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Abstract

Drawing on the social development model, the
authors examine family risk and protective fac-
tors thought to influence problem behaviors
among adolescents. They estimate the impact of
family risk and protective factors on a variety
of antisocial and health risk behaviors. Data
are drawn from a sample of nearly 2,500 ado-
lescents attending high-risk schools in Trinidad
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and Tobago, a developing nation in the eastern
Caribbean. The findings show that certain family
risk factors play a more consistent role in shap-
ing adolescent problem behaviors than others. In
particular, adult history of antisocial behavior
and parental attitudes favorable toward antiso-
cial behavior and substance use emerge as the
most robust risk factors. In accordance with pre-
vious research, family protective factors exerted
only a minimal influence on behavioral out-
comes. This finding confirms the need for addi-
tional theory and research on the protective fac-
tors that help reduce problem behavior among
adolescents, particularly in developing nations.

A growing scientific literature focuses on a
variety of risk and protective factors thought to
influence adolescent problem behaviors, includ-
ing antisocial conduct, substance use and abuse,
and other risky behaviors. One of the most
well-known frameworks for thinking about the
risk and protective factors that influence prob-
lem behaviors is the social development model,
an integrative theory that includes ideas from
social learning theory, control theory, and dif-
ferential association theory (Brewer, Hawkins,
Catalano, & Neckerman, 1995; Catalano &
Hawkins, 1996; Hawkins & Catalano, 1992;
Sullivan & Hirschfield, 2011). The social devel-
opment model specifies four domains of risk and
protective factors thought to affect adolescent
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development: (a) communities, (b) schools, (c)
families, and (d) peers. Research has found that
all of these domains influence adolescent behav-
ior, including a wide range of risky, illegal, and
otherwise problematic behaviors.

Drawing on this body of research, in the
present study we examined the extent to which
measures of risk and protective factors derived
from the social development model influence
adolescent problem behaviors. The study is
based on survey data from a sample of youth
in Trinidad and Tobago, a developing nation
struggling with social problems associated
with gangs, violence, crime, and substance use
among both youth and adults (e.g., Katz &
Fox, 2010; Kuhns & Maguire, 2012; Maguire,
Willis, Snipes, & Gantley, 2008; Wells, Katz, &
Kim, 2010). Although all four of the domains
specified by the social development model play
key roles in the lives of adolescents, our specific
focus in this article is on family risk and pro-
tective factors. Family issues are routinely cited
in the media and in policy discussions as part
of the reason for the increase in gang-related
violence in Trinidad and Tobago (Townsend,
2009; “When Fear Rules the Land,” 2010).
Given the proximate influence of families on
adolescent behavior, it is expected that mea-
sures of family risk and protective factors
will be associated with a variety of behavioral
outcomes.

Family Risk and Protective Factors

The family environment is the most profound
influence on child development through ado-
lescence in multiple domains of functioning
(Institute of Medicine, 2009). An evidence base
has established a relationship between exposure
to certain deleterious child-rearing conditions
and behavioral self-regulation (Caspi, Taylor,
Moffitt, & Plomin, 2000; Goodnight et al.,
2012). The quality of the home child-rearing
environment appears to be particularly impact-
ful because of its implications for the proximal
influences of family functioning, parenting,
and enriching experiences that directly affect
child development. In the absence of nurturing
family conditions, children are more likely to
manifest poorly developed social skills, cogni-
tive deficits, and behavioral problems (Byford,
Kuh, & Richards, 2012; El Nokali, Bach-
man, & Votruba-Drzal, 2010; Heckman, 2006;
Wasserman, Miller, Pinner, & Jaramillo, 1996).

Adolescence is a particularly vulnerable
developmental period because of challenges
associated with newfound autonomy, peer pres-
sures, and the relative prematurity of cognitive
skill systems that support effective decision
making and problem solving. Certain family
dynamics can provide youth with the scaf-
folding to resist impulses and avoid harmful
consequences, whereas others can increase
developmental risk, endangering the prospects
for youth to achieve a healthy future (Farah
et al., 2008; Gunnar & Donzella, 2002; Landry,
Smith, Swank, & Guttentag, 2008; Shonkoff,
2003; Shonkoff et al., 2012). According to the
social development model, families are one of
the key socializing units from which children
learn prosocial or antisocial norms, values, and
behaviors (Hawkins, Van Horn, & Arthur, 2004).

Different family conditions and dynamics
introduce various combinations of risk and pro-
tective factors that directly influence emergent
neurobiological networks throughout childhood
and adolescence (Byford et al., 2012; El Nokali
et al., 2010; Heckman, 2007; Wasserman et al.,
1996). These networks subserve the social
and behavioral skills necessary for adaptive
functioning and self-regulation of behavior
and emotion (see Barrasso & Eslinger, 2016).
Identifying the influence of specific family risk
and protective factors on adolescent problem
behavior is critical for many purposes, includ-
ing early detection of at-risk youth and the
design and implementation of interventions
that target the specific proximal conditions
that influence youth behavior. Fortunately,
neurobiological systems and the executive cog-
nitive and emotion-regulatory functions they
support are malleable and potentially respon-
sive to targeted interventions (Stuss, 2011;
Tracy & Osipowicz, 2011; Venkatakrishnan &
Sandrini, 2012).

Measuring Family Risk and Protective
Factors

An emerging body of empirical research has
sought to measure risk and protective factors
among adolescents. Many of these measures are
based on data from the Communities That Care
(CTC) youth survey, a popular school-based
instrument used throughout the United States
and a handful of other developed nations
(Beyers, Toumbourou, Catalano, Arthur, &
Hawkins, 2004; Fairnington, 2004; Jonkman,
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Junger-Tas, & van Dijk, 2005). The survey is
based on the social development model and con-
tains a battery of questions designed to measure
risk and protective factors across the model’s
four domains: communities, schools, families,
and individuals/peers (Hawkins et al., 2004).

The original CTC measurement model for
the family domain consisted of five risk factors
(poor family management; family conflict;
parental attitudes favorable toward antisocial
behavior; parental attitudes favorable toward
alcohol, tobacco, and drug use; and family his-
tory of antisocial behavior) and three protective
factors (family attachment; family opportu-
nities for prosocial involvement; and family
rewards for prosocial involvement; Arthur,
Hawkins, Pollard, Catalano, & Baglioni, 2002).
This measurement model has now been tested
several times in the United States (see Arthur
et al., 2002; R. R. Glaser, Van Horn, Arthur,
Hawkins, & Catalano, 2005; Hawkins et al.,
2004). These tests have found that various
adjustments needed to be made to the model,
including splitting some scales and combining
others. At the same time, measures of prob-
lem behaviors were positively associated with
family risk factors and negatively associated
with family protective factors, as hypothe-
sized. Research from the United States forms
the primary evidence base on the validity of
the CTC family risk and protective factor
measures.

With the exception of one study, conducted
by Maguire (2013), little is known about
the validity of these measures in developing
nations. (A recent study of the CTC risk and
protective factors concluded that the model fit
the data well for a sample of adolescents in Iran
[Baheiraei et al., 2014]. However, the authors
did not account for discriminant validity. Within
the family domain, for instance, four factor
correlations exceeded .9, a clear indicator of
discriminant validity problems.)

Maguire (2013) tested the validity of the CTC
family risk and protective factor measures using
data from a sample of youth in Trinidad and
Tobago. The analysis revealed that the original
CTC model had weak construct and concurrent
validity. After discarding some problematic
items, a revised model was developed with
eight dimensions, including five risk factors and
three protective factors. The effects of these
measures were then tested on three outcomes:
(a) illegal drug use, (b) illegal gun possession,

and (c) gang membership. Although two risk
factors (poor family management and adult
history of antisocial behavior) had consistent
effects in the expected direction across all three
outcomes, the effects of six other risk and
protective factors were mixed. The findings
suggested that the risk and protective factors
thought to influence problem behaviors “may
not be universal across different contexts and
behavior types” (Maguire, 2013, p. 1496).
Moreover, the family protective factors had con-
sistently weak effects on the three behavioral
outcomes. On the basis of this finding, Maguire
concluded that “more work needs to be invested
in conceptualizing and measuring the protective
factors that promote resilience in the face of
the various risk factors faced by adolescents”
(p. 1495).

Because most of the research on CTC risk and
protective factors comes from the United States,
little is known about the quality or applicability
of these measures elsewhere. (Most research
using data from the CTC youth survey has taken
place in developed nations, including Australia,
Canada, the Netherlands, the United King-
dom, and the United States [Arthur et al. 2007;
Beyers et al., 2004; Fairnington, 2004; Flynn,
2008; R. R. Glaser et al., 2005; Hemphill et al.,
2014; Jonkman et al., 2005]. Recently the sur-
vey has also been administered in developing
nations, with published research emerging
from Colombia [Obando, Trujillo, & Trujillo,
2014], Croatia [Mihić, Novak, & Băsić, 2010],
Iran [Baheiraei et al., 2014], Thailand [Wong-
tongkam, Ward, Day,. & Winefield, 2014],
and Trinidad and Tobago [Katz & Fox, 2010;
Maguire, 2013; Maguire, Wells, & Katz, 2011]).

Establishing valid and reliable measures of
risk and protective factors is especially impor-
tant in the developing world, where risk fac-
tors are abundant and the capacity of govern-
ments to protect youth is often severely limited.
In the present study we reexamined data from
school-age youth in Trinidad and Tobago using
the revised family risk and protective factor mea-
sures developed by Maguire (2013). This study
builds on the previous one by examining the
influence of family risk and protective factors on
nine additional outcomes for the same sample of
youth: (a) acting on a dare, (b) drinking alcohol,
(c) fighting, (d) selling drugs, (e) minor theft,
(f) serious theft, (g) robbery, (h) attacking some-
one with the intention of seriously hurting him
or her, and (i) breaking and entering. Widening
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the range of problem behaviors may reveal addi-
tional insights about the influence of family risk
and protective factors on adolescents in Trinidad
and Tobago.

Cultural Context

We examined the influence of families on ado-
lescent behavior in a context where these issues
are particularly salient. Trinidad and Tobago is a
two-island nation located south of Grenada in the
eastern Caribbean, about 7 miles from the north-
east coast of Venezuela. Trinidad and Tobago
became one of the most prosperous nations in the
Caribbean after the discovery of oil in Trinidad
in 1910. The nation gained independence from
the United Kingdom in 1962, but it remains part
of the Commonwealth of Nations, and British
influence is evident in law and government.
Trinidad and Tobago has struggled with a vari-
ety of social problems in recent years, includ-
ing a serious outbreak of violence. From 1999
to 2008, the annual number of homicides rose
488%, from 93 to 547 in a nation with approxi-
mately 1.3 million people. Researchers attribute
this dramatic increase in violence to armed con-
flict between street gangs (Katz & Maguire,
2015; Maguire et al., 2008). The spread of gang
violence has heightened fear among residents.
One study in a high-crime community reported
that “fifty-six percent of residents think the risk
of being injured or killed because of crime is
high, and many feel unsafe in their own neigh-
borhood” (Johnson, 2006, p. 1). Another study
reported that residents felt like “prey” because
of the high levels of violence in their neigh-
borhoods (Adams, 2012). Previous research in
Trinidad and Tobago has found that family char-
acteristics are associated with the propensity
of adolescents to use drugs, join gangs, and
carry illegal guns (Katz & Fox, 2010; Maguire,
2013).

The survey data set used in the present study
was one of several data collection initiatives
sponsored by the government of Trinidad and
Tobago to help assess the nature and sources of
the nation’s crime problem. Characterizing the
prevailing risk and protective factors to which
youth are exposed is vital for designing inter-
ventions that are culturally relevant and appro-
priately targeted for local conditions. In the
present study we focused specifically on prox-
imal risk and protective factors associated with
family-related influences.

Method

Sample

In this study we used data from the Trinidad
and Tobago Youth Survey (TTYS), which was
administered in the classroom to 2,552 stu-
dents from 22 high-risk urban public schools
in five districts between March and June 2006
(Maguire, 2013). (The target population, as
determined by the Ministry of Education, was
students who lived in high-risk urban areas or
who attended high-risk urban public schools.
Five of the nation’s eight public school districts
were considered “urban school districts” by
the Ministry of Education, thus eliminating
three districts, including the district of Tobago.
Of the 67 public schools located in the five
eligible districts, 27 were identified by the Min-
istry of Education as being at “high risk.” We
approached these 27 schools, and 22 (81.5%)
agreed to participate in the study.) Participants
were in Forms 3 and 5, which are roughly
the equivalent of the eighth and tenth grades
in the United States. Respondents ranged in
age from 10 to 19 years, with a mean age of
15.4 (96.3% of respondents were 14–17 years
old). About 41% of respondents were African
and 23.7% were East Indian, compared with
national population totals of 37.5% African
and 40% East Indian (and 20.5% mixed eth-
nicity). (Local authorities explained that our
sample underrepresented East Indian children
because the distressed communities in which
the school districts represented in this study are
located are more heavily populated by people
of African descent.) Nearly 60% were female.
For 94.2% of respondents, English was the
primary language spoken at home. We excluded
several cases because of missing or problematic
data, leaving 2,376 useable survey responses.
(At the end of the survey, all respondents were
asked “How honest were you in filling out this
survey?” If respondents did not answer the
question [n= 63] or indicated “I was not honest
at all” [n= 22], their responses were excluded. If
respondents admitted using the nonexistent drug
phenoxydine, their surveys were also excluded
[n= 91]).

Instrumentation

The TTYS was originally modeled after the
2006 Arizona Youth Survey (Bach Harrison,
LLC, 2006), which borrowed its measures
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of risk and protective factors from the CTC
youth survey. Although Trinidad and Tobago
is an English-speaking nation, local educa-
tion officials recommended modifying the
instrument slightly to reflect local vernacular.
The final instrument had 238 items, includ-
ing those intended to measure 16 risk factors
and 13 protective factors falling within four
domains: (a) community, (b) school, (c) family,
and (d) peer/individual. The instrument also
contained items intended to measure a vari-
ety of self-reported delinquent, antisocial, and
health-risk behaviors.

Analysis

Using confirmatory factor analysis, Maguire
(2013) developed measures of five family risk
factors and three family protective factors based
on 31 items from the TTYS. Responses to these
items were treated as indicators of a smaller set
of unobserved latent variables representing dif-
ferent dimensions of family risk and protection.
(The original CTC model contained 38 survey
questions addressing family risk and protective
factors, but three of those items were not used in
the TTYS, including two on cigarette smoking
and one on severe alcohol or drug problems in
the family.) The items contained between two
and five ordinal response options representing
levels of risk or protection. Descriptive statistics
for these 31 items are presented in Table 1.

We began by replicating the confirmatory
factor analysis on these 31 items reported
by Maguire (2013). This resulted in a set
of latent variables measuring eight family
risk and protective factors. (The model fit
the data well according to several measures
of fit, 𝜒2[406]= 701.4, p< .0000; compar-
ative fit index [CFI]= .985; Tucker–Lewis
Index [TLI]= 0.983; root-mean-square error
of approximation [RMSEA]= .017; weighted
root-mean-square residual [WRMR]= 1.42.
Although it is routine to report the chi-square
test in structural equation models, it is dis-
counted here because it is often too strict with
large samples [Bowen & Guo, 2012]. For
RMSEA, .06 to .08 usually constitutes “accept-
able” fit, and .01 to .06 constitutes “close” fit
[Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu & Bentler, 1999].
For CFI and TLI, values of .95 or greater indi-
cate close fit [Hu & Bentler, 1999]. For WRMR,
simulation evidence suggests that values below
1 are indicative of good fit [Yu, 2002]. Here,

the model fits the data well according to CFI,
TLI, and RMSEA. The WRMR is inflated, but
this measure’s performance has not been widely
studied, and some evidence suggests that it may
be overly sensitive for some types of models
[Hsu, 2009]).

Because the results of this analysis have
already been published, we do not report factor
loadings here due to space limitations. The item
numbers associated with each factor are listed
in the Appendix. The following analysis treats
measures of these eight risk and protective fac-
tors as independent variables in a multivariate
structural equation model containing multiple
dependent variables measuring behavioral out-
comes. Controls for age, sex, and race/ethnicity
are also included in the model.

We examined the effects of these independent
variables on nine outcomes of acting on a dare,
drinking alcohol, fighting, selling drugs, minor
theft, serious theft, robbery, attacking someone,
and breaking and entering. All of the outcomes
are binary, with 1 indicating that the respon-
dent had engaged in the behavior and 0 indi-
cating that he or she had not. Frequencies for
each item, as well as the time frame for each
question, are listed in Table 2. For eight of the
outcomes, respondents were asked whether they
had engaged in these behaviors during the past
year. For the question about alcohol, respon-
dents were asked if they had drank more than a
few sips during their lifetime.

To estimate the model, we selected the robust
mean- and variance-adjusted weighted least
squares (WLSMV) estimator in Mplus (L.
Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2007). Simulation
research shows that this estimator performs well
in models with categorical outcomes, including
those with skewed distributions (Flora & Cur-
ran, 2004; B. Muthén, du Toit, & Spisic, 1997).
(In the measurement portion of the model, the
indicators of each risk and protective factor are
either dichotomous or ordinal polytomous vari-
ables. In the structural portion of the model, the
behavioral outcomes are all dichotomous vari-
ables.) A complication that arises in data from
school-based samples is clustering. Thomas
and Heck (2001, p. 520) argued that complex
sampling can produce samples that are a “severe
distortion” of the population from which they
were drawn. Failing to account for clustering
can result in biased estimates of standard errors
and chi-square test statistics (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2006; B. O. Muthén & Satorra, 1995).
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for 31 Family Risk and Protective Items

Item
Coding
scheme Min Max Mdn M

Questions with subcomponents
How wrong do your parents feel it would be for YOU to:

Q13A. Drink beer, wine, or hard liquor (for example vodka, whiskey, or gin)
regularly?

4 1 4 1 1.55

Q13B. Smoke marijuana? 4 1 4 1 1.08
Q13C. Steal something worth more than $30? 4 1 4 1 1.14
Q13D. Draw graffiti, write things, or draw pictures on buildings or other property

(without the owner’s permission)?
4 1 4 1 1.48

Q13E. Pick a fight with someone? 4 1 4 1 1.51
About how many adults (over 21) have you known personally who in the past year
have:

Q24A. Used marijuana, crack, cocaine, or other drugs? 3 0 4 3 2.22
Q24B. Sold or dealt drugs? 3 0 4 1 1.81
Q24C. Done other things that could get them in trouble with the police, like

stealing, selling stolen goods, mugging, or assaulting others, etc. . . .?
3 0 4 1 1.78

Q24D. Gotten drunk or high? 3 0 4 4 2.69
Have any of your brothers or sisters ever:

Q26A. Drank beer, wine or hard liquor (for example vodka, whiskey, or gin)? 2 0 1 1 0.94
Q26B. Smoked marijuana? 2 0 1 0 0.57
Q26C. Taken a handgun to school? 2 0 1 0 0.38
Q26D. Been suspended or expelled from school? 2 0 1 0 0.62

Stand-alone questions
Q35. My parents (or those who you consider to be your parents) notice when I

am doing a good job and let me know about it.
5 0 3 2 1.71

Q36. How often do your parents tell you they’re proud of you for something
you’ve done?

5 0 3 1 1.46

Q47A. The rules in my family are clear. 1 1 4 4 3.15
Q47B. People in my family often insult or yell at each other. 1 1 4 2 2.45
Q47C. When I am not at home, one of my parents knows where I am and who I

am with.
1 1 4 4 3.28

Q47D. We argue about the same things in my family over and over. 1 1 4 3 2.51
Q47E. If you drank some beer, wine, or hard liquor (for example vodka, whisky,

or gin) without your parents’ permission, would you be caught by your
parents?

1 1 4 2 2.46

Q47F. My family has clear rules about alcohol and drug use. 1 1 4 4 3.21
Q47G. If you carried a handgun without your parents’ permission, would you be

caught by your parents?
1 1 4 4 3.08

Q47H. If you skipped school would you be caught by your parents? 1 1 4 3 2.98
Q47I. Do you feel very close to your mother? 1 1 4 4 3.17
Q47J. Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your mother? 1 1 4 3 2.75
Q47L. Do you share your thoughts and feelings with your father? 1 1 4 2 2.21
Q47M. Do you enjoy spending time with your mother? 1 1 4 3 3.17
Q47N. Do you enjoy spending time with your father? 1 1 4 3 2.85
Q47P. Do you feel very close to your father? 1 1 4 3 2.63
Q47S. People in my family have serious arguments. 1 1 4 2 2.36
Q47T. Would your parents know if you did not come home on time? 1 1 4 3 3.04

Note. Coding Scheme 1: 1=NO!, 2= no, 3= yes, 4=YES!. Coding Scheme 2: 0=No, 1=Yes. Coding Scheme 3: 0= 0,
1= 1, 2= 2, 3= 3–4, 4= 5+. Coding Scheme 4: 1= very wrong, 2=wrong, 3= a little bit wrong, 4= not wrong at all.
Coding Scheme 5: 0= never or almost never, 1= sometimes, 2= often, 3= all of the time. Min=minimum; Max=maximum;
Mdn=median; M =mean; Q= question.
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Table 2. Frequencies for Nine Adolescent Problem Behaviors

Behavior type Time frame % No % Yes

1. Done something dangerous because someone dared you to do it? [ACT ON DARE] Past year 84.9 15.1
2. Drank more than just a few sips of alcoholic beverages (beer, wine, or hard liquor)?

[DRINK ALCOHOL]
Lifetime 27.3 72.7

3. Got in a physical fight on school property? [FIGHT] Past year 70.0 30.0
4. Sold illegal drugs? [SELL DRUGS] Past year 96.9 3.1
5. Stolen or tried to steal something worth less than $300? [MINOR THEFT] Past year 89.0 11.0
6. Stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $300? [SERIOUS THEFT] Past year 94.2 5.8
7. Used a weapon or force to get money or other material items from someone?

[ROBBERY]
Past year 95.8 4.2

8. Attacked someone with the intention of seriously hurting them? [ATTACK] Past year 78.4 21.6
9. Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal something? [BREAK & ENTER] Past year 93.9 6.1

We adjusted the standard errors and chi-square
values for school-based clustering using the
methods available in Mplus. (Mplus makes two
adjustments for clustering due to complex sam-
pling [Asparouhov & Muthén, 2006]. It adjusts
the chi-square test of model fit using a correc-
tion factor similar to the approaches proposed
for robust chi-square testing by Satorra and
Bentler [1988] and Yuan and Bentler [2000],
and it adjusts the standard errors of the param-
eter estimates using a Huber–White sandwich
procedure.) The largest variance inflation factor
was 2.4, suggesting that multicollinearity was
not problematic.

Results

We regressed nine binary outcomes onto eight
family risk and protective factors and four
controls. Standardized probit coefficients that
estimate the effects of the independent variables
on each behavioral outcome are listed in Table 3.
With eight risk and protective factors and nine
problem behaviors, Table 3 contains 72 coef-
ficients that estimate the effects of family risk
and protective factors on problem behaviors. Of
the 45 coefficients associated with risk factors,
26 of them (57.8%) are significantly different
from 0, all in the expected direction. The only
risk factor with significant effects on all nine
problem behaviors was parental attitudes favor-
able toward antisocial behavior, alcohol, and
drug use. Adult history of antisocial behavior
had a significant effect on eight of the nine
behavioral outcomes (the only outcome not
associated was acting on a dare). Two of the
risk factors—family conflict and sibling history
of antisocial behavior—each exerted significant

effects on only four of the nine outcomes.
Finally, poor family management was signif-
icantly associated with only one of the nine
outcomes (selling drugs). Of the 27 coefficients
in Table 3 that are associated with protective fac-
tors, only one is statistically significant (3.7%).
This is about what we would expect to find on
the basis of chance alone. Overall, the family
protective factors did not appear to be associated
with the behavioral outcomes examined here.

We also carried out supplemental analyses
to determine whether family risk and protective
factors were associated with summary measures
representing four broader categories of prob-
lem behavior. These included an overall mea-
sure of problem behavior based on the sum
of all nine behavioral outcomes, a measure of
criminal behavior based on the sum of eight
outcomes (excluding acting on a dare), a mea-
sure of engagement in violence based on the
sum of three outcomes (fighting, robbery, and
attacking someone), and a measure of involve-
ment with drugs and alcohol based on the sum
of two outcomes (drinking alcohol and sell-
ing drugs). Table 4 contains standardized ordi-
nal probit coefficients that estimate the effects
of the independent variables on each behavioral
outcome. (Another option would have been to
use count models based on the Poisson dis-
tribution, such as Poisson or negative bino-
mial regression. We attempted to estimate the
model using Poisson regression, but we were
unable to generate estimates because this is a
maximum-likelihood method that becomes com-
putationally intractable when a model contains
many latent variables. The model tested here has
eight latent variables.) The results presented in
Table 4 suggest that the risk factors are more
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Table 3. Probit Results for the Effects of Risk and Protective Factors on Nine Problem Behaviors

Behavior type
Act on
dare

Drink
alcohol Fight

Sell
drugs

Minor
theft

Serious
theft Robbery Attack

Break &
enter Sig.coeffs.

Factor 1: Poor family

management

.104 .107 −.030 .239∗∗ .086 .016 .029 .053 .034 1/9

Factor 2: Adult history of

antisocial behavior

.048 .245∗∗∗ .093∗∗ .361∗∗∗ .129∗∗∗ .134∗∗ .161∗∗ .247∗∗∗ .222∗∗∗ 8/9

Factor 3: Family conflict .174∗∗∗ .070∗ .046 .032 .158∗∗ .106 .056 .106∗∗∗ .082 4/9
Factor 4: Sibling history of

antisocial behavior

.031 .098∗∗ .009 .175∗∗ .043 .083 .134∗ .064 .073∗ 4/9

Factor 5: Parental attitudes

favorable toward antisocial

behavior, alcohol, and drug use

.220∗∗∗ .262∗∗∗ .142∗∗ .168∗ .205∗∗∗ .268∗∗∗ .291∗∗∗ .254∗∗∗ .330∗∗∗ 9/9

Factor 6: Maternal attachment .010 −.014 −.087 .106 −.002 −.119 −.041 −.027 −.002 0/9
Factor 7: Paternal attachment −.022 −.026 .000 .091 .019 .061 .008 .042 .064 0/9
Factor 8: Family rewards for

prosocial involvement

.044 .001 −.022 .070 −.076 −.082 −.021 −.029 −.126∗∗ 1/9

Age −.028 .154∗∗∗ .007 .125∗ .017 .082 .068 .027 .098∗ 3/9
Sex (male= 1) .178∗∗ .019 .356∗∗∗ .283∗∗∗ .261∗∗∗ .308∗∗∗ .229∗∗∗ .141∗∗∗ .219∗∗∗ 8/9
Race/ethnicity (African= 1) −.048 −.019 .076∗∗ −.029 .063 .027 .021 −.029 −.041 1/9
Race/ethnicity (Indian= 1) −.076∗ −.196∗∗∗ −.118∗∗∗ −.085 −.117∗∗ −.037 −.136∗ −.192∗∗∗ −.116∗ 7/9

Note. Sig. coeffs. = significant coefficients.
∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

consistently associated with summary measures
of problem behavior than measures of specific
problem behaviors. For instance, family con-
flict had a statistically significant effect on only
four of the nine problem behaviors (44.4%) in
Table 3, but it had a significant effect on all four
of the summary measures (100%) in Table 4.
With five risk factors and four summary mea-
sures of problem behavior, Table 4 contains 20
coefficients that estimate the effects of risk fac-
tors on problem behavior. Of these, 17 (85%)
were statistically significant. Consistent with
earlier findings, the protective factors did not
have any significant effects.

Discussion

Some of the family risk factors assessed in this
study appear to have significant negative effects
on antisocial and health risk behaviors in this
sample of Caribbean youth. Consistent with the
social development model, parental attitudes
toward antisocial behavior and substance use,
as well as the presence of adults in the lives of
these youths, who reportedly engage in antiso-
cial behavior, exerted particularly potent effects.
The effects of other risk factors were less con-
sistent. In this study we also sought to test the
influence of protective factors that may insu-
late or protect these juveniles from antisocial
behavior and unhealthy lifestyles; however, the

protective factors did not have a significant effect
on any of the problem behaviors we examined.
The lack of a relationship between the protective
factors and behavioral outcomes suggests that
the CTC measures, even with modifications
made in the present study, are not tapping into
the protective aspects of families for youth in
Trinidad and Tobago. Although the CTC youth
survey has been used internationally, this study
raises questions about the extent to which it
is able to capture the most influential family
dynamics that serve to buffer adolescents from
the risk factors they face. Instruments designed
for use in the United States and other developed
nations may need to be adapted for use in devel-
oping nations in which youth are often exposed
to risky environments. It may be necessary to
tailor instruments designed to measure risk
and protective factors to the cultural contexts
in which they will be administered. Because
the science of measuring adolescent risk and
protection is still in its infancy, particularly in
the developing world, the extent to which such
measures are universal is not yet clear. Testing
these measures across a wide variety of contexts
would contribute greatly to the literature.

A more comprehensive diagnostic instrument
may be more illuminating and have greater
implications for intervention and policy change.
Assessment batteries should account for the
prevailing macro-level conditions that relate to
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Table 4. Probit Results for the Effects of Risk and Protective Factors on Four Summary Measures of Problem Behavior

Behavior type
Overall problem

behavior (9 items)
Crime

(8 items)
Violence
(3 items)

Alcohol and drugs
(2 items) Sig. coeffs.

Factor 1: Poor family management −0.112∗ −0.077 0.005 −0.132∗ 2/4
Factor 2: Adult history of antisocial behavior 0.206∗∗∗ 0.232∗∗∗ 0.158∗∗∗ 0.206∗∗∗ 4/4
Factor 3: Family conflict 0.115∗∗∗ 0.100∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗ 0.062∗∗ 4/4
Factor 4: Sibling history of antisocial

behavior
0.073∗∗ 0.073∗∗ 0.051 0.089∗∗∗ 3/4

Factor 5: Parental attitudes favorable toward
antisocial behavior, alcohol, and drug use

0.235∗∗∗ 0.221∗∗∗ 0.203∗∗∗ 0.177∗∗∗ 4/4

Factor 6: Maternal attachment 0.017 −0.006 −0.056 0.024 0/4
Factor 7: Paternal attachment 0.022 0.008 0.019 −0.009 0/4
Factor 8: Family rewards for prosocial

involvement
−0.049 −0.046 −0.032 −0.012 0/4

Age 0.082∗∗ 0.085∗∗ 0.030 0.124∗∗∗ 3/4
Sex (male= 1) 0.253∗∗∗ 0.245∗∗∗ 0.261∗∗∗ 0.053∗∗ 4/4
Race/ethnicity (African= 1) −0.007 0.014 0.024 −0.018 0/4
Race/ethnicity (Indian= 1) −0.157∗∗∗ −0.156∗∗∗ −0.130∗∗∗ −0.153∗∗∗ 4/4

Note. Sig. coeffs. = significant coefficients.
∗p< .05. ∗∗p< .01. ∗∗∗p< .001.

antisocial behavior in specific cultural contexts.
Trinidad and Tobago is a developing nation with
high levels of crime, violence, and fear. Many
young people there face the omnipresent lure
of criminal gangs, particularly in neighborhoods
where gang leaders are viewed as “community
leaders.” In these areas, the informal social con-
trol provided by gangs is considered by some
residents to be more potent and legitimate than
the formal social control provided by police.
When parents in gang-controlled neighborhoods
attempt to model prosocial behavior for children,
their efforts may be undermined by gang mem-
bers. Fieldwork in Trinidad has revealed that
some families turn to neighborhood gang lead-
ers to discipline their children (Katz & Maguire,
2015). This occurs in a context in which gangs
are more powerful and violent than U.S. street
gangs (Katz, Maguire, & Choate, 2011).

In the absence of a strong family structure
supportive of compliance with law and legal
authorities, or the presence of adults who dis-
courage and themselves do not engage in antiso-
cial behavior, young people may find it difficult
to envision legitimate opportunities for success
in their future. The adverse conditions faced by
some of the youth we studied may overwhelm
the influence of family buffers and, in combi-
nation with parents and adults with antisocial
attitudes and behaviors, youth may find it dif-
ficult to learn prosocial and healthy lifestyles.
It is also possible in such environments that

protection is afforded not by family factors as
much as it is by other factors, such as the
absence of direct exposure to trauma, religiosity,
well-equipped schools, after-school programs
and alternative activities, intelligence/academic
performance, and good nutrition (e.g., no expo-
sure to toxic metals, balanced diet, food secu-
rity, etc.). Because the present study focused
on family factors, school- and community-level
conditions were beyond its scope. One possibil-
ity worthy of further research is whether these
factors may play a more significant role than
the family in these communities. On the other
hand, it is also possible that many of the pro-
tective factors traditionally studied are not suf-
ficient to overcome the powerful influence of
crime, violence, poverty, and social disorganiza-
tion in the most distressed communities. Assess-
ment instruments that account for these special
circumstances to identify context-relevant pro-
tective factors that buffer the effects of these
compelling influences are critical to the design
of effective interventions and policies.

For an instrument to have clinical utility
there should be evidence that the constructs it
measures are reflective of malleable aspects of
individual-level functioning and contextual con-
ditions. Irrespective of the source of deleteri-
ous influences, the ways in which youth develop
and function vary dramatically, in part, because
of variation in exposure to psychosocial condi-
tions and in part because of the ways in which
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individuals orient themselves to those exposures.
For example, trauma exposure is known to be a
strong risk factor for antisocial behavior (Cham-
berlain & Moore, 2002; Kerig, Ward, Vanderzee,
& Moeddel, 2009). However, some individu-
als are more prone to depression in response to
trauma, whereas others are more resilient (Borja
& Callahan, 2009). Thus, it is not sufficient to
measure trauma exposure alone; one also should
evaluate the individual response to that trauma
as well as the context in which it occurs.

For some of the communities represented
in this study, violence is pervasive and sur-
vival is paramount, particularly for adolescents.
Children raised in these communities grow up
observing extreme levels of antisocial behav-
ior and violence. As part of our fieldwork in
Trinidad, we have observed several homicide
scenes in which children were present, including
some in which they were allowed to play near the
bodies of murder victims. Violence, drug sell-
ing, extreme poverty, and other manifestations of
a harsh and trauma-filled environment are com-
monplace in some of the most distressed com-
munities. Under these conditions, children are at
very high risk for modeling these behaviors and
for becoming desensitized to what would oth-
erwise be traumatic experiential influences. As
a result, we speculate that some of the adoles-
cents surveyed here may simply be mirroring the
behaviors and attitudes of their parents and other
adults with whom they interact daily.

These adverse conditions increase the propen-
sity for antisocial behavior due to less respect
for life (self or others), lack of concern for con-
sequences, low empathy, and a need for greater
physical stimulation (Gaylord-Harden, Cun-
ningham, & Zelencik, 2011; Guo et al., 2013;
McCart et al., 2007; Mrug & Windle, 2010), all
of which diminish the inherent deterrent value
in punishments on which justice systems rely
to ensure compliance. The importance of this
evidence for the present study is that trauma
may play a pivotal role in the development and
escalation of behavioral problems, whether the
effects are seen in psychological disturbances or
desensitization. Traumatic experiences compro-
mise the emergence of important psychological
and cognitive functions that subserve emotion
regulation, social information processing, and
interpersonal relatedness. Instruments that can
gauge this individual variability are likely to
lead to more specific and novel targets for
intervention that focus on cognitive functioning

and other developmental indicators known to be
both malleable and related to antisocial behav-
ior. Collecting more in-depth data that can be
used to establish the impact of trauma and the
influence of social conditions conducive to vio-
lence on the developing brain will likely provide
a compelling case for a large-scale campaign by
multiple agencies and public policies to address
these underlying issues.

Conclusion

The way in which children mirror parental/adult
behavior, attitudes, and coping techniques is a
prerequisite for adaptive responses to psychoso-
cial challenges in adolescence. Social learning
theory dictates that proximal exposures to anti-
social orientations are likely to increase risk for
antisocial behavior among youth. Psychosocial
experiences appear to exert their effects through
emergent social cognitive, neurocognitive, and
emotional regulatory functions (D. Glaser,
2000; Post & Weiss, 1997). For example, deci-
sion making, problem solving, impulse control,
emotion regulation, working memory, and a host
of other executive cognitive skills are modulated
by neural systems that develop in response
to psychosocial experiences and exposures.
Delays or deficits in the development of these
systems and corresponding skills often result
from adverse and stressful environments, from
macro-level conditions (e.g., poverty and social
unrest) to micro-level conditions (e.g., child
maltreatment, poor nutrition, and ill-equipped
schools). The developmental delays and deficits
that result increase risk for behaviors that are
essentially maladaptive, for example, impulsive
and aggressive.

On the other hand, there is a great deal of
variability in children’s developmental out-
comes in response to their social environment;
for example, variability in family and par-
enting factors exerts differential impacts on
developing regulatory skills across individuals
dependent upon genetics and other experiential
conditions. An understanding of the ways in
which such factors influence child/adolescent
social skills presents critical opportunities for
intervention. Subsequent investigations to shed
light on the nature of relationships between
caregiver antisocial behavior and attitudes and
offspring behavior may thus provide novel
targets for intervention. For example, focusing
on the cognitive and emotional skills needed for
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adaptive decision making and to overcome the
proximal influence of antisocial caregivers may
exert a protective effect. Such techniques have
been shown to strengthen underlying neural
networks responsible for these skills (Patel,
Spreng, & Turner, 2013) but have yet to be
applied to the population under study herein.
In the absence of interventions that target these
underlying mechanisms in antisociality, conven-
tional approaches are likely to fail. For instance,
social- and neurocognitive dysfunction has been
shown to interfere with the ability to digest and
execute program curricula materials (Fishbein
et al., 2006), potentially explaining differential
outcomes in response to even the most highly
regarded and efficacious programs. Programs
and policies with the potential to effectively
prevent risk behaviors in children who expe-
rience family stressors and trauma generally
operate to enhance development of these sup-
portive cognitive functions to improve overall
resilience. Also, providing the social scaffolding
that families need to provide a protective and
nurturing environment works to prevent initial
exposure or attenuate the effects of trauma.

In the particular environment of Trinidad
and Tobago, however, the approach cannot be
strictly individualized. There is a need for a
community-based, system-wide response that
engages a comprehensive, interactive network of
service agencies and public policy makers to sys-
tematically influence social norms, provide pro-
tections and safe havens, and reduce exposure
to trauma. This more comprehensive approach,
in combination with skill building from an early
age, has the greatest potential to improve youths’
ability to self-regulate behavior and reduce the
risk for developing delinquency and eventually
criminality. At the same time, the resource and
capacity constraints that characterize many dis-
tressed communities, particularly in developing
nations, raise important questions about the con-
ditions under which it is possible to develop and
implement these crucial interventions.

Note
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0702001609).

References

Adams, E. B. (2012). “We are like prey”: How people
negotiate a violent community in Trinidad and
Tobago. Race and Justice, 2, 274–303.

Arthur, M. W., Briney, J. S., Hawkins, J. D., Abbott,
R. D., Brooke-Weiss, B., & Catalano, R. F. (2007).
Measuring risk and protection in communities
using The Communities That Care youth survey.
Evaluation and Program Planning, 30, 197–211.

Arthur, M. W., Hawkins, J. D., Pollard, J. A., Cata-
lano, R. F., & Baglioni, A. J., Jr. (2002). Measuring
risk and protective factors for substance use, delin-
quency, and other adolescent problem behaviors:
The Communities That Care youth survey. Evalu-
ation Review, 26, 575–601.

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2006). Multilevel
modeling of complex survey data. In Proceedings
of the Survey Research Methods Section of the
American Statistical Association, 2718–2726.
Retrieved from https://www.statmodel.com/
download/SurveyJSM1.pdf

Bach Harrison, LLC. (2006). Arizona Youth Survey:
State report, 2006. Phoenix: Arizona Criminal Jus-
tice Commission.

Baheiraei, A., Soltani, F., Ebadi, A., Cheraghi, M.
A., Foroushani, A. R., & Catalano, R. F. (2014).
Psychometric properties of the Iranian version of
“Communities That Care Youth Survey.” Health
Promotion International. Advance online publica-
tion. doi:10.1093/heapro/dau062

Barrasso-Catanzaro, C., & Eslinger, P. J. (2016).
Neurobiological bases of executive function and
social-emotional development: Typical and atypi-
cal brain changes. Family Relations, 65, 108–119.

Beyers, J. M., Toumbourou, J. W., Catalano, R.
F., Arthur, M. W., & Hawkins, J. D. (2004). A
cross-national comparison of risk and protective
factors for adolescent substance use: The United
States and Australia. Journal of Adolescent Health,
35, 3–16.

Borja, S. E., & Callahan, J. L. (2009). The
trauma outcome process assessment model:
A structural equation model examination of
adjustment. Journal of Child Sexual Abuse, 18,
532–552.

Bowen, N. K., & Guo, S. (2012). Structural equation
modeling. New York: Oxford University Press.

Brewer, D. D., Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., &
Neckerman, H. J. (1995). Preventing serious, vio-
lent, and chronic juvenile offending: A review
of evaluations of selected strategies in childhood,
adolescence and the community. In J. C. Howell, B.
Krisberg, J. Hawkins, & J. Wilson (Eds.), Serious,
violent, and chronic juvenile offenders: A source-
book (pp. 61–141). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Browne M. W., & Cudeck, R. (1993). Alternative
ways of assessing model fit. In K. A. Bollen & J.
S. Long (Eds.), Testing structural equation models
(pp. 136–162). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.



The Influence of Family Characteristics 131

Byford, M., Kuh, D., & Richards, M. (2012). Parent-
ing practices and intergenerational associations in
cognitive ability. International Journal of Epidemi-
ology, 41, 263–272.

Caspi A., Taylor, A., Moffitt, T. E., & Plomin,
R. (2000). Neighborhood deprivation affects
children’s mental health: Environmental risks
identified in a genetic design. Psychological
Science, 11, 338–342.

Catalano, R. F., & Hawkins, J. D. (1996). The
social development model: A theory of antisocial
behavior. In J. D. Hawkins (Ed.), Delinquency
and crime: Current theories (pp. 136–162). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Chamberlain, P., & Moore, K. J. (2002). Chaos and
trauma in the lives of adolescent females with
antisocial behavior and delinquency. In R. Geffner
(Series Ed.) & R. Greenwald (Vol. Ed.), Trauma
and juvenile delinquency: Theory, research, and
interventions (pp. 79–108). Binghamton, NY:
Haworth Press.

El Nokali, N. E., Bachman, H. J., & Votruba-Drzal,
E. (2010). Parent involvement and children’s
academic and social development in elementary
school. Child Development, 81, 988–1005.

Fairnington, A. (2004). Communities that care: A case
study of regeneration from Wales. Critical Public
Health, 14, 27–36.

Farah, M. J., Betancourt, L., Shera, D. M., Savage, J.
H., Giannetta, J. M., Brodsky, N. L., . . . Hurt, H.
(2008). Environmental stimulation, parental nur-
turance and cognitive development in humans.
Developmental Science, 11, 793–801.

Fishbein, D. H., Hyde, C., Eldreth, D., Paschall, M. J.,
Hubal, R., Das, A., . . . Yung, B. (2006). Neurocog-
nitive skills moderate urban male adolescents’
responses to preventive intervention materials.
Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 82, 47–60.

Flora, D. B., & Curran, P. J. (2004). An empirical
evaluation of alternative methods of estimation
for confirmatory factor analysis with ordinal data.
Psychological Methods, 9, 466–491.

Flynn, R. J. (2008). Communities that care: A com-
prehensive system for youth prevention and pro-
motion, and Canadian applications to date. IPC
Review, 2, 83–106.

Gaylord-Harden, N. K., Cunningham, J. A., & Zelen-
cik, B. J. (2011). Effects of exposure to community
violence on internalizing symptoms: Does desen-
sitization to violence occur in African American
youth? Abnormal Child Psychology, 39, 711–719.

Glaser, D. (2000). Child abuse and neglect and the
brain—A review. Journal of Child Psychology and
Psychiatry, 41, 97–116.

Glaser, R. R., Van Horn, M. L., Arthur, M. W.,
Hawkins, J. D., & Catalano, R. F. (2005). Mea-
surement properties of the Communities That Care
youth survey across demographic groups. Journal
of Quantitative Criminology, 21, 73–102.

Goodnight, J. A., Lahey, B. B., Van Hulle, C. A.,
Rodgers, J. L., Rathouz, P. J., Waldman, I. D., &
D’Onofrio, B. M. (2012). A quasi-experimental
analysis of the influence of neighborhood disad-
vantage on child and adolescent conduct problems.
Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 121, 95–108.

Gunnar, M. R., & Donzella, B. (2002). Social regula-
tion of the cortisol levels in early human develop-
ment. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 27, 199–220.

Guo, X., Zheng, L., Wang, H., Zhu, L., Li, J., Wang,
Q., Dienes, Z., & Yang, Z. (2013). Exposure to
violence reduces empathetic responses to other’s
pain. Brain and Cognition, 82, 187–91.

Hawkins, J. D., & Catalano, R. F., Jr. (1992). Commu-
nities That Care: Action for drug abuse prevention.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Hawkins, J. D., Van Horn, M. L., & Arthur, M. W.
(2004). Community variation in risk and protective
factors and substance use outcomes. Prevention
Science, 5, 213–220.

Heckman, J. J. (2006, June 30). Skill formation and
the economics of investing in disadvantaged chil-
dren. Science, 312, 1900–1902.

Heckman, J. J. (2007). The economics, technology,
and neuroscience of human capability formation.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
104, 13250–13255.

Hemphill, S. A., Heerde, J. A., Scholes-Balog, K. E.,
Herrenkohl, T. I., Toumbourou, J. W., & Catalano,
R. F. (2014). Effects of early adolescent alcohol
use on mid-adolescent school performance and
connection: A longitudinal study of students in
Victoria, Australia and Washington State, United
States. Journal of School Health, 84, 706–715.

Hsu, H.-Y. (2009). Testing the effectiveness of various
commonly used fit indices for detecting misspeci-
fications in multilevel structural equation models
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Texas A&M
University.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P.M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit
indices in covariance structure analysis: Conven-
tional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural
Equation Modeling, 6, 1–55.

Institute of Medicine. (2009). Preventing mental,
emotional, and behavioral disorders among young
people: Progress and possibilities. Washington,
DC: National Academies Press.

Johnson, D. (2006). Preliminary survey results from
the Gonzales impact study. Unpublished docu-
ment, George Mason University, Manassas, VA.

Jonkman, H. B., Junger-Tas, J., & van Dijk, B. (2005).
From behind dikes and dunes: Communities That
Care in the Netherlands. Children & Society, 19,
105–116.

Katz, C. M., & Fox, A. (2010). Risk and protective
factors associated with gang involved youth in a
Caribbean nation: Analysis of the Trinidad and
Tobago Youth Survey. Pan-American Journal of
Public Health, 27, 187–202.



132 Family Relations

Katz, C. M., & Maguire, E. R. (2015). Diagnosing
gang violence in the Caribbean. In A. Harriott
& C. M. Katz (Eds.), Gangs in the Caribbean:
Responses of state and society. Kingston, Jamaica:
University of the West Indies Press.

Katz, C. M., Maguire, E. R., & Choate, D. (2011). A
cross-national comparison of gangs in the United
States and Trinidad and Tobago. International
Criminal Justice Review, 21, 243–262.

Kerig, P. K., Ward, R. M., Vanderzee, K. L., & Moed-
del, M. A. (2009). Posttraumatic stress as a media-
tor of the relationship between trauma and mental
health problems among juvenile delinquents. Jour-
nal of Youth and Adolescence, 38, 1214–1225.

Kuhns, J. B., & Maguire, E. R. (2012). Drug and
alcohol use by homicide victims in Trinidad and
Tobago, 2001–2007. Forensic Science, Medicine,
and Pathology, 8, 243–251.

Landry, S. H., Smith, K. E., Swank, P. R., & Gut-
tentag, C. (2008). A responsive parenting interven-
tion: The optimal timing across early childhood for
impacting maternal behaviors and child outcomes.
Developmental Psychology, 44, 1335–1353.

Maguire, E. R. (2013). Exploring family risk and pro-
tective factors for adolescent problem behaviors in
the Caribbean. Maternal and Child Health Jour-
nal, 17, 1488–1498.

Maguire, E. R., Wells, W., & Katz, C. M. (2011).
Measuring community risk and protective factors
for adolescent problem behaviors: Evidence from
a developing nation. Journal of Research in Crime
and Delinquency, 48, 594–620.

Maguire, E. R., Willis, J. A., Snipes, J., & Gantley,
M. (2008). Spatial concentrations of violence in
Trinidad and Tobago. Caribbean Journal of Crim-
inology and Public Safety, 13, 44–83.

McCart, M. R., Smith, D. W., Saunders, B. E.,
Kilpatrick, D. G., Resnick, H., & Ruggiero, K. J.
(2007). Do urban adolescents become desensitized
to community violence? Data from a national
survey. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 77,
434–442.
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Appendix

Listing of Factors and Associated Item
Numbers

Risk factors (23 items)
• Poor family management (Q47A, C, E, F,

G, H, T)
• Sibling history of antisocial behavior

(Q26A, B, C, D)
• Adult history of antisocial behavior

(Q24A, B, C, D)
• Family conflict (Q47B, D, S)
• Parental attitudes favorable toward anti-

social behavior, alcohol, and drug use
(Q13A, B, C, D, E)

Protective factors (8 items)

• Maternal attachment (Q47I, J, M)
• Paternal attachment (Q47L, N, P)
• Family rewards for prosocial involvement

(Q35, Q36)


