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Abstract

Purpose—Knowledge about offenders and knowledge about victims has traditionally been
undertaken without formal consideration of the overlap among the two. A small but growing
research agenda has examined the extent of this overlap. At the same time, there has been a
minimal amount of research regarding offending and victimization among minority youth, and this
is most apparent with respect to Hispanics, who have been increasing in population in the United
States.

Materials & Methods—This study explores the joint, longitudinal overlap between offending
and victimization among a sample of Puerto Rican youth from the Bronx, New York.

Results—Results indicate: (1) an overlap between offending and victimization that persists over
time, (2) a considerable overlap in the number, type, direction, and magnitude of the effect of
individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors on both offending and victimization, (3) some of
the factors related to offending were only relevant at baseline and not for the growth in offending
but that several factors were associated with the growth in victimization, and (4) various risk
factors could not explain much of the overlap between offending and victimization.

Conclusions—Theoretical, policy, and future research directions are addressed.

Introduction

Theoretical and empirical research on offending has generated an important amount of

descriptive information about the nature and progression of delinquency and crime over the
life course (Farrington, 2003). Though to a lesser degree, a similar strand of theoretical and

empirical work has focused on the nature and correlates associated with victimization, but

less so with respect to its progression over time (Miethe & Meier, 1994). Collectively, these
investigations have made use of several criminological perspectives which while focused on

one outcome or the other, also bear relevance for understanding both outcomes.

"Corresponding author. wjennings@usf.edu (W.G. Jennings).



1duosnuen Joyiny 1duosnuey Joyiny 1duosnuen Joyiny

1duosnuep Joyiny

Maldonado-Molina et al. Page 2

At the same time however, research on offending and victimization— as well as research on
offenders and victims—has tended to proceed without consideration of the knowledge that
has accumulated across both outcomes; that is, with a few exceptions (Higgins, Jennings,
Tewksbury, & Gibson, 2009), much of the research has tended to concentrate only among
offending and offenders oronly among victimization and victims without acknowledging the
shared overlap between the two (Gottfredson, 1981; Schreck et al., 2008). And while there is
a growing knowledge base with respect to the overlap among offenders and victims (Broidy,
Daday, Crandall, Klar, & Jost, 2005; Chen, 2009; Higgins et al., 2009; Loeber et al., 2005;
Klevens et al. 2002; Schreck et al., 2008; Silver et al., 2010), the limited research that has
been conducted on the overlap between offending and victimization has tended to focus on
mainly normative samples of white youth, using a limited set of risk factors, and with
limited attention to the longitudinal—especially within-person—patterning of offending and
victimization (for a detailed review, see Lauritsen & Laub, 2007).

This study seeks to explore the victim-offender overlap generally, and the extent to which
criminological risk factors from individual, familial, peer, and contextual domains help
understand and explain the overlap between victimization and offending. Importantly, this
study considers this issue via longitudinal data from a large sample of Puerto Rican youth
residing in the Bronx, New York followed through the transition between childhood and
adolescence. Two features of these data and our investigation are worth noting. First, these
data provide important descriptive information regarding Hispanics’ offending and
victimization, which is important because the empirical knowledge rests mainly on
information from whites and African-Americans. Second, results gleaned from our effort
will also bear relevance for the social sciences more generally especially because of the
increased attention paid to Hispanics with respect to their population growth (U.S. Census,
2000), immigration and migration patterns (Martinez & Valenzuela, 2006; Pew Hispanic
Center, 2009; Suro, 2005)—especially as the number of foreign born Hispanics grew from
21.1 million to 27.3 million between 2000 and 2007 (Pew Hispanic Center, 2009), and
exposure to — and involvement in — the criminal justice system (Lopez & Livingstone, 2009).
Consideration of the questions noted above with these particular data is important as it may
provide further evidence regarding the generality of criminological perspectives for
understanding offending and victimization across race/ethnic groups—with a concerted
focus on the ever-increasing Hispanic population. Before we present an analysis of this
issue, we outline the theoretical frameworks and requisite risk factors we consider for
understanding offending, victimization, and their overlap, as well as a broad overview of the
minimal literature on Hispanic offending and victimization.

Theoretical framework and prior research

A number of theoretical perspectives have implications for explaining the overlap in
offending and victimization such as routine activities/lifestyles, social bonding, delinquent
peers, subcultural, and self-control as well as neighborhood influences. Perhaps the most
noted and commonly assessed of these perspectives is routine activities/lifestyles (Felson,
1986, 1992; Jensen & Brownfield, 1986; Mustaine & Tewksbury, 2000; Osgood et al., 1996;
Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990; Schreck et al., 2008; Smith & Ecob, 2007; Taylor et al., 2008).
This perspective emphasizes opportunity, exposure, and engagement in at-risk lifestyles and
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activities (e.g., drug and alcohol use, out of home recreation, and contact with potential
offenders in unsupervised settings) that facilitate criminal events, and a number of empirical
investigations have generated a common set of findings.

Several studies have documented that victims, offenders, and victim-offenders comprise
distinct groups of individuals (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 2000). Along these lines, Klevens,
Duque, and Clemencia (2002) demonstrated that individuals that were classified solely as
victims tended to avoid risky lifestyle activities, but this was not the case for individuals who
were identified as both victims and offenders. Similarly, Dobrin (2001) found that criminal
offending increased an individual's risk for homicide victimization, and this risk was still
apparent net of the effect of individual and neighborhood characteristics (see also Piquero et
al., 2005). Broidy et al. (2005) also reported that homicide victims were often previously
involved in criminal activity, yet there was still a subset of homicide victims that were
noncriminals. In addition, Loeber et al. (2005) found that a number of child, family, school
and demographic risk factors were related to violence and later involvement in homicide
among boys in the Pittsburgh Youth Study.

Furthermore, Osgood and colleagues (1996) argue (from a routine activities perspective) that
time spent with delinquent peers in the absence of adult supervision increases a youth's
likelihood for crime and delinquency. As such and given the strong relationship between
offending and victimization, spending large amounts of time in unstructured and
unsupervised activities is likely to increase a youth's risk for experiencing victimization.
Schreck et al. (2004) have found support for this linkage and have suggested that not only do
criminal/ delinquent peers provide the context wherein the learning process takes place for
offending, but that they are also not necessarily the peer group best suited for protecting a
youth from victimization. In addition, Osgood et al. (1996) suggest that peers make
delinquency more appealing because they can provide an opportunity for — as well as
participate in — the act specifically (e.g., co-offenders). This assistance along with the
tangible and intangible rewards that peers provide such as an increase in status or reputation
serve to increase the probability that a youth will engage in delinquency and do so more
frequently. This increased involvement in delinquency specifically places them at a greater
risk of victimization (Felson, 1986, 1992; Jensen & Brownfield, 1986; Mustaine &
Tewksbury, 2000; Osgood et al., 1996; Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990; Schreck et al., 2008;
Smith & Ecob, 2007; Taylor et al., 2008). Therefore, routine activities/ lifestyles perspective
is particularly relevant for explaining the victim-offender overlap because routine activities
specifically and unstructured socializing more generally structures opportunities for both
offending and victimization.

1.Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general theory provides another framework for explaining why individuals are involved in crime
and delinquency and experience victimization. The underlying premise of the theory is that inadequate socialization in the family early
in childhood leads to failure in developing adequate self-control which, in turn, increases a youth's risk for crime and delinquency
when the opportunity arises. The link between low self-control and offending has been well documented (Gottfredson, 2006; Pratt &
Cullen, 2000), and recent studies have also found an association between low self-control and victimization as well (Baron et al.,
2007; Holtfreter et al., 2008; Piquero et al., 2005; Schreck, 1999; Schreck, Wright, & Miller, 2002). In addition, subcultural
approaches have been linked to retaliatory behavior that invites opportunities for both offending and victimization (Anderson, 1999;
Eitle & Turner, 2002; Jacobs & Wright, 2006; Kennedy & Baron, 1993; Singer, 1987; Stewart, Schreck, & Simons, 2006; also see
Felson, 1992). Specifically, youth who are exposed to violence in their neighborhoods often display higher rates of involvement in
violence (Eitle & Turner, 2002; Nofziger & Kurtz, 2005).
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Additionally, other research has also demonstrated that child, family, peer, and
environmental factors are important correlates of delinquency, including early aggression,
poor family management, delinquent peer association, and drug availability (Chung et al.,
2002; Hawkins et al., 1992; Loeber et al., 1998). Comparatively, concentrated poverty, racial
heterogeneity, and family disruption have been identified as adverse conditions that are
disproportionately observed in urban and disadvantaged neighborhoods (Coulton et al.,
1995), which are also the neighborhoods where minorities, including Hispanics, tend to
disproportionately reside. Several others studies have also demonstrated higher involvement
in crime and delinquency among youth who reside in disadvantaged neighborhoods, and
these youth also report elevated levels of exposure to violence and neighborhood problems
(Elliott et al., 1996; McCord et al., 2001).

Delinquency among Hispanic youth
Although comparisons across race/ethnicity in delinquency and crime are rare because of
data limitations, there is a small albeit growing knowledge base on Hispanics and
delinquency (Morenoff, 2005). Early studies indicated that Hispanic youth display a pattern
of offenses closer to that of Whites than of Blacks, while Hispanic adults display a pattern
closer to that of Blacks than of Whites (Rodriguez et al., 1984). Chavez et al. (1994)
provided evidence of the high levels of violence exhibited by Hispanic youth, a finding that
has since been replicated for both male and female Hispanic youth (Jennings et al., 2009).
Further, Cuellar and Curry (2007) reported that violent offending specifically was most
frequently endorsed among a sample of Hispanic teenage females in El Paso. They also
demonstrated that marijuana use emerged as the drug of choice, and nearly 10% of the
Hispanic females reported heavy use of alcohol or cocaine or other inhalants.

Aside from the descriptive evidence regarding the nature of Hispanic delinquency and crime,
researchers have also explored the factors associated with Hispanic offending. For example,
Rodriguez and Weisburd (1991) presented ethnographic research highlighting the salience of
family bonds as a protective factor for offending. Similarly, relying on a large sample of
Puerto Rican males, Pabron (1998) reported that the frequency, duration, intensity, and the
priority of the associations between the parent and the youth was particularly important for
abstaining from delinquency. Other research has also noted the significance of family
conflict and unsupervised socializing with peers as they relate to Hispanic youth and
delinquency (Samaniego & Gonzales, 1999; Yin et al., 1999).

Pérez et al.‘s (2008) recent analysis of a large sample of Hispanic youth identified gender,
physical abuse, academic problems, and prior criminal history as key correlates of self-
reported violence. Their results also demonstrated the salience of ethnic-specific risk factors
for violent delinquency, and these stressors were associated with acculturation processes.
That is, Hispanic youth who reported experiencing intergenerational conflict with their
parents over the importance of Hispanic values, customs, and way of life were more likely to
report involvement in violence. Similarly, Hispanic youth who reported that they faced
discrimination in the classroom also were more likely to report violence. Finally,
Maldonado-Molina et al. (2009) examined the longitudinal relationship between several risk
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factors and delinquency, and observed that delinquent attitudes, delinquent peer association,
and exposure to violence were significantly related to Hispanic offending.

Victimization among Hispanic youth

There have been a limited number of investigations surrounding Hispanic victimization
generally, and among Hispanic youth in particular; yet, as the Hispanic population has
increased in the last several decades, research has consistently shown that Hispanics are
victimized at disproportionately high rates (Walker et al., 2007). For example, Crouch and
colleagues (2000) found that Hispanic youth were victimized at higher rates compared to
White youth regardless of income. Similarly, Fitzpatrick (1999) found that Hispanic high
school students faced a significantly greater odds of being victimized compared to other
racial groups. Intimate partner violence was also reported to be higher for Hispanic adults
compared to Whites (Caetano et al., 2000; Cunradi et al., 2000; Field & Caetano, 2003).

Despite the consistency of the findings reviewed above regarding the disproportionate
victimization rates of Hispanics, other research using more recent data suggests more
similarities (or a lesser degree of disparity) between the rates of victimization among
Hispanics compared to Whites and other ethnic groups. For instance, data from the mid-to-
late 1990s indicated that there was no variation in the rates of childhood abuse for Hispanics
compared to other races/ethnicities (Arroyo et al., 1997; Lau et al., 2003). Rennison (2002)
showed that rates of violent victimization were disproportionately high in the early 1990s,
yet these rates began to decline for Hispanics to the point where the differences in the
victimization rates between Hispanics and non-Hispanics were marginal by 2000.

Thus, while the victimization rates appeared to be converging for Hispanics and non-
Hispanics, additional research has since identified differences upon further dissection of the
overall victimization rate. For example, relying on data collected from the National Crime
and Victimization Survey (NCVS), Catalano (2004)found that non-Hispanics were more
likely to be victims of rape and sexual assault. In contrast, Hispanics were more likely to be
victims of aggravated assault and robbery (Catalano, 2006). Most of these finding have been
recently replicated, particularly with regard to Hispanics’ disproportionate likelihood for
experiencing robbery (Rand, 2009). In addition, Brown and Benedict's (2005) descriptive
analysis of self-reported victimization from 230 Hispanic youth residing in an urban area
suggested that Hispanic males reported more victimization than Hispanic females, and that
the rate of victimization for the Hispanic youth was considerably higher than the national
victimization rates of their non-Hispanic peers. In addition, Cuellar and Curry (2007)
identified a high rate of physical and sexual abuse among Hispanic female adolescents.
Thus, while Hispanic victimization research has revealed some inconsistencies, it is clear
that Hispanics,and specifically Hispanic youth, are an at-risk ethnic group for victimization,
just as the research reviewed earlier identified Hispanic youth as an at-risk group for
delinquency.

Current study

The various theoretical frameworks reviewed above and the limited but emerging research
examining delinquency and victimization among Hispanic youth suggest that there is likely
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Method

Data

to be a considerable degree of overlap between Hispanic victims and offenders. Also, there
is likely to be a noticeable degree of shared similarity between how certain risk factor
domains (e.g., individual, familial, peers, contextual) relate to both offending and
victimization. Yet, these two observations have not been jointly and longitudinally linked
among Hispanics. Acknowledging these possibilities, the current study explores the overlap
between offending and victimization in a large, longitudinal sample of Puerto Rican youth
residing in the Bronx, New York. Such an investigation is important considering that it will
add not only to the body of research linking offending and victimization and its
determinants, but will also add to the limited empirical knowledge regarding offending,
victimization, and their overlap among Hispanics. A preliminary, descriptive analysis of
these issues is especially warranted given that no comparable baseline exists in the
criminological literature.2

Data for this study come from a sample of youth who participated in the Boricua Youth
Study (BYS) (Bird et al., 2006a,b), a longitudinal study of Puerto Rican children and
adolescents (initially aged 5 to 13 years). Three annual waves of child and parent-report data
were collected between summer 2000 and fall 2004. A household was eligible if (1) there
was at least one child residing in the household 5 through 13 years old and identified by the
family as being of Puerto Rican background, and (2) at least one of the child's parents or
primary caretakers residing in the household also self-identified as being of Puerto Rican
background (Bird et al., 2006a). The sampling process yielded 1,414 eligible youth in
Bronx, New York of which 1,138 were interviewed (completion rate=80.5%) (Bird et al.,
20064a,b; Bird et al., 2007). Sample retention in the two yearly follow-ups was 89.4 percent
at wave 2 and 85.6 percent at wave 3. Regarding survey administration, Bird et al. (2006a)
reports that interviews were administered using laptop computers in the youth's home and
were programmed in both English and Spanish. The use of a computerized protocol helped
avoid missing data, inappropriate skips, and out-of-range codes. The interview audiotapes
were also obtained for the purposes of quality control. Because missing data was less than
3-4%, mean replacement was used when data was missing for any of the measures used in
the analysis. Overall, there were a roughly equivalent number of males and females in the
sample (51.36% male). The average age of the Bronx youth was 9.51 (time 1). At baseline,
47.5% of children were ages 5 to 9 and 52.5% of children were older than 9 years. Table 1
provides summary statistics for all of the variables that were used in the analysis, and these
variables are described below.

2.1t is unknown the extent to which longitudinal patterns of offending and victimization will replicate among Hispanics because such
an empirical analysis has not been conducted. Additionally, extant research has not explored how various risk factors operate among
Hispanics with respect to the offender/victimization overlap. Thus, the current study is not only a replication of previous efforts
investigating the longitudinal linkage between offending and victimization, but also an original investigation into the victim-offender
overlap among Hispanic youth and the extent to which various risk factors relate to both outcomes and their joint occurrence.
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Dependent variables

Offending—This was an additive scale based on a common self-report delinquency
measure and contained approximately 30 items (Elliott et al., 1985; see Appendix A). Each
youth reported either “yes” or “no” to whether they participated in a number of delinquent
acts in the prior year, and the number of “yes” responses were summed in order to create a
delinquency variety scale (Hindelang et al., 1981). Example items include: “On purpose
broken or damaged or destroyed something that did not belong to you?”; “Taken something
from a store without paying for it?”; “Carried a hidden weapon?”; “Hit, slapped, or shoved
other kids or gotten into a physical fight with them?”; “Skip school without an excuse?”;
“Drunk any beer, wine, or any other liquor?”; “Smoked marijuana, weed, pot, or phillies (or
blunts)?”; and “Attacked someone with a weapon or to seriously hurt or kill them?”

We recognize that the measures of delinquency differed by age group, yet we retained the
delinquency scales as originally developed in the BY'S for two reasons. First, we intended to
remain as consistent as possible with other publications that have used the BYS delinquency
scales, so that study findings regarding the scales could be considered and compared across
studies. Second, recognizing the potential issues that could emerge with using different
items in the delinquency scale, we undertook a supplemental analysis in which we
investigated the prevalence of cases for which the different delinquency scales were used
over time. Although fewer than one in five youth were administered the different scales
across waves because their developmental age progressed out of the specified range (i.e.,
from ages 5 to 9 to age 10 and older), fewer than one percent of the sample had nonzero
counts of delinquency across the three waves. Nevertheless, we removed these cases from
the analysis and examined how or if the scales varied across the two samples. We found that
the distribution of delinquency across waves and by site was virtually similar with or without
these youth.3

Victimization—This measure was based on Richters and Martinez's (1993) exposure to
community violence scale as modified by Raia (1995). Youth responded to a series of
questions about whether they experienced violence themselves, saw violence happen to
others, or heard about violence happening to someone they knew (see Appendix B). This
measure was weighted such that if the violence happened to the youth (e.g., direct
victimization) the response was coded as 3, if the youth saw the violence happen to others
(e.g., indirect victimization) then the response was coded as a 2, and if the youth heard about
the violence happening to someone they knew (e.g., indirect victimization) then the response
was coded as a 1. Finally, each of the youth's weighted responses to a series of questions
gauging exposure to a number of violent events was summed in order to create the weighted
victimization scale, where higher values represented greater victimization.4

Stis important to note here that caution should be taken when interpreting the results because although a large number and range of
items were included to measure delinquency, the descriptive statistics suggest that the offending measure was highly skewed.
Nevertheless, we were aware of this skewness, and this is the reason that we estimated the SEM model using a Poisson distribution.
-Some readers may observe that the victimization variable assumes a seriousness progression with direct experience being coded as
highest and hearing about violence to someone they know as less serious. This is certainly debatable, because for some respondents it
may be more traumatic to hear about particular violence than to personally experience it. Future research should further explore
different methods of measuring personal and vicarious victimization. Furthermore, the frequency of victimization, like the offending
frequency, was positively skewed with a relatively low prevalence. Specifically, not surprisingly, it was more common for the BYS
participants to report experiencing indirect forms of victimization compared to reporting direct personal victimization. Having said
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Independent variables

Individual factors—An individual factor measuring sensation-seeking was included, and
was comprised of ten items that assessed the level of the youth's preference for thrill- and
adventuring-seeking behavior (a = 0.72) (Russo et al., 1991,1993; Gottfredson & Hirschi,
1990). This measure was coded such that higher values indicated the youth's greater
preference for thrill- and adventure-seeking behaviors. A second individual ethnic-specific
factor was included measuring cultural stress. This measure was comprised of thirteen items
derived from the Hispanic Stress Inventory (Cervantes et al., 1990), and the scale reflected
different aspects of stress that Hispanics experience with a particular focus on acculturation
(ae = 0.78). This measure was coded such that higher values indicated youth's experiencing a
greater degree of cultural stress (Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009; Pérez et al., 2008). Three
demographic variables were also included as individual factors. Sex was a dichotomous
variable (1 = male, 0 = female). Age was a continuous measure representing the youth's age
at the time of their wave 1 interview. The third demographic measure indicated whether the
youth's family was on welfare or receiving some type of public assistance other than social
security. Families on welfare or receiving public assistance were coded as 1, and those
families not on welfare or receiving public assistance were coded as 0.

Familial factors—A continuous measure was included to assess the quality of the parent-
child relationship, and was based on the summation of twelve items, with a representative
item being “How often do your parents/ caretakers do things with you?” (a=0.75)
(Farrington & Welsh, 2007; Loeber et al., 1998). Higher values indicated that the youth had
a greater sense of the quality of the parent-child interactions (or positive parent-child
interactions). A second parenting measure was a 6-item scale reflecting the extent of the
parent's use of coercive disciplining techniques such as ignoring or acting cold toward the
youth when they did something wrong or yelling or swearing at the youth when they did
something wrong (a=0.67) (Farrington & Welsh, 2007; Goodman et al., 1998). Higher
values indicated the parent's greater use of coercive disciplining techniques.

Peer factors—Two continuous measures were included as peer factors, one measuring the
quality of the youth's relationship with their peers and the other assessing the proportion of
the youth's peers that were engaged in delinquency (Akers, 1998; Akers & Sellers, 2009).
The peer relationships factor was comprised of five items representing the youth's sense of
belonging, feeling liked, and getting along well with others (a=0.58) (Hudson, 1992).
Higher values indicated a greater sense of belonging and experiencing positive peer
relationships. The peer delinquency scale reflected the number of the youth's peers that were
engaged in a series of delinquent acts, where the response options ranged from 0=none of
them, 1=only a few of them, 2=about half of them, to 3=most of them (a=0.85) (Loeber et
al., 1998). Higher values represented the youth reporting having a greater proportion of
delinquent peers.

this, there was a varying percentage of youth reporting personal victimization for each and every item included in the overall
victimization measure (2-8%), followed by 7-23% reporting seeing this happen to someone else, and 9-16% reporting knowing it
happen to someone but they were not there.
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Contextual factors—One continuous measure was included as a contextual factor that
gauged the quality of the school environment. This 8-item scale assessed the negative
characteristics of the school where the youth attended such as whether kids at school were
involved in gangs, whether there were fist fights at school, or shootings, knifings, or razor
blade attacks at school (a=0.55). Higher values represented a poorer or more negative
school environment.

Analytic strategy

Results

Prior to the multivariate analysis, we present a series of bivariate crosstabulations examining
the association between victimization and offending at each wave in order to illustrate the
prevalence of the victim-offender overlap and how this overlap persists over time. Following
these bivariate comparisons, structural equation modeling in Mplus (version 5.2; Muthén &
Muthén, 2008) was used to examine baseline predictors of the (change in the) frequency of
offending and victimization over time. These multivariate analyses proceeded through two
phases. First, latent growth models were fit to determine the functional form of the
trajectories of offending and victimization independently. The latent intercept and slopes
were allowed to co-vary and a Poisson distribution was specified. Once the form of these
trajectories was determined, they were modeled simultaneously to obtain the unadjusted
estimate of the correlation between the latent intercepts and slopes for each behavior. These
unadjusted estimates indicated the initial overlap between baseline offending and
victimization, as well as their growth over time.

Second, we tested the structural model relating the baseline individual, familial, peer, and
contextual factors to the latent intercept and slopes representing the trajectories of offending
and victimization. The structural model was built in steps. First, bivariate relations were
modeled between the outcomes and each individual, familial, peer, and contextual factor.
Second, the variables/factors with significant bivariate associations were added to the
structural model one at a time. Non-significant paths (p > .05) were excluded in each step.
Fit of the structural models was assessed with a likelihood ratio difference test comparing
nested models, where two times the difference in log likelihoods is asymptotically chi-
square with degrees of freedom equal to the difference in degrees of freedom between the
two models. A statistically significant likelihood ratio chi-square suggests that the null
hypothesis in favor of the reduced model should be rejected (Muthén & Muthén, 2004).
Given the distribution of the outcome variables (i.e., Poisson), traditional goodness-of-fit
indices, such as the CFI, RMSEA and SRMSR, were not calculable for these models. All
parameters in each analysis phase were estimated with maximum likelihood estimation.

As shown in Table 2, a crosstabulation of the prevalence of the victim-offender overlap
indicates a statistically significant association between victimization and offending and this
association is observed at waves 1 (y2 = 63.95,p<.001),2 (x? = 36.93,p<.001),and 3 (x2 =
40.95, p<.001). Several additional details are worth noting. First, the prevalence of being
both a non-victim and a non-offender is fairly stable over time, representing roughly one-
third of the sample. Second, the prevalence of victim-only is sizeable, ranging from 32.4%
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to 43.8% of the sample. Third, and in contrast to the victim-only group, the prevalence of
offender-only is quite low and is actually the least prevalent group (ranging from 4.3% to
9.1%). Combined, this indicates that the substantial majority of youth who reported
offending are also reporting victimization, e.g., they are victim-offenders. Specifically,
27.4% of the youth are victim-offenders at wave 1,18.2% at wave 2, and 15.3% at wave 3.

In addition, 4.3% of the youth were victim-offenders at all three waves, suggesting that there
are a very small proportion of “chronic” victim-offenders and this prevalence closely mirrors
the prevalence of chronic offenders that have been identified in criminal career research
(Piquero et al., 2003, 2007). This small group of chronic victim-offenders displayed
significantly higher levels of risk for nearly all of the individual, familial, peer, and
contextual factors and a significantly greater frequency of offending and victimization across
all three waves. Specifically, they were more likely to be male (X2 =4.98, p<.05), older (¢
=4.74, p<.001), reported a greater preference for thrill and adventure-seeking activity
(£6.71, p<.001), had a greater number of delinquent peers (&£1.96, p=.05), reported their
parents’ greater use of coercive disciplining techniques (£1.65, p=.10), and attended more
negative school environments (£2.43, p<.05). Regarding their frequency of victimization
and offending, the chronic victim-offenders reported offending nearly six times as frequently
(wave 1: £=6.43, p<.001; wave 2: £=6.67, p<.001; wave 3: £=5.15, p<.001) and being
victimized more than three times as frequently compared to those who were not chronic
victim-offenders (wave 1: £7.04, p<.001; wave 2: £=7.44, p<.001; wave 3: £5.72, p<.001).

Following the bivariate victim-offender overlap comparisons described above, the structural
equation results indicated that the growth in victimization and offending were best
represented with latent intercept and linear slope terms. Tests for quadratic terms were not
significant. Regarding the victimization-offending overlap, the standardized unadjusted
correlation between the growth in victimization and offending was 0.409 (SE=0.07,
p<0.001) and the unadjusted correlation in the intercept terms was 0.538 (SE=0.04,
p<0.001). Substantively, this suggests that the intercept and slope terms had a moderate to
strong relationship with respect to offending and victimization. All of the baseline
individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors showed significant bivariate associations
with the growth in victimization and offending. Thus, all of these factors were considered
for inclusion in the final structural model. However, welfare status and the quality of the
parent-child relationship were not significantly related to either the intercepts or slopes of
victimization or offending when considered with the other factors, and were excluded from
the final model. The final structural model is depicted in Fig. 1. The likelihood ratio chi-
square test for this model was significant (XZ (32)=408.10, p<0.001), indicating that it fit the
data better than the unadjusted model of the trajectories of victimization and offending
alone.

With regard to the individual factors and their relationships with offending, gender ($=0.140,
p<0.001) and sensation seeking ($=0.301, p<0.001) were positively and significantly
associated with offending at time 1 (the intercept) indicating that being male and having a
preference for thrill and adventure-seeking behaviors were related to self-reported offending
frequency at baseline. The familial factor of coercive discipline (8=0.170, p<0.001) was also
positively and significantly related to offending at baseline: youth who reported their
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parent's use of coercive disciplining techniques self-reported more offending. Both peer
delinquency (B=0.121, p<0.001) and peer relationships (B=-0.076, p<0.050) were
significantly related to baseline offending; however the direction of the effects were
different. Youth who reported having more delinquent peers self-reported more offending,
whereas youth who reported having more positive peer relationships (e.g., social support)
self-reported less offending. Finally, the contextual factor of negative school environment
(B=0.190, p<0.001) was positively and significantly associated with baseline offending,
suggesting that youth who were attending a school with a more negative environment self-
reported more offending. In contrast, the growth in offending was not significantly
associated with any of the baseline individual, familial, peer, or contextual factors when
estimated simultaneously in the structural model.

Turning toward the individual factors and their relationships with victimization, gender
(B=0.049, p<0.010), age (p=0.130, p<0.001), sensation seeking (p= 0.196, p<0.001), and
cultural stress (p=0.114, p<0.001) were all positively and significantly related to
victimization at baseline (the intercept). Males, older youth, youth who had a preference for
thrill and adventure-seeking activities, and youth who reported experiencing higher levels of
cultural stress self-reported more victimization. The familial factor of coercive discipline
(p=0.159, p<0.001) was also positively and significantly associated with victimization at
baseline, suggesting that youth who reported that their parents used coercive disciplining
techniques also self-reported a greater frequency of victimization. Finally, both peer factors
and the contextual factors were positively and significantly associated with self-reported
victimization at baseline. Specifically, youth who reported more delinquent peers (p=0.136,
p<0.001), more positive peer relationships (B=0.068, p<0.001), and attending a school with
a more negative environment (3=0.174, p<0.001) self- reported more victimization. Also,
cultural stress (B=—0.054, p< 0.001), coercive discipline (=—0.128, p<0.001), peer
delinquency (B=-0.111, p<0.001), peer relationships (=—-0.053, p<0.010), and attending a
school with a negative environment (=—0.057, p<0.001) all showed significant inverse
associations with the trajectory of self-reported victimization (the slope).

Ultimately, there was a considerable degree of overlap in the number, type, and the direction
and magnitude of the effect of the individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors on both
offending and victimization. For instance, the individual factors of gender and sensation
seeking, the familial factor of coercive discipline, both peer measures (the proportion of the
youth's peers involved in delinquency and the level of the youth's positive relationships with
their peers), and the contextual factor of attending a negative school environment were all
positively and significantly associated with offending and victimization at baseline (the
intercepts) (with the exception of peer relationships which was significant for both
outcomes, yet the direction of the effect for offending was negative and the direction of the
effect for victimization was positive). Although none of the factors were significantly
associated with the growth in offending (the slope), cultural stress, coercive discipline, peer
delinquency, peer relationships, and attending a negative school environment were
significantly associated with the growth in victimization (the slope).

Importantly and in addition to the risk/protective factor results, the findings indicate that
when modeling these outcomes simultaneously and considering the significance of these
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shared risk factors, the final standardized adjusted correlation between the intercepts of
offending and victimization at baseline was 0.438 (SE=0.02, p<0.001). Similarly, the
standardized adjusted correlation between the growth (the slopes) in offending and
victimization was 0.571 (SE=0.02, p<0.001). Thus, the victim-offender overlap is robust
longitudinally and cannot be explained away by the shared similarity of a number of
individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors.

Discussion

This study explored the victim-offender overlap among Hispanic youth, and incorporated a
number of individual, familial, peer, and contextual risk factors that have been linked to both
victimization and offending (Chung et al., 2002; Hawkins et al., 1992; Higgins et al., 2009;
Loeber et al., 1998; Maldonado-Molina et al., 2009). Knowledge with respect to the overlap
and factors associated with offending and victimization is important for both theory and
policy, but this line of research has not been routinely examined largely because of the lack
of longitudinal data on both offending and victimization among the same persons. Moreover,
due to data limitations these issues have not yet been investigated among Hispanic youth,
whose offending and victimization have been ill-studied in criminology. To provide
information with respect to this issue and population, this study examined the link between
offending and victimization in a longitudinal sample of Puerto Rican youth in the Bronx.
Several key findings emerged from our study.

First, the bivariate crosstabulations illustrated that: (1) there is a rather stable group of youth
(approximately one-third) that are not offending or being victimized, (2) the prevalence of
victim-only youth is larger than that of offender-only youth, and (3) about 5% are chronic
victim-offenders who report being both an offender and a victim across each of the three
waves. Also, this victim-offender group exhibits significantly higher levels of risk across
nearly all of the individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors and reports a significantly
greater frequency of victimization and offending over time. Unexpectedly, the percent of
youth who were victim-offenders decreased over time. At baseline, 27 percent of the
respondents were victim-offenders, followed by 18 percent one year later, and 15 percent at
the third measurement occasion. One might hypothesize that delinquency decreases over
time, but perhaps not at such young age. It is also possible that the types of delinquent acts
are not fully captured in the delinquency measures included in this study. Since few
longitudinal studies have examined the overlap between victimization and offending, future
studies should focus on examining the relation between both direct and indirect
victimization and offending over time.

Second, the structural equation model analysis, which allowed us to simultaneously estimate
the equations for both victimization and offending, uncovered a significant and substantively
moderate/strong association between self-reported victimization and offending. A more fully
specified structural equation model incorporating several individual, familial, peer, and
contextual risk factors showed that while significant paths existed between the risk factors
and both victimization and offending, these direct paths only marginally reduced (by 18%)
the victim-offender overlap association. Consistent with other research investigating the
victim-offender overlap, findings indicate that the nature and degree of the association
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between victimization and offending cannot be accounted for by the commonality or shared
similarity between risk factors across a series of domains. One final observation is worth
noting. Although risk factors were not significantly associated with the growth in offending
(the slope), cultural stress, coercive discipline, peer delinquency, peer relationships, and
attending a negative school environment were significantly associated with the growth in
victimization (the slope). This highlights the importance of static risk factors for initial
levels of — but not changes in — offending, while at the same time indicating that longitudinal
changes in victimization are related to static risk factors. Thus, regardless of the shared
overlap between offending and victimization, the manner in which baseline risk factors
relates to the longitudinal patterning of these two outcomes appears to be different and may
point to further consideration of the role of static and dynamic risk factors in the transition
from childhood to adolescence.

Several limitations are important to acknowledge. First, although our results are similar to
those examining the victim-offender overlap with normative but largely White youth, the
BYS is comprised of only one ethnicity (Hispanics) and of only one Hispanic sub-group
(e.g., Puerto Ricans), thus limiting ethnic-group comparisons as well as comparisons among
Hispanics of different origins. However, the fact that our results are consistent with prior
research using other samples of White and African American youth suggests that the victim-
offender overlap is generalizable to Hispanics in general and Puerto Ricans specifically, with
the understanding that Puerto Ricans are not necessarily representative of all Hispanics as
there is a considerable degree of variability among Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Central
Americans, Mexicans, Dominicans, etc. We encourage future research to attempt to unpack
the variability that may exist within Hispanic populations with regard to the victim-offender
overlap when data permit. Second, this study used self-report data collected from a large
sample of Bronx youth; so, the extent to which these findings may apply to Puerto Ricans in
different locations and contexts, or mirror those findings that may be discovered using
official data with Hispanics remains open. Third, this study focused only on one
developmental period of the life-course (late childhood/early adolescence), and future
research should examine whether the degree or nature of the victim-offender overlap is
observed in and/or persists into other developmental periods such as middle to late
adolescence and young adulthood, especially when other forms of (domestic) offending and
victimization emerge. Fourth, this study relied on static as opposed to dynamic risk factors.
While most prior research has used static risk factors (Chung et al., 2002; Hawkins et al.,
1992; Loeber et al., 1998), some research has suggested that life changes or turning points
relate to changes in offending (Horney et al., 1995; Piquero et al., 2002). However, because
most datasets focusing on life events contain information for young adults, extant studies
typically focus on changes in marriage and employment. Thus, we can assume that these
Hispanic youth who were an average of 9, 10, and 11 years old at wave 1, 2, and 3 would not
have been subjected to these life changes or turning points, but still indicates that changes in
life events among this age range (neighborhoods, schools, etc.) may be worth consideration
with respect to their relation to offending and victimization. Additionally, by utilizing static
risk factors we were able to determine that static risk factors do not appear to be related to
the growth in offending, whereas some of these same factors appear to be related to both the
baseline level and changes over time in victimization. Nevertheless, future research is
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encouraged to use both static and dynamic risk factors when data permits in order to
investigate if they have similar or different effects on victimization and offending over time.
Fifth, it is important to note that some of the scales had relatively low reliabilities. Although
these measures were pre-tested at length and have been used in many other longitudinal
delinguency studies and have also been previously published in other BY'S studies, we
acknowledge that the majority of these measures were tested and validated with
predominantly white samples, and it may be the case that future research should make an
effort to develop more culturally-relevant measures. Finally, while this study included
several individual, familial, peer, and contextual risk factors that have been identified as
salient for increasing victimization and offending risk, they only partially reduced the
magnitude of the victim-offender overlap, suggesting that other risk factors and additional
theoretical perspectives may be relevant.

The results from this study also have import for policy. For example, Karmen (2007) has
indicated that victim assistance programs tend to serve populations that they consider to be
the “most” deserving or “true” victims. As such, victim-offenders are often an overlooked
client population as they are perceived to have some culpability in their victimization due to
their offending involvement. Similarly, treatment and rehabilitation programs tend to focus
only on offenders with the intention of reducing or curtailing their future offending, all the
while incidentally ignoring their victimization experiences. The results from the current and
other victim-offender overlap studies suggest that as programs and policies become more
informed and cognizant that victims and offenders are often one in the same, then more
comprehensive treatment regimens targeting the totality of the client's specific needs and
issues are likely to be most effective. Our analysis also has implications for prevention and
intervention efforts. Findings highlight the need to educate service workers that offenders
and victims have a large degree of overlap and that treatment of one involves treatment of
the other and that the overlap cannot be dismissed or neglected. Additionally, knowledge of
the risk factors that we identified that were related to the growth in victimization (e.g.,
cultural stress, peer delinquency) is particularly important from an intervention perspective
because it may help identify some areas where interventions may be able to make a small
but salient impact on reducing a Hispanic youth's risk for future victimization.

Conclusion

This study has several implications for Hispanic research and policy. This study adds to the
limited research examining offending among Hispanics, as well as contributing to the lack of
research investigating victimization among Hispanics. Further, this study provides a unique
contribution to the Hispanic offending and victimization literatures as there is currently no
research that has assessed the victim-offender overlap among Hispanics. In sum, this study
identified several individual, familial, peer, and contextual factors that were associated with
the victim-offender overlap among Hispanics. We also identified a number of risk factors
such as cultural stress, coercive discipline, peer delinquency, peer relationships, and
attending a negative school environment that were significantly associated with the growth
in victimization, but not the growth in offending. Moreover, it appears that extant theory has
historically been situated in a position to explain both victimization and offending, yet the
intersections of these processes and how they may inform theoretical discussions
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surrounding the victim-offender overlap seems less developed. We hope that this research
has taken a step forward in this regard, and encourage future research to continue to examine
the generalizabilty of the victim-offender overlap in order to further promote theorizing as
well as providing evidence-based policy proscriptions.

Acknowledgement

The study was supported by NIMH grant RO-1 MH56401 (Dr. Bird, principal investigator), NIH grant 5P60
MD002261-02 (Dr. Canino, principal investigator) funded by the National Center for Minority Health and Health
Disparities, and NIAAA grant K01-AA017480 (Dr. Maldonado-Molina, principal investigator). The authors would
like to offer a sincere thanks to Hector Bird and also acknowledge the important contributions of Vivian Febo,
Ph.D., Iris Irizarry, M.A., Linan Ma, MSPH, and of all of the dedicated staff who participated in this complex study.

Appendix A

Self-Reported Delinquency Scale - Items by Age Group. All items begin with “In the past
year, have you...”

Ages 5-9

Ages 10 & Over

1

10

11

12

13

14

15
16

On purpose broken or damaged or destroyed
something that did not belong to you?

Stolen or tried to steal anything?

Taken something from a store without
paying for it?

Taken some money at home that did not
belong to you, like from your mother's purse
or from your parents’ dresser without their
knowing in?

Taken anything else at home that did not
belong to you without permission?

Taken anything at school from the teacher or
other kids that did not belong to you without
permission?

Gone into a building or somebody's house,
yard, or garage and taken something that did
not belong to you without permission?

Taken something that did not belong to you
from someone's car without permission?

Cheated on school tests?

Hit, slapped, or shoved a teacher or another
grown-up at school?

Hit, slapped, or shoved your father or your
mother?

Hit, slapped, or shoved your brother or sister
or got into a physical fight with one of
them?

Hit, sapped, or shoved other kids or gotten
into a physical fight with them?

Gone into somebody's garden, backyard,
house or apartment when you thought no
one else was there and you were not
supposed to be there?

Run away from home?

Skip school without an excuse?

1
2

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Run away from home?

Skipped classes or school without a good
excuse?

Lied about your age to get into some place
or to buy something, for example, lying
about your age to get into a movie or to
buy alcohol?

Hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so?
Carried a hidden weapon?

Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public
place so people complained about it or you
got into trouble?

Asked for money or things from strangers?
Drunk in a public place?

Purposely damaged or destroyed property
that did not belong to you, for example
smearing or pouring paint on something,
writing graffiti on walls, or breaking,
cutting, or marking up something?

Purposely set fire to a house, building, car
or other property or tried to do so?

Avoided paying for things such as movies,
bus or subway rides, food or computer
services?

Gone or tried to go into a building to steal
something?

Stolen or tried to steal things worth less
than $5?

Stolen or tried to steal things worth
between $5 and $50?

Stolen or tried to steal something worth
between $50 and $100?

Stolen or tried to steal something worth
over $100?

Taken something from a store without
paying for it?
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Ages 5-9

Ages 10 & Over

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24
25
26

27

28
29

Been sent home from school for bad
behavior?

Written things or sprayed paint on walls or
sidewalks or cars or anyplace where you
were not supposed to do that?

Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public
place so that people complained about it or
you got into trouble?

Set fire to a house, a school, a building, a
car or something else, or tried to do so?

On any occasion carried a weapon with
you? By a weapon | mean something like a
knife or a gun or something that could really
hurt someone?

Not paid for things you were supposed to
pay for, like movies, bus or subway rides, or
food?

Snatched someone's purse or wallet or
picked someone's pocket?

Thrown rocks or bottles at people?
Drunk any beer, wine, or any other liquor?

Smoked cigarettes, cigars or a pipe, or
chewed tobacco?

Smoked marijuana, weed, pot, or phillies (or
blunts)?

Sniffed glue?

Used cocaine, crack, or any other drug?

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30
31

32

33

34

35

36

Snatched someone's purse or wallet or
picked someone's pocket?

Taken something that did not belong to you
from someone's car, for example the car
radio or a hub-cap?

Knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen
goods for someone else?

Gone joyriding, that is, taken a motor
vehicle, such as a car or motorcycle, for a
ride or a drive without the owner's
permission?

Stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle,
such as a car or motorcycle?

Used checks illegally or used a slug or fake
money to pay for something?

Used or tried to use someone else's credit
car or ATH/ATM card without the owner's
permission?

Tried to cheat someone by selling them
something that was worthless or not what
you said it was?

Attacked someone with a weapon or to
seriously hurt or kill them?

Hit someone on purpose to hurt them?

Used a weapon, force, or strong-arm
methods to get money or things from
people?

Thrown objects at people that could have
hurt them, such as rocks or bottles?

Been involved in a gang fight?

Been paid for having sexual relations with
someone?

Had, or tried to force someone to have,
sexual relations with you against their will?

Physically hurt, or threatened to hurt,
someone to get them to have sex with you?

Sold drugs to anyone?

Been arrested or picked up by the police
for anything other than a minor traffic
offenses?

How many times in your life have you
been convicted in court or by a judge for
doing something against the law or a
delinquent act? (O=never, 1=one or more
times)

Appendix B

Self-Reported Victimization Scale. All items begin with “In the past year, have you...1)
personally experienced being; 2) seen someone you know being; and/or 3) heard about
someone you know being”

1

Chased by gangs or individuals.
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Asked or threatened to use, sell, or help distribute drugs.

In a serious accident where you thought that someone would get hurt very badly or die.
Threatened by someone with serious physical harm.

Beaten up or mugged.

Sexually assaulted, molested, or raped.

Attacked or robbed with a knife.

Seriously wounded in a violent act.

© 00 N oo g A~ w N

Shot, or shot at, with a gun.

=
o

Someone has broken into or tried to force their way into the house or apartment when you were there.

-
[N

Someone has broken into or tried to force their way into the house or apartment when you were not there.
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Structural model depicting standardized paths among individual, familial,

contextual factors and the trajectories of offending and victimization.
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Table 1
BYS sample descriptive statistics (n=1,138)
Variables M SD  Minimum Maximum
Male 052 - 0.00 1.00
Welfare 046 - 0.00 1.00
Age (wave 1) 951 257 5.00 15.00
Sensation-Seeking 3.63 252 0.00 10.00
Peer Relationships 400 119 0.00 5.00
Peer Delinquency 0.24 0.35 0.00 2.00
Parent-Child Relationships  0.77 - 0.00 1.00
Coercive Discipline 0.38 0.55 0.00 3.00
Cultural Stress 012 - 0.00 1.00
School Environment 330 3.04 0.00 14.00
Offending (wave 1) 0.83 1.61 0.00 17.00
Offending (wave 2) 0.60 1.36 0.00 14.00
Offending (wave 3) 054 152 0.00 23.00
Victimization (wave 1) 410 5.85 0.00 66.00
Victimization (wave 2) 335 5.35 0.00 55.00
Victimization (wave 3) 312 520 0.00 48.00
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