highly publicised as predictors

of life-course persistent offending in adulthood (Moffit, 1993).

Apart from the increase in violent offences in the UK, there have also been reported increases
in the number of drugs related offences up by 12%, as well as an increase in the number of
female young offenders up by 10% (Research in Practice, 2009; YJB, 2009a).  Youth
involvement in substance misuse as well as possible distribution is likely to be linked to
changes in attitudes towards drugs, with a reported normalisation of drugs by young people in
today’s society (Hammersley, Marsland & Reid, 2003). Due to an increase in drugs related
and violent offences committed by young offenders, the prevention of youth offending has
again come to the fore front of many policy makers. Youth Justice Agencies both in the UK
and the US have spent much time and energy attempting to understand the pathways to youth

offending.

In recent years policy makers have adopted the medical model of pathways to youth offending

(Blackburn, 2005; Farrington, 2000a). This model suggests that when particular factors are

15



present it will increase the likelihood of particular outcomes. For example, a person is more
susceptible to developing heart disease if they have high blood pressure, high cholesterol, bad
diet and smokes, when compared with someone with low blood pressure, low cholesterol, and
a healthy diet who does not smoke (British Heart Foundation, 2009). In terms of youth
offending, presence of certain factors may act to increase and/or decrease the likelihood of the
young person developing offending behaviour (Farrington, 2000b; Hoge, Andrews &

Leschied, 1996).

Farrington (2000a) referred to this movement as the “risk factor paradigm” and suggests that
prevention methods should be designed to counteract identified risk factors to youth
offending. Risk factors to offending can be broadly defined as anything that increases the
probability that a person will engage in offending behaviour (Shader, 2002). Generally
research discussing risk factors have demonstrated that the more risk factors a young person is
exposed to, the more likely they are to engage in antisocial and/or offending behaviour
(Sprott, Jenkins & Doob, 2000). However, there are a few specific risk factors, such as early
childhood aggressiveness and association with antisocial peer groups that appear to be
strongly and consistently related to antisocial behaviour and possible future offending in
adulthood (Huesman, Eron & Dubow, 2002; Moffitt, 1993; Nagin & Tremblay, 1999;

Rabiner, Coie, Miller-Johnson, Boykin & Lochman, 2005; Thornberry, 1996).

It has also been documented elsewhere that identified risk factors such as substance misuse,
school exclusion, lack of parental supervision and offending peers are highly associated with
young offenders developing into serious and/or persistent offenders (Flood-Page, Campbell,

Harrington & Miller, 2000). Thus, multiple risk factors clustered together increase the risk of
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young people developing offending behaviour (YJB, 2005). However, notably not all young
people who experience risk factors will go on to offend or develop antisocial behaviours
(Little, Axford & Morpeth, 2004). There are some children who may be more resistant to
developing offending and/or antisocial behaviour when faced with a combination of risk

factors (Carr, 2001; Little et al., 2004).

Research on risk factors ultimately prompted discussions and investigation into influences
that may provide a buffer between the presence of risk factors and the onset of delinquent
and/or offending behaviour. These buffers are referred to as protective factors, which allow
some young people to become more resistant to developing offending behaviour despite
exposure to numerous risk factors. Pollard, Hawkins and Arthur (1999) suggested that
protective factors are those that mediate and/or moderate the effect of risk factor exposure that

reduces the incidences of problem behaviours.

Research into protective factors has generally been derived from studies on resilience.
Although studies based on resiliency in young people have existed for more than half a
century, it has only recently been identified as a protective factor for offending behaviour in
young people (Carr, 2001). Resilience can be defined as successful adaptive behaviour
following exposure to stressors, in other words, protective factors, equivalent to stress shields
or safe guards that protect high risk children from negative outcomes (Carr, 2001; Cowen &

Work, 1998; Werner, 1989).

Although research into risk and protective factors have shed some light into the

developmental processes contributing to youth offending, the interaction between risk and
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protective factors has not been made clear (Blackburn, 2005). Especially as identified
protective factors are simply the opposite of risk factors, such demonstration does little to
advance our knowledge. In order for knowledge in this area to advance, risk and protective
factors need to be regarded as interlinking entities on a continuum, rather than single separate

entities that work in isolation.

Identified risk and protective factors
In 2000 Hawkins et al. conducted a meta-analysis with 66 studies examining risk factors to
youth violence. Meta--analysis is used to synthesise the quantitative results from a number of
previously conducted studies into a database which then indexes the relative strengths of
relationships between the predictor variable and the criterion variable based on effect size
(Neill, 2006). The 66 studies examined by Hawkins et al. (2000) were primarily taken from
the bibliography of a previous meta-analytical study conducted by Lipsey and Derzon (1998).
Hawkins et al. (2000) also supplemented their analysis with research reports provided by the
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) as well as the Seattle Social
Development Project. Hawkins et al. (2000) focused on longitudinal studies with young
people living in the community, whereby previous convictions were not a prerequisite to
inclusion. Through their analysis, Hawkins et al. (2000) identified a number of risk factors as
predictors of subsequent violent behaviour. Identified predictors were then arranged into the
five domains of individual, family, school, peer-related and community and neighbourhood
factors. Table 2.1 lists the risk factors that were identified by Hawkins et al. (2000) in

relation to the five domains.
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Table 2.1 Risk factor domains (Hawkins et al., 2000)

Domains:

Associated Risk Factors:

Individual domain

Pregnancy complications

Low resting heart rate

Internalising disorders

Hyperactivity, restlessness and risk taking
behaviour

Aggressiveness

Early onset of violent behaviour
Involvement in other forms of anti-social
behaviour

Beliefs and attitudes favourable to deviant or anti-
social behaviour

Family domain

Parental criminality

Child maltreatment

Poor family management practices

Low levels of parental involvement

Poor family bonding

Family conflict

Parental attitudes favourable to substance misuse
and violence

Parent-child separation

School domain

Academic failure

Low bonding to school

Truancy and dropping out of school
Frequent school transitions

Peer-related domain

Delinquent siblings
Delinquent peers
Gang membership

Neighbourhood and
community domain

Poverty

Community disorganisation

Availability of drugs and firearms
Neighbourhood adults involved in crime
Exposure to violence and racial prejudice
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Hawkins et al. (2000) concluded from their analysis that many predictors of youth violence
are also predictors of other problems, such as substance misuse, offending behaviour, school
dropout and teen pregnancy. They go on to state that the larger the number of risk factors to
which an individual is exposed to, the higher the risk of engaging in violent behaviour. Thus,
they propose that a better understanding of the protective factors which mitigate the effects of

risk exposure is required.

Although the Hawkins et al. (2000) study specifically assessed risk factors as predictors to
youth violence, the proposed domains of risk factors can be applied to youth offending in
general. Nonetheless, even though the Hawkins et al. (2000) study identified numerous risk
factors associated with youth offending, the study did not identify any protective factors.
More recently, Shader (2002) incorporated age of onset and protective factors in his review of
risk factors to youth offending. Table 2.2 illustrates risk and protective factors with age of

onset as proposed by Shader (2002).
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Table 2.2 Risk and protective factors by domain and age of onset (Shader, 2002)

Risk Factors Protective factors

Domain Early onset (ages 6-11years) Late onset (ages 12-14 years) (age of onset unknown)
Individual e General offences e General offences e Intolerant attitude toward
domain e Substance misuse e Restlessness deviance

e Being male e Difficulty concentrating e HighlQ

e Aggression e Risk taking behaviour e Being female

e Hyperactivity e Aggression e Positive social orientation

e Problem (anti-social behaviour) e Being male e Perceived sanctions for

e Exposure to television violence e Physical violence transgressions

e Medical, physical problems e Anti-social attitudes and beliefs

e LowlQ e Crimes against the persons

e Anti-social attitudes, beliefs e Problem (anti-social) behaviour

e Dishonesty e LowlQ

e Substance misuse

Family e Low socioeconomic status/poverty e Poor parent-child relationship e  Warm supportive relationship
domain e Anti-social parents e Harsh or lax discipline with parents or other adults

e Poor parent-child relationship e Poor monitoring and supervision e Parents’ positive evaluation of

e Harsh, lax or inconsistent discipline e Low parental involvement peers

e Broken home e Antisocial parents ¢ Parental monitoring

e Separation from parents e Broken home

e Other conditions e Low socioeconomic

e Abusive parents status/poverty

e Neglect e Abusive parents

e Family conflict

School e Poor attitude and/or performance e Poor attitude and/or e Commitment to school
domain performance e Recognition for involvement in

Academic failure

conventional activities
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Peer
domain

Weak social ties
Antisocial peers

Weak social ties
Antisocial or delinquent peers
Gang membership

Friends who engage in
conventional behaviour

Community
domain

Neighbourhood crime and drugs
Neighbourhood disorganisation
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Risk factors to youth offending identified by Shader (2002) match those that were previously
identified by Hawkins et al. (2000). Nevertheless, Shader (2002) went further by categorising
the risk factors into age of onset, however, when examined closely the risk factors identified
at each age interval does not differ from each other. Therefore, risk factors can be viewed as
a continuum that spans over a young person’s developmental timeline and occurrence/onset,
whether early or late may serve to increase the risk of the young person developing anti-social

and/or offending behaviour.

More importantly, the protective factors identified by Shader (2002) presents a number of
challenges for practitioners and policy makers alike. For example; if a young person
expresses antisocial attitudes and beliefs, the challenge for practitioners is to develop
interventions that challenge these attitudes and beliefs but at the same time promote pro-social
attitudes and beliefs. In terms of challenges for policy makers, risk factors related to
neighbourhood issues of drugs and crime require consideration of policy changes that are
targeting societal issues as a whole rather than individual level issues, which take time to
implement. Nevertheless, there are initiatives being proposed in order to tackle the relevant

issues related to youth offending (YJB, 2008; YJB 2009b).

The following section of this chapter will provide an overview of current literature identified
in the literature search to assess whether there have been any further developments to the risk
and protective factors paradigm since the Hawkins et al. (2000) and Shader (2002) review

studies.
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Method
In order to look more closely at current trends in the literature specifically identifying and
reporting risk and protective factors to youth offending, a thorough literature search was
conducted. Due to two previous large scale studies that have reviewed the literature on risk
and protective factors conducted by Hawkins et al. (2000) and Shader (2002), the search was
restricted to studies that have been conducted after 2002 in order to assess and review whether
there have been any further developments in the literature. The first literature search was
conducted in July 2008 and the second was conducted in July 2009. Databases used for the
literature search were the IST Web of Knowledge, Social Sciences and Education and Health

and Biomedical Sciences.

The following search terms were used for the first search; youth offending, risk and protective
factors, and risk and protective factors to youth offending. As the terms used for the first
search were too specific, the search did not obtain many articles. The first search identified
13 relevant articles. The second literature search conducted in July 2009 using the Web of
Science database used m