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Abstract of the Dissertation 

Under the Radar or Under Arrest: How Does Contact with the Juvenile Justice System Affect 

Delinquency and Academic Outcomes? 

By 

Jordan Bechtold Beardslee 

Doctor of Philosophy in Psychology and Social Behavior 

University of California, Irvine, 2014 

Professor Elizabeth Cauffman, Chair 

 

Although many studies have found that arrested youth are more likely than non-arrested 

youth to experience later maladjustment, methodological limitations restrict the generalizations 

of prior work.  Perhaps the most noteworthy limitation in prior work is the possibility of 

selection effects, with arrested youth likely to have very different psychological and behavioral 

profiles pre-justice system contact than non-arrested youth.  This leaves us wondering whether 

the observed maladjustment is due to the type of adolescent who comes to the attention of law 

enforcement or due the type of justice system interventions that arrested youth experience. 

This study overcomes these limitations by comparing the outcomes of demographically 

similar male adolescents who have committed the same crimes but who differ with regard to 

whether they were “caught” for their crimes.  Using propensity score matching to compare 

arrested and non-arrested youth, I investigated whether contact with the justice system does, in 

fact, contribute to school-related outcomes, substance use, and delinquency and whether these 

relations vary based on whether arrested youth are formally processed or diverted from the 

system. 
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When selection effects are taken into consideration, results indicate that contact with the 

juvenile justice system does not have a universally harmful effect on development.  Diversion 

(informally processing youth) actually deters future offending, school misconduct, school 

truancy, and school suspensions.  However, both diverted and formally processed youth, 

regardless of their actual antisocial and illegal behavior, are more likely than no-contact youth to 

be arrested during the study period, according to official court records.  The risk of re-arrest is 

highest for formally processed youth.  Formally processed youth are also more likely than no-

contact and diverted youth to be transferred to an alternative or continuation school. 

Taken together, results suggest that increased justice system surveillance might improve 

school performance and deter offending, but it also might lead to more contact with the system.  

Although an adolescent’s first arrest might lead to positive outcomes in the immediate future, the 

effects of subsequent contacts are unknown.  As such, the data suggest that the default policy 

should be to divert low-level first-time offenders and keep the justice system’s involvement to a 

minimum.    

 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



 

 1 

I. Research Objectives and Rationale 

Study Overview 

The proclivity to engage in antisocial, illegal, and violent behavior increases sharply 

between childhood and adolescence and declines thereafter (e.g., Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1987; 

Sampson & Laub, 1993).  Indeed many American adolescents self-report engaging in at least one 

behavior for which they could be arrested (Farrington, 2009).  Although some youth who engage 

in unlawful behavior are prosecuted by the justice system, there is a substantial proportion of 

youth who engage in the same illegal behaviors but are never arrested (Erickson & Empey, 1963; 

Farrington, Jolliffe, Hawkins, Catalano, Hill, Kosterman, 2003; Gold, 1966; Short & Nye, 1958).  

While minor delinquency in adolescence is typically transient and exploratory, it has been 

suggested that, notwithstanding limitations in prior work, youth who become ensnared in the 

justice system are likely to suffer serious maladjustment (e.g., Moffitt, 1993).  In this study, I use 

a unique sampling method to ask whether and why adolescents who are arrested have worse 

outcomes than their peers who violate the same laws but are never arrested.  I also investigate 

whether this effect is magnified based on characteristics of the youth or characteristics of the 

justice system experience.  

These aims were investigated in a sample of delinquent youth who engaged in the same 

types of illegal activity and were either: (1) “formally processed”—required to make a court 

appearance and stand before a judge; (2) “informally processed”—arrested but diverted from the 

justice system and given the option to have all charges dismissed if conditions were satisfied; or 

(3) never arrested (“no-contact” youth)—youth who were never caught for their crimes.  A 

control group of adolescents who have engaged in illegal behavior but never been arrested is 

possible given that approximately 60-80% of American adolescents self-report engaging in some 
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form of delinquency (Moffitt, 1993) but only 16-27% are arrested for a non-traffic violation by 

the age of 18 (Brame, Turner, Paternoster, & Bushway, 2012).  Indeed much adolescent illegal 

behavior is either unreported or undetected by law enforcement (Black & Reiss, 1970; 

Farrington, Loeber, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 2003; Kraus & Hasleton, 1982).  Undetected criminal 

behavior is especially apparent when U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) victimization data is 

compared to Uniform Crime Rates (UCR), with data suggesting that most victims do not report 

their perpetrator (i.e., UCR are drastically lower than NCVS [National Crime Victimization 

Survey [NCVS] rates; U.S. Department of Justice, 2000).   

In conjunction with the statistical analysis, the inclusion of delinquent youth who were 

and were not caught, and the inclusion of youth who received different types of justice system 

sanctions, helps isolate the effect(s) that different degrees of juvenile justice experiences has on 

adolescent development.  Specifically, the study investigates whether and, if so, how contact 

with the system is related to subsequent delinquency, substance use, and academic outcomes.  I 

also ask whether younger youth are more negatively affected by contact with the justice system 

than older youth.   

The issue of juvenile justice system contact is of substantial importance:  In any year, 

over 2.3 million arrests involve juveniles (US Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2004), over 1.5 

million cases are handled in delinquency courts (Puzzanchera & Kang, 2011), 350,000 minors 

are housed in detention facilities (Adams & Puzzanchera, 2007), and 370,000 minors are placed 

on probation (Puzzanchera & Sickmund, 2008).  Indeed official data suggest that about 9% of 

American males between 10 and 17 are arrested every year (OJJDP, 2009). Although some of 

the most salient tenets of the juvenile justice system are to rehabilitate youth and reduce 

recidivism (e.g., Steinberg & Schwartz, 2000), many empirical studies suggest that contact with 
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the juvenile justice system may not universally achieve these ideals. This study builds on prior 

work by not only looking at whether contact is related to maladjustment, I also investigate 

whether this effect is moderated by the age of youth, and whether the effect of the justice system 

is mediated by individual and contextual variables. 

II. Review of the Literature 

Theoretical Foundations 

Deterrence theory.  Deterrence theory posits that formal sanctions (i.e., strict, harsh, 

punitive responses) are effective means of preventing and controlling illegal behavior (Morris, 

1966; Zimring & Hawkins, 1973).  There are two distinct aspects of this theory: specific 

deterrence (sanctioned youth are personally affected by harsh treatment) and general deterrence 

(non-sanctioned youth are vicariously affected by harsh treatment imposed on others).  Specific 

deterrence suggests that individuals who experience harsh sanctions will desist from (or at least 

reduce) criminal behavior.  Supporters of this theory argue that the juvenile justice system should 

intervene early and punish first-time offenders with harsh sanctions in an effort to prevent future, 

often escalating, crime.  However, many examples that have been used to support specific 

deterrence theory have been derived from national averages (i.e., aggregate data).  For example, 

Fabelo (1995) found support for deterrence theory by using national averages to show that 

incarceration rates had increased 30% while crime rates had decreased 5% during the same five-

year period.  Although aggregate data can be informative, these data should be interpreted with 

caution, as causality cannot be inferred from correlational studies and individual-level 

interpretations cannot be drawn from aggregate-level data (also known as the Ecological 

Fallacy; Robinson, 1950).  For example, there are many outside factors that might influence both 

crime rates and incarceration rates (e.g., national budgets).   
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General deterrence suggests that witnessing others experience punitive or certain 

treatment by the justice systems will prevent individuals from committing similar crimes out of 

fear that they too will be punished (Ernest Van den Haag, 1982; Andenaes, 1974).  However, 

research that has tracked changes in transfer to adult court policies has indicated that broader 

transfer laws (i.e., laws that allow more individuals to be transferred to adult court, which would 

be a “stricter” policy) do not prevent subsequent serious juvenile delinquency (Jensen & 

Metsger, 1994; McGowan, Hahn, Liberman, Crosby, Fullilove, Johnson, Moscicki, Price, 

Snyder, Tuma, Lowy, Briss, Cory, & Stone, 2007).  Nonetheless there is some evidence in 

support of the effectiveness of deterrence theory in specific situations.  For example, the threat of 

arrest may deter property crimes (Kohfeld & Sprague, 1990) and neighborhoods with certain and 

predictable punishments may have lower crime rates than neighborhoods with less predictable 

law enforcement policies (Klepper & Nagin, 1989). 

Labeling theory.  Like deterrence theorists, labeling theorists posit that the juvenile 

justice system’s response to juvenile delinquency has profound effects on subsequent behavior.  

However, in contrast to deterrence theory, labeling theory proposes that the effect will be in the 

opposite direction, particularly that contact with the juvenile justice system will have negative 

effects on behavior.  Specifically, labeling theory suggests that involvement with the justice 

system will create stigmas and deviant self-identities that will lead to continued or escalating 

illegal behavior (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951).  Part of this effect is due to youth self-identifying 

as delinquents, however, part of this is due to the stigmatizing effect of official sanctions and the 

ensuing legitimate reductions in social opportunities (Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1951).   

Self-identifying as delinquents.  Labeling theory suggests that youth who become 

embedded in the juvenile justice system may develop delinquent self-concepts (Lemert, 1967) 
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and may start acting in ways consistent with this identity (Matsueda, 1992).  Although this 

theory originated in the fields of sociology and criminology, this idea is consistent with what 

researchers have learned from developmental and social psychology.  It has long been known 

that identity formation is an important developmental task of adolescence (e.g., Erikson, 1968).  

This is due in part to the cognitive advances during this period, including increases in the ability 

to think about the future (Steinberg, Graham, O’Brien, Woolard, Cauffman, & Banich, 2009) and 

the ability to imagine what life may be like if various identities are adopted (“possible selves” 

Markus & Nurius, 1986).  Identity is not solidified until early adulthood, which leaves 

adolescents with inchoate identities and a tendency to experiment with various identities, roles 

and self-conceptions (Steinberg, 2011)—including those defined by risky and illegal behavior.  

As identity is fluid and in flux during adolescence, identity in adolescence may be particularly 

sensitive to external influences.  Insofar as people are motivated to behave in ways that are 

consistent with their beliefs (see Leon Festinger’s theory of cognitive dissonance; Festinger, 

1962), involvement with the juvenile justice system may lead adolescents to adopt delinquent 

identities and this may cause them to behave in ways consistent with this identity, such as 

engaging in criminal behaviors and not pursuing academic success.   

In addition to reducing the dissonance between youth’s perceived identity and their 

behavior, youth may be motivated, either consciously or unconsciously, to conform to the 

expectations of others.  Social relationships are excessively salient during adolescence, 

producing a heightened sensitivity to the opinions of others.  To the extent that others may 

perceive juvenile offenders as “criminals,” youth may be aware of these stereotypical 

expectations and they may behave in ways to confirm these beliefs (e.g., looking glass self; 

Pygmalion effect; Harter, Stocker, & Robinson, 1996; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968).   
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Finally, as a result of adopting a deviant identity, youth may reject conventional, pro-

social behaviors and people (Kaplan & Fukurai, 1992) and may seek out friendships with peers 

who are equally stigmatized (i.e., other delinquents).  Alternatively, pro-social peers may reject 

individuals typecast as delinquents.  

Reductions in conventional opportunities.  Compared to non-delinquent youth, 

individuals who have been sanctioned by the juvenile justice system (e.g., arrested, convicted, 

incarcerated) may perceive or experience reductions in access to conventional resources (e.g., 

school related opportunities, part-time jobs, extracurricular clubs and sports; Matsueda, 1992; 

Moffitt, 1993).  In addition, not only may delinquent youth reject pro-social conventions, but 

social peers may reject delinquent adolescents.  Juvenile justice system involved individuals may 

experience differential treatment by educational institutions.  For example, delinquent youth may 

be segregated from non-delinquent students and required to attend specific programs or classes, 

which may reduce opportunities to form positive relationships.  Schools may even push 

delinquent youth into continuation or alternative schools.  Unfortunately, many studies have 

shown that grouping like-minded delinquents together may have unintended consequences 

(“deviancy training”, discussed later; Dishion, Spracklen, Andrews, Patterson, 1996).  As a 

result, labeled individuals may continue engaging in illegal behaviors and demonstrate 

diminished achievement in academic and occupation domains. 

 The influence of context.  Dating back to at least 1970s, developmental psychologists 

have recognized that adolescent development cannot be fully understood without a consideration 

of the contexts to which individuals are exposed (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).  Indeed there are many 

environments that are known to have harmful effects on development and behavior in 

adolescence.  Environmental risk factors may stem from the adolescent’s family (e.g., marital 
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conflict, abusive or neglectful parenting; Chassin, Hussong, Beltran, 2009; Davies & Lindsay, 

2004; Dishion, Capaldi, & Yoerger, 1999; Dobkin, Tremblay, & Sacchitelle, 1997), peers (e.g., 

antisocial peers, peer group identity, rejection by peers; Farrington, 2009; Chassin et al., 2009; 

Savin-Williams & Berndt, 1990; Veronneau, Vitaro, Brendgen, Dishion, & Tremblay, 2010), 

neighborhood and community (e.g., poverty, availability of drugs, enforcement of laws; Chassin 

et al., 2009; Leventhal, Dupéré, & Brooks-Gunn, 2009; Stanley, Henry, & Swaim, 2011;).   

What is unknown, however, is whether (and how) the context of an adolescent’s first 

contact with the juvenile justice system is related to adverse outcomes.  It has been suggested 

that involvement with the justice system (i.e., long-term incarceration sentences) may stifle 

normative development (Steinberg, Chung, Little, 2004). In fact, research has shown that 

incarceration in adolescence is strongly related to academic failure, adult unemployment, and 

reduced adult earnings (Fagan & Freeman, 1999; Ward & Tittle, 1993; Wolfgang, Thornberry, & 

Figlio, 1987), although it is unclear who the appropriate comparison group would be in studies 

that look at the effects of incarceration.  Youth who commit crimes that lead to long stays in 

secure facilities are likely very different than youth who are never incarcerated.  As such, it is 

important to bear in mind that juvenile incarceration and adult outcomes could both be caused by 

the same measured or unmeasured third variable, which could lead to a spurious relation between 

incarceration and adult outcomes. Although research has indicated that incarceration may have 

important, and irreversible, effects on adult outcomes, it is less clear how less serious 

involvement with the justice system (i.e., arrest, court appearance, supervised probation) is 

related to more proximal outcomes, such as academic performance and academic engagement, 

substance use, and illegal behavior.  In an effort to reduce the risk of selection effects and biased 

treatment effects, one study matched incarcerated and non-incarcerated youth pre-confinement 
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School Expectations 
 
How far do you THINK you will go in school?  (s#Sch47) 

(1) Drop out before graduation 
(2) Graduate from high school 
(3) Go to a business, technical school or junior college 
(4) Graduate from college 
(5) Go to graduate or professional school 

 
Perceptions of Opportunities 
 
Value of Future Work and School Success  
 
Now I'd like to ask you some questions about your long range goals and your chances of 
achieving these goals. (CARD21) 
How important is it 
to you... 

Not at all 
important 

Not too 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Pretty 
important 

Very 
important 

NA- 
Already 
achieved 

To have a good job 
or career?   
(s0Opp01a) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
 

(5) 
 

 
(97) 

 
To graduate from 
college?  
(s0Opp02a) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
 

(5) 
 

 
(97) 

 
To earn a good 
living?   
(s0Opp03a) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
 

(5) 
 

 
(97) 

 
 
Expectations for Future Work and School Success  
 
 

What do you think your 
chances are... (CARD22) 

Poor Fair Good 
Very 
Good 

Excellent 
NA-

already 
achieved 

To have a good job or 
career?  
(s0Opp01b) 

(1) (2) 
 

(3) 
 

(4) (5) (97) 

To graduate from college? 
(s0Opp02b) (1) (2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) (5) (97) 

To earn a good living? 
(s0Opp03b) (1) (2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) (5) (97) 
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
 
The next set of questions deals with your general feelings about yourself. Please indicate how 
much you agree or disagree with each statement. (CARD27) 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Agree Strongly 

Agree 
 I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least 

on an equal plane with others. (s0SE1) 
(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I feel that I have a number of good 
qualities. (s0SE2) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

 All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a 
failure. (s0SE3) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I am able to do things as well as most other 
people. (s0SE4) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I feel I do not have much to be proud of. 
(s0SE5) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I take a positive attitude toward myself. 
(s0SE6) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
(s0SE7) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I wish I could have more respect for 
myself. (s0SE8) 

(0) (1) (2) (3) 

I certainly feel useless at times. (s0SE9) (0) (1) (2) (3) 
At times, I think I am no good at all. 

(s0SE10) 
(0) (1) (2) (3) 

 
Association with Deviant Peers  
 
I am going to ask some questions about your friends. (CARD14) 
During the past six months, 
how many of your friends 
have… 

None of 
them 
 

Very few of 
them 

Some of 
them 
 

Most of 
them 
 

All of 
them 
 

Purposely damaged or 
destroyed property that did 
not belong to them? (s0PDel1) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Hit or threatened to hit 
someone? (s0PDel2) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Sold drugs? (s0PDel3) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Gotten drunk once in a while? 
(s0PDel4) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Gotten high on drugs 
(s0PDel5) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Carried a knife? (s0PDel6) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Carried a gun? (s0PDel7) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Owned a gun? (s0PDel8) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Gotten into a physical fight? (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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(s0PDel9) 
Been hurt in a fight? 
(s0PDel10) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Stolen something worth more 
than $100? (s0PDel11)   

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Taken a motor vehicle or 
stolen a car? (s0PDel12) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Gone in or tried to go into a 
building to steal something? 
(s0PDel13) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested that you should go 
out drinking with them? 
(s0PDel14) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested or claimed that you 
have to get drunk to have a 
good time? (s0PDel15) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested or claimed that you 
have to be high on drugs to 
have a good time? (s0PDel16)   

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested that you should sell 
drugs? (s0PDel17) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

      
Suggested that you should 
steal something? (s0PDel18) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested that you should hit 
or beat someone up? 
(s0PDel19) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Suggested that you should 
carry a weapon? (s0PDel20)   

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 
How many close friends do you have?  (Relatives are OK.  Include your girlfriend/ boyfriend if 
you have one, if you consider him/her to be a close friend.) (s0NFrnd) 
 Interviewer:  We want at least one name here.  If subject says he/she has no ‘close’ friends, then 
ask about anyone they consider a ‘friend’. Boyfriends/girlfriends should be included if they are 
‘close’ friends. 
FrNames [1] ___________________________________________ 
FrNames [2] ___________________________________________ 
FrNames [3] ___________________________________________ 
FrNames [4]          
FrNames [5]          
 
Tell me some more about your close friends. (CARD10) 
 

 
 

Friend 1 Friend 2: Friend 3: Friend 4: Friend 5: 

How old is      
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friend?  
(s0AgeFr#) 
 
Male or 
female? 
(s0Genfr#) 
 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 
 
 
 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 
 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 
 

(1) Male 
(2) Female 
 

 
How often do 
you have 
contact with 
him/her? 
(s0ContFr#) 
[Card 3] 
 
 
 

(1) Daily 
(2) 3-6 times a 
week 
(3) 2 times per 
week 
(4) 1 time per 
week 
(5) Less 
weekly, more 
than monthly 
(6) 1 time per 
month 
(7) Less than 
monthly 

 (1) Daily 
(2) 3-6 times a 
week 
(3) 2 times per 
week 
(4) 1 time per 
week 
(5) Less 
weekly, more 
than monthly 
(6) 1 time per 
month 
(7) Less than 
monthly 

(1) Daily 
(2) 3-6 times a 
week 
(3) 2 times per 
week 
(4) 1 time per 
week 
(5) Less 
weekly, more 
than monthly 
(6) 1 time per 
month 
(7) Less than 
monthly 

(1) Daily 
(2) 3-6 times a 
week 
(3) 2 times per 
week 
(4) 1 time per 
week 
(5) Less 
weekly, more 
than monthly 
(6) 1 time per 
month 
(7) Less than 
monthly 

(1) Daily 
(2) 3-6 times a 
week 
(3) 2 times per 
week 
(4) 1 time per 
week 
(5) Less weekly, 
more than 
monthly 
(6) 1 time per 
month 
(7) Less than 
monthly 

Ever been 
arrested? 
(s0ArrFr#) 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

Ever been in 
jail or in 
detention? 
(s0JaiFr#) 
 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

Ever been in a 
mental 
hospital? 
(s0HosFr#) 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

Ever used 
drugs? 
(s0DruFr#) 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

Is he/she one 
of the same 
people you 
mentioned as a 
co-offender for 
(charge in 
month/year)? 
(s0CoofFr#) 

(1) Yes 
Identify: 
 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
Identify: 
 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
Identify: 
 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
Identify: 
 
(5) No 

(1) Yes 
Identify: 
 
(5) No 
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Parental Involvement 
 
You mentioned earlier that [PCareName] is the main person who is responsible for raising you. 
Interviewer: Time Frame=right now. Responsible person means a legal guardian/parent who is 
responsible for raising the subject. It cannot be a boyfriend, girlfriend, or peer. 
NOTE: The youth’s residence in a facility (if applicable) does not preclude answering this series 
of questions.  
NOTE: These answers should reflect the level of monitoring that characterizes the majority of 
the time in the recall period. If it is split evenly, this should reflect the time during which there 
were no intervening circumstances influencing the level of monitoring. For example, some 
parents have distinguished the level of monitoring before the youth was on probation vs. while 
he/she was on probation. 
 
 
(Card 11) 
How much does [PcareName] try to know who you spend time with?  (s#Pmonit1)  

(1) Doesn't try at all 
(2) Tries a little bit 
(3) Tries a lot 
(4) Tries extremely hard 

 
How much does [PcareName] really know who you spend time with?  (s#Pmonitb1) 

(1) Doesn't know at all 
(2) Knows a little bit 
(3) Knows a lot 
(4) Knows everything 

 
How much does [PcareName] try to know how you spend your free time?  (s#Pmonit2) 

(1) Doesn't try at all 
(2) Tries a little bit 
(3) Tries a lot 
(4) Tries extremely hard 

 
How much does [PcareName] really know how you spend your free time?  (s#Pmonitb2) 

(1) Doesn't know at all 
(2) Knows a little bit 
(3) Knows a lot 
(4) Knows everything 

 
How much does [PcareName] try to know how you spend your money?  (s#Pmonit3) 

(1) Doesn't try at all 
(2) Tries a little bit 
(3) Tries a lot 
(4) Tries extremely hard 

 
How much does [PcareName] really know how you spend your money?  (s#Pmonitb3) 
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(1) Doesn't know at all 
(2) Knows a little bit 
(3) Knows a lot 
(4) Knows everything 

 
How much does [PcareName] try to know about where you go right after school or work is over 
for the day? (s#Pmonit4) 

(1) Doesn't try at all 
(2) Tries a little bit 
(3) Tries a lot 
(4) Tries extremely hard 

 
How much does [PcareName] really know about where you go right after school or work is over 
for the day? (s#Pmonitb4) 

(1) Doesn't know at all 
(2) Knows a little bit 
(3) Knows a lot 
(4) Knows everything 

 
How much does [PcareName] try to know about where you go at night? (s#Pmonit5) 

(1) Doesn't try at all 
(2) Tries a little bit 
(3) Tries a lot 
(4) Tries extremely hard 

 
How much does [PcareName] really know about where you go at night? (s#Pmonitb5) 

(1) Doesn't know at all 
(2) Knows a little bit 
(3) Knows a lot 
(4) Knows everything 

 
Do you live with [PcareName]? (s0PmLive) 

(1) Yes 
(5) No  

 
How often do you have a set time to be home on school or work nights?  (s#Pmonit7) (CARD12) 

(1) Never  
(2) Sometimes  
(3) Usually  
(4) Always 
(97) NA (don’t live with caretaker)  

 
How often do you have a set time to be home on weekend nights?  (s#Pmonit8) 

(1) Never  
(2) Sometimes  
(3) Usually  
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(4) Always  
(97) NA (don’t live with caretaker) 

 
How often does [PcareName] know what time you will be home when you've gone out. 
(s#Pmonit9) 

(1) Never  
(2) Sometimes  
(3) Usually  
(4) Always  
(97) NA (don’t live with caretaker) 

 
If [PcareName] is not at home, how often do you leave a note, call, or communicate with 
[PcareName] in some way about where you are going? (s#Pmonit10) 

(1) Never  
(2) Sometimes  
(3) Usually  
(4) Always  
(97) NA (don’t live with caretaker) 

 
• School and teacher attachment (described previously) 

 
• School truancy (described previously) 

 
 

 

 
MATCHING VARIABLES 
 

 
Demographics 
 
What is your date of birth?  
 
In what country were you born? (s0Dem19) 

(1) United States 
(96) Other (specify-s0Dem20) _____________________  

 
Do you consider yourself to be Latino or Hispanic? (s0Dem21) 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 
[IF YES] To which Latino or Hispanic group would you say you belong? (s0Dem22) 

(1) Mexican American (include ‘Mexican’ and ‘Chicano’ here) 
(2) Cuban American 
(3) Puerto Rican American 
(96) Other (specify-s0Dem23) _____________________ 
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Do you consider yourself to be White, African American/Black, Asian, Native American, or 
some other race? (s0Dem24)      

(1) White 
(2) African American/Black 
(3) Asian 
(4) Native American 
(96) Other (specify-s0Dem25) ________________________ 
 

To which ethnic group would you say you belong?      (s0Dem25) 
 
 
Educational background of parents (SES) 
How far did your mother/female guardian go in school? (s0rel169) 
(1) Some grade school 
(2) Finished grade school 
(3) Some high school 
(4) High school diploma 
(5) Business or trade school 
(6) Some college or graduate of 2-year college 
(7) College graduate (4-year college) 
(8) Some graduate or professional school beyond college 
(9) Professional or graduate degree 
(97) NA - Single parent household 
 
How far did your father/male guardian go in school? (s0rel170) 
(1) Some grade school 
(2) Finished grade school 
(3) Some high school 
(4) High school diploma 
(5) Business or trade school 
(6) Some college or graduate of 2-year college 
(7) College graduate (4-year college) 
(8) Some graduate or professional school beyond college 
(9) Professional or graduate degree 
(97) NA - Single parent household 
 
Family Criminality  
 

 What is the 
relationship to you 
of the family 
member who was 
involved in criminal 
activity 
(s0famcrim2)? 

Was this 
person arrested 
(s0famcrim3)? 

Was this person 
jailed 
(s0famcrim4)? 

Did this person live 
at your home address 
when they were 
involved in criminal 
activity 
(s0famcrim5)? 

 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has not 
been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the author(s) 

and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



 

 173

Has anyone in your family ever committed a crime? (I won’t ask for their names) (s0famcrim1). 
Interviewer: Include grandparents, parents, brothers, and sisters (even if they don’t live at 
home), or any other relatives living at home, birth or otherwise. 

(1) Yes 
(5) No 

If Yes:  
Relationship Codes: 
11. Biological Father 

 
34. Niece 

12. Biological Mother 35. Live-in boyfriend/girlfriend 
13. Biological Sister 36. Female Friend 
14. Biological Brother 37. Male Friend 
15. Biological Grandmother 38. Boyfriend (not live-in) 
16. Biological Grandfather 39. Girlfriend (not live-in) 
17. Stepfather 40. Male Roommate 
18. Stepmother 41. Female Roommate 
19. Stepsister 42. Professional Relationship 
20. Stepbrother 43. Foster mother 
21. Adoptive Father 44. Foster father 
22. Adoptive Mother 45. Foster brother 
23. Adoptive Sister 46. Foster sister 
24. Adoptive Brother 47. Mother of my child (if no other category applies) 
25. Wife  48. Father of my child (if no other category applies) 
26.  Husband 49. Stepson (non-biol. child in subject’s care) 
27. Son 50. Stepdaughter (non-biol. child in subject’s care) 
28. Daughter 
29. Aunt 
30. Uncle 

51. Fiancé(e) 
52. Foster daughter  
53. Foster son  

31. Female Cousin 95.  Other relative 
32. Male Cousin 96.  Other (not biologically related) 
33. Nephew 97. NA 

 
Academic Achievement 
 
What are/were your grades like in school? (s#Dem29) (CARD7) 
 Interviewer: If subject is currently dropped out, refer to the last grades received in school. 

(3) Mostly A's 

Family 
Member 1 

    

Family 
Member 2 

    

Family 
Member 3 

    

Family 
Member 4 

    

Family 
Member 5 
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(4) About half A's and half B's 
(3) Mostly B’s 
(4) About half B’s and half C’s 
(5) Mostly C’s 
(6) About half C’s and half D’s 
(7) Mostly D’s 
(8) Mostly below D’s 
(97) NA/ No grades given 

 
Maturity of Judgment  
 
Weinberger Adjustment Inventory 
 
Please respond to each statement by thinking about how you usually have felt or acted in the past 
six months by selecting one of the choices. (CARD19) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 False Somewhat 
False 

Not 
Sure 

Somewhat 
True 

True 

Doing things to help people is more 
important to me than almost 
anything else. (s#wai1) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I'm the kind of person who will try 
anything once, even if it's not that 
safe.  (s#wai2) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

People who get me angry better 
watch out. (s#wai3) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I should try harder to control myself 
when I'm having fun. (s#wai4) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I often go out of my way to do 
things for other people. (s#wai5) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I can do things as well as other 
people can. (s#wai6) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I do things without giving them 
enough thought. (s#wai7) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I enjoy doing things for other 
people, even when I don't receive 
anything in return. (s#wai8) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

If someone tries to hurt me, I make 
sure I get even with them. 
(s#wai9) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I like to do new and different things 
that many people would consider 
weird or not really safe. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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(s#wai10) 
I become 'wild and crazy' and do 
things other people might not like. 
(s#wai11) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

If someone does something I really 
don't like, I yell at them about it. 
(s#wai12) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Before I do something, I think about 
how it will affect people around me. 
(s#wai13) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

When I'm doing something fun (like 
partying or acting silly), I tend to 
get carried away and go too far. 
(s#wai14) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I say the first thing that comes into 
my mind without thinking enough 
about it. (s#wai15) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I pick on people I don't like. 
(s#wai16) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I try very hard not to hurt other 
people's feelings. (s#wai17) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I lose my temper and 'let people 
have it' when I'm angry. (s#wai18) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 
 
I make sure that doing what I want 
will not cause problems for others. 
(s#wai19) 

 
 

(1) 

 
 

(2) 

 
 

(3) 

 
 

(4) 

 
 

(5) 

I stop and think things through 
before I act. (s#wai20) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I say something mean to someone 
who has upset me. (s#wai21) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

I think about other people's feelings 
before I do something they might 
not like. (s#wai22) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

When someone tries to start a fight 
with me, I fight back. (s#wai23) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 

 
Future Outlook Inventory  
 
Even though you may act differently depending on the situation, the purpose of these questions is 
to understand what you are usually like.  Please listen carefully and select the choice that is most 
true of you. (CARD24) 
 
 Never True Rarely True Often True Always True 
I will keep working at difficult, (1) (2) (3) (4) 
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boring tasks if I know they will help 
me get ahead later. (s0Foi001) 
I live each day as if it’s my last. 
(s0Foi002) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I think about how things might be in 
the future. (s0Foi003) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I tend to get caught up in the 
excitement of the moment. 
(s0Foi004) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I make lists of things to do. 
(s0Foi005) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

Before making a decision, I weigh 
the good vs. the bad. (s0Foi006) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

The future is very vague and 
uncertain to me. (s0Foi007) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I will give up my happiness now so 
that I can get what I want in the 
future. (s0Foi008) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I make decisions on the spur of the 
moment. (s0Foi009) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I would rather save my money for a 
rainy day than spend it now on 
something fun. (s0Foi010) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I can’t really plan for the future 
because things change so much. 
(s0Foi011) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I always seem to be doing things at 
the last minute. (s0Foi012) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I don’t plan, I take each day as it is. 
(s0Foi013) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I can see my life 10 years from now. 
(s0Foi014) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

I usually think about the 
consequences before I do something. 
(s0Foi015) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

 
The Psychosocial Maturity Inventory 
 
Please listen carefully and indicate the number that shows how much you agree with each 
statement. (CARD23) 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Slightly 
Disagree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Strongly 
Agree 

Hard work is never fun.  (s0psm01) 
 

(1) 
 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I don't like to tell my ideas about God when I know     
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others disagree with me. (s0psm02) (1) 
 

(2) 
 

(3) 
 

(4) 
 

I'm the sort of person who can't do anything really 
well. (s0psm03) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
If something more interesting comes along, I will 
usually stop any work I'm doing. (s0psm04) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
It's not very practical to decide what kind of job 
you want because that depends so much on other 
people. (s0psm05) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I can't really say what my interests are. (s0psm06)  

(1) 
 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
If you haven't been chosen as the leader, you 
shouldn't suggest how things should be done. 
(s0psm07) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I can't think of any kind of job that I would like a 
lot. (s0psm08) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I find it hard to stick to anything that takes a long 
time to do. (s0psm09) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
In a group I prefer to let other people make the 
decisions. (s0psm10) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
My life is pretty empty. (s0psm11)  

(1) 
 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I hate to admit it, but I give up on my work when 
things go wrong. (s0psm12) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
You can't be expected to make a success of 
yourself if you had a bad childhood. (s0psm13) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I can't seem to keep people as friends for very long. 
(s0psm14) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I often don't get my most important work done 
because I've spent too much time on other work. 
(s0psm15) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
Luck decides most things that happen to me. 
(s0psm16) 

 
(1) 

 

 
(2) 

 

 
(3) 

 

 
(4) 

 
I act like something I'm not a lot of the time. 
(s0psm17) 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
(3) 

 
(4) 
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17.  Adults fighting or arguing loudly? (s#NeiCon17) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
18.  Prostitutes on the streets? (s#NeiCon18) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
19.  People smoking marijuana?  (s#NeiCon19) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
20.  People smoking crack? (s#NeiCon20) (1) (2) (3) (4) 
21.  People using needles or syringes to take drugs? 
(s#NeiCon21) 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

 
 

• Wechsler Abbreviated Scale of Intelligence  (assessed and scored with paper and 
pencil) 

• Prior offending (measure described previously) 
• Prior substance use (measure described previously) 
• Peer delinquency (measure described previously) 
• Peer school misconduct (measure described previously) 
• Parental involvement (described previously) 
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