
 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT  

A COMMUNITY RISK ASSESSMENT OF HUNTINGTON PARK, CALIFORNIA  

By  

Cristina Alcaraz  

May 2015 

 The purpose of the study was to conduct a community risk assessment of the city 

of Huntington Park, California by utilizing the Communities That Care model to identify 

the most concerning risk factors for delinquency and school dropout.  Forty-seven 

indicators measuring 18 risk factors were gathered from public sources.  Data from 

Huntington Park was compared to data from Los Angeles County and California.  The 

risk factors of main concern for the community appeared to be transition and mobility, 

low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization, extreme economic 

deprivation, family management problems, academic failure beginning in elementary 

school, early and persistent antisocial behavior, friends who engage in the problem 

behavior and early initiation of the problem behavior.  Efforts to reduce involvement in 

delinquency and school dropout should target the community, school and peer and 

individual domains.  Suggestions for evidence-based programs and approaches to reduce 

the most salient risk factors are provided. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Juveniles make up 25% the United States population (The Office of Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2014).  There were 1,470,000 juvenile arrests in the 

United States in 2011 (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2013).  In 

California, the highest arrest rate for juveniles were for misdemeanors offenses, which 

was about 6 out of 1,000 juveniles arrests.  The second highest juvenile arrest rate in 

California were for violent offenses at 3 arrests for every 1,000 juveniles in 2013 

(California Department of Justice, 2013).  However, official arrest rates under-represent 

the extent of delinquency since many delinquent acts do not come to the attention of the 

justice system (Thornberry & Krohn, 2000).  The National Center for Education Statistics 

(2014) reported that 21% of the U.S. population is school-aged and 93% of school-aged 

children are enrolled in some type of school.  The United States had an 81% high school 

graduation rate in 2012 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2014).  California’s 

graduation rate was 80% in 2013 (Kena et al., 2014).  This means that about 20% of 

youth in California fail to graduate from high school each year.  School dropout and 

delinquency are interrelated problem behaviors (Brekke, 2014).  Those who are involved 

in delinquency are also more likely to drop out of school prior to graduation.  School 

dropout has also been shown to be predictive of juvenile justice involvement and violent 

crime (Wang & Fredericks, 2014).  Ikomi (2010), using data from numerous Texas 
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counties, found that school dropouts were at greater risk of being referred to the juvenile 

justice system for felony acts. 

Potential Consequences of Delinquency and School Dropout in Adulthood  

 There are many negative consequences that are related to delinquency (Tanner, 

Davies, & O’Grady, 1999; Wiesner, Kim, & Capaldi, 2010; Paternoster, Brame, & 

Farrington, 2001; Barrett, Katsiyannis, & Zhang, 2006; Ferguson, Bender & Thompson, 

2013; Slade et al., 2008).  Delinquency has been shown to negatively impact adult 

employment status.  Indeed, adults with a history of delinquency have difficulty obtaining 

stable jobs with access to health care (Tanner et al, 1999; Wiesner et al., 2010).  

Delinquency is also a significant predictor of criminal behavior in adulthood (Paternoster 

et al., 2001) and youth who are charged with violent crimes are more likely to be 

incarcerated as adults than delinquent youth referred for other offenses (Barrett et al., 

2006).  Youth who engage in delinquency are also more likely to be transient as adults 

(Ferguson et al., 2013).  

 Researchers have found that dropping out of school can increase the likelihood of 

living in poverty, unemployment, criminal conduct and health concerns ( DeVries & 

Wolbers, 2005; Brekke, 2014; Neild, Stoner-Elby, & Furstenberg, 2008; De Ridder et al., 

2013).  Adults without a high school diploma are more likely to earn lower wages and 

work unsecured jobs than those who completed high school (DeVries & Wolbers, 2005).  

It has also been found that school dropouts are at significantly greater risk of being 

unemployed than graduates (Brekke, 2014; Neild, Stoner-Elby & Furstenberg, 

2008).  Those who drop out of school also may experience health challenges, for 
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example, high school dropouts are more likely to report ongoing health problems and 

disabilities (De Ridder et al., 2013). 

Communities That Care Model 

Research provides evidence that preventative interventions which focus on 

decreasing risk factors and promoting protective factors can reduce adolescent 

involvement in delinquency and school dropout (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Risk 

factors are circumstances that increase the probability of adolescents initiating 

involvement in problem behaviors and protective factors are conditions that act as a 

shield and decrease the likelihood of involvement in problem behaviors (Hawkins & 

Catalano, 2002).   

Communities That Care (CTC) is a prevention model that advocates for a 

community-wide approach to reduce adolescent problem behaviors using a risk-reduction 

approach.  CTC delineates a structured process for identifying risk and protective factors 

in a community so it can determine the evidence-based approaches that should be 

implemented to prevent and reduce behaviors such as school dropout, delinquency, teen 

pregnancy, violence, substance use, depression and anxiety (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; 

Haggerty & Shapiro, 2013; Van Horn, Fagan, Hawkins, & Oesterle, 2014; Rhew, Brown, 

Hawkins, & Briney, 2013; Feinberg, Jones, Greenberg, Osgood, & Bontempo, 2010).  

Once a community identifies its primary risk factors, the CTC model presents evidence-

based strategies designed to create systemic change at all levels; in the community, 

family, school and peer and individual domains (Welsh & Farrington, 2007).  

The CTC model suggests prevention programs are most effective when they are 

specifically customized for communities’ needs (Van Horn et al., 2014).  This 
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customization can help alleviate the most salient risk factors so healthy development is 

encouraged and involvement in adolescent problem behaviors is reduced.  Research has 

shown that youth in CTC communities were significantly less likely to engage in problem 

behaviors than those in non-CTC communities due to the interventions implemented for 

the present risk factors (Feinberg et al., 2010; Myers & Arter, 2005; Van Horn et al., 

2014).  

Communities That Care Risk Factors  

The CTC model identifies risk factors in the community, family, school and 

peer/individual domains.  

Community Domain  

 The CTC model identifies the risk factors connected with delinquency and school 

dropout as transitions and mobility, extreme economic deprivation, low neighborhood 

attachment and community disorganization, norms favorable toward drug use and crime, 

and availability of firearms (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Transitions and residential 

mobility have been found to be predictive of delinquent behavior (Jacob, 2006).  Children 

from low-income neighborhoods are at greater risk for dropping out of school (Hay, 

Fortson, Hollist, Altheimer, & Schaible, 2007; Owens, 2010).  

 

 

Family Domain 

 According to CTC, family risk factors for delinquency and school dropout are 

family management problems, family conflict, family history of the problem behavior, 

and favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  
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Research shows that children with incarcerated parents are more likely to be delinquent 

than their peers whose parents who have not been incarcerated (Aaron & Dallaire, 2010). 

Having parents who display greater parent management skills, like parent involvement 

and appropriate forms of discipline, appears to decrease the risk of school dropout for 

children (Blondal & Adalbjarnardottir, 2009). 

School Domain 

            The CTC states that adolescents who experience academic failure in later 

elementary school and display a lack of commitment to school are at greater risk for 

experiencing delinquency and school dropout (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  For 

example, academic failure in elementary school is predictive of delinquency as 

adolescents (Mann & Reynolds, 2006; Choi, 2007).  It has also been found that those who 

dropped out of high school were less involved in extra curricular activities and completed 

less homework (Bowers & Sprott, 2012; Henry, Thornberry & Huizinga, 2009).  

Individual and Peer Domain 

            Individual and peer risk factors such as rebelliousness, early antisocial behavior, 

favorable attitudes, friends who engage in problem behavior, gang involvement, early 

initiation of the problem behaviors, and constitutional factors have been found to predict 

delinquency and school dropout according to the CTC (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  

When adolescents associate with friends involved in problem behaviors, they are at 

greater risk for being involved in the problem behaviors as well (Fomby & Sennott, 2013; 

Megens & Weerman, 2011; Spohn & Kurtz, 2011).   Antisocial behaviors as children are 

also predictive of delinquency and school dropout (Park, Lee, Sun, Vazsoni, & Bolland, 

2010; Lee, Cornell, Gregory, & Fan, 2011).  
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to complete a community risk assessment of 

Huntington Park, California using the Communities That Care model focusing on the 

problem behaviors of school drop out and delinquency.  The research questions were: 

     1.     What are the community, family, school and peer and individual domain 

risk factors for school dropout and delinquency in Huntington Park?  

2.     In comparison with other communities, what factors put the children of 

Huntington Park at greatest risk for school dropout and delinquency? 

3.     What prevention strategies might be most effective for Huntington Park based 

on its most salient risk factors? 

Social Work Relevance 

As social workers, it is important to have the skills to help assess communities for 

risk factors and protective factors.  Social workers use an ecological approach which 

assesses strengths and needs based a broad range of individual and environmental factors. 

Problem behaviors such as delinquency and school dropout can be predicted by common 

risks factors which exist in multiple domains (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  It is a social 

worker’s responsibility to carefully evaluate the factors that contribute to delinquency 

and school dropout to provide effective prevention intervention in the school, 

community, family and peer domains.  The Huntington Park community requires 

additional research to better understand and be able to address the risk factors that 

contribute to adolescent problem behaviors in this community.  
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Multicultural Relevance 

Youth who experience economic deprivation are at greater risk for delinquency 

(Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Agnew, Matthews, Bucher, Welcher & Keys; 2008).  Males 

are more likely to be delinquent than girls.  The Office of Juvenile Justice and 

Delinquency Prevention (2013) reported that 71% of arrests were on males and boys have 

been found to be significantly more likely to be referred to juvenile court than girls 

(Farrington et al., 2009).  There is an over representation of Latinos and African 

Americans in the juvenile justice syste;  however, African Americans are more at risk of 

such involvement than even Latinos (Rodriguez, 2007). 

Lower socioeconomic status has been found to increase the risk of dropping out 

of school for adolescents (Choi, Harachi, & Catalano, 2006).  National Center for 

Education Statistics (2014) reported that Latinos (76%) and African Americans (68%) 

had lower graduation rates than both Asian/Pacific Islanders (93%) and Whites (85%).  

This graduation gap between Latino and African Americans and Whites remained 

constant from 1990 to 2012 (Kena et al., 2014).  While low-income youth and youth of 

color are more likely to be involved in delinquency and school dropout, the risk factors 

predicting both behaviors are similar across ethnic groups (Choi et al., 2006).  Thus, 

helping communities to reduce their risk factors may prove especially important for 

vulnerable groups. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The Inter-Relationship of Adolescent Problem Behaviors 

Delinquency and school dropout and other adolescent problem behaviors are 

interrelated in a variety of ways.  Youth who engage in one adolescent problem behavior 

are at risk to be involved in other problem behaviors as well (Wang & Fredericks, 2014; 

Henry, Knight, & Thornberry, 2012; Ikomi, 2010).  A study of 1,272 adolescents 

indicated that those who reported behaviors such as theft, assault, encounters with the 

police and substance use in middle school and high school were substantially more likely 

to drop out of school than adolescents who did not report delinquent behaviors (Wang & 

Fredericks, 2014).  Henry et al. (2012) used secondary data from the Rochester Youth 

Development Study, a longitudinal panel of 911 7th and 8th grade students, and found that 

adolescents who dropped out of school were significantly more likely to report 

involvement in delinquency and substance use.  A study that focused on the relationship 

between school dropout and delinquency in Texas found that those who had dropped out 

of school were at greater risk of being referred to the juvenile justice system for felony 

acts than their counterparts who remained in school (Ikomi, 2010).  They also reported 

that serious violent crime during adolescence was positively associated with the early 

onset of substance use.  High school dropouts also appear to be significantly more likely 
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to be placed on standard and intense juvenile probation than those who stay in school 

(Hickman, Bartholomew, Mathwig & Heinrich, 2008). 

Potential Consequences of Delinquency 

Adolescents who are involved in delinquency are at increased risk of 

unemployment, mental health challenges, and involvement with law enforcement as 

adults than youth who avoid delinquent behaviors (Tanner et al., 1999; Paternoster et al., 

2001; Slade et al., 2008; Wiesner etla., 2010; Wiesner & Windle, 2006).  Tanner et al. 

(1999) examined the effects of delinquent behaviors on the employment status and 

education levels of adults using data from 6,111 adolescents from the National 

Longitudinal Survey of Youth.  They found that involvement in delinquency such as 

school truancy, drug use, violence, property crime and contact with the criminal justice 

system during adolescence predicted significantly higher levels of unemployment in 

adulthood.  Wiesner et al. (2010) collected longitudinal data from the Oregon Youth 

Study on 203 boys to investigate the effects of delinquency on men’s employment status 

at age 30.  They also found that delinquency among young men was significantly related 

to lower employment status since 57% of men who had been delinquent were employed 

in low-skilled work at age 21 as opposed to 19% of those involved in skilled work 

(Wiesner et al., 2010). 

        Delinquency has also been found to be related to mental health concerns in 

adulthood (Corneau & Lanctot, 2004; Wiesner & Windle, 2006).  Corneau and Lanctot 

(2004) found that those with a history of juvenile delinquency and problem behaviors 

were significantly more likely to have attempted suicide and needed psychological 

consultation in adulthood.  Wiesner and Windle (2006) gathered data from 724 adults to 
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examine the relationship between delinquency during adolescence and adult depression 

and substance use.  Adolescents identified as chronic delinquents were two times more 

likely than rare offenders to report depression as adults.  Chronic delinquents also had 

significantly higher rates of illicit drug and alcohol use than rare offenders (Wiesner & 

Windle, 2006). 

        Paternoster et al. (2001), using data from 406 men from the Cambridge Study in 

Delinquent Development, found that delinquent behavior was a significant predictor of 

criminal behavior in adulthood.  The majority of the adults involved in criminal conduct 

were also identified as delinquents during adolescence (Paternoster et al., 2001).  Slade et 

al. (2008) collected data from sample of 1,151 18 to 24 year old men who participated in 

a study by the Preventive Intervention Research Center to investigate the relationship 

between onset age of drug use and adult criminal activity.  Participants who reported 

having used alcohol, cocaine and heroin by age 16 had significantly higher chances of 

incarceration and involvement with the criminal justice system.  Also, those who reported 

their first arrest by age 16 were significantly more likely to be incarcerated as adults than 

those with later onset of arrest (Slade et al., 2008). 

Potential Consequences of School Dropout 

        Adolescents who drop out of school are at increased risk of experiencing long-

term negative outcomes including unemployment, low wages, and criminal conduct 

(Caspi, Moffitt, Wright & Silva, 1998; Neild et al., 2008; Pettit and Western, 2004; De 

Vries & Wolbers, 2005; Christle, Jolivette, & Nelson, 2007; Chavez, Oetting, & Swaim, 

1994).  Caspi et al. (1998) researched the childhood and adolescent predictors of 

unemployment in adulthood using longitudinal data from 1,037 children who they 
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followed into their adult years.  They found that the unemployment rate for those who 

dropped out of school was double that of those who completed high school.  Neild et al. 

(2008) conducted a longitudinal study using 2,933 students from 45 schools into 

adulthood.  They also found that high school graduates were significantly less likely to 

experience unemployment.  A Norwegian study (N = 19,763) found that high school 

dropouts were more likely to earn lower wages and work unsecured jobs than those who 

completed high school (De Vries & Wolbers, 2005).  Similarly, Christle et al. (2007) 

conducted a longitudinal study on 196 students which indicated that high school dropouts 

had less options for employment and were more likely to work low-paying, low-skilled 

positions. 

Youth who drop out of school also appear more likely to come into contact with 

the justice system (Pettit & Western, 2004).  Pettit and Western (2004) conducted an 

analysis using administrative, survey and census data.  They found that those who had 

dropped out of school were 3 to 4 times more likely to be involved in criminal conduct 

and incarceration than those who completed high school.  Chavez et al. (1994) separated 

their sample (1,637 youth between 7th and 12th grade) into three groups; school 

dropouts, control students and students with academic problems.  They found those in the 

dropout group were significantly more likely to be delinquent than those in the other two 

groups. 

Communities That Care  

        Communities That Care (CTC) is an evidence-based model that delineates a 

structured process for identifying risk and protective factors in a community so 

appropriate prevention and intervention approaches can be implemented to prevent and 
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reduce behaviors such as school dropout, delinquency, teen pregnancy, violence, and 

substance use (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Haggerty & Shapiro, 2013; Van Horn et al., 

2014; Rhew et al., 2013; Feinberg et al., 2010).  Risk factors are characteristics that 

increase the probability that youth will develop problem behaviors while protective 

factors reduce the likelihood of such involvement (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  There 

are three phases in the CTC model;  (1) Introduce and Involve, (2) Risk and Resource 

Assessment and Plan, and (3) Implement Promising Responses (Hawkins & Catalano, 

2002).  In the Introduce and Involve phase, the researcher describes the community, 

mobilizes a board of community members, involves key leaders, and assesses community 

willingness for the program.  Then, the researcher, along with the community, conducts a 

risk and resource assessment to identify the community’s risk factors and understand 

current community programs.  The final phase, Plan, Implement and Promising 

Response, is when the community learns about the research-based programs.  Based on 

the knowledge gained from the assessment phase, the community develops a plan to 

implement programs to address the most salient risk factors and, eventually, evaluate the 

programs’ effectiveness (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  It is believed that the specific 

programs needed for a community can best be identified through the inclusive, multi-

phase process outlined by the model (Myers & Arter, 2005). 

Effective prevention programs implement interventions that target risk factors to 

avert adolescent problem behaviors such as delinquency and school dropout.  The CTC 

model suggests prevention programs are most effective when they are specifically 

customized for communities’ needs (Van Horn et al., 2014).  However, programs can 

only be customized if the community understands its risk factors and develops and 
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implements programs to prevent and reduce its most salient ones so healthy development 

is encouraged and involvement in adolescent problem behaviors is reduced.  Once risk 

factors are studied, the CTC model helps communities match evidence-based approaches 

to the most prevalent risk factors in a community (Van Horn et al., 2014).  

The CTC model has been tested and found to be effective in many studies 

(Feinberg et al., 2010; Brown et al., 2014; Oesterle, Hawkins, Fagan, Abbott, & Catalano, 

2010).  A longitudinal study that researched delinquent outcomes in about 150 

Pennsylvanian communities found that youth in CTC communities were significantly less 

likely to engage in delinquency than those in non-CTC communities (Feinberg et al., 

2010).  Brown et al. (2014) researched the effects of the CTC process in 24 communities 

in Colorado, Illinois, Kansas, Maine, Oregon, Utah and Washington.  They collected 

survey data from 340 key community leaders to measure their perceptions of prevention 

system constructs and 4,181 students’ data from Youth Development Survey to explore 

changes in youth outcomes, such as delinquency and drug use.  Communities that 

implemented research-based approaches and promoted prosocial community norms were 

significantly more likely to see improved youth behaviors and less problem behaviors 

(Brown et al., 2014).  Additional research, in other communities, has also found that the 

CTC prevention system resulted in significantly lower rates of adolescent smoking, 

delinquency and violence than in comparison communities (Oesterle et al., 2010). 

Communities That Care Model Risk Factors 

Community Domain 

        The CTC community risk factors for delinquency are availability of firearms, 

community laws and norms favorable toward drug use, firearms and crime, low 



 

 14 

neighborhood attachment, transition and mobility and extreme economic 

deprivation (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  The community risk factors identified for 

school dropout are transitions and mobility and extreme economic deprivation (Hawkins 

& Catalano, 2002) 

         Availability of firearms.  The availability of firearms for adolescents has been 

found to increase the likelihood of delinquent behaviors (Ruback, Shaffer & Clark, 2011; 

Stolzenberg & D’alessio, 2000; Watkins, Huebner, & Decker, 2008).  Ruback et al. 

(2011) used a National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health sample of 12,584 

juveniles in grades 7 through 12 to explore the effects of easy access to firearms on 

delinquency.  They found that youth who had easy access to weapons were significantly 

more likely to commit at least one violent offense, carry a weapon to school, and sell 

drugs than those who did not have access (Ruback et al., 2011).  Stolzenberg and 

D’alessio (2000) examined the link between availability of firearms and the juvenile gun 

crime rate using data from the National Incident-Based Reporting System for South 

Carolina. They found that gun availability significantly increased juvenile gun crime.  

Additionally, Watkins et al. (2008) studied firearm involvement among males in adult 

jails and juvenile detention facilities.  They found that 63% of the juveniles in their study 

were able to access guns through a friend or family member. 

          Community laws and norms favorable toward drug use, firearms, and crime.   

Some communities have policies that dictate behavior and norms favorable 

toward drug use, firearms and crime (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Community laws and 

norms have been found to impact delinquency in communities (Van Horn, Hawkins, 

Arthur, & Catalano, 2007; Blumstein, 2002; Grossman, Chaloupka, Saffer & Laixuthai, 
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1994).  Van Horn et al. (2007) investigated the community influences on delinquency and 

adolescent substance use using information from middle and high school students and 

key informants, such as police, religious, business, and city leaders.  In communities 

where law enforcement was permissive toward substance use, students reported 

significantly more serious delinquency (Van Horn et al., 2007).  Adolescents are also at 

increased risk for delinquency when communities do not enforce laws that prohibit the 

sale of firearms (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Blumstein, 2002).  Although federal law 

forbids the sale of firearms to youth, adolescents are still overrepresented in gun 

possession, which has been linked to involvement in illegal drug trade (Blumstein, 2002).  

Grossman et al. (1994) researched the effects of alcohol price policy on adolescents and 

its relationship to youth alcohol consumption and car accident mortality rates.  They 

found that car accident mortality rates and youth alcohol consumption decreased as 

alcohol prices increased.   

        Low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization.  According to the 

CTC model, some indicators of low neighborhood attachment and community 

disorganization are when community stakeholders live outside the community, lack of 

family involvement in schools and community events, little surveillance of public areas, 

and heavy rates of vandalism (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Research suggests that youth 

who display low neighborhood attachment are at greater risk for delinquency (Van 

Gundy, Stracuzzi, Rebellon, Tucker, & Cohn, 2011; Cantillon, 2006).  Van Gundy et al. 

(2011) studied the relationship between adolescents’ sense of community attachment and 

delinquency using a sample of 585 rural 7th and 11th graders and a sample 725 urban, 

culturally-diverse 6th and 9th graders.  Community attachment and detachment were 
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measured by asking adolescents their feelings toward their neighborhood’s safety, 

neighborhood reputation, and their connection to neighbors.  Across the two samples, 

community detachment was related to a significantly higher odds of delinquent conduct 

such as theft, property damage and assault (Van Gundy et al., 2011). 

        Cantillon (2008) evaluated the effects community social organization and parents 

had on delinquent activities among adolescents using a sample of 103 randomly selected 

10th grade males, one of their parents and one of their neighbors.  When adolescents, 

parents and neighbors perceived their neighborhood as cohesive, there were significantly 

lower delinquency rates.  Neighborhood cohesiveness directly impacted community 

social organization and informal social control which were significantly predicted lower 

rates of delinquency (Cantillon, 2008). 

        Transition and mobility.  Transitions and mobility refer to normal environmental 

transitions (i.e., elementary to middle school and middle school to high school) and 

nonscheduled transitions, such as recurring moves or changes in residence (Hawkins & 

Catalano, 2002).  Research suggests that youth who experience school transitions and 

recurrent mobility are both more likely to participate in delinquent behavior (Fomby & 

Sennott, 2013) and drop out of school (Gasper, DeLuca, & Estacion, 2012; Cratty, 2012; 

South, Haynie, & Bose, 2007).  Fomby and Sennot (2013) studied the relationship 

between school and residential mobility and adolescent behaviors using a sample of 

1,260 12 to 17 year olds and their families from National Longitudinal Study of Youth 

and Children.  They found that adolescents who experienced residential mobility were 

more likely to engage in truancy, shoplifting, property damage, assault, curfew violations 

and alcohol use.  Additional analyses found that an adolescent’s chance of participating 
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in delinquent behaviors increased by 15% for every additional school or residential move 

(Fomby et al., 2013). 

        Gasper et al. (2012) conducted a longitudinal study using data from the National 

Longitudinal Survey of Youth on 2,751 12 to 16 year olds to explore whether school 

mobility influenced the likelihood of dropping out of high school.  They found that 

students who experienced more than one school change were significantly more likely to 

drop out of school.  The results indicated that increased rates of school mobility 

decreased the likelihood of commitment to school, which, ultimately, increased dropout 

rates and delinquent behavior (Gasper et al., 2012).  In a longitudinal study of 8,515 

adolescents, South, et al. (2007) reported that students with high mobility rates were 

significantly more likely to drop out of high school than those with stable living 

situations (South et al., 2007). 

        Extreme economic deprivation.  Poverty is one the most well documented factors 

influencing both delinquency (Agnew, Mathews, Bucher, Welcher & Keyes, 2008; 

Pagani, Vitaro, Tremblay & McDuff, 2008; Unal & Cukar, 2011; Najman et al., 2010) 

and school dropout (Owens, 2010; Bradley and Renzulli, 2011; Cratty, 2012; Stearns, 

Moller, Blau, & Potochnick, 2007; Hay, Fortson, Hollist, Altheimer, & Schaible, 2007).  

Extreme economic deprivation occurs when a community has, in addition to poverty, a 

lack of financial stability, prosperity and aspirations for the future (Hawkins & Catalano, 

2002).  Van Gundy et al. (2011) found a significant negative relationship between 

delinquency and families’ socioeconomic status.  Youth from low-income families and 

low-income neighborhoods were significantly more likely to be delinquent.  Hay et al. 

(2007) conducted research on the relationship between poor families living in poor 
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neighborhoods and delinquency using data from the National Survey of Children on 

1,423 children.  Living in poor communities significantly increased delinquency rates. 

        Agnew et al. (2008) completed a secondary analysis using five years of nationally 

representative data on 1,273 youth from the Child Development Supplement study.  They 

found that adolescents were significantly more likely to be delinquent when their families 

experienced economic problems and were of lower socioeconomic status.  Those who 

self-reported delinquency and had families with medium to high economic problems (3 or 

more problems) were significantly more likely to be delinquent than those with less 

problems.  Youth from families with five or more economic problems were twice as 

likely to be involved in delinquency (Agnew et al., 2008). Unal and Cukar (2011), using 

a sample from Turkey, also found a significant correlation between low-income families 

and property, violent and school delinquency.  Najman et al. (2010) examined 3,103 

juveniles involved in delinquency and their poverty-stricken families using data from the 

Mater-University Study of Pregnancy.  Mothers completed questionnaires in various 

intervals after giving birth until the child turned 21 to measure income and levels of 

delinquency.  They found that family poverty predicted significantly higher rates of 

delinquency.  

 Studies also suggest that youth of low socioeconomic status are more likely to 

drop out of high school than their higher income counterparts (Stearns et al., 2007; 

Cratty, 2012, Owens, 2010).  Owens (2010) studied the influences family, neighborhood, 

and school contexts had on adolescents’ high school attainment using data from the 

National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health on 11,097 middle and high school 

students.  She found that adolescents from disadvantaged neighborhoods were 
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significantly more likely to drop out of school than adolescents from advantaged 

communities (Owens, 2010).  Similarly, Cratty (2012) found that students of low 

socioeconomic status were three times more likely to drop out of school than those in 

higher economic brackets.  Pagani et al. (2008) reported that students from families that 

received public financial assistance were significantly more likely to drop out of high 

school due to living in poverty.  It is also possible that, if adolescents have to become 

financially responsible for their family, they may be more likely to leave school without 

graduating (Bradley & Renzulli, 2011).  

Family Domain 

 According to CTC, family risk factors that are associated with delinquency and 

school dropout are favorable parental attitudes and involvement in the problem behavior, 

family history of the problem behavior, family management problems and family conflict 

(Hawkins & Catalano, 2002). 

        Favorable parental attitudes and involvement in the problem behavior.  Favorable 

parental attitudes and involvement in the problem behavior is a risk factor for 

delinquency and school dropout (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Almodovar, Tomaka, 

Thompson, McKinnon, & O’Rourke, 2006; Zhang & Messner, 1996).  Favorable 

attitudes and involvement in the problem behavior include parental approval of 

adolescent involvement in problem behaviors or asking their children to participate in 

problem behaviors (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Almodovar et al. (2006), using data 

from 1,366 high school students, found that parental approval of adolescent use of 

alcohol was significantly related to earlier age of alcohol use and alcohol-related 

problems (Almodovar et al., 2006).  Zhang and Messner (1996), using a sample of 
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Chinese adolescents, ages, 16 to 18, reported adolescents whose parents were deviant 

were more likely to be delinquent than those who were not exposed to deviant family 

members. 

        Youth are more likely to drop out of school if their parents have favorable 

attitudes toward the behavior (Strom & Boster, 2007; Henry, Cavanagh, & Oetting, 

2011).  Strom and Boster (2007) collected data from 80 adults to examine the relationship 

between supportive messages from family and educational attainment.  Their results 

showed that, when parents had a favorable attitude toward dropping out of school, then 

students were significantly more likely to do so.  Students whose parents demonstrated 

high educational goals and standards for their children were more likely to graduate from 

high school (Strom & Boster, 2007).  Henry et al. (2011) gathered data from 64,350 7th 

and 9th grade students and their parents from about 200 different school districts to 

investigate the relationship between parental investment in their children’s education and 

educational outcomes.  The researchers asked parents questions regarding their 

investment in school to assess if they cared if their child quit school, grades and 

expectations of their children graduation high school.  They found that low parental 

investment in school was positively associated with low expectations of graduating from 

school, which was significantly related to higher dropout rates.  

        Family history of the problem behavior.  Family history of the problem behavior 

means that youth were born into families with a history of dropping out of school and/or 

delinquency (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Children with parents who are involved in the 

justice system or are or have been incarcerated are more likely to be delinquent than their 

peers whose parents have not been incarcerated (Nijhof, De Kemp, & Engels, 2009; 
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Midgley & Lo, 2013; Aaron & Dallaire, 2009).  Nijhof et al. (2009) investigated the 

effects of parental offending on adolescent delinquency.  They gathered data from 577 8 

to 14 year-old delinquents referred to the juvenile justice system and identified the 

offending parents through the national police registration system to measure the 

frequency and seriousness of their offenses.  They found a significant positive 

relationship between the frequency of parental offending and frequency of adolescent 

offending.  Additionally, more seriousness parental offending was also significantly 

associated more serious adolescent offending, such as rape and robbery (Nijhof et al., 

2009). 

        Midgley and Lo (2013) studied the impact of parental incarceration on children’s 

delinquent outcomes using data from randomly selected adolescents and their parents 

over a three-year period.  Parental incarceration was significantly predictive of greater 

involvement in robbery, vandalism and assault among adolescents.  Aaron and Dallaire 

(2010) examined the relationship between familial risk experiences, parental 

incarceration, and delinquency among 654 adolescents and adults across two waves.  

Children whose parents had past and recent incarceration were significantly more likely 

to be reported as delinquent by their parents (Aaron & Dallaire, 2010). 

        Adolescents whose parents failed to complete high school are also significantly 

more likely to be not to graduate from high school (Pagani, Vitaro, Tremblay, & McDuff, 

2008; Neild, Stoner-Eby, & Furstenberg, 2008).  A longitudinal Canadian study 

conducted by Pagani et al. (2008) gathered data from 1,605 kindergarteners to assess the 

risk factors for high school completion.  They found that adolescents whose mother did 

not complete high school were significantly more likely to drop out of high school.  
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Adolescents’ odds of dropping out appear to be reduced by more than half when their 

parent has obtained a 2-year degree compared to those whose parents do not finish high 

school (Neild et al.).           

        Family management problems.  Family management problems are viewed in the 

CTC model as a lack of clear expectations for behavior, severe punishment and lack of 

monitoring or supervision of children (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Family management 

problems such as failure to monitor and excessive or inconsistent discipline practices 

have been shown to have a direct impact on adolescent involvement in delinquent 

behavior (Halgunseth, Perkins, Lippold, & Nix, 2013; Cantillon, 2006; Yoo & Huang, 

2012; ) and school dropout (Roche, Ahmed, & Blum, 2009; Jimerson, Egeland, Sroufe, & 

Carlson, 2000).  Halgunseth et al. (2013) researched the longitudinal relationship between 

inconsistent discipline and adolescent delinquent behaviors using data on 324 adolescents 

drawn from the Promoting School-Community-University Partnership to Enhance 

Resilience study.  They found that parents’ inconsistent methods of discipline was 

significantly predictive of delinquent behaviors like carrying a weapon, vandalism and 

burglary (Halgunseth, et al., 2013). 

        Yoo and Huang (2012) collected data from 1,234 mothers from the longitudinal 

Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing Study to measure mothers’ experience with 

domestic violence, maternal mental health challenges, parenting practices and their 

children’s behaviors.  Mothers who reported being unresponsive to their children and 

lacking in parenting skills were significantly more likely to have delinquent children than 

mothers who reported otherwise. 



 

 23 

        Roche et al. (2008) researched the consequences of parenting on adolescent 

problem behaviors using data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health 

from 2,429 12 to 14 year olds.  They found adolescents who felt they were given 

attention and cared for were significantly more likely to stay in school.  Jimerson et al. 

(2000) completed a longitudinal study of 177 children and their families to whether the 

quality of parental support, early home environment, and parental involvement in school 

were predictive of high school dropout.  They found that children who came from 

families with a lack of parental involvement, and support and monitoring were at greater 

risk for dropping out of school. 

        Family conflict.  Constant and serious conflict in families between parents, 

caregivers and, even children, puts youth at risk for being involved in delinquent 

behavior (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Skeer, McCormick, Normand, Buka, & Gilman, 

2009; Herrera & McClosky, 2001; Herrenkohl et al., 2000; Smith & Snyder, 2014) and 

dropping out of school (Lagana, 2004; Roche, Ahmed & Blum, 2008).  Skeer et al. 

(2009) researched the longitudinal relationship between drug use among youth and 

conflict in their family using a sample of 1,421 youth.  They found that youth who had 

experienced family conflict between ages 5 through 10 were at greater risk to be 

dependent on drugs at age 15 than those without family conflict.  Similarly, Herrenkohl et 

al. (2000) conducted research on the developmental risk factors for youth and found that 

the presence of family conflict at age 14 to 16 was significantly predictive of delinquency 

by age 18. 

Herrera and McClosky (2001) conducted interviews with 299 children and their 

mothers to investigate whether there was a relationship between family violence and 
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arrests of children.  Children who had witnessed violence among caregivers were two 

times more likely to be involved in the juvenile justice system than those who did not 

witness domestic violence.  The study also found that those adolescents who witnessed 

violence in the home were significantly more likely to be referred for violent offenses.  

Snyder and Smith (2014) used data from 1,013 juveniles from the National Survey of 

Child and Adolescent Well-Being to identify behavior outcomes of adolescents who had 

witnessed and experienced domestic violence.  Adolescents from violent-stricken 

families were more likely to have been both delinquent and arrested. 

       Lagana (2004) conducted a study using 194 youth identified as high, medium and 

low risk depending on their academic performance at school.  The researcher used the 

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scale to measure family conflict within the 

youth’s environment.  She found that youth in the high and medium risk groups were 

substantially more likely to report low family cohesion and higher levels of school 

dropout than the low risk youth (Lagana, 2004).  Roche et al. (2008) reported that female 

adolescents who reported low family conflict levels were significantly less likely to drop 

out of school than those who reported more family conflict.  

School Domain 

         The CTC states that adolescents who experience academic failure in later 

elementary school and display a lack of commitment to school are at greater risk for 

experiencing delinquency and school dropout.  Low grades and test scores and retention 

are examples of academic failure.  Adolescents who do not perceive education as a viable 

resource often lack motivation and exhibit lack of commitment to school (Catalano & 

Hawkins, 2002).  
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        Academic failure beginning in late elementary school.  Youth who experience 

academic failure in elementary school are at risk for being delinquent as adolescents 

(Mann & Reynolds, 2006; Choi, 2007; Crosnoe, 2006; Van Gundy, Stracuzzi, Rebellon, 

Tucker, & Cohn, 2011).  Mann and Reynolds (2006) conducted research on the link 

between early academic intervention and juvenile delinquency using data from 1,500 

youth from the Chicago Longitudinal Study.  The study found that students who were 

placed in special education were significantly more likely to be delinquent and to have 

been arrested.  Choi (2007) studied the relationship between academic achievement and 

problem behaviors among seventh through 12th graders using data from the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health.  The findings showed that low academic 

performance in 7th grade was a significant predictor of substance use as well as 

aggressive and nonaggressive delinquent offenses.  Crosnoe (2006), using a sample of 

11,927 students from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, found that 

students who had lower GPAs reported significantly higher levels of underage alcohol 

use.  Van Gundy et al. (2011) similarly found that low grades in school were significantly 

related to greater involvement in in theft, assault, and alcohol use.   

Youth who drop out of school have been found to have academic failure occur as 

early as elementary school (Cratty, 2012; Jimerson, 2000; Pharris-Ciurej, Hirschman, & 

Willhoft, 2012; Hickman, Bartholomew, & Mathwig, 2008).  Students who have been 

retained a grade in elementary or middle school have been found to have higher dropout 

rates than those who have not been retained (Pharris-Ciurej et al., 2012).  Cratty (2012) 

conducted a longitudinal study compiled of 68, 401 3rd graders in North Carolina until 

they either graduated from high school or experienced school dropout.  About 19% of the 
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students dropped out of high school.  Those who dropped out of high school had 

significantly lower math and reading test scores across those years than those who 

graduated (Cratty 2012).  Jimerson et al. (2000) also found that low academic 

achievement in 1st and 6th grade was a predictor of school dropout by age 19. 

        Stearns et al. (2007) studied the effects of grade retention on educational 

attainment using National Education Longitudinal Study data on 13,356 8th and 10th 

graders.  Students retained in elementary school were significantly more likely to drop 

out of high school than students who were continuously promoted.  Hickman et al. (2008) 

researched the education attainment of 119 students in four different cohorts.  They found 

that high school dropouts had significantly lower third grade reading and math 

performance scores than high school graduates. 

        Lack of commitment to school.  Adolescents who display low levels of school 

engagement, negative attitudes and lack of school involvement are at higher risk of 

delinquency (Frey, Ruchkin, & Schwab-Stone, 2008, Henry, Thornberry & Huizinga, 

2009; Pritchard & Williams, 2001).  Research also suggests that feelings of disconnect 

from and lack of educational motivation increases the risk of school dropout (Bowers & 

Sprott, 2012; Stearns, Moller, Blau, & Potochnick, 2007, Janosz, Archambault, Morizot 

& Pagani, 2008; Randolph, Fraser, & Orthner, 2006).  Frey et al. (2009), using a sample 

of 652 adolescents, found students who reported lack of academic motivation had 

significantly higher levels of delinquency.  Henry, Thornberry and Huizinga (2009) 

investigated the longitudinal relationship between students’ commitment to school and 

illegal drug use in a sample of 969 students.  They found that students who reported more 

truancy were substantially more likely to have initiated use of marijuana (Henry et al., 
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2009).  Pritchard and Williams (2001) conducted a three-year longitudinal study to 

measure the relationship among adolescents’ attitudes, truancy, delinquency and 

educational achievement after having received school-based social work services.  High 

school students who reported having “enjoyed” school were significantly less likely to 

report delinquency than those who did not enjoy school. 

        Bowers and Sprott (2012) conducted a comparison study using data from the 

Educational Longitudinal Study from 1,470 high school graduates and non-graduates.  

The findings revealed that students who participated less than an hour a week in 

extracurricular activities and did not complete their homework were significantly more 

likely to drop out of school than those who graduated.  Those who had dropped out were 

also significantly more likely to report not liking school and feeling like they did not 

belong.  In addition, educational pessimism has been linked to early school dropout 

(Stearns et al., 2007).  Janosz et al. (2008) used data from The New Approaches New 

Solution on 13,300 youth, ages 12 to 16, to conduct a longitudinal study on predictors of 

school dropout.  They found that those who reported less school engagement were more 

likely to drop out of school.  Randolph et al. (2006), using school records from 686 9th 

graders, found that students who reported higher truancy rates and lacked involvement in 

extra-curricular activities were more likely to drop out of school than those who reported 

more commitment to school. 

Individual and Peer Domain 

        Individual and peer risk factors such as constitutional factors, early antisocial 

behavior, rebelliousness, favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior, friends who 

engage in problem behavior, gang involvement and early initiation of the problem 



 

 28 

behaviors have been found to predict delinquency according to the CTC Model (Hawkins 

& Catalano, 2005).  Early and persistent antisocial behavior, rebelliousness, friends who 

engage in the problem behavior, favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior and 

early initiation of the problem behavior are individual and peer risk factors can also 

influence school dropout (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  

        Constitutional factors.  Constitutional factors are biological and physiological 

reasons that may be related to delinquent behaviors, such as lack of impulse control and 

sensation-seeking behaviors (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Burt and Simons (2013) 

explored the relationship between thrill seeking and delinquency using eight years of 

longitudinal data from 714 families.  Adolescents who reported higher levels of thrill 

seeking behaviors were significantly more likely to be involved shoplifting, vandalism 

and robbery than those who reported lower levels of thrill seeking and higher levels of 

self-control (Burt & Simons, 2013). 

        Children diagnosed with Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) are 

also more at risk for involvement in delinquency (Sibley et al., 2011).  Sibley et al. 

(2010) collected data from the Pittsburgh ADHD Longitudinal Study to investigate the 

effects of childhood ADHD on delinquency.  They found that children diagnosed with 

ADHD displayed significantly worse delinquent outcomes, such as greater involvement 

in robbery, assault and alcohol use (Sibley et al., 2011). 

        Gang involvement.  Adolescents involved in gangs are at higher risk for 

delinquency (Bouchard & Spindler, 2010; Barnes, Beaver, & Miller, 2010).  Bouchard 

and Spindler (2010) examined the association between adolescents’ gang involvement 

and delinquency using a sample of 523 self-reported delinquents. Gang members were 
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significantly more likely to be involved in delinquency than non-gang members 

(Bouchard & Spindler, 2010).  Barnes et al. (2010) also studied the link between gang 

membership and delinquent involvement using data from the National Longitudinal 

Study of Adolescent Health on 20,745 and their caregivers.  They found that gang 

members were significantly more likely than non-gang members to purposefully damage 

property, steal autos, possess weapons, and take part in violence. 

        Gang involvement has also been found to be predictive of school dropout 

(Ellickson, Saner, & McGuigan, 1997; Kreager & Staff, 2008).  Ellickson et al. (1997) 

collected longitudinal data for about 4,500 high school dropouts and seniors from Oregon 

and California to analyze violent behaviors and educational outcome.  Both male and 

female adolescents who had participated in gang fights were more likely to drop out than 

adolescents who reported other forms of violence.  Kreager and Staff (2008) gathered 

data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health from 90,118 7th through 

12th graders to assess the relationship between violent behaviors and school dropout.  The 

researchers described a gang as a “violent groups” and grouped adolescents according to 

their responses regarding peers (p. 453).  They found that those adolescents affiliated 

with violent groups were at much greater risk of dropping out of school.  

        Early and persistent antisocial behavior.  Early and persistent antisocial behavior 

refers to behavior in early childhood and early adolescence, such as aggressive behavior 

and constant misbehavior at school or in the home (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  

Aggression in childhood has been shown to increase the likelihood of delinquency (Park, 

Lee, Sun, Vazsoni, & Bolland, 2010; De Haan, Prinzie, & Dekovic, 2010; Spohn & 

Kurtz, 2011).  De Haan et al. (2010) researched 586 families to measure the relationship 
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between children’s aggression and delinquency.  Children who began to display 

aggressive behaviors at age 6 were significantly more likely to be delinquent by age 15 

(De Haan et al., 2010).  Additional research has also found that adolescents who commit 

serious offenses displayed deviant behavior during early childhood years (Spohn & 

Kurtz, 2011).  Park et al. (2010) used data from the Mobile Youth Survey on 556 African 

American adolescents to identify the factors that predicted delinquent outcomes.  

Adolescents with antisocial behaviors were significantly more likely to be arrested and be 

classified as high-risk youth than those who did not report antisocial behaviors (Park et 

al., 2010).  

Similarly, adolescents who display persistent antisocial behavior in early 

adolescence are more likely drop out of school (French & Conrad, 2001; Lee, Cornell, 

Gregory & Fan, 2011).  French and Conrad (2001) conducted a longitudinal study on 516 

adolescents from 8th to 10th grade.  Behavior ratings from peers suggested that antisocial 

adolescents who were rejected by peers were at significantly greater risk of dropping out 

of school than adolescents with lower antisocial behavior ratings.  Lee et al. (2011) 

investigated the relationship between school suspension, aggressive attitudes and school 

dropout using data from the Virginia High School Safety Study.  There was a significant 

positive relationship between aggressive attitudes and school dropout.  Those who were 

more aggressive were more likely to have dropped out of school (Lee et al., 2011). 

       Alienation and rebelliousness.  Alienation and rebelliousness are behaviors which 

entail feelings of isolation from society (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Adolescent 

feelings of isolation have been shown to increase the likelihood of delinquency (Kreager, 

2004; Bohnert, Richards, Kohl, & Randall, 2009) and school dropout (Nesman, 2005; 
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Nesman, 2007).  Kreager (2004), using data on 13,465 adolescents from the National 

Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, found that adolescents who reported feelings of 

isolation from society were significantly more likely to be delinquent.  Bohnert et al. 

(2009) studied the relationships between discretionary time activities, depressive 

symptoms, emotional experiences and delinquency within a sample of 246 African 

American in fifth through eighth grade.  They found that the adolescents who alienated 

themselves were significantly more likely to be delinquent (Bohnert et al., 2009).  

Youth who alienate themselves from others and experience peer rejection are at 

higher risk of dropping out of school (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002; Nesman 2005) 

collected data from 101 Latinos, ages 12 to 19, and concluded that, when adolescents felt 

they did not have supportive adults at school, then they were more likely to feel alienated 

which, in turn, led them to drop out (Nesman, 2005).  Nesman (2007) compared 101 

Latino students who were labeled as high achieving and at risk or to examine 

participatory behavior in school and their outcomes.  The at-risk students were students 

who were known to initiate fights and be involved in gangs.  At-risk youth who initiated 

fights were less likely to be involved in school, which led them to be more likely to drop 

out of school.  

        Friends who engage in the problem behavior.  Research has shown that 

adolescents with friends involved in problem behaviors are more likely to be at risk for 

involvement in problem behaviors (Nijof, Scholte, Overbeek, & Engels, 2010; Megens & 

Weerman, 2011; Knecht, Snijders, Baerveldt, Steglich, & Raub, 2010; Spohn & Kurtz, 

2011).  Nijof, et al. (2010) collected data from 1,025 adolescents to study whether their 

closest friends’ involvement in delinquency was related to their own involvement.  They 
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found a significant relationship between the delinquency levels of the main subjects and 

the delinquency levels of their friends.  Adolescents who shared delinquent friends from 

the same social status and identified reciprocated friendship were significantly more 

likely to have committed in violent offenses and vandalism (Nifof et al., 2010). 

        Dutch researchers collected longitudinal data from 3,171 first grade students to 

measure the relationship between friendship and delinquency (Knecht et al. 2010).  

Students were asked to identify their closest friends and self-report delinquent behaviors. 

Self-reported delinquent youth were significantly more likely to have friends who shared 

the same delinquency level as adolescents (Knecht et al.).  Adolescents who experience 

peer pressure by friends are also significantly more likely to commit serious delinquency, 

such as vehicle theft and breaking and entering (Spohn & Kurtz, 2011). 

 Research indicates that adolescents who have friends who display antisocial 

behaviors are more likely to engage in school dropout (Janosz, LeBlanc, Boulerice, & 

Tremblay, 1997; Farmer, Estell, Pearl, Van Acker, & Rodkin, 2003).  Janosz et al. (1997) 

conducted research using two independent longitudinal samples to investigate predictors 

of school dropout among high school students between the ages of 12 to 16 years old.  

They found that students with friends who displayed antisocial behavior were 

significantly more likely to dropout of school (Janosz et al., 1997).  Farmer et al. (2003) 

investigated relationship between school dropout and adolescent friendships using data 

from the Carolina Longitudinal Study on 475 7th graders.  They measured aggression, 

popularity and school dropout and concluded that adolescents who affiliated with 

aggressive peers were significantly more likely to drop out of school than those who did 

not affiliate with aggressive peers (Farmer et al., 2003).  
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        Favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior.  Favorable attitudes toward the 

problem behavior is when youth shift their perspectives about delinquency and school 

dropout and begin to accept the problem behaviors (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  

Adolescents who have favorable attitudes toward delinquency are at higher risk for being 

delinquent (Chomynova, Miller, & Beck, 2009; Landsheer & Hart, 1999).  Chomynova et 

al. (1999) researched the relationship between adolescent substance use and perceived 

risk among 22,899 youth.  Youth who perceived substance use as being low risk were 

more likely to engage in higher levels of substance use compared to those perceived 

substance use as being moderate to high risk.  Landsheer and Hart (2000) used a sample 

of 1,914 Dutch youth to examine the attitudes of adolescents toward delinquency.  They 

found that adolescents who were more tolerant of violence were significantly more likely 

to be delinquent.  

 Adolescents who have favorable attitudes toward not graduating from high school 

are more likely to drop out (Lee & Staff, 2007; Fall & Robert, 2012).  Lee and Staff 

(2007) researched 13,203 students who worked more than 20 hours and compared their 

attitudes about school to adolescents who worked less than 20 hours a week.  Those who 

worked more than 20 hours a week were more likely to value income from employment 

than graduating from high school which significantly increased their risk of dropping out 

of school (Lee & Staff, 2007).  Using secondary data from the Educational Longitudinal 

Study, Fall and Robert (2012) analyzed the interactions and self-perceptions of students’ 

school engagement in regard to their educational outcome.  The study found that students 

who reported positive perception about their capabilities to graduate high school were 

significantly more likely to complete school.  
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        Early initiation of the problem behavior.  Research has shown that early initiation 

of the problem behavior increases the risk of delinquency (Barrett, Katsiyannis, & Zhang, 

2006; Stouthamer-Loeber & Rolf Loeber, 2002; Leve & Chamberlain, 2004) and school 

dropout (Schoeneberger, 2012; Hickman, Bartholomew, Mathwig, & Heinrich, 2008).  

Barrett et al. (2006) found that the youth who were younger than other delinquents at the 

time of their first referral to the juvenile justice system were more likely to have up to 

three juvenile justice referrals over time.  Stouthamer-Loeber and Loeber (2002) 

collected data from the Pittsburgh Youth Study on children, ages 13 to 18, to identify the 

greatest predictors of juvenile delinquency.  They found that boys whose onset of 

delinquency was age 12 were significantly more likely to be a serious offender by age 18 

than those who reported later onset. Leve and Chamberlain (2004) investigated the early-

onset of delinquency among 62 girls from the Oregon Youth Authority and found that the 

girls who had been initially arrested at age 12 had significantly higher delinquency rates 

than those who were initially arrested at 13.    

        Schoenegerber (2012) gathered longitudinal data from about 100 students in 1st 

through 12th grade, categorizing students as developing truants, early truants and chronic 

truants.  Developing truants were students displaying patterns of absenteeism. Students 

were identified as early truants when they missed more than 10% of registered school 

days; therefore, they were considered early because they have initiated a pattern of 

truancy which can potentially lead to more frequent truancy.  Students who miss school 

more often were categorized as chronic truants because of their constant absence.  He 

found that developing truants and chronic truants had significantly higher dropout rates 

than students who did not have as high absentee rates.  Higher absence rates in school 
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were linked to greater risk of dropping out of school (Schoenegerber, 2012).  Hickman et 

al. (2008) found that high school dropouts were significantly more likely to have higher 

levels of absenteeism, lower GPAs and grade retentions as early as first grade compared 

to high school graduates.  

Multicultural Relevance and the CTC Model 

        Studies have shown that the risk factors for problem behaviors of delinquency and 

school dropout identified in the CTC model are predictive across ethnic groups (Choi, 

Harachi, & Catalano, 2006; Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  Choi et al. (2006) collected 

data from 2,055 ethnically- diverse adolescents to examine the effectiveness of 

intervention programs implemented in their communities.  They found that common risk 

factors for adolescent problem behaviors contributed to the development of problem 

behaviors regardless of ethnicity (Choi et al., 2006).  

Although risk factors seem to operate similarly regardless of ethnicity and gender, 

it is important to recognize that risk factors may be more prominent in some groups more 

than others (Bacon, Paternoster & Brame, 2009; Rodriguez, 2007; Ayers, Williams, 

Hawkins, Peterson, & Abbott, 1999).  Bacon et al. (2009) suggested that adolescents in 

families living in poverty have been found to be significantly more likely to deal with law 

enforcement than adolescents from high socioeconomic status.  Rodriguez (2007) stated 

that law enforcement and court officials may make negative judgments toward poor 

adolescents regarding their families and neighborhoods resulting in more serious 

consequences for racial minorities in the juvenile justice system.  Ayers et al. (1999) used 

data from the Seattle Social Development Project to analyze the delinquent behavior on 

1,053 12 to 15 year olds.  They found that males were substantially more likely to be 
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delinquent and escalate their level of delinquency in a shorter interval of time than 

females. However, both genders shared similar risk factors, which led them to delinquent 

behavior.  Carpenter and Ramirez (2007) investigated the relationship between academic 

achievement gaps between White, Black and Latino students by using data from the 

National Education Longitudinal Study from 17,613 students.  They measured students 

English proficiency, family demographics, math classes completed, parental involvement, 

school enrollment, race and ethnicity.  They found that students identified as Black and 

Latino students had a dropout rate double that of White students (Carpenter & Ramirez, 

2007).  

Conclusion 

        Risk factors that contribute to the interrelated problem behaviors, such as 

delinquency and school dropout, negatively affect the community, family, school and 

individual.  Communities can implement specially customized programs to prevent and 

decrease problem behaviors by addressing their most salient CTC risk factors.  As 

previously stated, delinquency and school dropout can put adolescents at risk for criminal 

activity, unemployment, poverty, and long-term health concerns.  These negative 

outcomes can be prevented if risk factors are identified through a community risk 

assessment.  It is important that communities identify and understand their most essential 

risk factors so there can be an increase in healthy lifestyles and the community can 

effectively address the community’s needs.  
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CHAPTER 3 
 

METHODS 

Research Design and Data Collection 

        The researcher used the Communities That Care model to assess risk factors for 

the city of Huntington Park, California.  The researcher collected information from 

archival and existing data, and results of surveys and studies from local, state and federal 

sources on 48 indicators of the 18 identified risk factors for delinquency and school 

dropout.  When available, the researcher gathered data specific to Huntington Park, 

however, in some instances, this was not possible.  Thus, some data was gathered on Los 

Angeles Unified School District since it serves Huntington Park and Los Angeles County 

Service Planning Area (SPA) 7 where Huntington Park is located.  The researcher also 

gathered comparison data on each of the indicators from county, and state when possible. 

Community Description 

 The researcher focused on Huntington Park because it was the community where 

she was raised.  This community is located in the southeast region of Los Angeles. The 

total population of Huntington Park Huntington Park was 58,114 in 2010 (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2010).  The median age of the population was 29. Latino/Hispanics made up 

97% of the population, with the majority (80%) being of Mexican origin.  In 2010, the 

average yearly household income was $36,620 while the average family size was four.  In 

2010, 59% of the households had at least one individual under the age of 18 and youth 
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made up 36% of the population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). The California Department 

of Justice (2004 – 2013i) reported that there was a rate of 5.7 juvenile felony arrests in 

the city of Huntington Park in 2013 per 1,000 people 18 years and younger.  About a 

quarter (24%) of the population 25 and older did not have a high school diploma 

according to the most recent 5-year estimates (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013e).  

Additionally, 17% of the class due to graduate from Huntington Park High School in 

2012-2013 dropped out of school before graduation (California Department of Education, 

2014). 

Instrument 

        The researcher used the data collection matrix provided by the Communities That 

Care model which lists the risk factors and possible indicators of each risk factor to assist 

in the research process (Hawkins & Catalano, 2002).  The suggested indicators were 

supplemented with local indicators as well. 

Communities That Care Risk Factors 

Community Domain 

        Availability of firearms.  The availability of firearms was assessed using data 

from the California Healthy Kids Survey (CHKS), a statewide survey used to measure 

risk and protective factors among elementary and secondary school students (California 

Healthy Kids Survey, 2015).  The CHKS provided two indicators for this risk factor; 

“students who reported weapon possession on school property,” and “awareness and use 

of weapons on school property in the past 12 months.”  Although the researcher 

attempted to gather this data specific to Huntington Park schools, it was not available.  

Thus, the data was gathered for the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), Los 
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Angeles (L.A.) County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010g, 2011m, 

2011m, 2013h, 2013h).  

        Community laws and norms favorable toward drug use, firearms and crime.  Data 

from the California Department of Justice (CDJ) was gathered to assess community laws 

and norms favorable toward drug use, firearms and crime.  The CDJ indicators of 

juvenile arrests for drug offenses and weapon offenses was gathered for the year 2004 

through 2013 for Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (California Department of 

Justice, 2013g, 2013h, 2013i). 

        Transition and mobility.  The first indicator used to measure transition and 

mobility, the percentage of 5th graders who had moved more than once in the past year, 

was gathered from the CHKS for LAUSD, L. A. County and California (2010e, 2011i, 

2011j).  The second indicator was the percentage of renter-occupied housing units 

gathered from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010 Profile of General Population and Housing 

Characteristics for Huntington Park, the county, and state (United States Census Bureau, 

2010b). 

 Low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization.  There were four 

indicators gathered from the California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) used to measure 

low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization.  The CHIS is a statewide 

survey used to measure various health matters in communities (California Health 

Interview Survey, 2012).  Data specific to Huntington Park was not available during this 

time frame, so the researcher drew all CHIS data from SPA 7, which encompasses 

Huntington Park.  CHIS provided data on the percentage of people who felt safe in their 

neighborhoods (California Health Interview Survey, 2007b), the percentage of residents 
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who felt their “neighbors can be trusted,” and the percentage of residents who thought 

“their neighbors didn’t get along” (California Health Interview Survey, 2003a, 2003b) in 

SPA 7, L.A. County and California.  The CHKS provided data on the percentage of 5th 

graders who never felt safe outside of their school for LAUSD, L.A. County and 

California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010f, 2011k, 2011l).  

Extreme economic deprivation.  There were three indicators used to identify 

extreme economic deprivation.  The U.S. Census Bureau’s Profile of Selected Economic 

Characteristics reported data on the percentage of families living below the poverty line, 

unemployment rates and the percentage of families with children under the age 18 living 

in poverty for Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013a, 

2013b). 

Family Domain 

        Family history of the problem behavior.  Two indicators measured family history 

of the problem behavior.  The CDJ provided data on the adult felony arrest rates for 

Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (California Department of Justice, 2013a, 

2013b, 2014c).  The U.S. Census Bureau provided data on the same locations on the 

percentage of people over 25 who had graduated from high school (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2013b). 

        Family management problems.  There were four indicators used to measure 

family management problems.  The Center for Social Services Research provided the rate 

of child maltreatment allegations per 1,000 for the Huntington Park, L.A. County and 

California (Center for Social Services Research, 2013a).  The percentage of how often 

any adult was present after school hours and the percentage of parents who knew their 
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teens’ whereabouts when they went out at night were gathered from the CHIS for SPA 7, 

L.A. County and California (California Health Interview Survey, 2009a, 2009b). Data on 

the percentage of 5th graders who were home alone after school for LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California was collected from the CHKS (California Healthy Kids Survey, 

2010h, 2011o, 2011p). 

        Family conflict.  Four indicators were used to measure family conflict.  The 

Center for Social Services Research provided the rates of children entries to foster care 

for Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (Center for Social Services Research, 

2013b).  Data from the U.S. Census Bureau was collected for the population 15 and over 

who were divorced and the percentage of grandparents responsible for grandchildren in 

the Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  The 

California Department of Justice provided data on the domestic violence-related phone 

call rates for Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (California Department of 

Justice, 2013d, 2013e, 2013f).  

        Favorable parental attitudes and involvement in the problem behavior.  There 

were two indicators used to measure favorable parental attitudes and involvement in the 

problem behavior.  The CDJ provided rates for adult felony arrests for violent offenses 

for the Huntington Park, L.A. County and California (California Department of Justice, 

2013a, 2013b, 2013c).  The percentage of 5th grade students who reported having adults 

at home with high expectations for them was gathered from the CHKS for LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California (2010b, 2011c, 2011d). 
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School Domain 

        Academic failure beginning in late elementary school.  Two indicators were used 

to measure academic failure beginning in late elementary school.  Data was gathered 

from the California Department of Education on STAR test scores for English-Language 

Arts and mathematics for 2nd through 5th graders in Miles Avenue Elementary School 

located in Huntington Park, L.A. and California (California Department of Education, 

2013a, 2013b, 2013c).   

        Lack of commitment to school.  There were three indicators used to measure lack 

of commitment to school. The California Department of Education provided data on both 

high school truancy and high school graduation rates for the Huntington Park High 

School, LAUSD, L.A. County and California (California Department of Education, 2012-

2013a, 2012-2013b).  Data on the percentage of 5th graders who planned to go to college 

or another school after high school was collected from the CHKS for the LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey 2010d, 2011g, 2011h). 

Peer and Individual 

        Early and persistent antisocial behavior.  There were three indicators gathered to 

assess early and persistent antisocial behavior.  The CHKS provided data on the 

percentage of 5th graders who had pushed or hit others at school for the LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010c, 2011e, 2011f).  The 

second indicator was the elementary school suspension rates for LAUSD. L.A. County 

and California (California Department of Education, 2013).  The percentage of 

elementary school teachers who perceived harassment or bullying to be a moderate or 
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severe problem at their school was gathered from the California School Climate Survey 

for California (California School Climate Survey, 2010b, 2010a).                

Rebelliousness and alienation.  The CHKS provided the percentage of 5th graders 

who had rumors spread about them as a measure of alienation for the LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011a, 2011o, 2011p).  The 

percentage of 11th graders who damaged school property on purpose or seriously 

considered attempting suicide in the past 12 months was gathered from the CHKS for 

LAUSD, L.A. County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011q, 2013b, 

2013b, 2011r, 2013a, 2013a). 

        Friends who engage in the problem behavior.  Two indicators were used to 

measure friends who engage in the problem behavior.  The CHKS reported the 

percentage of 5th graders who had friends who got into trouble most or all of the time 

and the percentage of 5th graders who reported low on having pro-social peers from the 

LAUSD, L.A. County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010a, 2011a, 

2011b). 

        Gang involvement.  The CHKS provided information on the percentage of 7th, 

9th and 11th graders who reported currently being involved in a gang in LAUSD, L.A. 

County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011s, 2012g, 2013g).  Data was 

also collected from the California School Climate Survey on the percentage of teachers 

who believed gang activity was a moderate or severe problem at their schools for 

LAUSD and California (California School Climate Survey, 2010c, 2011c). 

        Favorable attitudes toward the problem behavior.  There were three indicators that 

measured favorable attitude toward the problem behavior taken from the CHKS including 
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the percentage of 7th, 9th and 11th graders who reported disapproval of weapon 

possession and cigarette use as well as perceived harm to due to drinking alcohol 

occasionally for LAUSD, L.A. County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 

2011u, 2013e, 2013e, 2011t, 2013d, 2013d, 2011w, 2013c, 2013c). 

        Early initiation of the problem behavior.  The percentage of 7th, 9th and 11th 

graders who reported having their first full alcoholic drink at 10 years or younger for 

LAUSD, LA County and California (2011x, 2013f, 2013f).  The percentage of 

elementary school teachers who perceived harassment or bullying and disruptive 

behavior to be a moderate or severe problem at their schools was gathered from the 

California School Climate Survey for LAUSD and California (California School Climate 

Survey, 2010a, 2011b).   

        Constitutional factors.  Two indicators measured constitutional factors. The CHIS 

reported data on the percentage of children ever diagnosed with ADD/ADHD and the 

percentage of children who reported how much ADD limited their school performance.  

These were compared among SPA 7, L.A. County and California (California Health 

Interview Survey, 2007, 2001). 

Analysis 

        The researcher conducted a comparative analysis of the data that were collected 

from the risk indicators to assess the relative risk of Huntington Park on each indicator.  

Bar and line graphs with percentages or rates were created for each indicator to help 

identify the elevated areas of risk for the Huntington Park community.  The researcher 

then assessed and identified the most important indicators of the problem behaviors 
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present in the city of Huntington Park by comparing local data to data relating to the 

county and state. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS  

Communities That Care Risk Indicators  

 This chapter reports the results for the community risk assessment completed for 

Huntington Park.  The results presented in this chapter are organized by domains.  The 

first section reports indicators of risk in the community domain.  The second section 

presents indicators of risk in the family domain. The third section reports indicators of 

risk in the school domain.  The final section presents the risk indicators in the peer and 

individual domain.   

Community Domain 

Availability of Firearms 

As shown in Figure 1, there was no difference in the percentage of 5th grade youth 

who had had a weapon on the school campus across LAUSD, L. A. County, and 

California.   

As shown in Figure 2, the percentage of 7th, 9th and 11th grade youth who reported 

possession of a weapon at school was virtually the same across the three geographic 

locations. 

Community Laws and Norms Favorable Towards Drug Use, Firearms and Crime  
 
 As seen in Figure 3, juvenile felony arrests for drug offenses varied slightly by 

year were quite similar to those in L. A. County and California over time.
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 As seen in Figure 4, Huntington Park had substantially higher juvenile felony 

arrests for weapon offense than L.A. County and California from 2004 to 2010. However 

the rate dropped beginning in 2011 and was the same as the other two locations over the 

latest three years of data. 

Transition and Mobility  

 Figure 5 show the percentage of 5th graders who had moved in the past year was 

slightly higher in LAUSD than in both L.A. County and California.  

 As shown in Figure 6, the percentage of renter-occupied housing units in 

Huntington Park was substantially higher than in California (24% more) and LA County 

(16% more).  

Low Neighborhood Attachment and Community  

 As seen in Figure 7, the percentage of people who strongly agreed that their 

neighbors could be trusted was lowest in SPA 7 and LA County.  California’s percentage 

for people who strongly agreed that their neighbors could be trusted was higher than the 

other two locations.  

 Figure 8 shows that SPA 7 had the highest percentage of people who agreed that 

“their neighbors don’t get along,” closely followed by LA County.  California had quite a 

bit lower rate (6%) than SPA 7.  

 As shown in Figure 9, the percentage of people who felt safe in their 

neighborhood in SPA 7 was higher than LA County but lower than that of California.  

 Figure 10 shows LAUSD had the highest percentage of the graders who did not 

feel safe outside their school, 5% more than L. A. County and 7% more than California. 
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FIGURE 1.  Percentage of 5th graders who reported possession of weapon (gun or knife) 
on school property, past year for Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles 
County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010g, 2011m, 2011n).  
 

 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 2.  Percentage of students who reported possession of weapons on school 
property in the past 12 months for Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles 
County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2013h, 2011h, 2013h). 
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FIGURE 3.  Juvenile felony arrests for drug offenses per 1,000 in Huntington Park, Los 
Angeles County and California (California Department of Justice, 2013g, 2013h, 2013i).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 4.  Juvenile felony arrests for weapon offenses per 1,000 in Huntington Park, 
Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Justice, 2013g, 2013h, 
2013i). 
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FIGURE 5.  Percentage of 5th graders who moved more than one time in the past year in 
Los Angeles Unified, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy Kids 
Survey, 2010e, 2011i, 2011j).  
 
 
Extreme Economic Deprivation 
 
 As shown in Figure 11, the percentage of families in Huntington Park who lived 

below the poverty line was highest among the three geographic areas, over double that of 

California.  

 Figure 12 shows that the percentage of people unemployed in Huntington Park 

was slightly higher than in both LA County and California.  

 As shown in Figure 13, the percentage of families with related children under 18 

years old below the poverty level in Huntington Park was almost double that of 

California’s percentage and 10% higher than L.A. County.  

Family Domain 

Family History of the Problem Behavior  

Figure 14 shows that the percentage of the population in Huntington Park 25 and 

over who were high school graduates was slightly lower than LA County and California.  
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FIGURE 6.  Percentage of renter-occupied housing units in 2010 for Huntington Park, 
Los Angeles County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010b).  
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 7.  Percentage of people who strongly agree that neighbors can be trusted in 
SPA 7, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy Interview Survey, 
2003b).  
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FIGURE 8.  Percentage of people who agree that neighbors don’t get along in SPA 7, Los 
Angeles County and California (California Health Interview Survey, 2003a).  
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 9.  Percentage of people who felt safe in their neighborhood all of the time in 
SPA 7, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy Interview Survey, 
2007b).  
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FIGURE 10.  Percentage of 5th graders who never feel safe outside of their school in Los 
Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy 
Kids Survey, 2010f, 2011k, 2011l).  
 

 

 
FIGURE 11.  Percentage of families living below poverty in the Huntington Park, Los 
Angeles County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010a).  
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FIGURE 12.  Percentage of unemployment for the Huntington Park, Los Angeles County 
and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013b).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 13.  Percentage of families with related children under 18 years old below the 
poverty level in Huntington Park, Los Angeles County and California (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2013a).  
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As seen in Figure 15, there were few differences in adult felony arrests among the three 

locations between 2004 and 2013.  

Family Management Problems  

 As shown in Figure 16, the child maltreatment rate in Huntington Park was 

substantially higher than LA County and California. LA County rate was also higher than 

the California rate.  

 As shown in Figure 17, SPA 7 and LA County had similar percentages for how 

often an adult was always present during after school hours. The percentage for 

California was substantially lower than SPA 7 and L. A. County.   

 As shown in Figure 18, the percentage of parents who knew a lot about the 

whereabouts of their teens when they went out at night was lowest in SPA 7 followed by 

California and LA County.  

 As shown in Figure 19, the percentage of 5th graders who were home alone after 

school was lowest in LAUSD followed by LA County.  The percentage alone was quite a 

bit higher in California than in LAUSD.   

Family Conflict  
 
 As seen in Figure 20, the child entry to foster care rate in Huntington Park and LA 

County were the same, and very similar to the California rate.  

 As seen in Figure 21, the domestic violence-related phone call rates were lowest 

in Huntington Park each year from 2004 to 2013. Rates were similar across time points 

for L.A. County and California for 2004 through 2013.  
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 As seen in Figure 22, Huntington Park had the lowest percentage of people who 

were divorced (about half as many) compared to L.A. County and California. California’s 

percentage of divorced population was more than double that of Huntington Park.  

 As seen in Figure 23, the percentage of grandparents who are responsible for their 

grandchildren was lowest in Huntington Park. The percentage for California was about 

5% higher.  

Favorable Parental Attitudes  
 
 As seen in the Figure 24, Huntington Park consistently had a somewhat greater 

rate of adults who were arrested for violent offenses than L.A. County and California for 

the years 2004 through 2013 although the difference has declined over time.  

 

 

FIGURE 14.  Percentage of population 25 years and over who are high school graduates 
in Huntington Park, Los Angeles County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013b). 
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FIGURE 15.  Adult felony arrests per 1,000 people from 2004-2013 for Huntington Park, 
Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Justice 2013a, 2013b, 
2013c).   
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 16.  Child maltreatment allegation rates per 1,000 for the Huntington Park, Los 
Angeles County and California (Center for Social Services Research, 2013a).  
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FIGURE 17.  Percentage of how often an adult was always present after school hours in 
SPA 7, Los Angeles County and California (California Health Interview survey, 2009a).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 18.  Percentage of parents who knew a lot about the whereabouts of their teen 
when they went out at night in SPA 7, Los Angeles County and California (California 
Health Interview Survey, 2009b).  
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FIGURE 19.  Percentage of 5th graders who were home alone after school in Los Angeles 
Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy Kids 
Survey, 2010h, 2011o, 2011p).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 20.  Rates of child entry to foster care per 1,000 for the Huntington Park, Los 
Angeles County and California (Center for Social Services Research, 2013b).  
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FIGURE 21.  Domestic violence-related calls for assistance per 1,000 people from 2004-
2013 in Huntington Park, Los Angeles County and California (California Department of 
Justice, 2013d, 2013e, 2013f).  
 

 
 

 
FIGURE 22.  Percentage of population 15 and over who were divorced in Huntington 
Park, Los Angeles County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  
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FIGURE 23.  Percentage of grandparents responsible for grandchildren in Huntington 
Park, Los Angeles County and California (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013).  
 
 
 
 As shown in Figure 25, the percentage of 5th grade students who reported that 

their parents have high educational expectations for them was virtually the same for 

LAUSD, LA County and California.  

School Domain 

Academic Failure Beginning in Late Elementary School 

 As seen in Figure 26, Miles Avenue Elementary School in Huntington Park had 

substantially higher percentage 2nd and 3rd graders who performed below proficient in 

English Language START test compared to Los Angeles County and California. The 

percentage of Miles Avenue Elementary 4th and 5th graders scoring below proficient was 

slightly higher than Los Angeles County and California as well. 
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 As seen in Figure 27, Miles Avenue Elementary School in Huntington Park had a 

substantially higher percentage 2nd and 3rd graders who performed below proficient in  

 Math START test compared to Los Angeles County and California. A slightly 

higher percentage of fifth graders from Miles Avenue Elementary School performed 

below proficient in Math START test compared to L.A. County and California. 

Lack of Commitment to School  

 As seen in Figure 28, the high school graduate rates for Huntington Park High 

School and LA County were similar and California’s were only slightly higher.  

 As shown in Figure 29, the percentage of 5th graders who planned to go to college 

or some school after high school was virtually the same regardless of geographic 

location. 

 As seen in Figure 30, Huntington Park High School had substantially higher 

truancy rates than the other two locations. Huntington Park High School’s truancy rate 

was doubled that of LAUSD and triple that of California.  

Peer and Individual Domain 

Early and Persistent Antisocial Behavior  

 As seen in Figure 31, a substantially higher proportion of 5th graders at LAUSD 

reported having hit or pushed others on school property in the last year than LA County 

and California, both of which had similar percentages.  

 Figure 32 shows that LAUSD had the lowest suspension rate, less than half of that 

of L. A. County and much less than that of California. 
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FIGURE 24.  Rate of adults arrested in 2004 through 2013 for violent offenses per 1,000 
people for Huntington Park, Los Angeles County and California (California Department 
of Justice, 2013a, 2013b, 2013c).  
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 25.  Percentage of 5th grade students who reported that their parents have high 
expectations for them in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and 
California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010b, 2011c, 2011d). 
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FIGURE 26.  English Language STAR test results (below proficient) in Miles Avenue 
Elementary, Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Education, 
2013a, 2013b, 2013c). 
 
 
 
  As seen in Figure 33, the percentage of elementary school teachers who 

perceived harassment or bullying to be a moderate or severe problem at their school was 

somewhat higher for LAUSD than California.  

Rebelliousness and Alienation  

 As seen in Figure 34, LAUSD had the highest percentage of 5th graders who had 

rumors spread about them at school followed closely by LA County and California.  

 As seen in Figure 35, the percentage of 11th graders who reported damaging 

school property on purpose within the past year was quite similar across the three 

locations.  

 As seen in Figure 36, the percentage of 11th graders who seriously considered 

attempting suicide in the past year was virtually the same in all three geographic areas. 

There was a 1% difference between LAUSD and LA County and California. 
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Friends Who Engage in the Problem Behavior  

 As shown in Figure 37, LAUSD had the lowest percentage of 5th graders who 

scored high on having pro-social peers, followed closely by LA County and California.  

 As seen in Figure 38, the percentage of 5th grade students who had friends who 

got into trouble most or all of the time was highest for LAUSD followed by California 

and LA County. There was only a 1% difference for LA County and California.  

Gang Involvement  

 Figure 39 shows that there are similar percentages of students who reported being 

in a gang LAUSD, LA County and California, regardless of grade level.  

 Figure 40 shows that LAUSD had a slightly higher percentage of teachers who 

perceived gang activity to be a moderate or severe problem at their schools than 

California teachers.  

 
 

 
FIGURE 27.  Math STAR test results (below proficient) in Miles Avenue Elementary, 
Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Education, 2013b). 
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FIGURE 28.  High school graduation rates for Huntington Park High School, Los 
Angeles County and California (California Department of Education, 2013a).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 29.  Percentage of 5th graders who planned to go to college or some other school 
after high school in the Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and 
California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010d, 2011g, 2011h).  
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FIGURE 30.  Truancy rates for Huntington Park High School, Los Angeles Unified 
School District, Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Education, 
2013b).  
 

 
 

 
FIGURE 31.  Percentage of 5th graders who had hit or pushed others on school property 
in the past year in Los Angeles Unified, Los Angeles County and California (California 
Healthy Kids Survey, 2010c, 2011e, 2011f).  
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FIGURE 32.  Elementary school suspension rates for Los Angeles Unified School 
District, Los Angeles County and California (California Department of Education, 2013).  
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 33.  Percentage of elementary school teachers who perceived harassment or 
bullying to be a moderate or severe problem at their school (California School Climate 
Survey 2010b, 2010a). 
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FIGURE 34.  Percentage of 5th graders who had rumors spread about them at school in 
Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California (California 
Healthy Kids Survey, 2010a, 2011o, 2011p).  
 

 
 
 

 
FIGURE 35.  Percentage of 11th grade students who reported damaging school property 
on purpose within the past year in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles 
County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011q, 2013b, 2013b). 
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FIGURE 36.  Percentage of 11th graders who seriously considered attempting suicide in 
the past year in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California 
(California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011r, 2013a, 2013a). 
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 37.  Percentage of 5th grade students who had scored high on having pro-social 
peers in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California 
(California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010a, 2011a, 2011b). 
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 Favorable Attitude Towards the Problem Behavior  

 As seen in Figure 41, roughly the same percentage of youth reported disapproval 

of weapons possession in all three geographic locations, regardless of grade level.  

 As seen in Figure 42, LAUSD had the lowest percentage of students who reported 

personal disapproval of cigarette use followed by LA County and California at all three 

time points. Eleventh graders had the lowest percentage of disapproval of cigarette use.  

 As seen in Figure 43, LAUSD had the highest percentage of students who 

reported that drinking 5 or more alcoholic drinks once or twice a week causes no harm 

followed by LA County and California at all three time points. Seventh grade students 

over all had the highest percentages of reporting that alcohol use causes no harm.  

Early Initiation of the Problem Behavior  

 As seen in Figure 44, the percentage of elementary school teachers who perceived 

disruptive behavior to be a moderate or severe problem at their school was substantially 

higher for LAUSD than for California.  

 As shown in Figure 45, the percentage of students who reported having a full 

alcoholic drink at the age of 10 or younger was lowest for LAUSD.  

Constitutional Factors  

 Figure 46 shows that there is little to no difference in percentages of children ever 

diagnosed with ADHD/ADD condition for SPA 7, LA County and California.  

 As seen in Figure 47, the percentage of children who reported their ADHD 

condition limiting them a lot in school performance was highest for SPA 7 and 

California.  
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FIGURE 38.  Percentage of 5th grade students who had friends who got into trouble most 
or all of the time in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and 
California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2010a, 2011a, 2011b). 
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 39.  Percentage of students who were currently in a gang in Los Angeles 
Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California (California Healthy Kids 
Survey, 2011s, 2013g, 2013g). 
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FIGURE 40.  Percentage of high school teachers who perceived gang activity to be a 
moderate or severe problem at their school (California School Climate Survey 2011c, 
2010c). 
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 41.  Percentage of students who reported personal disapproval of weapon 
possession in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California 
(California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011u, 2013e, 2013e). 
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FIGURE 42.  Percentage of students who reported personal disapproval of cigarette use 
in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles County and California (California 
Healthy Kids Survey, 2011t, 2013d, 2013d). 
 

 

 

 
FIGURE 43.  Percentage of students who reported that having 5 or more alcoholic drinks 
once or twice a week causes no harm in Los Angeles Unified School District, Los 
Angeles County and California (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011w, 2013c, 2013c). 
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FIGURE 44.  Percentage of elementary school teachers who perceived disruptive 
behavior to be a moderate or severe problem at their school (California School Climate 
Survey, 2010a, 2010b). 
 
 
 
  

FIGURE 45.  Percentage of students who reported having a full alcoholic drink at the age 
of 10 or younger (California Healthy Kids Survey, 2011x, 2013f, 2013f). 
 
 
 
 



 

 76 

 

 
FIGURE 46.  Percentage of children ever diagnosed with ADHD/ADD condition in SPA 
7, Los Angeles County and California (California Health Interview Survey, 2007).  
 
 
 
 

 
FIGURE 47.  Percentage of children who reported their ADHD condition limiting them 
“a lot” in school performance in SPA 7, Los Angeles County and California (California 
Healthy Kids Survey, 2001).  
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CHAPTER 5  

DISCUSSION  

 The purpose of the study was to complete a community risk of assessment of the 

city of Huntington Park.  Indicators of 18 risk factors within the community, family, 

school and peer and individual domains identified in the Communities that Care Model 

for delinquency and school dropout were gathered from archival, survey and secondary 

data.  Indicators of each risk factor were gathered, when available, on Huntington Park or 

its closest proxy, the county and state so that the levels of Huntington Park risk factors 

could be compared and contrasted with other locations to identify the most salient risk 

factors for delinquency and school dropout in that community.  This chapter provides a 

summary of the findings from the community risk assessment, implications for social 

work practice, and study limitations and directions for future research.  

Summary of Findings  

Community Domain  

 There were five risk factors assessed in the community domain; availability of 

firearms, community laws and norms favorable toward drug use, transition and mobility, 

low neighborhood attachment and community involvement and extreme economic 

deprivation.  Of those, the ones most affected appeared to be extreme economic 

deprivation and low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization.  All three 

indicators of poverty were substantially higher in Huntington Park than in LA County
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 and California.  In fact, the number of families living in poverty in Huntington Parks 

wasmore than double that of California.  Three of four indicators for low neighborhood 

attachment and community disorganization (percentage of people who agreed neighbors 

can be trusted, people who believed their neighbors didn’t get along and people who did 

not feel safe) in the community were substantially higher than in L.A. County and 

California, making it a salient risk factor as well.  Transition and mobility was also of 

some concern due to the high percentage of renter-occupied housing units and the slightly 

elevated number of 5th graders who had moved in the past year.  The findings on 

community laws and norms favorable toward drug were mixed due to the elevated rates 

of juvenile felony arrests for weapon offenses but little difference was found in juvenile 

felony arrests for drug offenses across the locations.  As a result of this analysis, 

Huntington Park should implement evidence-based approaches prevention programs that 

primarily target extreme economic deprivation and low neighborhood attachment and 

community disorganization in the community domain.  Additionally, programs to address 

transitions mobility may prove useful as well. 

Family Domain  

 There were four risk factors measured for the family domain; family history of the 

problem behavior, family management problems, family conflict and favorable parental 

attitudes toward the problem behavior.  Although the findings were somewhat mixed, 

family management problems appeared to be the most concerning due to substantially 

elevated child maltreatment rates for Huntington Park and the low rate of parents 

knowing their teens’ whereabouts at night. In contrast, LAUSD had the lowest proportion 

of children alone after school and there were similar rates across locations for adults 
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present at the home after school.  There were also mixed findings for family history of 

the problem behavior.  Huntington Park had the lowest, albeit slightly, high school 

graduation rate across locations; however, adults in Huntington Park did not appear to be 

more involved in crime than in other locations.  The indicators of family conflict 

(domestic violence calls, divorce rates, children in foster care and grandparents raising 

grandchildren) were actually quite a bit lower for Huntington Park, suggesting this area is 

less of a concern.  Thus, evidence-based approaches in Huntington Park targeting the 

family domain should primarily focus on improving family management practices.  

School Domain  

 There were two risk factors measured in the school domain; academic failure and 

lack of commitment to school.  The risk factor of greatest concern appeared to be 

academic failure in elementary school due to elevated rates of children scoring below 

proficient in both English Language and Math STAR test results across all grades in the 

community.  There were mixed results for lack of commitment to school. Although 

truancy rates were extremely high in the community of Huntington Park, the levels of 

plans for higher education were similar across locations.  However, Huntington Park, as 

well as L.A. County, did have slightly lower graduation rates than California.  

Consequently, in the school domain, the evidence-based approaches should focus on 

reducing academic failure and truancy rates while increasing graduation rates.  

Peer and Individual Domain 

 There were indicators gathered to measure seven risk factors in the peer and 

individual domain.  Early and persistent antisocial behavior appeared to be most relevant 

for Huntington Park due to the high percentage of students who reported having hit or 
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pushed others and teachers perceiving harassment or bullying to be a problem at their 

elementary schools.  Friends who engage in the problem behavior was also among the 

elevated indicators.  Children in LAUSD had the lowest pro-social peer scores and 

slightly higher percentage of children had friends who got in trouble most of the time.  

Early initiation of the problem behavior appeared to also be of some concern due to the 

higher percentage of LAUSD elementary school teachers who reported disruptive 

behavior to be a problem at their school.  

There were mixed findings for favorable attitude toward the problem behaviors.  

A higher percentage of LAUSD students reported that having 5 or more drinks a week 

would cause no harm; however, there was little differences among locations in the 

proportion of students who reported disapproval of weapon or cigarette use.  

Rebelliousness and alienation, gang involvement, and constitutional factors were of less 

concern since the Huntington Park rates on all indicators where similar when compared 

to other locations.  Thus, the peer and individual domain evidence-based approaches 

should focus on early and persistent antisocial behavior, friends who engage in the 

problem behavior, and early initiation of problem behavior.  

Salient Risk Factors for Huntington Park 

 Evidence-based approaches in Huntington Park will need to be comprehensive 

and strategies should target all domains since each domain had elevated risk factors that 

should be addressed.  Overall, it appears that the most salient risk factors are transition 

and mobility, low neighborhood attachment and community disorganization, extreme 

economic deprivation, family management problems, academic failure beginning in late 
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elementary school, early and persistent antisocial behavior, friends who engage in the 

problem behavior and early initiation of the problem behavior.  

Implications for Social Work Practice  

 Adolescent problem behaviors can be reduced and prevented with the help of a 

community risk assessment since this type of assessment can aid in the development and 

implementation of services for the community.  A community risk assessment helps 

identify disparity in risk factors between underserved communities, such as Huntington 

Park, and the surrounding communities.  The identification of salient risk factors can lead 

to matching services that target specific needs, ultimately reducing and preventing 

adolescent problem behaviors.  Programs addressing the needs in the community can 

provide youth with opportunities to help build their capabilities rather than becoming 

engaged in delinquency and school dropout.  This community risk assessment should 

encourage social workers to further investigate various risk factors for Huntington Park.  

 One evidence-based program that has been found effective in addressing risk 

factors in the community domain is CASASTART (Center on Addiction and Substance 

Abuse Striving Together to Achieve Rewarding Tomorrows).  CASASTART targets 

extreme economic deprivation and low neighborhood attachment and community 

disorganization, risk factors of concern in this community (National Center on Addiction 

and Substance Abuse at Columbia University, 2004).  CASASTART addresses family 

economic needs by helping prevent utility shut-offs and eviction from homes.  The 

program also provides families with a case manager to create cohesion between families, 

police officers, social service agency workers, teachers and neighborhood to meet 

children’s needs (National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia 
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University, 2004; Harrell, Cavanagh, Harmon, Koper & Sridharan, 1997; Harrell, 

Cavanagh & Sridharan, 1998).  CASASTART’s program evaluation found that youth in 

families that participated in the program were less likely to report involvement in crime 

and association with delinquent peers (Harrell et al., 1998).  Additionally, youth were 

more likely to report family closeness and participation in community activities, such as 

drug prevention programs, when compared to other families (Harrell et al., 1997).  

 Another evidence-based program shown to target extreme economic deprivation 

is Job Corps (U.S. Department of Labor, 2003).  Job Corps is a job and education training 

program for at risk youth.  The program provides youth with preparations and career 

development to help them transition into a career in adulthood (U.S. Department of 

Labor, 2003).  A study on Job Corps found that participants of the program were more 

likely to earn a General Equivalency Diploma (GED) if they were out of school 

(Schochet, Burghardt & Glazerman, 2001).  Additionally, they found that participants 

were more likely to find higher-paying jobs with adequate benefits and less likely to 

receive public assistance and to be arrested (Schochet et al., 2001).  

 In the family domain, family management problems was the most concerning risk 

factor.  The evidence-based program designed to address family management problems, 

as well as early and persistent antisocial behavior, is The Incredible Years (Reid & 

Webster-Stratton, 2001).  The program uses research-based curriculum and trainers to 

educate children, parent and teachers on how to manage stress and techniques to address 

stressful situations.  Children attend a 22-week Dinosaur School Program where they are 

in a group with up to seven children and two therapists guiding discussion through 

fantasy play.  Parents attend group sessions with other parents to learn positive parenting 



 

 83 

interactions.  Teachers are taught the importance of encouragement and praise for 

children and various classroom management skills to manage children’s behavior 

problems (Reid & Webster-Stratton, 2001)..  

Studies have found that, in comparison to participants in comparison groups, the 

program participants significantly decreased disruptive behavior and increased their 

positive interactions with other children at school.  The studies also found that parents 

significantly increased their positive parent interactions with their children, such as 

praising and limit-setting techniques (Webster-Stratton, Reid & Hammond, 2001; 

Webster-Stratton, Reid & Hammond, 2004).  Teachers of program participants reported 

intervention children displayed significantly less aggressive behavior than the children of 

teachers who did implement Incredible Years’ techniques (Webster-Stratton, Reid & 

Hammond, 2001; Webster-Stratton, Reid & Hammond, 2004). 

 In the school domain, academic failure beginning in late elementary school was 

the risk factor found to be of greatest concern in the community.  The evidence-based 

program designed to address academic failure beginning in late elementary school, 

extreme economic deprivation, early and persistent antisocial behavior and low 

neighborhood attachment and community disorganization is the High/Scope Approach to 

Preschool Education (High/Scope); (Schweinhart, Barnes & Weikart, 1993; Schweinhart 

& Weikart, 1997).  The High/Scope pre-school program was designed to bridge the 

achievement gap for children born into poverty.  The program’s philosophical 

foundation, Jean Piaget’s child development theories, allows children to learn actively 

through the guidance of their teachers.  The program offers children the opportunity to 

bond with their school and teachers by actively participating in the program’s guiding 
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elements, for example planning, cleanup, and small- and large-group time.  In terms of 

the program’s effectiveness, adults who participated in this program as children were 

found to have earned higher high school grade-point averages and had higher high school 

graduation rates.  Furthermore, violent behavior was reduced by 50% and arrests were 

reduced by 40% (Schweinhart et al., 1993; Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997).  

 In the peer and individual domain, early and persistent antisocial behavior, friends 

who engage in the problem behavior and early initiation of the problem behavior were the 

risk factors of concern for the community.  A program that addresses these risk factors is 

the Strengthening Families Program: For Parents and Youth 10 to 14 (Spoth, Redmond & 

Shin, 2001).  The Strengthening Families Program offers families seven sessions for 

seven consecutive weeks where parents and youth learn skills separately the first hour 

then work together the second hour conducted by certified trainers (Iowa State University 

Extension, 2003).  The program seeks to teach parents skills that set limits and 

consequences with their children as well as focusing on family values that build family 

cohesion.  Youth are taught ways to set goals, resist peer pressure and manage stress 

(Iowa State University Extension, 2003).  An evaluation of the program found that, four 

years after completing the program, youth were less likely to report aggressive behavior 

and initiation of alcohol, cigarette or marijuana use (Spoth, Redmond & Shin, 2000; 

Spoth, Redmond & Shin, 2001).  

 Another evidence-based program shown to address early initiation of the problem 

behavior and early and persistent antisocial behavior risk factors is Big Brothers Big 

Sisters of America (BBBSA) (McGill, Mihalic & Grotpeter, 1997).  The program aims to 

provide youth with a mentor to assist with peer relationships, school performance and 
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healthy hobbies.  The mentors from the BBBSA provide youth with three to five hours of 

mentoring a week at school and at home.  This cohesive program meets with the parent, 

youth and the volunteer to address the needs and lifestyle of youth.  As far as the 

program’s effectiveness, a comparison group study of over 1,000 youth found that 

BBBSA youth participants felt more competent about doing schoolwork, skipped fewer 

classes and missed 50% fewer days of school (McGill et al., 1997; Tierney, Grossman & 

Resch, 1995).  Boys of color were 70% less likely to start drug use while girls of color 

had higher grade point averages after participating in BBBSA (McGill et al., 1997; 

Tierney et al., 1995).  

 The completion of this community risk assessment serves as a community-wide 

intervention to help reduce and prevent delinquency and school dropout.  This assessment 

provides information for social workers to educate stakeholders in the community so they 

can provide services that reduce problem behaviors.  Social workers can take lead in 

advocating for grants to fund evidence-based practices that promote protective factors 

and eliminate risk factors.  In addition to advocating for funds, social workers should 

partner with community stakeholders to influence policies that support funding for 

programs that fit the community’s needs.  Social workers can educate and mobilize 

stakeholders to influence policy and seek additional funding in the community.  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research  

 There were several limitations present in the study.  One of the limitations was 

that data for Huntington Park was not always available.  Data was gathered from district 

wide and regional surveys when data for the specific community was not available. 

Another limitation was that there was no resource assessment; therefore it is unknown 
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what programs are already in place in the Huntington Park community.  The CTC 

community risk assessment is also a community-wide effort where several people collect 

data and identify risk factors rather than just an individual researcher.  

Suggestions for future research include gathering data specifically for the 

Huntington Park to better understand risk factors that may be affecting the community.  

Future research should also invest in completing an inventory of already existing 

programs, which the CTC model refers to as a resource assessment so that there is an 

understanding of what risk factors are currently being addressed and service delivery 

gaps.  
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