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' Abstract
@

Research goals and objectives:
The purpose of this study was to add official arrest records, other public égency v
data, and questionnaires to a data set, including periodic psychiatric assessments, that
has been accumulated over a 25 year period on a random sample of 800 young
Americans. These data were.to be used to enhance knowledge regarding the origfns of
criminal and other aggressive behavior sul:h as partner violence ,_including
intergenerational effects. Parﬁcipants in this sfudy were an average of 30 years old,
equally ma_}le and female, and 92% wr_ntc_a representing the geographic area from which
fhey were sampled. |
Research Design and Methodoldgy:
. A questionnaire addressing a number of aspects of young adult functions was
. mailed to study participants. lnvadditic»)n, with consent of the participants, FBI and New

York State adult arrest records were assembled and consolidated. New York Child

Welfare records were also obtained.
— Analyses of these data have includes multilevel regression and logistic
regression analyses of {rajmectori‘es of mental disorders and a raﬁr‘{ge of other multivariate
_methods suitable for complex rhulti-wave longitudinal data.
Résea_rch Results and Conclusions: i - | .
Six manuscribts”representing the study aims are being prepared“or have been

submitted for publication. Major findings include the following:

. Young adults with a history of childhood physical or sexual abuse had an

. \.

elevated rate of arrest for a crime against persons. Young adults with an official
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or self—reported history of neglect did not have an elevated adult arrest rate.

. Maternal and paternal history of antisocial behavi}or were related to offspring
adult arroéts. This relationship was accounted for by differences in the child
rearing and child-observed behavior of these parents.

. Persons with adult ar;;,ot records for violent, property, and drug-related crimes i
are shown to have had distinctive trajectories of psychopathology in childhood
and adolescence.

. Analyses examining m__éles and females with distinct trajectories of aggressive or

property offenses from childhood to adulthood showed a number of

distinguishing risks, including early childhood problems in executive function.

J Adolescent aggressive behavior was shown to be a sign of particularly high risk
. in females.
. Partner violence among young adults was shown to be related to a history of

abuse, harsh punishment, and to childhood and adolescent conduct disorder.

. The effects of urbanicity on arrest rates for young adults were examined in this
sample in which substantial fractions lived in rural or suburban as well as in—
urbén areas.. Arrest for most offenses were highest in urban areas except for
driving offenses associated with .or}r-lking which were highest in rural areas. Most

— : differences were accounted for by lower socioeconomic status of the urban

families.

Implications of these findings for policy and practice are discussed i the context

of the prepared manu__s_cripts.

N .
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Executive summary

This funding permitted the integration of several additional data sets intb
ohgoing research supported by the NIH and based on a random sample of American
young people . This sample of about 815 persons, born between 1965 and 1974_z?_nd
Iiving in upstate New York in 1975 when first studied, has particulérly contributed to
our undérstanding of the onset and course of psychiatric disorders in children as they
move into adulthood. This NIJ grant allowed us to collecf data on adult illegal and
aggressive behavior, both asrself-reported and as reflected in official arrest records, as

well as on other variables relevant to the adequacy of adult functioning at an average

sample age of 30. The data included a mailed questionnaire that provided particularly

rich information on a topic on which we had no previous data, on romantic or marital

partner aggression. In addition, we collected data on adult arrests from the Federal

Bureau of Investigation’s files and from the files of the New York Department of

Criminal Justice. We also obtained new records of child abuse or neglect victimization

or perpetration from the New York Department of Child Welfare. A s'e»aﬁb for Death

Certificates of study participants whom we-have been unable to locate is underway via

the Centers for Disease Control. Our efforts to obtain financial data (other.than self-

| -re‘—p'orted) and military records (other than self-reported) were not successful. '

In this report we summarize the questionnaire and arrest record data, describe -
tH‘é correspondence between the official arrest data and the self—rebort data, and then
go on ta present draft manuscripts-from six analyses based in part on these newly

collected data and designed to address the project proposal’s substantive aims.

The first of these ‘aims is to examine models of aggression within and outside
‘ — 5
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the family. One in-press manuscript addressing this aim examines the relationship
between history of child abuse or neglect and adult arrest record. .Findings indicate an
elevated risk for any arresf for those with a history of physical ab‘use, and an elevated

risk for arrest for a crime agajnst a person for those with a history of physical abuse

and for those with a history of sexual abuse (predominantlygelf-reported). Those w;tB j
a history of negiect without physical or sexual abuse, whether officially identified or |

based on our longitudinal reports, did not have an elevated adult arrest rate. These

relationships persisted in the presence of statistical controls for demographic and other

family risks.

A second study addressing this aim examines inter-generational transmission of __
criminal behavior and whether it is accounted for by parental behavior. It is shown that
both maternal and paternal history of antisocial behavior is related to offspring adult

arrests, and that this relationship is mediated by parenting behavior. This manuscript

is being revised for submission to a peer-reviewed journal.

___..The second substantive aim examined the relationship between earlier
psychiatric disorder and adult arrest. In the first study addressing this aim we
employed multilevel growth models to Wexamine_ differences in the levels of symptoms of

six disorder clustersfrom early adolescence to the middle twenties. Groups of study

participants defined by arrest charge type (crime against person, pro'perfy' crime,

substance-related crime, other, or none, hierarchically arranged) are shown tcﬁqye
distinctive levels of symptoms and patterns of changes over these ages.

A second paper addressing the second aim examines predictors of trajectories
of crime from childhood to adulthood. It examines both aggressive and property

6

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.



offense patterns and looks at males and females separately. Neuropsychiatric deficits
reflected in attention deficit and hyperé'c‘:fi\'/’ity, family risk, adolescent psychopathology

and level of educational aspirations are among the potential differential predictors of

offense pattern hypothesized by Moffit's 1993 theory. Aspects of this theory were

supported by the data,_but, in particular, aggressive behavior in adolescent girls was
associated with high psychopatholbgyranq ~other risks, rather than being relatively
benign. This paper was presented at the American Society for Criminology and is
being readied for publication. |

The tr—nr;i aim is to integrate the previous aims, by examining both inter-
Qenerational issues and psychiatric symptom history. A first paper addressing this |
integration focused on partner viblence, and demonstrates its relationship to history of
abuse, harsh punishment, and childhood disruptive disorder. This paper has}'been
submitted for publication.

The final substantive aim in the proposal was to examine potential differences

between urban and rural areas of upbringing in adult arrest patterns and predictors of

these péttern& In the first analyées, reported here, we found substantial differences,
v;/ith arrest rates}for most offenses elevated in the city. The one exception was arrests
for DWI or DUI, wheré rates were highest for those from (and probably'"s-till living in)
rural areas. Differenc;_; between suburban and-rural areas were generélly too small
to be significantly different. Once arrested, however, the rate of re-arrest was similar |
regardless of area of upbringing. Additional analyses that investiga}e demographic
differences that may__aggount for these differences between those raised in thg_city and

t"ho\se not raised in the city were carried out. They showed that socioeconomic status
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of family of origin and race both accounted for these differences, and that there were

no. differences in arrest rates net of these variables.

\
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. . Introduction and study sample - .

This work is based on the longitudinal study of a random sample of about 800~ -
persons born between 1965 and 1974. This cohort has been studied’in 5‘previous
waves of interviews since 1975 when their families were living in one of two upstate
New York counties. The sample is broadly representative of the general US population |
with regard to parental education and income, divorce rates, and urbanicity, although o
the area is- more Catholic (56% of the parent generation as con;pared to approximately
26% for the current US popul:;ltion: we do not have denominational information from
this generation), with fewer black families (8% as comparea to 12% for the entire’
country in 1990) and, at thtﬂamt”ilme of the sampling, virtually no Latino families. As
reflected in the over 120 professional publications based on the Children in the
Community sample, much of the past work has focused on the incidence, prevalence,
and riék factors for mental disorders in childhood, adolescence, and young adulthood,
and has been su_EEorted primarily by the Nation-é_l_iﬁstitute of Mental Health (see

website http://nvpisvs.cpmc.columbia.edu/chiidcom/ ). In the NIJ-supported workv we

added a new questionnaire covering aspects of adult financial status, arrest history,

partner violence, and victimization. In addition, we collected arrest records from the

FBI and from New York State (where the majority of this sample still-live). We are also

adding new information from official abuse records, although it appears that no more _

than 5 or 6 new cases have been identified. Efforts to obtain credit and military records

were not successful.

This final report presents frequency data on both questionnaire responses and
én\arrest records in an appendix. In addition, abstracts of manuscripts submitted or to
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be submitted for publication are included. These articles and chapters address the
study’s substantive aims. We anticipate additional published reports based on these
data as well, over the next two or three years.

l. Data collected for the current study

Questionnaire: | S

We sent questionnaires and made follow-up reminders to 815 study participants. /
We have received 583 (7_1%) questionnaires, 61 (7%) subjects refused to participate, 9
(1%) subjects are deceased, We were unable to locate 62 (8%) subjects and 100 (12%) -
respondents did not return their questionnaires despite repeated requests (nor did they
refuse to participate). | |

The questionnaire and response frequencies have been added to the appendix,
and are summarized below.

Victimization. Over the previous 5 years 27% of the respohdents_had property

stolen and 6% had been robbed. Of those participants who were robbed 17% were

threatéhe.tiwith a weapon, 7% were injured and 6% needed medical attention. Of the
15% who reported having been assaulted or threatened with assault, 31% had been
threatened with a weapon, 27% were injured and 16% needed medical help. 4% of

respondents were victims of rape. Over the respondents’ lifetimes, one third had been

' physically threatened or abused by their partners. There are no national data to which

these rates can be compared, as they are aggregated over a period of years and for a

limited age group.

{

Self-reported criminal behaviors of respondents. Fewer respondents reported

committing crimes than having been a victim of a crime: Theft was reported by 3% of
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respondents and 1% committed robbery of whom 38% reported using a weapon and
none reported injuring a victim in the prévious five years. Of respondents who reported
cdmmitting robbery 25% had been investigated,-13% were arrested and three subjects
were convicted. Of the 5% who reported assaulting or threatening to assault another

person, 22% used a weapon and 63% injured someone during-t_he assault. 20% were

investigated for assault, 17% were arrested and 14% were convicted. One respondent |

reported haviné committed rape. Five percent of respondents reported driving while
drunk within the past five yea;s. The percent of respondents who report physically
threatenihg or abusing their partners (27%) in their lifetimes was slightly lower than
those who report being threatened or abused (35%). o
Official Crime Data:
Formal arrangements were made and signed with the Feaé;al Bureau of

' Investigation (FBI) and with Ne\‘NrYork State Division of Criminal Justice Services
(DCJS) for destruction of the raw records after conversion to our needed variables and
for their dAestruction of the names and other identifying information on the subjects
participating in our study following transfer of the records to us. B

New York State DCJS data were provided as an ascii file with code

- books. Data were nested in that each arrest constitutes a record with Vrlh‘uﬁ'i'ple lines

corresponding to charges, dispositions, and sentences. Confirmation of the identity of

subjects was made by names and dates of birth. Data were converted ta’System files.

Because of relatively sparse data for many charges, charges were aggregated by type

The FBI data were sent to us in hard copy. Confirmation of the identity of

e ) - 11
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. ’ a study participant was made by name, date of birth, and social security number. The
data were entered in a format roughly corresponding to the state format and cleaned.

Aggregation of the Official Data. As noted, data for charges, dispositions, and

sentences were combined into a limited number of variables on which there were
sufficient cases for analyses. Penal law codes as defined by_’—Jné New York Law /
Enforcement Handbook, were combined into eight categories: violent crimes (murder
(n=1), rape (n_‘= 1), aggravated assault, robbery, kidnapping (n = 1)), property crimes
(burglary, larceny, motor vehié:le theft, 'arson, extortion, embezzlement), simple assault,
weapon pbssession, illicit drug offenses (possession, use, sale, paraphernalia, etc),
DWI or DUI, child endangerment offenses (n = 2) and minor a_nd__miscellaneoué ,,
offenses. -In cases in which an arrest led to multiple categories of charges, the
categorization represents the most severe charge. The dispbsitions forwbcr)ﬁt-h FBIl and

‘ New York DCJS were combined into convicted, interim (no disposition yet), and

| dropped (dismissed, covered by another charge etc). Two variables were created for

séntences: Sentence category (1= jail or prison, 2 = probation, 3 = fine and license

revoked or suspended,4 = fine only, 5 = community service,6 = dischargegér none) -

this variable ;\;as coded into the lowest applicable number; and Days in .i_?ﬂ or prison,

~ 7 estimated as 2/3 of the minimum sentence if the individual was still incarcerated or

when data on time served was unavailable.

A syntax file was developed to combine FBI and State data into on; -set of

variables per study subject. Having created the variables from each data set for each
_.._arrest as noted above we added to each data set variables indiéating the earliest and

Iétest arrest date, the number of arrests by charge category, the number of arrests by
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conviction category, the number of arrests by sentence category, the total period in
custody across arrests, and the longest single custody period. The two data sets were
merged by ehploying, for each variable, the data set with the highest number of
charges, dispositions, sentences, etc, and the earliest arrest date. Thus the final data
for each subject may include information from both state and FBI records. An additional
set of variables were created which indicate whether subjécts had ever been charged

with each of the crime categories (for which a single arrest could result in more than

one category).

Results. of State and Federal Searches:

Among those respondents not refusing permission to use the data, the
DCJS yielded 140 subjects with arrest information and the FBI 136 subjects. These
combined into a total of 159 subjects with official criminal arrests. Assuming 702 living

participants, this is 22.6%. To my knowledge there are no national or state data on the

proportion of persons in this age group who have ever had an_;aﬂn arrest. Arrests are

1982 four days after the subject's16" birthday and the most recent arrest was at the

__beginning of 2000 when the youngest participants were age 26. Some arrests in the

DCJS data base were blank because they were sealed at the request of the subject

(5%) or information on the arrest had not been entered into the data base {29%).

Corrections to previous arrest data were not counted as arrests and were removed.
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Correspondence between FBI and State records.

Twenty-five subjects appeared in the NY DCJS data that were not
matched by FBI records and nine subjects with arrést records in N Y State were found
in the FBI data but not in the NY DCJS data. 15 subjects had FBI records for arrests
outside of New York State. The number of arrests ranged from one to twenty with an
average of four arrests for those subjects appearing in the NY DQ_{S data aﬁd three for
those in the FBI data. m |

There are severél possible reasons for the variations in report by NY
State and the FBI. First, it may be that minor offenses were not sent by NY State to

the FBI. Most of the crimes for which the twenty five who appeared on the NY files but

-not on the FBI files were arrested were minor. However, a few were not. Second,

errors in the search may have also contributed to the discrepancy. In particular, 9
pedple were listed in the FBI as having NY State records for whom we did not get |
records from NY State, bggéibly because of problems in search accuracy.

Financi:enl_l?ﬁéco}@:_ 3

We originally proposedto collect credit histories on our subjects. However, we
were unable to do so, déspi-te permission from our study participants, because by law
this information is only provided to businesses: We considered asking respondents to
mail in their own.requests for credit information and then pass that information on to us.
However, based on Wpast experience of our own and from other survéy studies it is
highly probable that such a request would result in a very low rate of return and returns
from an unrepresentative sample from therft_J__I[‘ (thort. Therefore, we decided not to

pursue this option. As a courtesy to our participants we sent them a letter explaining
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both how credit ratings are created and how they could request their credit ratings for
their own information, if desired. We also considered requesting Spcial Security
| informationi as an alternative way to learn about our participanté’ work hisiories.
However again, subjects would have to request this informatiqn and then forward it us.
Again, low anticipated return rates and sample unrepresentativeness led us to decide .
not to pursue this further.

_- Information abouf subjects’ credit histories from the questionnaire is

summarized below and in Apbendix B.

Self-reported Finanéial status. Respondents reported incomes that ranged from
less thah $5000 to $100,000 or more, with the highést frequency in thgi%iOOO tb
$40,000 range (26%). Half of our respondents have experienced some form of financial
difficulty. 35% of respondents have been at one time unable to pay their minimum
. monthly balances on their credit cards, 24% have had a credit card canqelled because
they failed to make minimum payments and 32% have been denied a credit card

because of poor credit. 14% have defaulted on a loan and 7% have filed for

bankruptcy.

Military Data:

—-We attempted to acquire records on subjects whd had been» in the rﬁilita-f‘g).'We
'hopech; obtain both military records, and information on military applicants whose
applications had been denied-. Despite identification of a potential facilitator, we were
unable to get this information. However, we did obtain self—repw-rf.l_infonnation from

subjects. 46 (8%) respondents have been in the military and 7 (15%) of these

‘ respondents reported having experienced combat when they had been between the
| | 15
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ages of 18 and 25 (presumably in the Guif War).

Death Certificate Data: |

We havé been unable to locate 63 of our original samplé. Therefore we have a
recently approved proposal to the CDC to search the National Death Index to find out if
any of our difficult to reach subjecté—;fe deceased. This work will probably be
completed after the official closing of the NIJ wdrk, although NIJ support will be
acknowledged in any manuscripts that may ensue.

Child maltreatment data.

We reached an agreement with the New York State Child Welfare agency for_

access to'update these data, after considerable delay associated with legal review by a

number of interested parties. As for other agencies providing official records, an
agreement was reached for the destruction of identifying data on study participants

. following provision of the record data to us. It appears that 4 new cases have been

identified in this search.
Il. Agreement between official arrest data and self-reported crime and arrests.

We had obtained self-report data on criminal and aggressive behavior from our

as in the NlJ-funded questionnaire at the end of the decade. We therefore begin-our

— repdrt on findings with the levels of agreement between the se!fjreported and official

arrest data.

A. Matching categories: This cohort was born between 1965 and 1974, and
therefore the oldest reached age 16 in 1981, just prior to our first follow-up. In the

second follow-up, in 1985-86 over % of the sample had turned 16. Because the timing

® . T
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of poténtial criminal behavior self-reported in these interviews was not limited to the
over-16 period, and because we did not djscriminate between behavior resulting in
arrest and behavior not followed by arrest, our work thus far has not attempted to take
these reports into a.ccount except to note an over-age-16 subject’s report of having
been in trouble with the police as a—’;élf-reported arrest .(with unknown charge). In the
1991-1994 interviews the average age of the respondents was 22 .4, the questions
covered the previous 5 years, and the respondents distinguished between behavior
resulting in arrest and that nof result_ipg in arrest. In the 1999 questionnaires the
respondents identified behavior and whether it resulted in arrest in the previous five 77
years. UWe have pooled the 1991-1994 (Wave 4) data with the questionnaire data to
make the first c;omparison between the official arrest records and self-reported arrest.
Subsequent analyses will examine the self-'reipc)vor"tved behavior not necessarily resulting

. in arrest.

The combined FBI and New York State data identified 153 arrested (27.5%)
among the 663 respondents who did not refuse permission to use their official arrest N
record data and for whom previous self-report data were available. The self-report
~ data, determined according to the syntax descr_i_tz_ed above, included 182 arrested
(27.5%) among the""s"éme group. Of thes:e, 102 were reported by both sources. Thus

— agreement was clearly statistically significant, but moderate (kappa = .48).

With regard to specific crime categories, -é_greement between official records and

self-report was highest for DWI/DUl charges, kappa = .64, with 81 self-reporting-and 72
official reporting, of whom 52 were reported by both sources. Agreement on other

categories of arrest charges was much, much less impressive, although still statistically

o i e
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significant. The kappa on violent crime charge was .19, with 16 self-reporting, 22
official records, and only 4 cases overlapping. Theft (property crime) sho’wed"hfgher
agreement (kappa = .31) with 41 self-reports, 49 official cases, and 16 overlapping.
Simple assault agreement was also moderately low, kappa = .26, 36 self-reported
cases, 44 official cases, and 12 overlapping. Drug-associated charges were self-
reported by 33 respon‘dents, bfﬁcial records appeared for 52, with 16 overlapping
(kappa = 34). Our “miscellaneous, mostly minor” caiégory included 91 caéeé both in

the self-reported and in the o%ficial records, but there were only 29 overlaps (kappa =

21).

On the whole we would have to guess that the reasons for disagreement may lie
primarily in the diffe?rences in timing and definition rather than in a reluctance to admit
having been arrested for a particular offense. Our reasoning for this conclusion is

based on the fact that the 'self—reported numbers were only modestly smaller than the

examine potential bias attributable to those who did not wish us to employ their data.

Our conelusion is that these subjects did not differ materially in arrest histories from

those included here. . R
. Findings with regard to substantive aims S
With regard to thé study’s substantive aims, the proposal listed four, and the

following analyses addressing these aims are now being written up for publicatioﬁ. The

~following reports are drafts of these papers that have been, or will shortly be, submitted

to a peer reviewed journal or equivalent publication. We request that quotations from

these manuscripfs not be made until they have actually been published.

\<
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Substantive Aim 1: To test models of aggression within the family and outside the
family using record and interview data.
Study 1: Effects of childhood maltreatment on adult arrests in a general ' /
population sample. o
I;atricia Cohen, Elizabet"h Smailes, Jocelyn Brown, M.D., M.P.H.
Summary of a ;ﬁresentation at the NIJ Conference: Violence against
Women and Family Violence, October 1-3, 2000.
Several studies have found that children and édults with a history of child
maltreatment are at excess risk of illegal behavior and arrest (Garbarino & Plantz,

1986; Maxfield & Widom, 1996; Smith & Thornberry, 1995; Widom, 1989; Zingraff,

Leiter, Myers, & Johnson, 1993). These studies have Lxsed a variety of methods of

H_m_”(_a_asuring both the maltreatment history and illegal and aggressive behavior, each with

~__certain advantages and limitations. Studies have employed self-reports of

maltreatment history from clinical, justice, high-risk or general population samples. The

 difficulties of such self-reports are well known, including potential self-interest or bias in

reports, failure to report actual maltreatment due to forgetting, embarréssment or
interpretive va’riation_,“énd potential mildness of reported cases, blending into more

normative discipline. On average, the severity of éelf—reported maltreatment is likely to

be less severe and long-lasting, so that lesser consequences may be attributable to-

these factors.

An alternative is follow-up of those who have an official record of childhood
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victimization: In such cases the existence of maltreatment is confirmed, although it is
. ““clear that not all such maltreatment is detected and (ecorded. Officially ide’ntifie‘d
cases are generally cpmpared either to population rates of illegal or aggressive
behavior or to rates in _samples selected for comparability on other relevant risks. In
these studies the attribution of excess delinqu_é_nt or criminal behavior to maltreatment
as such may be in error. It is‘extremely difficult to match “control” samplés oh other
relevant risks, especially parental criminal history, family disorganization and conflict,
more general maladaptive pa:;rehting, child misbghavior prior to the rﬁaltreatment, and
even associated demographic risks such as parent age, marital status, income stability
and adequacy, féfﬁily health, and family support network. Therefdre we cannot be
sure that elimination of childhood victimization would necessarily have an impact on
crime. |
. Studies alsb vary in their measurement of juvenile and ad‘ult delinquent, criminal,
and aggressive behavior. Reports may come from parents, agency files, youth or adult
self-report, or arrest or detention data. Each of these methods also includes certain
measurement risks. ‘Such behavior may be unknown to parents, unrecorded by —
‘agencies, and unrecalled or otherwise unreported by indi\_/niguals. There are also
serious problems in the use of"arfeét records asa pﬁrox; measure of criminal behavior.
Attentian to-the widespread practice of racial profiling has directed publigattention to
the wéys in which members of an ethnic or social group mé&l be at excess risk of arrest
solely because they are more likely to b: ;ije’cted to closer polic‘e:s_crutiny. Most of. | ——

the officially identified victims of child maltreatment have come to the attention of the

police, either because of the maltreatment itself or because of parental failure to
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" maltreatment,

supervise and control the child. Thus it is possible that such children may be at
excess risk of becpming a “usual suspect” by the simple fact of familiarity to the police.
In the current study we employ longitudinal data on childhood fisks and adult

outcomes from a sample_of__young people who were randomly selected from a mixed
urban and rUraI demo‘graphicall‘y diverse area population when they were an average
of 6 years old. When.children reached their majority they were asked Vto repbrt a
history of maltreatment. Thus, it is possible to include comparisons and controls for
family risks thﬂat may lead both to maltreatment and to ultimate adult criminal behavior.

In addition, it is possible to compare cases officially identified with cases in which the

maltreatment is identified only by retrospective report of the young adult. However,

the low rates of identified childhood victimization and adult arrests for particular

charges mean that there is a deficiency of statistical power to detect elevated rates
with conventional Type 1 error rates (e.g. alpha < .05). Subsequent reports will

compare the findings reported here to those based on self-reported illegal and

aggressive behavior.
‘The three goals of the current study are: .
1. To identify elevation of adult arrest rates in those with a history of

2. To determine the extent to which elevation in arrest rates may be attributable

to common risks for maltreatment and arrest,

3. To estimate the fraction of young adult arrests that may be attributable to
child maltreatment and to compare that fraction to that attributable to more widely
employed and sanctioned punishment in the general population.

N
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The study sample and measures
' | The data employed are drawn from the Children in the Community (CIC) cohort
originally sampled on the basis of residence two upstate New York counties in 1975
(Kogan, Smith, & Jenkins, 1977). The members of this cohort were born between
1965 and 1é:/4 and data were collected by maternal interview on a range of health,
behavioral, and environméntal factors. Both parent and study child were interviewed
éeparately in three follow-ups in 1983, 1985-1986, and 1991-1994. The sample as
constituted in 1983 was dembgraphically representative of the sampled areas, and
family follow-up rates have been 95% since that time. Full details on the sample
characteriystics_,p_r_otocols, and follow-up_are available in earlier pub|ication_§(Cohén &
Cohen, 1996).
We obtained dé;a’ 6n abuse history from the New York State Child Protection
. Agency, self-reports of abuse from our respondents who were 18 years or older, and

employed extreme maternal responses to questions in our early interviews to assess

emotional neglect. There were 35 officially identified cases, 4 cases of sexual abuse
with or without other abuse or neglect, 16 cases of physical abuse-with or without

neglect, and 15 cases of neglect. About 1/4 of the sample had lived at least some of

" their childhood in one owrfhore other states, from which we have no information on
-d'fficially detected abuse or neglect. For these and other reasons the records

constitute a minimum estimate of cases with official identification. The overlap

between self-reported and official determinations of abuse-or neglect history was only 9

H

cases (Brown, Cohen, Johnson, & Salzinger, 1998). The neglect self-report asked only

about lack of overnight supervision before the age of 10 and yielded too few positive
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responses to be analyzed separately. Self-reports of two or more sexual abuse
. incidents were coded as sexual abuse in order to increase the specificity of this inquiry.
Because of sparsity we combined self—réported sexual abuse with official records. |
Maternal self—reported»eantional neglect was coded from extreme responses to
parenting items in the interviews completed when the children were still young.
The members éf the si.x groups analyzed for this réport were assigned
| hierarchically as follows: offi(:_ial physical abuse recbr’d (n = 16), official or self-reported
sexual abuse (n = 20), officiai neglect record (n = 15), maternal report emotional
neglect (n = 16), and self-reported physical abuse (n = 22), no detected abuse or
neglect (n = 579). Numbers in analyses vary shghtIy depending on avallable data.
These groups differ on basic demographlc variables. Women predomlnated in
the self-reported abuse groups, especially in the sexually abused group. Over 1/4 of
. the official cases of abuse or neglect were black children while self-reported cases
were proportiéﬁ_éf to the total sample, with regard to race. Official cases were more
Iikel‘yznwbe from a non-intact family, below the dfficial US poverty line, and of very low
SES on a standardized measure. Self-reported physical abuse cases were not
significantly distinguishable from the non-cases with regard_tq demographics. Self-
reported sexual abuse cases were more likely to be in poverty and non-intact families,

and of somewhat lower social class background.

Afrést data were combined from New York State and FBI records. Because this
is a general population sample, in order to keep numbers sufficiently large for
reasonable statistical power we grouped arrests into the following charge groups

regardless of severity: 'offenses against people, property offenses, drug offenses, DWI
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and DUI offenses, weapons possession, offenses against a minor, and other

miscellanecus minor offenses.

Findings
Arrests for each of the abuse and neglect groups are shown in Exhibit 1. As can
be seenv, although the proportion of each group ever arrested as an adult varied

significantly, the effect is overwhelmingly attributable to high rates among those with an

- official record of physical abuse, with a lesser elevation among those with an official

history of neglect. Among those arrested for a crime against a person (assault,
.robbery, threats), high rates are seen for the officially identified phySIcal abuse victims
and also for those with self-reported or official history of sexual abuse. The overall
differences by maltreatment history in proportion arrested for a propeFty effense, a drug
offense, or for drunk driving wefe not staﬁstically significant, although significantly
more of those with official maltreatment records had been arrested for a property
offense fhan any other groups. Altogether, the most substantial differences were seen

in the crimes against people.

EXhlbItS 2 and 3 present the findings from the logistic regressnon analyses of the -

odds of being arrested for any offense or for a crime agalnst a person, ‘respectively.

Each of the odds ratlos (ORs) is a comparison with the reference (no identified

maltreatment) group. OR empirically less than the expected 1.0 are indicated by

dashes. The first columns of ORs estimate the effects of maltreatment, controlling only

for the known difference in likelihood of arrest of males as compared to females. As -

| we saw previously, only those with officially identified physical abuse had been more

N
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often ever arrested, while both that group and sexual abuse victims were more at risk »
. for arrest for a crime agains; a person. Sdme other maltreated groups aiso had ORs
noticeably greater than the expected 1.0 but, given the low statistical power of thesé
small samples, differences were not significant.

The next columns of ORs in Exhibits 2 and 3 add a demographic risk index to
the prediction equation to determine whether it may account for the excess érrest‘s' in
these groups. This dembgraphic risk measure, developed in our study, was designed
to determine whether gbuse could be detected by measures generated in the early
childhood data (Brown, Cohen, Johnson, & Salzinger, 1998). It includes poverty,
young maternal age at first childbearing, welfare support, non-white race, large faniily
size, and low maternal education. Additional risks reflecting parental characteristics,
parenting patterns, and child chéréoter'istics that predicted one or another kind of ‘
' maltreatment were not employed in these analyses as they did not influence the |

findings.
Adding the demographic risk index to the equations lowered the e‘sAi}mated
effects of officially detected physically abuse, but did not change the significant

predictors. On the other hand, for each additional demographic risk, the odds of ever

being”'afrested increased b‘y 26%"(_OR = 1.26), and the odds of ever-being arrested for

a crime against persons nearly doubled (OR = 1.93). —
The final OR column includes a measure of punishment techniques reportedby

mothers in int;,;i;ws ‘when the children were an average agé of 6-years old. 40

sample members were missing some data, so these estimatesare not quite

comparable to those in. the other two columns. What we see is that the estimated
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significant effects of childhood maltreatment were"b_gj negatively influenced by
inclusion of this variable, and that each increase of one standard qeviation in this
measure was iﬁdependently associated with a 25% increase in the odds of arrest, and
a.74% increase in the odds of arrest for a crime against a person.
Exhibits 4 and 5 about here

In Exhibits 4 and 5 we combine the maltreatment groups and compare rates of
arrest by maltreatment status and whether punishment in early childhood was above or
below the sample mean. As can be seen, the likelihood of having been arrested was
about 50% higher for those with an a_buse history regardless of the punishment history

experienced more punishment than average had arrest histories 38% more often than

those who experienced less punishment. The impact of these two variables on the

total likelihood of arrest, however, gives a very different picture. If the whole sample

had been equivalent to the not-maltreated sample, the arrest history would have been

6% lower. On the other hand, if the rate of the below average punishment had

characterized the whole sample (in the absence of abuse, although this doesn’t affect

the answer), the proportion arrested would have been 21.6% lower. Thus, the

 attributable risk, or affect on the total population rate is very much more influenced by

the much more prevalent risk of higher than average punishment than by the groups of

f;énkly maltreated children.’

' Note, this estimate is not materially affected by restricting the abuse group to
the more extreme groups (e.g. officially identified) because while the differences
increase the size of the group declines.
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These estimates are evén more startling when we examine the rates of having
been arrested for a crime against a peréon. The likelihood of such an arrest history
was over 3 times as high among the abused whose mothers reported below average :
punishment, and also elevated in the higher punishment group. On the whole, the risk
of having been arrested for a crime against a person attributable to a‘history of
maltreatment is estimated at 24.5%. On the other hand, the rates of such arrest were
also strongly related to maternal reports of punishment in early childhood. If the entire
population who had not been abused had experienced punishment .below the sample’s
average, the rivsk of arrest for a violeqt offense (a crime against a person) might decline
56%. It is important to nbte that this estimate is not made with a presumption that

such punishment would entirely disappear, but only that it is equivalent to the lower half

of this general population sample.

Summary and Discussion

We found that victims of officially identified physical abuse were more likely to

be arrested as adults, and more likely to have been arrested for a variety of crimes,

including crimes against persons (“violence™). When combined with other official cases

of child maltreatment they were also more likely to have been arrested for property

“crimes. The most distinctive find'ing'was that victims of sexual abuse were also more

likely to have been arrested for crimes against persons, despite the fact that this group
was mostly self-reported. These findings were notr erased by controls for demographic
risks, nor by inclusion of early childhood punishment history. The fact that other self-
reported maltreatment was not related to arrests in these data mayﬂ have been due to
low statisticai power, c;r may raise dﬁestioné about the influence of official abuse
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detection on police scrutiny of families and consequent arrest probability.
. A comparison of the attributable risk of arrest associated wE‘th maltreatmeﬂnt
| history with that of simple above average use of punishment iﬁ early childhood showed
_the latter to be much more influential, especially on arrests for crimes against persons..

Implications for future researchers: Inclusion of data on maltreatment, both by self-

report and by official record is a critical aspect of understanding the underpinnings of
adult antisocial behavior, and particularly of adult interpersonal aggression. Inclusion
of such data, however, does not eliminate the need to take other demographic and

“childhood risks into account.

Implications for practitioners. A history of physical and sexual abuse are common

among those showing violent behavior as an adult, but do not account for all of the
relationship between demographics and crime or betWeen parenting and crime. These
‘ findings suggest that prevention efforts may ﬁéefully focus on the negative effects of
punishment, which may be largely replaced by parental preventive interventions, clear
standards for behaviof, and positive reinforcement of prosocial behavior. Although
frank maltreatment clearly deserves ongoing attention, punishment is ‘so much more
prevalent a risk, although less potent, that improvements in this area could potentially

have an-even larger positive impact on violent behavior of-offspring.
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Exhibit 1. Odds Ratios for any adult arrest from simultaneous logigtic regression

(n=662)
Predictor OR controlling only | OR controlling OR controlling
gender a demographic & | demographic &
family risks punishment
R Physical abuse record | 10.74* 7.57* 7.46*
Sexual abuse 1.27 1.27 1.01
Neglect record 2.73 1.65 1.58
Emotional neglect (MR) | < 1.0 <1.0 1.13
Physical abuse (SR) <1.0 -<1.0 -<1.0
Gender 3.34* 3.52* 3.64*
Demographic risk index | _ 1.26* _ 117"
Childhood punishment 1.25*
*p<.05

~
. \‘
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Exhibit 2. Odds Ratios for any adult arrest from simultaneous logistic regression

(n=662)
Predictor OR controlling OR controlling | OR controlling
only gender demographic & | demographic &
family risks punishment
Physical abuse record | 10.74* 7.57* 7.46*
Sexual abuse 1.27 1.27 1.01
Neglect record 2.73 1.65 1.58
Emotional neglect (MR) | -- - 1.13
—tPhysical abuse (SR) —| - -- --
Gender 3.34* 3.52* 3.64*
DemoE;réphic risk index 1.26* 1.17*
. Childhood punishment 1.25*
*p<.05 -
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‘ . Exhibit 3 Odds Ratios for adult arrest for crime against person from simultaneous - -

I
logistic regression (n = 662)

Predictor OR controlling OR controlling OR controlling
only gender demographic & | demographic &
family risks punishment
Physical abuse record | 9.91* 414~ |9s3* ~
Sexual abuse _ 7.12* 7.27* 9.45*
.Neglect record 3.33 -- o 2.10
Emotional neglect (MR) | 3.24 3.79 5.03
- Physical abuse (SR) 1.16 111 1.54

Gender : 2.95* 3.05* 3.45*
Demographic risk index | 1.93* 1.77*

' Childhood punishment 1 1.74*

Exhibit 4. Percent arrested as an adult by maltreatment and punishment history. |

B ~ Childhood punishment
Any abuse or . Below;average : Above average
. None known 16% 220,
neglect —
) Present 24%, 34%

Attributable risk: Maltreatment = 6%, Childhood punishment (among non-abused) =

21.6%
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Exhibit 5. Percent arrested for offense against person by maltreatment and

punishment history.

Childhood punishment
Any abuse or Below average | Above average
None known 1.6% ' 14.3%
neglect - B
Present 5.4% - 19.1%

Attributable risk: Any abuse or neglect = 24.5%, Childhood punishment (among non-

abused) = 56% o
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Comment for purposes of NIJ final report: It should be noted that in contrast to case-
‘ control studies based on large samples of those identified by official records as having

been victimized by childhood maltreatment, this random sample from the general

| population, not surprisingly, includes rather small numbers of unambiguously abused
children. Thus, analyses that examine details of the maltreatment experience could
not be carr_i__ed out, both because the statistical power to make such discriminations was
so low and because the geographiCél diversity of the sém;;l.e‘_r”ﬁ_:adevi{i_fnpossible to
gather such data from the original case records. We also note that these analyses

were based on official records and self-reports collected prior to NIJ funding.
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Study 2: Antisocial Parental Behavior, Maladabtive“Parenting,andXéEressive
| . Offspring Behavior during Adulthood |
| Abstraci
Background: Longitudinal data were used to investigate the role of maladaptive
parenting in the association between parental antisocial behavior and aggressive
offspring behavior. |
Method: Antisocial parental behavior and maladaptive pf':_lreAnting were assessed in a
representative community sample of 593 biological parents from two counties in New
York State in 1975, 1983, and 1985-86. In 1975, the offspring were a mean of 6 years
of age. Aggrgi;ive offspring behavior"yvas assessed in 1983, 1985-86, 1991—93, and
2000 using interview, questionnaire, and state and federal crime data.
Results: Maladaptivé‘pérenting mediated a significant association betweenfa history of
. antisocial parental behavior and aggressive offspring behavior during adulthood.
Parents with a history of antisocial behavior engaged in more types of héladaptive
* behavior in the household than did parents without a history of antisocial behaviof. '''''
Maladaptive parenting, ifturn, was associ_ated with increased offspring aggression
during adulthood after controlling for a history of antisocial behavior. In contrast, a
history of antisocial -l_j.éhévior_\;\;s not significantly associated with offspring aggression
- during adulthood when maladaptive parenting was controlled stat{stically. -
Conclusions: Maladaptive parenting is associated with increased risk for aggressive
beh;v_i;r among the offspring of parents with and Withoui..a history of antisocial parental

behavior. Maladaptive parental behavior appears to mediate the association between a

history of antisocial pafental behavior and aggressive offsﬁking behavior.
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Research has indicated that the offspring df parents with a hxstory_ of antisocial

. behavior are at elevated risk for disruptive behavior problems, incl‘_uding aggressive and
criminal behavior." This intra-familial transmission of risk is Iikély to be attributable to
the combined effects of genetic and environméntal factors.? * However, the
mechanisms that govern the association between antisocial parental behavior and '
offspring aggression have not yet been firmly established. Poor parenting has been /
theorized to be aﬁ important determinant of intra-famj_lial transmission of aggressive
and antisocial behavior. There are several reasons why parenting may play a
particularly important role in this process. Parents with a history of antisocial behavior
may beﬂqo__re likely than other parents to abuse or neglect their children, to use
inconsistent or harsh disciplinary methods with their children, to poorly monitor and
supervise their children’s activities, to spend an inadequate amount of ﬁme with their

‘ children, to act as poor role models for their children, and to tolerate antisocial behavior
by their children. Maladaptive parenting may itself be influenced by offspring

temperament and a history of parental behavior problems, both of which are likely to be

associations between parental behavior problems, parenting, and offspring behavior
problems, few s’;udie"s ha‘\}; ‘included a comprehensive assessment of all three sets of
factors using a multi-wave prospective longitudinal methodoloéy. Further, _n&prevAious
study hbas assessed antisocial parental behavior, parenting, and offspﬁng aggression
;;m child-rearing ihrough the adulthood of the offspring, controlling for the effects of

offspring temperament, and antisocial parental behavior on parenting. Thus, important

guestions remain unah‘swered about the role that paréﬁting plays in the intra-familial
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transmission of aggressive behavior. The nature bf this association i‘émbf—considerable
. theoretical interest, and it has important public health and public policy implications
because it mauy be possible to reduce the likelihood that children will develop problems
with antisocial and aggressive behavior by helping parents to learn more effective child-
rearing techniques.®
Two bodies of research support the inference that maladaptive parenting pléys an
important role in the intra-familial transmission of agg_res_sive and antisocial behavior.
First, research has indicated that parental psychopathology is associated with

increased risk for maladaptive parenting.* Second, research has demonstrated that

maladaptive _parenting is associateg with incréased offspring risk for behavior
problems.®” Thus, it has been hypothesized that maladaptive parenting is an important
mediator of the association between parental and offspring behavior pro>blems.8

. To conduct a systematic examination of this mediational hypothesis, it is necessary to
conduct prospective longitudinal research with a sizable general population sample,
rearing behaviors among both biological parents, and assessing aggressive offspring
behavior during adulthood. It is also necessary to control for the effects of antisocial
parental behéviéAf, ‘éhd ofééring temperament on parenting.* We report findings from
such a community-based prospective longitudinal study to invéstigate whether - |
maladaptive parenting mediates the association between a history of antisocial

parental behavior and offspring aggression. .

Method
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Sample and Procedure

. The participants in the Children in the Community Study we;re 976 randomly
sampled families from two upstate New York counties, originaliy interviewed in 1975.
Follow-up interviews were conducted in 1983, 1985-86, and 1991-93.° ° In 2000,‘
questionnaires that assessed a wide range of aggressive acts in 2000 were
administered to the sfudy offspring. In 2000, data were also obtained from New York.

. State and Federal Bureau of Investigation records reg_arding arrests and charges for
adult criminal behavior. The current analyses were conducted with data from 593
families for whom information regarding antisocial behavior, psychopathology, and
maladagti\ﬁ parenting were available through 1985-86 with regard to both biolbgical
parents, and for whom data Were avéilable through 2000 regarding aggressive offspring
behavior. These 593 families did not differ from the remainder of the ori_ginal sample

. with regard to the prevalence of maladaptive parental behavior, difficult offspring
temperament, or maternal psychopathology, although paternal substance abuse in
1975 was less prevalent than in the remainder of the origin;i_sample. The partiEipTafing
families were representative of families in the northeastern United States with regard to

- most demographic variables, but reflected the region regarding high proportions of
Catholic (54%) and 'Cauc_agian (91%) participants.'® The mean age of the offspring was
6 ($¥3) in 1975, 14 (SD=3) in 1983, 16 (SD=3) in 1985-86, é2 (SD=3) in 1991-93,
and 30 (SD=3) in 2000. Study procedures were approved according to appropriate
i-;s_tf{utional guidelines. Written informed consént was.obtained after the interview
procedures were fully explained. Additional information regarding tihe study

methodology is available from previous reports.*® "
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. Assessment of Offspring Temperament and-of Parental and Offspring Psychopathology

Ten dimensions of difficult childhood temperament were assessed during the
1975 maternal interviews: (1) Clumsiness-distractibility; (2) Nonpersistence-
noncompliance; (3_)7Anger; (4) Aggression to peers; (5) Problem behavior; (6) Temper
tantrums; (7) Hyperactivity; (8) Crying-demanding; (9) Fearful withdrawal; and (10)
Moodiness. Children with severe problems in these domains were identified as having

a difficult temperament.’ ™"

The parent and youth versions of the Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children
(DISC-1)" were administered to assess offspring psychiatric syrnptoms in 1983 and
1985-86. In 1991-93, an age-appropriate version of the DISC-I was administered to the
offspring, when their mean age was 22 years. Symptoms were considered present if
. reported by either informant. The DISC- | conduct disorder mo‘d‘UIe assesses a range
of aggressive acts, including arson, éssault resulting in injury to another person,
" robbery, starting physical fights, theft, threats to injure others, use or threatened use of
a weapon, and vandalism. Aggressive acts and psychiatric symptoms were considered
present if reported o;/_oither informant. Research has supported the reliability and
validity of the DISC-I as employed in the present s:tud;.12 In 2000, questionnaires that
~- assessed a range of aggressive acts, including assau(t_resulting in injury to another
person, robbery, theft, threats to injure others, and use or threatened use of é weapon
during the previous 5 years were completed by the study offspring. In 2000, data were
also obtained from New York State and the Federal Bureau of Inve;stigation records

regarding arrests and ohérges for adult criminal behavior.
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Two types of interview data were used to assess parental antisocial behavior and
. psychopathology. Current parental antisocial behavior psychopathology was assessed
during the 1975, 1983, and 1985-86 maternal interviews. Lifetime psychopathology
was assessed during the 1991-93 maternal interview. Interviéw items used to assess
* current maternal antisocial behavior and anxiety, depressive, disrUp"tive, personality,
and substance use symptoms were obtained from the Disorganizing Poverty Interview
(DPI)," the California Psychological Inventory,”a(; Hopkins Symptom Checklist (SCL-
90)," and instruments that assessed maternal alienation,'® rebelliou.sness,ieand other
dysfunctional traits™’*® Paternal alcohol abuse, drug abuse, and antisocial behavior
‘were assessed using the DPI. Lifetime maternal and paternal éﬁtisocial behavior and
anxiety, depressive, disruptive, personélity, and substance use disorders were
assessed using items adapted from the New York High Risk Study Family Interview.'®
. Data regarding the onset of parental disorders permitted identifi‘éétion of disordérs that
were evident by the time that the hean age of the offspring was 16 years.

Assessment of Maladaptive Parental Behavior

A wide range of maternal and paternal behaviors were assessed during the

1975, 1983, and 1985-86 interviews. Inconsistent maternal enforcement of rules,
loud arguments between the. parénts, low maternal educational aspirations for the
— - child, maternal difficulty controlling anger toward the child, maternal possessiveness,

maternal use of guilt to control the child, maternal vé}bal abuse, parental cigarette

smoking, low parental supervisiovn, low paternal assistance to the child’'s mother, and

paternal fulfillment of the role of father in the family were assessed using items from

the DPI and measures of maternal child-rearing attitudes and behaviors that were
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administered during the maternal interviews." "2°?! Harsh maternal punishment,
‘ parental affection, parental time spent with the child, and poor parental |
communication with the child were assessed in the maternal and offspring
interviews.'” *"# Parental home maintenance and maternal behavior during the
interview were assesse‘d by interviewer observations. Scales and items assessing
each type of parental ‘behavibr were dichotomized at the maladaptive end of the
scale, facilitating identif{bation of specific typeé of parental behavior that were
associated with antisocial pafental behavior and offspring aggression. Dichotomies
were established empirically to identify statistically deviant parental behaviors.
Parental behavior was not defined as maladaptive unless the pa;ént’s score was at
least one standard deviation from the sample mean. A body of research supports the

validity of the measures that were used to assess maternal and paternal behavior.'®

. 11,21, 22,2223 24

Assessment of Parental Education and Income

-—- _Parental education and parental income were assessed in 1975, 1983, and

1985-86 dJring the maternal interviews. The percentages of 1975, 1983, and 1985-86
U.S. Poverty Levels (USPL) were computed in 1975, 1983, and 1985-86 for each

family, taking into account family size. The family was considered to have been in

poverty if their average income was below 100% of the USPL. Low parental SES was
considered present if neither parent completed high school and if family income was

below the USPL in 1975, 1983, or 1985-86. If data regarding the father's education — -

i

was not available, the mother’s educational level was used.
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Data Analyses

. Analyses of contingency tables were conducted to investig?te the association
between a history of parental antisocial behavior and maladaptive parental behaviors.
Analyses of covariance were conducted to investigate whether parents with a histoi'y of
antisocial parental behavior behaved in a more maladaptive manner in the home and
toward their offspring than did parents without a history of antisocial parental behavior.
Logistic regression analS/ses were conducted io“ig;éstigate whether maladaptive
parental behavior was associated with increased offspring risk for aggressive behavior
during adulthood after controliing for parental education and income, offspring age,
gender, difficult childhood temperament, and a history of antiso/c::\:i;él parenfél behavior.
Logistic regression analyses were also conducted to investigate whether a history of
| antisocial parental behavior was associated with increased offspring risk'for aggressive
. behavior during adulthood after controlling for parental education and income, offspring
age, gender, difficult childhood temperament, and maladaptive parental behavior.
- ‘An established three-step procedure®was used to test whether parental
behavior mediated the associations between a history of antisocial pafental behavior
and offspring aggression during adulthood. For parental behavior to mediate these
associations, three conditions are required: (1) A history of antisocial parental behavior
— must predict offspring psychiatric disorders; (2) A history of antisocial parental behavior
must predict maladaptive parental behavior; and (3) Maladaptive parental behavior

must predict offspring aggression after a history of antisocial parental behavior was
. i
controlled statistically. Logistic regression analyses were also conducted to investigate

whether maladaptive nia-ternal and paternal behaviors independently predicted
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offspring aggression; whether the statistical interaction of maladaptive maternal and
. paternal behaviors predicted offspring aggression; and whether histories of antisocial
maternal and paternal behavior predicted offspring aggression.

Results

Descriptive Statistics: Forty-one motheré (6.9%) and 106 (17.9%) fathers had a history
of adult antisocial behavior. Fifteen offspring (2.5%) committed robberies; 96 (16.2%)
committed assaults or were involved in physicél'f‘i-g;t;ts that resulted in injuries; 23
(3.9%) used or threatened to ‘uée a weapon; and 78 (13.2%) threatened to injure other
persons during adulthood. Overall, 132 offspring (22.3%), including 37 females
’(12.6%) and 95 males (31.7%) committed one or more acts of’é}égression‘ égainst other
persons during adulthood.
Associations between Covariates, Malédaptive Parental Behavior, and Off_spring

. Aggression. Difficult offspring childhood temperament at mean ége 6 was associated
with higher levels of maladaptive parental behavior at mean offspring age 14 (t=3.28;
Confidence I.nterval (C_l): 2.10-4.89), individuals who had a difficult ch’ildhood
temperament (OR = 2.29; Cl: 1.29-4.04), whose family income was below the national
poverty line (OR = 2.22; Cl: 1.16-4.25), and whose parents did not complete high

B .school (OR = 2.24; Cl: 1.48-3.40) were at elevated risk for aggressive behavior during

adulthood. ”
The Association between a History of Parental Antisocial Behavior and Maladaptive
Parenting: = Five types of maladaptive maternal behavior and 6 ty;)es of maladaptive

paternal behaviors were more prevalent among parents with a history of antisocial
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behavior than among parents without a Hi_story of antisocial behavior. These
associations remained significant after parental education and income, offspring age,
génder, and difficult childhood temperament were controlled statistically (Tables 1 and
2). Overall, parents without a history of antisocial behavior had an adju_s_t_ed mean of
2.51 maladaptivé behaviors (SD=2.50). Parents with a history of antisocial behavior
had an adjusted mean of 3.96 maladaptive behaviors (SD=3.36). This difference
remained statistically significant after controlling for the same covariates (E=—31 70;
df=592). | | |
The Association between Maladaptive Parental Behavior and Offspring Aggression.
Maladaptive parental behavior was associated with increésed offspring risk for
aggressive behavior during adulthood after the covariates were controlled statistically.
All of these associations remained significaAnt after a history of antisocial paréntal
behavior was controlled statistically (Table 3). Offspring aggression increased
markedly in prevalence as the number of maladaptive parental behaviors increased.
Maladaptive maternal (OR = 1~3->O 95% ClI: 1.11-1 .5ﬂénd'p§_t_e‘r_nal behavior (OR =

1.15; CI: 1.01-1.33) were both associated with increased offspring risk for aggressive

behavior. The association between maladaptive maternal behavior and offspring

aggression remained significant when maladaptive paternal behavior was controlled
statistically (Adjusted Odds Ratio (AOR) = 1.27; Cl: 120551 .54), but the association
between maladaptive paternal behavior énd offspring aggression did not remain
significant when 'rﬁalada-ptive maternal behavior was controlled statistically. The
statistical interaction of maladaptive maternal and paternal behavioﬁr did not prédict

offspring aggression. Méiédaptive paternal behavior was associated with aggressive
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behavior among male and female offspring. Five specific types of maladaptive parental
behavior were significantly associated with aggressive offspring bghavior when age,
sex, difficult childhood temperament, parental education and income, and a history of
maladaptive parental behavior were controlled statistically (Table 4).
The Association between a History of Parental Antisocial Behavior and Offspring
Aggression |

A history of antiéocial parental behavior was associated with overall offspring
aggressive behavior during adulthood after the covariates were controlied statistically
(Table 5). Howevér, this association did not remain significant after controlling for
maladaptive parental behavior. A h|story of éntisocial parental beh_a\iior Was
associated with offspring robberies, threats, or weapon use before, but not after the
covariates were controlled statistiqally. In contrast, a history of antisocial péfental
behavior remained significantly assrbjéc;ivéted with offspring assaults or involvement in
physical fights resuiting in injuries after the covariates and maladaptive parental
behavior were controlled statistically.

After a history of antisocial maternal behavior was controlled statistically, a

history of antisocial paternal behavior was significantly associated with offspring

-assaults or physical fights resulting in injury (OR = 2.05; Cl: 1.21-3.48), and with

overall offspring risk for aggressive behavior (OR = 1.89; Cl: 1.16-3.07), but not with

offspring robberies, threats to injure others, or weapon use. In contrast, after a history

of antisocial paternal behavior was controlled statistically, a history of antisocial

maternal behavior was significantly associated with offspring robberies, threats to injure

others, or weapon use\(Q_B = 2.23; Cl: 1.02-4.87), but not with offspring assaults,
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physical fights resulting in injury, or overall offspring risk fof aggressive behavior. A
history of antisocial paternal behavior was eignificantly associated with aggressive
behavier among the female offspring, and a similar trend was obtained among the
male offspring. Neither the interaction of maternal and pa_ternal histories of antisocial
behavior nor the interaction of a parental“ﬁietory of antisocial behavior with maladaptive
parental behavior was associated with offspring risk for aggressive behavior. As Figure

1 indicates, parallel increases in overall offspring risk for aggressive behavior were

obtained as a function of maledaptive parental behavior among the effspring of parents

with and without psychiatric disorders.

Discussion: The major findinge of the present study are that maladaptive
parenting was associated with increased risk for offspring aggression during adulthood
after a history of antisocial parental behavior was controlled statistically. In gee-trast,
antisocial parental behavior was not significantly associated with offspring aggression
during adulthood after maladaptive parenting was accounted for. These findings
suggest that meladaptive parenting may mediate the vassociation between a history of
antisocial parental behavior and offspring aggression. Although the offspring of
parents with a history of antisocial behavior are more likely than other individuals to
commit aggressive acts during adulthood, our findings are consistent with ;;e‘\'/i_eus
research suggesting that this may be due, in large measure, to the elevated prevelence

of maladaptive parenting among parents with a history of antisocial behavior.

The present findings are of particular interest because maladaptive parenting

predicted offspring aggression during adulthood after difficult offspring temperament

was controlled statistically. This finding supports the influence that the association

\\
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between maladaptive-parenting and subsequent offspring aggression is not attributable
. to the effects of difficult offspring temperament on parénting behavior. A}though our
ﬁndings.suggest that difficult childhood temperament tends to increase the likelihood of
maladaptive parenting, this association does not appear tq explain the association
between maladaptive parenting and later offspring aggression. Of further interest, our
findings indicate that tﬁe_assbciation between maladaptive parenting and offspring
aggression is nét stronger or weaker among offspring with a difficult childhood
temperament than among thase who did not have a difficult temper_gment.
- Our findings are consistent with previous findings indicating that parenting can
be adversely affected by parental ps;}dhopathology and offspring tgsmgrahent, both of
which are likely to be determined in parf by genetic factors.*® Yet, at the same timé,
our findings indicate that the association between maladaptive parenting and
. subsequent offspring aggression was hot attributable to the effects of antisocial
parental behavior, parental education, parental income, or offspring temperament.
These findings .are noteworthy because previous stud‘ires have suggested that genetic
factors may play an important role in the intra-familial transmission of aggression and
other disruptive behavior problems.” It will be of interest for future research to

investigate whether genetic factors that are not expressed through antisocial parental

behavior, parental education, parental income, or difficult offspring temperament may

play a role in the association between maladaptive parental behavior and offspfi"ng

psychopathology. It will also be of interest for future research, desi‘gned to optimize the _
detection of genetic influences on behavior, to investigate whether a shared genetic

liability for maladaptive parental behavior and antisocial parental behavior may affect
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parental behavior even when there is no history of antisocial parental behavior, and
. whether indirect genetic effects may' adversely influence parental behavior through
their association with environmental adversities.

The limitations of the present study require consideration. Because thg _fathers
were not interviewed, data from the maternal and offspring interviews were used to
assess patérnal behavior. However, we believe that this consideration is outweighed
by the enhanced contribution to the field that results from the inclusion of data
regarding both biological parénts. Confidence in the validity of the paternal data was
increased because histories of antisocial behavior and maladaptive parenting by both
parents were associated with offspring aggression, and because our findings regarding
the estimated prevalence of antisocial parental behavior and parental psychiatric

| disorders are similar to the findings of major epidemiological studies.”* Another
. limitation is that systematic observational data of parent-child interactions were not

obtained. Observer ratings of parental and offspring behavior tend to yield higher

estimates of the role of the environment in the association between parental and
w—o"ffspring behavior than are obtained when parental ratings are used.”® In---additjp_rj,
beg:é_qse data regarding farﬁily profiling by law enforcement authorities were not |
obtained, it was not possible tG‘i’rivestig?te the hypothesis that family profiling tends to _....
invcrease' the___r_nagnitude of the association between parental and offspring behavior.
MNevertheIess, because qf the unique methodolégical strengths' of the present study,

the present findings increase our understanding of the role of parenting in the

association between antisocial parental behavior and offspring aggression.
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Substantive Aim 2: To test models of the contribution of mental disorder to
. subsequent aggressive and criminal behavior.
Study 3. Changes in levels of psychiatric symptoms from childhood to

.. adulthood by adult arrest histories. (First author, Patricia Cohen).

In these analyses we examined multilevel growth models for six psychiatric
symptom clusters for each of five groups of study participants, identified by adult arrest
history. These groups included those with no official arrest history (n = 433) data o_h
t_hose with adult arrests for crimes againét persons (n = 41), property crimes (n = 22),
or other offenses (n = 66). Models as presented here are based on normalizing ~
transfdrms of the original symptom data (in order to conform with statistical model
assumptions) and, for technical reasons, are based thus far on fewer subjects than will

“ be available for the final submitted manuscript. Data were analyzed in SAS -PROC :
. MIXED, and we present here the models presenting the best fit to the data by X° test of

the maximum likelihood solution. The findings are summarized in Fiéafes 1-6, where

significant differences in symptom levels are graphed over the ages 10 to 25 for each

" of the four groups. —

In Figure 1 we see that depressive symptoms tended to increase from early

~ adolescence to about age 21 a‘m"ong those participants who did not have an arrest = .

record and among those with minor and drug-related offénses, including vehicle-related

. 'offenses or DWI or DUI offenses. This represents the is the bfbadly replicated pattern

overthis age period. For those-whose arrests involved crimes against persons or
{ .
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. FIGURE 1: TRAJECTORY OF DEPRESSION SYMPTOMS BY ADULT
ARREST -

~ adolescence and a decline to lower fevels by age 25.

property crimes, however, this pattern was reversed, with higher depressive symptoms in early

In Figure 2 we see the anticipated gradual decline-in qnxiety symptoms over this

~ age range for the same two groups, those without an arrest record and those with

minor or substance-related offenses. Again we see that the other two groups, and

especially the-group who had arrests as adults for crimes against pérsons, had

exceptionally high levé“ISOf anxié~t9 in Iate‘ childhood/ early adolescence, with a steeper
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. FIGURE 2: TRAJECTORY OF ANXIETY SYMPTOMS BY ADULT ARREST

decline as they moved through adolescence into young adulthood. For the
“small group with property offenses (but-not crimes against persons) an especially low

__ level of anxiety symptoms were apparent in adulthood. R
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FIGURE 3. TRAJECTORlES OF DISRUPTIVE DISORDERS BY ADULT
. ARREST
The adolescent pattern for symptoms of disruptive disorders (conduct disorder,
.. attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder, and oppositional / defiant disorder) is o

appfoximately as expected, with very high rates for those with adult arrests for property
crimes or crimes against persons (Figure 3). Here we show a decline to normal levels
of these symptoms by early in their third decade of life, suggesting that most of thes_é
arrests took place in the late feen-age years or very early twenties, and represented

mainly an exacerbation of the normative developmental pattern. Further analyses will

investigate these issues in more detail.
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—The pattern of increase in substance abuse symptoms over this age range,

leveling off by the early to mid-twenties was similar for all groups, but differed in

average level (Figure 4). As anticipated, those with arrests for minor or substance-

abuse related offenses showed the highest average level throughout, and less leveling

off in the twenties than did other groups. Those with arrests for property crimes or

~
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crimes against persons were in a middle position between the substance-related and

the no-arrest group.

FIGURE 4; TRAJECTORIES OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE SYMPTOMS BY

Substance abuse symptoms

o —
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Arrest - none
Minor arrest
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T ‘ We also investigé{fed two clusters of personality disorders for differential

development over these ages. The first cluster “A” consists of symptoms of parah'c_)i‘d,

schizoid, and schizotypal personality disorders, characterized by wariness with regard

to interpersonal relationships and atypical thought processes. The patterns of chanéé

in these symptoms also differed for the groups distinguished by adult arrest, although

all groups showed the general decline in these symptoms that usually accompanies

~
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cognitive and emotional maturation over these years (Figure 5). i—iere, unlike the

_ . pattern for the previously discussed “Axis I” disorders, the highest'average symptoms

Cluster A symptoms

Arrest record

o  Arrest - none SN
x  Minor arrest

+  Property crime

& Crime against person

. Age

FIGURE 5: TRAJECTORIES OF CLUSTER A SYMPTOMS BY ADULT ARREST

were shown by the group who were arrested for property crimes (ard not for crimes against persons].”

Those who were arrested as adults for crimes agairst persons had equally high levels of these

symptoms.in adolescence, but declined to normal levels in young-adulthood. The other groups were

not distinguishable.

FIGURE 6: TRAJECTORIES SHOWING MEAN DIFFERENCES IN CLUSTERB

PERSONALITY DISORDER The final symptom cluster we imestigoiedﬁé_persomliw disorder

cluster “B” sometimes called the “dramatic” cluster, including narcissistic, histrionic, and borderline

disorders. In adulthood this cluster also includes antisocial personality disorder, but in these analyses
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Cluster B symptoms
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Age
we excluded these symptoms, both because of the need to keep the data set compo_roble across_the
. ages and because of the overlap in sympforﬁs of this disorder with illegal behavior. There was no
- significant curvature in the age-changes in syrﬁbforﬁs for any of the groups, all showing a linear

decline pattern (Figure 6). The two groups with arrests for crimes agairst persons and property

— crimes showed higher levels of symptoms than the other two groups.
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‘ Study 4.Crime acros-é the ages. Draft manuscript for publication based on talk given at the
~ American Society for Criminology, November 8, 2001. ,r ~-

Patricia Cohen, Stephanie Kasen, Henian Chen, Kathy Berenson,Miriam Ehrenséft,
Elizabeth Smailes ,Joan McCord - ' — o
Ré_search funded by grants from the National Institute of Justice and the National Institute of
Mental Health to Dr. Colven.

ABSTRACT
Longitudinal data from a general population random sample studied from early childhood to
mean age 30 are examined for predictors of different age patterns of antisocial behavior.
Analyses e‘xamine age curves for aggress’ive and property offences from vﬂi@e childhobd to
adulthood. Five trajectory groups are identified for males and females by type of offense:
childhood desisters, adolescent desisters, persisteht, adult onset, and non-offenders. A series
. of risks including family risk, childhood ADHD symptoms and anxiety‘symptoms, IQ, perceived
peer approval of antisocial behavior, adolescent personality disorder symptoms, and
adolescent educational aspirations are related to these patterns. Rates of trajectory groups
raised in urban and non-urban residences are also examined. Although relationships are
—  similar by offense and gender, risks were more strongly related to aggressive offense
trajectories. Female_;ggvressive adolescents appear to be a higher risk group tpan___males with a

similar offense pattern.
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Theoretical framework

. ’ In this study we offer an elaboration and test of the theoretical model that was
developed by Moffit (1993) in an attempt to explain age curves in antiso;ial behavior and
subgroup differences in the stability of such behavior. Moffit suggested a theoretical distinction
between two major groups, an early-onset life-course persistent small group of antisocial
offenders and a much larger group of adolescent-limited offenders. Moffit began with several |
striking facts about antisocial behavior: 1) that a small proportion of those who are-ever

" arrested or convicted for a felonuy account for the vast majority of all such arrests_or convictions
(e.g. Wolfgang); 2) that most of the general population of adolescents engagés in some
antisocial behavior at some time and that this is s-pegiﬁcally true about this age group (e.g.
Elliott & Huizinéa, 1984); and 3) that those with persistent adult antisocial behavior virtuélly

- universally have a history of such behavior in childhood or early adolescence (Robins, 1966).
Moffit's the;is, in brief, is that the life-course persistent group begins life with

. neuropsychological deficits in intellectual or executive function. In th‘e absence of a home
environment that provides the necessary extra support and resources, these problems lead to
behavior that is difficult to control for both the child and the adults who are.in positions of

authority. Such behavior is also socially alienating in childhood. These deficits make it difficult

to acquife the interpersonal and academic si;ills that-would be normative for the child’'s age.
~ Antisocial behavior thus reflects out-of-control responses that substitute for th—éée skills._ .
During adolescence these antisocial behaviors tendto be reinforced by age peers more
generally, who see this apparent independence from adult infl_l;énce as an /expres_sibon of _
maturity. This peer reinforcemeh.f, in combination with growing adolescent alienation f-rom the
-——-adult world and the increasingly consequential deficit in social, academic, and other life-skills,

T tends to set up a cycle in which this early onset group is trapped. By the time peers are no

“longer admiring this behavior, the life-course persistent offender’s bridges have often already
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‘been burned, with a reputation and sometimes a criminal record that makes more pro-social
. -émploymen’t and family roles much rﬁore difficult to achieve.

The adolescent-limited group, in contrast, is cauéht by the long lag between their
physical méturity, as ihdeXed by puberty onset, and the availabilfty of adult social roles. They
are expected to dela)c»sexual intimacy, rbmgntic commitment, adult work rolers, and, generally,
self determination while a long period of schooling and adult supervision and direction are
andergone. The resulting frustratlron, according to Moffit, leads them to admire those who defy

such adult authority, and to see ;antisociél behavior as an expression of self-determination.
Both in imitation of such admired antisocial peers, and as an expression of their self-
directedness, the): engage in a range of antisocial and adult-disapproved behaviors. Such

behavior is not psychopathological in nature, argues Moffit. That minority who do not engage in

such behaviors, she theorizes, are likely to be those too timid or withdrawn to engage in such

risky activity. o
. As the adolescent onset group ages they tend to lose their motivation for antisocial

behavior for two major reasons. First, their opportunities to fulfill prosbcial adult ro!es gradually
increase, so that the motivation to engage in antisocial and defiant behaviors as a substitute for -—
such roles decreases. Second, they bécome incréasingly awarg_q_f the negative effect that
antisocial behavior has on the opportunity to assume the most attractive of such adult roles.
Previous-investigations relevant to_these hypq_theses e

Several studies have in\;é_s.iigated certain of these p;éa.i;fions in longitudinal samples

studied-ever substantial periods of thelr lives.

Review not complete, see references

Purpose of the current aha_lyses
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In the current study we examine these hypothesized r'elkationships in a general
. - -population of young Americans. In éddition, we seek to determine whether these relationships
afe consistent for two different kinds of antisocial behavi_or, aggression against persons and
property offenses. Des_pite the substantial Ii;erature in which all criminal or delinquent behavior
is pooled, there is reason to anticipate that these different kincrj; ofﬁ ‘antisocial rbehavior may not
share the same risks. Moffit makes the argument that antisocial behavior may be thought of as
- reflecting heterotypic continuity. That is, different kinds of behavior, depending on age and
setting, reflect the same inferreq trait or attribute. She notes the literatﬁre ihat shows
gorrelation among the various forms of antisocial behavior, both cross-sectionally and
longitudinally. On the other hand, it may be argued that such correlations do not necessarily
| indicate that the behaviors have common origins, May reflect pathWays that converge as a
consequence of the cbnceptuai grouping of these behaviors in the minds and institutions within
our society. | o
‘ | In particular, we would argue that physical interpersonal aggression may have
somewhat different origins than property offenses or drug-consumption offenses. In particular,
property offenses in childhood and adolescence may be more closely related ‘to structural ' —
aspects of the family, including poverty, urbanicity, and maternafmploymenﬂlow supervision.
Life course persistent property offense may reflect ongoing economic problems, which would
naturally be exacerbated in those whose achi_eyement {eve_l__s .Ii.mited__gggupational‘success.
On the classic Miller-Dollard frustration-aggression model we hypothesize that stable

aggression may be more related tdéérly difficult temperament and problems iq_yefbal

expression than is other antisocial behavior, reflected here in p?Bberty offenses. These

predictors are reflected in the Moffit hypotheses as problems in executive function and in these ____

data as symptoms of ADHD and low 1Q. : » N S —
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- An additional question to be investigated in the current study is whether these groups

. - -and their associated risks are consistent for males and females.

|
- i

Differentiation between groups based on age-pattern of engagement.
The implications of the Moffit theory are expressed as the following hypotheses: |
1. Life course persistent pattern: Childhood-ADHD and low verbal lQ‘will be related to

antisocial behavior of both types. These relationships will be greater in families in which /

- parental sociopathy or poverty is present (there will be an interaction between these early child

“characteristics and family setting in predicting the life-course persistent pattern in comparisonto -

both the low antisocial and the adolescent-limited groups). They will show high levels of
psychopathology in adolespence, in comparison to the not-antisocial group and to the

adolescent-limited group. o
2. Adolescent-limited. In early adolescence this group will show a greater belief in peer .

admiration of antisocial bellavlor, particularly in comparison with the no antisocial group.

(Earlier work already shows that these variables increase in adolescence (Cohen & Cohen

1996). This group will be partlcula‘rly influenced 'by their intention to go on to college in

comparison to the persistent antisocial adolescents. They are not expected to have particular

educational or intelligence or early executive control problems in comparison to the not-

antisocial adolescents. They are, however, expected to be more likely to have experienced

Iearly puberty. ’ L e—

3. The no-antisocial group is predicted to have higher rates of anxiety disorders or
symptoms in comparison to the adolescent-limited group.

Method

Study sample: The subjects come from a residence-based random sample originally —_—

drawn in 1975 when one child between the age of 1 and 10 was randomly selected from each —-

household (see Cohen & Cohen 1996 for_é detailed description of sampling plan, recruitment

\\
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and retention rates). The original and 1983 samples, which ih’ciuded 54 newly sampled families
. -— from urban poverty areas from whicﬁ original subjects had been excessively lost, were closely
similar to the household census chafrécteristics of the tw; sampled counties for children of
these ages. They were living roughly equall){ in rural or semi-rural, suburban or small city, and
large city areas. The sample was 8 % black and-had no Latiné)-;aﬁ%ilies. Data were collected by
maternal interview in 1975, by maternal and offspring interview in 1983, 1986, and 1992, and by
- offspring questionnaire in 1999. Interviews were éarried out in respondents’ homes
simultaneously by two separate interviewers.
Study measures: | o

.vAggressive behavior was measured by maternal report in the 1975 (for 5 to 9 year olds
.only), 1983, and 1986 interviews, by youth report in the 1983, 1986, 1992, and 1999 interviews
and questionnaire, and by official arrest record for an aggressive crime when the study
participants Were adults?, Reports in the maternal interviews included fighting with peers or

. | siblings (1975), and fighting with peers or siblings, getting into many fights, having beenina .

fight resulting in serious injury, or having threatened someone with a weapon (1983 and 1986).
Self report included many physical fights, having injured someone, or having fhre’atened with a —
weapon by age of onset and most recént age, permitting four agf_sﬂbased on the 1983
interviews, the same questions in 1986 referred to the intervening period. In 1992 and 1999 the
questions referred more ‘specifically to (lay Ian_g‘uage de§criping)|ega_[_9ffense
categories:serious fights, fights with a weapon, robbery. Thé Ab“r};cipal charge on each official
afrest record was classified asaggfe-s»sion ( the above categories). Figure 1 illustrates the

mean age at which each of these data sources were available.

2 Subjects who did ﬁ'ot_give us permiss_ibn to use these data are not included in this report.
Exclusion of this group did not bias the findings reported here.
\

® T - o
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- Property offenses: In 1975, 1983, and 1986 mothers reported offspring stealing or

. '““vandalism. As above, the 1983 interviews included age of onset and age of most recent.
Youth interviews included essentially the same informatic;n except the 1992, interviews whicﬁ
further differentiated automobile theft and the value of the stolen object or objects.

Although the original variables included more detail (e.g., frequency, s’eriousness), the

fact that the scales were not constant over time or sources led us to reduce the information at

behavior was reported to be pre__;ent. We took a report of presence from any source as

reflecting a positive indication of the behavior.
Because thls longitudinal study is based on a panel bdrn betwéen 1965 and 1974, we

had up to 12 reports between the ages of 5 and 30, depending on the number o_f official record

reports and birth year. However, the birth-year range of the study participants also meant that

these reports covered different éges for different subjects. Figure 2 presents illustrative data

. | for 6 actual subjects. The line drawn distinguishes the periods before and after age 18.

Risks examined here include the following measures of the Moffit—hypothesi;ed

discriminators of antisocial pattern: - - —
Urbanicity of residence was determined by home interviewers when the youth were an -

average age of 16 years.

official poverty income level at one or more assessments, high mother-reported parental conflict

. at one or-more assessments, and mot‘her-reported father or mother problems with alcohol,

drugs, or the police at one or more assessments.

Neuropsychiatric risk: The two indicators employed here were ADHD symptoms, e
assessed by independent Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children (DIJSC) interviews of— —-

mother and child (Costeilo_& Edelbrock, '1_984) at child mean age 13. Symptom measures

‘ \.
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employ combined reports according to previously reported standard procedures (Cohen et al,~
. 1987). Verbal IQ was measured by a picture vocabulary test (Quick T?st, Ammons & -
Ammons, 196'2) and averaged over the two assessments of different forms at mean age 13 and
mean age 16.

Early puberty was measured in two ways: retrospectiv_ély in young adulthood when each
respondent was asked whether s/he matured much_earlier, earlier, about the same, later, or /
much later than others of the same age. In additio;i to this variable we examinéd ageof - —-
menarche (females) and age of_voice change/growth of body hair (males) reported in the W
adolescent age interviews of mother and youth, for which findings were comparable.

Anxiety symptoms, hypothesized to be protective, were measﬂr&i by a combination of youth
and parent DISC-based reﬁaﬁs of symptoms of overanxiety disorder, separation anxiety, and
social phobia at a mean age of 13.5.
Adolescent psychiatric ;)roblems: For this study we focused on the Cluster A and B
. pe_rsonality disorder symptoms as indicated in combined youth and parent reports when youth
were a mean age of 15. We used this comvbination,—;ather than the Axis | disorders, for two
‘reasons. First, the Axis 1 symptoms eithex.xe_ﬂqct.anxiety (examined separately) or disruptive
. symptoms, including ADHD symptoms (examined separately) and symptoms of conduct

disorder and opposi{ionalldefiant disorder which overlap with the-antisocial trajectory measures.

The other major Axis 1 disorder, major depressive disorder, is rare, and is often comorbid with — .

anxiety disorders as well as with the personality disorders. Cluster A includes symptoms of

schizoid, schizotypal, and paranoid personality disorders, and generally reflects a warinessand =~

distrust of others and a tendency to bizarre‘béliefs and experiences. Cluster B includes

symptoms-ef narcissistic, histrionic, and borderline personality disorders and generally reflects
e dramatization of experiences and relationships, extreme reactivity to inte;personal problems,

and self-focus. In adults antisocial personality disorder is also clustered with this group, on the

o o — o
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basis of comorbidity and correlations among symptoms. We hypothesize that these symptoms
. may reflect the most discriminating patterns in adolescence with regard to the trajectory of-- - -
antisocial behavior. Our analyses age-adjusted this measure to reflect an expected age 15

level of symptoms (see Johnson, Cohen, Kasen, & Brook, 2000 for an analysis of age trends in

symptoms).

Péer admiration of antisocial behavior was assessed at mean age 13.5. Six items
reflecting antisocial behavior (defiance, aggression,isucce‘ssful theft, etc) were fated by .. —
respondenits on the extent to which their peers disapproved or admired the behavior.

Educational aspirations were a combination of level of education that the youth hoped
and level expected to achieve, age-adjusted to reflect an expe—éfé-d age 15 level.

Analyses
In the first analyses we_émployed the entire data set in a multilevel logistic regression
. | analysis to determine the point of maximum antisocial behavior and shape of the age curve for
males and females and for property offenses and aggression separately. These analyses,

however, do not unambiguously represent.the groups hypothesized by Moffit. Therefore, in the

second set of analyses we discriminated the sample subjects into no antisocial behavior,

childhood-limited (under age 13 only), adolescent:limited" (not after age 18), persistent (before
and after age 18), and adult- onset groups (after age 18 only), separately for aggression e;nd
property offenses. The second and final groups were not specifically in"Moffit's classification
but appeared in our empirical data.> These groups were then corriparedyc_)athe following risks

theoretically discriminating them: early p_rob'léﬁ*is in executive function reflected in ADHD

symptoms-and 1Q, late adolescent educational aspirations, early adolescent beliefs about peer

H

3 An effort to empirically determine groups representing modal patterns using Nagin's (2000)
syntax for the SAS program was-not successful, basically reflecting level only, perhaps because of the
varied ages of data for different subjects.

o . e 64

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.



admiration of antisocial behavior, early sexual maturity, adolescent symptoms of Cluster A and-

‘ : B personality disorder, urbanicity of residence, and risk status of family environment as ----- -
indexed by a combination of poverty, parental sociopathy, and parental conflict, . All
‘comparisons were carried out separately for males and females and included controls for age
and environmental risks' as necessary. Analyses first _examiﬁéd these risks individually as
related tdmembership in the 5 “trajectory” groups, by sex and type of antisocial behavior, with
follow-up tests of specifically hypothesized differenc;es. Discriminant function ahalyses then -—-
examinedthe risks collectively to determine their ability to discriminate trajectory groups and to
identify the independent predictors.

Findings
vP_revalence by age.

Figure 13 presents the age curves for aggréssive behavior of males and females. We note that
the age curve for both males a;d females reaches its maximum at about age 13, perhaps

‘ | because we picked up less serious violent behavior than did other studies using self-report or
record data that report a somewhat later maximum violence age. At the maximum point 30%
of the males wereshowing aggressive behavior while aggression characterized under 10% of

the females. By the late 20's about 10% of the males were still reported as aggressive. This

may be a modest overestimate due to the shortage of negative reports in the data for this

period, most data coming from the arrest records.
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‘Figure 1. Aggression rate by age and sex
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Figure 2 presents the age curves for property offenses by males and females. The

prevalence peaked at a slightly older age than aggression, and the peak levels were less

dramatically different between males and females- Nevertheless, the peak rate for males of

about 24% was twice that of females at 12%. The rate of prop.erty offense for females in their

late 20's was very low (1%), while the rate for males was roughly equivalent to the rate of

- aggression (about 6 to 8%). - -
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Figure 2. Property offense rate by age and s
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Trajectory groups— In Figure 3 we present the sample proportions in each aggression group
by sex. As anticipated, the largest number of respondents were in the “no aggression” group,

and a larger propo_rt_ian of the females were in this group. Two greups not discussed in the

literature, a childhood limited group and an adult onset group appeared among both the male -

and female respondents, although the adult onset group of females was very small (n = 5, <

behavior, and that all adult reports came from official arrest records, suggesting an under-report
of earlier-aggression. However, we found this not to be the case, about % of the positive adult

reports-being self-reported and the other %2 consisting of official records c;f aggressive offenses.
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. - Figure 3. Patterns of aggression and property offenses
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In Figure 3 we also present the male and female rates of each longitudinal pattern of
property offenses, including theft, burglary, and vandalism. Again we see all five patterns

appear for each gender, although the adult onset group of women is much higher for property
offense than for aggression.

In Figure 4 we examine the correspondence between the property offense data and the
aggression data for each sex separately. Membership in the longitudinal course patterns for
aggression and property crimes was significant for both males (¥ = and females, but much

smaller among the females (kappa = .14, se = .035) than am_ong_the_males_ikappa = 25 se =

.032). This indicates the proportion of each property offense group that was in the
corresponding-aggression group, and thé wbottom proportions indicate the proportibq_qf each

group that was in any of the groups showing aggression during any observed period. Thus, for
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Property offense group overlap with aggression groups
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males, 55% of those with no reported property offense also had no reported aggression. The
proportion in any aggressive group rose as the property pattern went from child limited to

adolescent limited to persistent. The adult onset property offense group was about as likely to

be in the no aggression group as was the childhood limited group. In each case the observed
number of persons in the same trajector;}éétegory was larger than the expected number.

For femalé;s we see a pattern that is similar in certain réspects. Thé‘a\_/erlap between the no
aggression énd no property‘offense was greate‘ge;ause a larger proportion of the females B

was in this group. The proportion of the group that was in the no aggressiion group declined as—  —

one moves from the childhood limited to the adélescent limited to the persistent property
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offenders, but the proportion in adult onset aggression was similar to the proportion in the no
property offense group. Each frequency ih the corresponding trajectory group was higher than
the expected Value except for the adult onset group, where th—é tiny hum'ber of aggressive
females (5) makes any estimate unreliable.
Mean and adjusted mean risk differences among trajectory groups

We report unadjusted means without consideration of family riSk except where the
hypothesized interactions_ were statistically significant. We limit our discussion of the small

groups of adult-onset antisocial behavior, although we report the mean differences, because

the very small size of these groups makes the statistical power for discriminating them from

“other patterns inadequate.

Environmental risk: According to Moffit's hypotheses environmental risk may__opérate to
increase the power of neuropsychological risk, measured here as ADHD symptoms and low
verbal intelligence. This is becaﬁse high risk families will not have the personal or other
resources to overcome the effects of these risks by offering special educational or other

programs, close supervision and assistance, and avoidance of high risk settings and situations.

.For both property and aggressive antisocial behavior, all trajectory groups were significantly

higher on family risk than was the no-antisocial group (F=5.22,p<.01, see Table 1). As
hypothesized, the child limited group showed lower fa_mily risk than did the persistent property
off;Allnse group {t = 2.50, p < .05). For females on the child and adolescent-limited trajectory
groups had lower levels of family risk than did the persistently agéféégive (t=3.19* and 2.94%).
We included high familial risk (2 or mo‘re)> as a factor in the ANOVA analyses that we used to

test the hypotheses with regard to other factors, thus effectively including it as a control. We

also tested the hypothesis that the differences amd_rig the groups may vary as a function of

family risk status. In general there were few significant interactions invol\;ing family and other — - ——.
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risks. We report these findings in the course of reports on the relationship of trajectory groups

to the other risks.

Table 1. Mean number of family risks by trajectory of aggressive and property offenses for

females and males

Property offense trajectory Females | Males F
No offense ' .75 (.06) 51 (.07) F?=23.36™"
Childhood limited 1.00 (.13) 96 (.11)
Adolescent limited 1.00 (.09) .80 (.09)
Adult onset 58 (.19) .94 (.14)

Fo=4.17 **
Persistent 1.20 (17) .71 (.09)
Aggressive offense trajectory — —
No offense .70 (.05) .50 (.07) F?=9.43*
Childhood limited 98 (.125) 84 (11)
Adolescent limited 1.06 (.104) .75 (.08)
Adult onset 1.40 (.37) .68 (.15)

Fo=3.71 *

Persistent 1.65 (.17) .92 (.10) '

The other external risk, urban residence as contrasted to rural, measured here in

chi—lahood, was not significantly different among the property offense groups for either sex

separately or for the combined sex grouhs, although‘ urban résiden”c"e'"éppeared higher for the
childhood lim_it_qd pattern (Table 1a), and was statistically different from combined other groups

in a follow-up test (OR = 1.81: Cl 1.14-2.88). The proportions of the sample raised in urban
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Table 1A. Rates of urban adolescent residence by trajectory of aggressive and property

. offenses

Property offense trajectory '% Urban residence X
No offense 56 §.39, p=.17
Childhood limited 66 .
Adolescent limited 57
Adult onset 69
| Persistent 52

Aggressive offense trajectory

No offense ' 58 13.50, p < .01
Childhood limited 68 o B
Adolescent limited 49

Adult onset ' 51 v —_—
. Persistent ' 67 :

homes did differ significantly for aggressive offenses. Again there was an association between

urbanicity and the childhood limited pattern, perhaps because of supervision inadequacy for
young urban children when away from home. In addition, however, we found a higher rate of

persistent aggression among urban youth. This association was not due to differences in family

"""" SES was 1.81 (Cl 1.14-2.88).
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Neurdpsychological deficits: Mean ADHD symptoms differed significantly among

' trajectory groups in all four analyses with F = 19.31 and 7.36 (df 4/376) for the female

aggressive and property oﬁehse trajectory groups respectively and F =‘8.94 and 4.84 (df 4/375)

for the male aggressive and property offense trajectory groups. The means of the groups are

shown in Table 2. Follow-up tests indicated that each trajectory g;(;ljp was significantly higher

on ADHD symptoms than the no-antisocial group for both property (t = 2.40 - 4.36, p < .05) and /

aggressive offensés. »

Table 2 Mean symptoms of APHD by trajectory of aggressivé and property offenses for

females and males

Property offense trajectory Females Males F
| No offense | 6500 (0.89) |6748 (123) |F9=1298*
Childhood limited ' _167.50 (1.78) 73.12 (1.78)
Adolescent limited 7445 (1.27) | 74.39 (1.42)
. Adult onset | 65.06 (2.86) | 70.98 (2.63)
Persistent - 76.23&».__36)» 78.37 (1.54) Fo =836 *

- Aggressive offense trajectory —

No offense . 6445 (71) |6603 (1.21) |Fe=2519"
Childhood limited - 7160 (1.72) |7621 (1.79) | _
Adolescent limited 7742 (1.43) |7367 (1.31) . | —
| Adult onset | 60.80 (4.98) |73.23 (2.43) -

Persistent 80.50 (2.32) | 78.84 (1.55) Fd =12.60 **
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Early Adolescent anxiety: Aggressive trajectories were significantly discriminated —
among both males and females (F = 8.14 and 4.61) and in both cases the no-aggression group - - -
showed the lowest level of anxiety (see Figure 10) in contrast to the hypothesized higher level.

The adult-onset aggressive group showed Iqw anxiety symptoms compared to the persistent
group (t - 2.44*); other differences among the aggres\sion groups were not statistically
significant. Family risk interacted with aggressive trajectory in their relationship with anxiety,

although in different directions in a theoretically unclear fashion in each sex group. Among high.. —-

family risk males’

Table 3. Means score on anxiety symptoms in late childhood by traj;cf(_)-fy of aggressive and '

property offenses for females andmrihnél'es

Property offense trajectory - ) Females Males F
No offense ' 37.64 (1.30) 33.58 (1.65). Fe=3.09"
Childhood limited 40.93 (2.82) 37.28 (2.53)
Adolescent limited 4464 (1.98) |34.76 (2.03)
Adult onset L 34.38 (4.41) 38.66 (3.32)

— Fd' = .69 NS
Persistent - | 45.06 (3.74) | 35.21 (2.15)

Aggressive offense trajectory _
No offense ‘ 36.80 (1.15) |30.25 (1.56) | F9=8.01*

Childhood limited 43.92 (2.80) |46.07 (2.48) -

Adolescent limited 4774 (2.33) | 3264 (1.80) [

Adult onset " | 37.60 (8.22) |30.70 (3.16) '
Fd=9.52*

Persistent 46.98 (3.83) 39.81 (2.09)

Differences among the property offense trajectory groups were not statistically significant for

either males or females (F = .49 and1.99 respectively with 4/375+df). s
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Physiéal maturity: Early puberty tended to characterize all aggression trajectories for - —
’ . males, although the overall F test was mérginal (2.33, 4/375 df, p = .056). Age of puberty was -—-- -
pérticularly young for the childhood limited (age 10.98), but also for the adolescent-limited

(12.60) and persistent (12.21) in contrast to Fhe expected age shown by the no aggression

males (13.36). The interaction of male puberty with family risk was statistically significant (F=

3.66, 4/375 df, p = .006). Early puberty especially characterized aggressive males in all groups

in high risk families. For females, early menarche was not related to aggressive trajecfory( F<. —
1.0). However, ‘it’wés related to self-reported early female maturity (F = 2.54). In this analysis
the adolescent limited group was not different from the no aggressive females, but both
childhood limited and persistent aggressive females reportedlaﬁrma_ﬂj}étion than other

'groups. Early male or female pubgi:til was not related significantly to property offense trajectory.

. ' The second presumed indicator of executive funcﬁon, Verbal 1Q showed significant
group differences in aggression trajectory were for both males and females (F = 2.87 and 6.11)
and follow up tests showed three aggression groups to have lower 1Q than the no aggression.
group for the females, and for the persistent aggression group to have lower 1Q than the
adolescent limited group—('? able 4). For males, as hypothesizedjthe adolescent-limited
Aaggression group was not significantly different from the no aggression gl;oup, and IQ in this
group was signifigéﬁfly higher than in the persistently aggressive (and the édurt:onset) groups.

_ For females the adolescent-limited aggression group and the persistent groups were lower than
the no-aggression group (t = 2.45 énd 3.56 respec‘tiVéIy) and the difference between the
adolescen_t“ luimitedand persistent groups (4.55 1Q points) was nearly significant (t=1.98, p =

—--..074). IQalso-differed significantly among the property offense trajectory groups, being

especially low in e persistent group; but this difference was not independent of family risks. -
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. TABLE 4. Mean Verbal 1Q scores by trajectory of aggressive and property offenses for females -—- - .

- and males
Property offense Females Males F
trajectory
No offense 1100.04 (.90) 103.97 (1.11) Fe=234*(P=
Childhood limited | 96.07 (1.96) 101.78 (1.71) 055) '
Adolescent limited 97.43 (1.38) 100.82 (1.37) '
Adult onset 102.90 (3.07) 98.56 (2.23)
Persistent 94.38 (2.66) . 99.90 (1.46) — ,.Fd' =202(P=09)

— | Aggressive offense

trajectory _ )

No offense 100.53 (.81) 103.78 (1.12) F9 =582 *
. Childhood limited 96.97 (1.96) 99.87 (1.79)

Adolescent limited 95.54 (1.63) 102.91 (1.28)

Adult onset | 102,07 (5.74) 99.45 (2.39) |

Persistent 8872 (2.74) | 97.92 (1.49) i

Peer admiration of antisocial behavior differed across trajectory groups for both males
and females, and in both cases the Iowest__rajings.were for the no-offense group—The
B adolescent-limited and persistent groups showed particularly high levels of rated péer approval

of antisocial behavior, without notable differences between them (t = 0.40 and t = 1.31, NS) for

aggressive and property offense groups, respectively. i
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Table 5. Mean ratings of peer admiration of antisocial behavibr by trajectory of aggressive —

' and property offenses for females and males _
Property offense trajectory Females Males F
No offense 3.09 (.09) 2.12 (.06) Fe=4.14*
Childhood limited 2.67 (.19) 225 (.09)
Adolescent limited 2.67 (13) 2.42 (.07)
Adult onset 3.73 (.29) 212 (12) -
— F&' =3.30 ** - T
Persistent 3.03 (.25) 232 (.07) -
Aggressive offense trajectory
No offense . . | 2.21 (.04) 2.10 (.06) F? =462*
| childhood limited 1224 (11) 2.02 (.09) |
Adolescent limited 2.62 (.09) 240 (.06)
Adult onset 198 (.32) 210 (.11) .
; Fo=7.80*
Persistent 2.38 (.15) 2.48 (.07) -

Psychopathology:  Adolescent PD cluster A and B symptoms showed significant
differences among the male aggression groub;(_F; 1 ()“.B_QL_f_or whom all aggressive groups
showed higher psychopathology than did the no-aggression group and_ EII other aggression
trajectories showed lower psybhopathology than did the persistently aggreésive. For females
psychopathology-was very similar in the adolescent-limited and persistently aggressive groups
(t=0.49, N.S.), both of whic;h were significantly higher than the no-aggression group.
Differences in CLAB among the aggression trajec;tgry groups were sfgniﬁcant in both sexes (F =
12.08 and 6.30 for females and males respectively).

Differences in psychopathology pattern among male and female property offense

groups were similar and significant (F = 14.59, 5, 749 df). All offense groups were-higher than
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the no-offense group and other trajectories showed significantly lower levels of
psychopathology than did the persistent property offenders (t = 2.43*, 1.22 NS, and 2.17* for

the childhood limited, adolescent limited, and adult onset groups, respectively).

_ Table 6. Mean number of symptoms of personality disorder in adolescence by trajectory of

aggressive and property offenses for females and males

Property offense trajectory Females Males F
No offense 8.71 (.38) 7.39 (.43) F¢ =4.66*
Childhood limited 9.87 (.83) 9.63 (.66)
Adolescent limited 11.44 (.59) 9.78 (.52)
-| Adult onset 9.00 (1.27) 9.59 (.86) —

p—— Fo'=8.33*
Persistent 11.59 (1.11) 11.25 (.56) '
Aggressive offense trajectory | _
No offense 8.20 (.32) 7.04 (.43) Fe=2127*
Childhood limited 9.84 (.78) 8.93 (.69)
Adolescent limited 14.09 (.65) 9.65 (.50) .
Adult onset 7.25 (2.29) 8.66 (.88)

) : Fd&=12.18 ™

Persistent 14.05 (1.07) 11.93 (.58) .

'Educational aspirations of the youth were significantly related to trajectories for females (F =
4.16 and 2.63 for aggression and property offenses ré;bectively) but not for males (F = 1.02 -

and 1.22), althoﬁgﬁ‘fhg_rgyvas a tendency for all aggressive groups of males to have lower

aspirations than the no-aggression group. ch—diESCent-limited female property offenders had

lower aspirations than did the persistent offenders, and much lower aspirations than did the

o L

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.



adult-onset offenders. The direction of the aspiration difference, with higher aspirations among
' the adolescent-limited aggressive girls, was consistent with theory-but not statistically
. significant.
Table 7. Mean adolescent educational aspirations by trajectory of aggressive and property

offenses for females and males _—

Property offense trajectory Females | Males F /
No offense 3.09. (.09) 3.03 10y~ F? =414
Childhood limited . | 2.66 (.19) 3.06 (.16)
Adolescent limited 1 2.67 (.13) 2.69 (.13)
: ' Fo=161 (P=
-Adult onset 3.73 (.29) 2.87 (.21)
' A7)
Persistent 3.03 (.25) 2.74 (.14)
. : Aggressive offense trajectory L
No offense 3.17 (.08) 3.11 (.10) F =5.50 *
Childhood limited ' 2.88 (.19) 3.00 (.186) ’
Adolescent limited 2.52 (.16) 271 (.12) Fo=228(P =
Adult onset 2.57 (.56) 2.68 (.21) 06)
Persistent ) 2728  (.26) 2.74 (.14) '

Discriminant function analysis

Having examined these predictoré of differential trajectories of antisocial behavior, we
wished to deterrﬁine the independence of their effects, and also the level of discrimination
among the trajectory groups that they could jointly produce. In these analyses we employed the

i

following nine predictors of trajectory group: Family risk, urban residence, anxiety symptoms,

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.



ADHD symptoms,-Cluster A and B personality disorder symptoms (CLAB), early puberty, IQ,
. ' educational aspirations, and belief in peer admiration of antisocial behavior.
Female aggression trajectory: The discriminant function analysis sig;jnificantly |
discriminated each trajectory group from each 6f the others with the exception of the adult
onset group (n = 5). There were three predictors which showed independence lnthls
prediction, namely ADHD, family risk, and CLAB. The first discriminant function reflected a
cohtrést between the'no aggression group and the persistent aggression group, with the other
aggression groups arrayed in b?tween, the adolescent group being quite close to the persistent
group. The significant discriminators (standardized loadings over .4).were ADHD and CLAB,
both characteristic of the higher aggression groups. The second discriminant function
chtrasted the adolescent-limited with the persistent aggression groups and showed urbanicity,
‘family risk, and low adolescent CLAB to characterize the persistent group more. |
The jack-knifed estimate* of the percent correct classification was 44% for the sample as a
‘ - whole and 50% for the no-aggress‘ion group.
Male aggression trajectory: The discriminant function analysis also discriminated significantly
between each pair of trajectory groups except for the no-aggression comparison with the adult-
onset group. Independent predictors in this analysis included ADHD, Anxiety, CL,ﬂS,”and belief
from no aggression to pérsistent aggression, with approximately 'equivaler}.t intermediate values
" for the other aggression groups. The persistent aggression end of this continﬁﬁlﬁ.-féflected
_nf;fgh ADHD, high CLAB, and high peer admire scores'.‘ “The second function contrasted the
childhood limited with tﬁ;a adolescent limited tr_ajectories. The significant loading 'b_rnédictors

were (in the childhood limited direction) high anxiety and low CLAB: --A third vector,

4

S 4 Jack-knifed estimates are employed to avoid the capitalization on chance that would occur if the
same sample were employed to generate the estimates and to test their efficacy in a new sample. These
calculations were carried out by the SYSTAT statistical computer package.
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discriminating (weakly) the adolescent-limited group from the persistent and adult onset groups,

. showed higher-1Q-and fewer CLAB symptoms in the adolescent-limited group.

Note: This figure is incomplete: other groups need to be included.

On the whole the jack-knifed estimates of correct group assignment on the basis of
these predictors was 36%, and correct assignment to the no-aggression groUp was 47%.
Female property offense trajectories: The discriminant function analysis signiﬁcantly

— . discriminated the no offense group from the adolescent-limited and persistent groups, and the

adult onset group from the adolescent limited and persistent groups. It did not significantly

~“discriminate the adolescent-limited from the persistent property offense group. Signiﬁca_nt
independent predictors were ADHD, aspirations, and belief in peer admiration of antisocial

behavior.

The first function discriminated the adolescent and persistent-groups from the no

offense and adult onset groups. ADHD and peer admiration were higheriin the offense groups.

" The second function weakly discriminated the _adult onset gf()up from the remainder, especially
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the childhood limited. Higher ADHD and higher aspirations were characteristic of the adult
onset group. On the whole the jackknife estimate of correct ass.ignmenti of group membership
“was 24%, with 27% correctly assigned in the no-offense group. ’

Male property offense trajectories: This analysis significantly discriminated the no-
offense group from other groups except the adult onset grdup, and the persisten{érgup from
the childhood limited and adult onset groups. It did not discriminate the adolescent limited |
group from the persi‘S‘t'e_nt group. Significant predictors included ADHD, family risk, anxiety,
SLAB, and peer admiration. Tr)e first discriminant function contrasted the no-offense group
with the persistent group, other groups being arrayed between. Variables characterizing the
persistent end of the scale were ADHD, CLAB, and low anxiety. The second function
discriminated child-limited and adultronset from the remaining groups and was characterized by
high family risk. The third, weak vector contrasted childhood-limited with adolescent-limited.
The adolescent-limited end of the dimension was lower on aspirations and higher on peer
admiration of antisocial behavior.

The jackknifed estimate of correct classification on the basis of these functions was
30%, with 47% for the no-offense group and very low percentages for the other groups.
Summary
The no-antisocial groups differed from aggressive anc_i property offense trajectory-groups.in

“aggregate on most risks, including on anxiety symﬁféms which was hypothesized to be

protective. These findings-were fairly. consistent for maléé and females, but generally of smaller

magnitude for property offense than for aggressive behavior. An exception was é;flypuberty,

where the no-aggression males were later than the aggression trajectory groups and

differences were not significantly in the predicted direction for females or for property offenders. —.-..
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Early onset-groups, including both the childhood-limited and the persistent groups were
‘ elevated on famity risk and low on the measures of executive function, as predicted.

Adolescent-limited antisocial trajectory groups showed incréased ris‘k as compared to
the no-offense group with regard to ADHD and peer admiration for antisocial behavior. They
were, however, less likely to live in urban settings. Other differences;-however; W;re_limited to
'aggressive females, who showed lower IQ, more anxiety and Cluster AB personality disorder
symptoms, and rl-atgr’p'uberty.

Differences between thti persistent and adolescent limited offense trajectories were less
consistent. The hypothesized greater psychopathology in the former.group was apparent only
for aggressi\)e males from high risk fgmilies. Differences in 1Q were épparent only with regard
to aggressive offenses, although differences in ADHD were present for both offense patterns.
Findings by risk factor

Youth with childhood-limited, adolescent limited and persistent antisocial behavior of
‘ | both aggressive and property types were elevated on ADHD symptoms. Differences between

these groups were not statistically significant. 1Q was generally lower in all antisocial groups,
but the hypothesized higher IQ in the adolescent-limited as compared to the persistent .
antisocial was also supported for female property offenses. Thus, the hypothesized_lqw risk on
"“ executive function for the adolescent-limited group, thus, was not generally supported in these
data. The effects 6f low executive fL_mction did not vary by family risk. —

Similar trajectory group differences were found for anxiety and for adolescent symptoms of -

Cluster A and B personality-disorder. In general all aniislbcial trajectory groups were elevated
on these indices of psychopathology, and there were few significant differences a'fﬁ'éng them.

An exception was male aggression, where the persistent group showed more Cluster AB PD

symptoms than did the adolescent-limited group. \ —_—
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‘ The adolescent-limited group reported more peer admiration of antisocial behavior than
' did the no-antisocial ‘group. for both aggression and property offenses. All aggressive trajectory
groups reported lower adolescent levels of educational aspiration than did the no aggression
group. However, the hypothesized difference between the adolescent-limited and persistent
gkoupé was not apparent. Females with adolescent-limited trajectofies of prope?t_y crimes
showed particularly low levels of educational aspiration.
Discussion » .
On the whole, we found similar ?ssociations of risks with trajectories for males and females.
However, several findings suggest that adolescent-limited aggression is not entirely benign for
either sex, and particularly not for females. Adolescent-limited girls showed aboat .;s much
psychopathology as did the persistently aggrersms»i“\‘/e girls, as well as
We found tfajectory group differences for propert;/ offenses were generally smaller than for
‘ | aggressive offenses, with a pattern that suggests more influence of external circumstance for
property offenses and more individual-based risks in proclivity for aggressive offenses, a series
~of findings consistent with the Pittsburgh study of males ( Loeber, Farrington, Stouthamer-

Loeber et al in press).
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Substantive Aim 3: To combine models of intergenerational transmission and

. mental disorders as predictors to determine the independence of their effects on
!

- adult aggressive and criminal behavior.

Study 5: .lntergenerational Transmission of Partner Violence. Miriam K. Ehrensaft,
Patricia Cohen, Jocelyn Brown, Elizabeth Smailes, Henian Chen, & Jeffrey G. Johnson /
This research was suoported by grants from the National Institute of Justice, and ‘
grants MH-5-39415, MH-36971, and MH-30916 from the National Institute of Mental
— ~  Health. .

Abstract | —

This study followed an unselected sample of 543 children over 20 years to test the

independent effects of childhood disruptive behavior disorders, parenting behaviors,
‘ childhood maltreatment, and parent-to-parent violence on the risk of violence to and
from an adult partner. In a consolidated model, Conduct Disorder was the strongest
risk for perpetrating partner violence for both sexes (AOR= 3.84, 1.18-12.44), followed
by parent-to—parent violence (AOR = 2.67, 1.51-4.75), and punishment for girls (AOR =
3.38, Cl = 1.45-7.91), but not boys (AOR = .54 Cl =.18-1.60). The effect of childhood
maltreatment was attributable to these three risks (AOR = 1.03, .53-1.99). Findings for
receiving any partner violence were similar, except here an interaction of sex with
maltreatment showed a heightened risk in boys but not girls (AOR = 4.91, 1.71 -27.65).
Risks for injury via partner violence were similar. Implications for prevention are

highlighted. h - —

.
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. Intergenerational Transmission of Partner Violence

‘ Rationale for Investigating Partner Violence Risk Factors:

Violent behavior towards a romantic partner is highly resistant to treatment
(McCord, 1992), yet preventive services fbr partner violence remain largely
undeveloped (Chalk & King, 1998). Research on risk factors for partner violence has
had methodological problems, including cross sectional deéign, and unrepresentative
sampling that invalidate causal inferences about measured risk factors. The present

_ study used a Iongltudrnal -design to investigate the relative risk of clinically relevant
developmental risk factors for partner violence, to inform preventlve programs.

Developmental Pathways to Partner Abuse:

— —  Maltreatment may be one pathway to involvement in abusive romantic relationships.
Rejecting, disrupted relatibnships with caregivers in maltreated children may result in
interpersonal difficulties across the lifespan including peer rejection;-higher odds of -
selecting mates from a deviant peer group as romantic partners (Feiring and Furman,
2000), and conflictual romantic relationships (Downey & Feldman, 1996),. This may be

. | due to. Indeed, Wolfe, Wekerle, Reitzel-Jaffe & Levebvre (1998) found that a history of
childhood maltreatment predicts both perpetration of violence and victimization by an
intimate partner in adolescence. |

Alternatively, childhood maltreatment per se may not be a crucial ingredient for partner
abuse, rather a more generally hostile, maladaptive parenting history may create a-+isk for
partner abuse. In pa_rtlcular punishment that is excessively physical, power assertive, and
inconsistent may increase the risk for behavior problems, aggression and mterpersonal.
difficulties (Cohen & Brook, 1995; Ehrensaft, Wasserman, Verdeli, Greenwald, Miller, &
Davies, 2001; Loeber & Stoy_tha@mer-Loeber, 1986). Perhaps excessive punishment
serves as model for coercive conflict reﬁsolution that is generalized from the parent-child
relationship to thé romantic partner relationship. —

Yet a third possibility is that exposure to violence between parehfgsmtéaches youth that——

vrolence is an acceptable or effective means of resolving conﬂrct with partners. This social

learning model has been argued effectively by O’Leary (1988) and by Jouriles and
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_ colleagues, who have developed a program of research studying developmental problems
. in children of battered women (e.g. Jouriles, Norwood, McDonald & Peters, 2000). The
contribution of exposure to domestic violence has only been tested in unrepresentative
samples, most notably samples of children presenting to domestic violence shelters with
their mothers. There is a need for research using unselected samples to test the link of
childhood exposure to domestic violence tothe risk for abusi.ve relationships in adulthood
(Jourilés, McDonald, Norwood, & Ezell, 2001). | 4

F inélly, the continuity of oppositional, aggressive behavior from peers to romantic
partners may account for the relationships of child maltreétment and punishment with
partner abuse. Ina longitudiﬁal study of boys at risk for antisocial behavior, Capaldi and -

— — Clark (1998) reported a path model in which unskilled parenting _[;)redicts childhood

antisocial behavior, which in turn predicts partner violence. Further support for this path

comes from Magdolbet al.’s (1998) findings about the robust prospective-contribution of

childhood behavior problems to the risk for partner violence, and from Holtzworth-Munroe

& Stuart’s (1994) identification of a subtype of ‘ahtisocial/general‘ly violent’ male batterers.

. However, the path between childhood maltreatment, childhood conduct problems, and
partner violence in adulthood has not been prospectively tested. |

On the one hand, the emergence of these different developmental models of risks

for partner abuse has resulted in a major step forward for its prevention. On the other

hand, each model has posed unanswered questions about the risks for partner violénce,

~and anintegration of findings about different types of developmental risk factors is lacking.

In their review of existing prevention and intervention programs for family violenee, the

National Research Council identified fragmentation of the field of family violencé"ré“swearch
- as one of the greatestimpediments to designing empirically informed interventions (Chalk

& King, 1998). Studies of the effect 01; child maltreatment have typically not included
measures of conduct problems, soitis unclear whether the riskfer-partner violence comes
directly from a history of childhood maltreatment, or whether méltféétment is really a——
m_;sn_rke_r for some other, more direct causal variable. Similarlyistudies identifying conduct

problems and parenti‘ﬁg practices as risk factors have not controlled for childhood
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maltreatment. Further, most studies investigating current couple behaviors such as
. communication ski;llas_,gonﬂict resolution strategies, and attitudes towards the use of
. partner violence have typically omitted prospective assessmehts of developmental
psychopathology (see Capaldi & Clark, 1998 for exception).
An integrated model of partner violence should inform us about the key target populations,
and about modifiable risk factors to facilitate prevention. Shouid programs target youth
witha __y history of disruptive behavior problems (Attention Deficit Disorder(ADD) Conduct
_ Disorder (CD) or Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD)), or are there particular types of
‘"behavior problems that are more predictive of partner vnolence than others? What is the
relative importance of parenting practices, such as the use of excessive punishment, in
— — predicting partner violence? How does this relate to exposure to domestic violence during
childhood or adolescence? Does child maltreatment place youth at risk for violent conflict
with partners, as argued by Wolfe et al. (1998), and others, or is a histery of aggressive,
antisocial orimpulsive behavior disorder more important? Is early substance abuse (SUB)
history as important as disruptive behavior disorders? In short, we seek to determine
. examine the independent effects of major potential risk factors for partner abuse, ways in
which they may interact with one another, and whether there are important sex differences
in the operation of these risk factors. ”
With the Children in the Community study, a large epidemiologicai sample of children
tracked and assessed at multiple time points for over 20 years, we tested a model of
‘ partner abuse integrating the effects of family violence (childhood maltreatment and
| exposure to domestic violence), conduct problems, and substance abuse. We expected_.
that child maltreatment, excessive punishment parent-to-parent violence, and dlsruptlve
- behavior disorders would be risks for partner violence in early adulthood. But, since
eXcessive punishment, ADD, ODD (Cohen & Brook, 1995) and family violence increase
the odds of CD, we expected that a diagnosis of CD would-explain the associations
between partner violence these other risk factors. Finally, we anticipated that adolescent— —
substance abuse (SUB), which presumably lowers inhibitions and self-constraint during

conflict, would increase. the odds of perpetrating and receiving adult partner abuse.
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However, as SUB and CD are highly comorbid (Brook, Cohen & Brook, 1998), we
. anticipated that adolescent SUB would not be a significant risk once we controlled for CD.
Although developmental studies have not generally found sex differences in predictors of
partner abuse, we thought it Worthwhile to test whether a history of child maltreatment,

conduct problems, or SUB interact with sex.
Method

Partictpants and Procedure:

_ Participants were-543 youths and their parents (Kogan, Smith & Jensen, 1977;
Cohen & Cohen, 19963 The participating families were a subset of 976 randomly
sampled families from two upstate New York counties, with children rangmg in age

- — from1to 10 years, with whom maternal interviews had been conducted in 1975. The
youths and their mothers were assessed in three follow-up interviews (1983, 1985-86,
1991-93) to assess demographic, psychiatric, and other psychosociat-factors.
Interviews were conducted in the home by intensively trained and supervised lay
| interviewers. In 1999, a questionnaire on recent life changes, work history, aggressive
. behavior, intimate partner history, and partner violence was mailed out to 815
participants known to the study at that‘time as part of a study on childhood
antecedents of violence. Of these, 582 (71%) returned thlS questionnaire, 61 (7%)
" refused to parhcupate 9 participants are deceased, we were unable to locate 62 (8%)"
participants, and 101 (12%) did not return their questionnaires despite repeated — -

- requests (nor did they refuse to participate). Within this sub-sample of 582
respondents, 543 said that they had an intimate partner during the past 12 months
The remaining 39 responded that they did not have a partner during this penod and

* were excluded from subsequent analyses.

At the wave 2 interviews in 1983‘ the mean age of youths was 13.8 years—

(SD=2.6, range=9-19). At wave 3 in 1985-86, mean age was-16.2 (SD 2.8, range=11-

22) and at wave 4 in 1991-93, mean age was 22.1 (SD=2.7, range 17- 28). -

Respondents who returned the questionnaire were a mean age of 31 (SD = 2.7, range

26-35). The area samoled for this study was selected to be generally representative of
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the United Stafes on socioeconomic status and the majority of demographic variables,
. but reflected the sampled region with régard to high proportions of Catholic (54%) and
- Caucasian (91%) participants. | |
Study procedures met approval by institutional guidelines. Informed consent
- was obtained from all participants after the interview procedures were explained.
Children and mothers were interviewed separately, and each interviewer was blind to
the other informant's responses. Further details about the study methodology are
provided in previous reports (Cohen & Cohen, 1996; Kogap et al., 1977).
Méterials '

Socioeconomic Status. Parental socioeconomic status (SES) was

assessed in 1975, 1983, and 1985-86, and summed standardized measure of: (a)
maternal and paternal years of education, (b) maternal and paternal occupational
— status, and (c) family income (Hollingshead & Reidlich, 1958). In this study, we

employed the SES score from 1985-86, when offspring were an average of age 16.

Assessment of Disorders. The parent and youth versioqs of the Diagnostic
. Interview Schedule for Children (Costello, Edelbrock, Duncan, & Kalas, 1984 ) were
ad‘ministered in 1983, and 1985-1986 for disruptive disorders (Attention Deficit Disorder
(ADD), Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD), Conduct Disorder (CD), and Alcohol
Abuse (AA) & Marijuana Abuse (MA). In 1991-93, younggﬁvlt’s were interviewed with
—a version modified for age'appropriatp_n_c_ass. Assessments of anxiety, eating, and mood
disorders were also made, though we do not report on these for the purpose of the -

_ - present study.' The use of multiple informants increases the reliability and validity of
psychiatric diagnoses (Bird, Gould & Staghezza, 1992; Piacentini, Cohen, & Cohen, —--
1992). We combined mother and youth reports, so that-symptoms were considered

——present if en_dbrs'ed on either the parent or the child report. Th-is ‘or’ rule is based on
empirical evidence that both the child and parent contribute unique information to the
diagnosis (Loeber, Green, Léﬁé}, & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1990; Zahner, Leckman,
Benedict & 'Eéd—SummZEé,~1_989). To improve on the specificity of the resulting

diagnoses, we created a scale for each syndrome based on all the relevant items,
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including assdciated impairrhent., and gave ‘severe’ diagnoses to children who scored
. ’ at least two standard deviations above the population mean. This approach generates
. better construct validity and prevalences consistent with clinical p‘ractice (Cohen, Velez,
Kohn, Schwab-Stone, & Johnson, 1987; Cohen, Cohen, Kasen, et al., 1993; Piacentini
- etal., 1992). We pooled diagnoses from wave 2 and 3 interviews. -
Because of the low incidence of each type of substance abuse (SUB) diagnosis
(Cohen et al., 1993), a dichotomous SUB variable was used to count the presence of
ény SUB disorder, of which most were alcohol abuse. A diagnosis at either adolescent
asseSsmént was counted as positive. |

Assessment of Parenting Practices. Excessive maternal punishment‘ (Kogan et

al., 1977), low maternal availability, low maternal communication with the child- -
(Shaefer, 1965), and inconsistent maternal rule enforcement were assessed in the
— maternal and offspring interviews using scales of punishment methods, parental
warmth, parent-child communication, and parental support and availability (Avgar,
~ Bronfenbrenner, & Henderson, 1977; Kogan et al._, 1977; Shaefer, 1965). Maternal
. verbal abuse was derived from ifems from the Disorganizing vaerty Interview and
from measures of maternal child rearing attitudes and behaviors administered in the

maternal interviews (Johnson, Cohen, Kasen, Smailes & Brook, 2001). To identify

consistently statistically deviant parenting styles, scores were dichgtgrpized, coding
—those that were at least one standard deviation above the sample meah, at both waves

2 and 3, as ‘maladaptive’, as described by either the parent or child. The validity of
it these measures has been described in a number of studies (Avgar et‘éi.»,' 1977; Cohen
& Brook, 1995; Cohen & Cohen, 1996; Johnson et al., 2001; Kogan et al., 1977; -
Shaefer, 1965). ==

Assessment of Child Maltreatment. Data on child maltreatment were obtained

by combining maternal prospective reports, offspring retrospective reports, and official

as the two stbscales have distinct associations with children’s developmental

outcomes (Brown & Cohen, 2001). For each subscale, childhood neglect was
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considered to be present if two different conditrons were met: (1) the subscale score
. was at least two standard deviations above the sample mean; and (2) at least one
extreme answer was made in response to an item that was judged,‘through consensus
between a clinical psychologist and a counseling psychologist, to be central to the
- subscale construct. Examples of such extreme responses include: (1) “l frequently
show my love for my child” {Emotional Neglect response = “Not at all like me”; 12
items, 2.2%; a= .77}; (2) “When you tell your child s/he is not allowed to do certain
things or that s/he will be punished for something, how often do you follow through on
what you say?” {Supervision Neglect response = “Never make such_ limits or
statements”, 2.5%; 10 items;:‘a = .67}. We only considered mothers’ extreme maternal
responses as neglectful when the offspring were 18 years old or younger; as a-result,
the total number of cases was reduced to 764. To maximize the total number of cases
—_ used in the analyses, a missing data variable was created and included in equations
assessing the effects of neglect.
In 1992, offspring were asked to report a reirospective history of maltreatment
. when they reached majeri_ty age. They were asked whether, during childhood, (1)
someone with whom they lived hurt them physically so that they were still injured or
bruised the nextnday, could not go to school or needed medical attention, and if so,
how often; (2) any older person (not a boyfriend/girlfriend)_e;e_r touched them or played
—with them sexually or forced them to touch the older person before age 18. Sexual
abuse was considered to have occurred when two or more such experiences were
- reported. The self-report of neglect only asked about lack of overnight supervision
. before age 10, and was not analyzed due to the small number of positive responses. —--
Official records were obtained on abuse history from the New York State Central
—Registry (NY_SCR). In accordance with state guidelines at the time of the study, the
registry retains ohly those cases reported to official agencies and determined to be
validcases of abuse or neglé&fNYSCR staff determined whether records pertaining to
the families Eéﬁicipatin—grh this study were included in the NYSCR files. Information

regarding the source of the report, type of abuse, and the perpetrator’s relationship to
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the child was abstracted by one of the authors. The names were matched to study
. identification numbers and then removed from the files to maintain participants’
confidentiality. There were 35 officially identified cases of maltreatment, including 4
cases of sexual abuse with or without other abuse or neglect, 16 cases of physical
- abuse with or without neglect, and 15 cases of neglect only. We lack official data on
the approximately 25% of the sample who lived during at least part of their childhood
outside of New York State. Thus, the current data are considered a minimum estimate
of officially identified cases. ' B
We then combined the various sources of data for child maltréatment history to
classify the youth into mutual‘ily exclusive groups, based on the following hierarchy 2.
Youth with either an official or a self-reported history of sexual abuse were included in
the sexual abuse group (n = 20). Youth without sexual abuse but with an official or
B self-reported history of physical abuse were in the physical abuse group (n = 39). Of
the remaining youth, those with an official record or maternal report of emotional
) neglect were in the emotional neglect group (n= 1--6). Youth with an official or self- _
. | report of supervisory neglect without any'of the above were in the supervisory neglect |
group (n = 32). The 711 remaining youth were considered a normal comparison group.
With this method of identification, the study groups did not overlap. The groups

comprised about equal proportions of males and females except for the sexual abuse

—group, in which 15 of the 20 youth were female. Overall, 107 youth (3% of the sample
of 830) were classmed in one of these types of maltreatment. B
- - Assessment of Parent-to-Parent Violence. Within a section on partner wolence
the questionnaire mailed to respondents in 1999 asked whether the respondent had —-
seen or heard as a child physical fights between his or-her parents or between a parent ~
—-and their panlir;er (never, once, or two or more times). One hundred and forty-nine
(26% of those who returned the questionnaire) reported some childhood exposure to

parent-to-parent physical figh—ts_,_of which 80 (14% of respondents) reported exposure

to two or more incidents.
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We conducted two reliability checks for t_his retrospective self-report on parent-

. to-parent violence. First, we tested its association with a question asked of a subset of
respondents’ mothers (n = 627, 61% of the sample) when subjects were a mean of 22
years old, about whether any parent (biological or step) had ever badly injured a

-- romantic partner; 5% (n = 33) of the subset of mothers answered affirmatively. The
association between these two questions was moderate (Spearman’s r = .27, X* (1) =
35.52, p <.001). Of mothers who reported that a parent had ever seribusly injured a
romantic partner, 67% also had an offspring who recalled seeing or hrearing a physical
fight between parents as a child-in the 1999 questionnaire. (The retrospective question
about seeing or hearing physical fights between parents was deemed a better measure
of exposure to parent-to-parent violence since: a) The question to mothers about-injury
would have excluded fights recalled by offspring in which physical aggression took

— place but didnot result in ihjury, and included cases before the child’s birth, and, b) the

n for the mothers' injury question would have seriously limited the sample size for our

~ other analyses). _

. As a second reliability check for the exposure measure, we tested its association
with mothers' responses, pooled across waves 2, 3, and 4, to a query describing
discussions of differences in opinion with the child's father figure. The most extreme

- choice category of that query was, ' Things get pretty rougﬂ—bé—tWeén_LE_'; the response

—choice preceding this one was 'We often yell at each other', so the more extreme
response may be an index of physically violent conflict resolution. The association

- —between mothers’ 'rough conflict resolution’ response in at least one interview (n =26,

3%) and retrospective offspring reports of seeing/hearing any parents' physical fights —-

was significant but low (r = .14, p <.01), but improved when we limited the definition of
~—the retrospective exposure to those who saw/heard physical fights at least twice (r =

24, p < .01).
~We thus chose the retfb_s_ﬁéctive measure of exposure to at least two incidents

of seeing/hearing parer;t;' .p_ﬁ‘ysical fights in our final analyses, because the wording of

the item provided a more exact measurement of exposure to parents' partner violence.
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Assessment of Partner Abuse. The questionnaire mailed in 1999 asked
. respondents whether they had a romantic partner during the last 12 months, and, if so,
to answer a series of questions about violence to and from a partner, drawn from the
Conflict Tactics Scale (Straus, 1979). Response rates aré-listed in Table 1.Participants
who denied having a partner during the past year were excluded from the analyses... .
The scale had good internal consistency (Chronbach’s alpha = -.89). o
Usi'ng factors analytic methods that are sensitive to the impact of infrequently

endorsed iterhs, the traditional two factor solution is reduced to a unitary abusiveness

construct (e.g. TenVergertj Kingma, & Gillespie, 1990; Wolfe, Scott, ReitzeI-Jaffe,

Wekerle, Grasley & Pittman, in press). Subtler forms of abuse, such as threatening,

- %nay be less physically injurious than more serious acts, such as beatin'g—ijp, but are
important from a measurefnent point of view, since they typically precede and co-occur
with more serious forms of abuse (O'Leary, Barling, Arias, Rosenbaum,-Malene, &
Tyree, 1989). We thus tested the risk for perpetrating and receiving any partner
violence, without differentiating severity and frequehcy. We collapsed across all types

. | of partner violence and frequency levels, counting an individual as perpetrating partner
violence if he or she endorsed any act of pértner abuse perpetration in the past year
(22%), or as being a victim of partner abuse if he or she endorsed any act of partner
abuse victimization during the past year (19%). These rates are consistent with those
from other community samples (Magdol et al., 1998; Straus, 1979; Straus, Gelles, & — -

~ Steinmetz, 1980).

To examine more serious partner abuse seen by clinicians, we also tested a—
model of risks for perpetrating (n = 34, 6%) and receiving (n = 35, 6%) injury by theuse
of-any act during the past year. Injury included any bruises, cuts and broken bones.

Results - _

Descriptive Statistics —

Table 1 shows the percent of men and women who reported, ea:éﬁrtrype of

partner violence act and injury. The overlap of perpetrators and victims was high but

not perfect; 28% (n = 54) of those who perpetrated partner violence said that their
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partner did not. When respondents denied perpetrating abuse, they rarely reported
receiving abuse (only 4% received without perpetrating).
The prevalence of juvenile disorders was: ADD, 3.7% of females (n = 15), 6% of

males (n .= 25); ODD, 7.0% of females (n = 28), 6.5% of males (n = 27); CD, 2.5% of

females (n = 10), 8.4% of males (n = 35); SUB, 6.2% of females (n = 25), 11.5% of .. _

males (n = 48). Males had higher rates of CD {X*(1) = 13.67. p <..001);7and SUB
(X¥1) = 7.00, p< .01), but no sex differences were obtained in rates of ODD (X3(1)
=.08, p >.10) or ADD (XZ(H—Z 23,p > .10).

Blacks had lower SES and higher rates of parent- to -parent violence, excessive
punishment, verbal abuse and conduct disorder (r's ranged from .13 - .21, p < .01).
Participants with low.SES had higher rates of excessive punishment, maltreatment
(any type of abuse or neglect), parent-to-parent violence, and disruptive behavior
disorders (r ranged .08 -.25, p < .01). There were moderate relationships-among
disorders, maltreatment and parent-to-parent violence.

Model Results |

Perpetrating Any Partner Abuse. Using logistic regression, we first obtained

unadjusted odds ratios (UOR) and confidence intervals (Cl) for each risk factor. That is,
we regressed any partner violence perpetratlon in the past year on age, parental
socioeconomic status sex, parenting (maternal mconsustency, low communication,
unavallablhty, and low nurturance), excessive pumshment verbal abuse, fourtypes of- .
ADD, ODD, CD, SUB, ‘interactions by sex, and lnteractlons_ of CD wnth maltre@tm_e_nt,_.
exposure to parent-to-parent violence, and SUB. We limited analyses to those with a
entered them simultaneously so that the contribution of each type would control for the

effects of the other three types. Similar odds ratios emerged for-partner violence

~ perpetration for each type: physical abuse — UOR = 2.46 (Cl = .99 — 6.1 5) sexual

abuse — UOR =1.76 (Cl = .59 - 5.23); emotional neglect — 1.76 (Cl = .45 — 6.98);

supervisory neglect — 1.37 (Cl = .43 - 4.37). As the effects appeared to be in the same

\.
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direction for all four types, but the data for each specific type were sparse, we -

. combined these to form a general ‘maltreatment’ variable. We included a dichotomous
variable indicating missing data on childhood abuse/neglect in the model block with
maltreatment, to adjust for the effect of missing data for those under age 18 at the time
self-report data were collected. |

The unadjusted odds ratios for perpetrating any parther abuse revealed several
notewbrthy points (Table 2). First, SES was the only significant demographic risk

_ factor, with about a 20%-decline in the risk for partner violence for each SD increase in
SES. Second, the parénting variables were non-significant, except excessive
punishment. Third, the only d&isruptive behavior disorder that did nof predict partner

— - violence was ADD; a diagnosis of CD was the greatest risk, increaéiﬁ-g the odds of
perpetrating partner violence by six times. Fourth, juvenile SUB was not a significant
risk factor for any adult partner violence. Fifth, childhood maltreatment-doubled the
odds of any violence to partner. Exposure to parent-to-parent violence tripled the odds
for any abuse to partner. Finally, the only significant sex difference in relationships

. between risk factors and partner violence was for punishment; the association was
significant for girls but not for boys.

Next, we estimated a consolidated Idgistic regression model including only those
main effects and interactions that were statistically sighifibant (p <.05). The model
summary, regression coefficients, odds ratios, confidence intervals are described-in.

~ Table 2. CD, excessive punishment, and exposure to violence between parents each
made significant, indebendent contributions to the risk for partner violence. Social _.._.
class differences were apparently mediated by differences in these risks. Malﬂtl;é‘é{ment

~ was no longer significant after controlling for CD, excessive punishment, and violence
between parents. Excessive punishmerht still interacted significantly with sex; it was a
significant risk for girls, but not for boys. —_

Receiving Any Pariner Abuse. For risk of receiving any par‘irijé_r"abuse, the —

results were similar, with a few noteworthy differences. In unadjusted regressions, low

mother-child communizzation and adolescent substance abuse emerged as additional
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risks, and sex interacted with méltreatment to produce an increased risk for boys, but
not for girls. However, in the consolidated model (see Table 3), independent
contributions were made only by excessive punishment, a simple effect of
maltreatment for boys, and violence between parents. The independent effect of CD

- remained significant until the addition of ODD and SUB were added to the model (not
shown due to space limitations), at which time CD was no longer significant (see Table
3), although odds ratios for these correlated risks remained ele\)ated.

Injury to Partner. Logistic regression of the above risk factors on perpetrating

injury to a partner (n = 34) yielded similar results, shown in ‘Table 4. The unadjusted
odds of perpetrating injury were significant for SES, excessive punishment, parent—to-
parent violence, ODD and CD. However, when these were entered simultaneously, the
effect of SES and maltreatment disappeared with the inclusion and CD. (Though not
— shown due to space limitations, CD remained significant until SUB and ODD were

added to the model, most likely due to high comorbidity). There was no sex interaction
~ with excessive punishment. _

. Injury B\LPartner; Unadjusted odds for receiving injury (ﬁ = 35) were significant

for SES, verbal abuse, excessive punishment, and maltreatment, byj_’l}able 5 shows
that the consolidated model yielded significant effects only for punishment, ODD, CD

and SUB. The greatest effect was for CD. Interactions of sex with punishment and

—maltreatment paralleled the findings for 'any violence to partner'’; the interactions

approached sighificance, and the zero-order plots would be similar.. T

T A Discussion

This study employed a community sample to test the relative contribution of ~ —--

childhood disruptive behavior disorders, child maltreatment, parenting behaviors, and
"""" ‘parent-to-parent violence, to the risk for partner violence in early adulthood. Results

support and extend Magdol et al.’s (1998) findings that childhood behavior problems

are afmong the most robust predictors of violence to and from a partner. Juvenile CD

and ODD prédict partner violence, but ADD does not. However, the effect of ODD is

mediated by a diagnosis of CD. Juvenile SUB is not a risk for perpetrating adult
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partner violence, and CD aceounts for the risk for victimization. Thus, the risk posed by
. SUB found in studies of adults in abusive relationships (see Chalk & King, 1998 for
review) may be a more proximal, adult risk factor, rather than_a childhood risk. ~
The odds of perpetrating any partner violence were over three times as high for
_girls who received excessive parental punishment in childhood and adolescence, but-- --
there was no effect fdr boys. What might explain this sex difference? Perhaps
excessive pﬁnis_hment with girls is a marker of more serious rejection of social
conventions ih these famiﬁes:‘ﬂr, punishment from mothers may serve as a model for
phys:cal expression of anger to female offspring in a way not generalized to sons. This
acceptance of coercive, antnsocnal norms as ways of regulating conflict may have direct
Jmplications for girls’ means of conflict resolution with partners, independent of a
disruptive behavior disorder. Or, as many females who do direct physical violence
towards a partner also are victims of such violence from these partners (Ehrensaft &
Vivian, 1996), parentél excessive punishment in childhood or adolescence may
predispose females to involvement with physically punitive romantic partnefs. Our
. | finding that excessive punishment predicts injury to partner by both sexes supports this
view. The other parenting factors, including verbal abuse, low maternal nurturance, and
low mother-child commumcahon have shown strong effects on the risk for childhood
disruptive disorders in other studies with this sample (Johnson et al., 2001), but were
- not directly associated with partner violence. Antisocial behavior and partner violence — -
é&ear to be partially overlapping but distinct phenomena, consistent with others'
recent findings (Moffitt, Krueger, Caspi, & Fagan, 2000). R R
As expected, childhood maltreatment was a risk for violence to partner, but its
effect was“_csmpletely attributable to ¢ CD excessive punishment, and recall of childhood
exposure to violence between parents. This was true both for any violence to partner—
and injury to partner. Childhood maltreatment may have a direct effect on the risk for
ecelvmg any partner violence for males only. Among those who were lnjured by a

partner, however, the effect of maltreatment was attributable to CD, SUB and
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excessive puhishment. Finally; parent-to-parent violence was a direct risk factor for
violence to and from a partner, with or without injury, independent of CD.
In summary, perpetrating partner violence may be driven bS/ several
developmental paths. One path is by a juvenile history of CD (often preceded by ADD
_or ODD). This path seems to be the strongest of the ones tested here, although its
effect is reduced partially by excessive punishmént, exposure to violence between
parents, mall.treatment', and SES. A second pathway is via matémal excessive /
punishment, possibly more sofor girls.. A third pathway is through the exposure to
‘violence between parents le_fing childhood. |
Receiving any partner&violence is predicted independently by excessive
‘maternal punishment (boys and girls), exposure to violenée between parérifs (boys and
girls), or a history of maltreatment (only boys). Here, the effect of CD seems to be
attributable to the above risks, SES and adolescent SUB. However, the risk-for-
receiving injury is augmented by ODD, CD SUB, and punishment, whereas
maltreatment and exposure to parental violence do not add to this risk.

Prevention Implications

Who should be targeted? Secondary partner violence prevention programs may
be warranted for children with CD, those exp‘osed. to parents’ violence, or those who
receive excessive puniéhment, each for different reasons. Crlr'iilrdren with a history of
maltreatment may benefit from interventions targeting the escalation of any behavior — -
p"rgblems, as the devellopm_ent of CD increases the risk for involvement in violent
intimate relationships.’ Children exposed to violence between parents are good _.-— .
candidates for prevention, as they may be especially vulnerable to social learning o"fm
the effectiveness of violence as a means of influence and conflict management in close
relationships (Jouriles et al., 2000; O’Leary, 1988). Prevention programs for children -
could be tied to services offered in battered women’s shelters, to pelice intervention for
domestic violence calls, or family court orders of protection for domesticv\')igl»ence.

What age range? Some suggest that partner violence prevention should begin

as early as adolescence (Magdol et al., 1998; Avery-Leaf, Cascardi, O'Leary & Cano,

\\
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1997). Our results support starting even earlier. By targeting families before children
. reach late childhood, patterns of excessive punishment may be prevented from
becoming entrenched and later reproduced in adolescents’ fledgling romantic
relationships. Clinical experience indicates that parents’ patterns of excessive
punishment are very difficult to change by the time children reach adolescence.
Parents who resort to such punishment experience high levels of conflict, hostility and
hopelessness. Also, by adolescence, parents who use such extreme punishment may
have trained their adolescents to respond only to extreme forms of punish“ment, to the
exclusmn of less excessive tactics. -

What should be lncluded in prevention programs? The few tested prevention

programs have targeted middle or high school students’ attitudes towards partner - -
violence and help-seeking behaviors, stressing males’ exclusive responsibility for
~—  abusive behavior (e.g. Avery-Leaf, et al., 1997; Wolfe, Wekerle, & Scott, 1997). Our

findings and others’ indicate that males and females who were conduct disordered as

‘ adolescents are also at risk for partner violence. Preventing and treating conduct
‘ | disorder may be a major key to preventing partner violence. Preventmg females’
partner violence as well as men’s may be necessary to prevent adverse consequences
of partner violence for women (Moffitt et al., in press). Also, focusing exclusively on
youth's behavior will probably not be enough to prevent partner—v_id.l_éhcié_.ﬂstead, our
results support the inclusion of parent training, starting when children are young, with a
strong emphasis on}c.hanging patterns of excessive punishment. Also, conflict "
-resolution-training am()ng parents may reduce interparent violence, and children’s
exposure to it. Early intervention for violence between young parents may aid its

prevention in future generations.

Study Strengths and Limitations:

The study is strengthen"éd by its use of an unselected sample of young men and

women, followed for over 20 years, and assessed at multiple time points on a wide
range of measures. Also, this st—u_dy fepresents just the type of cross-problem research

requested by the Natiénal Research Council (Chalk & King, 1998), with its integrated

o S
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examination of partner violence, childhood maltreatment, disruptive behavior disorders,

. and childhood exposure to domestic violence. Limitations include use of a single
informant for partner violence assessment, over a limited time period, perhaps resulting
in underrepdrting of these events, although we were careful to include only individuals
who were in a relationship in the time frame of interest. Also, retrospective measures
of parent-to-parent violence may limit the validity and reliability of these reports. The
data could not differentiate levels of exposure (e.g. frequency or severity of acts
witnessed, age at exposure), but support further prospective research in tﬁis area, with
unselected'samples of youth. ' ‘

In sum, the physical, économic and social consequences of> partner violence
may best be prevented by targeting families with histories of the risks identified in this --
study. Research should continue to investigate processes by which these factors act

—  asrisks for partner violence, to inform the content of such prevention programs.
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Table 1 —
. Number (%) of Males and Females Reporting Specific Types of Partner Violence

Perpetration and Victimization

g

Type of Act Female Males’

sa

Physically Threaten

Done By Me 20 (6%) 28
Done By Partner 29 (11%)
(10‘%) 26
(11%)
Push, Grab, or shove
Done By Me 56 46
Done By Partner (19%) (19%) B
- 49 41
(16%)  (17%)
. | Kick, Bit, or Hit with Fist ‘
N Done by Me 27 (9%) 11 (5%)
Done by Partner 14 (5%) 23 (9%)
L Hit or Try to Hit with
. ~ Object 21 (7%) 6 (2%)

Done by Me 13 (4%) 21 (9%)

Done by Partner

Force 1o Have Sex

Done by Me 0 4(2%) -
Done by Partner 6 (2%) ) 1(.4%)
Tnjury S
Done by Me 22 (7%) 12 (5%) /
Done by-Partner 20 (7%) 15 (6%)
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. aN = 298. °N = 243.
Table 2 Odds Ratios for Violence to Partner Before and After Cor'xsideration of Other

Risks
. Any Violence to Partner Odds Ratio (95% Cl)

Risk Factor No (N=423) Yes(N=118) Unadjusted

Adjusted

Risk Factor ' T

Demographic Factors ]
Sex? " | 92 (61-1.38)  1.19 (.74-1.90)

- Female - 78% 22%
Male 79% 21%

SES mean 10.14 (1.00) 9.91(.90) .78(.63-.97)* .99 (:78-1.25)

Maladaptive Parenting of Adolescent o

Excessive Punishment 8%"° 17% 2.19 (1.22-3.96)**.
® Females 6% 22% | 323(145-91)*
_____ Males  11% 10% | - 84(21-
1.89) |
_ Farﬁily Violence
Childhood Maltreatment  10% 18% 2.01(1.13 - 3.56)*
1.03(.53-1.99)
“ Exposure to Violence - _ R

Betwiéen Parents 19% 46% 3.56 (2.31-5.49)*

2.67 (1.51-4.75)* L

Adolescent Psychiatric Disorders

CD - 2% 9% 6.08 (2.30 - 16-06)** 3.66
(1.16-11.55)* |
obD 4% 12% 3.41 (1.61-7.21) 1.54 (61-
3.89) — ’
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Note: Continuous variables represented by means (SD), categorical variables by
percentages. °Reference category is female. ®Percent within each level of the
dependent variable who had the risk factor. °The interaction of sex and excessive -
punishment (net of main effects) was significant (AOR=.16, .04-.65).

*p<.05. ** p<.01.

Table 3 | o | —-
Odds Ratios (Cro_nﬁdence Intervals) for Any Violence From Partner Before and After

Adjusting for OthervRisk Factors-m-a Consolidated Model

An§ Violence From Partner | Odds Ratio (95%
Cl) " |
Risk Factor No (N=423) Yes (N=118) Unadjusted Adjusted
Demographic Factors . .
Sex ® | 1.16 (.75 - 1.80) .03
(.56-1.55)
Female 83% 17%
Male 80% 20%
SES 10.15 (1.00) 9.84 (.85) .78 (.63 -.97)* 85
(66-1.10) | |
Malédaptive Parenting of Adolescent _
Low Communication 20%"* 29% 1.69 (1.03-2.76)*
. 1.38 (.81-2.35) )
Excessive Punishment 8% - 19% 2.56 (1.40-4.68)™

2.11(1.08-4.13)* . i
Family Violence o
Childhood Maltreatment - 4.93 (1.40-17.39)**

6.88 (1.71-27.65)"* -
Females 13% 12% 82 (.33-2.01)
~ .36(.12-1.06)
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Males 7%  25% 4.16 (1.86-9.30)" 2,51
@ (.98-6.14)n

Exposure to Violence
Between Parents 11% 28% 3.22 (1.89-5.46)**

--2.67 (1.46-4.87)"

Adolescent Psychiatric Disorders

CD . 2% 9% 4.72 (1.821 - 12.23)*  2.67
(.78-9.12) .

oDD 4% —12% 3.19 (1.48 — 6.86)"* 1.15 (.42-
3.11) ‘

SUB 9% 16% 1.95 (1.04-3.66)* 1.42_ _.
(68-2.96) |

— Note: Continuous variables represented by means (SD), categorical variables by
percentages. )
sReference category is female. "Percent within each level of the dependent variable
. who had the risk factor. °The interaction of sex and maltreatment (net of main effects)
was significant (AOR=6.88, 1.71-27.65 ).
* p<.05. * p<.01. Ap<.10.

Table 4—- o
Odds Ratios (Confidence Intervals) for Injury to Partner Before and After Adjusting for

. Otr_]qrjﬁisk—Factors in a Consolidated Model

Injury to Partner Odds Ratio (95% —-
cl) o | — -
Risk Factor — No (N=507)Yes (N=34) Unadjusted _ - Adjusted
T " Uemographlc Factors -
Sex®™ | o 65 (.32 - 1.34) 69
(.32-1.49) | -
\ Female 9% 1% -
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Male 95% 5%

’ | SES 10.12 (.98) 9.63 (.87) .56 (.40 - .85)* 76
(.50-1.15)
~ Maladaptive Parenting of Adolescent
--Excessive Punishment 9%"° - 32% 4.91(2.25-10.72) 3.35

(1.43-7.85)**
Family Violence
Childhood Maltreatment 11% 26% 2.96 (1 .30 - 6.721)* _
1.03 (.53-1.99) o |
Exposure to Violence
Between Parents 12% 35% 3.85(1.82-8.17)** -
2.67 (1.51-4.75)** i

— Adolescent Psychiatric Disorders _
CD 2% 9% - 6.52(2.18 - 19.55)** 3.66

| (1.16-11.55)*
. | oDD 4% 12% 3.31 (1.18 - 9.28)** 1.54 (.61-
3.89) | o

Note: Continuous variables represented by means (SD), categorical variabhles by'

percentages.

2Reference category is female. "Percent within each level of the dependent variable

_whohad the-risk factor.

*p<.05. " p<.01 —
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Table 5.
Odds Ratios for Injury by a Partner with and without other risk Adjustment

B : Injury by Partner | Odds Ratio (95% CI)
Risk Factor No (N=506) Yes (N=35) Unadjusted. - Adjusted B
Demographic Factors |
Sex ? : .92 (.46-1.83) .94 (.45-1.97) /
Female 93% 7%
Male 94% - 6%
SES 10.12 (.98) 9.67 (.88) .61 (.42-.89)* .76 (.50-1.15).

Maladaptive Parenting of Adolescent S
Excessive Punishment  9%" 29% 4.00 (1.81-8.84)** 3.27 (1.27-8.40)"

Verbal Abuse 8%  20% 2.84 (1.176.89)* .96 (.32-2.87)
Family Violence |
" Childhood Maltreatment 11%  23% 254 (1.08-5.94) .94 (.35-2.54)
Parental Violence 12%  33% 3.52 (1.68-7.38)** 2.02 (.86-4.78)
Adolescent Psychiatric Disorders
cD 3% 14%  6.30(2.11-18.82)™ 1.78 (44-7.15)°
obD 4% 20% 5.23 (2.07-13.22)** 2.28 (.70-7.44)
SUB 0% 23%  2.88(1.24-6.70) 222 (.79-6.19)

*Reference-category is female. "Percent within each level of the dependent variable

who had the risk factor. CAdJusted OR for CD before adding ODD and SUB was 3.85

(1.13-13.07)*. *p<.05. ™ p<.01. ) —
_ Figure Caption

Figure 1. Rates of Any Violence to Partner and Excessive Punishment in Adolescence

_FigduF:e 2. I?ates of Any-Violence By Partner for Maltreated and Nonmaltreated Males

and Females,

Substantive Aim 4: To determine the generality of these models to urban and rural

settings. , I
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© Study 6. The influence of urbanidity of environment on the rate of adult arrest
and on the demographic predictors of adult arrest. Tentative authors: Patricia Cohen
and Jeffrey Fagan.

In these analyses we took advantage of the availability of information on the
type of-area in which the subject was raised, and the fact that the sample came froma
residentially and socioeconomically diverse area. This means that our findings are not
influenced by the possibility that individuals who are predisposed toward committing
crimes may move to different types of areas, and may also have a lower adult SES
than would be expected from the SES of their families of origin.

A number of findings were not related linearly to the populat.ion density of the
area as reflected in our 7-level measure, either because the suburban areas and large — -
towns were similar to the rural areas 6r because there wg;é distinctive patterns in such

-areas. Therefore we grouped the areas into three types: rural and small towns
(labelled “rural”, suburban and larger towns (labelled “subu_rban”,and city including
cenfrﬂé'l“city (labelled “city”). Analyses were by logistic and OLS regression methods
The three major questions addressed hefe are as follows: 1. Are there differences
between areas in which these young adults had spent their childhood years in the risk
for adult arrests? 2. Do these differences vary by the type of crime for which they have

been arrested? 3. Are these differences accounted for by racial or socioeconomic
status differences in the families of vorigin? )
In Table 4 we see that there were differences in area of origin with regard to

_arrest-as an-adult, categorized by type of charge. The overall pattern showed a higher

~proportion of those raised in the city were likely to be arrested for all charges except -

'DWI, where, perhaps not surprisingly, there was a higher rate in-the rural areas. In
general-differences b;'fween rural and suburban areas, although intrig_uihg, were not
significant, perhaps because of the low statistical power in this general population
sample. | o |

In Table 5 we switch from the number of persons arrested to the number of

arrests by charge. Here we see that the mean number of arrests by residence of
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upbringing showed the same pattern seen in Table 7. When, however, we look at the
mean number of arrests among those arrested at least once for a given charge
éétegory, the differences do not reach conventional levels of statistical significance.
(Again, we caution against strong negative inferences in these data given the relatively

poor statistical power associated with the small sample sizes for this test.) Thus it

appears that there are not very substantially discrepant rates of rearrest associated
with area of upbringing. |

In Table 6 we look at some of the correlates of area differences. BecéUse the
primary differences were between city and-non-city, in order to keep these tests as
powerful as possible we havé used this dichotomy as a predictor.

In the first equation we have added sex of the subject as a covariate, and are - ~
not surprised to see that males had over 3 times the odds of being arrested that

“females had. The odds of arrest were twice as high for those who had been raised in

the city.

" In the second equation we had added socioeconomic status of the family of
origin (SES) to the equation, with the expected little effect on the estimated effect of

sex but a decline in the effect of city upbringing to 1.54, of marginal statistical

significance.

In the third equation we substituted race of the subject for SES, and found a

very large-effect (odds for Black respondents of arrest were 3.62 times as large as the

odds for White respondents), and the effect of city upbringing was reduced, notonlyto

_non-significance but aiso to near 1.0.

In the final equation we iﬁcluded*ﬁdfth race and SES, and see all trace of an —
effect of city upbringing disappear. About 20% of the effect of race was apparently
attributable to the eff(;t of SES of family of origin, as measured here by-a combination

of standardized measures of parental education, occupational status, and family

income. Thé effect of SES was not influenced by the inclusion of race in the equation.

N M9
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We have done a number of additional exploratory analyses on race and

residence issues, including examination of dropped or dismissed charges, and

interactions between race and residence, without notable effects thus far.

Table 4: Percent of persons arrested by residence of upbringing.

Any adult arrest Rural Suburban | City 3? (2df) |P

Any charge 24 19 35 11.9 <.01
For crirmie against person |4.8 5.0 17.1 23.3 <.01
For property crime 71 5.3 12.0 5.8 <.05
For drug offense 2.7 3.7 14.6 26.0 <01
For DWI 15.7 9.3 9.4 6.9 <.05
For other charge 16.0 10.9 23.1 10.5 <.01
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Table 5. Number of arrests by charge category per person by residence of upbringing

+Rural Suburban | City F P

For any charge

In population 67 51 143|142 |<.01

Among those with any arrest | 2.91 2.55 4.08 299 |<.10

For crime against person B “"

In population 08 09 25 87 |>.05

Among those with any arrest. {-1.67" 1.56 1.45 0.2 NS

For property crime

In population A2 .09 16 4.5 >.05

Among-those with any arrest | 1.68 1.71 1.46 15 NS

For drug-related crime

In population .08 .04 .38 6.0 |=05

Among those with any arrest | 2.67 1.18 2.65 2.6 >.10

DWI v _

In population 21 13 A1 6.9 <.05
| Among those with any arrest | 1.35 1.37 1.18 37 NS

Other charges _

In population A3 .07 .26 8.1 .01

Among those with any arrest | 1.60 1.35 1.58 .46 NS
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Table 6: Adjustéd odds ratios for any adult arrest associated with city upbringing.

Predictors in equation

Odds ratios (Confidencé interval), P

Sex of subject

City upbringing

3.25 (2.24-4.71) < .01 .
2.04 (1.31-3.17) < .01

Sex of subject
City upbringing
High SES of family of origin

(standardized)

3.42 (2.34-5.00) < .01
1.54 (.97 -2.4) = .07
58 (.48-.71) < .01

Sex of subject
City upbringing

Race-of subject = Black

3.33 (2.28-4.87) < .01
1.13(65-1.96) NS
3.62 (1.90 - 6.90) < .01

1 Sex of subject

City upbringing

Race of subject = Black

High SES of family of origin

3.51 (2.38 - 5.16) < .01

.95 (.54 - 1.67) NS B

2.90 (1.49 - 5.62) < .01
61 (.50 - .74) < .01
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