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GENDER DIFFERENCES IN YOUNG OFFENDERS

Abstract

Current research examining services for male and female youth in the criminal justice
system has focused primarily on males and then generalizes findings to reflect the needs of
females. However, more recent literature has identified critical differences between males
and females involved in the youth criminal justice system, recognizing that females have
unique concerns that need to be reflected in services and interventions. This study examined
277 high-risk, violent and chronic offending youth referred to an urban-based court clinic
between the years 2010-2015. The youths’ files contained information related to
psychological functioning, family history, and information related to outside agencies
regarding pathways and risk factors leading to antisocial behaviour. This study provides an
in-depth understanding of gender differences in a current court clinic sample of youth

relating to the potential barriers to accessing services.
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Introduction

The adolescent years represent the developmental period of greatest risk for youth
becoming involved in criminal activity (Piquero, Farrington, & Blumstein, 2003). Literature
examining intervention services for male and female youth in the criminal justice system
primarily focuses on males and only then attempts to generalize those findings to reflect the
needs of females (Conrad, Tolou-Shams, Rizzo, Placella, & Brown, 2014; Hubbard & Pratt,
2002; Zahn, Hawkins, Chiancone, & Whitworth, 2008). Recent literature, however, has
identified critical differences between males and females involved in the youth criminal justice
system, recognizing that females have unique needs. It has been suggested that the pathways
leading female youth to committing crime are unique relative to male youth and therefore
females should have access to services that reflect and address these unique needs (Auty,
Farrington, & Coid, 2015; Conrad et al., 2014; Cummings, Hoffman & Leschied, 2004; Hubbard
& Pratt, 2002; Odgers, Moretti, & Reppucci, 2010).

Further, the current literature is strongly driven by a focus on males in the youth criminal
justice system and these findings do not necessarily translate into gender-informed programming
and services for females. This study provides an in-depth examination of gender differences, and
makes recommendations to assist the courts regarding which services are most critical in meeting
the differentiated needs of males and females.

Theoretical Framework

The social psychology of crime suggests that an individual’s behaviour is based on
learned behaviours and are a result of an individual’s interactions and experiences with their
social environment (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). The current study examined male and female
youth in the criminal justice system through the social psychology of crime theory, investigating

the social and environmental factors that lead to the understanding of youth offending.
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Andrews and Bonta (2010) have identified several major risk factors linked to criminal
behaviour, which include antisocial personality patterns, pro-criminal attitudes, antisocial
associates, substance abuse, antisocial behavioural history, and problematic conditions in the
domains of home and family relationships, school, work and recreational activities. The present
study examined these factors and how they relate to male and female youth respectively.

Literature Review
Male and Female Youth in the Canadian Criminal Justice System

The Youth Criminal Justice Act (YCJA) governs Canada’s Youth Justice System and
applies to youth between the ages of 12-17 years that have come into conflict with the law
(Government of Canada, 2015). In Canada in 2015, approximately 92,000 youth were accused of
a criminal offence, which is consistent with the trend of decreasing crime rates that began in the
1990s. Of the youth who were accused of a criminal offence in 2015, 45% were formally
charged by police and 55% were dealt with by other means including diversion and alternative
measures. The rate of youth being dealt with by means other than a formal charge has been
higher than the rate of youth who are formally charged since the implementation of the Youth
Criminal Justice Act in 2003 (Statistics Canada, 2015). The male youth crime rate continues to
show a large disparity compared to the female youth crime rate, averaging about a 3:1 male to
female ratio (Milligan, 2010; Public Safety Canada, 2012). Belknap (2014) attributes the lack of
focus on interventions for female offenders to the gender gap in offending, stating that because
the gender gap increases with the severity of offences, female offending and treatment has
remained invisible until recent years.

According to Statistics Canada (2014), most completed youth court cases in 2013-2014
involved non-violent crime (71%), with the top five case types consisting of theft (12%),

common assault (9%), break and enter (8%), failure to comply with a probation order (7%), and
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mischief (6%). In general, male and female youth tend to commit similar types of crimes. When
examined by gender, the most common offences committed by males are theft under $5000,
mischief and drug offences. The most common offences committed by females are theft under
$5000, common assault and administration of justice violations (Public Safety Canada, 2012).
Statistics Canada data from 2014 reports that the majority of offenders in all crimes were male,
with the exception of prostitution.

The present study examined higher risk and violent offending youth, as these are the type
of offenders often referred to court clinic services to meet further rehabilitative needs. Statistics
Canada data from 2014 suggests that the rate for violent crime among Canadian youth is 1,273
per 100,000 youth aged 12-17 (Statistics Canada, 2014). Violent offenses comprise about one-
quarter of all apprehended youth (Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, 2006). A small
proportion of repeat offenders are responsible for the majority of court-related activity
(Carrington, Matarazzo, & DeSouza, 2005), which demonstrates the importance of rehabilitative
services for chronic young offenders.

It is important to note that there is no single trajectory for male and female youth’s
pathways to antisocial behaviour. Some children may exhibit delinquent behaviours early on and
demonstrate a decline in these behaviours as they grow older; others may have antisocial
behaviours that persist as they age; for some, delinquency may not emerge until later into the
adolescent years. Despite these unique trajectories, studies have found that male delinquent
behaviour persists longer than female delinquent behaviour (Moretti, Odgers, & Jackson, 2004).

Gender Similarities and Differences Within Criminal Justice System-Involved Youth

Compared to the general population, youth in the criminal justice system demonstrate
higher rates of family instability, mental health issues, substance use and antisocial attitudes

(Adams et al., 2013; Bala, Finlay, Filippis & Hunter, 2015; Leschied & Cummings, 2002).
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Although many risk factors and the type of offences committed by male and female youth are
similar, current research has identified several key differences between male and female youth
involved in the criminal justice system. For the purposes of this study, these aspects are divided
into areas that reflect the factors identified by Andrews and Bonta (2010) and recent literature as
leading to criminal justice system involvement. The factors include family dynamics and abuse,
educational attainment, mental health, substance use, sexual behaviour, poverty and peer
relationships.

Family Dynamics and Abuse

Youth who experience family disruption and disorganization tend to have higher rates of
delinquency (Wong, 2012). Contributors to this link may include weak parental attachment, low
academic involvement, emotional issues, and disadvantages when it comes to accessing
resources (Kierkus & Baer, 2002). Females in the youth criminal justice system have greater
family and parenting issues than males, with family relationships having a greater effect on
female delinquency (Gavazzi, Yarcheck, & Chesney-Lind, 2006; Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). In a
Florida study of 319 delinquent females, 61% had committed an offense against a family
member (Patino, Ravoira, & Wolf, 2006).

Parental criminal justice system involvement has also been found to contribute to a
youth’s pathway into the criminal justice system. In a study of intergenerational transmission of
criminal offending, Auty et al. (2015) found that females whose mothers had been convicted of a
criminal offence were more likely to be convicted of a criminal offence themselves. Males were
more likely to be convicted of a criminal offence if either their mother or father had been
previously convicted. Auty et al. (2015) point out that this finding is likely due to an indirect
transmission of poor coping skills in response to negative life events rather than a direct

transmission where parents communicate their attitudes and behaviours in support of criminal
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behaviour to their children. This study also found gender differences in the strongest predictors
of youth becoming involved in criminal activity in terms of parental behaviours. Poor parental
supervision was the strongest predictor for male convictions and harsh parental discipline and
paternal cohabitation problems were the strongest predictors for female convictions. Many
family environmental factors can contribute to a child’s pathway into the criminal justice system,
such as parental antisocial behaviour and substance use, which could lead to difficulty in
effective parenting (Auty et al., 2015).

A substantial percentage of offenses committed by girls may reflect adaptive strategies
for those who are experiencing abuse and disorder at home (Cooney, Small, & O’Connor, 2008).
In the United States, research has shown that females tend to be arrested for crimes that are less
serious than males, which has been reflected in the status offenses of running away and breaking
curfew (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2014). Chesney-Lind and Sheldon (2014) report that male and
female youth run away from home at similar rates; however, they may be leaving home for
different reasons.

Females are more likely to be victims of sexual abuse than males. In 2005, females under
the age of 18 were almost 4 times more likely to be sexually assaulted than males. When
examining sexual abuse committed by a family member, female rates of abuse were 3 times
higher than that of their male counterparts (Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics, 2007).
Chesney-Lind and Sheldon (2014) state that as many as two-thirds to three-quarters of females
who are placed in shelters and juvenile detention facilities have been victims of sexual abuse.
Conrad et al. (2014) found that a history of childhood sexual abuse was a salient predictor of
recidivism in females while not a predictor for males. Studies in the area of gender differences in

victims of childhood sexual abuse have found that female victims display more internalized
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behaviours, whereas males display more externalizing behaviours (Chandy, Blum, & Resnick,
1996; Maschi, Morgen, Bradley, & Hatcher, 2008). A link has been found between female
sexual abuse victims’ internalizing symptoms and externalizing behaviours, indicating a
potential mediating effect. For males, the link between childhood victimization and externalizing
behaviours is direct (Maschi et al., 2008). This emphasizes the differences between male and
female experiences of risk factors leading to crime.

Corrado, Leschied, Lussier, and Whatley (2015) report that girls who are at risk of
engaging in antisocial and aggressive behaviours were themselves victims of violence and
maltreatment. Y outh who have been physically abused are more likely to be arrested than those
who have not been abused (Yoder, Bender, Thompson, Ferguson, & Haffeejee, 2014). Females
are more likely to be physically abused than males, and therefore females are more likely to
display delinquent behaviours as a result of the abuse (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). It has also been
reported that females are more likely than males to experience depression, self-injurious
behaviour and suicide as a result of maltreatment (Leschied, Cummings, Van Brunschot,
Cunningham, & Saunders, 2001).

Youth under the supervision of child welfare agencies are overrepresented in the youth
criminal justice system and there are currently no policies in Ontario that address the needs of
these vulnerable individuals (Bala et al., 2015). An Ontario study of 250 youth in open detention
and custody facilities found that 48% reported a previous history of child welfare involvement
(Office of Child and Family Services Advocacy, 2007). A study conducted in British Columbia
of over 50,500 children involved in the child welfare system found that a higher proportion of
the youth in care became involved in the youth justice system (36%) than graduated from high

school (25%) (British Columbia Representative for Children and Youth & Office of the
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Provincial Health Officer, 2009). Child welfare and alternative care involvement is associated
with high-risk and chronic offending (Day et al., 2011). Corrado et al. (2015) report that youth in
the child welfare system are nearly seven times more likely to be charged with criminal offenses
than children who are not in the welfare system. They also state that nearly two-thirds (65%) of
children in the welfare system have diagnosed mental health disorders, compared to less than
one-sixth (17%) of children who are not in the system. A history of parental maltreatment has
been found to be related to both involvement in child welfare and youth criminal justice systems.
Youth in the child welfare system often do not have a parent to advocate for their needs, and
children needing support may not receive it outside of their Children’s Aid Society (CAS)
worker’s office hours (Bala et al., 2015).

Educational Attainment

Numerous studies have found a link between educational attainment and criminal
behaviour. More specifically, a lack of educational attainment has been determined to be a major
risk factor for youth crime (Bunge, Johnson, & Bald¢, 2005). Alvi (2012) posits that this is likely
due to the association between less educational attainment experience and more
underemployment and unemployment, which can be linked to an increased likelihood of
becoming more involved with high-risk behaviours such as drug use.

Poverty has also been found to be a predictor of educational attainment, where children
living in poverty are more likely to experience academic difficulties (Lipman & Boyle, 2008).
Children living in poverty are more likely to experience behavioural disorders, such as conduct
problems and oppositional and defiant behaviours, than children who do not come from low
socioeconomic families (Lipman & Boyle, 2008), which could contribute to their greater

likelihood of academic difficulties. As noted above, there can be several overlapping and
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interacting factors, such as poverty and educational attainment that create the pathway to a
youth’s involvement in the criminal justice system.

Research examining gender differences in educational attainment as it relates to criminal
justice system involvement is scarce, and therefore will be examined in this study to determine
any potential factors demanding attention in the development of intervention services.

Mental Health

It is estimated that 20% of Canada’s youth experience a mental health disorder (Leschied,
2011). Compared to the general population, youth involved in the criminal justice system are
more likely to exhibit mental health problems (Adams et al., 2013). Several studies of youth in
the criminal justice system have identified higher rates of mental health issues, comorbid
disorders and traumatic experiences in females than males (Corrado et al., 2015; Gavazzi et al.,
2006; Timmons-Mitchell et al., 1997; Zahn et al., 2008). Particularly prevalent among young
female offenders is post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), depression, and attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) (Moretti et al., 2004). It has further been suggested that
adolescent females are the population with the most psychiatric issues in correctional settings
(Odgers et al., 2010). In a study of 173 youth assessed at two detention facilities in the United
States, 84% of females and 27% of males displayed mental health disorders (Timmons-Mitchell
et al.,1997).

There is an overlap in conditions that account for both criminal behaviour and mental
health issues (Leschied, 2011). Research has found that socioeconomic status is inversely related
to mental illness, with those who have a higher socio-economic status demonstrating lower rates
of mental illness (Health Canada, 2002). Several reasons for this relationship have been
proposed, including those persons who are struggling with a mental illness may experience

greater difficulty with educational attainment thus leading to unemployment or
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underemployment (Health Canada, 2002). Another proposed explanation is that those living in
poverty undergo experiences that increase their likelihood of developing mental health problems
(Health Canada, 2002). Lipman and Boyle (2008) report that children living in poverty are three
times more likely to have a mental health problem than children who are not living in poverty.
Public Safety Canada (2012) estimates that only one in five children who need mental health
services actually receive them.

An evaluation of Toronto’s first mental health court found that the majority of youth’s
mental health issues were indirectly related to their offending behaviour, indicating that
criminogenic needs must be addressed when treating young offenders. An indirect relationship
between mental health issues and offending refers to situations where alternative factors, such as
delinquent peer groups or pro-criminal attitudes, are primarily associated with offending
behaviour and the youth is experiencing mental health issues that act as a barrier to accessing
treatment and intervention. An indirect relationship may also occur if a youth’s mental health
issues directly affect their criminogenic needs, such as anxiety leading the individual to be absent
from school, and thus associate with delinquent peers and engage in criminal behaviour. A small
proportion of youth demonstrate a direct relationship between mental health and offending
behaviour, where offences occur during a state of mental distress, such as a psychotic episode, or
the offence supports an ongoing mental health problem, such as illegal substance use by an
individual with substance abuse issues. In this particular study, 21% of the population
demonstrated a direct relationship between mental health and offending behaviour, and 69%
exhibited an indirect relationship (Davis, Peterson-Badali, Weagant, & Skilling, 2015). The
current study will extend these findings in examining direct and indirect effects of mental health

on criminal offending through a gendered perspective.
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Substance Use

Substance use is associated with delinquency and criminal justice system involvement for
both male and female youth (Adams et al., 2013). There have been mixed findings when
examining gender differences in the abuse of drugs and alcohol by youth in the criminal justice
system (Moretti et al., 2004); however, research consistently demonstrates that delinquent
behaviour is significantly more prevalent in youth who consume alcohol and drugs (Public
Safety Canada, 2012). Some youth may use illegal substances and alcohol as a form of self-
medication to cope with toxic environments, untreated trauma, and mental health issues
(Canadian Centre on Substance Abuse, 2007). This again reinforces the idea that pathways to
criminal behaviour are complex, with overlapping and interacting factors.

Sexual Behaviour and Relationships

Girls with antisocial partners tend to engage in more criminal behaviour and violence,
whereas partner selection has not been found to have an effect on male criminal involvement
(Odgers et al., 2010). Delinquent females are more likely to be intimately involved with deviant
male partners, whereas this pattern has not been found among delinquent boys. In Auty et al.’s
(2015) study of intergenerational transmission of criminal offending they found that, of the
criminally convicted fathers included in the study, 24% had a female partner who had been
previously convicted of a criminal offence. In this same study, 88% of the convicted mothers had
a male partner who had been previously convicted of a criminal offence.

Delinquent females engage in sexual activities at an earlier age than non-delinquent
females and they are at a greater risk for contracting sexually transmitted infections and
becoming pregnant (Miller, Leve, & Kerig, 2012). Youth who are born to teenage mothers, or
those adolescent females who are mothers themselves, experience more negative consequences

such as a lack of education and employment potential, poor attachment, behaviour problems, and
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poverty (Gaetz, O’Grady, Buccieri, Karabanow, Marsolais, 2013). Both poverty and
homelessness create the conditions for caring for a newborn that are even more difficult for an
adolescent mother, who will often experience depression, anxiety, shame and guilt (Paquette &
Bassuk, 2009). Some females in the youth criminal justice system are pregnant at the time of
incarceration (Cooney et al., 2008).

Peer Relationships

Peer influences have been identified as a strong predictor of adolescent behaviour. Time
spent with peers and an importance placed on social relationships increases as children reach
their teenage years (Brown, 1990). Peers play a significant role in influencing adolescents’
behaviour. Antisocial peers may reinforce antisocial beliefs and values around crime and
violence, while also maintaining isolation from more prosocial peers (Leschied, 2011).

Although delinquent peer association is a predictor for delinquency for both male and
female youth, Piquero, Gover, MacDonald, and Piquero (2005) report that this relationship is
stronger for males compared to females. Social learning theory provides an explanation for this
finding, stating that males are more likely to have friends that support and facilitate delinquent
behaviour and that girls who spend time in groups with male peers are more likely to engage in
delinquent behaviour than girls who only associate with other females (Piquero et al., 2005). In
terms of co-offending patterns, all-male groups are most common and all-female groups are least
common. Overall, despite peers playing a significant role in influencing adolescent delinquent
behaviour, research has found that co-offending is not the norm in youthful offending, as lone
offending occurs more often than group and co-offending (Carrington & van Mastrigt, 2013).

Male and female youth also differ in how they interact with peers. Studies on aggression
in the youth criminal justice population have found higher rates of relational aggression in girls

and higher rates of physical aggression in boys (Leschied & Cummings, 2002). Moretti et al.
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(2004) define relational aggression as both direct and indirect behaviours. For example, acts may
be more direct, such as an individual telling a peer that they cannot attend their party unless
given a bribe, or may be more covert, such as giving the silent treatment or spreading rumours.
Typical displays of female aggression include social exclusion, isolation, gossip, rumour
spreading, and public humiliation. Females place a particular importance on interpersonal
relationships, and acceptance or rejection can play a critical role in interpersonal interactions.
Female aggression tends to be expressed relationally in private contexts and towards significant
others. Aggression may be triggered when an interpersonal relationship is threatened or devalued
(Moretti et al., 2004). Moretti et al. (2004) report that females who possess a high rejection
sensitivity and have poor self-regulatory abilities are particularly vulnerable to aggressive
behaviour towards significant others in their lives, as well as personal and interpersonal
difficulties. Despite higher rates of relational aggression in females, males also demonstrate this
type of aggression with peers (Moretti et al., 2004).

Poverty

In Canada one in ten children are currently living in poverty and this number increases to
one in every four children for those belonging to First Nations and Inuit communities (Canadian
Make Poverty History Campaign, 2015). Poverty has been linked to criminal justice system
involvement for youth, as well as to other risk factors leading to criminal activity, including poor
educational attainment, mental health problems, substance use and association with delinquent
peers (Health Canada, 2002; Lipman & Boyle, 2008; Yoder et al., 2014). The rate of violent
offences committed by youth are higher in neighbourhoods with higher proportions of low-
income earners, dwellings needing major repairs, visible minority residents, and residents

without a high school diploma (Savoie, Bédard, & Collins, 2006).
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Parents who have a history of criminal involvement tend to live in economically and
socially disadvantaged circumstances, which in turn increases the likelihood of their children
becoming involved in the criminal justice system as well (Auty et al., 2015). Poverty may limit a
family’s ability to provide children with the opportunity for participation in prosocial leisure
activities (Bunge, Johnson, & Baldé¢, 2005), and as Andrews and Bonta (2010) have pointed out,
aimless use of leisure time is an established risk factor leading youth to crime.

Homelessness is a risk factor associated with criminal justice system involvement (Y oder
et al., 2014). Homelessness presents a number of risk factors that are related to criminal activity,
which include association with delinquent peers and substance use (Yoder et al., 2014). In a
sample of over 600 homeless and runaway youth, Chapple, Johnson, and Whitbeck (2004) found
that over half reported being arrested at least once. This study also found that association with
negative peer groups had a greater effect on arrest rates for homeless males than females.
Whitbeck, Johnson, Hoyt and Cauce (2004) found that drug abuse rates were 10 times higher for
homeless males and 17 times higher among homeless females than in a sample of non-homeless
youth.

Gender-Specific Services

Chronic offenders are at an increased risk for a variety of negative outcomes including
repeat incarceration, involvement in the adult criminal justice system, substance use, high-risk
sexual behaviour, and poor academic achievement. As a result, services that effectively meet the
specific needs of youth are necessary to reduce recidivism and continued justice system
involvement (Conrad et al., 2014). Studies show that treatment programs need to target
criminogenic needs, reflecting those areas of the young offender’s life that are most related to
criminal behaviour in order to be effective (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002). Gender-specific

programming means that interventions for males and females are developed with an
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understanding of the contribution that gender-role socialization has on pathways and risk factors
leading to crime (Leschied & Cummings, 2002). The increase in violent offences by female
young offenders reinforces the need for gender-specific interventions (Hubbard & Pratt, 2002).

Numerous services currently in place to work with justice-involved youth do not address
the specific factors that have been identified as risk factors for female youth who commit crime.
For example, many Risk-Need-Responsivity Assessments that aim to reduce continued
delinquency in both male and female youth do not address abuse history, a factor found to be
significant in predicting female reoffending (Conrad et al., 2014). Leschied and Cummings
(2002) have identified that many services outlined to reduce violence were designed for boys and
service providers have attempted to fit girls into these existing programs.

Research by Gavazzi et al. (2006) in the United States found that services provided in
many detention facilities address basic needs, such as education and health care. However, they
do not provide family-based services, which has been identified as a need for young female
offenders. Some Canadian gender-specific services have been created in recent years, but there
is limited information in regards to longer-term effectiveness and it is unknown as to whether
these services are actually being accessed by the youth who need them.

Bernfeld, Farrington and Leschied (2003) outlined numerous studies that have sought to
evaluate the effectiveness of justice-involved youth treatment programs. Their conclusion
recognizes that very few studies have examined the procedures required to implement the
programs into institutions and youth criminal justice services. Furthermore, many of these
interventions are not gender-specific. In an American review of 61 programs designed to address
female delinquency, only 17 of the programs had published evaluations; not a single one of these

programs met the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) criteria for
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effectiveness. This review also noted that many of the programs were no longer in existence,
indicating concerns for program sustainability (Zahn et al., 2008).

Recommendations for Female-Specific Services

The early literature addressing youth in the criminal justice system did not address the
risks and needs of male and female youth separately. The majority of participants were male
youth and results and suggestions for interventions implied a representation of the needs of the
youth justice population that included females. More recent studies have identified the
importance of examining female youth separately from males, as they demonstrate differences in
their risk factors leading to crime and recidivism; however, few studies have addressed these
factors (Conrad et al., 2014; Cummings et al., 2004).

Watson and Edelman (2012) identified the core elements of gender responsive
programming as comprehensive, safe, empowering, community and family focused and
relational. Bala et al. (2015) suggest that there is a need for better communication and
collaboration between different service providers, organizations, and agencies in order to provide
an integrated and holistic approach for dealing with unique aspects of youth who may be
involved in the criminal justice system. Cooney et al. (2008) outline their suggestions for making
the American juvenile justice system more responsive to females and also state that it is
necessary to take a comprehensive approach, as delinquent behaviour is determined by multiple
factors, and therefore multiple factors need to be addressed. Research is important in determining
the multiple factors that need to be incorporated into interventions for females.

Cooney et al. (2008) suggest that both physical and mental health needs be addressed,
keeping in mind the unique health needs of females and providing services to pregnant, parenting
and sexually active girls. Females who are pregnant may need education for prenatal care and

parenting, as well as counselling if they are separated from their children. They suggest that
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reaching out to families is another important aspect of intervention for female offenders, as
families of delinquent girls are more likely to be dysfunctional and abuse at home is more
common. Depending on the situation, family members of the female offender may be
encouraged to seek treatment as well.

Strength-based rather than deficit-based models may be more effective with girls because
they are more likely to change when they become full partners in identifying goals and their own
strengths that can be used towards achieving them (Cooney et al., 2008).

Cooney et al. (2008) recommend that agencies hire and train staff who are responsive to
the interpersonal nature of girls’ development and who serve as believable role models. They
report that girls tend to have greater difficulty than boys in forming trusting relationships with
others and therefore staff’s ability to relate to girls is a key component of program effectiveness.
Staff must recognize histories of victimization and unhealthy relationships, and promote positive
relationships and appropriate social boundaries. Watson and Edelman (2012) report that many
juvenile justice agencies lack the knowledge and training about what services are useful to assist
girls in their recovery from trauma.

It is suggested that programs maintain an environment of physical, psychological, and
emotional safety, as research on female offenders reports that program participants need to feel
safe in the program, open to learning from staff and other participants, and comfortable taking
risks with attempts to change their behaviours. Finally, if group treatments are to be used, they
should never be mixed-gender because female participants may not feel comfortable discussing
certain issues in front of their male counterparts, such as past abuse (Cooney et al., 2008).

Watson and Edelman (2012) have outlined the building blocks towards gender-specific

programs, which include research to diagnose the problem and listening to system-involved girls,
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public education campaigns, strategic planning, engagement of stakeholders, legislation, staff
training, community-based diversion and prevention programs, pilot and demonstration projects,
outcome measures and evaluation, technical assistance and funding.

Access and Barriers to Services

Another aspect of ensuring that male and female youth are receiving gender-specific
services is assessing their barriers to service and whether they are able to access these
interventions. Marginalized youth experience barriers to accessing services (Kramer, 2000).
Kramer (2000) states that structural forces reduce the ability of families and communities to
provide the social supports and informal social control needed to prevent youth violence.
Research has shown that inequality, extreme poverty, and social exclusion are related to violent
crime. This is not to suggest that poverty and inequality cause criminal behaviour, but rather that
they act as a barrier to accessing social supports aimed at preventing criminal behaviour or
rehabilitating offenders (Kramer, 2000). Poverty may limit a family’s ability to provide children
with the opportunity for participation in prosocial leisure activities, which can help keep children
busy and deter involvement with delinquent youth and criminal behaviour (Bunge, Johnson, &
Baldg¢, 2005).

Another critical issue regarding service access relates to the inherent barriers to
collaboration among interventions provided to youth in the justice system. Limited resources and
funding provide the impression that communication amongst agencies will take valuable time
and resources away from the core focus of an agency, which is direct client contact. Bala et al.
(2015) suggest, however, that collaboration among services may actually produce improved
outcomes, and therefore reduce long term costs. Court-clinics and other institutions connecting
delinquent youth to intervention services must address barriers to accessing services to ensure

that all youth in need of treatment can obtain access and receive a cohesive treatment response.
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Research Questions

Due to the exploratory nature of this study, the research questions and hypotheses
remained broad to allow for open collection of data and analyses. The following questions were
addressed:

1. What is the relationship between gender and youth crime, family dynamics, educational
attainment, mental health, substance use, sexual behaviour, peer relationships and poverty?

2. What are the unique pathways that lead male and female youth to crime?

3. What are the implications of differences between males and females in the youth criminal
Justice system?

Hypotheses

Based on previous research it is expected that males and females involved in this study
will differ in their pathways to criminal justice system involvement. Specifically, that females
will demonstrate higher rates of family conflict, abuse, mental health issues and sexual behaviour
concerns and that males will demonstrate greater involvement with delinquent peers and
externalizing behaviours.

Method

Participants

All files from participants who completed an intake at an urban-based court clinic in
southwestern Ontario from 2010-2015 were eligible to be included in the study. Participants
were referred to the court clinic by a Youth Court Judge to complete a section 34 mental health
assessment under the YCJA. The goal of these assessments is to inform court proceedings in
recommending strategies to hold the young person accountable while addressing factors to

prevent recidivism.
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Consent to participate in the study was completed upon intake at the court clinic. The
youth’s legal guardian was asked to sign a consent letter of understanding, agreeing that the
youth’s court clinic file could be accessed for research purposes (see Appendix A). If the youth
was over the age of 16, they could consent to their information being used for research purposes
without their legal guardian’s consent.

For all files completed between 2010 and 2015, 281 had signed consents allowing
inclusion in research studies. For the purposes of this particular study, youth who identified as
transgender were omitted from the sample, as these individuals may have unique experiences and
needs outside of binary sex typology that would be best understood in future research when there
is a larger sample size from which to draw. Youth who did not identify their gender were also
removed from the sample. After removing transgender and unidentified youth, the final
participant count was 277 individuals, which included 229 males and 48 females. This represents
slightly more than a 4:1 ratio of male to female offenders, suggesting that judges are
proportionally slightly more likely to refer a male than a female for assessment at the court
clinic, relative to their representation in the overall Canadian offender data.

Participants’ ages ranged from 12-20 years. It is important to note that although under the
YCJA the youth court hears cases for youth from the ages of 12 to 17, some individuals who are
older than 18 can appear in youth court if they were apprehended after their 18" birthday, but
were under the age of 18 at the time that their offence was committed. Males ranged from age 12
to 20 (M = 15.89, SD = 1.47) and females ranged from age 13 to 18 (M = 15.96, SD = 1.24).
Table 1 presents an overview of the age, ethnicity, living situation and geographic location of the

population.
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Table 1. Participant demographics.

20

Overall (N =277)

Males (V=229)

Females (V= 48)

Age (years) N % N % N %
12 2 0.7 2 0.9 0 0
13 18 6.5 16 7 2 4.2
14 31 11.2 26 11.4 3 10.4
15 41 14.8 34 14.8 7 14.6
16 79 28.5 63 27.5 16 333
17 80 28.9 65 28.4 15 31.3
18 22 7.9 19 8.3 3 6.3
19 3 1.1 3 1.3 0 0
20 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0
Ethnicity N % N % N %
Euro-Canadian 52 18.8 40 17.5 12 25
First Nations/Metis/Inuit 23 8.3 15 6.6 8 16.7
Black/African-Canadian 7 2.5 6 2.6 1 2.1
Asian-Canadian 2 0.7 2 09 0 0
Hispanic-Canadian 5 1.8 4 1.7 1 2.1
Mixed Ethnicity 8 2.9 6 2.6 2 4.2
Not Stated 179 64.6 155 67.7 24 50
Geographic Location N % N % N %
Urban 161 58.1 134 58.5 27 56.3
Rural 116 41.9 95 41.5 21 43.8
Living Situation N % N % N %
Parents 118 42.6 103 45 15 31.3
Independently 6 2.2 4 1.7 2 4.2
Relative’s Home 21 7.6 18 7.9 3 6.3
Foster Home 15 54 10 4.4 5 104
Group Home 45 16.2 32 14 13 27.1
Detention Facility 66 23.8 57 24.9 9 18.8
Shelter 4 1.4 3 1.3 1 2.1
Homeless 1 0.4 1 0.4 0 0
Psychiatric Facility | 0.4 | 0.4 0 0
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Procedure

Prior to the beginning of this study, ethics approval was obtained from the Western
University Research Ethics Board (see Appendix B). Vulnerable Sector Police Record Checks
were completed by all researchers who accessed the youth’s files and a London Family Court
Clinic Confidentiality Agreement was signed.

A data retrieval instrument (DRI) and manual (see Appendix C) were created by a team
of five researchers to ensure accurate collection of data. Two main forms were accessed from
participant files to determine the variables that were to be included in the DRI, the intake form
(see Appendix D) and the letter sent to the Youth Court, which contained a summary of the
youth’s file and recommendations. The DRI manual provides the list of variables, the variable
names as written in the DRI, an explanation of what the variable is measuring, the options
available to select for categorical variables and the codes that correspond to these options. Ten
files were randomly selected from the participant pool as indicators of what information was
available for collection in these documents. Variables were created based on an exhaustive list of
the information points provided in the intake and summary letter and recommendations, for a
total of 392 variables. The ten files were then read through in their entirety by the team of
researchers to create a list of options for each variable that were representative of the population.
All of the variables and possible options were then listed in the DRI manual and explanations
and coding for each variable were created by the research team. To ensure inter-rater reliability,
ten more files were randomly selected and the variables were coded based on the DRI to
determine if consensus was reached by all five researchers.

Data collection was completed by examining one file at a time, with time spent collecting
data from each file averaging 1 to 2 hours depending on the depth of information available in

each file. Data sources available in the files included the intake form, usually completed by the
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youth’s legal guardian, clinical findings from the youth’s psychological risk assessments, reports
from outside agencies, including community service agencies, educational institutions, medical
institutions, group home and detention facilities, and criminal justice system involvement
information.

Measures

For the purposes of this study, only those variables that were deemed relevant based on
existing literature were included. Because of the large number of variables being examined, these
variables were divided into overarching sections to allow for more organized analyses and
reporting. The areas examined in this study included offense and criminal behaviour, family
dynamics and abuse, educational attainment, mental health, substance use, sexual behaviour,
peer relationships, and poverty. Within these categories, several variables and aggregates were
examined.

Offences and Criminal Behaviour. Offences were measured by examining both the
individual offences, and by grouping offences into categories. Offence type categories included
weapons offences (possession of a weapon for a dangerous purpose and assault with a weapon),
sexual offences (sexual assault, sexual interference and prostitution), disorderly conduct offences
(loitering and causing a disturbance), violent offences (uttering a threat to cause bodily harm,
uttering a death threat, assault causing bodily harm, general assault, robbery, murder and
manslaughter), administration of justice offences (failure to comply, failure to attend, breach of
undertaking, recognizance and probation, and obstructing police), property offences (theft under
$5000, theft over $5000, mischief, attempted theft, arson, fraud, possession under $5000,
possession over $5000, and breaking and entering) and drug offences (possession of an illegal

substance and illegal substance trafficking).
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In instances where an offence was committed against another person and where there was
aggression towards them, data was collected about the relationship between the offender and
victim. Offences against a person included all violent offences, weapons offences, and sexual
assault and interference. Aggressive or “hands-on” offences were classified as against a family
member, friend, acquaintance, stranger, authority, foster family member, or group home resident.
Data regarding the offences, types of offences, number of offences and who the offences were
against was collected from police reports and guardian and self-reports.

Youth and guardian reports provided information on when the youth initially displayed
behaviours that were consistent with their offending behaviours. Youth that displayed delinquent
behaviour consistent with their criminal offending behaviour at or before the age of 12 were
classified as persistent offenders. Youth that did not present with delinquent behaviour until after
the age of 12 were classified as limited offenders.

Clinic recommendations to the court for sentencing and for rehabilitation were found in
the copy of the report sent to the Youth Court Judge. All recommendations provided by the court
clinic were recorded in the DRI. Possible recommendations included open custody, secure
custody, probation, community service order, outpatient counselling, residential mental health
treatment, treatment for addictions, treatment for sexual offending behaviour, psychiatric
intervention, attendance centre program, Intensive Intervention Services (IIS), Intensive
Reintegration Services (IRS), intensive home-based intervention, alternative school
programming, reintegration planning, indigenous-based intervention, mental health court, further
specific assessment, equine therapy, family counselling, and supporting employment

opportunities.
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Family Dynamics and Abuse. Information regarding incidents of family violence,
physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional trauma, neglect, CAS involvement, sibling involvement
with the law, and parental factors such as education level, employment, marital status, age of the
parent when youth was born, mental health issues, substance use and conflict with the law, was
collected from self and parent reports and was cross-checked with documentation from outside
agencies involved with the family.

An aggregate was created to measure overall family risk level. Nineteen variables were
ranked and weighted by a team of individuals with knowledge of the relevant literature and
experience reading related files at the court clinic. The variable was weighted on a scale of 1 to
4. A score of 1 indicated a weak but present association to family environment risk factors, while
a score of 4 indicated the strongest association. The variables and weightings were as follows:
youth’s parent is their legal guardian (1), parental response to criminal charges (2), sibling
involvement with the criminal justice system (2), half sibling involved with the criminal justice
system (2), primary caregiver marital status (2), parental crisis impact (2), not living with an
adult family member (3), unstable living environment (3), frequency of primary caregiver
involvement (3), absentee parent (3), observed domestic violence (3), lack of parental
supervision (3), child welfare involvement (3), kinship care (3), crown ward status (4), family
violence (4), physical abuse (4), sexual abuse by a family member (4) and neglect (4). The
weight of each variable was added together to create an overall family risk score. If the youth’s
biological parent is not their legal guardian a score of 1 was added to the overall family risk
score. The parental response to criminal charges weighting was added to the total family risk
score if the youth’s primary caregiver minimized their child’s actions, blamed others or did not

react. If the youth had a sibling or half-sibling involved with the criminal justice system a score
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of 2 was added to the overall family risk score. If the youth’s primary caregiver’s marital status
was single, a score of 2 was added to the overall family risk score. The parental crisis impact
weighting was added to the overall score if the youth’s primary caregiver experienced a crisis
that had an impact on the youth. Possible parental crises included the death of a loved one,
family separation, emotional illness, physical illness, problems with nerves, substance use,
financial strain, trouble with the law and personal or family mental health problems. If the youth
was living on their own or with a non-adult family member, the weighting for not living with an
adult family member was added to their overall score. The weighting for unstable living
environment was added to the overall family risk score if the youth moved 5 or more times. If
the youth’s primary caregiver was rated to be minimally involved in their life, the weighting for
parental involvement was added to the overall family risk score. If the youth had an absentee
parent a score of 3 was added to their overall score. The weighting for observed domestic
violence was added to the overall score if the child had observed their caregivers engaging in
emotional or physical domestic violence. If the youth was deemed to have a lack of parental
supervision the weighting for parental supervision was added to the overall risk score. Child
welfare involvement was measured by whether the child’s family has been involved with
community supervision or counselling through the Children’s Aid Society. Weighting was also
added to the overall risk score if the child was currently or had previously been in kinship care or
had crown ward status. The weight of the family violence variable was added to the overall score
if there was any violence in the child’s immediate family. Weighting was also added if the child
was a victim of physical abuse, sexual abuse, or neglect by a family member.

Educational Attainment. Information about whether the youth was registered in school,

attending school, if they had failed a grade, had been suspended, the number of schools they
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attended, and whether they were involved in organized activities was collected from self and
guardian reports and school records.

An aggregate was created to measure school risk level. Thirteen variables were ranked
and weighted by a team of individuals with knowledge of the relevant education literature and
experience reading related files at the court clinic. The variable was weighted on a scale of 1 to
4. A score of 1 indicated a weak but present association to school environment risk factors, while
a score of 4 indicated the strongest association. The variables and weightings were as follows:
learning disability (1), developmental disability (1), special education (1), special help (1),
behavioural problems (2), educational attainment (2), failed grade (2), school difficulty (2),
difficulty with teachers (3), school motivation (3), school attendance (4), suspension (4), reasons
for moving schools (victim of bullying, problems with peers, family moves, trauma — 3;
expulsion due to involvement with the criminal justice system — 4). The weight of each variable
was added together to create an overall school risk score. If there was a presence of a learning
disability or developmental disability, the weights of those variables were added to the overall
school risk score. The special education weighting was added if the youth was enrolled in a
special education program. The special help variable is distinct from the special education
variable, as youth could experience both. Special help included individual education programs
(IEPs), educational assistants (EAs), homework clubs and tutors. If parents or teachers reported
any behavioural problems at school, the weighting for behaviour problems was added to the
overall school risk score. Educational attainment was measured using the Ministry of
Education’s outline for high school credits. The youth’s present grade was compared to the
expected number of credits achieved at that grade. If the youth had received less credits than

expected at their current grade, the weighting for educational attainment was added to their
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overall score. If the youth had ever failed a grade and had to repeat it, the weighting for failed
grade was added to their overall risk score. School difficulty and teacher difficulty weighting
was added based on parent and teacher reports as to whether the youth found schoolwork
difficult and whether the student had conflict with their teacher. The school motivation weighting
was added to the risk score if parents or youth reported that they had little to no interest in
school. School attendance was based on parent and teacher reports of how often the youth
attended school and weighting was added to the overall score if the youth did not regularly attend
school. If the youth had previously been suspended the weighting for suspension was added to
their overall school risk score. Finally, scoring for reasons for moving schools were considered.
If the youth had to move schools due to bullying, problems with peers, family moves, or
experiences of trauma, a score of 3 was added to their overall risk score, and if they moved
school due to their involvement with the criminal justice system a score of 4 was added.

Mental Health. Y outh were recorded as having a mental health diagnosis if they were
officially diagnosed by a registered clinical psychologist or psychiatrist. The individual
diagnoses considered in this study included Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD), Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD), Conduct
Disorder (CD), Anxiety, Depression, Bipolar Disorder, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD),
Antisocial Personal Disorder, Psychosis, Schizoaffective Disorder, and Disruptive Mood
Disorder.

Overall mental illness categories were also considered, which included
neurodevelopmental disorders (ADHD and Learning Disorders), emotional, or internalizing,
disorders (Anxiety, Depression, PTSD, Psychosis, and Schizoaffective Disorder), externalizing

disorders (ADHD, ODD, CD, Disruptive Mood Disorder), Neurocognitive Disorders (FASD),



GENDER DIFFERENCES IN YOUNG OFFENDERS 28

Personality Disorders (Borderline Personality Disorder and Antisocial Personality Disorder),
Schizophrenia spectrum and other psychotic disorders (Schizoaffective Disorder and Psychosis),
and trauma and stress-related disorders (PTSD).

Clinically-relevant features of mental health issues were examined and this data was
collected from the psychological assessments completed at the court clinic. Possible mental
health features included social inhibition, social insensitivity, emotional insecurity, problems
with peers, anxiety, depression, social anxiety, poor self-esteem, suicidal ideation and intention,
aggression towards peers and adults, autistic features, post-traumatic stress, complex
developmental trauma, somatic complaints, sleep complaints, substance abuse, preoccupation
with sexual thoughts, homicidal ideation, personality disorder features, antisocial personality,
avoidant personality, sociopathic tendencies, eating disorder, non-suicidal self-injury (NSSI),
dysthymia, substance-induced psychosis, attachment issues, body image concerns,
hypervigilance, apathy, and narcissism.

Mental health features were also examined by overarching categories of internalizing and
externalizing mental health features. Internalizing mental health features are those that are
focused inward, towards oneself and included sleep complications, social inhibition, emotion
inhibition, anxiety, depression, social anxiety, poor self-esteem, suicide, PTSD, somatic
complaints, complex developmental trauma, sexual thinking, eating disorder, non-suicidal self-
injury, dysthymia, attachment disorder, body image, hypervigilance and apathy features.
Externalizing mental health features are those that are directed outwards, towards others, and
included aggression towards peers, family and adults, social insensitivity, homicidal ideation,

sociopathic tendencies, substance abuse and substance induced psychosis features.
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Youth were classified into three different categories based on the determined relationship
of mental health issues to offending behaviour. If mental health issues were deemed to have no
relation to the offense or there was no presence of mental health issues the relevance of mental
health in the committal of the offence was classified as not related. If there was presence of a
mental illness and it played some role in the offence, but was not the direct cause, the relevance
of mental health in the committal of the offences was classified as indirectly related. Finally, if
the mental health issue or diagnosis was deemed to have caused the offence, the relevance of
mental health in relation to the committal of the offence was classified as directly related.
Directly related mental health issues were then further classified based on the nature of offence.
These incidents included being on medication that caused the offending behaviour, being in a
state of psychosis during the offence, being intoxicated at the time of the offence where
substance abuse is a previously identified issue, the offence is linked to the specific nature of the
psychiatric diagnosis, the offence pattern is linked to an abuse history, or the offence is
committed in order to obtain drugs to satisfy an addiction. The data of the nature of the
relationship between mental health and offending behaviour was collected from police reports,
psychological assessments, and guardian and youth reports.

Substance Use. Substance abuse was broken into two categories, alcohol abuse and drug
abuse. Presence of alcohol and drug abuse was determined by guardian and youth reports, as
well as outside agency information and psychological assessments. A youth would need to be
consuming alcohol and/or drugs consistently and in quantities that alter their mental and physical
state to be considered abusing them. Specific drugs examined in this study included cannabis,
hashish, cocaine, methamphetamine, lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD), ecstasy or MDMA,

steroids, prescription drugs, intoxicative inhalants and oxycodone.
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Sexual Behaviour. Risky sexual behaviours were measured based on parental reports and
outside agency information. Sexual behaviours considered to be risky for youth included
prostitution, unprotected sexual intercourse, exposure to pornography, making inappropriate
sexualized comments, sexual preoccupation or distress, promiscuity, and pedophilia. Medical
and collateral reports were accessed to determine if any of the females in the study had been or
were currently pregnant. Parent and data from outside agencies also provided information on
whether a youth had been sexually exploited.

Peer Relationships. Data on the youth’s friendships was collected from the guardian and
youth intake interview. This included information about the age, gender and influence of friends
and whether there was any gang involvement on behalf of the youth. These reports also
identified whether the youth had other significant relationships in their lives and the nature of the
influence of these relationships. Police reports provided information on whether offences were
committed alone or with others.

A negative peer environment aggregate was calculated based on thirteen variables. The
variables were ranked and weighted by a team of individuals with knowledge of the relevant
literature regarding delinquency and negative peer association and experience reading related
files at the court clinic. The variables included living, friendship, school, situational,
dispositional and family experiences that have been found to be related to negative peer
association. A weighting of 1 indicated a present but weak association to negative peer
environment and a weighting a 4 indicated the strongest association to negative peers. The
variables and their weighting were as follows: experience living in a shelter (1), homelessness
(2), trouble with peers at school (2), victim of bullying at school (2), problems with peers

indicated on psychological testing (2), sibling is involved with the law (2), half-sibling is
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involved with the law (2), presence of a negative social tie outside of the family (2), resided in a
detention centre (3), resided in a group home (3), engaged in prostitution (3), presence of poor
influence friends (4), and gang affiliation (4). Whether a participant met the criteria for each
variable was based on self-reports, parent reports, data from outside agencies and court clinic
assessments. The weighting for each variable that was added to create a cumulative negative peer
environment score.

Poverty. Data regarding youth employment, parental employment, parental education,
parental finances and housing conditions and concerns was gathered from the guardian and youth
intake interview, as well as collateral sources.

An aggregate was created to measure poverty level. Nine variables were ranked and
weighted by a team of individuals with knowledge of the relevant poverty literature and
experience reading related files at the court clinic. The variable was weighted on a scale of 1 to
4. A score of 1 indicated a weak but present association to poverty conditions, while a score of 4
indicated the strongest association. The variables and weightings were as follows: refugee status
(2), caregiver marital status (2), teenage pregnancy (2), parent’s education (2), housing
conditions (2), caregiver employment (3), caregiver financial support (3), youth lived in shelter
(4), and youth homelessness (4). The scores of each variable were added together to create an
overall poverty score. A tertiary split was then applied to the poverty aggregate to get three
poverty levels, little to no poverty (a score of 0-6), moderate poverty (a score of 7-13), and deep-
end poverty (a score of 14-21). The refugee status weighting was added to the overall poverty
score if the youth ever had refugee status. Caregiver marital status took into account whether the
youth’s primary caregiver was single or in a committed relationship, either married or

cohabiting, as this would indicate a single or dual income household. The teenage pregnancy
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weighting was added to the poverty score if the youth was born to a primary caregiver who was
19 years of age or younger at the time of birth. Youth received the parental education score if
their primary caregiver did not complete their high school education. If the youth’s family had
to move at any point due to poor housing conditions, the housing conditions weighting was
added to the overall poverty score. Caregiver employment examined whether or not the youth’s
primary caregiver was employed. The caregiver financial support weighting was added to the
overall poverty score if the youth’s primary caregiver was receiving financial support, including
the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP), Ontario Works (OW) and child support. The
lived in shelter variable took into account whether the youth had ever resided in a shelter.

Finally, youth homelessness looked at whether the youth had ever been homeless.

Results

Four sets of analyses were conducted to accomplish the research objectives. First,
descriptive statistics were provided to characterize experiences of male and female youth across
the contexts of criminal behaviour, family, education, mental health, substance use, sexual
behaviour, peer relationships and poverty. Second, correlational, independent samples t-tests and
chi-square analyses were conducted to gain a deeper understanding of areas identified in the
descriptive analysis for further exploration. Thirdly, a multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) determined if variables of interest were related to offending as differentiated by
gender. Finally, a multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine whether the number
of offenses conducted by males and females could be predicted based on variables determined to

be of relation to offending based on correlational analyses.
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Descriptive Analyses

For the purposes of organization, the results for the descriptive analyses have been
divided into eight categories: criminal offences, family dynamics and abuse, educational
attainment, mental health, substance use, sexual behaviour, peer relationships, and poverty.

Criminal Offences. The number of offences committed by both males and females
ranged from 1-24, however 3 males were outside of this range, having committed 25, 41, and 65
offences respectively. The type of offences committed also occurred in similar rates for male

and female youth. A summary of offences committed by males and females is provided in Table

2.
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Table 2. Offences committed.
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Offence

Loitering

Causing a disturbance
Failure to comply

Failure to attend court
Breach of probation,
recognizance, or undertaking
Obstructing police

Mischief

Attempted theft

Theft under $5000

Theft over $5000

Arson

Fraud

Possession under $5000
Possession over $5000
Breaking and entering
Possession of an illegal substance
Illegal substance trafficking
Sexual assault

Sexual interference
Possession of a weapon for
dangerous purpose

Assault with a weapon
Uttering threat to cause bodily
harm

Uttering a death threat
General assault

Assault causing bodily harm
Robbery

Other

Overall (N=277)

Males (N =229)

Females (/NV = 48)

N
1

5
115
20
23

10
68
1
40
4
8
4
12
3
23
13
2
27
11
26

27

39

&3

23
71

%
0.4

2.2
41.5
7.2
8.3

3.6
24.5
0.4
14.4
1.4
2.9
1.4
4.3
1.1
8.3
4.7
0.7
9.7
4.0
94

9.7
14.1

3.2
30.0
3.2
8.3
25.6

N

1
5
94
14
20

58

33

11

21
11

25

11

24

25

34

59

22
64

%
0.4

2.2
41.0
6.1
8.7

3.5
25.3
0.4
14.4
1.7
2.6
1.3
4.8
1.3
9.2
4.8
0.9
10.9
4.8
10.5

10.9
14.8

3.9
25.8
3.5
9.6
27.9

N
0

0
21

10

—_ = N O N O

N O DO NN O

(O, B \S]

24

7

%
0

0
43.8
12.5

6.3

4.2
20.8

17.5

4.2

2.1

2.1

4.2
4.2

4.2

4.2

4.2

10.4

50.0
2.1
2.1

14.6
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Included in the top five offences committed by male and female youth were; failure to
comply, assault, mischief, uttering threats, and theft under $5000. There were no incidents of
prostitution, murder, or manslaughter. When offences were divided into categories,
administration of justice offences were the most common for both males (49.3%; n = 113) and
females (56.3%; n = 27). Administration of justice offences included failure to attend court,
failure to comply with a probation order, breach of undertaking, recognizance, and obstruction of
police. For males, the second most common offence type was property offences (43.2%; n = 99),
followed by violent offences (39.7%; n = 91). Violent offences were the second most common
offence committed by females (54.2%; n = 26), followed by property offences (41.7%; n = 20).
Forty-two percent (n = 95) of males were first-time offenders at the time of their court-clinic
evaluation and 35% (n = 17) of females were first-time offenders.

Of the males who committed violent or aggression related offences, 26% committed the
offence against a family member, 25% against an acquaintance, 14% against a stranger, 13%
against a group home resident, 11% against an authority figure, 5% against a friend, and 4%
against a foster family member. When examining females, 22% committed the offence against a
family member, 17% against a friend, 17% against an authority figure, 17% against a group
home resident, 14% against an acquaintance, and 8% against a stranger. There were no violent
offences committed towards a foster family member by a female.

Persistent versus limited offending patterns were examined. More males presented as
persistent offenders (63.2%; n = 144) than limited offenders (36.8%; n = 84), indicating that
males are more likely to display offending behaviours and patterns prior to the age of 12 years.
Females presented as persistent offenders in 47.9% (n = 23) of cases and limited offenders in

52.1% (n = 25) of cases, indicating a fairly even split between persistent and limited offending



GENDER DIFFERENCES IN YOUNG OFFENDERS 36

patterns. The average age where youth began displaying behaviours consistent with their
offending behaviour was 9.99 years-old for males (SD = 4.08) and 11.27 years-old for females
(SD =3.72).

Table 3 presents the recommendations provided by the court clinic to the youth court
judge. These recommendations will be compared to the overall findings of this report to
determine whether the court clinic is suggesting services that reflect the specific needs of male

and female youth.
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Table 3. Court Clinic Recommendations
Overall Males Females
=277 (N=229) (V=48)
Recommendation N % N % N %
Custody 100 36.1 82 35.8 18 37.5
Open Custody 70 253 59 258 11 22.9
Secure Custody 21 7.6 15 6.6 6 12.5
Probation 181 65.3 151 65.9 30 625
Community Service Order 37 13.4 30 13.1 7 14.6
Outpatient Counselling 207 74.7 167 72.9 40 83.3
Mental Health Residential Treatment 62 224 51 22.3 11 229
Treatment for Addiction - Outpatient 74 26.7 53 23.1 21 43.8
Treatment for Addiction - Residential 18 6.5 18 7.9 0 0
Treatment for Sexual Behaviour - Outpatient 30 10.8 30 13.1 0 0
Treatment for Sexual Behaviour - Residential 8 2.9 6 2.6 2 4.2
Psychiatric Intervention 151 54.5 121 52.8 30 62.5
Attendance Centre Program 27 9.7 23 10.0 4 8.3
Intensive Intervention Services (1IS) 33 11.9 28 12.2 5 10.4
Intensive Reintegration Services (IRS) 34 12.3 30 13.1 4 8.3
Intensive Home-Based Intervention 8 2.9 7 3.1 1 2.1
Alternative School Programming 70 253 57 24.9 13 27.1
Reintegration Planning 26 9.4 21 9.2 5 10.4
Indigenous-Based Intervention 13 4.7 12 52 1 2.1
Mental Health Court 26 9.4 18 7.9 8 16.7
Further Specific Assessment 106 383 93 40.6 13 27.1
Equine Therapy 19 6.9 13 5.7 6 12.5
Family Counselling 53 19.1 41 17.9 12 25
Supporting Employment Opportunities 44 15.9 40 17.5 4 8.3
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Family Dynamics and Abuse. Forty-seven percent (n = 22) of females had a history of
sexual victimization, whereas 12% of males had been sexually victimized. Females comprised
45% of those who had been sexually abused, despite only making up 17% of the total sample and
28% of those accused of a Criminal Code offence (Statistics Canada, 2014). Out of all of the
females who were included in the study, 30% (n = 14) were sexually abused by someone outside
of their family, 15% (n = 7) by a family member and 4% (n = 2) by both a family member and a
non-family member. To contrast males’ experience of intrafamilial sexual abuse, it was found
that 5.7% of the sample had been victimized by a family member. Females were also found to
experience proportionally more physical abuse (69.6% vs. 49.8%), neglect (40.4% vs. 22.9%),
emotional trauma (66.7% vs. 46.7%), and family violence (66.7% vs. 58.5%) when compared to
males.

The majority of males and females had involvement with the child welfare system, with
78% of males and 92% of females having previous or current involvement. The proportion of the
sample of youth that currently or previously had crown wardship status are, 14.4% of males and
22.9% of females. When looking at temporary care agreements and kinship care, 20.1% (n = 46)
of males and 33.3% (n = 16) of females had been placed under a temporary care agreement and
7% (n = 16) of males and 6.3% (n = 3) of females had been placed in kinship care.

It was reported that out of the males, 8.7% (n = 20) had a sibling and 2.6% (n = 6) had a
half-sibling who had involvement with the criminal justice system. For females, 10.4% (n = 5)
had a sibling and 4.2 (n = 2) had a half-sibling who was involved in the criminal justice system.
When examining whether parents or primary caregivers had previous or current involvement
with the law, it was found that 14.4% (n = 33) of males and 10.4% (n = 5) of females had a

primary caregiver with criminal justice system involvement.
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Mental health issues were reported in 43.2% (n = 99) of the male’s parents or primary
caregivers and in 41.7% (n = 20) of female’s parents or primary caregivers. Substances were
abused by 24% (n = 55) of male’s caregivers and 27.1% (n = 13) of female’s caregivers.

Educational Attainment. The majority of the sample was enrolled in school, with 85.2%
(n=195) of males and 83.3% (n = 40) reporting current registration. In terms of those actually
attending school, 68.6% (n = 157) of males and 75% (n = 36) of females were attending school
some or all of the time. To determine whether youth were on track with school, their number of
credits completed was compared to their current age and grade. At least 26.6% (n = 61) of males
and 25% (n = 12) of females were not meeting their credit requirements and thus were behind in
school achievement. It was r