
   

 

 

 

 

 

EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP OF CRIMINOGENIC NEED, RISK OF RECIDIVISM, 

OFFICIAL RECIDIVISM, AND GANG STATUS IN YOUTH OFFENDERS 

 

By 

 

Amber Angelina Mandalari 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A THESIS  

 

Submitted to  

Michigan State University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements 

for the degree of 

 

Criminal Justice—Master of Science 

 

2017 

 

  



   

ABSTRACT 

 

EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP OF CRIMINOGENIC NEED, RISK OF RECIDIVISM, 

OFFICIAL RECIDIVISM, AND GANG STATUS IN YOUTH OFFENDERS 

 

By 

 

Amber Angelina Mandalari 

 

Research indicates that gang-involved youth are at risk for numerous negative outcomes, 

including elevated risk of involvement with the juvenile justice system. While many studies have 

examined the differences between gang-involved youth and their non-gang, non-delinquent 

peers, differences among non-gang and gang-involved juvenile delinquents have been less 

explored. This study explored the relationship of areas of criminogenic need, risk of recidivism, 

and official recidivism between gang and non-gang justice-involved youth using the Youth Level 

of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). Results from regression analyses suggest 

gang status is positively associated with scores of criminogenic needs, risk of recidivism, and 

official recidivism. However, gang status was not found to moderate the predictive validity of the 

YLS/CMI for official recidivism. These results indicated it is important for justice system 

practitioners to consider gang status when making programming and intervention decisions. 

Limitations and future directions are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1. Introduction 

Gang membership is a social problem affecting a vast number of youth in the United 

States (Pyrooz & Sweeten, 2015). Despite decades of research and programming devoted to gang 

prevention and intervention (Merrin, Hong, & Espelege, 2015), this issue is still widespread. A 

2012 survey of more than 2,500 police agencies by the National Gang Center (n.d.) indicated that 

the number of police agencies reporting gang problems significantly increased from 2001 to 

2012. Recent estimates state that there were about 1,059,000 gang members present in the United 

States in 2010; the equivalent of about 2% of the U.S. population in this age range during that 

time (Pyrooz & Sweeten, 2015). Moreover, about 1 in every 50 individuals between the ages of 5 

and 17 in the United States reports active gang membership (Pyrooz & Sweeten, 2015). Research 

has shown that gang members are at elevated risk for a host of problems. Gang membership 

increases the probability and frequency of criminal involvement; increases the probability of 

arrest; and is associated with increased risk of homicide, substance abuse, lower educational 

attainment (Pyrooz, 2014), gun use, and financial problems (Krohn, Ward, Thornberry, Lizotte, 

& Chu, 2011; Sharkey, Shekhtmeyster, Chavez-Lopez, Norris, & Sass, 2010; Taylor, Peterson, 

Esbensen, & Freng, 2007; White & Mason, 2006).  

As increased participation in juvenile delinquency is consistently found to be associated 

with gang membership (Esbensen & Carson, 2012), it can be assumed that many gang members 

will become involved with the juvenile justice system. This involvement offers the potential for 

rehabilitation or intervention in the lives of these gang members by justice system officials. In 

order for these rehabilitative efforts to be successful, they must be based in empirical 

understanding. Unfortunately, there is little agreement in the scientific literature concerning how 

to best direct the rehabilitation of gang-involved juvenile offenders, including if practices already 
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accepted as useful for non-gang juvenile offenders are also sufficient for gang-involved youth 

(Chu, Daffern, Thomas, & Lim, 2012).  

One example of an evidence-based rehabilitation process followed by many juvenile 

court systems is the risk-needs-responsivity (RNR) model (Andrews & Bonta, 2006, 2010). This 

model, which involves assessment and targeted rehabilitation programming to identify and 

address individual criminogenic needs1, has been shown to reduce recidivism by as much as 35% 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Previous research has shown that intervention programming based on 

the RNR model can be effective in reducing recidivism and institutional misconduct for adult 

gang-affiliated offenders (DiPlacido, Simon, Witte, Gu, & Wong, 2006). In order for this 

approach to be utilized with youth, research must first examine if gang-involved youth have 

unique criminogenic risk and needs as compared to non-gang juvenile offenders. If patterns 

across criminogenic risk domains can be identified for gang-involved juvenile delinquents, the 

juvenile court system can utilize this information to tailor the response to gang-affiliated youth, 

and create or enhance rehabilitation programming to address the specific needs of this sub-

population.  

An effective way to identify criminogenic risk and needs is through the use of 

empirically-based risk assessments (Andrews & Bonta, 2006). To date, few studies have 

addressed this topic and utilized empirical risk assessments to compare profiles of criminogenic 

risk and need for gang-affiliated and non-gang affiliated juvenile delinquents (Chu et al., 2011). 

This study sought to fill this gap in the literature, and determined if youth gang members 

                                                           
1 Criminogenic risk and needs refer to specific factors in an individual’s life that can directly affect their likelihood 

of re-offending. These factors can then be targeted for change by rehabilitative programming, decreasing risk of re-

offense (Andrews & Bonta, 2006). This is a key facet of the RNR model, which will be further discussed in future 

sections. 
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involved with the juvenile justice system have criminogenic risk and needs that are unique 

compared to other juvenile offenders using a structured empirically-based risk assessment, the 

Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). Furthermore, the impact of 

gang affiliation on risk of re-offense and official recidivism was explored; as well as the effect of 

gang affiliation on the ability of an empirical risk assessment to predict recidivism. Specifically, 

the possibility that gang involvement leads to elevated criminogenic profiles, risk of recidivism, 

and official recidivism rates even in comparison to other youth offenders was evaluated. 
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CHAPTER 2. Literature Review 

2.1 The Risk-Needs-Responsivity Model of Offender Rehabilitation 

The Concept of the Risk-Needs-Responsivity (RNR) Model was first circulated by 

Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, in 1990 as part of the ground-breaking article Classification for 

Effective Rehabilitation – Rediscovering Psychology (Andrews & Bonta, 2010, Andrews, Bonta, 

& Wormith, 2011; Taxman & Marlowe, 2006). Based on research demonstrating a link between 

certain personal and situational characteristics and criminal recidivism, Andrews & Bonta (1990) 

posited that offenders could be classified and referred to specific correctional or rehabilitative 

services based on specific characteristics they displayed. Four principles based on this idea were 

developed: risk, need, responsivity, and professional override (Andrews & Bonta, 1990, 2010). 

The risk principle attests that the intensity of programming or service an offender completes 

should be based on their level of recidivism risk; in other words - those with high levels of risk 

will require intensive services, while those with low levels of risk will require minimal 

intervention (Andrews & Bonta, 1990, 2010). This principle also states that offenders with 

differing levels of risk should be separated from each other, as exposing low-risk offenders to 

high risk can increase risk of re-offense for low-risk youth (see Hennigan and Maxson YFAM 

Evaluation as evidence). The need principle states that in order to be rehabilitative (in other 

words – create a reduction in recidivism risk) offender services should address areas in an 

offender’s life shown empirically to be related to criminal behavior (Andrews & Bonta, 1990, 

2010). These areas are usually called criminogenic needs (but can also be referred to as dynamic 

risk) and addressing them is essential to creating a reduction in recidivism. The responsivity 

principle maintains that services must be appropriate for the offender in relation to their 

individual differences (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Additionally, it recognizes that non-
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criminogenic characteristics (such as gender, mental health needs, etc.) may still be important 

regarding service delivery (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990; Andrews & Bonta, 2010; Andrews, 

Bonta, & Wormith, 2011). The last principle, professional override, simply acknowledged that 

each principle should be applied on a case-by-case basis and should be incorporated as deemed 

appropriate for each situation by a professional (Andrews & Bonta, 1990).  

The RNR Model is under the overarching umbrella of the theory of the psychology of 

criminal conduct (Andrews, Bonta, & Hoge, 1990), which is based on a social learning theory 

perspective. This perspective assumes that criminality is learned within a social environment; 

and that the presence of criminal history, certain antisocial personality traits (such as 

egocentrism, impulsiveness, and thrill-seeking), and social context favorable to crime are 

important in the development of criminality (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Other important factors 

that contribute to criminality under this perspective are family and marital function, substance 

abuse, and a lack of social achievement (for example: low educational attainment or employment 

status).  These characteristics, conceptualized as risk factors, can be individual or environmental; 

and when combined they increase the likelihood that an individual will commit a future crime 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). This theory also identifies risk factors that exist for repeat offenders 

but not for one-time offenders.  

The RNR principles and the conceptual framework behind them have become widely 

used as a basis for correctional programming in recent decades (Taxman & Marlowe, 2006). 

With its increased use in correctional systems have also come evaluations of its effectiveness in 

accomplishing its purported purpose – reducing risk of recidivism. Empirical support has been 

found for the RNR model’s claim that following the risk, need, and responsivity principles for 

offender classification and programming decisions can decrease risk of re-offense (Andrews & 
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Bonta, 2006; Andrews & Bonta, 2010, Latessa, Listwan, & Koetzle, 2014). Consequently, the 

RNR model has become accepted as an effective basis for offender programming (Papp, 

Campbell, Onifade, Anderson, Davidson, & Foster, 2016).  

2.2 Risk Assessment 

 In order for the risk principle discussed by Andrews & Bonta to be successfully applied, a 

valid and reliable assessment of risk must be used to classify an offender’s risk of re-offense 

(Andrews & Bonta, 2010). Since empirical evidence shows that actuarial risk assessments can 

predict an offender’s risk of re-offense better than clinical judgement (Andrews, Bonta, & 

Wormith, 2006; Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2009), it is encouraged that researchers and 

practitioners utilize actuarial risk assessments to classify an offender’s level of risk. Many 

actuarial assessments have been developed and deemed effective to assess risk of re-offense. 

These assessment tools have evolved over time as research expands knowledge regarding the 

best predictors of recidivism, thus they are usually described in terms of generations. 

 The first generation of risk assessments were largely based on professional judgements 

gleaned from intuition and correctional experience; whereas second generation tools were based 

on research, but lacked a theoretical structure and the inclusion of dynamic factors (criminogenic 

needs) (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2006; Brennan, Dieterich, & Ehret, 2009). In comparison, 

third generation risk assessments included both an empirical and theoretical basis, and included 

dynamic items (Andrews et al., 2006; Brennan et al., 2009). Currently, many correctional 

systems utilize fourth generation risk assessments, which incorporate an improved case 

management component in addition to risk and need assessment items; and address responsivity 

factors as well as items of risk and need. Furthermore, fourth generation risk assessment helps 

direct practitioners to track case outcomes, and to link these with results from risk assessment. 
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This allows practitioners to more easily incorporate risk assessments with case management 

information systems, and encourages observance to guidelines for effective treatment (Andrews 

et al., 2006; Brennan et al., 2009).  

2.3 Risk Assessment & the RNR Model with Offender Subtypes 

 Scholars attest that the RNR model can be generalized to both male and female offenders, 

with different ethnic backgrounds in a variety of settings (Andrews & Bonta, 2010). However, 

research has also recognized that a single method of risk assessment is not applicable to all 

subtypes of offenders because certain subtypes of offenders may demonstrate unique patterns or 

characteristics of criminogenic risk and need not shared within the general criminal population 

(Papp et al., 2016). Even the creators of the RNR Model caution against applying RNR 

programming without taking each offender’s individual differences into account, in a “one-size-

fits-all” approach (Andrews, Bonta, & Wormith, 2011, p. 746). Consequently, it is possible that 

certain offender subtypes may have unique patterns of risk and needs. This could affect 

prediction of recidivism for these sub-types by a risk assessment tool, and potentially require 

specific risk assessments to be utilized for sub-populations that address special needs and risks. 

Researchers have examined this possibility with a variety of offender subtypes in both adult and 

juvenile populations; including offenders with sexual offenses (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 

2009), long-term incarceration (Manchak, Skeem, & Douglas, 2008), and substance-abuse issues 

(Papp et al., 2016). Their goal is to identify if application of the RNR model and criminogenic 

risk factors identified as important for all offenders also work well for these special populations. 

These concerns are relevant for gang-involved juveniles, as research has demonstrated that 

important differences exist between gang and non-gang youth offenders (O’brien, Daffern, Chu, 

& Thomas, 2013). Consequently, it could be the case that gang and non-gang involved 
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delinquents have differing patterns of criminogenic risk and need from general youth offenders. 

These differences could necessitate differential treatment of gang-involved offenders by the 

juvenile justice system, or the use of special risk assessments when predicting re-offense or 

considering correctional programming for gang-involved offenders. It is important to investigate 

these possibilities empirically to determine if such differences exist, especially within the context 

of a rehabilitative model already shown to be effective with general youth offenders. However, 

previous research specifically examining these matters is limited. The status of the scientific 

literature regarding these topics is discussed in the following section. 

2.4 Review of Existing Research on the Criminogenic Risk and Needs of Gang-Affiliated 

Youth Offenders; and the Relationship of Gang-Affiliation, Delinquency, and Recidivism 

 The goal of this review was to identify recent empirical studies that explored 

criminogenic risks and needs of gang-affiliated youth offenders and the relationship between 

gang affiliation, juvenile delinquency, and recidivism. Relevant articles were identified through 

searching several academic electronic databases (ProQuest, World of Science, and Google 

Scholar) for studies published during the last decade (2006-2017) using specific search terms. 

These search terms included: risk factor, criminogenic needs, criminogenic risk, risk assessment, 

risk-needs-responsivity, Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI), 

delinquency, and recidivism. Each search term was also combined with either gang or youth 

gang to increase the relevancy of the results found to this study. This search returned 702 

articles, which were narrowed down by excluding any studies that did not meet the following 

criteria: 

1) Results and/or Implications applicable to individuals in the United States 
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2) Focused on characteristics of juvenile offenders, or included implications that could 

potentially be applicable for juveniles 

3) Peer-reviewed 

4) Published during the past decade (2006-2017) – with an exception for groundbreaking 

works (e.g. highly cited throughout recent literature) or where literature inside this 

timeframe regarding the topic was lacking 

5) Primary topic involved gang membership and delinquency, recidivism, risk assessment, 

correctional rehabilitation, or criminogenic need  

Excluding articles that did not meet these criteria led to a list of 59 articles identified for review. 

These articles were then examined and any articles that did not specifically relate to gang 

membership in the context above (for example: primarily examined victimization, gang 

prevention, motivations for joining a gang, etc.), only examined specific subtypes of gang 

membership (for example: prison gangs, gang-involved homeless youth, organized criminals, 

etc.), or discussed factors that are not included in this study (for example: risky sexual behavior) 

were excluded; resulting in a list of 33 articles to be examined. These articles were then 

examined for any references that may have been missed in the original search. This yielded an 

additional six articles that met the above criteria, resulting in a final count of 39 articles that were 

examined for the following review. 

2.4.1 The effects of youth gang involvement on delinquency and adult functioning. 

 

Previous research has demonstrated that gang-involved youth are disproportionately involved in 

delinquency (Dong & Krohn, 2016), and that gang membership can facilitate or amplify criminal 

involvement (Decker, Katz, & Webb, 2008; Melde & Esbensen, 2011). A strong relationship 

between gang membership and offending has been found across a variety of decades, countries, 
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and measures of criminal involvement; even when accounting for differing racial and gender 

divisions, and definitions of gang membership (Krohn & Thornberry, 2008). The reasoning 

behind this relationship has been the subject of a wealth of empirical research. One area of 

debate has considered if the relationship between gang affiliation and delinquency can be 

explained by the robust relationship that also exists between delinquent peer association and 

delinquency. Considering that many gangs are made up of delinquent individuals, belonging to a 

gang would likely increase an individual’s level of delinquent peer association, which has been 

previously shown to have a criminogenic effect (Decker, Melde, & Pyrooz, 2013; Krohn & 

Thornberry, 2008; Thornberry, Krohn, Lizotte, Smith, & Tobin, 2003). This question is 

particularly pertinent to the present study, as it concerns a factor shown to have a robust 

criminogenic effect (delinquent peer association) that is often utilized in risk assessment. It also 

examines the question of if gang-involved youth have unique characteristics related to 

delinquency beyond those that have criminogenic effects in non-gang youth.  

The most recent research regarding this question was conducted by Dong & Krohn in a 

2016 study. Utilizing longitudinal data, this study examined the impact of gang membership and 

perceived delinquent peer association on delinquency during adolescence, as well as the long-

term consequences of these two variables over time. Their results indicated that, while some 

overlap does exist, gang membership and delinquent peer association likely represent separate 

concepts that function differently in youth’s lives. Specifically, gang membership accounted for 

more serious offending and arrest, especially violent offending, beyond the impact of associating 

with delinquent peers; whereas delinquent peer association appears to be more related to low-

level offending than gang involvement does. This result was especially true for individuals who 

joined youth gangs in early vs. late adolescence. These results were consistent with previous 
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research, which has indicated increased involvement of gang-involved youth in serious 

delinquent acts (Melde, Esbensen, & Taylor, 2009; Melde & Esbensen, 2012; Pyrooz & Decker, 

2012). This empirical evidence supports the idea that belonging to a gang has unique effects on 

an individual’s life even in comparison to other criminogenic factors, and that gang-involved 

youth may have unique rehabilitative obstacles and needs.  

There is also empirical evidence that youth gang involvement has a unique effect on an 

individual’s later adult functioning. For example, Dong & Krohn (2016) suggested that being a 

gang member makes it less likely that an adolescent will make a successful transition to 

adulthood, even when considering other variations of criminogenic risk (e.g. high levels of 

delinquent peer association). Likewise, a study by Krohn et al. (2011) found that adolescent gang 

involvement had a harmful effect on conventional measures of adult success (e.g. ability to be 

economically successful, live independently, develop stable adult relationships, etc.), and was 

related to adult involvement in street crime and increased likelihood of arrest as an adult. These 

findings illustrate the importance of intervening early in the lives of gang members to reduce 

further criminal acts and decrease long-term negative individual consequences of gang 

membership, a sentiment that has been echoed by many researchers (Boxer, Kubik, Ostermann, 

& Veysey, 2015; Chu et al., 2011; Dong & Krohn, 2016; Krohn et al., 2011; Pyrooz, 2014b; 

Thornberry et al., 2003). Adolescence, the age range of many individuals served by the juvenile 

justice system, is deemed especially important for intervention (Dong & Krohn, 2016; Krohn et 

al., 2011). 

Conclusions from this research indicate that gang-involved youth are distinct from non-

gang youth. They also show that gang-affiliated youth will likely engage in elevated levels of 

delinquency, and therefore have a high potential to become involved with the juvenile justice 
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system. Given the negative short and long-term consequences of gang affiliation shown 

empirically, it is important to ensure that intervention strategies currently utilized by juvenile 

justice practitioners are appropriate and effective for gang-involved youth offenders. 

2.4.2 Gang-involved youth offenders & recidivism. Although a wealth of literature 

exists regarding youth gang members and their non-delinquent peers, comparisons of gang and 

non-gang youth offenders appear to be limited in the empirical scientific literature. A small 

number of studies do exist for review that have examined differences between these two groups 

specifically among youth offenders, but their results appear to be mixed.  

A series of studies utilizing the same sample of 165 male youth offenders from Singapore is one 

of the first to examine the criminogenic needs of youth gang offenders and their implications for 

correctional treatment (Chu et al., 2011; Chu et al., 2012; Chu et al., 2014; Chu et al., 2015). To 

the best of the authors’ knowledge, these are indeed the only studies which have considered the 

criminogenic needs, risk of recidivism, and actual recidivism of gang vs. non-gang youth 

offenders using risk assessment. These studies included comparisons of criminogenic need, risk 

of recidivism, and personal histories of gang and non-gang youth offenders using two structured 

risk assessments, the YLS/CMI and the SAVRY (Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in 

Youth). The 2012 study from this series found a significant relationship between gang affiliation 

and criminal recidivism, both general and violent, within a three-year period. Furthermore, gang-

affiliated offenders not only recidivated more often, they also recidivated more immediately after 

sentencing than non-gang offenders (Chu et al., 2012).  

The implications of this study are important, and seem to point towards a need for 

rehabilitative efforts targeted specifically at youth gang offenders. However, this study utilized 

an international sample; 165 male youth (ages 12-18) charged and convicted of criminal offenses 
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in Singapore between 2004 and 2005. Therefore, the applicability of these results may be limited 

to the population of interest in the current study (gang and non-gang juvenile offenders within 

the US). However, some older, US-based studies, have reached the same conclusions. Research 

conducted by Lattimore et al. (2004) also found that gang-involved youth parolees were arrested 

more frequently relative to non-gang involved youth, although this was not the primary focus of 

their study. Similarly, research by Trulson et al. (2005), found that male gang members were 

more likely to recidivate and to persistently re-offend. However, these results were conducted 

only with a sample of institutionalized delinquents and the results did not apply to females in this 

study. In contrast, research by Schram & Gaines (2008) conducted with a population of female 

youth probationers, reached the opposite conclusion. Gang membership was not found to be 

significantly related to likelihood of re-arrest. However, the authors note that this could be due to 

issues identifying gang-affiliated participants or to their identified gang-involved participants 

having limited involvement in gang life. 

Given the inconsistent results and methodological issues illustrated by these studies, more 

investigation is needed regarding the relationship between recidivism and gang membership in 

youth offenders, especially in comparison to other juvenile delinquents. This study aimed to 

examine this issue and draw conclusions about the relationship of recidivism, risk of recidivism, 

and gang membership. Considering the aim of many justice system intervention strategies 

(including the RNR Model) is to reduce recidivism, these conclusions will be important for 

juvenile justice practitioners and could inform future rehabilitation or intervention efforts with 

gang-involved youth offenders. 

2.4.3 Criminogenic needs and the RNR model with gang-involved youth offenders. 

A substantial amount of research has focused on risk and protective factors related to identifying 
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youth at risk for gang membership, gang joining, desistance from a gang, and comparisons of 

gang-involved youth with non-delinquent peers. However, these topics were outside the scope of 

the present study. Consequently, this section will review risk factors associated with gang 

membership only as they relate to criminogenic need (i.e. dynamic risk factors), and as compared 

to already delinquent youth. This section also aims to illustrate previous findings regarding the 

applicability of the RNR Model for gang-involved youth offenders. The few studies that have 

explored these areas were conducted with international samples and/or gang-involved adults. 

Therefore, replication of their findings with both a juvenile and US-based sample (as this study 

would be) would be an important step forward. 

The 2012 study from the Singaporean series discussed in the previous section specifically 

compared risk of recidivism (e.g. total scores on the YLS/CMI and SAVRY), actual recidivism, 

and personal histories of gang and non-gang youth offenders (Chu et al, 2012). This study has 

also been outlined above, as it included a recidivism component. Results indicated that gang-

involved youth were more likely to have histories of violence, substance use, and weapons use 

(Chu et al., 2012). Additionally, gang-involved youth scored significantly higher on both the 

YLS/CMI and SAVRY assessments, indicating a significantly higher risk of general and violent 

re-offense than non-gang individuals (Chu et al., 2012). As discussed above, the study further 

showed that these predictions seemed to be correct, as gang-involved youth were indeed more 

likely to engage in both violent and general re-offense than non-gang youth during follow-up 

periods (Chu et al., 2012). In comparison, the 2011 study in this series compared scores of 

criminogenic risks and need for gang and non-gang offenders using scores from each domain on 

the SAVRY vs. YLS/CMI. Results from this study indicated only one statistically significant 
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difference across criminogenic domains between gang and non-gang youth offenders; gang-

involved youth scored higher on domains of peer delinquency (Chu et al., 2011). 

Considering the elevation effect of gang membership on delinquency, and the fact that 

the nature of gang membership requires an individual to associate with peers, the findings 

regarding peer delinquency are not surprising. However, the other results seem counterintuitive, 

as gang-involved youth appear to have higher overall levels of criminogenic need (considering 

their higher overall scores on the YLS/CMI and SAVRY), and recidivate at higher rates than 

non-gang youth offenders, yet individual domains of criminogenic need show no differences 

between the two groups other than in peer delinquency. Given these findings, the authors offer 

the explanation that potentially the risk assessments utilized were not sensitive enough to the 

unique needs of gang-involved youth to detect the forces driving the increased recidivism rate 

and overall risk of re-offense among gang-affiliated offenders (Chu et al., 2011). If this is true, it 

could suggest that specific risk assessment tools should be developed to gauge the unique 

criminogenic needs of gang-involved offenders and allow them to be targeted in intervention to 

lower their elevated risk of recidivism. Further investigation into this question with a larger, 

more diverse sample of youth offenders is warranted to explore this possibility, which the current 

study sought to accomplish.  

Although the applicability of the RNR Model with gang-involved youth offenders has not 

yet been tested, it has been tested with gang-involved adult offenders in an institutional setting. 

Research by Di Placido, et al. (2006) examined the impact of rehabilitation programs based on 

the principles of the RNR Model on recidivism and institutional misconduct for gang and non-

gang adult male offenders using matched comparison groups. This study found that treatment 

based in the RNR Model significantly reduced both violent and general recidivism after release 
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and major institutional infractions (e.g. fights, assaults, etc.) among gang members. Furthermore, 

when treated gang members did recidivate, their first re-offense was less serious. The researchers 

concluded that treatment following the RNR principles can reduce community and institutional 

gang violence and re-offense (Di Placido, Simon, Witte, Gu, & Wong, 2006). It should be noted 

that in order for this type of programming to occur with gang-involved youth offenders, it must 

be demonstrated that their unique criminogenic needs are able to be identified, as required by the 

needs principle of the RNR Model. However, the previous research outlined by Chu et al (2011, 

2012) indicated that limitations currently exist regarding the identification of these needs in 

gang-involved youth offenders. This study sought to address these topics using a larger, more 

diverse, gender-inclusive sample. 

2.5 The Current Study 

The purpose of the current study is to the compare the criminogenic needs, risk of recidivism, 

and actual recidivism of gang and non-gang-affiliated youth offenders using a structured risk 

assessment tool and official recidivism. The structured risk assessment tool utilized to capture 

individual criminogenic risk and needs and risk of recidivism is the Youth Level of Service Case 

Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). Court records will be utilized to capture the occurrence of 

recidivism. Specifically, this study investigated the following main research questions2: 

1. Is each factor below significantly higher for gang-affiliated youth than for non-gang 

affiliated youth? 

                                                           
2 Prior to examining the research questions below, this study compared two gang status categories found within the 

raw data, “Yes” and “Suspected” across a variety of different characteristics. The purpose of these preliminary 

analyses was to determine if these two categories could be collapsed into a single category representing all gang-

affiliated youth offenders. These analyses, their reasoning, and outcomes will be discussed in more detail in the 

Methods and Results section. 



   

17 

a) Scores of Criminogenic Need (Operationalized by scores for each of the eight 

domains on the YLS/CMI3) 

b) Risk of Recidivism (Operationalized by overall risk score on the YLS/CMI3) 

c) two-year recidivism 

2. Does gang status moderate the relationship between the predictive validity of the 

YLS/CMI3 and recidivism? 

2.5.1 Significance of the current study. This study will add to the current body of research 

regarding risk assessment for juvenile offending by evaluating if gang-involved juvenile 

offenders have unique profiles of criminogenic need. Additionally, it will explore the effect of 

gang involvement on risk of recidivism and official recidivism among youth offenders. These 

questions are important for several reasons. 

Prior research illustrates that sub-populations of juvenile offenders may have unique 

criminogenic needs, risk of recidivism, and recidivism rates as compared to other juvenile 

offenders. However, the possibility that gang-involved juvenile offenders have unique profiles of 

criminogenic risk and need has not yet been thoroughly investigated. Thus, the available 

scientific literature is incomplete in its examination of the effect of gang involvement on youth 

offenders. The limited studies that do exist have produced mixed results, thus the topic requires 

further investigation to make generalizations regarding the impact of gang involvement on youth 

offenders; especially its relationship to risk of recidivism and official recidivism. This study 

provided clarification on this topic. The author hypothesized that gang-involvement in youth 

offenders should lead to elevated levels of risk of recidivism and rates of official recidivism.  

                                                           
3 The Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) is an actuarial risk assessment designed to 

predict recidivism. It is a key measure in this study and will be discussed in more detail in the Measures subsection 

of the Methods section. The contents of the YLS/CMI are also included in Appendix A. 
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Additionally, the criminogenic needs of youth gang offenders have only been evaluated thus 

far using an international (Singaporean) all-male sample. As this study uses a more diverse (e.g. 

gender and ethnic inclusive) sample from the United States, it examined the applicability of these 

international findings to the United States. If these international findings can be replicated, it 

would provide support for their ability to be generalized to youth offenders universally. 

Furthermore, although the studies with this international sample found that overall risk of 

recidivism and rates of official recidivism are significantly impacted by gang membership, 

individual domains of criminogenic needs appeared to be unaffected. However, RNR Theory and 

findings from previous research assert that the presence of elevated levels of criminogenic needs 

should be the driving force behind increased risk of recidivism. If increased levels of 

criminogenic need were not detected among youth gang members in this study, despite elevated 

levels of recidivism risk and rates of recidivism, this could mean that current risk assessments are 

not sensitive enough to capture the criminogenic needs of gang-involved youth offenders. If this 

were the case, it could necessitate the development of risk assessment tools specifically designed 

to capture the criminogenic needs of gang-involved juveniles.  

The current study therefore re-examined the effect of gang involvement on areas of 

criminogenic need as well as risk of recidivism, and official recidivism. If findings from the 

Singaporean sample were replicated exactly, it would have provided evidence that current risk 

assessments are indeed ineffective in capturing the criminogenic needs of gang-involved youth. 

However, if, as the author hypothesized, this study found that gang involvement is significantly 

related to scores of criminogenic needs (in addition to risk of recidivism and actual recidivism 

rates), the results would suggest that current risk assessment tools are sufficient for use with 

gang-involved juvenile offenders. Furthermore, such results would support the use of the RNR 
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Model with gang-involved juvenile as an appropriate practice in juvenile corrections. Similarly, 

this study examined if gang status moderated the predictive validity of a commonly utilized risk 

assessment tool, the YLS/CMI, on recidivism. This analysis will also draw conclusions regarding 

the appropriateness of modern risk assessment and the RNR Model with gang-involved youth 

offenders.  
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CHAPTER 3. Methods 

3.1 Setting 

This study took place in a medium-sized Mid-western juvenile court with three main 

divisions: Intake, Truancy, and Delinquency. Youth involved with the delinquency division are 

referred to the court system after being adjudicated for commission of a crime. Delinquent youth 

are assigned to a judge in addition to a juvenile court officer and may be required to complete 

one or more programs under court supervision. Youth in the truancy division are referred to court 

after being absent from school for 10 hours or more during an academic semester. These youths 

are assigned a juvenile court officer responsible for ensuring improvement in their school 

attendance. The intake division of the court system is also known as the informal probation 

division (Campbell, Onifade, Barnes, Peterson, Anderson, Davidson, & Gordon, 2014). This 

division is responsible for screening all offenders that commit a delinquent act and subsequently 

encounter the court to determine which cases should be formally processed. In other words, this 

division decides which cases are referred to the delinquency division where cases are overseen 

by a judge. Youth who are deemed to be at low risk of recidivating are kept in the informal 

probation division, while others are referred.  

Gang-status is not collected for youth in the intake division by this court system, due to 

the extremely low-risk nature of the youth kept there. Although gang status is collected for youth 

in the truancy division, since those youth have not technically committed a juvenile offense (they 

are simply truant from school), only youth from the delinquency division were included in the 

present study. 



   

21 

3.2 Sample 

This study utilized anonymous archival risk assessment and recidivism data of youth 

involved in the delinquency division of the juvenile court system specified above between 

January 2010 and February 2015. This data was made available as part of an on-going 

partnership between Michigan State University and the aforementioned court system. Gang 

status began to be collected on youth in January of 2010, thus the earliest data in this sample are 

from that time. The latest data utilized include youth involved with this court system through 

February 2015, which allowed for a minimum of two years follow-up to ascertain official 

recidivism for the youth included in this study. The final sample consisted of 487 youth. Table 1 

shows a breakdown of the sample’s demographic characteristics. 
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Table 1. Sample demographic characteristics 

 N Percentage of Total Sample 

Gender   

Male 351 72.1 

Female 136 27.9 

Ethnicity*   

Caucasian 144 29.6 

African-American 207 42.5 

Hispanic 23 4.7 

Mixed Race/Other 107 22.0 

Crime Type*   

Person 164 33.7 

Property 206 42.3 

Sex 37 7.6 

Weapon/Drug 36 7.4 

Status/Public Ordinance/Other 29 6.0 

  Average Minimum Maximum 

Age  15.4 10 18 

Educational Level*  8.9 4 12 

*Missing cases existed for crime type(n=15), education(n=13), and ethnicity(n=6). These 

cases were excluded from analyses. 
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3.3 Measures 

3.3.1 The Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI).  

For this study, criminogenic risks and needs are measured using the Youth Level of Service/Case 

Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) (Hoge & Andrews, 2002). Adopted from an adult risk 

assessment tool, the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-R), the YLS/CMI was developed 

to predict general re-offense for youth offenders between the ages of 12-18. It includes 42 items 

across eight domains that have been shown to be consistently associated with juvenile 

recidivism. For reference, Appendix A includes the 42 items on the YLS/CMI used in this study. 

Its eight domains include: Prior/Current Offenses (5 items), Education (6 items), Leisure & 

Recreation (3 items), Peer Relationships (4 items), Substance Abuse (5 items), Family 

Circumstances (6 items), Attitudes & Orientation (5 items), and Personality (7 items). Alpha 

coefficients for the items on each domain range between 0.67-0.79, well within the acceptable 

range (Onifade, Davidson, Campbell, Turke, Malinowski, & Turner, 2008).  

Since its development, the YLS/CMI has become a widely utilized and investigated risk 

assessment tool in juvenile correctional systems, and has been shown to be a reliable and valid 

predictor of juvenile recidivism (Thompson & McGrath, 2012; Onifade et al., 2008; Schmidt, 

Campbell, & Houlding, 2011; Schwalbe, 2007). Items on each domain were developed to 

represent factors of criminogenic risk shown to be strongly related to initial delinquency 

(Andrews & Bonta, 1990), and are scored as yes or no with a score of one for the item equating 

to the risk measured in that item being present and a zero indicating its absence. Overall risk on 

the YLS/CMI is measured in a variety of different ways. Total scores for each domain and total 

score across all domains (e.g. a total score for the entire assessment) are created by adding up 

scores for each item and then converting that total to a level of risk. Risk levels include low 
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(scores 0-8), medium (scores 9-22), and high (scores 23-42). This study will utilize scores on 

each domain to examine patterns of criminogenic risk and need, and overall YLS/CMI scores to 

examine risk of re-offense for the young offenders examined in this study. 

3.3.2 Gang status. Beginning in 2010, the court in this study began to collect information 

regarding the gang status of the youth they served. Each youth received a gang status of yes, 

suspected, no, or do not know. This status was determined by each youth’s juvenile court officer 

during administration of the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory. To receive a 

status of yes, youth must have been known gang members to court personnel, or self-reported as 

being gang involved. In contrast, youth were given a status of suspected when court personnel 

believed them to likely be gang involved based on their interactions with and observations of the 

youth (for example: the youth’s posts on Facebook, specific colors worn, tattoos, etc.), but the 

youth did not report being gang-involved. Youth who did not self-identify as a gang member or 

were not suspected of being in a gang were given a status of no. Youth whose juvenile court 

officers did not feel comfortable assigning a gang status were given a status of do not know. 

Youth with a gang status of do not know will not be included in the current study and were 

dropped from the final dataset. Table 2 shows a breakdown of the included categories for the 

sample utilized in this study. 

Table 2. Distribution of included gang categories 

 N Percentage of Total Sample 

Yes 47 9.7 

Suspected 35 7.2 

No 405 83.2 

Total 487 100.0 
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3.3.3 Recidivism. Recidivism was the main dependent variable for this study. It was 

defined as any new court petition (or petitions) received within two years following the date of 

the first administration of the YLS/CMI. This variable was coded dichotomously to reflect if at 

least one new petition is present (1) or no new petition is present (0) during this time-period. 

Recidivism data was collected by court personnel through the data management system used by 

the court setting for this study. For juvenile offenders who age out of the juvenile court system 

during this two-year period, recidivism was calculated by utilizing both adult and juvenile court 

records. Approximately 42.3% of the sample (n=206) were classified as re-offenders. 

3.4 Procedure 

The YLS/CMI data collected for this study was administered by trained juvenile justice 

practitioners via semi-structured interviews with youth under court supervision and (if possible) 

their primary caretaker. Before being able to administer the assessment, these practitioners 

received 36 hours of training on proper procedure for administering and scoring the YLS/CMI. 

This training included the history of the YLS/CMI, discussion of difficult cases and scoring 

procedure, scoring pre-taped cases, mock interviews, and clarifying any questions or definitions 

practitioners are unsure of. Inter-rater reliability is also conducted every six months for the 

YLS/CMI and has consistently reached >90%. The last inter-rater reliability calculated in March 

2017 reached 97% exact agreement among the 30 juvenile court officers trained to administer the 

YLS/CMI. Data for this study was collected by these trained practitioners for court records and 

case planning, and later released to the researcher for inclusion in this study. 
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CHAPTER 4. Results 

4.1 Gang Involved vs. Non-Gang Involved Youth 

Prior to analyzing the research questions directly, descriptive statistics for youth in each 

of the included gang status categories (yes, suspected, and no) were examined. The results of 

these analyses are listed below in Table 3. They show that the majority of youth in each category 

were male, African-American, average age 15 (range 10-18, standard deviation=1.38), average 

grade 9, were convicted of a property offense, had an average total risk score of about 15, and 

did not recidivate. However, there was a significantly higher distribution of mixed race youth in 

the yes category. This difference in ethnicity distribution existed even though the distribution of 

the other demographic categories (e.g. age, education, gender) across yes, suspected, and no 

youth remained relatively consistent.   
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Table 3. Sample demographic characteristics by gang category 

 Yes (N=47) Suspected (N=35) No (N=405) 

 % (N) %(N) %(N) 

Gender   

Male 11.7 (41) 9.1 (32) 79.2 (278) 

Female 4.4 (6) 2.2 (3) 93.4 (127) 

Ethnicity*    

Caucasian 2.1 (3) 1.4 (2) 96.5 (139) 

African-American 11.1 (23) 13.5 (28) 75.4 (156) 

Hispanic 8.7 (2) 8.7 (2) 82.6 (19) 

Mixed Race/Other 17.8 (19) 2.8 (3) 79.4 (85) 

Crime Type*     

Person 9.1 (15) 4.9 (8) 86.0 (141) 

Property 12.6 (26) 10.7 (22) 76.7 (158) 

Sex - - 100.0 (37) 

Weapon/Drug 8.3 (3) 2.8 (1) 88.9 (32) 

Status/Public Ordinance/Other 6.9 (2) 10.3 (3) 82.8 (24) 

Recidivism     

Yes 10.7 (22) 10.2 (21) 79.1 (163) 

No 8.9 (25) 5.0 (14) 86.1 (242) 

 M(sd) M(sd) M(sd) 

Age  15.4 (1.2) 15.1 (2.9) 15.3 (1.6) 

Educational Level*  8.8 (0.8) 9.0(1.2) 9.0(1.4) 

Total Risk Score  21.5 (4.7) 20.7 (5.1) 15.6 (6.5) 

Missing cases were excluded (34 total). There was 1 ‘Yes’ and 1 ‘Suspected’ youth with missing da ta. The rest were in ‘No’. 
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Additionally, differential statistics were conducted to test for the presence of significant 

differences between yes and suspected youth specifically. The goal of these analyses was to 

determine if significant differences existed for all descriptive categories for yes and suspected 

youth; with the hope that if the majority of categories yielded no significant differences the yes 

and suspected answers could be collapsed into a single gang category. Significant differences 

between yes and suspected youth among age and total risk score were tested using ANOVA and 

independent t-tests. Differences on gender, ethnicity, and recidivism were examined using Chi 

Square analyses. The results of these analyses are depicted in Tables 4, 5, and 6. Yes and 

Suspected youth were not found to significantly differ on any of the tested categories with one 

exception. A significant Chi Square statistic (x2=10.8, df=3, p<0.05) demonstrated that youth in 

yes and suspected categories are classified statistically differently based on ethnicity. A post-hoc 

Phi and Cramer’s V test shows the strength of association between ethnicity and gang status to 

be 0.36, and post-hoc standardized residuals show that mixed race youth are significantly under-

represented in the suspected category (standardized residual= -2.1) and nearly significantly over-

represented in the yes category (standardized residual= 1.8) when using a 0.05 standardized 

critical prediction value (z=1.96). 

  



   

29 

Table 4. ANOVA comparison of yes and suspected gang youth 

Test Variable F Statistic Sig. 

Age 0.49 0.78 

YLS Total Score 1.24 0.25 

 

Table 5. T-test comparison of yes and suspected gang youth 

Test Variable T-Statistic df Sig. 

Age 0.53 80 0.60 

YLS Total Score -0.78 80 0.44 

 

Table 6. Chi square comparison of yes and suspected gang youth 

Test Variable X2 df Sig. 

Gender 0.36 1 0.55 

Race/Ethnicity 10.80 3 0.013* 

Overall Recidivism 1.40 1 0.24 

*p<0.05 

 

Given the result that there were no significant differences for yes or suspected youth on 4 

of the five characteristics tested, the yes and suspected categories were collapsed into a single 

‘gang’ category for subsequent analyses. Therefore, the gang status variable tested during the 

main research questions was binary, with possible classifications of gang and non-gang for each 

individual. Furthermore, due to the significant relationship determined to exist between ethnicity 

and gang status, ethnicity was included as a control variable in subsequent analyses.  
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4.2 Relationship of Criminogenic Needs, Risk of Recidivism, Official Recidivism, and Gang 

Status 

The next set of analyses addressed the research question: Are dynamic risks, risk of 

recidivism, and official recidivism significantly higher for gang-affiliated youth than for non-

gang affiliated youth? Separate analyses were used to examine each factor in question (e.g. areas 

of dynamic risk, risk of recidivism, and official recidivism). For clarity, results for each analysis 

will be discussed separately in the following sections. 

4.2.1 Gang status and areas of criminogenic need. As a reminder, scores on each 

domain of the YLS/CMI were used to operationalize areas of dynamic risk. These areas include 

offense history; education, family, and peer environment; leisure activities; substance use; and 

finally, personality and attitudinal characteristics. The author hypothesized that gang-involved 

youth offenders may have differential areas of elevated criminogenic needs as compared to non-

gang youth offenders. Average scores on each area of dynamic risk for gang and non-gang 

offenders, standardized on a 0-1 scale, are compared in Figure 1. This preliminary analysis 
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demonstrated that standardized scores for gang and non-gang youth follow similar patterns in 

areas of dynamic risk/criminogenic need. However, in seven of the eight areas of dynamic risk 

gang-involved youth had higher average standardized scores of criminogenic need as compared 

to non-gang youth.  

To examine this relationship further, multi-variate regression was used to determine the 

direction and effects of the relationship between each area of criminogenic need and gang status. 

In addition to criminogenic need and gang status (the independent variable); ethnicity, age, and 

gender were included in each analysis as control variables. Ethnicity was included as a control 

due to its significant relationship with gang status found in the prior section, while age was 

included because of its strong relationship with crime established by prior studies. Furthermore, 

gender was included as a control variable due to the author’s finding during the literature review 

that the majority of prior studies examining gang and non-gang youth offenders utilized 

exclusively male samples. The results of each multi-variate regression analyses with YLS 

domain scores (e.g. scores of dynamic risk) as dependent variables can be found in Tables 7-14. 

Model 1 for each analysis examined the sole effects of gang status on the independent variable in 

question, while Model 2 added in the included control variables.  
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Table 7. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on prior offense 

domain score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 0.168*** 0.030  -2.93** 0.251  

Gang Member 0.198** 0.072 0.125 0.193** 0.075 0.122 

Age    0.031 0.016 0.088 

Female    -0.045 0.061 -0.034 

Ethnicity  - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.054 0.133 0.019 

 African-American    -0.042 0.066 -0.035 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.075 0.077 0.053 

F 7.654**   2.534*   

R2 0.016   0.031   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 8. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on education domain 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 3.406*** 0.086  5.639*** 0.723  

Gang Member 0.777*** 0.207 0.169 0.786*** 0.216 0.171 

Age    -0.151*** 0.046 -0.148 

Female    0.140 0.176 0.036 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    -0.226 0.382 -0.028 

 African-American    0.108 0.190 0.031 

 Mixed Race/Other    -0.001 0.221 0.000 

F 14.022***   4.540***   

R2 0.028   0.054   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 9. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on leisure domain 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 1.571*** 0.040  1.401*** 0.336  

Gang Member 0.355*** 0.097 0.165 0.442*** 0.100 0.205 

Age    0.006 0.021 0.013 

Female    0.318*** 0.082 0.176 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.032 0.178 0.005 

 African-American    -0.105 0.089 -0.064 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.057 0.103 0.029 

F 13.393***   5.573***   

R2 0.027   0.066   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 10. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on peer domain 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 2.271*** 0.061  1.362** 0.513  

Gang Member 1.290*** 0.148 0.370 1.399*** 0.153 0.401 

Age    0.053 0.033 0.068 

Female    0.397** 0.125 0.136 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.345 0.271 0.056 

 African-American    -0.148 0.135 -0.056 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.094 0.157 0.030 

F 75.871***   16.171***   

R2 0.137   0.170   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 11. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on substance use 

domain score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 1.179*** 0.062  -0.862 0.512  

Gang Member 0.854*** 0.151 0.251 0.953*** 0.153 0.280 

Age    0.143*** 0.032 0.189 

Female    0.014 0.124 0.005 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.449 0.271 0.075 

 African-American    -0.402** 0.135 -0.155 

 Mixed Race/Other    -0.154 0.157 -0.050 

F 32.093***   12.069***   

R2 0.063   0.133   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 12. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on family domain 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 2.784*** 0.084  3.864*** 0.697  

Gang Member 0.898*** 0.205 0.197 1.009*** 0.208 0.221 

Age    -0.098* 0.044 -0.096 

Female    0.770*** 0.170 0.202 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.363 0.368 0.045 

 African-American    0.094 0.184 0.027 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.530* 0.213 0.128 

F 19.294***   9.379***   

R2 0.039   0.106   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 13. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on attitude domain 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 1.226*** 0.058  1.140* 0.493  

Gang Member 0.640*** 0.141 0.204 0.598*** 0.147 0.190 

Age    -0.002 0.031 -0.002 

Female    0.009 0.120 0.003 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    0.561* 0.26` 0.101 

 African-American    0.179 0.130 0.075 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.048 -.151 0.017 

F 20.767***   4.421***   

R2 0.042   0.053   

   *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Table 14. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on personality 

domain score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 3.060*** 0.085  5.362*** 0.713  

Gang Member 0.501* 0.206 0.111 0.635** 0.213 0.140 

Age    -

0.153*** 

0.045 -0.152 

Female    0.396* 0.174 0.104 

Ethnicity       

 Hispanic    -0.202 0.377 -0.025 

 African-American    -0.203 0.188 -0.059 

 Mixed Race/Other    -0.015 0.218 -0.004 

F 5.936*   3.972***   

R2 0.012   0.048   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

 

Interestingly, results remained consistent for each type of criminogenic need. Being 

classified as gang involved was found to have a significant effect on scores of every area of 

criminogenic need. This effect persisted even when controlling for age, gender (male was used as 

the reference category), and ethnicity (Caucasian was used as the reference category). 

Specifically, coefficients reveal that being classified as gang involved was found to significantly 

increase scores on every domain, even when controlling for all other variables. These findings 

are contrary to prior research examining scores of dynamic risks with gang vs. non-gang youth 
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offenders (i.e., justice system involved), which found gang status was not significantly related to 

scores for any areas of dynamic risk with the exception of peer relationships (Chu et al., 2011). 

R2 values reveal that gang involvement accounted for only a small amount of the variance 

in each domain score. This was also true when including the selected control variables in the 

model. Without the control variables, R2 values ranged from 0.01 to 0.14. Including control 

variables increased this range only slightly, with R2 values ranging from 0.01 to 0.17. 

Unsurprisingly, gang involvement explained the largest amount of variance in the peer relations 

domain score (0.14 without and 0.17 with controls).  

In addition to gang status, all of the control variables included were found to have a 

significant correlation with at least one of the domains of criminogenic need examined, but this 

effect was not always consistent. For example, every year increase in age was found to be 

significantly related to a decrease in scores in the education and family domains, but to 

significant increases in scores in the substance abuse domain. Similarly, females had significant 

higher family and personality domain scores as compared to males, but no effect was found for 

gender on the substance abuse and attitudes domain. The results surrounding ethnicity were also 

mixed. Compared to Caucasians, being Hispanic was found to significantly increase attitude 

scores; and those classified as mixed race or other scored significantly higher on the family 

domain. However, African-Americans scored significantly lower on the substance use domain as 

compared to Caucasians. No effects were found for ethnicity on any other domains. 
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4.2.2 Risk of recidivism and gang status. Similarly, to areas of dynamic risk, the author 

hypothesized that gang-involved youth offenders would demonstrate an elevated risk of 

recidivism. As a reminder, total score on the YLS/CMI was used to operationalize risk of 

recidivism. Results from descriptive comparisons of gang and non-gang youth on risk of 

recidivism are contained in Figure 2 and 3.   
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These charts illustrate that gang-involved youth offenders have higher average scores on 

the YLS/CMI, indicating a higher average risk of recidivism compared to non-gang involved 

youth offenders. Furthermore, a higher percentage of gang-involved youth offenders scored in 

the high-risk category than are non-gang youth. To examine this relationship in more depth, a 

multi-variate regression with total YLS score (e.g. risk of recidivism) as a dependent variable 

and age, gender, and ethnicity as control variables was performed. Results from this analysis can 

be found in Table 15. 

Table 15. Multi-variate regression of the effect of gang status and controls on total YLS/CMI 

score 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable b SE(b) β b SE(b) β 

Constant 15.657*** 0.313  17.624*** 2.637  

Gang Member 5.514*** 0.758 0.315 6.015*** 0.787 0.344 

Age    -0.170 0.167 -0.044 

Female    1.998** 0.644 0.137 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    1.365 1.395 0.044 

 African-American    -0.521 0.695 -0.039 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.635 0.808 0.040 

F 52.893***   11.447***   

R2 0.099   0.127   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Similarly, to the previous analyses involving areas of dynamic risk, being classified as 

gang involved was found to be significantly related to an overall risk of recidivism, even when 

controlling for age, gender, and ethnicity. R2 values remained small. About 10% of the variance 

in the total score on the YLS/CMI was found to be due to gang membership without the 

inclusion of control variables. When controls were added, the amount of variance in total 

YLS/CMI score accounted for by the model increased to about 13%. Estimates demonstrated that 

compared to non-gang youth, youth offenders with gang affiliations had a significantly higher 

risk of recidivism, with youth gang offenders scoring about six points higher when controlling 

for all other variables. The only other variable found to have a significant effect on total 

YLS/CMI score was gender. Compared to males, females were found to have a significantly 

higher YLS/CMI score, with females scoring about two points higher when controlling for all 

other variables. 
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4.2.3 Official recidivism and gang status. 

 

As a reminder, a dichotomous recidivism (1=re-offender, 0=non-reoffender) variable based on 

court records was used to measure official recidivism. Individuals were classified as a re-

offender if, according to court records, they were found to have at least one new petition within 

two years of the first date of administration of the YLS/CMI. The author hypothesized that gang-

affiliated youth offenders would have elevated rates of official recidivism. Preliminary analyses 

examining the relationship between official recidivism and gang status can be found in Figure 4. 

It shows that a higher percentage of gang-involved youth offenders have re-offenses in the 

official court data than non-gang involved youth offenders. To further explore this relationship, a 

logistic regression analysis with recidivism as the dependent variable and gender, age, and 

ethnicity as controls were conducted. Results from this analysis can be found in Table 16. 
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Table 16. Logistic regression of the effect of gang status and controls on recidivism 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE(b) Exp(B) B SE(b) Exp(B) 

Constant -

0.380*** 

0.102 0.684 1.075 0.934 2.931 

Gang Member 0.478* 0.243 1.613 0.417 0.258 1.517 

Age    -0.111 0.060 0.895 

Female    0.078 0.213 1.081 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic    -0.298 0.490 0.742 

 African-American    0.277 0.232 1.319 

 Mixed Race/Other    0.533* 0.267 1.703 

X2 3.859*   13.833*   

Negelkerke R2 0.011   0.038   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 

 

Results from the logistic regression differ slightly in comparison to the previous models. 

Without the inclusion of controls (Model 1), being gang-affiliated was a significant predictor of 

recidivism. However, this effect disappeared when controlling for gender, ethnicity, and age. The 

overall model, which took both gang status and the control variables into account together, 

remained significant in both cases (Model 1: x2 = 3.86, p<0.05; Model 2: x2 = 13.83, p<0.05). 

When only gang affiliation was included in the analysis (Model 1), 58.2% of cases were 

classified correctly, an increase from 57.4% correctly classified in block 0. This percentage 

increased to 58.6% classified correctly with the inclusion of control variables in Model 2. The p-
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value of Model 2 (0.032) also decreased slightly in comparison to Model 1 (0.048). Therefore, 

although gang status was not a significant predictor of recidivism in Model 2, the inclusion of 

controls with gang status in Model 2 still predicted recidivism better overall than simply gang 

status alone. Interestingly, the only variable in Model 2 that exerted a significant effect when 

controlling for all other variables was being classified as Mixed Race/Other ethnicity. Compared 

to Caucasian youth offenders, those classified as mixed race had significantly higher recidivism.    

4.3 Does Gang Status Affect Prediction on the YLS/CMI? 

The next set of analyses addressed the research question: Does gang status moderate the 

relationship between the predictive validity of the YLS/CMI (e.g. measures of risk of recidivism) 

and two-year recidivism? Risk of recidivism measured by the YLS/CMI was operationalized in 

two ways: total score and risk level. To examine this question logistic regression was used, with 

risk of recidivism measurements as independent variables, recidivism as the dependent variable, 

and gang status as an interaction term. Control variables of age, gender, and ethnicity were once 

again also included in the model for the reasons specified above. Results from this analysis can 

be found in Tables 17 and 18. Table 17 illustrates the logistic regression analysis 

operationalizing risk of recidivism as total YLS/CMI score, while Table 18 illustrates the 

analysis operationalizing risk of recidivism as risk level on the YLS/CMI. 
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Table 17. Does gang status moderate the predictive validity of YLS/CMI total score on 

official recidivism? 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Variable B SE(b) Exp(B) B SE(b) Exp(B) B SE(b) Exp(B) 

YLS Total * 

Gang Status 

      0.04 0.05 1.04 

YLS Total    0.02 0.02 1.02 0.02 0.02 1.50 

Gang Status    0.28 0.27 1.32 -0.51 1.06 0.60 

Age -0.11 0.06 0.90 -0.11 0.06 0.90 -0.11 0.06 0.90 

Female 0.01 0.21 1.01 0.03 0.22 1.03 0.03 0.22 1.03 

Ethnicity - - - - - - - - - 

 Hispanic -0.24 0.49 0.79 -0.34 0.49 0.72 -0.36 0.50 0.70 

 African-

American 

0.37 0.23 1.44 0.2 0.23 1.34 0.30 0.23 1.35 

 Mixed 

Race/Other 

0.61* 0.26 1.84 0.52 0.27 1.68 0.53* 0.27 3.88 

 Constant 1.04 0.92 2.82 0.65 0.97 1.91 0.68 0.97 1.98 

X2 11.22*   16.26*   16.86*   

Negelkerke R2 0.03   0.05   0.05   

*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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Model 1 involved the inclusion of only control variables as independent variables 

predicting recidivism outcomes, while Model 3 added an interaction term of total YLS/CMI 

score and gang status. Model 2 included the direct effects of the variables involved in the 

interaction terms. All three models were found to be significant predictors of recidivism (Model 

1: x2=11.22, p<0.05; Model 2: x2=16.26, p<0.05; Model 3: x2=16.86, p<0.05), but the effects of 

individual variables were mixed. Although YLS/CMI score has been demonstrated as a 

significant predictor of recidivism in prior research, it was not a significant predictor for this 

sample when combined with the chosen control variables (age, gender, and ethnicity). Contrary 

to the author’s hypothesis, gang status was not found to have a moderating effect on prediction 

of recidivism by YLS/CMI score. The inclusion of the control variables increased correct 

prediction of recidivism classification from 57.4% in Model 0 to 59.5% in Model 1. The addition 

of the direct effects of gang status and total risk score in Model 2 did not improve prediction, as 

the percentage correctly classified in Model 2 was equal to Model 1. However, the addition of 

the interaction term (gang status by risk score) positively increased the classification of 

recidivism to 60.1% in Model 3. Therefore, it would appear that the inclusion of gang status and 

risk score as a moderator variable does improve recidivism prediction as compared to 

demographic variables alone, even though the effects of this moderation were not found to be 

significant. In contrast, gang status and risk of recidivism do not appear to directly improve 

prediction of recidivism better than the chosen control variables. One variable was found to have 

a significant effect in these analyses. Specifically, compared to Caucasian youth, being mixed 

race/other was found to have a positive significant impact on recidivism in Models 1 controlling 

for all other variables.  
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Table 18. Does gang status moderate the predictive validity of YLS/CMI risk level on official 

recidivism? 

 Model 1 Model 2 

Variable B SE(b) Exp(B) B SE(b) Exp(B) 

Moderate Risk * Gang 4    0.07 0.34 1.07 

High Risk * Gang5     0.72* 0.37 2.07 

High Risk * Non-Gang5     -0.06 0.30 0.94 

Low Risk*Non-Gang6     -0.43 0.30 0.65 

Age -0.11 0.06 0.90 -0.11 0.06 0.90 

Female 0.01 0.21 1.01 0.04 0.22 1.04 

Ethnicity - - - - - - 

 Hispanic -0.24 -0.49 0.79 -0.32 0.50 0.73 

 African-American 0.37 0.23 1.44 0.28 0.23 1.33 

 Mixed Race/Other 0.63* 0.26 1.88 0.53* 0.27 1.70 

Constant 1.05 0.92 2.85 1.09 0.95 2.96 

X2 11.56*   18.78*   

Negelkerke R2 0.03   0.05   

 

Prior to conducting analyses, a variable was created that captured both gang status (gang-

affiliated, or non-gang affiliated) and YLS/CMI risk level (low, moderate, or high). Youth could 

                                                           
4 Moderate Risk*Non-Gang youth were used as a reference category 
5 Additional analyses did not suggest significant differences regarding recidivism between gang and non-gang high 

risk youth 
6 There were no low risk gang-involved youth who recidivated, therefore Low Risk*Gang could not be included in 

the model. 
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therefore fall into one of 6 categories: non-gang and low risk, non-gang and moderate risk, non-

gang and high risk, gang-affiliated and low risk, gang-affiliated and moderate risk, or gang 

affiliated and high risk. These variables were used in a logistic regression analysis to examine the 

effects of gang status and YLS/CMI risk level on recidivism. Due to the categorical nature of the 

risk/gang variable, dummy variables were used to include each category in the following logistic 

regression analyses. Moderate risk non-gang youth were selected as the reference category, since 

the majority of youth in the sample fell into this category. 

Model 1 included only control variables (age, gender, ethnicity) as independent 

predictors of recidivism. Model 2 added in the variable discussed above, which captured both 

YLS/CMI risk level and gang status. Both models were found to be significant predictors of 

recidivism (Model 1: x2=11.56, p<0.05; Model 2: x2=18.78, p<0.05). Furthermore, the 

percentage of recidivism correctly classified increased from 57.3% in Model 0 to 59.6% in 

Model 1 and 60.2% in Model 2. This, along with the significance findings for each Model, 

suggests that the inclusion of gang status and YLS/CMI risk level improves prediction of 

recidivism as compared to control variables alone. Only one gang status category was found to 

have a significant moderation effect on prediction of recidivism. Specifically, the interaction of 

being both gang affiliated and high risk had a significant effect on prediction of recidivism as 

compared to non-gang affiliated and moderate-risk. Further analysis did not indicate any 

significant differences existed between high risk non-gang and gang-affiliated youth, which 

makes this finding quite interesting.  

It should be noted that there are no low-risk gang-affiliated youth who recidivated in the 

sample used for this study, so the moderation effect of gang involvement for low risk youth was 

not able to be examined in this analysis. Other than the interaction between high risk and gang 
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status, one other variable was found to have a significant effect. Compared to Caucasian youth, 

being mixed race/other was found to have a positive significant impact on recidivism in both 

models controlling for all other variables.  
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CHAPTER 5. Discussion 

 A substantial amount of literature exists regarding gang joining and desistance among 

juveniles, in addition to comparisons of gang-involved youth to non-delinquent peers. However, 

previous research examining gang and non-gang youth offenders, especially with relation to 

dynamic risks, is limited. The current study examined the impact of gang involvement on 

criminogenic need, risk of recidivism, and official recidivism in youth offenders. Specifically, 

the impact of gang involvement on scores of criminogenic needs, and the potential of gang 

membership as a moderator of the predictive validity of the YLS/CMI were examined. These 

topics are the first step in investigating the appropriateness of the RNR Model and predictive 

validity of actuarial risk assessment for gang-involved youth offenders. 

Prior to conducting the main analyses, the author first sought to determine if individuals 

in two gang status categories in the raw data, “yes” and “suspected,” had significant differences 

across demographic categories contained in the data (age, gender, ethnicity, crime type, and 

educational level), as well as two of the main variables examined in this study: overall risk of 

recidivism and official recidivism. The author hypothesized that youth in these two 

classifications (e.g. yes and suspected) would not significantly differ in terms of the tested 

categories. This hypothesis was supported for all of the characteristics except for ethnicity. 

Mixed race youth were found to be significantly more likely to be classified as suspected rather 

than yes, while all other ethnicities were classified similarly. This result is peculiar, and suggests 

that the proportion of mixed race youth classified as gang-involved in this study may be inflated. 

It may also suggest that mixed race youth are being disproportionately classified as gang-

involved. Since no significant differences were found between yes and suspected youth on the 

majority of the demographic categories tested, the author chose to collapse yes and suspected 
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youth into a single category, gang-affiliated, for the remainder of the analyses in this study and to 

include ethnicity as a control variable. 

Based on prior research attesting to the high criminogenic impact of being gang-

affiliated, the author also hypothesized that scores in areas of criminogenic risk and need would 

be significantly higher for gang-involved youth. Areas of criminogenic need (a.k.a. dynamic 

risk) were operationalized using scores on each domain of the YLS/CMI (prior offenses, 

education, leisure/recreation, peer relations, substance abuse, family relations, personality, and 

attitudes). These domains were designed to capture the “central eight” criminogenic risk and 

need factors described by Andrews & Bonta as being key components of criminality in the 

Psychology of Criminal Conduct theory (Andrews & Bonta, 2010).  Multi-variate regression 

analyses were used to test the author’s hypotheses. Each model included gang involvement as the 

independent variable, scores on one of the eight domains of dynamic risk as the dependent 

variable, and controlled for the effects of age, gender, and ethnicity. Conclusions from these 

analyses align with the author’s expectations. Across every domain, gang-involved youth 

offenders had significantly higher scores of criminogenic needs than non-gang youth. These 

effects persisted even with the inclusion of control variables. Gang involvement had the highest 

impact on peer relation scores. Items on this scale attempt to capture a youth’s associations with 

delinquent and pro-social peers and acquaintances, with higher scores indicating elevated 

involvement with delinquent peers instead of more pro-social relationships. Given the nature of 

gangs includes association with peers, and the vast amount of literature demonstrating the 

increased involvement of gang members in delinquency, this result is not surprising. What is 

surprising, is the fact that the results of these analyses differ substantially from the results of the 

Singaporean studies, which showed no effect of gang status on scores of criminogenic needs. It 
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is possible that this is due to the increased sample size (N=556 vs. N=165) or the inclusion of a 

more diverse group of individuals in this sample. Though results for each criminogenic domain 

were significant, the effects of gang status for many were quite small. For example, scores on the 

prior offense domain were only 0.19 points higher for gang-involved individuals than those 

without gang involvement. It may be that a larger sample was simply needed in order to discover 

these small but significant effects. 

The effect of control variables on criminogenic domain scores varied. Gender had the 

largest impact; results showed that females had significantly higher scores on leisure, peer 

relations, family, and personality domain scores than males. Age also had a significant effect on 

some domain scores. Specifically, increases in age were associated with decreases in 

criminogenic need on education, family, and personality domains. However, older youth had 

significantly higher scores on the substance abuse domain. Ethnicity significantly affected results 

for three of the criminogenic domains: substance abuse, family score, and attitudes.  However, 

these results were not consistent. Compared to Caucasian youth, African-American youth had 

significantly lower scores on the substance abuse domain, Mixed Race/Other Race youth had 

significantly higher scores on the family domain, and Hispanic/Latino youth had significantly 

higher scores on the attitudes domain. In summary, it seems that young, female, gang-affiliated, 

Hispanic or Mixed-Race youth offenders are likely to have the most elevated profiles of 

criminogenic risk and need. 

In addition, the author hypothesized that gang-affiliated youth offenders would have 

higher scores of overall general risk of recidivism. This expectation was based on the idea that 

prior research shows a substantial link between increased delinquency and gang affiliation. 

Consequently, it was expected that gang-involved youth offenders would have a higher 
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likelihood of involvement in future delinquent acts than youth offenders who were not gang 

involved. Multi-variate regression was again utilized to evaluate this hypothesis with age, 

gender, and ethnicity again included as controls. Total YLS/CMI score was used to 

operationalize risk of recidivism, as the YLS/CMI has been designed to predict recidivism risk 

and total YLS/CMI score has been previously shown to be a valid and reliable indicator of 

recidivism risk (Onifade et al., 2008). Results supported the author’s hypothesis, as gang-

affiliated individuals were found to have significantly higher total YLS/CMI scores than non-

gang affiliated individuals. Considering that gang-affiliated youth offenders were found to have 

significantly higher scores across all domains of criminogenic need, and the fact that 

criminogenic need scores are designed to drive overall risk of recidivism scores, this result is not 

surprising. The only control variable found to also have significant effects was gender. 

Specifically, females were found to have significantly elevated scores of recidivism risk in 

comparison to males. 

Finally, the author hypothesized that gang-affiliation would significantly increase two-

year recidivism rates for youth offenders. This hypothesis was examined using logistic 

regression with the inclusion of age, gender, and ethnicity as control variables once more. First, a 

logistic regression analysis, without the inclusion of control variables, suggested being gang 

affiliated raised the odds of recidivism by a factor of 1.62 in comparison to non-gang affiliated 

youth offenders. However, this significant effect disappeared when control variables were added 

to the model. Once control variables were included, ethnicity was the only variable found to 

exert a significant effect on recidivism. Specifically, being Mixed Race or Other increased an 

individual’s odds of recidivism by a factor of 1.70 compared to Caucasian youth offenders. 

Consequently, the author’s hypothesis was not completely supported since a significant effect for 
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gang involvement was not found on recidivism, controlling for all other variables, even though 

the inclusion of controls improved the prediction of recidivism (x2=3.86, p=0.049 in Model 1 

without controls; x2=13.83, p=0.032 in Model 2 with controls included). 

Taken together, the results of these analyses reveal that although compared to non-gang 

youth offenders gang-involved youth have elevated profiles of criminogenic need and higher risk 

of recidivism, being gang-involved does not significantly affect official recidivism when 

combined with individual demographic variables. It may be the case that gang involvement, 

while positively contributing to an overall model of recidivism prediction, simply exerts a 

weaker effect on recidivism than other variables such as age (which was nearly significant in the 

final model) or ethnicity (which was significant in the final model). This would explain why 

gang involvements significant individual effect on recidivism disappear when controlling for the 

effects of other variables. Furthermore, rather than having completely unique patterns of 

criminogenic needs, on average gang-involved youth seem to demonstrate the same patterns of 

dynamic risk as non-gang involved youth, but at an elevated level (for an illustration of this idea, 

see Figure 1 on page 31).  

Finally, the author sought to explore if gang status moderated the predictive validity of 

the YLS/CMI for recidivism. This question was included because of its practical implications. 

The YLS/CMI has been established as a valid and reliable predictor of recidivism for general 

offenders by prior research (Onifade et al., 2008). Nevertheless, it is possible that its ability to 

predict risk of recidivism could be affected for sub-groups of offenders, such as gang-involved 

youth. The YLS/CMI predicts recidivism using two main measures, total score and risk level. 

Both of these measures were tested for moderation effects with gang status. No evidence of a 

significant moderation effect was present with overall risk score. However, dummy analysis 
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showed that, compared to moderate risk non-gang youth, being both gang affiliated and high risk 

had a significant interaction effect on prediction of recidivism. No such effect was detected for 

youth with any other combination of gang status and YLS risk level. It is likely that the elevated 

criminogenic needs of gang-affiliated youth offenders are causing gang-affiliated youth to 

become classified more often as high risk. Indeed, in this sample the majority of youth who were 

gang involved fell into either the moderate or high-risk categories. Only 1% of gang-affiliated 

youth offenders were classified as low risk, compared to 17% of non-gang youth offenders. It is 

possible that individuals who are both gang-involved and high risk may have specific dynamic 

risks not captured by this general risk assessment tool, that are necessary to capture differences 

among this high-risk population. Or, it could be that gang-affiliated offenders are simply just a 

sub-type of high risk juvenile offender, and should be treated the same as high risk non-gang 

youth offenders. Further analysis suggested that there were no significant differences between 

high risk gang and non-gang offenders with regards to recidivism. This may indicate that the 

latter is more likely to be true. Future studies should explore the utility of the RNR Model and 

interventions for moderate and high-risk youth with gang-involved youth offenders. 

5.1 Limitations  

 There are limitations that exist for the present study. First, this study was conducted using 

archival data. As utilizing archival data for research purposes does not allow researchers to 

supervise data as it is collected, there is no guarantee that systematic data collection errors were 

not present during the initial data collection process (Vieira, Skilling, & Peterson-Badali, 2009). 

Second, recidivism in this study was only defined when an individual came into official 

court contact. Consequently, many other potential forms of recidivism exist that were not 

captured by this study (for example – self-reported delinquency, arrest, or conviction). The 
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measure of recidivism used in this study was deliberately utilized for several reasons. For 

example, official petitions allow for a more conservative estimate of recidivism than arrest, 

which could also capture crimes for which an individual was never charged. Comparatively, 

petitions allow for a more generous estimate of recidivism than a measure such as conviction. 

Therefore, utilizing official petitions allow for a more middle-ground approach to recidivism. 

Although this method was selected purposely, it cannot be ignored that the inclusion of differing 

or other measures of recidivism could have altered the results of this study. The use of a more 

liberal measure such as arrests would likely have led to higher instances of recidivism in the 

data, while the use of a more conservative measure such as convictions would likely have led 

instances of recidivism to decrease.  

Third, the method for gang status classification is potentially a limitation for this study. 

Gang status was defined using the judgements of juvenile court officers (JCO), rather than 

relying solely on self or peer reports of gang affiliation. Although JCOs were given training and 

instruction regarding this classification status, there is no way to ascertain that all individuals 

followed these instructions correctly. Furthermore, the method of classification utilized involved 

an amount of discretion on the part of the JCOs. What may have been enough evidence to deem 

a youth as definitely gang involved for one JCO may have been only enough for another to 

declare the same youth as “suspected” of gang involvement instead.  

Lastly, it is possible that individuals who were suspected of gang involvement or defined 

as definitively gang involved may have been under closer scrutiny by their JCOs than those were 

deemed non-gang affiliated. If this occurred, it could have had the potential to affect recidivism 

rates, as more highly supervised offenders would have had a higher probability of being caught 

in the event of any criminal wrongdoing. Similarly, it is also possible that higher risk youth 
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offenders would be more likely to be classified as gang-involved or suspected of gang 

involvement even if they were never affiliated with a gang. Given the high percentage of gang-

affiliated offenders that were also classified as high risk (and vice versa), and the fact that risk 

level can play a large part in how this study’s site makes programming and supervision 

decisions, the potential effects of this possibility should not be considered lightly. This study was 

not able to examine the potential impact of supervision on gang status classifications or petitions. 

Future studies of gang status in youth offenders should include measures that allow the effect of 

court supervision to be examined, such as probation violations or sanctions. 

5.2 Future Directions  

Results from the current study have demonstrated that gang-involved youth offenders 

have elevated criminogenic needs and risk of recidivism compared to non-gang juvenile 

offenders. These results show that the criminogenic needs and risk of recidivism of gang-

involved youth offenders can indeed be captured by current risk assessment tools, although this 

sub-population will likely exhibit higher levels of dynamic risk and need than non-gang 

offenders. Future studies should involve comparisons of gang-involved youth offenders and non-

gang but high-risk juvenile offenders. How similar are these two groups? How are they 

different? If substantial differences are found, it could indicate that current risk assessment tools 

will need to be re-normed for use with gang-involved offenders to account for their elevated 

levels of criminogenic needs. Or, results from such studies could indicate that gang-involved 

offenders are so substantially different from non-gang high risk youth that they may need to be 

given a separate or supplemental assessment specifically formulated to capture the unique needs 

of gang-involved youth. 
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Furthermore, this study was the first step towards testing the utility of the RNR Model for 

the rehabilitation of gang-involved youth offenders. Future studies should specifically examine if 

rehabilitative decisions made using the RNR Model are effective for gang-involved youth, or are 

at least as effective for gang-involved youth offenders as they are for non-gang. Researchers 

should also examine the effectiveness of intervention programming designed to reduce the risk 

of recidivism for non-gang youth offenders with gang youth. Such work has the potential to 

assist justice system practitioners in their rehabilitative efforts with gang-involved youth 

offenders. 
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Appendix: 

Table 19. Contents of the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI) 

DOB:  Age:  Gender: M F 

Ethnicity: Caucasian African-American Hispanic/Latino Mixed Race Other 

Gang Status: Yes Suspected No Don’t Know Original Charge:  

Type of Assessment: New Case Re-Assessment Residential Step Down Exit 

1. Prior & Current Offenses/Dispositions 2. Education 

A. Three of More Prior Convictions A. Low Achievement 

B. Two or More Failures to Comply B. Problems with Teachers 

C. Prior Probation C. Problems with Peers 

D. Prior Custody D. Disruptive Classroom Behavior 

E. Three of More Current Convictions E. Disruptive Behavior on School Property 

Total Score: F. Truancy 

 Total Score: 

3. Leisure & Recreation 4. Peer Relations 

A. Lack of Organized Activities A. Lack of Positive Peer Acquaintances 

B. Could Make Better Use of Time B. Lack of Positive Friends 

C. No Personal Interests C. Some Delinquent Peer Acquaintances 

Total Score: D. Some Delinquent Friends 

 Total Score: 

5. Substance Abuse 6. Family & Parenting 

A. Occasional Drug Use A. Inadequate Supervision 

B. Chronic Drug Use B. Difficulty in Controlling Behavior 

C. Chronic Alcohol Use C. Inappropriate Discipline 

D. Substance Abuse Interferes with Life D. Inconsistent Parenting 

E. Substance Use Linked to Offense(s) E. Poor Relations (Father-Youth) 

Total Score: F. Poor Relations (Mother-Youth) 

 Total Score: 

7. Attitudes & Orientation 8. Personality & Behavior 

A. Not Seeking Help A. Short Attention Span 

B. Actively Rejecting Help B. Poor Frustration Tolerance 

C. Defies Authority C. Verbally Aggressive/Verbally 

Intimidating 

D. Antisocial/Pro-criminal Attitudes D. Explosive Episodes 

E. Callous, Little Concern for Others E. Physically Aggressive 

Total Score: F. Inadequate Guilt Feelings 

 G. Inflated Self Esteem 

 Total Score: 

Overall Total Risk Score:  

Overall Total Risk Level:  

Low Risk (0-8) Moderate Risk (9-22) High Risk (23-34) Very High (35-41) 
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