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Previous research indicates that people ascribe less responsibility to juvenile offenders than adult offenders for
the crimes they have committed. Although assignment of responsibility to parents varies depending upon the
youth’s age, we know little about the role of other factors. The current study used randomized factorial vignettes
to examine whether the seriousness of the offense, peer involvement, and the offender's race, age, sex, and prior
record influence support for parental responsibility. We found that participants in our study placed substantial

responsibility on parents for dealing with juvenile offenders; however, support for punishing the parents was
low, while the importance attached to enrolling parents in training was high. Views on parental responsibility
were influenced by the age of the juvenile and the seriousness of the offense. The implications of these findings
and how they fit in with previous work are discussed.

1. Introduction

In the late 19th century, a separate justice system for juveniles
emerged in the United States. Following the parents patriae (“the state as
parent”) doctrine, the state assumed responsibility for re-educating
children, who were no longer tried and punished as adult offenders. The
underlying notion was that parents of court-involved children were not
fulfilling their responsibilities, requiring judicial authorities to act in
their stead (Tanenhaus, 2011). Another core assumption guiding the
foundation of the juvenile court was that children were not entirely
responsible for their criminal behavior and could be rehabilitated
(McShane & Williams, 2003). In the second half of the 20th century,
however, juvenile justice experienced an upheaval, first with the in-
troduction of procedural protections that shifted the court toward a
more adversarial process and later with an explicitly punitive turn
(Feld, 2017). To different degrees, states across the U.S. lowered the age
of criminal responsibility, created mandatory minimum sentences, and
enacted policies aimed at treating youths as adults (Muncie, 2008). This
renewed focus on punitive values and increased responsibility over-
shadowed the principles of protection and treatment that had guided

the creation of the juvenile justice system (Junger-Tas, 2008). Parallel
to this trend, increased emphasis on parental responsibility resulted in
the promulgation of laws holding parents responsible for their chil-
dren’s criminal behavior in the U.S. and elsewhere (Arthur, 2009;
Brank, Kucera, & Hays, 2005). In contrast to the widespread literature
examining public views on other juvenile justice policies (e.g.,
Applegate & Davis, 2006; Mears, Pickett, & Mancini, 2015; Moon,
Sundt, Cullen, & Wright, 2000; Pickett & Chiricos, 2012), few studies to
date have analyzed perceptions of parental responsibility in cases of
juvenile offenses. The current study contributes to filling this gap by
examining attributions of parental responsibility. Using a randomized
experimental design, we analyzed how multiple characteristics of
young offenders, and the offenses committed by them, affect percep-
tions of parental responsibility and preferences with regards to inter-
ventions aimed at their parents.

1.1. Public perceptions on parental responsibility

Parental responsibility laws refer to a wide variety of statutes that
attribute different degrees of responsibility to parents for the criminal
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behavior of their children (Harris, 2006). In the context of the United
States, Brank et al. (2005) identify three different types: civil liability
laws, criminal liability laws, and parental involvement statutes. Civil
liability laws allow victims to sue the parents of juveniles whose be-
havior results in property damage and/or personal injury. The second
type, criminal liability, allows criminal charges to be brought against
parents who contribute to the delinquency of their children. Under
parental involvement statutes, parents are held accountable for the
juveniles’ behavior through different strategies such as paying fines or
attending mandatory parenting classes. Therefore, parents can be held
responsible for acts of commission (i.e., when they contribute to the
offense) as well as acts of omission (i.e., when they fail to prevent the
offense from happening).

Despite the profusion of these laws across Western countries
(Arthur, 2009), little is known about public support for this form of
vicarious responsibility. One of the early studies conducted in the
United States showed considerable support for parental responsibility
(Brank & Weisz, 2004). The study, conducted in 1999 using a national
telephone survey, found that, after the juveniles, parents were identi-
fied as the most responsible party for the crime, preceding peers,
schools, and the media. Despite placing significant responsibility on
parents, respondents were less supportive of blaming and punishing
them. A later study combined global questions (including the ones
presented in the 1999 study) with specific cases presented in the form
of vignettes, to compare global and specific attitudes toward parental
responsibility (Brank, Hays, & Weisz, 2006). Consistent with previous
research in the area of punitive attitudes (Applegate, Cullen, & Fisher,
2002; Applegate, Cullen, Turner, & Sundt, 1996; Campregher & Jeglic,
2016), it was found that support for parental responsibility was higher
in response to global questions but diminished greatly when re-
spondents were presented with specific cases (Brank et al., 2006). This
was true for the degree of responsibility and blame attributed to the
parents, as well as the punishment that was considered appropriate for
them, with less endorsement of all forms of punishment in response to
the vignettes.

Studies conducted specifically with parents and juvenile offenders
suggest modest endorsements of parental accountability. In the study
conducted by White, Augoustinos, and Taplin (2007) in Australia,
parents considered that responsibility for the crime lay primarily within
the children, and not the parents, even when the child was in his or her
pre-teenage years (10 years of age). This finding has been echoed in the
United States, with parents holding juvenile offenders mainly re-
sponsible, regardless of their age (Brank, Greene, & Hochevar, 2011). In
addition, Brank and Lane’s (2008) study with juveniles in post-ad-
judication residential facilities revealed that juveniles generally did not
consider their parents to be responsible for their delinquent behavior.

Beyond legal accountability, there is evidence that parents are
considered responsible for their children’s transgressions. Studies in
multiple countries have found that lack of parental discipline is con-
sidered an important contributor to juvenile crime (Crime Survey for
England and Wales, 2016; Gabbidon & Boisvert, 2012) and improving
parenting an effective strategy to reduce juvenile delinquency (Haines,
2007; Hough & Roberts, 2004). In contrast, the public has expressed
skepticism about the ability of the juvenile justice system to fulfill this
task. In a study conducted in the UK, only 4% of respondents were very
confident that the juvenile justice system helps parents become more
responsible for their children (Hough & Roberts, 2004).

1.2. Correlates of public opinion on parental responsibility

Views on parental responsibility are influenced by case and re-
spondent characteristics. We begin by describing previous research
examining case characteristics followed by findings regarding re-
spondent attributes.

The case characteristic that has received the most attention in this
field of research has been the age of the juvenile. A study conducted
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with parents in Australia using factorial vignettes found that re-
spondents placed greater responsibility on older children when com-
pared to their younger counterparts (13-year-olds versus 10-year-olds)
(White et al., 2007). In a more recent series of studies, Brank et al.
(2011) examined the role of various case characteristics on public
opinion regarding parental responsibility. Across the studies, they
found that attributions of responsibility to the parents varied as a
function of the child’s age, with parents of younger children (i.e., 9- and
10-year-olds) deemed as more responsible than parents of older chil-
dren (13-, 16-, and 17-year-olds). Replicating the results of White
et al.’s (2007) study in Australia, Brank et al. (2011) found that U.S.
respondents placed more responsibility on older youths. These findings
are also consistent with previous research indicating that age affects
attributions of blame and guilt, perceptions of legal competence, and
sentence preferences for young offenders (Ghetti & Redlich, 2001;
McPhetres & Hughes, 2016; Scott, Reppucci, Antonishak, & Degennaro,
2006). Using factorial survey designs, previous studies have also found
that support for transferring juveniles to adult court and for more se-
vere sentences in general is higher when juveniles are described as
being older (Applegate & Davis, 2006; Applegate, Davis, & Cullen,
2009).

The evidence regarding the influence of variables other than age is
less consistent. In two of the three studies conducted by Brank et al.
(2011), personal injury offenses resulted in higher ratings of parental
responsibility when compared to property offenses. In contrast, White
et al. (2007) found no differences in responsibility ratings based on
whether the vignette described a property or a personal offense. They
found, however, that the severity of the offense influenced attributions
of responsibility, with high severity offenses resulting in increased re-
sponsibility of both juveniles and parents.

Inconsistent findings have also been observed for parental actions,
with one of the studies suggesting that parents described as having
committed, rather than omitted, actions (purchasing the fireworks or
shotguns used in the offense vs. failing to secure them) were considered
more responsible, while another study indicated no differences (Brank
et al., 2011). In another study (Brank et al., 2006), only the juvenile’s
premeditation in the case was manipulated, and it showed no effects on
attitudes toward holding the parents responsible. In addition, one of the
three studies conducted by Brank et al. (2011) manipulated multiple
characteristics of the juveniles, finding that ratings of parental re-
sponsibility were not influenced by prior record, premeditation, ser-
iousness of the crime, race, or gender of the offender. Despite the
number of factors manipulated in this research, only a small number of
options were examined within each factor, increasing the need to fur-
ther investigate the effects of case characteristics on public perceptions
about parental responsibility. For example, Brank et al. (2011) reported
differences in perceived responsibility for parents of younger (9-year-
olds) and older children (13- and 17-year-olds), but they found no
differences in responsibility ratings between the parents of the 13- and
17-year-olds, suggesting a non-linear effect.

The few studies that have analyzed how the characteristics of re-
spondents affect attributions of responsibility to parents have shown
that demographic variables do not account for much of the variation in
public opinion. In the study conducted by Brank and Weisz (2004)
using a national telephone survey and asking global questions (i.e.,
“parents are to blame when their child breaks the law”), respondents’
gender, race, and age were unrelated to opinions on blaming or pun-
ishing the parents. The only demographic variable that reached statis-
tical significance in their models was education, with higher levels of
education being associated with greater support for blaming and pun-
ishing parents. Similarly, a study conducted in the UK found limited
evidence that education, ethnicity, and age affected beliefs in parental
deficiency as a causal factor of juvenile crime (Collins, Cox, & Leonard,
2015). Later studies have shown inconsistent findings regarding gender.
In their study with college students using factorial surveys, Brank et al.
(2011) found that respondents’ gender did not affect attributions of
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responsibility to the parents or the juveniles. When the researchers
replicated the study with parents, however, they found that mothers
rated the parents of the hypothetical juvenile offender as more re-
sponsible than did fathers and placed significantly less responsibility on
the juveniles.

Despite many jurisdictions having parental responsibility laws that
hold parents accountable for the delinquent acts of their children, the
literature examining public views on this topic is scarce. To date, only a
handful of studies have been conducted, showing considerable support
for parental responsibility, but less endorsement of blame and punish-
ment. The age of the juveniles influences attributions of responsibility
to the parents, but the role of other case and offender characteristics
remains unclear.

1.3. The current study

The current study contributes to previous research by examining
how multiple characteristics of juvenile offenders and the offenses
committed by them affect perceptions of parental responsibility and
preferences for intervening with a young offender’s parents.
Specifically, it adds depth in this area by examining a wider range of
levels within each manipulated factor - juveniles’ age and race, prior
record, and offense type - and by adding a case characteristic not
considered in previous research examining parental responsibility: peer
involvement, an important correlate of youth engagement in de-
linquency (McGloin & Thomas, 2019). This study also expands on prior
research by examining three expressions of parental responsibility, in-
cluding the responsibility to deal with young offenders, as well as
support for parental training and punishment. Using an experimental
design, this research seeks to answer the following research questions:

Research question 1: What is the level of support for parental re-
sponsibility, parental training, and punishment?

Research question 2: Do the background characteristics of age,
sex, and race of juvenile offenders affect perceptions of parental re-
sponsibility and preferences for programs aimed at the parents?

Research question 3: Do the type of offense, its perceived ser-
iousness, and whether it was committed in a group affect perceptions of
and preferences for parental responsibility programs?

In addition, the current study contributes to the current knowledge
about the impact of personal characteristics on views regarding par-
ental responsibility. To do so, we incorporate a number of respondents’
variables not previously examined in studies on parental responsibility,
but importantly, which have shown associations with punishment
preferences, including fear of victimization and victimization risk
(Armborst, 2017), and exposure to prison (Rose & Clear, 2004).

2. Methods
2.1. Participants and procedure

The sample consisted of 662 college students attending two uni-
versities in the Southeastern United States." The average age of re-
spondents was 20.32 years (SD = 1.53). Most participants identified as
women (60.2%) and White (77.5%). Participants included freshman
(50.5%), sophomores (26.7%), juniors (15.3%), seniors (7.1%), and
others (0.5%). Nearly one in eight (13.3%) were criminology and
criminal justice majors. Data were collected during the fall of 2015,
using self-administered paper surveys. Questionnaires were distributed
in general education classes where students completed the survey in-
dependently either at the beginning or end of the class period.

! The research protocol was reviewed and approved by the Institutional
Review Boards at both universities.
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2.2. Design and measures

As we stated, one limitation of prior research in this area is ex-
amination of a limited set of juvenile offender characteristics that might
impact people’s views on parental responsibility. To address this
shortcoming, we employ the factorial vignette survey technique pio-
neered by sociologist Peter Rossi (Rossi & Nock, 1982). In this ap-
proach, respondents are presented with a brief scenario in which the
levels of multiple dimensions of details are randomly varied (Auspurg &
Hinz, 2015). The result is a set of vignettes that constitute a random
sample of all possible permutations of details, and the dimensions are
uncorrelated except by chance (Auspurg & Hinz, 2015). By asking for
respondents’ reactions to the vignettes, it is possible to model the extent
to which each dimension affects opinions. This technique has been
applied to many social issues (Wallander, 2009), and prior factorial
vignette studies have demonstrated that opinions on sentencing and
punishment are influenced by details such as crime type, prior criminal
record, and offender characteristics (e.g., Applegate & Davis, 2006;
Applegate et al., 2009; Jacoby & Cullen, 1998; Miller, Rossi, & Simpson,
1986; Vuk, Applegate, Ouellette, Bolin, & Aizpurua, 2019).

Using a factorial survey design, participants were randomly as-
signed to one hypothetical vignette depicting a juvenile offense. In each
vignette, the case characteristics of offense type and peer involvement,
and the offender characteristics of sex, age, race, and prior record, were
assigned randomly, and constant text (identical for all cases) was
added. The following is an example of one of these vignettes (ma-
nipulated factors are presented in italics):

D.R., a 17-year-old Hispanic female youth is charged with harassing
someone by uploading embarrassing pictures, threatening them, and
spreading rumors to humiliate the person. She committed this crime
with some friends. D.R. has been in trouble with the law in the past for
serious crimes.

2.2.1. Independent variables

The key independent variables are derived from the six dimensions
used in the construction of the vignettes. These include offender age (8,
9,10, 11, 12,13, 14, 15, 16, and 17), race (White, Black, Hispanic, and
Asian), sex (male, female), offending history (no prior record, minor
crimes, and serious crimes), peer involvement (whether the crime was
committed alone or with other people), and offense type, which ranged
from violent felonies to petty offenses and status offenses. The exact
wording for each offense and shortened labels that we use below are
provided in Appendix A.

In addition to the vignette dimensions, we also included perceived
offense seriousness as a possible predictor. Although we did not directly
manipulate crime seriousness as part of the randomized factorial de-
sign, it has long been established that perceived seriousness varies by
crime type (Stylianou, 2003). As a result, seriousness may be considered
an extension of the instant offense, which was randomized. Im-
mediately following the vignette, we asked respondents: “In your opi-
nion, how serious is D.R.’s crime?” The respondents answered this
question using a 7-point Likert-type scale, ranging from not at all serious
(1) to very serious (7).

2.2.2. Dependent variables

Following the description of the case, participants were asked to
indicate how much D.R.’s parents should be held “responsible for
dealing with D.R.” (general responsibility). Response options ranged
from 1 (not at all responsible) to 7 (very responsible). To compare the
degree of responsibility attributed to the parents with that assigned to
other institutions, participants were also asked to rate the responsibility
attributed to schools, child protection services, community organiza-
tions, the juvenile justice system, and the adult justice system, using the
same 7-point response scale. In addition, participants were asked to rate
the importance of two different responses: a) punishing the parents and
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b) providing them with training. These variables were measured using a
7-point Likert-type scale, with higher scores indicating greater im-
portance (1 = not at all important, 7 = very important).

2.2.3. Control variables

In addition to the independent variables, in the multivariate models
several personal characteristics were included as control variables: re-
spondents’ sex (male, female), age (measured in years), race (White,
non-White), class standing, and major (criminology or criminal justice,
other). Since victimization and fear of crime affect criminal justice at-
titudes (Singer et al., 2019), we also controlled for fear of victimization
and perceived victimization risk. Fear of victimization was measured
using a 7-point scale representing responses to a question about how
much the respondent felt afraid that he or she might become a victim of
a crime in their everyday life, where 1 indicated “not at all afraid” and 7
was anchored by “very afraid” (M = 3.20, SD = 1.52). Perceived
likelihood of victimization is an index composed of the mean of six
items assessing perceived likelihood of being a victim of six different
crimes in the next year. Response options for these items ranged from
not at all likely (1) to very likely (7). The values of the scale ranged from
1.00 to 6.33 (M = 2.74, SD = 1.10), and the Cronbach’s a coefficient
was 0.81. The last two control variables assessed vicarious exposure to
prison. The first question asked respondents whether anyone in their
immediate family ever served time in prison or jail (15.0% yes), while
the second asked respondents to estimate what percentage of people
from the neighborhood where they attended high school had served
time in prison (M = 14.3%, SD = 14.65).

2.3. Analytic strategy

The analysis proceeded in three steps. First, descriptive statistics,
bivariate correlations, and means for the dependent variables were
calculated. These tests provided information about the overall percep-
tion of parental responsibility, as well as the perceived importance of
punishing and providing training to the parents. Paired t-tests were
performed to compare the level of responsibility attributed to the par-
ents when compared with the other five institutions. To estimate the
magnitude of these differences, effect sizes were calculated using
Cohen’s d. Bivariate correlations between the two responses aimed at
the parents (punishment and training) shed light on whether the im-
portance assigned to one was related to the importance attached to the
other and the extent to which these responses were associated with the
responsibility attributed to the parents.

Next, we computed analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine as-
sociations between the manipulated factors and the dependent vari-
ables. To control for multiple testing error, a Bonferroni correction was
applied. Finally, Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression models were
estimated to further examine the effects of the explanatory and control
variables on the three measures of parental responsibility. Collinearity
diagnostics revealed no multicollinearity issues (variance inflation
factors for all variables were below 3) and no severe outliers were found
in any of the models. However, there was evidence of hetero-
skedasticity among the residuals. For this reason, the models were es-
timated using robust standard errors. Post hoc power analyses were
conducted to evaluate the statistical power of the regression models.
These analyses indicated that, in all three models, power exceeded 0.99
to detect medium effects. Since the dependent variables were Likert-
type measures (unipolar, with seven points), these analyses were sup-
plemented by non-parametric tests (Wilcoxon matched-pairs rank test,
Spearman correlations, Kruskal-Wallis test, and ordinal regression
models). The consistency between the results produced by linear and
non-linear approaches and the easier interpretation of the linear ana-
lyses led us to report the former in the text and provide the non-para-
metric analyses in Appendix B.

The loss of information from missing data was small; variables used
in the analysis had a relatively small number of missing data (range: 0%
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Table 1
Comparison of responsibility attributed to parents versus other institutions.
Comparisons M SD t df Cohen’s d
Parents vs 5.54 1.64 11.76%** 639 0.47
Juvenile justice system 4.53 1.95
Parents vs 5.53 1.64 24.33%** 640 0.96
Child protection services 3.52 1.91
Parents vs 5.53 1.64 30.59%** 641 1.21
Schools 3.34 1.66
Parents vs 5.55 1.63 33.70%** 634 1.34
Community organizations 2.94 1.58
Parents vs 5.53 1.64 31.87%** 642 1.26
Adult system 2.53 1.73

Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; t = t-test: df = degrees of freedom.
**¥p < 0.001.

to 3.6%, with mean of 0.99% and SD = 1.30). The full sample for the
regression analyses resulted in a total loss of 37 observations (5.6%) for
the parental responsibility model and 42 observations (6.3%) for the
two other models (interventions aimed at the parents).

3. Results
3.1. Perceptions of and preferences for parental responsibility

A majority of respondents believed that parents were responsible for
dealing with their child (M = 5.53, SD = 1.64). In fact, parents were
attributed greater responsibility than any other institution, including
the juvenile justice system (M = 4.53, SD = 1.95), child protection
services (M = 3.52, SD = 1.91), schools (M = 3.34, SD = 1.66),
community organizations (M = 2.94, SD = 1.58), and the adult justice
system (M = 2.53, SD = 1.73). As indicated in Table 1, paired t-tests
showed significant differences for each pair of variables (p < 0.001),
indicating that participants assigned the parents of juvenile offenders
more responsibility than any other institution. Effect sizes were large in
all cases, except for the differences between the responsibility attrib-
uted to the parents and the juvenile justice system, where the effect size
was medium (Cohen’s d = 0.47).

When analyzing the reactions to the responses aimed at parents, we
found that respondents perceived that providing training (M = 4.92,
SD = 1.84) was markedly more important than punishing parents for
their child’s actions (M = 2.78, SD = 1.70). This difference was sta-
tistically significant (t = 26.99, df = 636, p < 0.001), and the effect
size was large (Cohen’s d = 1.07). Fig. 1 reports the percent of re-
spondents who selected each answer option on the 7-point continua of
responsibility and importance, showing the same pattern of favoring
training over punishment.

Parental responsibility was positively related to the two responses
aimed at the parents: punishing them (r = 0.26, p < 0.001), and
providing them with training (r = 0.39, p < 0.001). Moreover, these
two policy responses were positively correlated with each other,
r = 0.36 (p < 0.001), suggesting that respondents simultaneously
support punitive and non-punitive options, but they are distinct do-
mains of parental responsibility.

3.2. Parental responsibility and vignette dimensions

As displayed in Table 2, there were no significant differences by sex,
race/ethnicity, or peer involvement for any of the outcome variables.
The age of the offender was negatively related to the importance as-
signed to punishing the parents (r = —0.17, p < 0.001), and to
providing them with training (r = —0.19, p < 0.001). Paradoxically,
the negative association between juveniles’ age and parental responsi-
bility was very small and did not reach statistical significance
(r = —0.07, p = 0.098). Criminal history resulted in significantly
different attributions of responsibility toward the parents, F(2,
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640) = 3.32, p = 0.037, n® = 0.01. Post hoc analysis showed that
participants viewed the parents of children without a criminal history
as more responsible than the parents of children who had committed

Children and Youth Services Review 114 (2020) 105023

ONotatall 02 O3 04 @5 @6 W Very

Parental responsibility

Punishment

Training

minor crimes (p < 0.05).
The offense type was statistically significant for the two responses
aimed at the parents. Punishment was rated as most important when

Fig. 1. Parental responsibility and support for responses aimed at the parents (%).

Table 2
Relationship between vignette dimensions and perceived parental responsibility, importance of parental punishment, and importance of parental training.
Parental responsibility Punishment Training

Dimension M (SD) t/F M (SD) t/F M (SD) t/F

Sex
Male 5.45(1.67) 1.22 2.68(1.69) 1.45 4.84(1.91) 1.13
Female 5.61(1.61) 2.88(1.71) 5.00(1.76)

Age
8 5.60 (1.60) 1.02 3.16 (1.85) 4.68%** 5.24 (1.70) 3.37%**
9 5.89 (1.51) 3.66 (1.77) 17 < 8 5.40 (1.46) (16,17 < 9)
10 5.57 (1.65) 2.93 (1.67) (11,12,13 < 9) 5.36 (1.77) (16,17 < 10)
11 5.33 (2.03) 2.40 (1.62) (1617 < 9) 4.93 (1.96)
12 5.60 (1.43) 2.49 (1.63) 5.00 (1.71)
13 5.58 (1.66) 2.52 (1.73) 4.67 (1.68)
14 5.31 (1.78) 3.00 (1.52) 4.84 (2.14)
15 5.73 (1.28) 2.82 (1.50) 5.05 (1.87)
16 5.33 (1.65) 2.49 (1.71) 4.28 (1.89)
17 5.27 (1.67) 2.17 (1.51) 4.17 (1.91)

Race/Ethnicity
White 5.60(1.66) 0.91 2.84(1.73) 0.52 4.73(1.82) 0.89
Black 5.52(1.66) 2.84(1.68) 5.06(1.78)
Hispanic 5.36(1.79) 2.64(1.63) 4.90(1.85)
Asian 5.64(1.44) 2.81(1.76) 4.98(1.90)

Offending history
None 5.77(1.47) 3.32% 2.79(1.76) 0.01 4.77(1.84) 2.18
Minor crimes 5.36(1.74) (N > MQ) 2.79(1.65) 4.83(1.87)
Serious crimes 5.49(1.67) 2.77(1.71) 5.12(1.79)

Offense
Stealing clothes 5.26(1.56) 1.54 2.42(1.63) 2.34* 4.29(2.07) 2.89"
Auto arson 5.45(1.50) 3.05(1.57) (DWL > SC) 5.13(1.55) (RP > SC)
Robbery (pushing) 5.72(1.63) 2.88(1.70) 5.46(1.60) (RA > SC)
Robbery (bat) 5.74(1.49) 3.04(1.74) 5.29(1.70)
Running away 5.83(1.51) 2.67(1.55) 5.38(1.61)
Driving without a license 5.91(1.35) 3.47(2.01) 4.89(1.88)
Smoking marijuana 5.41(1.82) 2.48(1.60) 4.53(2.02)
Selling marijuana 5.41(1.73) 2.79(1.76) 4.81(1.89)
Facebook impersonation 5.14(1.97) 2.60 (1.65) 4.71(1.91)
Online harassment 5.44(1.67) 2.48(1.60) 4.73(1.81)

Peer involvement
Alone 5.60(1.59) 1.02 2.87(1.72) 1.22 4.93(1.88) 0.24
With Friends 5.46(1.69) 2.70(1.69) 4.90(1.81)

Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; N = none; MC = minor crimes; DWL = driving without a license; SC

RA =

running away.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

= stealing clothes; RP = robbery (pushing);
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the offense committed was driving without a license (M = 3.47,
SD = 2.01), and least important when it consisted of stealing clothes
(M = 2.42, SD = 1.63). Bonferroni post hoc comparisons revealed that
this difference was significant (p < 0.05). There was a significant ef-
fect of offense type on the importance assigned to training as well, F(9,
628) = 2.89,p < 0.01, n? = 0.05. Specifically, participants viewed
training as more important when the offense was running away from
home or robbing someone without using a weapon compared to
stealing clothes (p < 0.05).

3.3. Multivariate analyses

The influence of the aforementioned factors on each of the outcome
variables was analyzed using OLS regression models, while controlling
for the seriousness of the offense and respondents’ personal character-
istics. The unstandardized regression coefficients, their robust standard
errors, and 95% confidence intervals can be found in Table 3. In Model
1, predictors of parental responsibility were investigated. This model
was found to be statistically significant (F[30, 594] = 1.88,p < 0.01),
although the amount of explained variance was minimal (adjusted
R? = 0.04). Criminal history remained significant in the multivariate
analysis, with participants seeing the parents of juveniles with previous
minor offenses as less responsible than parents of juveniles with no
prior records (b = —0.36, 95% CI = —0.68, —0.04). The offense type
was the only other vignette dimension that influenced respondents’
views of parental responsibility. Compared to shoplifting, running away
from home increased the responsibility attributed to the parents
(b = 0.67, 95% CI = 0.11, 1.24). Notably, offenders’ sex, age, race/
ethnicity, and peer involvement did not alter perceptions of parental
responsibility. Two other predictors of attributions of parental respon-
sibility emerged as statistically significant. As shown in Table 3, parents
were seen as more responsible as the perceived seriousness of their
child’s offense increased (b = 0.18, 95% CI = 0.07, 0.29). In addition,
sophomores, juniors, and seniors attributed more responsibility to the
parents than did freshmen (b = 0.60, 95% CI = 0.20, 1.00; b = 0.83,
95% CI = 0.32, 1.33; b = 0.89, 95% CI = 0.15, 1.63, respectively).

A second OLS model was estimated to predict the perceived im-
portance of punishing parents for the crimes of their children. This
model was significant (F[30, 589] = 3.88, p < 0.01), explaining a
larger amount of variance than the previous one (adjusted R? = 0.117).
Consistent with the bivariate analysis, offenders’ age was a significant
predictor of the importance attached to punishment. The parents were
seen as deserving more punishment when the child was described as
younger (b = —0.10, 95% CI = —0.14, —0.05). Moreover, partici-
pants saw punishment as more important when the offense was driving
without a license or running away, as opposed to shoplifting (b = 0.87,
95% CI = 0.26, 1.48 and b = 0.62, 95% CI = 0.07, 1.17, respectively).
The other vignette dimensions (offenders’ sex, race/ethnicity, criminal
history, and peer involvement), however, failed to achieve a significant
association with the outcome. In contrast, a positive relationship was
found between the perceived seriousness of the crime and the im-
portance attached to punishing the parents (b = 0.34, 95% CI = 0.23,
0.45). Remarkably, ratings of the importance of punishment did not
vary by any of the respondents’ personal characteristics.

The final model predicting the emphasis on providing parent
training was also statistically significant (F[30, 589] = 3.89,
p < 0.001) and explained roughly 12% of the variance in the outcome
variable (adjusted R? = 0.123). The child’s age was negatively asso-
ciated with the importance attributed to parental training (b = —0.11,
95% CI = —0.16, —0.07). Training ratings were higher for juveniles
with serious prior crimes than those with no criminal history (b = 0.35,
95% CI = 0.00, 0.69). There was no significant difference, however,
between children with no criminal history and those who had been in
trouble with the law for minor crimes. The last vignette dimension to
attain statistical significance in this model was offense type.
Respondents who read the condition describing the robbery involving
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pushing were more supportive of parental training than those who read
the condition in which the youth committed shoplifting (b = 0.96, 95%
CI = 0.30, 1.61). In addition, respondents indicated that parental
training was more important when the child ran away from home,
when compared with shoplifting (b = 1.23, 95% CI = 0.62, 1.83).
Perceived seriousness was also significant, indicating that individuals
who considered the offense to be more serious rated training as more
important (b = 0.23, 95% CI = 0.12, 0.34). College level and gender
were the only control variables that were significantly associated with
training. Findings indicate that sophomores, juniors, and seniors tended
to rate training as more important than freshmen did (b = 0.50, 95%
CI = 0.03, 0.97; b = 0.65, 95% CI = 0.01, 1.29; b = 0.93, 95%
CI = 0.11, 1.76). In contrast, male students expressed less support for
parental training than their female counterparts (b = —0.35, 95%
CI = —0.64, —0.06).

4. Discussion

Previous research indicates that people believe parents should be
held responsible for the wrongdoing of their children and that the age
of juvenile offenders affects the degree of responsibility attributed to
the parents (Brank et al., 2011; White et al., 2007). The current study
adds to the limited research in this area by examining perceptions and
preferences regarding parental responsibility using hypothetical sce-
narios in which multiple characteristics of the juvenile and the offense
were randomized. In this way, we were able to assess the independent
effect of each characteristic on respondents’ views of holding parents
responsible for the delinquency of their child.

The answer to Research Question 1 reveals that participants held
parents largely accountable for dealing with their children after they
had committed a crime or status offense. Lower on the list was the
juvenile justice system, followed by child protection services, schools,
community organizations, and the adult criminal justice system. That
is, across the cases, respondents assigned more responsibility to parents
for managing their child than the juvenile justice system. This finding
agrees with and builds on previous research indicating that, in addition
to juveniles themselves, parents are considered the party most re-
sponsible for youths’ criminal activity (Brank et al., 2006, 2011; Brank
& Weisz, 2004). Despite high attributions of parental responsibility, the
proposed interventions involving parents received varying degrees of
support, with training parents considered significantly more important
than punishing them. This result concurs with previous research in-
dicating that blaming parents, and support for their punishment, is
rather low (Brank et al., 2006; Brank & Weisz, 2004). Although in-
dividuals place a certain degree of responsibility on parents, this ap-
pears to translate into a preference for non-punitive responses.

Our respondents’ preference for parental training over punishment
parallels a consistent finding that the public generally embraces a ba-
lanced approach to youthful offenders and often prioritizes juvenile
rehabilitation over punitive sanctions for juvenile offenders (Applegate,
2020; Mears et al., 2015). Moreover, it suggests the existence of policy
space for addressing juvenile crime by building parenting compe-
tencies. We find this encouraging in light of compelling empirical evi-
dence that parent training programs can effectively prevent de-
linquency as well as reduce recidivism among previously adjudicated
youths (Farrington & Welsh, 2007).

Participants rated both types of actions aimed at parents (punish-
ment and training) less important as children age. Interestingly, attri-
butions of responsibility to parents for dealing with their children did
not vary depending on the children’s age (Research Question 2). This
finding contrasts with the previous literature, which has consistently
reported a negative relationship between the age of juveniles and per-
ceptions of parental responsibility for their children’s conduct (Brank
et al., 2011; White et al., 2007). In our research, the assignment of
responsibility to the parents for dealing with their children did not vary
across the wide range of ages manipulated in the vignettes (8-17 years
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Table 3
OLS regression models predicting parental responsibility and interventions.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Parental responsibility Punishment Training
Variables b (RSE) 95% CI b (RSE) 95% CI b (RSE) 95% CI
Vignette dimensions
Sex (male) —0.162 (0.131) —0.420,0.096 —0.205 (0.130) —0.461, 0.050 —0.230 (0.142) —0.508, 0.048
Age —0.027 (0.022) —0.071,0.017 —0.095 (0.022)** —0.139, —0.052 —0.114 (0.024)** —0.162, —0.066
Race®
Black —0.153 (0.189) —0.525, 0.218 —0.056 (0.197) —0.443, 0.331 0.308 (0.203) —0.090, 0.706
Hispanic —0.200 (0.192) —0.577,0.178 —0.150 (0.185) —0.513, 0.213 0.283 (0.198) —0.105, 0.672
Asian 0.031 (0.180) —0.323,0.385 0.004 (0.191) —0.370, 0.379 0.274 (0.203) —0.125, 0.673
Offending history®
Minor prior crimes —0.358 (0.162)* —0.677,-0.039 —0.037 (0.165) —0.362, 0.288 0.162 (0.179) —0.189, 0.512
Serious prior crimes —0.288 (0.166) —0.613,0.038 —0.104 (0.165) —0.428,0.219 0.348 (0.176)* 0.002, 0.694
Type of offense”
Auto arson —0.258 (0.315) —0.877,0.361 —0.020 (0.315) —0.639, 0.599 0.356 (0.348) —0.328, 1.040
Robbery (pushing) 0.254 (0.297) —0.329,0.836 0.271 (0.308) —0.334, 0.875 0.955 (0.334)** 0.299, 1.610
Robbery (bat) 0.044 (0.301) —0.546,0.635 0.021 (0.306) —0.580, 0.622 0.457 (0.338) —0.207, 1.121
Running away 0.674 (0.287)* 0.112,1.237 0.619 (0.282)* 0.066, 1.172 1.226 (0.307)** 0.624, 1.828
Driving without a license 0.468 (0.277) —0.076,1.012 0.867 (0.312)** 0.255, 1.479 0.375 (0.339) —0.291, 1.041
Smoking marijuana 0.390 (0.312) —0.223,1.004 0.476 (0.271) —0.057, 1.008 0.394 (0.353) —0.299, 1.087
Selling marijuana 0.151 (0.292) —0.422,0.725 0.309 (0.252) —0.186, 0.804 0.377 (0.323) —0.257, 1.010
Facebook impersonation —0.111(0.316) —0.731, 0.508 0.307 (0.253) —0.189, 0.803 0.486 (0.338) —0.178, 1.150
Online harassment 0.071 (0.291) —0.501,0.643 —0.052 (0.259) —0.560, 0.457 0.250 (0.313) —0.365, 0.864
Peer involvement (with friends) —0.101 (0.133) —0.362,0.159 —0.067 (0.135) —0.332,0.197 0.065 (0.144) —0.218, 0.348
Seriousness perception 0.176 (0.057)** 0.065,0.288 0.342 (0.056)** 0.231,0.452 0.230 (0.057)** 0.117, 0.343
Respondent characteristics
Sex (male) —0.047 (0.142) —0.325,0.231 —0.048 (0.140) —0.322,0.227 —0.350 (0.149)* —0.642, —0.058
Age —0.073 (0.081) —0.232,0.086 —0.028 (0.066) —0.157,0.101 —0.027 (0.081) —0.187, 0.132
Race (White) 0.088 (0.189) —0.283,0.459 —0.118 (0.176) —0.463,0.227 0.096 (0.170) —0.238, 0.430
Class standing’
Sophomore 0.601 (0.204)** 0.201,1.001 0.225 (0.222) —0.210,0.660 0.499 (0.238)* 0.031, 0.966
Junior 0.826 (0.257)** 0.321,1.331 0.358 (0.289) —0.210,0.926 0.650 (0.326)* 0.010, 1.290
Senior 0.888 (0.378)* 0.146,1.631 0.569 (0.424) —0.263,1.402 0.934 (0.418)* 0.113, 1.755
Major (Criminology) —0.092 (0.194) —0.473,0.290 0.348 (0.191) —0.026,0.722 —0.116 (0.210) —0.529, 0.298
Housing (on campus) 0.108 (0.180) —0.244,0.461 —0.084 (0.209) —0.494,0.326 —0.085 (0.220) —0.518, 0.348
Fear of victimization —0.034 (0.055) —0.143,0.075 —0.013 (0.053) —0.117,0.092 0.011 (0.054) —0.096, 0.117
Perceived victimization risk —0.000 (0.072) —0.142,0.141 —0.003 (0.069) —0.140, 0.133 —0.027 (0.073) —0.170, 0.116
Neighborhood prison —0.000 (0.005) —0.010,0.010 —0.002 (0.005) —0.012, 0.008 —0.008 (0.006) —0.019, 0.003
Family member in prison (yes) —0.117 (0.196) —0.502,0.267 —0.214 (0.203) —0.613, 0.185 —0.145 (0.208) —0.553, 0.262
Constant 6.646 (1.675)** 3.356,9.935 3.312 (1.369)* 0.624,6.000 5.260 (1.680)** 1.961, 8.559
N 625 620 620
Adjusted R? 0.040 0.117 0.123

Note: b = unstandardized regression coefficients; RSE = robust standard errors; CI = confidence intervals.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
@ Reference category for race is White.
b Reference category for type of offense is shoplifting.
Reference category for offending history is no prior record.
Reference category for college level is freshmen.

old). Respondents, regardless of the juvenile’s age, believed that parents
were responsible for dealing with their child’s behavior. This para-
doxical finding resembles previous research pointing to the complex
relationship between offenders’ ages and public preferences. In an early
study, Ghetti and Redlich (2001) found that the ages of young offenders
affected perceptions of blameworthiness and legal competence but did
not impact sentence recommendations. Similarly, McPhetres and
Hughes’ findings (2016) reveal that, while more blame and guilt were
attributed to older juveniles, endorsements of sentence lengths were
unaffected by age. Our results support this complexity by showing that
the youth’s age did not affect views on parental responsibility but did
have effects on preferences regarding the punishment and training of
parents. More research is needed to better understand how and under
what circumstances the juvenile’s age, a key variable in the develop-
ment of the juvenile justice system, shapes public opinion and pre-
ferences.

This study supports past findings (Brank et al., 2011) suggesting no

differences in attributions of parental responsibility based on the race
or the gender of the juvenile depicted in the vignettes (Research
Question 2). In contrast, the perceived seriousness of the case con-
sistently affected perceptions and preferences with regard to parental
involvement. As the perceived seriousness of the youth’s behavior in-
creased, parents were deemed more responsible as well as more de-
serving of punishment, and more in need of training. These findings
corroborate existing research conducted with parents, in which high-
severity offenses resulted in increased assignments of responsibility to
parents (White et al., 2007). However, other studies conducted with
college students have found that the seriousness of the offense did not
have a consistent effect (Brank et al., 2011), calling for further research
in this area.

Our examination of the possible impact of peer involvement re-
vealed that whether the offense was committed alone or with other
individuals did not influence responsibility attributions (Research
Question 3). Thus, respondents held parents equally responsible
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regardless of whether their child acted alone or in a situation that may
have involved pressure from their peers. This finding merits con-
sideration when viewed in the light of substantial evidence that delin-
quent peers are one of the strongest, most consistent predictors of de-
linquency (McGloin & Thomas, 2019) and suggestions that parenting
deficits and association with delinquent peers interact to produce an-
tisocial behavior among adolescents (Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey,
1989). Our respondents expected parents to govern their children re-
gardless of peer involvement in their delinquent act, but we did not
examine the relative responsibility that people attribute to peers versus
parents. Such an investigation may be a useful addition to the literature.

The type of offense, a final dimension that we randomized in the
vignettes, did have some impact on responses (Research Question 3).
Parents were seen as being more responsible for their children running
away as opposed to the scenario describing shoplifting. Moreover, cases
of running away resulted in increased importance being attached to
both punishing parents and providing them with training. Other types
of crimes did not consistently influence attributions of parental re-
sponsibility and preferences for interventions aimed at parents. At this
point, it is unclear why people would hold parents more responsible for
their child running away than for other crimes. We can speculate,
however, that running away may uniquely raise a desire for parental
accountability because it implies, in a way that other offenses do not,
that the youth had been overtly seeking separation from his or her
parents.

Among the respondents’ demographic variables, only gender had a
significant effect and only on one of our outcomes—the perceived im-
portance of training. Female respondents placed more emphasis on
training than did male respondents. Our findings of a limited effect of
gender and that no other respondent demographic characteristics were
significantly related to opinions is consistent with previous research
indicating that demographic variables are not strong predictors of
parental blaming or support for their punishment (Brank & Weisz,
2004). Notably, our null results in this area are also consistent with the
broader literature on public attitudes toward responses to crime. That
is, studies often reveal no significant relationships between opinions
about criminal justice policies and respondents’ demographic char-
acteristics. When group differences are reported, they are commonly
small and a matter of intensity rather than direction (Applegate, 2020;
Cullen, Fisher, & Applegate, 2000). Other variables not included in
prior studies, such as perceived risk and fear of victimization, were also
not significant in any of the models, suggesting that fear is not driving
support for parental responsibility. This result comports with recent
studies indicating that fear of crime and perceived risk have no effect on
views about juvenile-specific sanctions (Welch, Butler, & Gertz, 2019).

Despite the contributions of the study to better understanding fac-
tors shaping attributions of parental responsibility, limitations of our
research should be noted. The participants comprised a non-random
sample of college students from two universities located in the south-
eastern region of the U.S. Although the use of college student samples is
common in experimental social science research, broadly, we should
expect our sample to be more homogeneous and differ in relevant as-
pects when compared to the general population (education level, race/
ethnicity...), which raises questions about generalizability. A more
specific limitation that emerges from studying this group has to do with
the possible influence of parental status. Under the assumption that we
would find little variation, we did not measure whether our respondents
had children of their own. Because previous research points to potential
differences between parents and non-parents regarding notions and
predictors of parental responsibility (Brank et al., 2011), future studies
should control for this variable. It would also be productive to seek to
replicate our findings using random samples from the general popula-
tion. While acknowledging the generalizability limitations, the
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experimental design used guarantees a high degree of internal validity,
allowing us to ascertain how the factors manipulated affect attributions
of parental responsibility.

Researchers may also consider including additional variables in
their models, such as the number of children and their ages, and in-
dicators of social values including political orientation, religiosity, so-
cial anxiety, authoritarianism, and racial animus, which have emerged
as important predictors across several domains of public opinion to-
ward responses to offending (Brank & Weisz, 2004; Brown & Socia,
2017; Gerber & Jackson, 2016; Mears et al., 2015; Unnever & Cullen,
2010; Unnever, Cullen, & Jonson, 2008; Welch et al., 2019). Finally, we
focused solely on people’s opinion on parental involvement. Important
complementary research should examine support for civil and criminal
liability for parents and the factors that impact these views. Throughout
this article we characterize training as a non-punitive response. How-
ever, we cannot rule out the possibility that respondents viewed it
otherwise, particularly if they believed that this initiative may be
mandatory. Further, the history of justice interventions reveals that
benevolent intentions have not always resulted in supportive practices
(Rothman, 2002).

Despite the limitations cited, the current study adds to the scarce
literature in this area by analyzing the effects of multiple case and of-
fenders’ characteristics on perceptions of parental responsibility.
Factors included in previous research were examined in more depth by
including additional levels (juvenile’s age, race, and criminal history, as
well as offense type) and new variables were incorporated into the
vignettes (peer involvement). Results indicate that age influences pre-
ferences for interventions aimed at parents, while offense severity in-
fluences both preferences and levels of responsibility attributed to the
parents. This study is the first to examine public support for parental
training, a form of parental involvement required in multiple statutes
(Brank et al., 2005), and has revealed nuances in views regarding
parental responsibility. Considering that parental responsibility laws
have been widely embraced in the United States and European coun-
tries, it is important to understand public support for such laws as well
as the underlying factors for such support. This study is an attempt to
improve our understanding in this regard.

5. Conclusion

Using an experimental design, the current study assessed how the
characteristics of the offenses committed by juveniles and their own
characteristics affect perceptions of parental responsibility and the
importance attached to punitive and non-punitive responses aimed at
parents. The findings reveal substantial support for holding parents
accountable, favorable views of punishing parents for their children’s
misbehavior but stronger endorsement for parental education.
Although the public largely attributes crime to lack of discipline from
parents (Crime Survey for England and Wales, 2016), our research and
others indicate that support for parental responsibility does not equate
to parental blame and a strong desire for punishment (Brank & Weisz,
2004). Other institutions — the juvenile justice system, child protective
services, schools, community organizations, and the adult criminal
justice system — were also expected to be somewhat responsible for
“dealing with” juvenile delinquents. In this respect, our results suggest
that people still believe “it takes a village to raise a child” (Clinton,
1996; Moon, Cullen, & Wright, 2003, p. 32). The responsibility attrib-
uted to parents, however, outstripped each of these other groups,
showing the cultural primacy of parents in addressing juvenile crime
(Brank & Scott, 2012).
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Vignette offense possibilities.
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Vignette text

Short description

Putting on new clothes in a fitting room and leaving the store without paying for them
Intentionally setting fire to a car
Pushing someone down and taking their wallet and smartphone

Hitting someone with a baseball bat, causing them to lose consciousness, and taking their wallet and smartphone

Running away from home

Driving without a license

Smoking marijuana

Selling marijuana

Hacking the Facebook account of someone they know and pretending to be that person

Harassing someone by uploading embarrassing pictures, threatening them, and spreading rumors to humiliate the person

Stealing clothes

Auto arson

Robbery (pushing)
Robbery (bat)

Running away

Driving without a license
Smoking marijuana
Selling marijuana
Facebook impersonation
Online harassment

Appendix B

Nonparametric analyses
See Tables 1B-4B.

Table 1B

Comparison of responsibility attributed to parents versus other institutions.

Comparisons Median

IQR z

Parents vs

Juvenile justice system
Parents vs

Child protection services
Parents vs

Schools
Parents vs

Community organizations
Parents vs

Adult system
Punishment vs

Training

NN WO WRARWRNU O

10.65%+*

18.35%**

20.38+%*

20.61%*+

19.94%+%

19.25%%*

W WWNDNDNDWNDWNWN

Note: IQR = interquartile range; z = Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test.

*x%p < 0.001.

Table 2B

Spearman correlations among parental responsibility, punishment, and training.

Variable Parental responsibility

Punishment Training

Parental responsibility 1

Punishment
Training

0.21%%*
0.38%**

0.35%+* 1

*x4p < 0.001.
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Table 3B
Relationship between vignette dimensions and perceived parental responsibility, importance of parental punishment, and importance of parental training.
Parental responsibility Punishment Training

Vignette dimension Rank mean X2 (df) Rank mean X2 (df) Rank mean X2 (df)

Sex
Male 312.15 1.87 (1) 308.33 2.41 (1) 313.64 0.66 (1)
Female 332.19 330.96 325.48

Age
8 327.69 8.70 (9) 357.57 42.67 (9)*** 349.80 27.96 (9)***
9 368.18 411.70 9 = 17) 360.45 9 = 17)
10 325.70 339.39 (9 = 16) 365.65 (10 = 17)
11 323.72 275.83 (9 = 13) 324.84 (10 = 16)
12 316.61 288.11 9 = 12) 323.26
13 329.81 286.47 ©=11) 288.30
14 303.49 354.28 322.72
15 328.11 332.96 334.44
16 293.85 283.01 256.81
17 288.25 249.66 247.18

Race/Ethnicity
White 332.33 1.10 (3) 325.73 1.35(3) 299.15 2.97 (3)
Black 320.91 327.13 332.27
Hispanic 310.90 305.84 317.63
Asian 324.45 319.82 327.80

Offending history
None 346.52 5.52 (2) 317.57 0.13 (2) 304.70 4.38 (2)
Minor crimes 303.93 323.18 311.50
Serious crimes 318.78 317.56 339.71

Offense
Stealing clothes 280.71 13.38 (9) 278.43 19.03 (9)* 265.74 21.11 (9)*
Auto arson 300.71 358.11 332.21 (SC = RP)
Robbery (pushing) 351.03 331.38 372.22
Robbery (bat) 340.72 348.91 354.38
Running away 356.12 313.59 363.27
Driving without a license 362.18 381.85 318.48
Smoking marijuana 317.51 287.82 286.27
Selling marijuana 313.00 318.60 308.76
Facebook impersonation 290.79 299.36 299.32
Online harassment 311.77 286.81 298.27

Peer involvement

Alone 326.95 0.42 (1) 329.16 1.62 (1) 322.54 0.16 (1)
With Friends 317.42 310.60 316.68

Note: Kruskal-Wallis test; SC = stealing clothes; RP = robbery (pushing).
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 (p-values are adjusted for multiple comparisons).

Table 4B
Ordinal regression analysis predicting parental responsibility and interventions.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Parental responsibility Punishment Training
Variables OR (SE) 95% CI OR (SE) 95% CI OR (SE) 95% CI
Vignette dimensions
Sex (male) 0.807 (0.121) 0.602, 1.082 0.718 (0.107)* 0.536, 0.962 0.817 (0.121) 0.611, 1.091
Age 0.955 (0.025) 0.908, 1.005 0.885 (0.024)*** 0.840, 0.932 0.896 (0.023)*** 0.852, 0.942
Race”
Black 0.818 (0.175) 0.538, 1.245 0.959 (0.207) 0.629, 1.463 1.398 (0.295) 0.924, 2.115
Hispanic 0.824 (0.177) 0.541, 1.254 0.933 (0.197) 0.617, 1.410 1.340 (0.278) 0.892, 2.012
Asian 0.916 (0.191) 0.608, 1.378 1.000 (0.212) 0.660, 1.515 1.347 (0.280) 0.896, 2.025
Offending history®
Minor prior crimes 0.690 (0.130)* 0.477, 0.998 1.039 (0.196) 0.718, 1.504 1.132 (0.210) 0.787, 1.627
Serious prior crimes 0.752 (0.142) 0.519, 1.089 0.928 (0.173) 0.644, 1.336 1.428 (0.262) 0.996, 2.047
Type of offense”
Auto arson 0.771 (0.271) 0.387, 1.536 0.979 (0.358) 0.478, 2.006 1.322 (0.479) 0.650, 2.689
Robbery (pushing) 1.713 (0.569) 0.893, 3.283 1.284 (0.425) 0.671, 2.455 2.579 (0.872)** 1.329, 5.005
Robbery (bat) 1.167 (0.393) 0.603, 2.259 1.020 (0.354) 0.517, 2.012 1.543 (0.531) 0.786, 3.031
Running away 2.262 (0.740)* 1.191, 4.295 2.333 (0.775)* 1.217, 4.473 3.196 (1.048)*** 1.681, 6.077
Driving without a license 1.845 (0.614) 0.961, 3.542 2.659 (0.923)** 1.347, 5.249 1.541 (0.524) 0.791, 3.002
Smoking marijuana 1.706 (0.572) 0.884, 3.293 1.820 (0.610) 0.944, 3.510 1.529 (0.518) 0.787, 2.971
Selling marijuana 1.276 (0.398) 0.693, 2.350 1.404 (0.436) 0.764, 2.581 1.438 (0.451) 0.777, 2.660
Facebook impersonation 1.011 (0.323) 0.540, 1.892 1.430 (0.461) 0.761, 2.690 1.664 (0.541) 0.880, 3.146
Online harassment 1.147 (0.362) 0.618, 2.131 0.869 (0.283) 0.459, 1.645 1.265 (0.400) 0.681, 2.350
Peer involvement (with friends) 0.938 (0.141) 0.699, 1.258 0.915 (0.139) 0.680, 1.231 1.052 (0.156) 0.786, 1.407

(continued on next page)
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Table 4B (continued)
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Parental responsibility Punishment Training

Variables OR (SE) 95% CI OR (SE) 95% CI OR (SE) 95% CI
Seriousness perception 1.162 (0.072)* 1.030, 1.311 1.537 (0.097)*** 1.359, 1.739 1.244 (0.075)*** 1.106, 1.399
Respondent characteristics
Sex (male) 0.857 (0.138) 0.25, 1.175 0.844 (0.138) 0.612, 1.163 0.659 (0.105)** 0.483, 0.901
Age 0.955 (0.080) 0.811, 1.124 0.969 (0.073) 0.835, 1.223 0.990 (0.081) 0.844, 1.162
Race (White) 0.995 (0.198) 0.674, 1.471 0.836 (0.161) 0.573, 1.220 1.071 (0.197) 0.747, 1.536
Class standing®

Sophomore 1.823 (0.473)* 1.096, 3.032 1.455 (0.375) 0.879, 2.411 1.650 (0.424) 0.997, 2.732

Junior 2.397 (0.817)* 1.229, 4.675 1.704 (0.577) 0.877, 3.311 1.837 (0.623) 0.944, 3.573

Senior 2.009 (0.940) 0.803, 5.025 2.193 (1.008) 0.891, 5.398 2.297 (1.061) 0.929, 5.678
Major (Criminology) 0.855 (0.189) 0.555, 1.319 1.590 (0.345)* 1.039, 2.433 0.871 (0.186) 0.573, 1.324
Housing (on campus) 1.096 (0.266) 0.682, 1.763 0.995 (0.242) 0.617, 1.603 0.901 (0.215) 0.564, 1.439
Fear of victimization 0.982 (0.056) 0.877, 1.098 0.990 (0.055) 0.887, 1.104) 1.009 (0.055) 0.906, 1.123
Perceived victimization risk 0.952 (0.075) 0.816, 1.110 1.005 (0.077) 0.864, 1.168 0.955 (0.072) 0.823,1.108
Neighborhood prison 1.006 (0.006) 0.994, 1.017 0.993 (0.006) 0.982, 1.004 0.993 (0.005) 0.982, 1.004
Family member in prison (yes) 0.880 (0.191) 0.576, 1.347 0.696 (0.157) 0.447, 1.084 0.852 (0.182) 0.560, 1.296
N 625 620 620
Pseudo R? 0.025 0.055 0.043
—2 log likelihood —992.046 —1020.00 —1089.696
X (df) 50.79* (30) 118.82%* (30) 97.84*** (30)

Note: b = unstandardized regression coefficient; RSE = robust standard errors; CI = confidence intervals.

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
@ Reference category for race is White.

Reference category for type of offense is shoplifting.

Reference category for offending history is no prior record.

4 Reference category for college level is freshmen.

b

c

Appendix C. Supplementary material

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105023.
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