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While the field of violence risk assessment among adult males has progressed rapidly,
several questions remain with respect to the application of forensic risk assessment
tools within other populations. In this article, we consider the empirical evidence for
he assessment, prediction, and management of violence in adolescent girls. We dis-

cuss limitations of generalizing violence risk assessment findings from other popula-
tions to adolescent girls and point out areas where there is little or no empirical foun-
dation. Critical issues that must be addressed in research prior to the adoption or re-
jection of such instruments are delineated. Finally, we provide practice guidelines for
clinicians currently involved with adolescent females within risk assessment contexts.
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Over the two past decades, significant advances have been made in the field of
violence risk assessment (see Borum, 1996; Douglas & Ogloff, 2003; Monahan &
Steadman, 1994). A plethora of risk assessment instruments have been developed
and tested widely among adult male forensic populations (see, e.g., Hare, 1991;
Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1993; Webster, Douglas, Eaves, & Hart, 1997). Research
o date indicates that, when consistently applied, structured violence risk assessment

systems increase case management efficiency and allow for predictions of future vi-
olence that surpass those made based on unstructured clinical judgment (Kropp,
Hart, Webster, & Eaves, 1999; Monahan, Steadman, Silver, Appelbaum, Robbins,
Mulvey, et. al., 2001; Otto, 2000). As such, structured assessment tools are now ac-
cepted as an important part of violence risk assessments, and are considered by
some to be a necessary component (Gacono, 2000; Nicholls, Hemphill, Boer, Kropp,
& Zapf, 2001).

While the field of violence risk assessment among adult males has progressed
rapidly, several questions remain with respect to the application of forensic risk
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assessment tools within other populations. Although researchers have begun to test
the utility of violence risk assessment tools with male adolescents (Edens, Skeem,
Cruise, & Cauffman, 2001; Forth, 1995; Forth & Mailloux, 2000; Vincent, 2002)
and adult women (Forth, 1996; Rutherford, Cacciola, Alterman, & McKay, 1996;
Salekin, Rogers, Ustad, & Sewell, 1998), virtually no studies have focused specifi-
cally on female adolescents.

Recently, female adolescents have emerged at the forefront of violence-related
research and policy agendas due to increases in official violent offending (FBI, 2002;
Puzzanchera, Stahl, Finnegan, Tierney, & Snyder, 2003; Statistics Canada, 2003),
self-reported violent behaviors (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
2001), and entries into juvenile detention facilities (Porter, 2000). Consequently,
demands to apply existing risk assessment tools to, and develop gender-specific
instruments for, populations of female youth have increased. Unfortunately, em-
pirically validated assessment tools for this population have not met the growing
demands.

In this article, we consider the empirical evidence for the assessment, predic-
tion, and case management of violence in adolescent girls. We discuss limitations of
generalizing risk assessment findings from other populations to adolescent girls, and
point out areas where there is little or no empirical foundation. Finally, we delineate
critical issues that must be addressed in research prior to the adoption or rejection
of such instruments, and we provide practice guidelines for the clinicians currently
involved with this population.

EMPIRICAL SUPPORT FOR THE PREDICTION AND MANAGEMENT
OF VIOLENCE IN ADOLESCENT GIRLS

The identification of factors that reliably predict future violence is essential
to risk assessment and case management. Indeed, the goals of prediction and case
management go hand in hand—one relies on the other. In the case of risk assess-
ment involving adolescent girls, there is a growing body of literature, which sug-
gests that the risk factors, causal mechanisms, and manifestation of violence may
not fit the general models that have been designed for boys and men. The impli-
cation, therefore, is that the interrelated goals of risk prediction and risk manage-
ment may, at best, be difficult to reach given the current state of knowledge and
practice.

We next consider three questions: (1) what are the unique challenges of pre-
dicting violence in girls?, (2) can research on other populations be generalized to
prediction of violence in adolescent girls?, and (3) what, if anything, can risk assess-
ment models offer in managing violence among adolescent girls?

What Are the Unique Challenges of Predicting Violence in Girls?

A review of the research related to violence in adolescent females quickly re-
veals that traditional violence prediction tools may be of limited value when applied
to adolescent female offenders. Several factors contribute to this conclusion.
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Low Base Rate of Traditional Forms of Violence Among Females

Although female adolescents are the only population that is continuing to ex-
perience consistent increases in violent offending, violent crime statistics are still
dominated by males. In fact, across both time and context, males are consistently
found to be far more likely than females to engage in serious physical forms of vi-
olence (Archer & McDaniel, 1995; Boritch, 1997; Dell & Boe, 1998; Savioe, 2000).
For example, in 2000, the violent crime index offense arrest rate (murder, robbery,
aggravated assault) among female youth was approximately 11.7 charges per 10,000,
and for simple assault, the rate was 46.4 charges per 10,000 (FBI, 2002). By compar-
ison, the rate of violence among adolescent boys was 49.2 charges for violent crime
index offenses and 96.7 charges for simple assault.

Even if we consider self-report research that suggests female and male rates
of violence are more equivalent, girls still linger behind boys with respect to the
absolute prevalence, frequency, and severity of their violent behavior. Although
the male-to-female ratio for self-reported violence is decreasing, boys still outnum-
ber girls by 3.5 to 1 (US Department of Health and Human Services, 2001). Girls
are also less likely to report involvement in serious forms of violence, such as ma-
jor assault, robbery, and weapon carrying, and tend to engage in violent acts at a
lower frequency than their male counterparts (Moffitt, Caspi, Rutter & Silva, 2001;
Snyder, & Sickmund, 1999; Webster, Gainer, & Champion, 1993). While the low
base rate of violence in general creates challenges for accurate prediction, the ex-
tremely low numbers of girls who go on to commit the forms of violence that risk
instruments are designed to predict is especially problematic. In fact, being female
is typically considered a protective factor and is given a negative weighting within
actuarial violence assessment models.

It is important to note that the difficulties in predicting future violence among
females cannot be attributed solely to the problem of a lower base rate. There are
other problems in clinical judgment that seem to limit accurate prediction of vio-
lence in women. For example, within civil psychiatric and inpatient settings, where
the likelihood of future violence is typically more equivalent across males and
females (Lidz, Mulvey & Gardner, 1993; Newhill, Mulvey & Lidz, 1995; Robbins,
Monahan & Silver, 2003; Stueve & Link, 1998) and clinicians generally possess a
modest ability to predict future violence among men (Borum, 1996), clinicians have
performed poorly when attempting to predict future violence among women. Specif-
ically, they have tended to underestimate the risk of women’s future violence (Lidz
et al., 1993; McNiel & Binder, 1995; Nicholls, Ogloff & Ledwidge, 2003).

Gender Differences in the Form and Target of Violent Behavior

A growing body of research suggests that the expression of violence among
females may differ both quantitatively and qualitatively from that of their male
counterparts. For example, females are less likely than males to engage in phys-
ical forms of aggression, and more likely to engage in relationally as opposed to
physically aggressive acts (Cote, Valliancourt, Farhat, & Tremblay, 2002; Crick &
Grotpeter, 1995; Everett & Price, 1995). Nonetheless, in the context of intimate
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relationships, adult female aggression can escalate to include physical acts of vi-
olence, especially assaults against a partner or family member and are less likely
to cause injuries that result in medical attention (Newhill et al., 1995; Shaw &
Dubois, 1995). It is quite possible that these types of violent acts by females are
less likely to be reported than are violent acts perpetrated in public contexts and
against strangers (Straus & Gelles, 1986). Thus, the heavy reliance on official mea-
sures of violent offending does not allow for the construction of adequate prediction
models for alternative, yet equally harmful, forms of violence in which females are
more likely to be involved (e.g., violence against partners, children, and other family
members).

Gender Differences in Developmental Course

One of the most robust predictors of future violent offending is the presence
of a prior history of involvement in aggressive and violent behavior. Specifically, an
early age of onset for aggressive and antisocial acts (r = .21–.45) and a prior history
of violence (1.9–6.3 odds ratio) demonstrate a strong relationship to future violence
among males as measured by both official records and self-report data (see Lipsey
& Derzon, 1998). The strength of these risk factors within female populations, how-
ever, is unclear. For instance, a number of longitudinal studies show no relation-
ship between previous offending and future violence, or in some cases a decreased
risk of future violence, for females who begin offending prior to age 15 (Stattin &
Magnusson, 1989; White, 1992).

The picture of violence among adolescent females is further complicated by the
possibility that the developmental course of aggression may differ for females com-
pared to males (Silverthorn & Frick, 1999). It is well documented that the majority
of females who engage in antisocial and aggressive behavior during adolescence dis-
appear from the radar when traditional violence measures are used (Lanctot, 2002),
with women being more likely to engage in violence within the home and against
family members (Estroff & Zimmer, 1994; Robbins et al., 2003). While many of
these women are at a high risk for a myriad of other psychological, physical, and
social problems (Moffitt et al., 2001), it is unlikely that they will commit a violent
act that will be detected by official arrest statistics. Thus, prediction models used to
construct the majority of actuarial tools may not include the best linear combination
of risk factors for the small number of adolescent females who go on to engage in
violence.

Lack of Gender-Specific and Empirically Based Prediction Models

Applying risk prediction tools to female adolescents is also problematic be-
cause the risk factors that are selected for inclusion in the majority of existing tools
have been chosen based on their robustness as predictors in: (a) retrospective stud-
ies of adult male offenders (Hare, 1991; Harris, Rice & Cormier, 1991), (b) large
longitudinal studies from juvenile justice that have focused primarily on male of-
fending, or (c) studies involving male and female youth where estimates of the
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relationships were neither calculated nor reported separately from the results pre-
sented for males.

In sum, several interrelated issues create significant challenges in the prediction
of violence in adolescent girls. Together, these factors are likely to reduce the pre-
dictive accuracy of current assessment tools. Unfortunately, it is not even possible
to determine the extent of the problem because there is simply insufficient research.
We next turn our attention to research on related populations and examine whether
it is reasonable to generalize findings from these groups to support the practice of
risk assessment in female adolescents.

What Does Research with Adult Women Tell Us About the Prediction
of Violence Risk Among Adolescent Females?

Experts in the risk assessment field have stated that male-based instruments are
likely to function similarly within female populations (Hare, 1991; Webster, 1999).
The empirical data to support these claims, however, are equivocal at best. While re-
searchers have evaluated a number of different risk instruments with women, (e.g.,
the Violence Risk Appraisal Guide [VRAG] Harris et al, 1993, and the HCR-20,
Webster et al., 1997) the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R; Hare, 1991) is cur-
rently viewed as the gold standard in violence risk assessment. As such, we focus our
review primary on psychopathy related research.

A number of researchers have cited the postdictive power the PCL-R as evi-
dence that the instrument applies equally well within populations of adult women
(see Rutherford et al., 1996; Weiler & Widom, 1996). However, the degree to which
these studies can be seen as providing support for the PCL-R as a risk assessment
instrument is highly compromised by the fact that criminal history is specifically
used to form a number of PCL item ratings (e.g., early behavioral problems, serious
criminal offending, criminal versatility, revocation of conditional release) and car-
ries significant weight in others (e.g., lack of remorse, impulsivity, irresponsibility,
poor anger control). Predictive rather than postdictive studies are required and re-
sults are much less favorable when researchers attempt to predict future offending
among women (Salekin et al., 1998).

Among the only prospective examinations of structured risk assessment with
women, Salekin and colleagues (Salekin, Rogers, & Sewell, 1997; Salekin et al.,
1998) found that the classification accuracy of the PCL-R was “moderate to poor.”
In addition, in one of the most comprehensive reviews of the empirical research
on psychopathy and women, Vitale and Newman (2001) concluded that “if clini-
cians are using the PCL-R for the sole purpose of predicting specific outcomes for
any particular women in these areas [predicting criminal recidivism, predicting in-
stitutional violence, planning and implementing treatments and interventions], they
would be doing so without empirical evidence or the predictive power of the PCL-
R in such domains” (p. 128). It should be noted, however, that this review relied
heavily on the research by Salekin and colleagues that was comprised of a primar-
ily African American sample, yet ethnic differences were not addressed. Even if
one were to factor in these methodological considerations, however, it would be
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difficult at this point to justify the use of the PCL-R with women for predictive
purposes.

Other researchers have argued that a greater understanding of the differences
that exist between male and female populations is needed to increase the accuracy
of future predictions of violent behavior (Uggen & Kruttschnitt, 1998). Brennan and
Austin (1997) charge that gender neutral classification tools tend to overclassify fe-
males, while others assert that the bias functions in the opposite direction, producing
an underprediction in females (Coontz, Lidz, & Mulvey, 1994). Coulson, Flacqua,
Nutbrown, Giulekas, and Cudjoe (1996) concluded that current risk cut-off thresh-
olds that have been normed on samples of men (e.g., Level of Service Inventory) are
not appropriate for female offenders. In addition, a number of leading authorities in
the risk assessment field have stated that factors other than those included in current
risk assessment schemes may be necessary to consider in the prediction of violence
among women (Monahan, 1996).

The problems associated with predicting violence risk in women are not lim-
ited to situations where violence risk assessment instruments and guides are used.
Rather, there is a convincing body of research on unstructured clinical judgment
which demonstrates that this is part of a more general problem. In one of the most
definitive studies, Lidz et al. (1993) found that although clinicians were able to pre-
dict with a moderate degree of accuracy whether male civil psychiatric patients
would be involved in a violent incident, they were no better than chance when pre-
dicting future violence among females. Even though the base rate of future violence
was higher among the females versus males in this sample (49% vs. 42%, respec-
tively) clinicians were only able to predict violence in 22% of the females versus
45% of the males. Based on these findings, the authors suggest that the cues con-
sidered by clinicians in cases involving women may be inaccurate. A further ex-
amination of the judgment processes employed by clinicians suggested that clinical
judgments of future violence risk are, in part, dependent on cultural beliefs regard-
ing appropriate gender role behavior, with clinicians being less likely to address the
topic of violence with female versus male patients (Coontz et al., 1994). Very little
is known, however, regarding why clinicians perform more poorly when evaluating
women within an unstructured context. It has been hypothesized that gender-based
stereotypes such as the general tendency to perceive females as less threatening and
aggressive (Bettencourt & Miller, 1996) and more “mad” than “bad” may have an
indirect impact on the assessment process.

In sum, the majority of the research on violence prediction in adult women
is extremely limited and the findings are unclear at best. Although many schol-
ars have taken the position that it would be unlikely that current male-based in-
struments have no application to women (see Hare, 1991; Webster, 1999), the
empirical body of research necessary to support the use of these tools for pur-
poses other than research does not exist. In fact, the problems in the field are of
such magnitude that researchers have clearly stated that instruments, such as the
PCL-R, should not be used for predictive purposes with adult female samples al-
though they recommend continued use of the PCL-R as a research instrument
in its current form (Vitale & Newman, 2001). If any generalization can be made
downward to adolescent females at all, it would be to view current assessment
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instruments and the prediction of violence in adolescent girls with extreme
caution.

What Does Research with Boys Tell Us About the Prediction
of Risk Among Adolescent Females?

Even if research on adult women offers little basis for downward generalization
to adolescent girls, it is possible that findings based on adolescent male samples
could be generalized laterally to girls. A number of studies using the Psychopathy
Checklist: Youth Version (PCL:YV; Forth, Kosson, & Hare, 2003) have reported
similar psychometric properties to the PCL-R (Hare, 1991) and found that male
juveniles scoring high on the PCL:YV are similar to adult male psychopaths with
respect both to psychological correlates and behavioral characteristics (see Vincent
& Hart, 2002, for a review). The PCL–YV has also demonstrated predictive utility
within short-term prospective studies of male adolescents (Forth, Hart, & Hare,
1990; Ridenour, Marchant, & Dean, 2001). However, a review of published PCL–
YV studies indicates that only 6 of the 34 studies completed to date have included
females, with sample sizes ranging from 11 to 80 females (Forth et al., 2003). Given
the lack of empirical data, it is difficult to assess the psychometric properties of the
PCL–YV when applied to females.

Although significantly more research has been done with boys, and psychopa-
thy is considered the gold standard in the prediction of both violent and general
criminal recidivism in adult males (Hare, 1991; Hare, McPherson, & Forth, 1988;
Harris et al., 1991), there is not enough evidence to establish whether this disorder
exists or can be assessed prior to early adulthood (Vincent & Hart, 2002). For ex-
ample, Vincent (2002) reported differential item functioning between male adoles-
cents and adults on interpersonal and behavioral items of the PCL-R and PCL–YV.
In this case, adolescents who were rated as psychopathic needed higher levels of the
latent trait of psychopathy in order to receive ratings as high as adults on items such
as irresponsibility and impulsivity. These findings raise the fundamental question of
whether these instruments are measuring the same thing, in this case psychopathy,
across adult and adolescent male populations.

Even if we interpret existing research as providing some degree of evidence to
support the use of violence risk prediction in adolescent males, it is important to
keep in mind that there are significant concerns regarding the assessment of risk in
general, and psychopathy in particular, during adolescence (for reviews, see Edens
et al., 2001; Vincent & Hart, 2002). Specifically, behaviors that are normative dur-
ing adolescence, such as impulsivity, may appear pathological from a risk assess-
ment perspective (Seagrave & Grisso, 2002). For example, although the majority
of youth engage in antisocial behavior during adolescence, this behavior is largely
transient and desists as youths enter young adulthood (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000;
Farrington, 1989; Moffitt, 1993). The normative fluctuations that occur in adoles-
cence raise the question of whether the presentation of disorders and traits may vary
significantly with the adolescents’ stage of emotional and psychosocial development.

The instability that characterizes adolescence is particularly important in light
of the fundamental assumption that many of the traits that comprise risk assessment
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instruments are stable within the individual and can be assessed reliably over time.
At the heart of the issue is the question of whether adolescent personality develop-
ment has stabilized sufficiently to extract the information required to conduct such
evaluations, and at present we lack a definitive answer to this question. As such,
adolescents have been described as moving targets that are difficult to assess based
on single observations (Grisso, 1998).

Should We Overlook Developmental Concerns and Place More Confidence
in Research on the Assessment of Psychopathy and Violence Prediction

in Adolescent Males?

If we were to place more emphasis on the assessment of psychopathy among
adolescent males, this would not necessarily mean that research on this population
could be wholly generalized to the prediction of violence in adolescent girls. As pre-
viously noted, very little is known regarding the normative developmental course of
antisocial and aggressive behavior among girls. Although Moffitt et al. (2001) argue
that the Life Course Persistent (LCP) versus Adolescent Limited (AL) taxonomy
applies equally well to males and females, research examining gender differences is
quite limited and what exists suggests that few females follow the LCP trajectory.
For example, only 6 of the approximately 450 females (1%) from the Dunedin Lon-
gitudinal Study (Moffitt et al., 2001) were identified as LCP offenders, whereas 78
(18%) were identified as AL. Among males in the sample, 10% of (47) were iden-
tified as LCP offenders, and an additional 122 (26%) met the criteria for the AL
Pathway. Consistent with this finding, the gender gap in rates of Conduct Disorder
(CD) is greater in childhood than in adolescence (for reviews, see Cohen et al., 1993;
Lahey et al., 2000; Moffitt et al., 2001; Zoccolillo, 1993).

The fact that adolescent-onset aggression is more common in girls than is
childhood-onset aggression has led some researchers to suggest that the classic dis-
tinction between LCP versus AL does not apply to girls (Loeber & Stouthamer-
Loeber, 1998; Silverthorn & Frick, 1999). Silverthorn and Frick (1999) propose
that the delayed-onset pattern in girls is equivalent to the early-onset pattern in
boys in terms of risk markers, stability, and persistence into adulthood. The con-
troversy surrounding the developmental course of aggression among girls is es-
pecially relevant within risk assessment research due to the heavy reliance on
childhood behaviors as markers of future risk for violence. It is possible that
the commonly cited early markers of violence may not exist for girls, or that
early risk markers may manifest themselves differently across development among
females.

In sum, the current use of risk assessment instruments to predict future vio-
lence in adult females and adolescent males is not widely supported. Even if there
were greater support within each of these populations, questions still remain as to
whether the findings could be generalized downward in terms of age, or laterally in
terms of gender. Given the current state of the research, it is clear that the traditional
practice of risk assessment for the purpose of violence prediction in adolescent girls
is not advisable.
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What Can Risk Prediction Models Offer to the Field
of Adolescent Female Violence?

Although there is no evidence to support the practice of violence prediction
with current instruments per se, the literature does confirm that adolescent girls
with serious behavioral problems, as reflected in a diagnosis of CD and/or incarcer-
ation, are at risk for a variety of poor mental health and social functioning outcomes
as they move toward adulthood. For example, in the Dunedin longitudinal study,
Moffitt et al. (2001) found that 21-year-old women diagnosed with CD in child-
hood or adolescence were significantly more likely to show mental health symptoms
(anxiety, depression, psychosis, mania, and suicidality), suffer from more medical
problems, require social assistance, be victimized by their partners, and perpetrate
physical abuse against them in return than were girls not diagnosed with CD. Simi-
lar negative outcomes have been found for female juvenile offenders with respect to
mental health symptoms of depression, substance abuse, suicidality, as well as social
and economic marginalization in young adulthood (Lanctot, 2002; Lewis, Yeager,
Cobham-Portorreal, & Klein, 1991).

Given these findings, the social costs of failing to intervene and reduce the risk
of violence in forensic populations of adolescent females is likely significant. For
example, studies by Robins (1986) verify that girls diagnosed with CD in adoles-
cence went on to be in involved in multiple mental health services as young women.
Not only does the financial burden of providing social and mental health support
increase over time in the absence of intervention, but there is evidence to suggest
that the risk for involvement in criminality is even higher in the offspring of mothers
than fathers with a criminal history (Tremblay, 1991). As a result, it makes sense to
develop instruments to detect risk for deleterious social-emotional and health out-
comes even if there is only a small likelihood that these girls will engage in the
typical form of violent behavior that is commonly seen in males. Although cur-
rent research findings do not support assessment and prediction of violence in girls,
it seems important that further research and refinement of assessment measures
will be undertaken to enhance accuracy to the point that they become valid and
useful.

RESEARCH GUIDELINES: GENDER REFINEMENT OF RISK
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENTS

There are a number of tools that have been developed specifically to assess
and manage risk among adolescents (for a review, see Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention, 1995). Although some of these have been developed
specifically for adolescents (e.g., the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in
Youth [SAVRY]; Borum, Bartel, & Forth, 2002), most were designed for use with
adult offenders and are either directly applied or slightly modified for use with
adolescents. Developmental considerations have not been factored into the ma-
jority of current risk assessment schemes and prospective studies that would sup-
port the use of such instruments during this period are lacking. There have been
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virtually no attempts to construct tools designed for female populations within
forensic settings. In fact, most instruments do not consider gender, and the ma-
jority of assessment schemes assume that items apply equally to male and female
populations.

The construction of developmentally and gender-sensitive risk management in-
struments must not only be anchored in research on adolescent development, but
it must also take into consideration gender-related factors that are of relevance in
understanding the emergence and course of aggressive, violent, and antisocial be-
havior in girls. These include greater attention to: (a) gender-specific risk and pro-
tective factors; (b) psychiatric co-morbidity; (c) social context and relational issues;
and (d) gender differences in item sensitivity.

Inclusion of Gender-Specific Risk and Protective Factors

Only recently have researchers begun to empirically assess the form and
predictive utility of gender-specific risk factors (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 1998;
Levene, Augimeri, Pepler, Walsh, Webster, & Koegl, 2001; Reitsma-Street, 1999;
Totten, 2000). Cunningham, Baker, Mazaheri, Ashbourne, VanBrunschot, and
Currie (2000) have argued that although adolescent women share several risk mark-
ers with their male counterparts, there are a number of important risk factors, such
as a history of attempted suicide and depression, that are not generally consid-
ered in most instruments. For example, Borst and Noam (1993) documented dis-
tinct developmental pathways and correlates (e.g., aggression, psychopathology) of
suicidal behaviors among a sample of young female psychiatric patients (n = 139).
Suicidal behaviors may be considered as a marker for distinct types of psycho-
logical maladjustment and as a risk factor for future violence towards self and
others.

Our recent review of the literature (Odgers & Moretti, 2002) provides little em-
pirical evidence to support the need for gender-specific risk factors among norma-
tive samples of children and youth (see also Leschied, Cummings, Van Brunschot,
Cunningham, & Saunders, 2000). Instead, the primary message throughout these
studies is the remarkable level of similarity with respect to the risk factors that
are related to violence among boys and girls (e.g., antisocial peers, academic prob-
lems, and antisocial parental behavior). Differences that did exist included higher
rates of sexual abuse and depression for females. Clinical experience with foren-
sic populations, however, presents a very different picture with respect to the
potential importance of gender-specific risk domains and unique nonlinear com-
binations of risk factors in explaining and managing violence among high-risk
girls.

Data from juvenile justice centers indicate that incarcerated girls are more
likely than boys to have a broad array of co-occurring mental health problems (e.g.,
high rates of suicidal ideation, substance abuse, depression, posttraumatic stress dis-
order [PTSD], and suicide attempts); be exposed to more severe levels of victimiza-
tion and maltreatment; experience high levels of distress and preoccupation related
to their involvement in abusive and highly conflictual relationships, and come from
homes that are characterized by high levels of dysfunction (Bergsmann, 1989; Lewis
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et al., 1991; Moretti, Holland, & McKay, 2001; Odgers & Moretti, 2002; Rosenbaum,
1989; Viale-Val & Sylvester, 1993). Females within juvenile justice settings are also
more likely to be from a minority population and experience other forms of eco-
nomic and social marginalization (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 1998; Corrado, Odgers,
& Cohen, 2001).

Clinically, the most salient risk factors for girls relate to their abuse history and
the high levels of relationship dysfunction. Although the majority of studies relying
on normative populations have not shown that aggressive girls and boys differ in
exposure to such risk factors as physical maltreatment (Moffitt et al., 2001; Pepler
& Sedighdeilami, 1998), and only a weak relationship exists between exposure to
abuse and later violence (Lipsey & Derzon, 1998), research conducted within foren-
sic and clinical samples consistently shows that, compared to boys, girls in these
populations are significantly more likely to have experienced severe victimization,
particularly sexual abuse (Bergsmann, 1989; Corrado et al., 2001; Rivera & Widom,
1990; U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1997; Viale-Val & Sylvester, 1993). The im-
pact of abuse likely depends on the availability of other supports to children as well
as the duration and severity of abusive experiences. Thus, it is important for instru-
ments to go beyond the mere recording of exposure to maltreatment and to more
thoroughly assess the type, severity, and duration of abuse, as well as variables such
as the relationship to the perpetrator and availability of support. Greater attention
to abuse experiences may be helpful in terms of developing management strategies
including specific forms of intervention.

It is also the case that current risk assessment instruments could better predict
adult outcomes for adolescent girls if they took into account factors that are asso-
ciated with a decreased probability of violence as well. Careful examination of the
ways girls are socialized could offer important clues as to why the majority of girls
do not engage in physical forms of violence. For example, in studies of normative
populations, researchers have found that mothers are more likely to discuss others’
feelings with their young daughters than their sons, and by age two girls are more
likely to talk about feelings than are boys (Dunn, Bretherton, & Munn, 1987). Par-
ents also use more induction techniques with their daughters than their sons to en-
courage them to consider the feelings of others, and girls are more likely than boys
to feel bad if they act aggressively toward others (Boldizar, Perry & Perry, 1989;
Cross & Madson, 1997). Although female gendered socialization may increase risk
in girls for internalizing disorders (see Moretti & Higgins, 1999; Moretti, Rein &
Weibe, 1998), it may provide protection against the development of overt forms of
aggressive and violent behavior. To the extent that girls are socialized during early
childhood in this way they may be less likely to become involved in overt aggressive
and violent behavior during childhood, and more likely to desist in such behavior
if it arises during adolescence. It is also likely that socialization practices that are
more typically observed in the parenting of girls could potentially provide protec-
tion against the development of aggression and violence in boys. On the other hand,
traditional forms of female socialization may lead to a reliance on social and rela-
tional forms of aggressive behavior. Thus, it is necessary to understand the tradeoffs
of gendered socialization in determining which aspects are most likely to contribute
to healthy development.
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Co-morbidity Issues

Within adult research, the co-morbidity of mental disorders has been cited as a
threat to the validity of current risk assessment schemes (Douglas & Webster, 1999)
as well as an important consideration in the prediction of future violence (Monahan
et al., 2001). Co-morbidity is often viewed as an impediment to research due to
questions surrounding the distinctiveness of disorders and diagnostic taxonomy. It
is often difficult, for example, to identify the source of multiple symptom patterns
and to predict the interactive effect of co-occurring disorders on future behavior.
Despite these challenges, the most definitive research in this area has highlighted
the importance of considering co-morbid disorders when evaluating risk for future
violence. In the MacArthur Risk Assessment Study, Monahan et al. (2001) found
that violence committed by people discharged from a mental hospital was very sim-
ilar to violence committed by other people living in their communities; however,
the primary difference was that violence tended to be higher among those with a
co-occurring substance abuse.

With respect to adolescents, our current lack of understanding regarding the
developmental course and manifestation of co-morbid disorders presents unique
challenges for assessments. The precise estimate of mental disorders among youth
within the juvenile justice system varies depending on the assessment tool used.
For example, Otto, Greenstein, Johnson & Friedman (1992) reported a prevalence
rate of 20% among juvenile offenders when only serious mental disorders were in-
cluded, while others have reported much higher rates when disorders such as sub-
stance abuse and conduct disorder are considered (Kazdin, 2000). Regardless of the
measure used, a consistent finding is that girls within forensic populations are more
likely than their male counterparts to exhibit co-occurring mental health problems
(for a review, see Moretti & Odgers, 2002). For example, Teplin (2003) examined
the rates of mental disorder in a juvenile detention sample (657 girls and 1,172 boys)
and found that approximately 53% of girls versus 41% of boys had two or more dis-
orders, and of the 20 categories of disorders that they examined girls were more
likely than boys to be diagnosed in 16 of them.

Girls within high-risk populations also differ with respect to the types of dis-
orders that they exhibit. Specifically, rates of PTSD, depression, attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder, and substance dependency are higher among girls in juve-
nile justice and mental health settings than among both normative girls and boys in
forensic populations (see Cauffman, Feldman, Waterman & Steiner, 1998; Loeber
& Keenan, 1994; Zoccolillo, 1993). For example, Cauffman et al. (1998) found that
approximately 60% of incarcerated female juvenile offenders met partial (12%) or
full (49%) criteria for PTSD. These rates were significantly higher than those noted
for male juvenile delinquents.

In sum, the majority of the research points to higher levels of co-morbidity
among adolescent girls within forensic settings, as well as a higher prevalence of cer-
tain disorders. Arguably, the mental health status of high-risk girls makes prediction
more complex. Even if our understanding of the relationship between co-occurring
mental problems and later violence among girls was more advanced, the interac-
tion between multiple disorders and complex symptom patterns makes it difficult to
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predict where their individual developmental course will lead. For example, Sroufe
(1990) reported a diversity of developmental trajectories even in the presence of
the same risk factors. One possibility is that among high-risk adolescent females,
who are characterized by higher levels of psychiatric co-morbidity than their male
counterparts, development is skewed toward a pathological course. In other words,
once these young women cross a certain threshold of risk their probability of a wide
range of negative outcomes, including violence, may increase exponentially. Future
research is needed, however, in order to support this assertion.

Increased Focus on Relationship Dynamics

As previously noted, the vast majority of adolescent girls who engage in ag-
gressive and violent behavior are involved in various types of abusive relationships
in which they are victimized by their caregivers, romantic partners, and peers, and
in which they perpetrate violence upon others. For example, female youths are most
likely to aggress against family members, romantic partners, and members of their
peer group. Aggression can take the form of physical acts perpetrated toward oth-
ers, or “relational” acts of aggression that function to coerce and control others in
interpersonal relationships (Moretti & Odgers, 2002). Researchers in the field of
gender and identity development have argued that, compared to boys, girls’ identity
development is more contextualized within their close interpersonal relationship
(Artz, 1998; Moretti & Higgins, 1999). Consequently, girls may suffer more than
boys when their relationships are threatened, and they are more distressed by rela-
tional forms of aggression than are boys (Geiger, Zimmer-Gembeck & Crick, 2004;
Moretti & Odgers, 2002).

There is also evidence that specific attachment patterns are associated with co-
ercive and aggressive behavior toward others. Allen, Moore, Kuperminc, and Bell
(1998) found that preoccupied teens were more likely to engage in delinquent activ-
ities, including getting into physical fights and assaulting people, than were secure
teens, and their delinquent behavior is more likely to increase between the ages of
16 and 18 years (Allen, Marsh, McFarland, Boykin, Land, Jodl, et al., 2002). Moretti,
DaSilva and Holland (2004) have found that preoccupied attachment is more com-
mon in adolescent girls than boys diagnosed with CD, and degree of attachment
preoccupation is uniquely related to aggressive behavior toward others. This re-
search suggests that aggression among adolescent girls may function as a coercive,
albeit dysfunctional, strategy to maintain relationships.

Gender Differences in Item Sensitivity in Assessing Aggression and Violence

There is a growing body of evidence regarding gender differences in the mani-
festation of violence among females. Qualitative research has provided us with rich
descriptions of the ways in which the forms and motivations for aggression among
females may differ (Artz, 1998; Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 1998). Recent quantita-
tive analyses also point to important gender differences when measuring violence
among girls. For example, Odgers, Moretti and Pepler (2003) found a different
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underlying structure of aggression among high-risk girls as compared to the struc-
ture for girls in normative settings and boys from both normative and high-risk set-
tings (n = 1448). Here, even when the same instrument was used, the Youth Self
Report (Achenbach, 1991), a different latent trait of aggression was being measured
within high-risk females.

Theoretically, it makes sense that violence may differ in both form and func-
tion across gender. Now, empirically, there is evidence which questions the ability
of commonly used aggression scales to adequately measure aggression among foren-
sic populations of females. The danger is that if equivalent measurement is not ob-
tained across gender, the potential for misinterpreting the limited body of research
that does exist is high. At best, results could be misconstrued through the reporting
of inaccurate estimates in the size of the relationships between various risk factors
and violent outcomes and, at worst, researchers may be reporting the wrong size
and direction of the effects. With respect to risk assessment, if the weight of var-
ious predictors of aggression are calibrated using the results of studies where the
dependent variable (aggression/violence) is not comparable across gender, then it
does not make sense to compare the relative weight and importance of risk factors
between males and females. Thus, until we are confident that the measurement of
aggression is invariant across male and female samples, conclusions regarding the
relative importance of various risk factors must remain tentative.

Researchers have also pointed to the greater tendency for females to rely
on alternative forms of violence—such as relational and social aggression. Studies
have shown that relational forms of aggression may be equally as harmful as overt
forms (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Paquette & Underwood, 1999) and are more com-
mon in young women than previously believed (Bjorkgvist & Niemela, 1992; Crick
& Grotpeter, 1995; Moretti et al., 2001). The recognition of the level and conse-
quences of relational aggression has the potential to inform risk assessment. First,
relational aggression may be considered a marker or precursor to more direct and
physical forms of violence, as well as providing the context in which acts of physical
violence occur. Second, it is advisable to expand the traditional outcome measure
of violence within both basic and applied research settings beyond official acts of
recidivism. As previously noted, female youths are unlikely to engage in violence
that is detected by the criminal justice system. As such, the expansion of the out-
come measure of violence and the use of collateral informants to assess the nature
and the extent of the damage that is caused by the violence that these women go on
to commit against their children, spouses, and themselves will be crucial in complet-
ing the complex picture of the developmental course of aggression among females.
Finally, there is a need for qualitative research that examines the phenotypic pat-
tern of violence, specifically the relationship between overt and relational forms of
aggression among females.

Learn from Tools Developed for Very Young Aggressive
Boys and Girls

The challenge of creating a developmentally appropriate and gender-sensitive
risk management tools for girls is sizeable. Although we have access to only a
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limited body of research and practice that is related directly to assessment with
female adolescents, there are many important points to be gleaned from the re-
search related to very young boys and girls. For example, the Early Assessment
Risk List for Boys (EARL-20B) Version 2 (Augimeri, Koegl, Webster, & Levene,
2001) and the Early Assessment Risk List for Girls (EARL-21G) Version 1: Con-
sultation Edition (Levene et al., 2001) are risk assessment devices designed to pro-
mote gender-specific assessment of risk of antisocial, aggressive, or violent conduct
in young children under 12 years of age. The EARL-21G includes items on maternal
caregiver–daughter interaction and sexual development to capture issues that may
be of unique relevance to girls. Although a preliminary study of the predictive valid-
ity of the EARL-21G in a sample of 67 girls revealed that 6 (34%) of the 18 girls who
went on to offend in adolescence were classified in childhood in the high-risk range
versus 4 (20%) classified in the low-risk group, this difference was not significant
(Levene, Augimeri & Pepler, 2004). These findings suggest that the EARL-G in its
current form should not be used for predictive purposes, even though the scale has
proven to be of considerable value in tailoring programing for young girls (Pepler,
Walsh, & Levene, 2004).

In sum, while there is a need to search for gender-specific factors and tailor as-
sessment practices to girls, we must keep in mind that many risk factors for aggres-
sion and violence influence girls and boys similarly. Therefore, building assessment
tools from lessons we have learned from boys, while keeping in mind unique gender
issues, is likely to be more productive than ignoring past research. At the same time,
recent research suggests that even when we try to operationalize violence the same
way across males and females, we may be measuring a different construct. Advance-
ments in both qualitative and quantitative research designs are required in order to
modify existing violence measures and coding schemes to account for the diverse
nature and patterns of violence among females. Greater attention should also be
paid to the contextual and relational factors in which violent acts committed by
girls are embedded. Again, the primary goal for those who are invested in this pro-
cess should be managing and reducing violence and other negative outcomes among
young women as opposed to prediction in the absence of appropriate programing
and treatment options.

PRACTICE GUIDELINES: SHOULD CLINICIANS EVALUATE
RISK IN ADOLESCENT GIRLS?

While the previous section provided direction for researchers and the future
development of a field that is in its infancy, the key question for mental health and
other professionals is whether clinicians should evaluate risk in adolescent girls, and
if so, for what purpose. First, our review concludes that the assessment of risk for
violence for predictive purposes with adolescent girls is not supported by empirical
research. Given this conclusion, such assessments cannot be ethically justified and
should be vigorously discouraged. On the other hand, there appears to be value in
the use of current risk instruments for research purposes and as an adjunct to other
assessment procedures to inform clinical management strategies.
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There are several ways in which risk assessment can be used constructively with
adolescent girls. First and foremost, the use of these measures helps to bring the is-
sue of female aggression and violence into focus for clinicians who might otherwise
tend to ignore such issues. Second, by applying a method of systematic and struc-
tured assessment of risk factors, clinicians are more likely to examine comprehen-
sively those factors that are likely to be of relevance to case management. Although
we have argued that risk assessment for predictive purposes is not advisable, many
of the factors that are embedded in risk assessment instruments are of relevance to
guiding case management. Identifying those domains, which are particularly prob-
lematic or appear to have contributed to the instigation of violence in the past, can
be extremely helpful in developing more precise management strategies. For exam-
ple, if delinquent peer affiliation is identified as a precursor to acts of aggression and
violence, steps should be taken to reduce the opportunities for and interest in delin-
quent peers. These may include working with the youth, family, and community to
identify ways in which at-risk girls can be integrated into prosocial peer contexts,
and can develop social, recreational, and vocational skills that provide a foundation
for their success in nondelinquent peer groups. Similarly, the systematic identifica-
tion of substance-use problems in at-risk girls is of particular importance in ensuring
that appropriate programing is put into place to address their needs.

In this article, we have pointed the need to consider gender-related factors that
may be of unique importance in risk assessment for girls, but which are often not
represented in risk assessment instruments, such as the PCL:YV. Among these are
exposure to sexual abuse, psychiatric co-morbidity, threat to interpersonal relation-
ships, and insecure attachment. It is advisable that clinicians who pursue risk assess-
ment for the purpose of clinical case management are mindful of these factors in
their work with adolescent girls. Not only may this enhance the “fit” of programing
to the needs of girls, but it is also of importance in contributing to research on the
question of whether a gendered approach to risk assessment is necessary.

Although we believe that risk assessment is valuable for case management of
adolescent girls, we caution clinicians to be aware that assessments are sometimes
used for unintended purposes. Even though a clinician may engage in risk assess-
ment with a clear appreciation of the limitations of these risk assessment measures
in terms of prediction of future incidents and include a clear statement of such lim-
itations in their reports, it is often difficult to control the use of information that
appears in psychological reports and records. In our opinion, given the limitations
of the field and the potential deleterious consequences of misuse of risk assessment
findings, the burden of responsibility must rest on the shoulders of clinicians who un-
dertake such procedures. Every precaution should be taken to ensure that findings
are not used inappropriately, and clinicians must be active in voicing their concerns
and informing public bodies about the reality of research findings when assessments
are inappropriately conducted or used.

We anticipate that the next decade will bring many new insights into risk man-
agement and assessment with diverse populations. It is our hope that the models and
tools that are developed for assessing and managing violence among young women
will evolve alongside the growing body of empirical research. Although current tools
must be used with great caution (if at all), there remains a need for empirically sound
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and gender-sensitive risk management tools. Thus, the challenge for mental health
researchers and clinicians is to proceed with an appreciation of the severe limita-
tions that exist in both research and practice and, perhaps more importantly, to al-
low for alternative ways of approaching violence risk assessment and management
with adolescent females.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research is funded by the CIHR Institute of Gender and Health (IGH)
in partnership with the CIHR Institute of Human Development, Child and Youth
Health (IHDCYH) though a Newly Emerging Team grant awarded to Dr. M.
Moretti (# 31-711036 6319).

REFERENCES

Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the youth self-report and 1991 profile. Burlington: University of
Vermont, Department of Psychiatry.

Allen, J. P., Marsh, P., McFarland, C., Boykin, K., Land, D. J., Jodl, K. M., et al. (2002). Attachment and
autonomy as predictors of the development of social skills and delinquency during mid-adolescence.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 70, 55–66.

Allen, J. P., Moore, C., Kuperminc, G., & Bell, K. (1998). Attachment and adolescent functioning. Child
Development, 69, 1406–1419.

Archer, D., & McDaniel, P. (1995). Violence and gender. In R. B. Ruback & N. A. Weiner (Eds.),
Interpersonal violent behaviors: Social and cultural aspects (pp. 63–87). New York, NY: Springer.

Artz, S. (1998). Sex, power, and the violent school girl. Toronto: Trifolium Press.
Augimeri, L. K., Koegl, C. J., Webster, C. D., & Levene, K. S. (2001). Early assessment risk list for boys:

EARL-20B (Version 2). Toronto, ON: Earlscourt Child and Family Centre.
Bergsmann, I. R. (1989). The forgotten few: Juvenile female offenders. Federal Probation, 12, 73–78.
Bettencourt, B. A., & Miller, N. (1996). Gender differences in aggression as a function of provocation: A

meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 119, 422–447.
Bjorkqvist, K., & Niemela, P. (1992). Of mice and women: Aspects of female aggression. San Diego, CA:

Academic Press.
Boldizar, J. P., Perry, D. G., & Perry, L. C. (1989). Outcome values and aggression. Child Development,

60, 571–579.
Boritch, H. (1997). Fallen women: Women and crime and criminal justice. Toronto, ON: ITP Nelson.
Borst, S. R., & Noam, G. G. (1993). Developmental psychopathology in suicidal and nonsuicidal adoles-

cent girls. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 32, 501–521.
Borum, R. (1996). Improving the clinical practice of violence risk assessment: Technology, guidelines,

and training. American Psychologist, 51, 945–956.
Borum, R., Bartel, P., & Forth, A. (2002). Manual for the Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth

(SAVRY). University of South Florida.
Brennan, T., & Austin, J. (1997). Women in jail: Classification issues. Washington, DC: U.S. Department

of Justice, National Institute of Corrections.
Cauffman, E., Feldman, S. S., Waterman, J., & Steiner, H. (1998). Posttraumatic stress disorder among

female juvenile offenders. Journal of the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 37,
1209–1216.

Cauffman, E., & Steinberg, L. (2000). The cognitive and affective influences of adolescent decision mak-
ing. Temple Law Review, 68, 1763–1789.

Chesney-Lind, M., & Sheldon, R. (1998). Girls, delinquency, and juvenile justice (2nd ed.). Pacific Grove,
CA: Brooks/Cole.

Cohen, P., Cohen, J., Kasen, S., Velez, C., Hartmark, C., Johnson, J., et al. (1993). An epidemiological
study of disorders in late childhood and adolescence: Age and gender specific prevalence. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 34, 851–867.

Coontz, P., Lidz, C., & Mulvey, E. (1994). Gender and the assessment of dangerousness in the psychiatric
emergency room. International Journal of Law and Psychiatry, 17, 369–376.



Odgers, Moretti, and Reppucci

Corrado, R., Odgers, C., & Cohen, I. (2001). The use of incarceration for female youth: Protection for
whom? Canadian Journal of Criminology, 42, 189–206.

Cote, S., Valliancourt, T., Farhat, A., & Tremblay, R. (2002, July). Childhood physical and indirect ag-
gression: Sex difference in developmental trends. Paper presented at the International Society for
Research on Aggression Bi-Annual Meeting, Montreal, Canada.

Coulson, G., Flacqua, G., Nutbrown, V., Giulekas, D., & Cudjoe, F. (1996). Predictive utility of the LSI
for incarcerated female offenders. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 23, 427–439.

Crick, N. R., & Bigbee, M. A. (1998). Relational and overt forms of peer victimization: A multiinformant
approach. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66, 337–347.

Crick, N. R., & Grotpeter, J. K. (1995). Relational aggression, gender, and social-psychological adjust-
ment. Child Development, 66, 710–722.

Cross, S. E., & Madson, L. (1997). Models of the self: Self-construals and gender. Psychological Bulletin,
122, 5–37.

Cunningham, A., Baker, L., Mazaheri, N., Ashbourne, L., VanBrunschot, M., & Currie, M. (2000). Best
practice programming for phase II young offenders: A literature review. London: Centre for Children
and Families in the Justice System.

Dell, A., & Boe, R. (1998). Female young offenders in Canada (rev. ed.). Ottawa: Research Branch,
Correctional Service of Canada.

Douglas, K. S., & Ogloff, R. P. (2003). Multiple facets of risk for violence: The impact of judgmental
specificity on structured decisions about risk. International Journal of Forensic Mental Health, 2,
19–34.

Douglas, K. S., & Webster, C. D. (1999). Predicting violence in mentally and personality disordered
individuals. In R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, & J. R. P. Ogloff (Eds.), Psychology and law: The state of the
discipline (pp. 176–239). New York, NY: Kluwer Academic.

Dunn, J., Bretherton, I., & Munn, I. P. (1987). Conversations about feeling states between mothers and
their young children. Developmental Psychology, 23, 132–139.

Edens, J. F., Skeem, J. L., Cruise, K. R., & Cauffman, E. (2001). Assessment of “juvenile psychopa-
thy” and its association with violence: A critical review. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 19, 53–
80.

Estroff, S. E., & Zimmer, C. (1994). Social networks, social support, and violence among persons with se-
vere, persistent mental illness. In J. Monahan & H. J. Steadman (Eds.), Violence and mental disorder:
Developments in risk assessment (pp. 259–295). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Everett, S. A., & Price, J. H. (1995). Students’ perceptions of violence in the public schools: The Metlife
survey. Journal of Adolescent Health, 17, 345–352.

Farrington, D. P. (1989). Predictors, causes, and correlates of male youth violence. In M. Tonry &
M. H. Moore (Eds.), Crime and justice: A review of research: Vol. 24. Youth violence (pp. 421–476).
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

FBI Uniform Crime Report. (2002, September). Online. Available from http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/ucr.htm.
Forth, A. E. (1995). Psychopathy and young offenders: Prevalence, family background, and violence.

Unpublished report, Carleton University, Ottawa, Ontario.
Forth, A. E. (1996). Psychopathy in adolescent offenders: Assessment, family background, and violence.

In D. J. Cooke, A. E. Forth, J. P. Newman, & R. D. Hare (Eds.), Issues in criminological and legal
psychology: No. 24, International perspectives on psychopathy (pp. 42–44). Leicester, UK: British
Psychological Society.

Forth, A. E., Hart, S. D., & Hare, R. D. (1990). Assessment of psychopathy in male young offenders.
Psychological Assessment, 2, 342–344.

Forth, A. E., Kosson, D. S., & Hare, R. D. (2003). Hare Psychopathy Checklist: Youth Version. Multi-
Health Systems Inc.

Forth, A. E., & Mailloux, D. L. (2000). Psychopathy in youth: What do we know? In C. B. Gacono (Ed.),
The clinical and forensic assessment of psychopathy: A practitioner’s guide (pp. 25–54). Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Gacono, C. B. (2000). Suggestions for implementation and use of the psychopathy checklists in forensic
and clinical practice. In C. B. Gacono (Ed.), The clinical and forensic assessment of psychopathy: A
practitioner’s guide (pp. 175–201). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Geiger, T. C., Zimmer-Gembeck, M., & Crick, N. R. (2004). The science of relational aggression: Can
we guide intervention? In M. M. Moretti, C. L. Odgers, & M. A. Jackson (Eds.), Girls and violence:
Contributing factors and intervention principles (pp. 7–25). New York, NY: Plenum Press/Kluwer
Academic.

Grisso, T. (1998). Forensic evaluation of juveniles. Sarasota, FL: Professional Resource Press/Professional
Resource Exchange, Inc.

Hare, R. D. (1991). The Hare Psychopathy Checklist-Revised. Toronto: Multi-Health Systems.



Violence Risk Assessment with Female Adolescents

Hare, R. D., McPherson, L. E., & Forth, A. E. (1988). Male psychopaths and their criminal careers.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 56, 710–714.

Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Cormier, C. (1991). Psychopathy and violent recidivism. Law and Human
Behavior, 26, 377–394.

Harris, G. T., Rice, M. E., & Quinsey, V. L. (1993). Violent recidivism of mentally disordered offenders:
The development of a statistical prediction instrument. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 20, 315–335.

Kazdin, A. (2000). Adolescent development, mental disorders, and decision making of delinquent youths.
In T. Grisso & R. G. Schwartz (Eds.), Youth on trial: A developmental perspective on juvenile justice
(pp. 33–65). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Kropp, R., Hart, S., Webster, C., & Eaves, D. (1999). Manual for the spousal risk assessment guide (3rd
ed.). Toronto: Multi-Health Systems.

Lahey, B., Schwab-Stone, M., Goodman, S. H., Waldman, I. D., Canino, G., Rathouz, P. J., et al. (2000).
Age and gender difference in oppositional behavior and conduct problems: A cross sectional house-
hold study of middle childhood and adolescence. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 109, 488–503.

Lanctot, N. (2002, May). Violence among females from adolescence to adulthood: Results from a lon-
gitudinal study. Paper presented at the Vancouver Conference on Aggressive and Violent Girls,
Vancouver, Canada.

Leschied, A., Cummings, A., Van Brunschot, M., Cunningham, A., & Saunders, A. (2000). Female adoles-
cent aggression: A review of the literature and the correlates of aggression (User Report No. 2000–04).
Ottawa: Solicitor General of Canada.

Levene, K. S., Augimeri, L. K., & Pepler, D. J. (2004). Linking identification and treatment of early
risk factors for female delinquency. In M. M. Moretti, C. L. Odgers, & M. A. Jackson (Eds.), Girls
and violence: Contributing factors and intervention principles (pp. 147–163). Plenum Press/Kluwer
Academic.

Levene, K. S., Augimeri, L. K., Pepler, D. J., Walsh, M. M., Webster, C. D., & Koegl, C. J. (2001). Early
assessment risk list for girls (EARL-21G). Toronto: Earlscourt Child and Family Centre.

Lewis, D. O., Yeager, C. A., Cobham-Portorreal, C. S., & Klein, N. (1991). A follow-up of female delin-
quents: Maternal contributions to the perpetuation of deviance. Journal of the American Academy
of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 30, 197–201.

Lidz, C., Mulvey, E., & Gardner, W. (1993). The accuracy of predictions of violence to others. Journal of
American Medical Association, 269, 1007–1011.

Lipsey, M. W., & Derzon, J. H. (1998). Predictors of violence and serious delinquency in adolescence and
early adulthood: A synthesis of longitudinal research. In R. Loeber & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Seri-
ous and violent juvenile offenders: Risk factors and successful interventions (pp. 86–105). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Loeber, R., & Keenan, K. (1994). Interaction between conduct disorder and its comorbid conditions:
Effects of age and gender. Clinical Psychology Review, 14, 497–523.

Loeber, R., & Stouthamer-Loeber, M. (1998). Development of juvenile aggression and violence: Some
common misconceptions and controversies. American Psychologist, 53, 242–259.

McNiel, D., & Binder, R. (1995). Correlates of accuracy in the assessment of psychiatric inpatients’ risk
of violence. American Journal of Psychiatry, 152, 901–906.

Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life course-persistent antisocial behavior developmental
taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100, 674–701.

Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., Rutter, M., & Silva, P. A. (2001). Sex differences in antisocial behavior: Con-
duct disorder, delinquency, and violence in the Dunedin Longitudinal Study. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Monahan, J. (1996). Violence prediction: The past twenty years and the next twenty years. Criminal
Justice and Behavior, 23, 107–120.

Monahan, J., & Steadman, H. (1994). Violence and mental disorder: Developments in risk assessment.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Monahan, J., Steadman, H., Silver, E., Appelbaum, P., Robbins, P., Mulvey, E., et al. (2001). Rethink-
ing risk assessment: The MacArthur study of mental disorder and violence. New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.

Moretti, M. M., DaSilva, K., & Holland, R. (2004). Aggression and violence from an attachment perspec-
tive: Gender issues and therapeutic implications. In M. Moretti, C. Odgers, & M. Jackson (Eds.),
Girls and aggression: Contributing factors and intervention principles (pp. 41–56). New York, NY:
Kluwer Academic Press.

Moretti, M. M., & Higgins, E. T. (1999). Own versus other standpoints in self-regulation: Developmental
antecedents and functional consequences. Review of General Psychology, 3, 188–223.

Moretti, M. M., Holland, R., & McKay, S. (2001). Self-other representations and relational and overt
aggression in adolescent girls and boys. Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 19, 109–126.



Odgers, Moretti, and Reppucci

Moretti, M. M., & Odgers, C. L. (2002). Aggressive and violent girls: Prevalence, profiles and contribut-
ing factors. In R. R. Corrado, R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, & J. Gierowski (Eds.), Multi-problem violent
youth: A foundation for comparative research on needs, interventions and outcomes (pp. 302–329).
Amsterdam: IOS Press.

Moretti, M. M., Rein, A.S., & Wiebe, V. (1998). Relational self-regulation: Gender differences in risk for
dysphoria. Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science, 30, 243–252.

Newhill, C. E., Mulvey, E. P., & Lidz, C. W. (1995). Characteristics of violence in the community by
female patients seen in a psychiatric emergency service. Psychiatric Services, 46, 785–789.

Nicholls, T. L., Hemphill, J. F., Boer, D. A., Kropp, P. R., & Zapf, P. (2001). Offenders: Assessment and
treatment in special populations. In R. Schuller & J. R. P. Ogloff (Eds.), Introduction to psychology
and law: Canadian perspectives (pp. 248–282). Toronto, ON: University of Toronto Press.

Nicholls, T. L., Ogloff, J. R., & Ledwidge, B. (2003). Inpatient aggression and clinicians’ assessments
of violence risk. Paper present at the meeting of the American Psychology and Law Society and
European Association of Psychology and Law, Edinburgh, Scotland.

Odgers, C. L., & Moretti, M. M. (2002). Aggressive and antisocial girls: Research update and future
challenges. International Journal of Forensic and Mental Health, 2, 17–33.

Odgers, C. L., Moretti, M. M., & Pepler, D. J. (2003, April). Antisocial and aggressive behavior in girls:
Are we measuring the same construct? Paper present at the International Association of Forensic
Mental Health Services. Miami, FL.

Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. (1995). Guide for implementing the comprehen-
sive strategy for serious, violent, and chronic juvenile offenders. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Department of Justice.

Otto, R. (2000). Assessing and managing violence risk in outpatient settings. Journal of Clinical Psychol-
ogy, 56, 1239–1262.

Otto, R. K., Greenstein, J. J., Johnson, M. K., & Friedman, R. M. (1992). Prevalence of mental disorders
among youth in the juvenile justice system. In J. J. Cocozza (Ed.), Responding to the mental health
needs of youth in the juvenile justice system (pp. 7–48). Seattle, WA: The National Coalition for the
Mentally Ill in the Criminal Justice System.

Paquette, J. A., & Underwood, M. K. (1999). Gender differences in young adolescents’ experiences of
peer victimization: Social and physical aggression. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 45, 242–266.

Pepler, D. J., & Sedighdeilami, F. (1998). Aggressive girls in Canada. Ottawa: Applied Research Branch,
Strategic Policy Human Resources Development Canada.

Pepler, D. J., Walsh, M. M., & Levene, K. S. (2004). Interventions for aggressive girls: Tailoring and
measuring the fit. In M. Moretti, C. Odgers, & M. Jackson (Eds.), Girls and aggression: Contributing
factors and intervention principles (pp. 131–145). New York, NY: Kluwer Academic Press.

Porter, G. (2000). Detention and delinquency cases, 1988–1997. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Puzzanchera, C., Stahl, A. L., Finnegan, T. A., Tierney, N., & Snyder, H. N. (2003). Juvenile Court Statis-
tics 1998. Washington, DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Reitsma-Street, M. (1999). Justice for Canadian girls: A 1990s update. Canadian Journal of Criminology,
41, 335–364.

Ridenour, T. A., Marchant, G. J., & Dean, R. S. (2001). Is the revised Psychopathy Checklist clinically
useful for adolescents? Journal of Psychoeducational Assessment, 19, 227–238.

Rivera, B., & Widom, C. S. (1990). Childhood victimization and violent offending. Violence and Victims,
5, 19–35.

Robbins, P. C., Monahan, J., & Silver, E. (2003). Mental disorder, violence, and gender. Law and Human
Behavior, 27, 561–571.

Robins, L. N. (1986). The consequence of conduct disorder in girls. In D. Olweus, J. Block, & M. Radke-
Yarrow (Eds.), Development of antisocial and prosocial behavior (pp. 385–414). New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich.

Rosenbaum, J. L. (1989). Family dysfunction and female delinquency. Crime and Delinquency, 35, 31–44.
Rutherford, M. J., Cacciola, J. S., Alterman, A. I., & McKay, J. R. (1996). Reliability and validity of the

revised Psychopathy Checklist in women methadone patients. Assessment, 3, 145–156.
Salekin, R. T., Rogers, R., & Sewell, K. W. (1997). Construct validity of psychopathy in a female offender

sample: A multitrait-multimethod evaluation. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 106, 576–585.
Salekin, R. T., Rogers, R., Ustad, K. L., & Sewell, K. W. (1998). Psychopathy and recidivism among

female inmates. Law and Human Behavior, 22, 109–127.
Savioe, J. (2000). Youth violent crime (Statistics Canada, Catalogue no. 85-002-XPE, Vol. 19, no. 3).

Ottawa: Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics.
Seagrave, D., & Grisso, T. (2002). Adolescent development and the measurement of juvenile psychopa-

thy. Law and Human Behavior, 26, 219–239.



Violence Risk Assessment with Female Adolescents

Shaw, M., & Dubois, S. (1995). Understanding violence by women: A review of the literature. Ottawa:
Correctional Service of Canada.

Silverthorn, P., & Frick, P. (1999). Developmental pathways to antisocial behavior: The delayed-onset
pathway in girls. Development and Psychopathology, 11, 101–126.

Snyder, H., & Sickmund, M. (1999). Juvenile offenders and victims: 1999 National Report. Washington,
DC: Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention.

Sroufe, L. A. (1990). Considering normal and abnormal together: The essence of developmental psy-
chopathology. Development and Psychopathology, 2, 335–347.

Statistics Canada. (2003, November 1). Canadian dimensions: Youth and adult crime rates. Retrieved
November 1, 2003, from http://www.statcan.ca/english/Pgdb/justic.htm#vic.

Stattin, H., & Magnusson, D. (1989). The role of early aggressive behavior in the frequency, seriousness,
and types of later crime. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 57, 710–718.

Straus, M., & Gelles, R. J. (1986). Societal change and change in family violence from 1975 to 1985 as
revealed by two national surveys Journal of Marriage and the Family, 48, 465–479.

Stueve, A., & Link, B. G. (1998). Gender differences in the relationship between mental illness and
violence: Evidence from a community-based epidemiological study in Israel. Social Psychiatry and
Psychiatric Epidemiology, 33, 61–67.

Teplin, L. A. (2003, April). Psychiatric disorders in detained youth: Implication for treatment and pub-
lic health policy. Plenary address at the 3rd Annual International Association of Forensic Mental
Health Services conference, Miami, FL.

Totten, M. (2000). The special needs of females in Canada’s youth justice system: An account of some
young women’s experiences and views. Ottawa: Department of Justice Canada.

Tremblay, R. (1991). Aggression, prosocial behavior, and gender: Three magic words but no magic
wands. In D. Pepler & K. Rubin (Eds.), The Development & Treatment of Childhood Aggression
(pp. 71–79). Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Uggen, C., & Kruttschnitt, C. (1998). Crime in the breaking: Gender differences in desistance. Law and
Society Review, 32, 339–366.

U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics. (1997). Privacy and juvenile justice records: A mid-decade status report.
Annapolis Junction, MD: Bureau of Justice.

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. (2001). Youth violence: A report of the Surgeon Gen-
eral. Rockville, MD: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control; Substance Abuse and Men-
tal Health Services Administration, Center for Mental Health Services; and National Institutes of
Health, National Institute of Mental Health.

Viale-Val, G., & Sylvester, C. (1993). Female delinquency. In M. Sugar (Ed.), Female adolescent devel-
opment (pp. 169–191). New York: Brunner-Mazel.

Vincent, G. M. (2002). Investigating the legitimacy of adolescent psychopathy assessment: Contributions
of item response theory. Unpublished dissertation, Simon Fraser University.

Vincent, G. M., & Hart, S. (2002). Psychopathy and youth. In R. R. Corrado, R. Roesch, S. D. Hart, &
J. Gierowski (Eds.), Multi-problem violent youth: A foundation for comparative research on needs,
interventions and outcomes (pp. 302–329). Amsterdam: IOS Press.

Vitale, J. E., & Newman, J. P. (2001). Using the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised with female samples:
Reliability, validity, and implications for clinical utility. Clinical Psychology: Science and Practice, 8,
117–132.

Webster, C. D. (1999, December). Risk assessment and risk management with women offenders. Report
to the National Parole Board, Ottawa, Canada.

Webster, C. D., Douglas, K. S., Eaves, D., & Hart, S. D. (1997). HCR-20 assessing risk for violence:
Version 2. Burnaby, British Columbia: Mental Health, Law, and Policy Institute, Simon Fraser
University.

Webster, D. W., Gainer, P. S., & Champion, H. R. (1993). Weapon carrying among inner-city junior
high school students: Defensive behavior versus aggressive delinquency. American Journal of Public
Health, 83, 1604–1608.

Weiler, B. L., & Widom, C. S. (1996). Psychopathy and violent behaviour in abused and neglected young
adults. Criminal Behavior and Mental Health, 6, 253–271.

White, H. R. (1992). Early problem behavior and later drug problems. Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, 29, 41–429.

Zoccolillo, M. (1993). Gender and the development of conduct disorder. Development and Psychopathol-
ogy, 5, 65–78.


	1
	7
	29
	55
	87
	121



