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Introduction: “Recidivism” is used ubiquitously in juvenile justice research and

typically describes repeat legal contact; however, researchers, policymakers,

and clinicians operationalize it in various ways. Despite assuming each measure

is a proxy for continued delinquent behavior leading to further legal contact,

few have examined the association between youth delinquent behavior and

self-reported and official records of legal contact. Furthermore, systemic bias

against ethnoracial and gender minoritized youth often results in more harsh

treatment by the legal system, which could influence recidivism measurement.

Latent variable modeling of legal contact is understudied; thus, it is important to

examine the feasibility of measuring this construct as a latent variable, including

measurement invariance by gender.

Methods: Among 401 youth ages 12–18 years at first ever court contact, we

examined three metrics of legal contact over a 2-year follow-up period: youth-

report of arrest, caregiver-report of their adolescent’s arrest, and official records

of the number of new court charges. We examined between-group differences

on each metric based on gender and ethnoracial identity. We then measured:

(1) the association between youths’ self-reported delinquency and each metric,

(2) gender-specific associations between self-reported delinquency and each

metric, and (3) gender-based measurement invariance for a latent recidivism

variable using confirmatory factor analysis.

Results: Youth were consistent reporters of their own delinquent behavior

and prospective legal contact measured by arrests. There were no between-

group differences based on gender or ethnoracial identity for any legal

contact measures. Delinquency and all legal contact variables were positively

intercorrelated for the overall sample and the male subsample. For females,

delinquency was not associated with caregiver-reported youth arrest or number

of new charges. The latent legal contact variable had unique factor structures

for male and female subsamples, suggesting no measurement invariance.

Discussion: Youth-reported delinquency at first ever legal contact was most

strongly associated with youth-reported arrest during a 2-year follow-up period,

followed by caregiver-reported arrest, and the number of new charges. Unique
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latent variable factor structures for male and female subsamples suggests the

inter-relation between legal contact variables is gender-specific. Stakeholders

should consider prioritizing youth-reported delinquency since it is most strongly

related to prospective youth-reported arrest.

KEYWORDS

delinquency, multiple informants, youth, caregiver, recidivism, gender, measurement
invariance, juvenile justice

Introduction

Reducing delinquency and repeat contact with the legal system
are primary goals of the juvenile legal system (Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention [OJJDP], 2023) given public
health and safety implications of delinquent behavior. Given that
participating in illegal acts is expected to increase the likelihood
of repeat legal contact (i.e., recidivism), it is important to evaluate
the relationship between delinquency and various measures of legal
contact (e.g., re-arrest, new court charges) with findings informing
policy, clinical work and research in this area.

Recidivism is a central outcome of interest in forensic
psychology when studying youth involved in the legal system
(henceforth referred to as “youth”). The National Institute of
Justice (2022) defines recidivism as “a person’s relapse into criminal
behavior, often after. . . sanctions or intervention for a previous
crime” but is more commonly operationalized by researchers and
clinicians as repeat contact with the legal system (e.g., re-arrest,
new charges) after initial legal contact (Heilbrun et al., 2017).
However, a lack of standardized operationalization of recidivism
within the field continues to exist. For example, recidivism has
been operationalized as new arrests, detention/placement/removal
from the home, and charges filed in court or adjudications (Cottle
et al., 2001). Differences across definitions such as these limits the
ability to synthesize research to inform policy, prevention, and
intervention efforts to keep young people out of the legal system.

Not only have researchers operationalized recidivism in a
variety of ways (Cantor and Lynch, 2000; Thornberry and
Krohn, 2000) they have also collected data from a variety of
sources to measure the same construct, including official records,
youth self-report, and caregiver report (Cottle et al., 2001).
For decades, official records were considered the most accurate
source of recidivism measurement. Yet, obtaining and interpreting
official records for research purposes (e.g., Hawkins et al., 1977;
Elliott, 1995) is challenging, and recent literature has highlighted
limitations of relying solely on arrest records, including large
proportions of missing data and bias associated with arrest
rates (Piquero, 2020). For example, while race of the alleged
perpetrator is often provided, police records inconsistently report
ethnicity, leading to incomplete and biased numbers of offenses
allegedly committed by Hispanic and Latinx people (Piquero et al.,
2014). Furthermore, records of official arrests are likely biased
by their base rates: Black youth are significantly more likely
to be arrested than their white peers with similar delinquent
behavior (Rovner, 2016). Consistent over-representation of and
more punitive treatment toward ethnoracial minoritized youth is
driven by structural racism within U.S. society, including “public
policies, institutional practices, and cultural representations [that]

operate to produce and maintain racial inequities” (Bonnie et al.,
2013, p. 239), especially at the point of arrest. For example,
Black communities are subjected to substantially higher rates of
surveillance and policing in Black communities (Crutchfield et al.,
2012; Fagan et al., 2016). Beyond concerns related to the accuracy of
official records of legal contact data, they pose further challenges for
researchers given idiosyncratic decision making and policies. For
example, decisions to arrest, divert, detain, and adjudicate youth
for delinquent behavior at various stages of court processing (see
Heilbrun et al., 2017) varies by jurisdictions and likely over time
within jurisdictions as well.

In recognition of the individual, system, and structural bias
in arrest records, researchers began using self-report delinquency
to replace or complement official records (see Krohn et al., 2010
for a review). However, the reliability and validity of self-report
delinquency and arrest compared to other measures of legal contact
for youth, such as peer-report of arrest and official records has
long been debated (Huizinga and Elliott, 1986). Thus, the degree of
agreement between self-report and official records of legal contact
continues to be important and relevant to understand to inform
empirically supported clinical services and policymaking, as well as
to inform future research.

Researchers have found moderate agreement when comparing
self-reported delinquency/arrest to official arrest records for adults
(Maxfield et al., 2000; Payne and Piquero, 2016; Daylor et al., 2019)
and for youth (Hindelang et al., 1981; Piquero et al., 2014; Jolliffe
et al., 2016). However, data with 18–23-year-old males from the
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth indicate that from 1979 to
1997, the relationship between self-report arrests and self-report
delinquency became weaker when comparing the 18-year period
between data collection points. Taken together, findings suggest
that the association between delinquent behavior and contact with
the legal system weakened significantly over time (Weaver et al.,
2019). Therefore, it is important to prospectively examine the
association between self-report delinquency and self-report arrests
for youth who have already been in contact with the court and we
are not aware of any that have examined consistency with caregiver
report.

Few studies have examined (in)consistencies between youth
self-report and official records based on race and ethnicity (Piquero
et al., 2014) and gender (Farrington et al., 2009) despite evidence
of differential treatment for girls (keep citations), and ethnoracial
minoritized youth (MacDonald and Chesney-Lind, 2001; Gaarder
et al., 2004; Zahn et al., 2010), and ethnoracial minoritized youth.
For example, nationally representative data shows that Black and
male youth who report not engaging in delinquent behavior
are more likely to be arrested than white and female youth
(Yelnur et al., 2021). For Black and Latino boys, being stopped
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by police leads to prospective increases in delinquent behavior,
suggesting contact with police is iatrogenic (Del Toro et al., 2019).
Black boys are also more likely to be re-arrested despite similar
or lower levels of delinquent behavior compared to other boys of
color (Del Toro et al., 2019). Furthermore, some evidence suggests
that court-involved girls reported less delinquent behavior and
were less likely to be charged with an aggressive offense than boys
(Farrington et al., 2009).

In addition to self-report and official court records, caregiver
report can also provide a valuable perspective regarding youth
involvement with the legal system and behavioral phenomena that
can lead to ongoing legal contact (Loeber et al., 1991). Research
has shown that criminogenic risk factors reported by youth and
their caregivers are differentially associated with recidivism. For
example, caregiver report of their adolescent’s peer deviancy is
associated with the number of new court charges youth receive
on official records, while youth report is not (Holloway et al.,
2022). In light of these findings, examining the consistency between
different sources of recidivism data (youth- and caregiver-report,
official records) or their association with youth-report delinquency
is needed.

Given the limitations of solely relying on official records
to measure youth recidivism noted above, the current study
sought to examine the validity of self- and caregiver-report of
arrest for youth following their first contact with the court by
comparing youth self-report of arrest, their caregiver’s report of
their arrest, and official records of new court charges over 2 years
following their first ever court contact. The first aim was to
describe the frequencies of youth-report delinquency, youth- and
caregiver-reported arrests, and official records of new charges. We
hypothesized the distributions would be similar across all measures
of legal contact, with most of the sample reporting no legal contact,
some reporting a few instances of legal contact, and very few
youth reporting several instances of legal contact during the 2-year
follow-up period. The second aim was to examine the predictive
validity of youth-report delinquency (IV) on youth- and caregiver-
report of youth arrests (DV1 and DV2, respectively), and official
new court charges (DV3) data. We hypothesized that youth-report
delinquency would be most strongly related to youth-report arrest.
The third aim was to examine the feasibility of creating a legal
contact latent variable. There was no hypothesis for this aim as it
was exploratory. We created a latent legal contact variable (DV4)
based on the arrest and court charge variables to compare the
predictive validity of self-reported delinquency on the four legal
contact variables. We also examined gender-based measurement
invariance of the latent variable to examine utility of this approach
for gender minoritized youth at first court contact.

Materials and methods

Participants and procedure

Data were collected from youth, aged 12–18, and caregiver
dyads (N = 401) enrolled in a longitudinal study (Epidemiological
Project Involving Children in the Court (EPICC); R01DA034538;
PI: Tolou-Shams) and followed for 24 months at 4-month intervals
soon after their first-time contact with a family court in a
northeastern U.S. state (for more information about the parent

study, see Tolou-Shams et al., 2019). For this sample, many youth
did not have formal legal contact (e.g., arrest) before court contact.
At each 4-month follow-up timepoint, various measures of legal
contact were collected. Youth reported their delinquent behavior
and youth-caregiver dyads reported the number of times the youth
was arrested over the past 4 months. Official recidivism data was
collected across the 24 months and the number of new charges
during this time were included. Data for the current analysis are
from all seven timepoints.

Measures

Demographic variables
Youth were asked to report their gender (with response

options of male, female, and non-binary),1 age, race, and Latinx
ethnicity at baseline.

Youth self-reported delinquency
At every timepoint, youth reported their engagement in 23

delinquent acts [e.g., Have you hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or
other adult at school?; Have you broken into a building or vehicle
(or tried to break in) to steal something or just look around?]
during the past 4 months using the National Youth Survey of Self-
reported Delinquency (Thornberry and Krohn, 2000). The number
of unique delinquent acts reported at baseline were summed to
create a count variable.

Self- and caregiver-report of youth arrest
Youth and caregivers were asked to report how many times the

youth had been arrested in the past 4 months at each time point.

Official juvenile court records
The number of new charges filed during each 4-month period

over the 24-month study were extracted from official court records.
Some new charges were linked to an arrest while others were not.

The number of arrests and new charges were summed
separately as three variables to reflect the degree of legal contact
across the 24-month follow-up period. Arrest and new charge
variables were highly skewed and kurtotic with most youth having
zero new arrests or charges at every timepoint (see Table 1).

Analytic plan
Data cleaning, wrangling, and analyses were conducted in R

(R Core Team, 2023) and saved in a Quarto document that was
uploaded to the Open Science Framework [https://osf.io/r92fa/
?view_only=5af9f6cc06844803b28caafc0d8eac4b].

Descriptive statistics of dependent variables were calculated
to compare the associations between youth-reported delinquency,
youth, and caregiver report of the count of youth arrests, and the
count of official records of new court charges across the 2-year
follow-up period. Kendall correlations were calculated using the
correlation package’s [correlation (method = “kendall”)] function
(Makowski et al., 2020) to examine the associations between the IV
and legal DVs for the overall sample and then separately by gender.

Between-group differences on legal contact DVs were assessed
using the ggbetweenstats() function from the ggstatsplot package
(Patil, 2021). A series of three generalized linear models using
a negative binomial distribution were calculated with youth
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics for legal contact variables.

Legal variables % M SD Median Range Skewness Kurtosis SE

Youth-report arrest 9.73 0.67 3.49 0 0–56 12.00 170.42 0.17

Caregiver-report arrest 16.5% 0.32 0.86 0 0–5 2.98 8.56 0.04

Number of new charges 35.4% 1.07 2.33 0 0–16 3.41 13.55 0.12

delinquency as the IV and each of the three legal contact
DVs (youth report of their arrest, caregiver report of their
adolescent’s arrest, and the number of new court charges). Youth
age, ethnoracial identity, and gender were included as covariates.
Receiver Operating Characteristic analyses reporting the Area
Under the Curve (AUC) were calculated using the performance
(Lüdecke et al., 2021). Based on prior findings from the EPICC
dataset and other studies of legal contact and delinquent behavior
for youth, all measures were expected to be right-skewed and not
normally distributed.

To assess aim 1, the distribution of each variable was
examined using density plots and descriptive statistics assessing
skewness and kurtosis. Kendall’s non-parametric correlation with
Holm’s adjustment for multiple comparisons was used to examine
the strength and direction of association between self-reported
delinquency at baseline (IV) and cumulative youth and caregiver
report of arrests (DV1, DV2); and official records of number of
new court charges (DV3) at the final 24-month follow-up period. As
such, Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA non-parametric tests were
used to examine the differences between gender and ethnoracial
groups on all three legal contact DVs.

For aim 2, a series of negative binomial regression models were
used to test the association between self-reported delinquency (IV),
and youth’s self-report of arrests (DV1), caregivers’ report of youth’s
arrest (DV2), and official number of new charges (DV3). Covariates
included ethnoracial identity, age, and gender. Area Under the
Curve (AUC) Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) estimates
measured the predictive validity of the IV (youth self-reported
delinquency) on each DV.

The third aim was to examine the feasibility of creating
a legal contact latent variable and examining between-gender
measurement invariance. A legal contact latent variable was
created via multi-group confirmatory factor analysis using the
lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012). The CFA indicators were the
youth self-report of arrest, caregiver-report of youth arrest, and
number of official new court charges. Given significant non-
normality (i.e., skewness, kurtosis) among the three indicator
count variables, maximum likelihood with robust standard error
method was used (see Table 1 for descriptive statistics for legal
contact variables). To determine whether the legal contact latent
construct was invariant (i.e., comparable across groups), we
evaluated evidence of metric and scalar invariance between male
and female subsamples. This was examined via a series of nested
multiple-group models. Measurement invariance was tested using
the lavTestLRT() function from the lavaan package (Rosseel, 2012)
and measurementInvariance() function from the semTools package
(Jorgensen et al., 2022).

Following Cheung and Rensvold’s (2002) guidance, a difference
in the comparative fit index (CFI) greater than 0.01 between
measurement invariance models suggests a worse fit and indicates
the absence of measurement invariance. The chi-square test is
increasingly sensitive as sample size increases and is inferior to CFI.

Results

Participant descriptives

See Table 2 for sample characteristics. Youth were between the
ages of 12 and 18 years (M = 14.53, SD = 154). At baseline, about
half of the sample had a first-time status offense (e.g., truancy;
n = 194, 48.6%) and half a first-time delinquent offense (e.g., theft;
n = 205, 51.4%). Youth identified their gender as male (n = 226,
56.8%), female (n = 170, 42.7%) or non-binary (n = 2, 0.01%). In
this sample, youth identified as Latinx (n = 168, 42.4%), followed
by White non-Latinx (n = 126, 31.8%), Black non-Latinx (n = 43,
10.9%), youth who selected “other” and non-Latinx and (includes
all Asian racial identities; n = 31, 7.8%), multiracial non-Latinx
(n = 28, 7.1%).

Youth legal contact descriptives

Over one-third of caregivers and youth reported the youth
had been arrested in the past 4 months at baseline (caregiver-
report = 37.1%; youth-report = 37.4%). At the first follow-up
4 months after baseline, rates of arrest were lower (caregiver-
report = 8.2%; youth-report = 13.2%); rates of arrest were lower
than those at baseline and 4-month follow-up at each of the
remaining 5 timepoints (caregiver-report range: 3.8% to 5.9%;
youth-report range: 2.6–6.8%). Caregivers reported that youth had
been arrested between 0 and 4 times at each follow-up timepoint

TABLE 2 Sample characteristics.

Demographic variables M (SD)/n (%)

Age 14.53 (1.54)

Sex

Male 226 (56.5)

Female 171 (42.7)

Non-binary 3 (0.01)

Offense type

Status 194 (48.5)

Delinquent 206 (51.5)

Race/ethnicity

White, non-Latinx 126 (31.7)

Black, non-Latinx 43 (10.8)

Other, non-Latinx 32 (8.1)

Multiracial, non-Latinx 28 (7.1)

Latinx 168 (42.3)
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FIGURE 1

Density plot of legal contact variables. Each asterisk represents one data point.

while youth reported between 0 and 56 arrests. The youth self-
report of arrest variable had two extreme outliers of 31 and 56
arrests. Since the next highest value under these outliers was 15,
these values were recoded to 16 (maximum plus one). At each
follow-up timepoint, between 7.3 and 13.5% of the sample received
at least one new charge based on official records (range: 0–10
new charges). Density plots show similar distributions for all legal
contact variables (see Figure 1).

Relationship between legal contact
variables

Results of Kendall’s correlation analysis showed that each
of the legal contact indicators and self-report of delinquency
were significantly correlated with each other (see Table 3). Given
an interest in measurement invariance by gender, we examined
correlations separately for males and females. All bivariate
correlations between legal contact variables remained significant
for both subsamples, however, self-reported delinquency was not
correlated with caregiver-report of youth’s arrest or recidivism for
females.

Legal contact variables by gender and
ethnoracial identity

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA showed there
were no between-group differences for males and females on any

legal contact variable (see Figures 2–4). Similarly, there were no
between-group differences in legal contact based on ethnoracial
identity (see Figures 5–7).

The CFI for the configural invariance model (see Table 4 for
standardized estimates) was 1.000 (df = 0) while the CFI for the
metric invariance model was 0.977, suggesting no metric invariance
(see Table 5 for measurement invariance results). This means the
strength of the relationship between the three legal contact variables
and the latent legal contact variable (factor loadings) is not the
same (i.e., invariant) for males and females. The caregiver-report
of arrest indicator had similar factor loadings for male (0.683) and
females (0.686). However, the youth-report of arrest factor loading
was stronger for males (0.531) compared to females (0.358) while
the number of new charges loading was stronger for females (0.969)
than males (0.691).

Predictive validity of youth-report
delinquency on legal contact

Results of the ROC analyses showed that youth-reported
delinquency at baseline was associated with each of the
legal contact DVs (Ruscio, 2008). After accounting for the
effects of age, gender identity, and ethnoracial identity as
covariates, youth-report arrest was most strongly associated
with youth-report delinquency (large effect size), followed by
caregiver-report arrest (medium effect size), and number of new
charges per official records (small-to-medium effect size; see
Table 6).
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TABLE 3 Kendall correlations between independent and dependent variables.

Variable 1 Variable 2 Tau 95% CI low 95% CI high z p n

Overall sample

Youth-report arrest Caregiver-report arrest 0.47 0.42 0.52 9.95 < 0.001 401

Youth-report arrest Number of new charges 0.33 0.27 0.39 7.27 < 0.001 401

Youth-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.24 0.18 0.30 5.46 < 0.001 387

Caregiver-report arrest Number of new charges 0.46 0.41 0.51 10.14 < 0.001 401

Caregiver-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.13 0.07 0.20 2.97 0.006 387

Number of new charges Youth-report delinquency 0.11 0.04 0.17 2.50 0.012 387

Female subsample

Youth-report arrest Number of new charges 0.26 0.16 0.35 3.59 0.001 170

Youth-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.20 0.10 0.30 2.97 0.009 166

Caregiver-report arrest Number of new charges 0.44 0.35 0.52 6.12 < 0.001 170

Caregiver-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.08 −0.02 0.18 1.18 0.475 166

Number of new charges Youth-report delinquency 0.04 −0.07 0.14 0.53 0.594 166

Male subsample

Youth-report arrest Number of new charges 0.36 0.28 0.44 6.09 < 0.001 226

Youth-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.26 0.18 0.34 4.55 < 0.001 218

Caregiver-report arrest Number of new charges 0.47 0.40 0.54 7.90 < 0.001 226

Caregiver-report arrest Youth-report delinquency 0.16 0.07 0.25 2.77 0.011 218

Number of new charges Youth-report delinquency 0.15 0.06 0.23 2.61 0.011 218

FIGURE 2

Gender by youth-report arrest.

Discussion

Measurement of continued contact with the legal system
(i.e., recidivism) is of utmost importance for researchers and
clinicians who study and work with youth involved in the legal
system. While official court records have been considered more
objective than self-report measures of legal contact (Hawkins
et al., 1977), ample evidence of harmful bias against ethnoracial
and gender minoritized youth warrants an examination of youth

and caregiver-report of legal contact as alternative measures of
recidivism.

This paper contributes to the literature by examining
concurrent measurement of three measures of recidivism: youth’s
report of arrest, their caregivers’ report of their arrest, and
official new court charges during the 2-year follow-up period
after initial court contact. We compared the distribution of
each legal contact measure, between-group differences based on
ethnoracial and gender identity, and each measure’s association
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FIGURE 3

Gender by caregiver-report arrest.

FIGURE 4

Gender by number of new charges.

with baseline youth self-reported delinquency; we also explored the
feasibility of a latent legal variable for female and male youth by
examining measurement invariance based on gender. Conclusions
and implications are discussed below.

While most youth did not have subsequent legal contact across
the 2 year follow-up period, according to all three measures,
the distributions of youth report of their arrest, their caregivers’
report of their arrest, and the number of official records of new

charges were similar. This finding is consistent with overwhelming
evidence that youth in first-time contact with the court are at low
risk for recidivism (Vincent et al., 2012; Hoge, 2016). However,
measurement of each variable as binary (i.e., yes/no to any legal
contact) or continuous (i.e., count of legal contact) tell different
stories. For example, when considered as binary, official records
resulted in the highest rates of recidivism, followed by caregiver-
reported arrests of their adolescent, and youth-reported arrests.
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FIGURE 5

Ethnoracial identity by youth-report arrest. NL White, Non-Latinx White; NL Black, Non-Latinx Black; NL other, Non-Latinx other; NL Multiracial,
Non-Latinx Multiracial; Latinx, Latinx only.

FIGURE 6

Ethnoracial identity by caregiver-report of youth’s arrest. NL White, Non-Latinx White; NL Black, Non-Latinx Black; NL Other, Non-Latinx Other; NL
Multiracial, Non-Latinx Multiracial; Latinx, Latinx only.

In contrast, when considered as continuous, youth self-reported
arrests showed the widest range of legal contact, followed by
the number of new court charges, and caregivers reporting the
smallest range. It could be that some youth do not consider an
experience with police as an arrest that their caregiver does. It
is also possible, that those youth who experience relatively more
arrests may have caregivers who are either unaware of all their
youth’s arrests, do not consider them arrets, or under-reported
them here, potentially due to recall bias or social desirability
bias.

This finding supports the need to be specific and transparent
in operationalizing the construct and measurement of recidivism,
especially as this has larger implications for researchers
synthesizing knowledge around specific types of legal contact (e.g.,
through use of meta-analyses). Furthermore, our findings suggest
that official records may not be the most accurate measurement
of problematic or illegal behavior and, therefore, should not be
the only source used by legal and clinical practitioners who aim to
provide targeted interventions to reduce and/or prevent recidivism
and future delinquent behavior.
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FIGURE 7

Ethnoracial identity by number of new charges. NL White, Non-Latinx White; NL Black, Non-Latinx Black; NL Other, Non-Latinx Other; NL
Multiracial, Non-Latinx Multiracial; Latinx, Latinx only.

Our results showed differences in the number of youth and
caregivers who reported youth being arrested. More caregivers
reported the youth had ever been arrested than youth, suggesting
that youth may either minimize the number of times they have
been arrested, misunderstand the meaning of “arrest,” or struggle
with retrospective recall (Huizinga and Elliott, 1986). Importantly,
while just over half of the youth in the sample were referred to
family court for delinquency petitions, only about one third of
youth and caregivers reported an arrest in the 4 months prior to
their baseline assessment. This may suggest that youth are being
referred to court and/or being charged for crimes without being
formally arrested and booked (e.g., due to school-based behaviors).
This discrepancy may also indicate that youth may be scheduled
for a court hearing more than 4 months after their arrest, which
extends time and contact with the legal system and has implications
for poorer overall youth outcomes, relative to youth in legal system
for less time (Dir et al., 2021).

The range of arrests reported by youth and caregivers were
also different, such that some youth reported far more arrests than
their caregivers, even after removing outliers. This discrepancy may
suggest that caregivers are not aware of the number of arrests
that their children are experiencing. It may be that youth or
legal actors (e.g., police, detention staff) exercise discretion when
deciding when to inform caregivers their child has been arrested.
Alternatively, this discrepancy may be explained by differences in
how youth and their caregivers define arrest (e.g., stopped by police,
handcuffed, confined in police car, or taken to police station).
Qualitative research is needed to understand the phenomenology
of legal contact by youth, their caregivers, and legal actors with
whom they interact.

Our findings suggest that youth’s self-report of their delinquent
behavior was most strongly associated with their self-report of
arrest. Thus, if ongoing legal contact related to delinquent behavior

is a primary outcome, then the current findings suggest that youth’
report of their own arrest is a better measure of ongoing legal
contact than caregiver report of their arrest or the number of
new charges because it is more strongly associated with their
self-reported delinquent behavior.

Given well-documented worse legal outcomes among
ethnoracial minoritized and female youth in the system, we
examined whether there were between-group differences in
each measure of legal contact. We found that the median count
of legal contact was zero for all measures across ethnoracial
and gender identities. In other words, the distributions of legal
contact measures were comparable across ethnoracial and gender
identities, beyond what is known in terms of over-representation
of ethnoracial minoritized youth and worse outcomes for girls
(MacDonald and Chesney-Lind, 2001; Piquero, 2008). However,
our findings that youth-reported delinquency reported by females
was not associated with all measures of ongoing legal contact,
whereas it was for males, support the need for more research on
sex-specific differences for measures of ongoing legal contact for
youth.

When examining the relationship between each measure of
legal contact and youth self-report of delinquency, we found that
all variables were positively correlated with each other. When
examining gender differences, these correlations held for males
but not for females. Specifically, delinquency was not correlated
with caregiver-report arrest or the number of new charges. This
finding could reflect that we oversampled for status offenses in
this sample and there is evidence that girls are over-represented
among youth charged with status offenses, For example, national
court processing data from 2019 showed females accounted for
44% of status offenses compared to 28% of delinquency cases
(Puzzanchera et al., 2022). There is also evidence that girls are more
likely to receive consequences for status offenses than boys (Mann,
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TABLE 4 Multigroup CFA results.

Parameter Std. estimate SE Z p 95% CI

Female

Factor loadings

Youth-report of
arrest

0.531 0.158 3.371 0.001 0.222, 0.840

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.683 0.084 8.081 0.000 0.517, 0.848

Number of new
charges

0.691 0.104 6.652 0.000 0.488, 0.895

Variance

Youth-report of
arrest

0.718 0.167 4.290 0.000 0.390, 1.046

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.534 0.115 4.629 0.000 0.308, 0.760

Number of new
charges

0.522 0.144 3.633 0.000 0.240, 0.804

Legal latent
variable

1.000 0.000 NA NA 1.000, 1.000

Intercept

Youth-report of
arrest

0.359 0.035 10.353 0.000 0.291, 0.427

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.407 0.034 12.079 0.000 0.341, 0.473

Number of new
charges

0.512 0.035 14.484 0.000 0.443, 0.581

Legal latent
variable

0.000 0.000 NA NA 0.000, 0.000

Male

Factor loadings

Youth-report of
arrest

0.358 0.162 2.204 0.028 0.040, 0.675

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.686 0.100 6.889 0.000 0.491, 0.881

Number of new
charges

0.969 0.108 8.980 0.000 0.758, 1.181

Variance

Youth-report of
arrest

0.872 0.116 7.518 0.000 0.645, 1.100

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.530 0.136 3.882 0.000 0.262, 0.797

Number of new
charges

0.060 0.209 0.289 0.773 −0.350, 0.471

Legal latent
variable

1.000 0.000 NA NA 1.000, 1.000

Intercept

Youth-report of
arrest

0.165 0.026 6.256 0.000 0.113, 0.216

Caregiver-report
of youth arrest

0.334 0.038 8.798 0.000 0.259, 0.408

Number of new
charges

0.400 0.037 10.918 0.000 0.328, 0.472

Legal latent
variable

0.000 0.000 NA NA 0.000, 0.000

1979), and Black girls receive more punitive legal consequences
than white girls (Freiburger and Burke, 2011). The National Youth
Survey of Self-reported Delinquency measure used in this study
only included one item of 23 that measured a possible status offense
(i.e., running away), suggesting that if girls were arrested for status

offenses, this association would not have been captured by the
current delinquency measure. Despite this limitation, the measure
was chosen because it is commonly used in research, has evidence
of external validity, and would permit comparisons with other
research studies.

Low representation precluded examination of these
relationships for non-binary youth. However, evidence suggests
that sexual and gender minoritized youth have unique needs and
may be subjected to worse outcomes (e.g., housing instability)
due to their identity and systemic discrimination (see; Majd et al.,
2009; Irvine, 2010; Irvine and Canfield, 2018). Nearly 30% of the
current sample of youth reported sexual orientation and/or gender
minoritized status (Hirschtritt et al., 2021).

We explored the feasibility of measuring legal contact
through a latent variable approach. Given the unique patterns
of contact with the legal system for male and female youth, we
wanted to examine measurement invariance based on gender.
We were able to do so because we intentionally oversampled
for females, and therefore were able to examine gender- based
measurement invariance to determine whether the factor structure
of the latent variable was comparable for females and males
in our sample. We did not find evidence for metric invariance
(e.g., the factor scores were different) across male and female
subsamples, suggesting the legal latent variable constructs were
not comparable.

Strengths, limitations, and future
directions

The current study contributes to the existing literature by
examining multiple measures of legal contact to inform researchers,
clinicians, and policymakers about the external validity of youth-
report of arrest, their caregiver’s report of their arrest, and official
records of the number of new court charges filed. We also leveraged
these data to explore the structure and gender-based measurement
invariance for a latent legal contact variable using confirmatory
factor analysis. Additionally, a major strength of this study is
that we oversampled for subpopulations of youth who are under-
represented in research, including females and those who became
involved in the court due to a status offense.

Study data were collected from families at first court
contact in a single state-wide jurisdiction in the Northeastern
United States. Considering evidence of significant between-
jurisdiction differences in juvenile legal system practice and
decision-making (Knight et al., 2016; Holloway et al., 2017),
these findings may not be generalizable to other jurisdictions and
replication of these findings is encouraged. Another limitation
is that we asked youth participants to identify their gender but
provided responses consistent with biological sex (i.e., female, male,
other) rather than gender (i.e., boy, girl). A related limitation
is that the federal government reports biological sex rather than
gender, which limits comparisons. Future research should confirm
these findings with response options reflecting the gender identity
spectrum more broadly and including a larger sample of gender
expansive youth.

The minimum number of indicator variables per factor
is three, which allows for a just-identified model with zero
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TABLE 5 Measurement invariance model comparisons.

Model χ2 (1 χ2) df (1 df) p (1 p) CFI (1 CFI)

Configural invariance 0.000 0 – 1.000

Weak invariance (equal loadings) 7.07 (7.07) (2) 0.029 0.977 (0.023)

Strong invariance (equal loadings and
intercepts)

9.16 (2.08) (2) 0.353 0.976 (0.000)

1CFI < 0.01 indicates that measurement invariance holds (Cheung and Rensvold, 2002).

TABLE 6 Area under the curve estimates for associations between youth
self-reported delinquency and legal contact.

Legal contact DVs AUC Effect size

Youth-report arrest 0.742 Large

Caregiver-report arrest 0.636 Medium

New court charges 0.596 Small-medium

AUC = Receiver Operating Characteristic Area Under the Curve estimates; AUC conventions:
Small = 0.560; Medium = 0.640; Large = 0.710 (Ruscio, 2008). Covariates included age, gender
identity, and ethnoracial identity.

degrees of freedom (Wolf et al., 2013). Thus, measurement of a
recidivism latent variable via confirmatory factor analysis requires
at least three concurrent measures of legal contact. Since we
oversampled for females, we were able to examine gender-based
measurement invariance to determine whether the factor structure
of the latent variable were comparable for females and males
in our sample. We did not find evidence for metric invariance
(e.g., the factor scores were different) across males and females,
suggesting the legal latent variable constructs were not comparable,
and no further analyses were conducted. While important to
assess measurement invariance based on ethnoracial identity, our
sample’s small sample size within ethnoracial identity groups
did not allow for this analysis. Future research on recidivism
as a latent construct should measure additional measures of
legal contact so that the models have more degrees of freedom.
Researchers should consider sampling strategies that allow for more
balanced numbers of youth from different ethnoracial identities
to allow for an examination of measurement invariance between
groups.

Implications

When considered as binary measures of recidivism, official
court records may indicate higher rates of legal contact while
caregiver- and youth-report of arrest may indicate less. Our
findings suggest that researchers, clinicians, and policymakers
should not consider each measure of recidivism or legal contact
to be measuring the same construct and should consider the
implications when selecting or evaluating measures of recidivism.
For example, if measuring prior contact with police as a potentially
traumatic event or as increasing iatrogenic risk (see Del Toro et al.,
2019), youth-report of arrests may be an ideal measure of legal
contact. In contrast, if continued court involvement is perceived
as increasing risk on a risk/needs assessment when a juvenile
probation officer is making treatment decisions, considering official
records of the number of official new charges will be key; this

may be especially true because youth and caregivers may be
likely to under-report their arrests in this context. Additionally,
practitioners aiming to prevent future illegal behavior should
consider using a measure of self-reported delinquency, as official
arrest records may not capture behaviors addressable by targeted
intervention. However, if each measure of legal contact is assumed
as a proxy for or related to a youth’s delinquent behavior after initial
court contact, the youth’s self-report of their own arrest should be
considered.

Self-reported delinquency was correlated with all measures
of recidivism for males, but not females. As such, recidivism
for females in this sample was not related to their self-reported
delinquent behavior, this finding should be replicated in other
samples. These findings suggest that youth are consistent reporters
of their own delinquent behavior and recidivism measured by
arrests. Given systemic bias in who encounters the legal system,
clinicians, researchers, and policymakers should heavily consider
youth’s self-report of delinquent behavior as the most accurate way
to measure recidivism when considering ways to prevent repeat
legal system contact (i.e., recidivism).

Data availability statement

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this article will be
made available by the authors, without undue reservation.

Ethics statement

The studies involving humans were approved by the University
of California, San Francisco. The studies were conducted
in accordance with the local legislation and institutional
requirements. Written informed consent for participation in
this study was provided by the participants’ legal guardians/next of
kin and informed assent was provided by youth participants.

Author contributions

MT-S obtained funding for this project and led the design and
original data collection. MI led the data request and management
process. MI, JM, and EH wrote the initial draft of the Introduction.
JM wrote the initial draft of the Method. EH performed statistical
analysis and led drafting of the manuscript. JF consulted heavily
on statistical analysis and copyediting. All authors contributed to

Frontiers in Psychology 11 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208317
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-14-1208317 December 23, 2023 Time: 18:1 # 12

Holloway et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208317

conceptualization, manuscript revision, read, and approved the
submitted version.

Funding

This publication was supported by the National Center for
Advancing Translational Sciences, National Institutes of Health,
through UCSF-CTSI Grant Number UL1 TR001872. Its contents
are solely the responsibility of the authors and do not necessarily
represent the official views of the NIH. Postdoctoral Traineeship in
Substance Use Disorders Treatment and Services Research NIDA
T32DA007250 (PIs: Satre, Tsoh), NIDA K23DA050798 (PI: JF),
NIDA K24DA046569 (PI: MT-S), NIDA R01DA034538 (PI: MT-S),
and Clifford Attkisson Clinical Services Research Training Program
NIMH T32MH018261 (PIs: Pfiffner, Loewy).

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or
endorsed by the publisher.

References

Bonnie, R. J., Johnson, R. L., Chemers, B. M., and Schuck, J. A. (2013). Reforming
juvenile justice: A developmental approach. Washington, DC: National Academies
Press.

Cantor, D., and Lynch, J. P. (2000). Self-report surveys as measures of crime and
criminal victimization. Crim. Justice 4, 85–138.

Cheung, G. W., and Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes
for testing measurement invariance. Struct. Equ. Model. Multidisciplin. J. 9, 233–255.
doi: 10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Cottle, C. C., Lee, R. J., and Heilbrun, K. (2001). The prediction of criminal
recidivism in juveniles: A meta-analysis. Crim. Justice Behav, 28, 367–394. doi: 10.1177/
0093854801028003005

Crutchfield, R. D., Skinner, M. L., Haggerty, K. P., McGlynn, A., and Catalano,
R. F. (2012). Racial disparity in police contacts. Race Justice 2, 179–202. doi: 10.1177/
2153368712448063

Daylor, J. M., Blalock, D. V., Davis, T., Klauberg, W. X., Stuewig, J., and Tangney, J. P.
(2019). Who tells the truth? Former inmates’ self-reported arrests vs. official records.
J. Crim. Justice 63, 49–57. doi: 10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2019.04.002

Del Toro, J., Lloyd, T., Buchanan, K. S., Robins, S. J., Bencharit, L. Z., Smiedt, M. G.,
et al. (2019). The criminogenic and psychological effects of police stops on adolescent
black and Latino boys. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 116, 8261–8268.

Dir, A. L., Magee, L. A., Clifton, R. L., Ouyang, F., Tu, W., Wiehe, S. E., et al. (2021).
The point of diminishing returns in juvenile probation: Probation requirements and
risk of technical probation violations among first-time probation-involved youth.
Psychol. Public Policy Law 72, 283–291. doi: 10.1037/law0000282

Elliott, D. S. (1995). “Lies, damn lies and arrest statistics,” in The Sutherland award
presentation: The American Society of Criminology meetings, Boston, MA, (Boulder,
CO: Center for the Study and Prevention of Violence).

Fagan, J., Braga, A. A., Brunson, R. K., and Pattavina, A. (2016). Stops and stares:
Street stops, surveillance, and race in the new policing. Fordham Urban Law J. 43,
539–614.

Farrington, D. P., Jolliffe, D., Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., Hill, K. G., and
Kosterman, R. (2009). Why are boys more likely to be referred to juvenile court?
Gender differences in official and self-reported delinquency. Victims Offenders 5,
25–44. doi: 10.1080/15564880903422963

Freiburger, T. L., and Burke, A. S. (2011). Status offenders in the juvenile court: The
effects of gender, race, and ethnicity on the adjudication decision. Youth Viol. Juvenile
Justice 9, 352–365. doi: 10.1177/1541204011399933

Gaarder, E., Rodriguez, N., and Zatz, M. S. (2004). Criers, liars, and manipulators:
Probation officers’ views of girls. Justice Q. 21, 547–578.

Hawkins, J. D., Cassidy, C. H., Light, N. B., and Miller, C. A. (1977).
Interpreiting official records as indicators of recidivism in evaluating delinquency
prevention programs. Criminol. 15, 397–424. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.1977.
tb00075.x

Heilbrun, K., Griffin, P. A., Mulvey, E., DeMatteo, D., Schubert, C., Winckworth-
Prejsnar, K., et al. (2017). “Diversion and the sequential intercept model: Implications
for emerging forensic service areas,” in Handbook of forensic mental health services, eds
R. Roesch and A. N. Cook (Milton Park: Routledge).

Hindelang, M. J., Hirschi, T., and Weis, J. G. (1981). Measuring delinquency. Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage Publications.

Hirschtritt, M. E., Folk, J. B., Marshall, B. D. L., Li, Y., and Tolou-Shams, M. (2021).
Cannabis use among court-involved minority sexual orientation and gender identity
adolescents. J. Am. Acad. Psychiatry Law 49, 350–360. doi: 10.29158/JAAPL.200104-20

Hoge, R. D. (2016). “Risk, need, and responsivity in juveniles,” in APA handbook of
psychology and juvenile justice, eds K. Heilbrun, D. DeMatteo, and N. E. S. Goldstein
(Washington, DC: American Psychological Association), 179–196.

Holloway, E. D., Cruise, K. R., Downs, S. M., Monahan, P. O., and Aalsma,
M. C. (2017). Juvenile probation officer self-assessed mental health competency as
a predictor of case management practices. Adm. Policy Ment. Health 44, 534–546.
doi: 10.1007/s10488-016-0734-5

Holloway, E. D., Folk, J. B., Ordorica, C., and Tolou-Shams, M. (2022). Peer,
substance use, and race-related factors associated with recidivism among first-time
justice-involved youth. Law Hum. Behav. 46, 140–153. doi: 10.1037/lhb0000471

Huizinga, D., and Elliott, D. S. (1986). Reassessing the reliability and validity
of self-report delinquency measures. J. Quant. Criminol. 2, 293–327. doi: 10.1007/
BF01064258

Irvine, A. (2010). “We’ve Had Three of Them”: addressing the invisibility of lesbian,
gay, bisexual and gender nonconforming youths in the juvenile justice system. Colum.
J. Gender L. 19, 675–699.

Irvine, A., and Canfield, A. (2018). Reflections on new national data on
LGBQ/GNCT youth in the justice system. LGBTQ Policy J. 7, 2016–2017.

Jolliffe, D., Farrington, D., and Piquero, A. (2016). More research is needed on
life-course-persistent offenders. DLC Criminol. 4, 15–19.

Jorgensen, T. D., Pornprasertmanit, S., Schoemann, A. M., and Rosseel, Y. (2022).
semTools: Useful tools for structural equation modeling. R package version 0.5–6.
Available online at: https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=semTools

Knight, D. K., Belenko, S., Wiley, T., Robertson, A. A., Arrigona, N., Dennis, M.,
et al. (2016). Juvenile justice—translational research on interventions for adolescents
in the legal system (JJ-TRIALS): A cluster randomized trial targeting system-wide
improvement in substance use services. Implement. Sci. 11:57. doi: 10.1186/s13012-
016-0423-5

Krohn, M. D., Thornberry, T. P., Gibson, C. L., and Baldwin, J. M. (2010). The
development and impact of self-report measures of crime and delinquency. J. Quant.
Criminol. 26, 509–525. doi: 10.1007/s10940-010-9119-1

Loeber, R., Green, S. M., Lahey, B. B., and Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1991). Differences
and similarities between children, mothers, and teachers as informants on disruptive
child behavior. J. Abnorm. Child Psychol. 19, 75–95. doi: 10.1007/BF00910566

Lüdecke, D., Ben-Shachar, M., Patil, I., Waggoner, P., and Makowski, D. (2021).
Performance: An R package for assessment, comparison and testing of statistical
models. J. Open Source Softw. 6:3139. doi: 10.21105/joss.03139

MacDonald, J. M., and Chesney-Lind, M. (2001). Gender bias and juvenile
justice revisited: A multiyear analysis. Crime Delinq. 47, 173–195. doi: 10.1177/
0011128701047002002

Majd, K., Marksamer, J., and Reyes, C. (2009). Hidden injustice: Lesbian, gay,
bisexual, and transgender youth in juvenile courts. Legal Services for Children,

Frontiers in Psychology 12 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208317
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854801028003005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093854801028003005
https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368712448063
https://doi.org/10.1177/2153368712448063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2019.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/law0000282
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564880903422963
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204011399933
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1977.tb00075.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1977.tb00075.x
https://doi.org/10.29158/JAAPL.200104-20
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10488-016-0734-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/lhb0000471
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01064258
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01064258
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=semTools
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0423-5
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13012-016-0423-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10940-010-9119-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00910566
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03139
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128701047002002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011128701047002002
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-14-1208317 December 23, 2023 Time: 18:1 # 13

Holloway et al. 10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208317

National Juvenile Defender Center, and National Center for Lesbian Rights. Available
online at: https://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.
pdf (accessed April 11, 2022).

Makowski, D., Ben-Shachar, M., Patil, I., and Lüdecke, D. (2020). Methods and
algorithms for correlation analysis in R. J. Open Source Softw. 5:2306. doi: 10.21105/
joss.02306

Mann, C. R. (1979). The differential treatment between runaway boys and girls in
juvenile court. Juv. Fam. Court J. 30, 37–48. doi: 10.1111/j.1755-6988.1979.tb00845.x

Maxfield, M. G., Weiler, B. L., and Widom, C. S. (2000). Comparing self-reports and
official records of arrests. J. Quant. Criminol. 16, 87–110.

National Institute of Justice (2022). Recidivism. National Institute of Justice
Recidivism Definition. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention [OJJDP] (2023). About
OJJDP. Office of juvenile justice and delinquency prevention. Available online at: https:
//ojjdp.ojp.gov/about (accessed October 17, 2023).

Patil, I. (2021). Visualizations with statistical details: The “ggstatsplot” approach.
J. Open Source Softw. 6:3167. doi: 10.21105/joss.03167

Payne, J. L., and Piquero, A. R. (2016). The concordance of self-reported
and officially recorded lifetime offending histories: Results from a sample of
Australian prisoners. J. Crim. Justice 46, 184–195. doi: 10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.
05.004

Piquero, A. R. (2008). Disproportionate minority contact. Fut. Child. 18, 59–79.

Piquero, A. R. (2020). “Measuring individual behaviors with self-reports:
The case of self-reported delinquency,” in Social bridges and contexts in
criminology and sociology, eds L. Hughes and L. Broidy (Milton Park: Routledge),
70–79.

Piquero, A. R., Schubert, C. A., and Brame, R. (2014). Comparing official and self-
report records of offending across gender and race/ethnicity in a longitudinal study of
serious youthful offenders. J. Res. Crime Delinq. 51, 526–556.

Puzzanchera, C., Hockenberry, S., and Sickmund, M. (2022). Youth and the juvenile
justice system: 2022 national report. Pittsburgh, PA: National Center for Juvenile
Justice.

R Core Team. (2023). R: A language and environment for statistical computing.
Vienna: R Foundation for Statistical Computing.

Rosseel, Y. (2012). lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. J. Stat.
Soft. 48, 1–36. doi: 10.18637/jss.v048.i02

Rovner, J. (2016). Racial disparities in youth commitments and arrests. The sentencing
project. Available online at: https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/racial-
disparities-in-youth-commitments-and-arrests/ (accessed July 21, 2021).

Ruscio, J. (2008). A probability-based measure of effect size: Robustness to base rates
and other factors. Psychol. Methods 13, 19–30. doi: 10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19

Thornberry, T. P., and Krohn, M. D. (2000). Delinquency and crime. Criminal justice
2000: Measurement and analysis of crime and justice. Vol. 4. Washington, DC: U.S.
Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs.

Tolou-Shams, M., Brown, L. K., Marshall, B. D., Dauria, E., Koinis-Mitchell, D.,
Kemp, K., et al. (2019). The behavioral health needs of first-time offending justice-
involved youth: Substance use, sexual risk, and mental health. J. Child Adolescent
Substance Abuse 28, 291–303.

Vincent, G. M., Guy, L. S., and Grisso, T. (2012). Risk assessment in juvenile justice:
A guidebook for implementation. John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation.

Weaver, V. M., Papachristos, A., and Zanger-Tishler, M. (2019). The great
decoupling: The disconnection between criminal offending and experience of arrest
across two cohorts. RSF Russell Sage Foundation J. Soc. Sci. 5, 89–123.

Wolf, E. J., Harrington, K. M., Clark, S. L., and Miller, M. W. (2013). Sample
size requirements for structural equation models: An evaluation of power, bias, and
solution propriety. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 73, 913–934. doi: 10.1177/0013164413495237

Yelnur, Y., Rima, D., Adlet, Y., Dauren, M., and Beaver, K. M. (2021). Examining the
factors that lead to being arrested among criminal abstainers: An analysis of potential
sources of bias in the American criminal justice system. Int. J. Law Crime Justice
67:100504. doi: 10.1016/j.ijlcj.2021.100504

Zahn, M. A., Agnew, R., Fishbein, D., Miller, S., Dakoff, G., Kruttschnitt, C., et al.
(2010). Causes and correlates of girls’ delinquency. Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention.

Frontiers in Psychology 13 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1208317
https://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.pdf
https://www.nclrights.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/hidden_injustice.pdf
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02306
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.02306
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-6988.1979.tb00845.x
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/about
https://ojjdp.ojp.gov/about
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.03167
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2016.05.004
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/racial-disparities-in-youth-commitments-and-arrests/
https://www.sentencingproject.org/publications/racial-disparities-in-youth-commitments-and-arrests/
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.13.1.19
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164413495237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijlcj.2021.100504
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/

	Youth recidivism: youth self-report matters
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Participants and procedure
	Measures
	Demographic variables
	Youth self-reported delinquency
	Self- and caregiver-report of youth arrest
	Official juvenile court records
	Analytic plan


	Results
	Participant descriptives
	Youth legal contact descriptives
	Relationship between legal contact variables
	Legal contact variables by gender and ethnoracial identity
	Predictive validity of youth-report delinquency on legal contact

	Discussion
	Strengths, limitations, and future directions
	Implications

	Data availability statement
	Ethics statement
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


