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ABSTRACT 

An Analysis of the Consequences of Running Away Among Black and Hispanic Female 

Juvenile Offenders with an Emphasis on Future Orientation 

(August 2023) 

Kruthi Jagadish Kumar, B.A., Bangalore  

University; M.Sc., University of Madras  

Chair of Dissertation Committee: Dr. Myrna Cintron 

 

Girls are prominent in the etiology of runaways due to having higher runaway 

rates than boys. While empirical studies of runaways have extensively focused on the 

causes of girls’ runaways, few studies shed light on the runaway consequences. Those 

studies that analyzed the consequences of a girl’s runaway have majorly stressed the 

delinquent outcomes. However, studies of runaway consequences have minimally paid 

attention to youth future orientation since future orientation is a vital factor in youth 

offending behavior. Furthermore, contextual background, such as runaway, influences the 

same future orientation. Therefore, this research explored the understudied relationship 

between the girl’s runaway consequences, future orientation, and offending behavior 

among female Black and Hispanic offenders. This quantitative research utilized a 

secondary dataset, Research on Pathways to Desistance [Maricopa County, AZ and 

Philadelphia County, PA]: Subject Measures, 2000-2010 from the Inter-university 

Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR). This research examined three 

research questions. The first research question measured whether runaway girls 
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significantly differed in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, 

and certainty of sanctions perceptions than non-runaway girls. The second research 

question attempted to understand if there are any significant differences between runaway 

Black and Hispanic girls in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural 

justice, and certainty of sanctions perceptions. The third research question examined the 

interaction between exposure to violence, procedural justice, certainty of sanctions 

perceptions, and future orientation’s influence on runaway girls’ offending behavior.  

This research employed one-way ANOVA and Multiple Regression analysis to 

analyze the research questions. The research findings from one-way ANOVA identified 

no significant differences between runaway and non-runaway girls and Black and 

Hispanic girls in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and 

certainty of sanctions perceptions. The results from Multiple Regression analysis found a 

statistically significant influence of the interaction of exposure to violence and future 

orientation, and procedural justice and future orientation on runaway girls’ offending 

behavior.  

Keywords: runaway girls, future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural 

justice views, certainty of sanctions perceptions, self-reported offending behavior  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Status offenses (running away from home, truancy, not obeying parents, curfew 

violations, and underage drinking by minors) comprised most of the arrests for which 

girls are processed in the juvenile justice system (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2014). Of the 

various kinds of status offenses, runaway has the highest number of girls involvement 

(Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020; Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2021). Studies 

conducted by Chesney-Lind and Okamato (2001), Hockenberry and Puzzanchera (2020), 

Hockenberry and Puzzanchera (2021), and Snyder and Sickmund (1999) have analyzed 

that while girls outnumber boys in the category of runaway, boys hold the major share in 

other status offenses.  

In 2019, 56% of boys were referred to juvenile court for a status offense violation. 

For the same year, 55% of girls were referred for runaway violations and boys for 45% 

(Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). In other categories of status offenses such as 

truancy, ungovernability, liquor law violation, and curfew, boys hold a higher referral 

rate than girls (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020).  

 

 

____________ 

This dissertation follows the Publication Manual of the American Psychological 
Association, 7th Edition. 
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The greater number of girls running away than boys have been considered a 

problem since 1970 (Coalition for Juvenile Justice, 2013). Since that time, girl runaways 

have become the subject of empirical studies, particularly those exploring the causes and 

consequences of runaway behavior. However, most studies have focused on the causes of 

runaway (Hagan & McCarthy, 1997), while only a few studies have explored the 

consequence of runaway behavior (Stinton, 2007).  

In the context of runaway consequences, studies have extensively examined the 

correlation between youth runaway and offending behavior (Baron & Hartnagel, 1998; 

Chesney-Lind, 2006; Chesney-Lind & Okamato, 2001; Datesman & Aickin, 1984; 

Donovan et al., 1988; Farrington et al., 1988; Hagan et al., 1997; Hagan & McCarthy, 

1997; Howell, 2003; Igra & Irwin, 1996; Johansson & Kempf-Leonard, 2009; Kaufman 

& Widom, 1999; Kim et al., 2009; Moore & Gullone, 1996; Shelden et al., 1989; Stinton, 

2007; Thomas, 1976; Tracy & Kempf-Lenord, 1996; Whitbeck & Simons, 1993; Yoder 

et al., 2003). The consensus among the empirical analysis point to a positive relationship 

between running away and offending. The literature has also identified several reasons 

for delinquency involvement including survival strategies (Hagan et al., 1997; Kim et al., 

2009; Whitbeck & Simons, 1993; Yoder et al., 2003), long-term homelessness (Baron & 

Hartnagel, 1998; Hagan et al., 1997; Kim et al., 2009), experiences of victimization 

(Hagan et al., 1997; Kim et al., 2009; Whitbeck & Simons, 1993), contact and differential 

treatment of the justice system (Howell, 2003; Johansson & Kempf-Leonard, 2009), 

deterrence (Lee et al., 2018; Lochner, 2007; Matsueda et al., 2006), and exposure to 

delinquent peers (Whitbeck & Simons, 1993; Yoder et al., 2003).   
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Although the delinquency rates of girls are not as high as their status offense 

rates, in 2019, 28% girls were identified as delinquents compared to 72% boys. That is, 

boys were 2.5 times more likely to be referred to as delinquents than girls (Hockenberry 

& Puzzanchera, 2020). When comparison is made using 2019 runaway and delinquency 

data among girls and boys (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020), the conclusion can be 

drawn that girls’ involvement in runaway needs to be examined, particularly the 

consequences of the behavior.  

Observing the empirical analysis of runaway and delinquency, data reveal some 

important patterns for race and ethnicity. The runaways' race and ethnicity in 2005 

showed that, Whites had nine percent runaway cases, Blacks had 22% runaway cases, 

and Hispanics had 12% runaway cases (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). By 2019, 

Whites had six percent runaway cases, Blacks had 19% runaway cases, and Hispanics 

had eight percent cases (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). Despite the overall decline 

of runaway rates among all racial/ethnic youth groups, it can be identified that the 

runaway rates are still higher among Black and Hispanic youth than White youth 

(Courtney & Zinn, 2009; Dworsky et al., 2018; Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020; Lin, 

2012; Wulczyn, 2020).  

Observing the delinquency data for race and ethnicity shows that in 2005, Blacks 

had 33% delinquency rate, which increased to 35% in 2019, Hispanics had 16% and an 

increase of 19% in 2019. With regards to the delinquency rates of Whites, in 2005 it was 

at 48% and had declined to 43% by 2019 (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). As it can 

be observed that among both Blacks and Hispanics, delinquency rates increased from 

2005 to 2019 whereas for Whites, the rates declined (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 
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2020). With reference to the runaway and delinquency rates among the Whites, Blacks, 

and Hispanic youth, it can be observed that minorities have higher representation in both 

runaway and delinquency rates. Therefore, it is necessary to understand the consequences 

of Black and Hispanic girls’ runaway behavior.    

According to Donovan et al. (1988), delinquency is a consequence of running 

away, although there are other unknown underlying factors that may influence runaway 

youth offending behavior. These underlying factors as identified by other researchers are 

exposure to violence (Becker & Kerig, 2011; Copeland et al., 2007; Cohen & Felson, 

1979; Kim et al., 2009; Peterson et al., 2004), procedural justice views (Fagan & Piquero, 

2007; Levi et al., 2009; Penner et al., 2014; Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006b; Walters, 2018), 

and certainty of sanctions perceptions (Lochner, 2007; Loughran et al., 2012; Matsueda 

et al., 2006; Schulz, 2014) which may act as underlying factors for runaway youth 

offending behavior.  

Several studies have ignored the role of future orientation between runaway and 

offending behavior. The need to study future orientation in this study is that, although 

runaway behavior is found in both girls and boys (Stinton, 2007), the juvenile 

delinquency trend varies among boys and girls (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004), and 

studies have found a strong correlation between runaway and offending behavior among 

boys and girls (Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Kim et al., 2009; Stinton, 2007). According to 

Jensen and Rojek (1998), this phenomenon could be due to differences in offending 

motivation among boys and girls. Therefore, this study analyzed the role of future 

orientation in the runaway and offending behavior among a sample of Black and 
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Hispanic girl delinquents. The next section reviews the reasons why future orientation is 

necessary when examining consequences of runaway for youth.   

Importance of Future Orientation 

Future orientation refers to an individual’s concern for their future and consists of 

guiding factors like maintaining goals, executing plans, exploring choices, and making 

commitments (Arnett, 2000; Johnson et al., 2014; Nurmi, 1991, 2005; Seginer & 

Noyman, 2005; Steinberg et al., 2009). Therefore, one's future orientation plays a 

significant role in shaping behavior (Nurmi, 1991; Seginer et al., 2004) and provides the 

ability to cope with the difficulties (Testa et al., 2021). For example, adolescence is the 

age when young adults make life-changing decisions regarding occupation, education, 

marital status, peer group selection, and mostly develop pro-social or antisocial in 

behaviors in terms of forming their identity (Nurmi, 1991, 2005; Testa et al., 2021). 

According to Cedeno et al. (2010), Shetgiri et al. (2016), and Stoddard et al. (2011), the 

positive functioning of greater future orientation is found to be a protective factor among 

Black youth against offending behavior. 

Numerous studies have extensively examined the association between future 

orientation and juvenile offending behavior (Alm & Laftman, 2016; Anderson et al., 

2020; Borowsky et al., 2009; Brezina et al., 2009; Jaynes et al., 2021; Piquero, 2014). For 

example, juveniles with greater future orientation are more likely to avoid opportunities 

of delinquency (Alm & Laftman, 2016; Johnson et al., 2013; Nurmi, 1989; Rowan et al., 

2019; Stoddard et al., 2011; Seginer, 2008; Shetgiri et al., 2016; Wigfield & Eccles, 

2000). It has been found that because of the greater future orientation, individuals tend to 

care about their future goals and may not adapt anti-social behavior, by which they 
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increase their tendency to achieve goals (Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Johnson et al., 

2013; Robbins & Bryan, 2004; Stoddard et al., 2011; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000) which 

indicates that juveniles with higher future orientation are less likely to participate in risk 

taking behavior. Lower future orientation may cause decisions that result in delinquency, 

such as aggressive behavior, panhandling, prostitution, selling drugs, and using weapons, 

to achieve immediate gratification by disregarding the future consequences (Bentham, 

1970; Bolland et al., 2001; Chen & Vazsonyi, 2011; Stoddard et al., 2011; Shetgiri et al., 

2016; Rowan et al., 2019).  

While future orientation might be a significant variable in adolescents' offending 

behavior, the extent to which the contextual factors shape future orientation is less 

studied (Monahan et al., 2015). For example, future orientation and offending as a 

consequence of runaway behavior and the interaction between runaway girls and their 

future orientation impact on offending, are less examined. Though developmental 

transitions vary among the runaway and non-runaway youth, since runaway youth are at 

high risk, their future orientation is subjected to change and cause offending behavior. 

For example, if a runaway youth fails to mature out of a status offense like runaway it 

may change their future orientation and offending behavior leading to criminal behavior 

involvement in adulthood. With the same probability, negative consequences of runaway 

are also more likely to impact youth’s future orientation and offending behavior than that 

of non-runaway youth.  

Similarly, studies suggest that youth with violent surroundings (such as runaway 

youth exposed to violent surroundings, negative perceptions and the experiences with 

procedural justice and certainty of sanctions views) have poor future orientation (Shetgiri 
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et al., 2016; Stoddard et al., 2011;). Simultaneously, poor future orientation leads to 

offending behavior (Cauffman & Stienberg, 2000; Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Jessor et 

al., 2003; Monahan et al., 2013; Nurmi, 1991; Shetgiri et al., 2016; Stoddard et al., 

2011;). Therefore, studies indicate a consistent connection between youth runaway 

behavior, future orientation, and offending behavior.  

However, the connection between runaway behavior, future orientation, and 

offending behavior have been less studied among girls, particularly among Black and 

Hispanic girls whose runaway and delinquency rates are higher than White girls. 

Therefore, studying future orientation relationship with offending behavior among Black 

and Hispanic runaway girls is necessary and comparing Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls with non-runaways will strengthen the validity of the predicted relationships among 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls. Examining the interplay between these variables may 

provide significant findings regarding the runaway consequences among minority girls. 

The next section introduces the problem statement, and more information is provided 

describing this research. 

Problem Statement and Significance  

The runaway behavior literature mostly highlights youth offending behavior and 

underlying factors. For example, studies have extensively discussed the offending 

behavior and runaway survival strategies (Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Tyler et al., 2004), 

association with delinquent peers (Simons & Whitbeck, 1991; Whitbeck & Simons, 

1993; Yoder et al., 2003), substance use (Windle, 1989), exposure to violence (Agnew 

2002; Herrera & McCloskey, 2001; Jennings et al. 2010; Martin et al., 1995; Maxfield & 

Widom, 1999; McCormack et al., 1986; Siegel & Williams, 2003; Smith & Thornberry, 
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1995; The National Child Traumatic Stress Network, 2016; Widom, 1989; Whitbeck et 

al., 1997), contact with justice system (Ayres, 1988; Flowers, 1995; Hagan & McCarthy, 

1997; Herman, 1988; Hoyt et al., 1999; Jones, 1988; Kipke et al., 1997; Maxfield & 

Widom, 1999; Rotherham-Borus et al., 1991; Smart & Adlaf, 1991; Windle, 1989), 

procedural justice views (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Levi et al., 2009; Penner et al., 2014; 

Tyler, 2006b; Walters, 2017), certainty of sanctions perceptions (Loughran et al., 2012; 

Lochner, 2007; Matsueda et al., 2006; Schulz 2014), long-term homelessness (Hagan & 

McCarthy, 1994; McCarthy & Hagan, 1992), and lack of social service support (Smart & 

Adlaf, 1991).  

However, as mentioned earlier it can be understood that the earlier studies 

emphasized the relationship of runaway’s underlying factors such as survival strategies, 

exposure to violence, substance abuse, procedural justice views, and certainty of 

sanctions perceptions on offending behavior (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Loughran et al., 

2012; The National Child Traumatic Stress Network 2016; Tyler et al., 2004; Windle, 

1989), ignoring to identify that these underlying factors are actual consequences of 

runaway behavior. For example, earlier studies examined relationships like runaway’s 

exposure to violence impact on offending behavior or runaways delinquent peer 

association impact on offending behavior. Whereas this study emphasized that alike 

offending behavior, these underlying factors are also consequences that are brought by 

runaway behavior into the youth’s life. For example, exposure to violence with a greater 

probability vary as a consequence for runaways than non-runaways, and such 

consequence can potentially moderate the offending behavior among runaway and non-
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runaway youth. Therefore, it increases the explanatory power of the relationship between 

the variables, which is the first identified significance for this study.  

Although all the consequences of runaway are likely to yield offending behavior, 

more emphasis is seen in analyzing offending behavior as a prime consequence of 

runaway. Failing to primarily identify the underlying factors as a consequence of 

runaway may derail the understanding of runaway youth. Even if there are several 

consequences of runaway, in the context of Black and Hispanic runaway girls, it is 

important to study future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, and 

certainty of sanctions perceptions as consequences. Because runaway girls are more 

likely to have prior violence exposure, and increased probability of contact with the 

justice system, it is likely that these will potentially mediate their procedural justice and 

certainty of sanctions views and offending behavior. Future orientation is a distinct factor 

among the runaway consequence because runaway itself solely impacts one's future 

orientation. However, with the addition of every new runaway consequence experience, 

future orientation tends to change its impact direction towards offending behavior. 

Therefore, offending behavior among runaway girls has heterogeneous causes. In the 

context of runaway girls, the heterogeneous causes of offending behavior tend to be the 

direct consequences of runaway behavior.  

The second identified significance of this study is the lack of studies examining 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls' offending behavior from the lens of their future 

orientation. One's future orientation is a product of internal control (Carver & Scheier, 

2001; Eccles & Wigfield, 1995), and ambitions and expectations of success (Kerpelman 

et al., 2008; Seginer & Shoyer, 2012; Seginer et al., 2004). Studies argue that adolescents 
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tend to develop future orientation attitudes at an early age (Nurmi, 1991), and through life 

experiences and social interactions, future orientation is subjected to change (Destin & 

Oyserman, 2009; Lynch, 1965).  

Future orientation is subjected to change, and the factors that interact with or 

moderate future orientation and influence offending behavior are referred to as hooks for 

change (Skardhamar & Savolainen, 2014), referring to the influential factors having hook 

potential to transform one's future orientation. For example, while runaway alters one's 

future orientation (Thornberry & Krohn, 2005), it may increase violence exposure 

(Allwood et al., 2012; Stoddard et al., 2015) or delinquent friends (Albert et al., 2013; 

Gallupe et al., 2019; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Robbins & Bryan, 2004) or expose to 

other bad events. In total, the gained disrupted hopes may lay one's effort on instant 

gratifications leading to offending behavior (Fischhoff et al., 1978; Hinton et al., 2021).    

This research highlighted the importance of understanding Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls' behavioral consequences from the lens of future orientation. Doing so will 

broaden the scope of analysis by exploring the causal relation between Black and 

Hispanic runaway girls and future orientation views and how Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls with violence exposure, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions interact with future orientation and impact their offending behavior. 

Understanding Black and Hispanic runaway girls from a future orientation perspective is 

significant because only a few studies examined the moderator relationship of future 

orientation (Chen & Vazsonyi, 2011; Clinkinbeard, 2014; Mahler et al., 2017; Robbins & 

Bryan, 2004). In addition, future orientation as a variable in the context of runaway youth 
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play role of a confounding variable, indicating that the failure to identify the confounding 

variable role in the analysis may affect the study finding's validity.    

Background of Study 

Exposure to Violence, Future Orientation and Offending Behavior 

Exposure to violence may sabotage the future orientation among youth (Allwood 

et al., 2012; Borowsky et al., 2009; Boxer et al., 2003; Craig, 2019; Daigle & Hoffman, 

2018; Hinton et al., 2021; Iselin et al., 2012; Monahan et al., 2015; Piquero, 2014). For 

example, exposure to violence triggers low future orientation, impacting youth's 

academic and job efforts (Macmillan & Hagan, 2004). In addition, several studies 

established a logical connection between exposure to violence, future orientation, and 

offending behavior (Agnew, 2002; Brooks et al., 2018; Pinchevsky et al., 2014) and 

future offending behavior (Agnew et al., 2002; Hinton et al., 2021), such as substance use 

(Agnew 2002; Pinchevsky et al., 2014).  

Studies state that exposure to violence is more significant among youth (Becker & 

Kerig, 2011; Copeland et al., 2007), especially among runaways and girls. Running away 

indicates a risky lifestyle and it significantly increases the probability of exposure to 

violence (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Kim et al., 2009; Peterson et al., 2004). Since 

adolescents do not have access to legitimate resources to survive outside the home, they 

are exploited by adults and can participate in several offending activities (Hagan et al., 

1997; Whitbeck & Simons, 1993).   

General Strain Theory assumptions support the relationship between exposure to 

violence, individual orientation, and offending behavior. According to Agnew's (1992) 

general strain theory explanation, one's exposure to violence as strain advances offending 
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behavior because individuals exposed may experience strain and negative orientation, 

which increases their likelihood of offending behavior (Agnew, 1992; Agnew & White, 

1992). While much of the research emphasized exposure to violence's impact on 

offending behavior, only a few studies examined how youth exposure to violence 

declines youth future orientation views and leads to offending behavior (Abramson et al., 

1989; Borowsky et al., 2009; So et al., 2018; Stoddard et al., 2011; Rose & Abramson, 

1992). Analyzing the interaction between future orientation and exposure to violence may 

explore significant findings regarding Black and Hispanic runaway girls' offending 

behavior.  

The likelihood of exposure to violence is based on gender, as runaway girls can 

be more exposed with much greater chances than those with non-runaway backgrounds. 

However, the effect of violence exposure can be based on race and ethnic background. 

For example, violence exposure among Black females is strongly correlated with poor 

future orientation (Monahan et al., 2015). 

Procedural Justice, Future Orientation, and Offending Behavior 

Procedural Justice is the perception of an individual regarding their fair treatment 

during their encounter with law enforcement and the judiciary (Birckhead, 2009; Hough 

et al., 2013; Johnson et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2019; Numri, 1991, 2005; Testa et al., 2021; 

Walters, 2017). When considered unfair by adolescents (DeVylder et al., 2020; Jackson 

et al., 2020; McFarland et al., 2019), justice system encounters cause stress which 

weakens the future orientation (Craig, 2019; Nurmi, 1991, 2005). Such perceptions of 

police legitimacy hinder the development of future orientation (Brunson & Weitzer, 

2009). Future orientation and its relationship with contact with the justice system are 
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influenced by age, race and ethnicity, and gender of adolescents (Geller, 2018; Johnson et 

al., 2014; Testa et al., 2021; Warner & Swisher, 2015; Zimmerman et al., 2016).   

  Girls generally have a complex and multifaceted attitude toward police (Hurst et 

al., 2005). In many cases, girls with runaways or other status offense backgrounds are 

more likely to get arrested. It is because the justice system may focus more on girls than 

boys, allowing girls higher contact with the system (Chesney-Lind & Sheldon, 2004; 

Tanner et al., 1999). Studies identified that runaway girls are more likely to hold 

procedural justice beliefs related to their offending behavior (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; 

Levi et al., 2009; Penner et al., 2014; Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 2006b; Walters, 2017). 

 Concerning race, minority females experiences with the justice system are 

different from those of Whites females and males (Augustyn, 2013). Race and ethnicity 

have been found to be significant predictors of injustice, specifically about police 

(Augustyn, 2013). Hispanics and Blacks, both boys and girls, are more likely to have 

negative perceptions of police (Weitzer & Tuch, 2004). Minority girls often experience 

excessive surveillance, restrictions, harassment, and degradation from police. For 

example, Hurst et al. (2005) found that only 30% of Black girls indicated having a 

positive attitude, satisfaction, and trust in the police.  

Several criminological studies addressing the racial context have found that 

directly or indirectly police contact is experienced by a high percent of Black youth 

(Jackson et al., 2021), which might result in lower future orientation (Herrera, 2009; 

Nyborg & Curry, 2003). Also, unlike Whites, Blacks and Hispanics youth have negative 

perceptions of procedural justice and are believed to have a lower future orientation 

(Borowsky et al., 2009; Davis & Niebes-Davis, 2010; Jamieson & Romer, 2008). 
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Donovan (2022) stated that future orientation and procedural justice views were 

vital in understanding juvenile offending behavior. Several studies analyzed whether 

adolescent contact with the justice system contributed to changes in their future 

commitment and have found strong correlation (Jäggi et al., 2020; Kirk & Sampson, 

2013; Sharlein, 2018; Steinberg et al., 2004; Testa et al., 2021). Since adolescence is a 

malleable age, experiences with the justice system could shape adolescents' future 

orientation (Johnson et al., 2011; Steinberg & Morris, 2001; Testa et al., 2021) and their 

offending behavior (Doherty et al., 2016; Lopes et al., 2012; Novak, 2019; Schmidt et al., 

2015; Wiesner et al., 2010; Wiley, 2015). However, the exact relationship has not been 

studied among runaway Black and Hispanic girls (Laub, 2014; Laub & Sampson, 2019). 

Due to the experiences of runaways with police and courts, their self-concept is lower 

than non-runaways (Burke & Burkhead, 1989). Therefore, understanding the 

relationships between runaways' procedural justice views, future orientation, and 

offending behavior is vital. 

 Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions, Future Orientation, and Offending Behavior 

Deterrence Theory assumes that those involved in criminal behavior weigh the 

risk of crime commission (Lee et al., 2018). While those with greater deterrence avoid 

crime commission, it is possible that individuals might consider the sanction as a threat, 

which refers to the sanction's level of certainty and severity (Lee et al., 2018). However, 

although deterrence exists, it may not act similarly upon the individuals. Instead, the 

impact of deterrence may vary due to the individual's developmental and environmental 

factors (Lee et al., 2018), which is a significant point to consider. However, there may be 

several reasons for the variation of deterrence (Loughran et al., 2012; Pogarsky et al., 
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2005) and individual heterogeneity (Loughran et al., 2012; Nagin & Paternoster, 1993; 

Parker & Grasmick, 1979; Pogarsky, 2002; Zimring & Hawkins, 1968), but future 

orientation could be a significant, influential factor that allows individuals to assess the 

threats, risks and costs (Lee et al., 2018). Therefore, having future orientation may 

change the perceptual deterrence of certainty of sanctions and make individuals more 

deterrable. 

This study examined the relationship between certainty of sanctions perceptions, 

future orientation, and offending behavior among Black and Hispanic runaway girls. The 

reason for using the certainty of sanctions aspect of deterrence is because, according to 

Schulz (2014), Loughran et al. (2012), Lochner (2007), and Matsueda et al. (2006), the 

certainty of sanctions aspect of deterrence enhances greater deterrence among high risk 

individuals, such as youth with runaway behavior. Similarly, empirical studies of 

deterrence stated the effectiveness of certainty of sanctions in deterring individuals 

(Fader, 2016; Freiburger et al., 2017; Loughran et al., 2012; Nagin, 1998; Nagin, 2013; 

Paternoster, 1987; Pogarsky, 2002; Pratt et al., 2006; Wikström, 2007). However, studies 

are based mainly on samples of relatively nonserious offenders (that is, high school, 

college, and adult samples) (Grasmick & Bursik, 1990; Nagin, 1998; Paternoster, 1987; 

Nagin & Paternoster, 1993; Nagin & Pogarsky, 2001, 2003; Piquero & Tibbetts, 1996; 

Pratt et al., 2006; Wikström, 2007). This study used an offender sample which can 

provide more evidence. 

Previous studies have found greater future orientation correlation among those 

with higher risks, higher cost of punishment, and fewer rewards of crime (Lee et al., 

2018). Other studies found that greater perceptions of certainty of sanctions were 
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associated with low offending (Loughran et al., 2012). At the same time, studies 

emphasized that the deterrence perspective helps understand offending among runaway 

youth (Stinton, 2007). Similarly, LeBlanc and Biron (1980) stated that the deterrence 

aspect of status offenders is vital in avoiding delinquent behavior. Several identified 

influential factors that impact delinquent risks and deterrence perceptions include 

delinquent peers (Loughran et al., 2011; Matthews & Agnew, 2008), individual 

characteristics such as sex, self-control, moral consciousness, and impulse (Pauwels et 

al., 2011; Pogarsky, 2002; Schulz, 2014), and future orientation, especially during 

adolescence (Steinberg et al., 2008; Steinberg et al., 2009). Therefore, studying 

perceptions of certainty of sanctions, future orientation, and offending behavior may 

advance understanding of Black and Hispanic runaway girls. 

Summary 

In conclusion, this research examined the nature and strength of the consequential 

relationship that exists between the Black and Hispanic runaway girls and their 

consequences, such as future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, 

certainty of sanctions perceptions, and self-reported offending. In doing so, this research 

compared Black and Hispanic girls with runaway and non-runaway backgrounds. To 

analyze the spurious relationships that exist between Black and Hispanic runaway girls' 

experiences of violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions perceptions when 

interacted with their future orientation and influencing their offending behavior, an 

interaction analysis was conducted. Finally, to increase the validity of the analysis, 

research introduced non-runaway background Black and Hispanic girls into the study 

models to make comparisons of the relationships.   
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This research utilized offender samples with both runaway and non-runaway 

backgrounds. Since offense commission is the last resort for runaways, studying samples 

with no offending background may not provide a clear picture of the runaway offending 

behavior and runaway consequences, such as their future orientation, exposure to 

violence, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions. It is because 

offending as a last resort enhances an individual's experience of various runaway 

consequences before the offending behavior. Also, as stated by Gibbs (1986), self-

reported offenses are found to be more effective than official crime rates while measuring 

deterrence effect. For example, as soon as a girl becomes a runaway, the first and next 

step of theirs may not be the offending behavior. Instead, initially, they may experience 

any or the combination of the consequences such as a change in their future orientation, 

getting exposed to violence, alteration in perceptions of certainty of sanctions, and 

procedural justice before they adopt offending characteristics.   

Previous studies of runaway consequences examining future orientation and 

delinquency relied on official arrest data rather than self-report data and measured future 

orientation using a single question item (Lindstrom Johnson et al., 2015; Nurmi, 1991; 

Seginer, 2003). This research used self-reported offending data and had a multi-

dimensional measure of future orientation, enhancing more valid measurements of the 

variable. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Around 1 to 1.7 million teenagers run away from home every year (Chen et al., 

2012; Fernandes-Alcantara, 2013; Hammar et al., 2002; Sanchez et al., 2006). Also, 

studies show that about 10% of girls and seven percent of boys run away from home each 

year (Benoit-Bryan, 2011; Chen et al., 2012; Sanchez et al., 2006). These numbers 

indicate that even in the current times, runaway children are essential in criminological 

research. Although both girls and boys runaway, it can be understood that there is a 

difference in the path these adolescents choose after running away from home. Therefore, 

it is vital to understand the consequences of running away that are specific to gender.  

This research analyzed the nature and the strength of the association between 

runaway Black and Hispanic girls and the consequences of runaway behavior. The 

purpose of emphasizing girls while discussing running away behavior is vital due to their 

higher representation in the running away data rather than other offenses (Chesney-Lind 

& Sheldon, 2004). Therefore, greater representation of girls in the running away needs 

significant emphasis. Although girls and boys have an equal share in the running away 

data, the motivation for girls differs from boys (Stinton, 2007).  

The literature on runaway behavior is lacks the analysis of the impact of runaway 

behavior on delinquent careers (Stinton, 2007) and the consequences it has on the path 

leading to offending behavior among Black and Hispanic girls. To understand the 

consequences of running away behavior among Black and Hispanic female offenders, 

this chapter reviews the literature including historical transformation of the running away 

as a concept and the consequences of running away, including future orientation, 
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exposure to violence, procedural justice, perceptions of certainty of sanctions, and 

offending behavior.  

Historical View of Runaway Youth 

Historically, in the Code of Hammurabi, during 2270 B.C., runaway children 

were those who disobeyed their parents (Lawrence & Hemmons, 2008). During the 17th 

and 18th centuries, runaway Scottish, Dutch, Irish, Portuguese, and British children were 

seen as the earliest immigrants to the United States of America for a better life and 

employment and to overcome the oppressive conditions, frustrations, and despair in their 

homes (Libertoff, 1980). During the 18th century, running away behavior was recognized 

as when adolescent employees ran away from their enslavers (Libertoff, 1980). Around 

the 1880s, most runaway youths were vagrant and homeless children of immigrant 

parents who were considered inferior humans as they were incapable of adapting to the 

American culture and being employed (Platt, 1977) and chose delinquency as a way of 

life. The running away behavior of adolescents was attributed to the failure of parents to 

guide and provide for these juveniles in the 19th century (Libertoff, 1980). 

With the changing definition of runaway behavior among children/adolescents 

and the increase in homelessness and delinquency, an idea to reform children during the 

late 19th century emphasized interventions to control juvenile behaviors (Krisber, 2005), 

leading to the establishment of Juvenile Courts in 1899. This new court addressed 

juvenile problems, including serious offenders, status offenders, and dependent and 

neglected children (Ferdinand, 1991). In this process of understanding the causes of 

runaway behavior, several transitions can be identified as the causes of runaway 

behavior, for example in 1909 the predominant cause was considered as mental disorder 
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(Libertoff, 1980), until the 1930s, it was free will, biological defects, and Intelligence 

Quotient (I.Q.) (Kidd & Taub, 2004), and until 1940s the causes were family conflict and 

unbearable situations at home (Brockington, 1946; Knight, 1942; Lowrey, 1941; Riemer, 

1940).  

In the 1950s and 1960s, runaway adolescents were labeled delinquents (Herrera-

Rojas et al., 2009). Until the 1970s, girls were highly incarcerated for running away, 

incorrigibility, sexual offenses, probation violations, and truancy (MacDonald & 

Chesney-Lind, 2001). Disproportionate treatment in the justice system was observed in 

treating girls more harshly than boys by enforcing sexual double standards (MacDonald 

& Chesney-Lind, 2001). The 1980s explained runaway behavior due to sexual and 

physical abuse at home (Herrera-Rojas et al., 2009). Due to the increased attention 

towards the causes of runaway behavior and its consequences, along with the 

disproportionate treatment of girls, there was concern among reformers about the 

criminalization of status offenses by the juvenile courts (MacDonald & Chesney-Lind, 

2001). 

As a result, the Runaway Youth Act of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention 

Act of 1974 (JJDP) was amended to decriminalize running away (Libertoff, 1980), which 

transitioned the understanding of runaway behavior from psychological causes to a 

sociocultural perspective. In addition, the leading cause for runaway behavior was 

identified and emphasized as family and its related problems (neglectful, abusive, and 

abnormal family environments), further widening the understanding of the problem (Kidd 

& Taub, 2004).  
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Due to the increased concern over runaway girls and status offenders, the JJDP 

Act 1974 was amended by Congress in 1980 with an addition of the Valid Court Order 

(VCO) exception. The VCO allowed the courts to imprison status offenders for violating 

the conditions of a court order in the facilities (Godsoe, 2014), including halfway houses 

and foster care (MacDonald & Chesney-Lind, 2001). The conditions of the VCA include 

obeying parents, obeying curfews, attending school, and not running away (N.Y. Comp. 

Codes R. & Regs. tit. 22 § 205.66, 2013). Nevertheless, judges from 1995 to 2010  more 

likely incarcerated girls for status offenses, of which runaway (58%) is the primary 

offense (Puzzanchera & Hockenberry, 2013). Although the JJDP Act decriminalized 

status offenses, including running away, the VCO incarcerated girls by defining running 

away and status offenses as an escape or any other form of crime that violated the state 

laws. Such practices were overlooked by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention (OJJDP). Due to such conflict in implementing the laws, runaway and status 

offenders experienced procedural justice, particularly girls of minority groups (Godsoe, 

2014). As such, the justice system can be assumed to alter the runaway girls' perceptions 

towards their future, the certainty of sanctions, and offending behavior.   

Runaway Black and Hispanic Girls  

Girls, unlike boys, are at a heightened risk of being victimized before and mainly 

after running away from home (Kempf-Leonard & Johansson, 2007). However, females 

have been persistently invisible in the historical explanations provided for runaway 

behavior (Janus et al., 1987). The earlier literature's emphasis on girls has been very 

narrow (Johnson et al., 2006) or it mainly discussed middle- and upper-class boys who 

runaway from home seeking a new adventure or escaping from despair and abusive 
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parents. Female representation in the literature was extensively found in the studies post-

1990s due to the alarming surge in female delinquency (Kempf-Leonard & Johansson, 

2007). As discussed in the earlier section, historically, girls and boys have been equally 

involved in status offenses, including running away from home. However, the justice 

system has disproportionately arrested girls, to control female sexuality and gendered 

roles (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 1998). 

Traditionally girls have been considered and described as less violent than boys, 

and until the 1970s, the academic and empirical literature ignored female-specific 

offending (Adler, 1975; Chesney-Lind & Okamoto, 2001). Before this time, if female 

juvenile delinquency was acknowledged, it was considered rare, insignificant, or both. 

However, historically, there were instances where girls were vilified and referred to 

courts as they were assumed to be morally depraved (Tappan, 1947). Girls have been 

thought to commit gender-specific offenses, such as prostitution (Adler, 1975; Chesney-

Lind & Shelden, 2014), shoplifting/larceny-theft (Adler, 1975; Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 

2014; Kim et al., 2003; Mangleburg et al., 2004), and status offenses (Chesney-Lind & 

Shelden, 2014; Steinhart, 1996). Status offenses, for example, (running away from home, 

truancy, not obeying parents, curfew violations, and underage drinking by minors, 

comprised most of the arrests for which girls were processed in the juvenile justice 

system (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2014). 

Since status offense comprised most of the arrests for which girls were processed 

in the juvenile justice system (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2014; Hockenberry & 

Puzzanchera, 2021), the juvenile justice system has historically dealt with these girls 

from a paternalistic ideology regulating the gender-specific behavior of girls in court 
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(Alexander, 1999; Humphrey, 2004). The paternalistic ideology refers to the 

preconstructed gender roles expected for girls. This paternalistic treatment of girls leads 

to harsh punishments for status offenses because they have violated their gender roles 

(Guevara & Spohn, 2006). Hence, runaway girls have been a serious concern in the 

discipline (Thompson et al., 2004). 

Often runaway girls have a history of being unwanted and have been victimized 

(Feitel et al., 1992; Kempf-Leonardo & Johansson, 2007; Stiffman, 1989; Whitbeck et 

al., 1999; Zahn et al., 2010), rejected, and neglected by their parents, peers and teachers. 

Also, they experience specific psychological challenges, including low self-esteem, 

depression, impulsiveness, and failed suicide attempts, leading to inconsistent behavioral 

tendencies (Schaffer & Caton, 1984; Yoder et al., 1998). Once these girls runaway and 

resort to delinquency for survival (drug use and risky sexual activities) (Chen et al., 2004) 

they are arrested and labeled delinquent. Theoretically, once they are labeled, they alter 

their self-concept and eventually achieve the master status of a runaway girl (Chesney-

Lind & Shelden, 2014; Crain, 1996; Swaim & Bracken, 1997). It is also understood that 

the age of delinquency onset, negative peer association, and mental illness are associated 

with running away behavior and delinquency (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Hammer et 

al., 2002; Tyler & Bersani, 2008; Windle, 1988).  

Therefore, it is crucial to understand the multiple factors that are associated with 

runaway juveniles and specifically minority girls because, once the juveniles runaway, 

they are exposed to a wide range of delinquency-prone factors, including (relationships 

with antisocial peers, unmonitored time to involve in deviant acts, drug dealing, theft, and 

prostitution, resulting in entering the juvenile justice system (Beniot-Bryan, 2011; Jeanis 
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et al., 2019; Whitbeck et al., 2001). Although girls and boys runaway (Chesney-Lind, 

1973; Kemp-Leonard, 1998) during the period 1995-2009, a 25% decrease in girls' 

runaway cases was seen. However, despite the decrease, girls accounted for 58% of all 

runaway cases (Coalition for Juvenile Justice, 2013). In addition, of the 140,000 status 

offense cases in 2009, girls accounted for 50% of cases, and in the same year, girls 

accounted for 28% of delinquency cases (Coalition for Juvenile Justice, 2013). The above 

explanation indicates the differential treatment provided by the justice system for 

runaway girls than runaway boys due to the system's belief that these runaway girls had 

violated the social expectations of the female sex roles (Mann, 1979). In contrast, boys 

were charged with criminal misconduct rather than status offenses (Feld, 2009).  

 The total number of status offense cases petitioned in U.S. court during 2019 was 

90,500, while this count was 192,600 in 2005. According to the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation (2019), the juvenile court case volume provides similar information to 

arrest trends among the juvenile population. There was a 53% decline in status offense 

cases from 2005-2019. In the context of runaways, the total number of cases in 2005 was 

22,600, and the count in 2018 was 8,200. This indicates a decline of 64% between 2005, 

the equivalent of six cases per 1,000 juveniles, and 2019, the equivalent of (2.8 per 1,000 

juveniles) (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). A similar count of decline was identified 

between 2005-2019 among males (52%) and females (53%) in status offense cases. In the 

context of runaway classification, the petitioned cases count between 2005-2019 for 

males and females found a decline of 58% and 67%, respectively (Hockenberry & 

Puzzanchera, 2020). Regarding gender differences, it is identified that females above 13 

years have higher runaway rates than males. In contrast, in all other status offenses, 
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females of ages 10-17 were found to be lower than males (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 

2020). 

The racial difference among the runaway adolescents is also significant because 

the highest decline seen in status offenses between 2005-2019 was among White 

adolescents (68%) compared to Black (61%) and Hispanics (50%), signifying the less 

rate of decline among Black and Hispanic youth (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020). 

These rates indicated that minority girls were more likely to runaway than Whites 

(Courtney & Zinn, 2009; Dworsky et al., 2018; Lin, 2012; Wulczyn, 2020) and were 

overrepresented in the system, and received harsher punishments than White girls 

(Guevara et al., 2006; Moore & Padavic, 2010; Schaffner, 2006).  

The recent data suggest that there is disproportionality between runaway and 

delinquency rates of girls, which may imply that there could be a decline in either 

runaway girls' future delinquency behavior or, despite the decline in girls' runaway 

delinquency, the present delinquent girls may have disproportionate runaway background 

(Donovan et al., 1988). Either way, girls' propensity to get involved in delinquent 

behavior is influenced by one's future orientation (Alm & Laftman, 2016; Anderson et 

al., 2020; Borowsky et al., 2009; Brezina et al., 2009; Jaynes et al., 2021; Piquero, 2014). 

Since various studies elevated the role of one's future orientation impact on their 

delinquent behavior, it can be logical to assume that future orientation may have 

something to do with runaway girls and their delinquent behavior.  

Recently, status offenses and, particularly, runaway behavior have widely 

attracted the researchers' attention for the similarity in the runaway patterns for boys and 

girls. For this reason, this area was highly studied, exploring the causes and consequences 
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of running away. For the most part, the causes identified were being unwanted and 

victimized (Feitel et al., 1992; Kempf-Leonardo & Johansson, 2007; Stiffman, 1989; 

Whitbeck et al., 1999; Zahn et al., 2010), rejected and neglected by peers and teachers, 

low self-esteem, depression, impulsiveness, and attempting suicide, leading to 

inconsistent behavioral tendencies (Schaffer & Caton, 1984; Yoder et al., 1998), school 

dropout, unemployed, being in debt, conflict in marriage, psychological concerns (Olson 

et al., 1980), broken homes (de Man et al., 1993; Meltzer et al., 2012; Sanchez et al., 

2006; Thompson & Pollio, 2006), weak bonds with parents (Kim et al., 2009; Meltzer et 

al., 2012; Terrell, 1997; Thompson & Pollio, 2006), neglectful parents (Terrell, 1997; 

Tyler & Bersani, 2008), parents who were not supportive (Tucker et al., 2011), and 

exposure to violence at home (Jeanis et al., 2019). In contrast, the consequences of 

runaway have highlighted more exposure to violence and substance abuse (Clatts et al., 

2005; Halco'n & Lifson, 2004; Haleyet al., 2004; Solorio et al., 2006; Tyler et al., 2007; 

Tyler et al., 2004), and delinquency, which are commonly identified factors connected to 

one another (Donovan & Jessor, 1985; Willoughby et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2002).  

However, earlier studies identified contradictory results regarding delinquency as 

a consequence of runaways, especially among girls (Stinton, 2007). Runaway girls are 

heterogeneous regarding their experiences and risk factors occurring before and after they 

runaway (Jeanis et al., 2019). For example, some studies found that girls involved more 

in runaway behavior (Datesman & Aickin, 1984; Farrington et al., 1988; Hagan & 

McCarthy, 1997; Kim et al., 2009; Stinton, 2007) were less likely to adopt delinquent 

behavior in the future (Tracy & Kempf-Lenord, 1996), while others suggested that 

runaway girls commit delinquency (Kaufman & Widom, 1999; Thomas, 1976). Overall, 
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it is unclear whether delinquent behavior is a consequence of girls’ runaway behavior 

(Stinton, 2007). Therefore, it is essential to understand whether the interaction between 

gender and race creates distinct consequences for individuals. Janus et al. (1987) 

suggested that if running away and delinquency were combined, then delinquent behavior 

was a survival strategy that may be associated with the experiences of victimization 

among runaways. For example, girls of minority racial backgrounds are more likely to be 

considered delinquents by the justice system (Nanda, 2012).  

Future Orientation as a Consequence of Runaway Behavior 

Several researchers have provided explanations of factors that include an 

individual's future orientation. The future orientation process can be identified through 

different stages, such as exploring the availability of options for education or work, 

imagining self in the future, planning to follow the future, and finally, committing oneself 

to the future. Through these stages of planning and commitment, one's future orientation 

plays a significant role in shaping one's present behavior (Nurmi, 1991; Seginer et al., 

2004).   

As Trommsdorff (1986) described, future orientation includes identifying the 

required motivation to attain personal and mental needs according to expectations. To 

expand Trommsdorff's explanation, Nurmi (1991, 1989, 1987) added that future 

orientation was a three-stage development, including motivation, planning, and 

evaluation. Motivation is essential for setting goals and knowledge to build future 

expectations. Planning, along with setting goals, includes the path one chooses to reach 

their goals and finally achieve those goals. The final evaluation process includes 

examining the feasibility of the goals and plans (Nurmi, 1991, 1989, 1987). Consensus 
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among the researchers indicate that the zeal towards planning and achieving goals is 

more likely to refrain adolescents from delinquent behavior. For example, studies 

analyzed that youth with poor orientation were found to have aggressive behaviors 

(Stoddard et al., 2011) and weapons usage (Bolland et al., 2001; Rowan et al., 2019). 

The influence of future orientation among adolescents depends on the 

environmental, psychosocial, and culture-related factors (Parker, 1997). The level of 

future orientation in an adolescent also impacts their motivation, decision-making 

abilities, and self-control (Parker, 1997). Similarly, witnessing violence can negatively 

impact adolescents' future (Andrews, 1984; DuRant et al., 1994; Hopkins & King, 

1994).   

As adolescents develop multiple skills that impact their future (Nurmi & 

Pulliainen, 1991), failure to establish motivation towards their future can impede them 

from achieving those skills (Trad, 1993). Mello and Worrell (2015) suggested that future 

orientation was part of the significant developmental phase across an individual's life 

span. For example, cognitive development aids in understanding situations that would 

facilitate the adolescents to envision their outcomes (Neimark, 1975; Piaget, 1952, 1954), 

and if not developed, the future orientation of the adolescent was implicated.  

Another factor influencing adolescents' future orientation is their environment 

(Pulkkinen, 1990). For example, adolescents who are constantly exposed to violence have 

a decreased orientation toward their future compared to adolescents who are not exposed 

to violence (Parker, 1997). Another influential factor impacting adolescents' future 

orientation is their ability to assess the impact of their risky behavior leading to a positive 

or negative influence on their future consequences (Furby & Beyth-Marom, 1992). 
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Therefore, adolescents who disregard the consequences of their actions impacting their 

future are more likely to involve in delinquent behaviors (Parker, 1997). Similarly, Wood 

(1997) identified that runaway adolescents were less likely to think about their future 

than non-runaway adolescents.  

As mentioned before, Parker (1997) found that runaway adolescents wanting to 

get off of the streets indicated they planned to find employment (32%), shelter (10%), 

return to school (five percent), return home (four percent), and reorganize their life (four 

percent). Whereas 82% of the sample witnessed someone physically being attacked, 57% 

experienced the violence of people chasing them intending to harm. Youth who had 

experienced or witnessed violence were more likely to stay/desired to stay on the streets 

rather than get off the streets. This indicated that if these adolescents lived in adverse 

environments, they were more likely to adapt to that culture and make decisions that were 

influenced by these circumstances, impacting their future orientation and decisions made. 

Adolescents who want to get off the streets show higher future orientation, unlike those 

who do not want to get off the streets (Parker, 1997).  

Runaway and Non-Runaways and Future Orientation  

In their study, Mello et al. (2018) identified that compared to runaways, future 

orientation was higher among non-runaways, similar to findings reached by Mello et al. 

(2017). Mello et al. (2009) also indicated that runaways who thought about their future 

reported higher hope and self-esteem. In addition, Steinberg et al.’s (2009) study results 

indicated that the orientation toward the future also increased among adolescents aged 10 

and above. For example, future orientation was high among adolescents who graduated 

from high school compared to dropouts (Worrell &Hale, 2001).   
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In the study conducted by Dumain (2010), the researcher interviewed four 

runaway participants, two of whom were Hispanic females. These females exhibited low 

future orientation and impulsive decision-making abilities with little regard for the 

consequences of their actions. Adolescents in situations that cause challenges and 

impulsive behavior disregard the implications for their immediate gains while making 

decisions and engage in risky behaviors after running away (Dumain, 2010). 

Since runaway adolescents have a low future orientation, they do not understand 

the consequences of their actions while on the streets (Posner, 1993). As stated by Able-

Peterson (1989), adolescents do not foresee their future and therefore, do not understand 

the consequences of their actions since they are not sure of their life the next day. The 

author concluded that due to such difficulty surviving on the streets, adolescents were 

less likely to consider the impact of their actions on their future. 

While studies widely agreed on the connection between poor future orientation 

and delinquent behavior among youth (Bolland et al., 2001; Dumain, 2010; Parker, 1997; 

Posner, 1993; Rowan et al., 2019; Stoddard et al., 2011), studying the future orientation 

and delinquency relationship among runaway girls may advance the literature on the 

runaway girls’ behavior. Johnson et al. (2006) suggested gender-specific aspects were 

associated with runaway adolescents impacting their future orientation. Since these 

adolescents are escaping from abusive environments at home, they are ideal for studying 

the factors that could further victimize them on the streets and impact their future 

orientation, exposing them to violence, and understanding their perceptions towards 

procedural justice and certainty of sanctions.  



31 
 

 
 

Adolescents are often labeled as risk-takers due to their involvement in risky 

behaviors that could impact their future (Trad, 1993). Adolescents skilled in predicting 

their future outcomes will be more likely to estimate the outcomes of their risky behavior 

in the future (Trad, 1993). Also, risk-takers lookout for benefits from their behaviors, 

whereas the risk-avoiders focus on the probable loss due to their behaviors (Lopes, 1987). 

For example, young girls who envisioned that teenage pregnancy could hinder their 

educational opportunities were less likely to consider being a teenage mother (Trad, 

1993). 

Experience of strain in adolescence may impact decision-making abilities (Trad, 

1993). As identified by Furby and Beyth-Marom (1992), the decision-making abilities of 

an adolescent can be categorized into five steps: identification of the available 

opportunities, understanding the consequences of each opportunity, examining the 

benefits of the available opportunities, estimating the probability of the consequences, 

and finally articulating all the previous steps before making the final decision. As seen in 

earlier study findings, for example, by Masten et al., (1988), the probability of engaging 

in offending behavior could be associated with the adolescent's level of intelligence and 

decision-making abilities. Adolescents fail to make better decisions for their future due to 

their lack of understanding of the consequences of their actions or their perception of less 

of a likelihood that negative consequences would occur (Trad, 1993). 

Future orientation is a significant predictor of attitudes/behavior since a positive 

future orientation enhances commitment towards the behavior (Hinton et al., 2021), so it 

is vital to know what shapes youth orientation, especially among youth with runaway and 

offending history. Therefore, the current study vitally focused on the youth's future 
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orientation, assuming that future orientation is a significant consequence of delinquency 

among runaway youth. To conclude, from the previous explanations, it can be understood 

that the higher proportion of girls involved in future delinquent behavior indicates the 

importance of one's future orientation concerning delinquency commission decisions. 

There is also the indication that while runaway influences one's future orientation, it may 

also impact offending behavior, suggesting a strong relationship between future 

orientation and delinquency.   

Exposure to Violence as a Consequence of Runaway Behavior  

Exposure to violence is a generic phrase broadly used to categorize the experience 

of different forms of violence, such as physical assault, rape, homicide, and gun violence 

(Parker, 1997). Since this study focused on exposure to violence as a consequence of 

runaway behavior among Black and Hispanic girls, the study extensively focused on the 

exposure to violence both witnessed and experienced. Witnessing violence includes 

watching an act of violence committed against another person, such as assault or the 

outcome of such violence commission including injuries (Parker, 1997).  

Earlier studies show that exposure to violence, both witnessed and experienced, 

specifically among adolescents, leads to emotional and developmental disorders 

(Mitchell, 1992), impacting their future orientation. Similarly, concerning witnessed 

violence, adolescents may feel devastated and strained, leading them to acting out and 

involvement in delinquent behaviors such as substance abuse, life-threatening acts, and 

promiscuity (Bell & Jenkins, 1993; Pynoos & Eth, 1984).  

One factor that functions as an element in the pattern leading to delinquency 

among girls is exposure to violence. A study in Hawaii showed that more than 58% of 



33 
 

 
 

girls experienced violence (Pasko, 2006). Often abuse and exposure to violence result in 

girls running away from home (Acoca & Dedel, 1998; McCormack et al., 1986; Tyler et 

al., 2001). Girls experiencing abuse and violence at home runaway at an early age spend 

sufficient time on the streets and adapt to deviant strategies to survive (Chen et al., 2004). 

Jeanis et al. (2019) indicated that both runaway boys and girls, 70.8 and 29.2%, 

respectively, were exposed to violence at home; 93% were physically abused, 48% were 

sexually abused, and 89% were neglected, and half of the sample was emotionally 

neglected.   

Exposure to violence is mainly explained as a cause of running away from home. 

At the same time, limited studies have explained the exposure to violence as a 

consequence of running away and being homeless (AMA, 1993; Masten, 1992; Rafferty 

& Shinn, 1991; Schweitzer et al., 1994; Smart, 1991). One of the studies identifying the 

violence against runaways shows that around 42% of runaways experienced assault, 18% 

were robbed, and 12.5% were sexually assaulted within a year of running away from 

home (Robertson, 1989). However, extensive emphasis has not been given to the impact 

of witnessing violence on the offending behavior of the runaway girls. Therefore, 

examining the consequences of violence exposure to the offending behavior of runaway 

girls is essential.   

Procedural Justice Views as a Consequence of Runaway Behavior 

Procedural Justice has a significant role in preventing youth from committing 

delinquent acts. Pursuant to the theory of procedural justice, several adolescents restrict 

themselves from engaging in delinquent behavior due to their belief in the fairness of the 

decision-makers (Birckhead, 2009). According to the theory of Procedural Justice, people 
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will more likely obey the law if they positively perceive the system. The theory functions 

as a guide in accomplishing legal procedures that the youth will perceive as legitimate 

and that the system is fair towards them irrespective of the results, enhancing law-abiding 

behavior among juveniles (Birckhead, 2009; Liu et al., 2019). The central assumption of 

Procedural Justice Theory is the need for justice institutions to follow a fair and 

respectful process which can translate into fair and respectable treatment, rather than 

focusing on the outcomes of arrest and conviction as one of the fundamental approaches 

to establishing citizens' trust in the justice system (Hough et al., 2013). 

Runaways Procedural Justice Views Towards Police  

Most studies analyzing procedural justice views have failed to report gender 

differences (Papachristos et al., 2012) or exclusively studied the views of males (Casper 

et al., 1988). It is assumed that the procedural justice views of males and females are 

different, and these differences in the perceptions could result from procedural justice 

being situation-oriented (Brandl et al., 1994). That is, several factors can influence the 

perceptions of procedural justice.  

Specifically, for girls, the factors that influence their procedural justice 

perceptions are their offending behavior (Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Levi et al., 2009; 

Penner et al., 2014; Tyler, 2003), the inclination towards delinquency among adolescents 

who are transitioning into adulthood (Walters, 2018), and the willingness to cooperate 

with the police (Murphy & Gaylor, 2010). Although unlike adults, the procedural justice 

beliefs of juveniles might be unstable due to their changing experiences (Paternoster et 

al., 1997; Walters, 2018). 



35 
 

 
 

Girls generally have a complex and multifaceted attitude toward police (Hurst et 

al., 2005). Although earlier studies such as those conducted by Birckhead (2009), Hough 

et al. (2013), Liu et al. (2019), Tyler and Huo (2002), Weitzer (2017), Weitzer and Tuch 

(2006), and Wu et al. (2009) did provide eminent information on the offender's 

perceptions, there is a gap in understanding how female offenders' perceptions vary 

(Tatar et al., 2012). Studies examining the justice system involving individuals and their 

perceptions of procedural justice are a recently emerging topic. For example, 

Papachristos and colleagues (2012) in their study found that positive procedural justice 

views toward police officers were reliant on the perceived legitimacy of those officers. 

However, these results do not explain the female offender's perceptions. 

Female arrest rates increased by 33.58% from 28.37% from 2010 to 2019 (FBI, 

2015). The explanation for this growth is also partly due to the difference in the types of 

crimes committed by females, who are disproportionately involved in drug offenses and 

prostitution, and females who are mostly escaping negative situations, and, as a result, 

involved in offending behavior (Chesney-Lind & Rodriquez, 1983; Hubbard & Pratt, 

2002; McCartan & Gunnison, 2010; Salisbury & Van Voorhis, 2009).  

While the encounters with the police officers impact the juvenile's future 

orientation, the association between police contact and future orientation is formed due to 

the factors that lead to police contact (Testa et al., 2021). The reason for the negative 

impact of police contact on future orientation can be connected to the detrimental 

experiences with the police (Jackson et al., 2019; Jackson et al., 2021a; Nordberg et al., 

2016, 2018;), alterations in the self-perceptions (Merrill et al., 2016), and the future 

orientation (Corrigan et al., 2009; DeVylder et al., 2020; Jackson et al., 2019).  
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Minority girls often experience excessive surveillance, restrictions, harassment, 

and degradation from police. Hurst et al. (2005) found that only 30% of Black girls 

indicated a positive attitude, satisfaction, and trust in the police. Similarly, Augustyn and 

Ray (2016) stated that involuntary contact with the police and the courts impacted 

procedural justice and legitimacy beliefs. Recall that procedural justice is the perception 

of individuals regarding their fair treatment during their encounters with law enforcement 

and the judiciary (Birckhead, 2009; Hough et al., 2013; Liu et al., 2019; Walters, 2018).  

Gender, race and ethnicity, and age significantly impact the construction of one's 

normal and criminal behaviors (Burgess-Proctor, 2006). Regarding race, minority 

females and their experiences with the justice system differ from Whites and males. Race 

has been identified as a significant predictor of injustice, specifically by police 

(Augustyn, 2013). Both boys and girls, Hispanics and African Americans are more likely 

to have unfavorable perceptions of police (Weitzer & Tuch, 2004). Unlike adults, 

research findings indicate juveniles are indifferent towards police across genders and 

races/ethnicities.  

The relationship between procedural justice and delinquency among girls is not a 

direct relationship. It is influenced by and differs according to gender, race and ethnicity, 

and other individual characteristics (Hegtvedt, 2006; Ritter et al., 2005; Scheuerman, 

2019; Zapolski et al., 2018). So, minority girls may have increased contact with the 

justice system compared to non-minority girls (Horowitz & Pottieger, 1991; Visher, 

1983). Also, police officers often are more attentive toward female runaways (Posner, 

1993). As explained by Powers et al. (1990), the situation of runaway youths has become 

very critical in recent times, unlike the 18th and 19th centuries when finding employment 
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and a legitimate survival means was not impossible. Adolescents experience higher 

difficulties finding a legitimate means of survival given the economic structure. As a 

result of their underachieved adulthood, their roles differ in society and increase their 

chances of survival through illegitimate means, increasing their contact with the police. 

Therefore, the justice system's contact with the high-risk Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls is an essential factor for consideration since they are more likely to negatively 

perceive perceptions of procedural justice and the certainty of sanctions.  

Runaways Procedural Justice Views Towards Courts 

Studies examining procedural justice views have excessively analyzed the 

perceptions towards police and very limitedly, the courts (Baker et al., 2015; Mazerolle et 

al., 2013; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). The purpose of including the procedural justice views 

towards court is significant because, as Garland (1990) mentioned, courtrooms are where 

justice is served and the whole society participates. Therefore, examining the perceptions 

towards courts is also essential. The differed attitude towards the courts could be due to 

the differential treatment girls receive owing to their racial identification. For example, in 

the status offense cases, Black and Hispanic girls are more likely to be adjudicated than 

other racial and ethnic backgrounds girls (Freiburger & Burke, 2011).  

In addition, Black girls are more likely to receive sanctions than Hispanic girls, 

while Hispanic girls receive harsher punishment than White girls (Moore & Padavic, 

2010). Accordingly, there is the possibility of biased outcomes for female minority youth 

and the role of race, ethnicity, and gender were found to be significant factors in the 

decisions of court officials since girls of minority racial backgrounds are more likely to 

be considered delinquents by the justice system (Nanda, 2012). Most studies based their 
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results on the perceptions of the individuals based on the way the police treated them. In 

contrast, Casper et al.’s (1988) study suggested that the perception of the justice system 

involving individuals and the court system was formed based on the way the police 

treated them.  

It is also suggested that the perceptions towards police and the courts are 

relatively different. For example, as explained by Roberts and Hough (2005), people had 

more positive perceptions of the police than courts. The perceptions towards police 

officers are based on interaction, representation, consistency, impartiality, accuracy, 

correctability, and ethicality (Leventhal, 1980; Luescher, 2004). In comparison, the 

perceptions towards courts are influenced by various factors, such as the type of attorneys 

and plea-bargaining negotiations (Baker et al., 2015).   

Baker et al. (2014) in their study on female inmates in Florida, found that 

ethnicity and gender influenced the perceptions towards the courts but not the police 

officers’ procedural justice. Similar to Casper et al. (1988), the Baker et al. study also 

showed that perceptions of procedural justice towards police were a precursor to the 

perceived procedural justice of the courts. This could be because existing studies have 

extensively discussed runaway as a social problem (Tucker et al., 2011; Tyler & Bersani, 

2008) and the role of the juvenile justice system in addressing runaway behavior among 

adolescents (Acoca, 1998; Hoyt & Scherer, 1998) from a paternalistic ideology.  

Due to this paternalistic and conservative ideology, the courts have treated 

runaway girls differently than boys. Runaway girls have been subjected to physical 

examinations by the courts to verify their involvement in sexual behavior, unlike 

runaway boys. Around 60% to 70% of girls in Chicago juvenile court were on probation 
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for engaging in behaviors against the preconstructed gender roles (Pasko, 2010). Such 

differential treatment by the courts and police causes disbelief in procedural justice. Such 

perceptions are believed to impact the future orientation of these runaway minority 

girls.     

Similarly, the encounters with the police officers also impact the runaway girls’ 

future orientation. To add, the association between police contact and court and future 

orientation are formed due to the factors that lead to police contact and contact with the 

court (Testa et al., 2021). The reason for the negative impact of justice system contacts on 

future orientation can be connected to the detrimental experiences with the system 

(Jackson et al., 2019; Jackson et al., 2021a; Nordberg et al., 2016, 2018;), alterations in 

the self-perceptions (Merrill et al., 2016), and finally, the stigmatization experienced by 

adolescents that can impact the future orientation (Corrigan et al., 2009; DeVylder et al., 

2020; Jackson et al., 2019). 

However, though the earlier studies stated that there was a difference in the 

perceptions of different genders and the various racial/ethnic groups regarding their 

perceptions of procedural justice, empirical support to prove the same is limited. 

Generally, gender and race are only limited to the statistical models as a control variable 

on procedural justice and legitimacy, or the studies were limited to samples of the same 

sex (Augustyn, 2013; Fagan & Piquero, 2007; Kaasa et al., 2008; Piquero et al., 2005; 

Sprott & Greene, 2010; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tatar et al., 2011). Therefore, it is 

essential to examine how the procedural justice attitudes as a consequence of runaway 

behavior among Hispanics and African American girls influence their offending 

behavior.   
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Perceptions of Certainty/Deterrence as a Consequence of Runaway Behavior 

Deterrence Theory proposes that offenders weigh the benefits and costs of crime 

(Nagin, 2013). The philosophy of this theory is crime prevention (Beccaria, 1986). The 

three key ingredients of this theory are swiftness, severity, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions. Among the three, certainty and severity serve as the foundation for 

contemporary deterrence theories. One of the restrains of crime is not necessarily the 

cruel nature of punishments, but their impeccability (Beccaria, 1986). Therefore, the 

certainty of sanctions has a higher impact on deterring individuals from committing 

offenses.   

Certainty of sanctions refers to an individual's evaluation of the probability of 

being caught and punishment for engagement in a restricted act. The stronger the 

perceptions of certainty in sanctions, the higher the likelihood for the individuals to 

believe in deterrence effectiveness (Loughran et al., 2012). According to the Deterrence 

Theory, swift, certain, and severe punishments deter future criminal behavior (Beccaria, 

1764; Robinson & Darley, 2004; Tittle, 1975; Walters, 2018; Zimring & Hawkins, 

1972).  

Of all the three concepts of Deterrence Theory mentioned above criminological 

research suggests that certainty of sanctions produces a reliable deterrence effect 

(Loughran et al., 2015; Nagin, 2013; Wright, 2010) and has been widely studied (Fader, 

2016; Freiburger et al., 2017; Nagin, 2013). Furthermore, it is identified that although 

individuals are unresponsive to the severity of the punishment, they are more likely to be 

deterred due to the certainty of sanctions (Fader, 2016; Freiburger et al., 2017; Nagin, 

2013; Schulz, 2014), specifically at-risk individuals (Kuin et al., 2015). Due to the latter 
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explanation, the certainty of sanctions has been chosen as a consequence of runaway 

behavior among Black and Hispanic girls. 

Perceptions of certainty are based on an individual's assessment of the probability 

of being caught and punished for a delinquent act. The greater the belief in the certainty 

of sanctions, the more significant the impact of the deterrence effect (Loughran et al., 

2012; Pickett et al., 2018). Walters (2018) suggested that there could be an association 

between adolescents and their perception of the certainty of sanction in deterring them 

from future offending behavior. Walters' study results indicated that as the certainty of 

sanctions perception increased, there was a decrease in offending frequency among 

adolescents. However, it does not explain the gender differences in the certainty of 

sanctions perceptions, even with 184 female samples.  

Pursuant to the National Research Council (2013), the perceptions of adolescents 

and adults differ in three different ways. Firstly, compared to adults, adolescents had 

difficulty regulating their behavior in emotional situations. Secondly, adolescents sought 

more immediate gratifications than adults. Finally, adolescents were less considerate of 

the future consequences of their actions compared to adults. Therefore, it could be 

understood that adolescents are less likely to consider the certainty of sanctions when 

there are increased criminal opportunities (Lee et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2008; Woolard 

et al., 2001).   

The purpose of analyzing the certainty of sanctions is due to the previous 

researchers support of this aspect of the theory related to the consistency and reliable 

effect of deterrence (Fader, 2016; Freiburger et al., 2017; Loughran et al., 2015; Nagin, 

2013; Wright, 2010) as well as its effect related to running away on girls offending 
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behavior. Also, as suggested by Pratt et al. (2006), future research on deterrence theory 

must examine the circumstances under which the certainty of sanctions is likely to deter 

an individual's offending behavior. For this purpose, it is essential to understand the 

certainty of sanctions from the perspective of consequences for running away behavior 

among girls and leading to offending behavior. Because of running away from home, it is 

most likely that these adolescents turned away from the moral values of society (Tyler et 

al., 2004), which could be detrimental to their future as well as their perceptions of the 

certainty of sanctions and procedural justice perceptions eventually impacting their 

future.  

Leverso et al. (2015) indicated low future orientation as one of the several factors, 

including peer influence, distorted perceptions of risks, and impulsivity, that could lead to 

offending behavior among adolescents. The purpose of future orientation significantly 

impacts adolescents with limited experience, which may restrain these adolescents from 

looking far into the future (Gardner, 1993). For instance, an eight-year jail imprisonment 

of a 16-year-old would mean half of his/her life and could be too far in the future for 

them to completely comprehend (Leverso et al., 2015). It could be implied from the 

research findings of Nagin and Paternoster (1993, 1994) and Nagin and Pogarsky (2001, 

2003) that sanctions highly deter individuals with more significant stakes in conformity. 

Similarly, runaway girls, since they are away from family and most of them are classified 

as school dropouts, do not have anything at stake that they fear, and this could be one of 

the reasons for these runaway girls to engage in delinquent behavior.   

Although earlier studies have very strongly emphasized that perceptions of 

certainty of sanctions have a very strong deterrence effect on offending behavior (Fader, 
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2016; Freiburger et al., 2017; Loughran et al., 2015; Nagin, 2013; Wright, 2010), recent 

studies have raised concerns over the impact of certainty of sanctions perceptions on all 

offending behavior rather than a few (Gallupe & Baron, 2010; Piquero et al., 2011; 

Pogarsky, 2007; Pratt et al., 2006; Nagin & Paternoster, 1993; Piquero et al., 2011; 

Wikström, 2007;). It is suggested by researchers Gallupe and Baron (2010), Piquero et al. 

(2011), Pogarsky (2007), Pratt et al. (2006), and Wikström (2007), that to improve the 

understanding of how the deterrence effect might vary for different individuals and 

different offenses, it is necessary to examine the latter to enhance the theoretical 

understanding of the effect and develop strategies to prevent these offenses with 

reference to runaway behavior among Black and Hispanic girls and its consequence on 

their offending behavior. 

As Wikstrom (2006) stated, for individuals who do not view offending behavior 

as an alternative action or commit a crime out of habit, the certainty of sanctions might 

not influence their actions. Only when they see offending behavior as an alternative 

action do they fear the consequences of such actions, which may eventually impact their 

decision. Similarly, it could be implied that runaway girls, since they commit offenses as 

a means of survival, might not view offending behavior to be deterred by the certainty of 

sanctions perceptions, unlike non-runaway girls who do not have to resort to offending 

for survival.   

Limited studies have explained the differential consequences of running away for 

boys and girls (Johnson et al., 2006). Several earlier studies examined the certainty of 

sanctions factors with relevance to peer groups (Jacobs, 2010; Nagin & Pogarksy, 2003; 

Tittle & Paternoster, 2000), low-socio-economic individuals (Foglia, 1997; Loughran et 



44 
 

 
 

al., 2009; Matsueda et al., 2006; Maxson et al., 2011; Piliavin et al., 1986), and street 

youths (Baron, 2009a, 2009b). However, these findings are male-centric and limitedly 

discuss the impact of certainty of sanctions on girls and their offending behavior. 

Therefore, it is essential to address this gap in the existing literature to understand the 

gender and racial and ethnic differences in the perceptions of certainty of sanctions. 

Offending Behavior as a Consequence of Runaway Behavior 

As Chesney-Lind et al. (2008) stated, female delinquency is an area of study that 

is used to develop a holistic national profile by emphasizing the circumstances that they 

experience leading to their contact with the system (Acoca & Dedel, 1998; Holsinger et 

al., 1999; Lederman et al., 2004; Pasko, 2006; Tyler et al., 2001). It was identified by 

Snyder and Sickmund (1999) that compared to 10% of boys, three percent of girls 

committed significantly fewer violent offenses by the age of 18. The question being 

unaddressed here is whether girls have fewer needs than boys. A better perspective shows 

an array of interconnected situations that impact and lead to delinquent behavior among 

girls (Chesney-Lind et al., 2008).  

Several researchers have suggested a relationship between running away and 

offending behavior (Baron & Hartnagel, 1997; Chen et al., 2007; Greenblatt & 

Robertson, 1993; Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Haynie et al., 2009; S. Whitbeck & Hoyt, 

1999). Deviant behavior among runaways is influenced by several factors, such as family 

conflict, delinquent peer association, and street adversity (Baron, 1999; Baron & 

Hartnagel, 1997; Baron et al., 2001; Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Lee & Schreck, 2005; 

Whitbeck et al., 1999; Whitbeck et al., 2001). For example, it was identified by Hagan 
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and McCarthy (1997) that street adversities were situational based, including insufficient 

food and money and lack of shelter, which positively impacts delinquency.  

Runaway homeless youth are found to engage in risky behaviors that are strongly 

connected to their engagement in other risky behaviors (Bailey et al., 1998; Kipke et al., 

1995), such as substance abuse and sexually risky behavior (Clatts et al., 2005; Halco'n & 

Lifson, 2004; Haleyet al., 2004; Solorio et al., 2006; Tyler et al., 2007; Tyler et al., 2004), 

and delinquency, which is the commonly identified factors that are connected to one 

another (Donovan & Jessor, 1985; Willoughby et al., 2004; Zhang et al., 2002). 

Similarly, delinquent acts, including drug dealings, stealing, and committing 

assaults (Crawford et al., 2009; Stein et al., 2009; Whitbeck et al., 1997), are mainly 

likely identified as deviant survival strategies (Baron & Hartnagel, 1997; Greenblatt & 

Robertson, 1993; Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Whitbeck et al., 1999; Whitbeck & Hoyt, 

1999) and not as consequences of running away. It is necessary to analyze these survival 

strategies as consequences since they result from runaway behavior and eventually 

impact runaways’ future. Limited studies have analyzed the interaction between these 

runaway consequences, future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, the 

certainty of sanctions perceptions. Therefore, this study contributes to the existing 

literature by analyzing the impact of runaway consequences on the offending behavior 

among Black and Hispanic female offenders.  

Interaction Between Future Orientation and Other Consequences of Running Away  

As no studies were located that examined the interaction effect between future 

orientation and other runaway consequences such as exposure to violence, procedural 

justice, the certainty of sanctions, and delinquency's impact on girls' future orientation, 
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this section provides expected results at the end of this research. Leverso et al. (2015) 

indicated low future orientation as one of the several factors, including peer influence, 

distorted perceptions of risks, and impulsivity, that could lead to offending behavior 

among adolescents. The purpose of future orientation has a significant impact on 

adolescents who have limited experience, which may restrain these adolescents from 

looking far into the future (Gardner, 1993). For instance, an eight-year jail imprisonment 

of a 16-year-old would mean half of their life and could be too far in the future for them 

to completely comprehend (Leverso et al., 2015).   

Specifically, few studies have suggested that runaway behavior is commonly 

found among Black and Hispanic adolescents, unlike Whites (Benoit-Bryan, 2011; 

Greene et al., 1997) and specifically among girls (Baker et al., 2003; Benoit-Bryan, 

2011). Moreover, their consequences vary from boys to girls due to female sexuality and 

gendered roles (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 1998). For these runaway girls, as suggested 

by Janus et al. (1987), if running away and delinquency are combined, then despite 

delinquent behavior being a survival strategy, it may be associated with the experiences 

of victimization among runaways. This could be due to the difference in the girls' 

sensitivity towards the trauma they experience away from home, unlike boys (Zahn et al., 

2010). The experiences of girls while away from home do have an impact on their future 

orientation.  

Low future orientation could be attributed to their failure to identify the positive 

or negative consequences of their risky behavior on their future (Furby & Beyth-Marom, 

1992). Hence, adolescents who fail to understand the consequences of their actions are 

more likely to involve in delinquent behavior (Parker, 1997). The same has been 
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identified with runaway adolescents. Non-runaways might have higher future orientation 

since their experiences may differ from that of runaway girls (Mello et al., 2018; Wood, 

1997).  

Future orientation is also believed to be influenced by exposure to violence. 

Witnessing and experiencing violence leads to impaired emotional and cognitive 

development, which impacts the adolescents ability to identify the consequences of their 

actions on their future (Mitchell, 1992). Unlike non-runaway adolescents, runaways are 

more likely to experience violence (Chen et al., 2007; Hoyt et al., 1999; Kim et al., 2009; 

Terrell, 1997; Thrane et al., 2006; Whitbeck et al., 1997, 2007). Exposure to violence has 

been extensively studied as a cause of running away, but it is critical to measure its 

impact as a consequence and on future orientation. Apart from their exposure to violence, 

these runaway girls also experience differential treatment from police and in courts. For 

example, Acoca (1998) stated that in his study, girls often experienced abusive attitudes 

from the correctional system personnel, such as inappropriate language, inappropriate 

physical touch, and being hit by the staff. Therefore, due to their association with 

delinquent behaviors, these runaways will be identified as delinquents and not as victims 

(Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1997; Smith & Thornberry, 

1995; Stinton, 2007). 

Deterrence Theory suggests that individuals refrain from crime commission due 

to the perceived fear of getting caught, certainty, and the consequences followed by 

getting caught, associated with severity (Gibbs, 1975; Wikström, 2007). Studies have 

examined the interaction between deterrence and self-control (Gallupe & Baron, 2010; 

Wright et al., 2004) but are very limited regarding deterrence and future orientation. With 
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regards to the certainty of sanctions, there is a need to identify how runaway girls differ 

from non-runaway girls in their perceptions of certainty of sanctions since a considerable 

part of the existing literature emphasizes the male perceptions and very little related to 

girls’ perceptions. The purpose of using exposure to violence, procedural justice, and 

certainty of sanctions perceptions, along with the interaction of future orientation, is to 

analyze the spurious relationship between Black and Hispanic runaway and non-runaway 

girls’ experiences impacting their offending behavior using self-reported data.  

Theoretical Framework  

General Strain Theory 

The theory postulates that strain is an outcome when an individual fails to achieve 

positively valued goals, loses positively valued stimuli, or experiences a negative 

stimulus (Agnew, 1992). Agnew (1992) argued that General Strain Theory (GST) is 

central to explaining delinquency. This theory focuses on the individualistic level, their 

immediate social surroundings, and the factors that influence these adolescents in their 

choices of delinquent versus non-delinquent adaptations (Agnew, 1992). 

General Strain Theory is distinct from other sociological theories for two reasons. 

First, it analyses an individual’s social relations, how they lead to delinquency, and, 

secondly, the motivation for delinquency (Agnew, 1992). Regarding social relationships, 

the theory explicitly focuses on negative relationships with others, meaning relationships 

where individuals are not treated as expected.  

With regards to motivation for delinquency, Agnew emphasized that adolescents 

were forced into delinquency by the negative affective state, for example, anger, 

becoming flustered or nervous, fear, disgust, bitterness, jealousy, shame, embarrassment, 
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disappointment, regret, and depression (Morgan & Heise, 1988) which is a resultant of 

the negative relationships. Such negative effects may pressure adolescents to use 

illegitimate ways to achieve their goals, fight or flight from the source of their hardship, 

and overcome their negative affective state by using illicit drugs (Agnew, 1992).   

The recent versions of the General Strain Theory argued primarily regarding the 

concerns of adolescents not only limited to their future goals of monetary success but also 

regarding the achievement of immediate gratifications, including good grades and 

popularity among peers (Agnew, 1984; Elliott & Voss, 1974; Elliott et al., 1985; Empey, 

1982; Greenberg, 1977). However, Agnew (1985a) argued that strain was not only 

caused by the inability to achieve positively valued goals but may also result from the 

failure to escape from distressing situations.  

The latter is true for runaway girls as these runaway girls have limited legitimate 

opportunities leading them to engage in unlawful activities impacting their future 

orientation making it more difficult to avoid their pathway to delinquency and get off the 

streets (Nihart et al., 2005). As a result, strain leads to acting out such as delinquent 

behavior (Agnew, 1992; Agnew, 2001; Kort-Butler, 2010; Peterson, 2014) which is 

conditioned by the availability of legitimate and illegitimate opportunities.  

According to the GST propositions, increased strain reduces the individual’s 

perceptions of the costs/consequences of their actions, leading to their disposition to 

engage in delinquent behavior due to negative emotions (Kort-Butler, 2010). For 

example, adolescents feeling negative emotions, especially anger, may desire to take 

corrective steps, and delinquency is one possible response (Agnew, 1992).  
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Similarly, Agnew (2002) also argued that exposure to violence, both witnessed 

and experienced, were the forms of strain leading to delinquent responses, and in an 

attempt to overcome the negative emotions, adolescents may use delinquency as a way of 

protection (Acoca, 998; Kort-Butler, 2010). The latter is true for runaway girls, as they 

are more prone to be exposed to violence and, subsequently, delinquency (McIntyre & 

Widom, 2011). Some forms of delinquency girls adopt as a coping mechanisms are 

prostitution and substance use. Such coping mechanisms resulting from running away 

could impact the girls’ future orientation.  

Although exposure to violence has been debated robustly, the direct and indirect 

effects of violence exposure on delinquent outcomes are limited (Richmond et al., 2009). 

Studies that ignore considering both experienced and witnessed exposure to violence 

might fail to understand its detrimental effects on girls’ delinquency outcomes (Peterson, 

2014).  

Procedural Justice Theory 

Criminal justice encounters follow the perception of procedural justice. The 

primary element in the perception progression is the interaction with the police, followed 

by the court proceedings. However, these interactions are influenced by several 

mediating variables, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and education. These mediating 

variables may influence the citizens’ perceptions of police and courts individually and 

collectively (Baker et al., 2014).  

The Procedural Justice Theory is extended from the works of Thibaut and Walker 

(1975), Leventhal (1980), and Lind and Tyler (1988). Researchers theorized that 

individuals who have a role in the process and the decisions made by justice system 
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authorities are likely to perceive the process as fair irrespective of the outcome of those 

encounters (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). For this process to be considered fair, the 

procedures should be accurate, consistent, unbiased, correctible if there are errors, ethical, 

and representative of all the parties involved in the decision-making process (Lind & 

Tyler, 1988; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Procedural Justice Theory proposes that 

perceptions towards police officers during encounters are dependent upon the perceived 

fairness of the officer which the public views as morally appropriate behavior (Tyler, 

2006c; Tyler & Blader, 2005). For example, when officers engage in racial profiling, the 

public views it as unfair and not in accordance with morally appropriate behavior. 

Specifically, Skogan (2006) suggested that negative encounters with the police can have 

nine times higher effect on the perceptions of procedural justice than positive encounters.  

Individuals have a positive attitude toward police when treated fairly and 

impartially (Skogan, 2005), which enhances respect for the law and legal authorities. 

Similarly, with courts, when females are allowed to tell their stories in court, they 

perceive their treatment as fair and have an overall positive perception towards 

procedural justice (Baker et al., 2014). Although it is suggested that the perceptions of 

procedural justice are formed when there is quality treatment and quality in the officers’ 

decision-making ability, Tyler (2006a) suggested that the public’s perception of 

procedural justice varied based on the situation and different measurement criteria. Also, 

those perceptions varied based on individual characteristics such as race, ethnicity, and 

gender (Fossati & Meeker, 1997). For example, regarding the situational differences in 

procedural justice views, Thibaut and Walker (1975) identified that individuals in 
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adversarial trials had more positive views toward the courts than those in inquisitorial 

trials.  

Similarly, the views of procedural justice were measured by citizens based on the 

treatment’s quality rather than the treatment’s outcome. This is also the same for racial 

minority groups (Tyler, 2001). Race is identified as a prominent factor influencing 

procedural justice fairness experiences (Engel, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Sunshine 

and Tyler (2003), in their study, identified that education and the performance of police 

significantly predicted the positive procedural justice views among Whites but not for 

Blacks and Hispanics. Also, as explained by Ekins (2016) and Fingerhut (2017), minority 

racial groups were more likely to withdraw their support for police fairness by revealing 

“neutral feelings.” For this reason, it is vital to study only Black and Hispanic adolescents 

since their views of procedural justice significantly differ from Whites.  

Procedural justice studies have majorly measured the perceptions of adults and 

the factors influencing their views. However, limited studies have examined the impact of 

procedural justice on adolescents and their future orientation. As suggested by Testa et al. 

(2022), encounters with the justice system and specifically with the police can have a 

significant effect on one’s future orientation, and this is also influenced by race and 

gender. Due to this gap in the existing literature, this study proposed to examine the 

difference in procedural justice views among Black and Hispanic runaway girls, if it is a 

consequence of girls’ runaway behavior, and if procedural justice views influence 

runaway girls offending behavior when interacting with future orientation.  
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Deterrence Theory 

The Deterrence Theory proposes that individuals weigh the benefits and costs of 

crime and subsequently decide how to behave (Chalfin & McCrary, 2017; Nagin, 2013). 

Similarly, individuals refrain from engaging in restricted acts due to the perceived risk of 

getting caught and its following consequences (Andenaes, 1974; Gibbs, 1975; Wikström, 

2007). Although Deterrence Theory presides on the three essential concepts such as 

swiftness, certainty, and severity, a large body of research suggests that certainty of 

sanctions perceptions are strongly correlated with the other two concepts (Nagin, 1998; 

Paternoster, 1987, 2010; Pratt et al., 2006).  

Deterrence Theory is preceded by the belief that certainty of sanctions 

discourages future delinquent acts by establishing an understanding of the consequences 

of one’s actions (Wilson & Herrnstein, 1985; Zimring & Hawkins, 1973). For example, 

runaway girls with high certainty of sanctions perceptions are more likely to understand 

the consequences of their actions on their future and deter themselves from engaging in 

delinquent behavior. The latter indicates that certainty of sanctions perceptions do impact 

one’s future orientation and offending behavior which means that any form of legal 

intervention can deter future delinquent behaviors (Nagin, 2013).  

Svensson (2015) suggested that in instances where the certainty of sanctions 

perceptions is weak, it could be assumed that certainty of sanctions deterrence effect is 

effective for some individuals but not for others (Gallupe & Baron, 2010; Pogarsky, 

2007; Pratt et al., 2006; Wikström, 2007). Piquero et al. (2011) suggested that it was 

crucial to identify how the certainty of sanctions perceptions’ deterrence effectiveness 

varied among individuals. The researchers suggest that identifying this relationship and 
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its interaction with other variables will serve the purpose of developing preventive 

strategies.  

This could be true for runaway Black and Hispanic girls and runaway and non-

runaway girls since there could be a difference among these girls and their probability of 

engaging in specific offenses. Therefore, understanding how these girls vary in their 

perceptions of certainty of sanctions and their offending behavior might provide insights 

into filling the existing gap.  

Summary  

Since the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act of 1974 was first passed, runaway 

youth have been a very prominent concern throughout the nation (Morton et al., 2017). In 

their generalized survey results, Morton et al. (2017) identified that in the United States, 

around 700,000 adolescents from 13 to 17 years were likely to experience homelessness 

due to running away from home. Furthermore, this concern increases when the age group 

is between 18 to 25 years. That is, 1 in 10 young adults of 18 to 25 years are more likely 

to experience homelessness due to running away every year (Morton et al., 2017; Morton 

et al., 2018).  

According to the Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress, from 2007 to 

2016, the number of homeless people decreased from 1,221,044 to 374,718. Pursuant to 

this data, female representation increased from 34% in 2007 to 42% in 2016. Regarding 

race and ethnicity, homelessness among Hispanics due to running away was 14.2% in 

2016, whereas for African Americans, it was 33.9% in 2016 (United States Department 

of Housing and Urban Development, 2017).  
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With such a higher representation of girls in runaway data, it is necessary to 

understand the impact of age, race, commitment to future orientation, parental violence, 

family structure, and procedural justice-related belief and strain on girls’ delinquent 

behavior. In addition, the importance of studying only females is vital since girls have 

lower offending rates than boys. It is more rational to study females offending in areas 

where both boys and girls have equal representation, such as status offenses (Stinton, 

2007). Therefore, studying girls independently to understand their offending behavior 

advances the area of girls’ runaway literature. 

Some of the identified consequences of running away include exposure to 

violence impacting the future of these adolescents (Benoit-Bryan, 2011; Edinburgh et al., 

2013; Kingree et al., 2001; Whitbeck et al., 2000; Yoder et al., 1998). Compared to non-

runaway adolescents, runaways have higher risks of being school dropouts (Aratani & 

Cooper, 2015), are more likely to engage in substance use (Edinburgh et al., 2013; 

Johnson et al., 2004), and undertake self-harming behavior and suicidal tendencies 

(Benoit-Bryan, 2011; Kingree et al., 2001; Whitbeck et al., 2000; Yoder et al., 1998). 

Since the experiences of runaway boys and girls vary, such as runaway girls are more 

likely to experience sexual assault whereas boys and more likely to experience physical 

assault, such differed experiences may shape differential future offending pathways for 

both boys and girls (Jeanis et al., 2020; Whitbeck et al., 1999).  

Thrane et al. (2006) found that 75% of runaway youth experience violence while 

on the streets.  As a result, runaway adolescents have more probability of delinquent 

behavior leading to contact with the criminal justice system compared to non-runaways 

(Windle, 1988). The same pattern is also witnessed in adulthood (Benoit-Bryan, 2011).   
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Despite the general idea that running away among American adolescents leads to 

grave and deleterious effects, limited studies have emphasized the consequences of 

running away among adolescents (Jeanis et al., 2020). Also, there are few theoretical 

explanations available to understand how these identified consequences significantly 

affect adolescent girls and their future orientation, offending behavior, and how they 

differ according race and ethnicity. Therefore, this research is of importance to 

understand the consequences of running away and how these consequences differ by 

race.  

As this study extensively focused on Black and Hispanic girls, however, research 

on White runaway girls and diverse background runaway girls is sternly needed and 

proves valuable. Black and Hispanic backgrounds yield a particular status in the society 

that is correlated with runaway background than White girls. Therefore, this study 

emphasized only Black and Hispanic girls’ runaway behavior.  



57 
 

 
 

CHAPTER III 

METHOD  

The Current Study  

Runaway children, without any plans for their futures, are lost in society  and are 

more likely to become victims (Janus et al., 1987). Black and Hispanic girls are more 

likely to runaway compared to White girls (Baker et al., 2003; Benoit-Bryan, 2011; 

Greene et al., 1997). As a result, runaway girls are more likely to be involved in 

delinquent behavior and criminal behavior in later adulthood (Benoit-Bryan, 2011). The 

earlier studies on runaway behavior have extensively discussed the causes (Hagan & 

McCarthy, 1997; Tyler et al., 2004) but there is limited literature that explains whether 

the survival strategies of runaway girls are the consequences of running away from home. 

As such, it is necessary to understand adolescent girls' runaway behavioral consequences 

on their future orientation and offending behavior.  

While young girls do not immediately commit an offense when they run away 

from home, there is a spill-over effect of running away on their means of survival and the 

experiences they encounter that eventually impact their future orientation and often leads 

to offending behavior. Because of this pathway, it becomes important to understand the 

effect of these identified consequences on Black and Hispanic runaway girls' future 

orientation and offending behavior, which is the primary focus of this study. 

Research Questions  

Several youth runaway studies focused on examining runaway’s exposure to 

violence or runaway’s procedural justice views, or runaway’s certainty perceptions 

emphasized on finding the delinquency relationship. However, studies utilized runaway’s 
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experience as mediating variables for delinquency by ignoring that these runaway 

experiences are the preliminary consequences for runaway youth. To demonstrate if any 

such difference exists, this research developed the following question to examine if the 

variables future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, and certainty 

of sanctions perceptions associate with the runaway or non-runaway girls. In doing so, 

this research clarified if variables future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural 

justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions were consequences with respect to or 

irrespective of girls runaway background.  

The study proposed the following research questions:   

RQ1: Do runaway girls significantly differ in their future orientation, exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions perceptions than non-runaway 

girls? 

HA1: There is a significant difference between runaway and non-runaway girls in 

their future orientation. 

HA2: There is a significant difference between runaway and non-runaway girls in 

their exposure to violence. 

HA3: There is a significant difference between runaway and non-runaway girls in 

their procedural justice views. 

HA4: There is a significant difference between runaway and non-runaway girls in 

their certainty of sanctions perceptions. 

The attempt to study of which racial group among Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls had the increased probability of experiencing the runaway consequences is less 

studied. Therefore, this study used research question two to examine if runaway 
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consequences such as exposure to violence, future orientation, procedural justice views, 

and certainty of sanctions perceptions significantly differed for Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls. This allowed the research to identify the pattern of runaway consequences 

association with girls’ racial background. 

RQ2: Are there any significant differences between runaway Black and Hispanic girls in 

their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of 

sanctions perceptions? 

HA5: There is a significant difference between Black and Hispanic runaway girls 

in their future orientation. 

HA6: There is a significant difference between Black and Hispanic runaway girls 

in their exposure to violence. 

HA7: There is a significant difference between Black and Hispanic runaway girls 

in their procedural justice views. 

HA8: There is a significant difference between Black and Hispanic runaway girls 

in their certainty of sanctions perceptions.  

Many studies suggested the greater effect of runaway on youth future orientation 

apart from other runaway consequences such as exposure to violence, procedural justice 

views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions. However, Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls offending as a result of interaction effect between future orientation and exposure to 

violence, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions are not often 

studied. To address this aspect of Black and Hispanic runaway girls this research utilized 

the following research question.  
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RQ3: Does the interaction between exposure to violence, procedural justice, certainty of 

sanctions perceptions, and future orientation, influence runaway girls’ offending 

behavior? 

HA9: The interaction between exposure to violence and future orientation does 

influence runaway girls offending behavior. 

HA10: The interaction between procedural justice views and future orientation 

does influence runaway girls offending behavior. 

HA11: The interaction between certainty of sanctions perceptions, and future 

orientation does influence runaway girls offending behavior. 

Population and Data   

This study used a quantitative research approach by using the secondary dataset 

Research on Pathways to Desistance [Maricopa County, AZ and Philadelphia County, 

PA]: Subject Measures, 2000-2010 from the Inter-university Consortium for Political and 

Social Research (ICPSR). This longitudinal dataset included 1,354 adjudicated serious 

juvenile offenders 14 to 18 years old at the time of recruitment for the study (Mulvey, 

2016). It assessed their transition into early adulthood from November 2000 through 

March 2010 from juvenile and adult courts in Maricopa County, Phoenix, Arizona (N = 

654) and Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania (N = 700) (Mulvey, 2016).   

The Pathways to Desistance Study was developed during the MacArthur Research 

Network about Adolescent Development and Juvenile Justice (Mulvey, 2016). The study 

broadly focused on providing empirical evidence to juvenile justice professionals on the 

issues concerning juveniles. The study mainly focused on concerns regarding the 
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treatment of juvenile serious offenders including their transfers to adult courts, impact of 

juvenile justice system, and deterring juvenile delinquency (Mulvey, 2016).  

Since there is limited data on juvenile serious offenders measuring their patterns 

and outcomes of antisocial behavior, developmental changes, and the impact of sanctions 

of the juveniles’ antisocial behavior, the pathways study attempted to measure the 

psychological, behavioral, social, and mental health experiences while in the juvenile 

justice system (Mulvey, 2016).  

Over a period of seven years, interviews were conducted with these juveniles and 

their family members to investigate the decrease in the juvenile serious offenders’ 

antisocial activity, the impact of social and developmental aspects in the transformation, 

and the impact of sanctions in the positive changes of these juvenile offenders (Mulvey, 

2016).  

 The data collection for the study was through the enrollment of juveniles into the 

study which was conducted for over 26 months from November 2000 to January 2003. 

After the enrollment, the data was collected from the participants through self-reports 

(Mulvey, 2016). The study participants were interviewed which ranged from baseline 

interviews (November 2000 to March 2003), follow-up interviews (May 2001 to March 

2010 at 6, 12, 18, 24, 30, 36, 48, 60, 72, and 84 months since the baseline), and release 

interviews (during the stay in residential facility before 30 of release) (Mulvey, 2016).  

Sample Design   

The Pathways dataset was collected through computer-assisted interviews. The 

study relied mostly on self-reports from serious juvenile offenders from a baseline 

interview and follow-up interviews. The first baseline interviews were conducted in 
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November 2000 and the last interview was in March 2003 (Mulvey, 2016). After the 

baseline interviews were completed, the Pathways study conducted six-month, three-year 

follow-up interviews from May 2001 to March 2010. The baseline and follow-up period 

were calculated for equal measurement periods necessary to statistically analyze the 

developmental, environmental, and relational changes in the behaviors of the juveniles 

(Mulvey, 2016). At the baseline data collection, the juveniles were White (20%), Black 

(41%), Hispanic (34%), and other racial/ethnic groups (5%). This dataset had a 

predominantly male population (86%).   

These interviews were conducted at the juvenile's residence, library or at the 

facilities with the assistance of laptop computers. Trained interviewers would read the 

questions out loud for the juveniles to mark their responses on a keypad to maintain 

privacy. The self-reported responses were validated through collateral reporters 

interviews and official records of arrest. For this research, baseline interviews are utilized 

(Mulvey, 2016). 

Measures  

 As this study aimed to identify the association between future orientation over the 

other runaway consequences, variables that are the consequences such as exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, certainty perceptions, and self-reported offending behavior 

of both runaway and non-runaway Black and Hispanic girls were considered for this 

study from the Pathways to Desistance study dataset. In the current study, for RQ 1, the 

independent variable was runaway and non-runaway girls, and the dependent variables 

were future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty 

perceptions.  
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For RQ 2, the independent variable was runaway girls’ race/ethnicity (that is, 

Black and Hispanics), and the dependent variables were future orientation, exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, and certainty perceptions. The third research question had 

the independent variables using interaction effect such as interaction between exposure to 

violence and future orientation, interaction between procedural justice views and future 

orientation, and interaction between certainty of sanctions perceptions and future 

orientation. The dependent variable was runaway girls self-reported offending behavior.  

Runaway. The variable runaway measured whether the juvenile ever ran away 

from where they were living. The respondents were asked, “Ever run away from where 

you were living?” This variable is a categorical variable with 0=No and 1=Yes. Since the 

variable is dichotomous, Yes (56) and No (66) responses were retained and -9=Don’t 

know and -8=Refused, were treated as missing data. Without considering the gender of 

these runaways, the number of runaways were 449 and non-runaways were 881 juveniles.  

Future Orientation. The variable is constructed from the Future Outlook 

Inventory developed by Cauffman and Woolard (1999), using items from the Life 

Orientation Task (Scheier & Carver, 1985), the Zimbardo Time Perspective Scale 

(Zimbardo, 1980), and the Consideration of Future Consequences Scale (Strathman et al., 

1994). This 15-item measure asked the participants if they agree with each statement 

reflecting how they are such as “I will keep working at difficult, boring tasks if I know 

they will help me get ahead later.” The measure used a 4-point Likert Scale with 1=Never 

true, 2=Rarely True, 3=Often true, and 4=Always true. The Likert scale responses were 

retained and -300=Too few answers for computation and -200=Data missing were treated 

as missing data. 
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Procedural Justice. The inventory measured the perceptions of the juveniles of 

fairness and equity related with arrest and court processing. This measure was developed 

to address multiple aspects of fair treatment including correctability, ethicality, 

representativeness, and consistency (see Tyler & Huo, 2002). An index was formed by 

two items measuring Procedural Justice experiences with Judges/Court (mean of 14 

items) and Direct Procedural Justice Experiences with Police (mean of 14 items). These 

two items were on a 5-point scale with 1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=neither agree 

nor disagree, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree.   

Exposure to Violence. This measure was adapted from the Exposure to Violence 

Inventory (Selner-Ohagan et al., 1998) and was modified to measure the types of 

violence the adolescent had either witnessed or experienced. The exposure to violence 

both witnessed and experienced variable was combined in the dataset to measure the 

greater exposure to violence and its impact on the juvenile offenders. The category of 

witnessed exposure measured if the juvenile had seen or witnessed someone else being 

victimized. Whereas the experienced violence category measured if the juvenile 

themselves experienced victimization. The items categorized under witnessed violence 

included seven items such as "Have you ever seen someone else being raped, an attempt 

made to rape someone or any other type of sexual attack?" The items categorized under 

the violence experienced were inclusive of six items asking the respondents “Have you 

ever been chased where you thought you might be seriously hurt?" Collectively, under 

the 13 items, higher scores suggested greater exposure to violence.   

Perceptions of Certainty of Sanctions. The Indices of Personal and Social Costs 

and Rewards was utilized to measure the juvenile’s perceptions of probability of 
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detection and punishment for offenses (Nagin & Paternoster, 1994). This 78-item 

measure included direct and indirect experiences of certainty of punishment, social costs 

of punishment, personal costs of punishment, social rewards of crime, and personal 

rewards of crime. For the purpose of this study, direct/individual perceptions of certainty 

of sanctions were utilized with seven items where respondents were asked “Ever do crazy 

dangerous things for fun,” “Like to speed or take chances when you drive,” and “Ever 

been stopped/chased by police for speeding/reckless driving.” This item was measured on 

a 10-point scale with 0=No chance and 10=Absolute certain to be caught.  

Self-Reported Offending. This study focused on the Self-Report of offending 

(SRO) of female juveniles as the dependent variable. The SRO (Huizinga et al., 1991) 

measured the adolescent’s participation in antisocial and illegal acts. The 24 items 

measured the juvenile’s offending behavior among the several types of crimes was a 

dichotomous variable with 0=No and 1= Yes. For the current study, among these 24 

items, only 19 items were used to index into one dependent variable.  

The items utilized for indexing can be seen in Table 1. They are 

destroyed/damaged property, set fire, broke in to steal, bought/received/sold stolen 

property, used check/credit card illegally, stole car or motorcycle, sold marijuana, sold 

other drugs, carjacked, drove drunk or high, paid for sex, shot someone bullet hit, shot at 

someone no hit, took by force w/ weapon, took by force no weapon, beat up someone 

serious injury, in a fight, beat someone as part of gang, and carried a gun.  
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Table 1 
 

Self-Reported Offending 

Items Description 

Destroyed/ damaged property “If the subject engaged in [purposely destroyed or 

damaged property that did not belong to you] in their 

lifetime” 

Set fire  “If the subject engaged in [purposely set fire to a 

house, building, car or vacant lot] in their lifetime” 

Broke in to steal  “If the subject engaged in, [entered or broken into a 

building (home or business) to steal something] in 

their lifetime” 

Bought/ received/ sold stolen property  “If the subject engaged in [bought, received, sold 

something you knew was stolen] in their lifetime” 

Used check/credit card illegally  “If the subject engaged in [used checks or credit 

cards illegally] in their lifetime” 

Stole car or motorcycle “If the subject engaged in [stolen a car or motorcycle 

to keep or sell] in their lifetime” 

Sold marijuana  “If the subject engaged in [sold marijuana] in their 

lifetime” 

Sold other drugs  “If the subject engaged in [sold other illegal drugs 

(cocaine, crack, heroin)] in their lifetime” 

Carjacked  “If the subject engaged in [carjacked someone] in 

their lifetime” 
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Drove drunk or high  “If the subject engaged in [driven while you were 

drunk or high] in their lifetime” 

Paid for sex  “If the subject paid by someone for having sexual 

relations with them in their lifetime” 

Shot someone bullet hit  “if the subject [shot someone (where bullet hit the 

victim)] in their lifetime” 

Shot at someone no hit  “If the subject [shot at someone (where you pulled 

the trigger)] in lifetime” 

Took by force w/ weapon  “If the subject had [taken something from another 

person by force, using a weapon] in their lifetime” 

Took by force no weapon  “If the subject had [taken something from another 

person by force, without a weapon] in their lifetime” 

Beat up someone serious injury  “If the subject had [beaten up or physically attacked 

somebody so badly that they probably needed a 

doctor] in their lifetime” 

In a fight  “If the subject had been in a fight] in their lifetime” 

Beat someone as part of gang  “If the subject had [beaten up, threatened, or 

physically attacked someone as part of a gang] in 

their lifetime” 

Carried a gun  “If the subject had [carried a gun] in their lifetime” 

Note. All the items above are dichotomous with yes or no response and will be used to create an index 
measuring the self-reported offending behavior among runaway and non-runaway Black and Hispanic 
girls.  
 

Data Cleaning and Indexing 

Following Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, data cleaning was initiated. 

As the current study is female specific (184 which is, 13.6%), 1,170 (86.4%) male 



68 
 

 
 

samples were deleted. With regards to race/ethnicity, the study specifically measured 

Blacks and Hispanics for the analysis. Therefore, White and Others were removed from 

the sample. In the items of the variables such as runaway, future orientation, procedural 

justice, certainty of sanctions perceptions, exposure to violence, and self-reported 

offending behavior, missing values were deleted through the case-wise deletion method.  

The variables procedural justice and self-reported delinquency were developed by 

indexing the items, therefore reliability and factor analysis was conducted. For the 

variable procedural justice, two items reliability and factor analysis were conducted. 

From the reliability analysis, Cronbach’s alpha value is identified as .68. Results of the 

factor analysis developed one component matrix which included all items with a value 

greater than .8. The factor analysis model is significant in Bartlett’s test with a value less 

than .001 and with a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value greater than .5, suggesting that all items 

loaded well. Therefore, the variable procedural justice, was developed using the compute 

strategy and mean technique. The Cronbach’s alpha value from reliability analysis for 

variable self-reported delinquency is .85. Factor analysis was not conducted for this 

variable since all items were categorical (dichotomous). Therefore, the variable self-

reported delinquency, was formed using the compute strategy and sum technique.  
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Interaction Variables 

 This research developed three interaction variables for the purpose of research 

question three. Initially, using the select cases technique, only the sample of runaway 

girls were selected. Later, by using the compute strategy and multiplication technique, 

three interaction variables were developed. The first interaction variable was developed 

by multiplying the variables exposure to violence and future orientation. The second 

interaction variable was developed by multiplying the variables procedural justice and 

future orientation. The third interaction variable was developed by multiplying the 

variables certainty of sanctions and future orientation.   

Summary  

This study used secondary data from ICPSR, aimed to test the differences 

between runaway and non-runaway girls as well as runaway Black and Hispanic girls in 

their future orientation and other runaway consequences like exposure to violence, 

perceptions of certainty of sanctions, procedural justice perceptions, and self-reported 

offending behavior. The study also attempted to identify the interaction effect between 

future orientation and the runaway consequences among Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls in predicting their self-reported offending behavior. 



70 
 

 
 

CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Chapter IV comprises the findings of this study. The results of this study’s 

research questions are detailed in the following sections. This chapter concludes with a 

summary of the findings. This research signified the importance of understanding Black 

and Hispanic girls’ runaway consequences, such as future orientation, exposure to 

violence, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions and these 

consequences’ relationship with girls offending behavior.  

This study hypothesized a significant difference between runaway and non-

runaway and Black and Hispanic runaway girls’ future orientation, exposure to violence, 

procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions. This research also 

hypothesized that the interaction between future orientation and exposure to violence, 

procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions influenced runaway girls 

offending behavior. This study relied on statistical techniques such as One-way Analysis 

of Variance (ANOVA) and Multiple Regression analysis.  

One-way ANOVA is an inferential technique used to test hypotheses in research 

situations to evaluate differences between two or more means from two or more groups 

(Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). One-way ANOVA results explain whether a group’s 

difference is significant or non-significant (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). One-way 

ANOVA does this for its ability to compare two variance estimates, such as between 

group and with-in-group variability (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). In the one-way 

ANOVA test, if the variability between groups is approximately the same as within 

groups, variability indicates an insignificant difference between group means (Gravetter 
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& Wallnau, 2014). Overall, one-way ANOVA results allow the researcher to determine if 

the group differences are due to random error or a systematic effect of the group 

condition or background (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014).  

Interaction among variables refers to any change in one variable that is related to 

the change in another variable (Walker & Maddan, 2013). In this study’s point of view 

(research question three), using interacted variables as predictors is a strategy adopted to 

understand the combined effect of two or more predictor variables on the outcome 

variable. According to Walker and Maddan (2013), interaction can describe more 

significant variation in the outcome variable than the effect of an individual predictor 

variable. Examining interaction variables’ (predictor) impact on outcome variables is 

possible with multiple regression procedures (Walker & Maddan, 2013). Therefore, this 

study utilized multiple regression to test some of the study hypotheses.   

Multiple regression is a statistical procedure that can estimate or predict one 

variable from the knowledge of the other (Mertler & Reinhart, 2017). The primary 

objective of multiple regressions is to develop a linear combination of predictor variables 

that will associate as highly as possible with the outcome variable (Walker & Maddan, 

2013). Multiple regression explains the linear relational impact of a predictor variable on 

an outcome variable (Walker & Maddan, 2013). Therefore, the multiple regression 

analysis results allow the researcher to explain the causal relationship between predictor 

and outcome variables (Mertler & Reinhart, 2017).   

Research question one explored if runaway girls significantly differ in their future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions than non-runaway girls? The independent variable in research question one 
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was runaway behavior, and the dependent variables were future orientation, exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions. This study utilized the one-way 

ANOVA technique to examine research question one. This statistical technique is 

suitable for finding the group differences when the study has one categorical independent 

variable and one quantitative dependent variable.  

Research question two asked if there were any significant differences between 

runaway Black and Hispanic girls in their future orientation, exposure to violence, 

procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions perceptions? The independent variable in 

research question two was race/ethnicity, and the dependent variables were future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions. This 

study utilized the one-way ANOVA technique to examine research question two. This 

statistical technique is suitable for finding the group differences when the study has one 

categorical independent variable and one quantitative dependent variable. Before 

conducting the analysis using the select cases technique, only runaway cases were 

selected for the analysis purpose.    

The third research question explored the interaction between exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, the certainty of sanctions perceptions, and future orientation 

influence on runaway girls’ offending behavior. The independent variables in research 

question three were the interaction of future orientation and exposure to violence, the 

interaction of future orientation and procedural justice, and the interaction of future 

orientation and certainty of sanctions. The dependent variable was runaway girls self-

reported offending behavior. Therefore, this study employed the Multiple Regression 

Analysis technique. The multiple regression model technique creates a linear 
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combination that best predicts the dependent variable. Before conducting the analysis 

using the select cases technique, only runaway cases were selected for the analysis 

purpose. 

Statistical Test Assumptions  

One-Way ANOVA 

An assumption of a statistical test shows the possible bias sources and functions 

as a condition in the method of demonstrating the works of statistical tests or does what it 

is meant to do (Field, 2013). The one-way ANOVA assumptions include the test of 

independence, normality, and homogeneity of variance. According to the assumptions of 

independence, the errors must be independent of one another and not related (Field, 2013; 

Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). This means that the independence in the particular statistical 

test, the responses or mean of scores of one group, was not dependent on another group 

(Field, 2013; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). In instances of violating the assumption of 

independence, the test of significance and confidence intervals will become invalid 

(Field, 2013).  

The second assumption of one-way ANOVA is the assumption of normality and it 

focuses on the normal distribution of dependent variables (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014). 

Finally, the homogeneity of variance is the assumption that the distribution of scores will 

be similar. In other words, there is an assumption that the distribution of the range of 

scores within each group of runaway and non-runaway girls and Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls for each of the variables of future orientation, exposure to violence, 

procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions will be roughly the same. 
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Ensuring that the discussed assumption conforms that the statistical analysis is 

functioning as designed (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014).  

One-Way ANOVA Assumptions.  The three assumptions related to one-way 

ANOVA were met in the current study. The dependent variables were measured on a 

scale ranging from 1-4 (future orientation), 0-1 (exposure to violence), 0-10 (certainty of 

sanctions perceptions), and 1-5 (procedural justice views). The independent variables 

were categorical independent groups, including runaway and non-runaways and Black 

and Hispanic runaway girls. Pursuant to the assumptions of independence, among the 

independent variables selected for the current study, independence of observation can be 

observed, meaning there is no relationship between the groups. Each study participant in 

the dataset completed the survey considering their own perspective of their position. The 

outliers were removed using the case-wise deletion technique.  

One of the appropriate tests for normality is Shapiro-Wilk (Mertler & Reinhart, 

2017) and it was conducted for each dependent variable. Normality is observed when the 

significance value is greater than .05. For research question one and two, the dependent 

variables were future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty 

of sanctions perceptions. They each had Sharpio-Wilk significance value greater than .05, 

indicating that these variables were normally distributed. Homogeneity of variances was 

observed using Levene’s test with significant levels greater than .05. One-Way ANOVA 

results indicated homogeneity of variance significance value as greater than .05 for each 

One-Way ANOVA test conducted to answer research questions one and two. 
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Multiple Regression  

Multiple regression analysis is the most appropriate statistical technique for data 

with multiple variables. The study had four key variables: the dependent variable was 

self-reported offending behavior, and the independent variables were the interaction 

between exposure to violence and future orientation, the interaction between procedural 

justice views and future orientation, and the interaction between the certainty of sanctions 

perceptions and future orientation. The study aimed to examine the existing relationship 

between the variables and predict the possible outcomes.  

It was observed that multiple regression is used to understand three types of 

relationships between the predictor and outcome variables. This threefold relationship is 

primarily, employed to understand the strength of the relationship between variables. 

Second, to predict the effects of the variables, and finally, to forecast the possible trends 

(Abdullah & Rahim, 2016). Specifically, to analyze the relationship of the variables, 

multiple regression analysis can be directed toward the degree of impact the predictor 

variable has on the outcome variable. In the current study, this was the degree of the 

relationship connecting the interaction between exposure to violence and future 

orientation on the runaway Black and Hispanic girls self-reported offending behavior.  

The second purpose of utilizing multiple regression is the prediction of the effects 

of the variables. This enables the researcher to compute how much change appears in the 

dependent variable when an alteration is made to the independent variable. In the current 

study, this was determined when the self-reported offending changes when the exposure 

to violence interacts with the future orientation. The third reason for utilizing the 

regression technique is to foresee the trends by projecting the estimates using 
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hypothetical manipulation of the variables. The projection in the current study would be 

that runaway girls’ self-reported offending behavior decreased when their procedural 

justice views and future orientation were high.  

Multiple Regression Assumptions.  For the multiple regression analysis results 

to be considered meaningful, several assumptions must be addressed, such as normality, 

linearity, and homoscedasticity. To check normality assumptions, skewness and Kurtosis 

values were calculated for the dependent variable, self-reported offending. Results from 

descriptive statistics found that the skewness and kurtosis values were between positive 

one and negative one, indicating the normal distribution for the dependent variable. 

To check for multivariate outliers, the Mahalanobis distance test was conducted. 

Using the scatterplots, the assumptions of homoskedasticity and linearity were tested. 

The residual scatterplots used to test linearity showed approximately an even distribution 

along the straight lines and no disparity in the patterns, such as clusters of points.   

Bivariate scatterplots were used to test homoskedasticity, and no 

heteroskedasticity was identified. Other tests were conducted to check multicollinearity 

among the independent variables, such as zero-order correlations, variance inflation 

factors (VIF), and tolerance coefficients. The results from the bivariate correlation 

showed that the correlation values between the variables were less than .7. VIF statistics 

values for the variables were less than 10, and tolerance coefficients were greater than .1 

showing no multicollinearity issue. 

Demographic Statistics  

 The current research included 122 participants from specific gender and 

race/ethnicity. Since the study focused only on girls, all the 122 participants were 
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females. Race/ethnicity specific to Black and Hispanic, were: 54.9% (67) Blacks and 

45.1% (55) Hispanics. Runaway variable shows that 45.9% (56) girls had runaway 

background and 54.1% (66) did not have any runaway background.  

 As seen in Table 2, the average future orientation of the participants was M = 

2.37; the average exposure to violence of the participants was M = 4.48; the participants 

average procedural justice views was M = 3.03, the average certainty of sanctions 

perceptions of the participants was M = 6.22, with regards to self-reported offending, M 

= 4.42. 

Table 2 
 

Demographic Statistics 

Measures Frequency Percentage 

Race/Ethnicity    

Black  67 54.9 

Hispanic  55 45.1 

Gender    

Female  122 100 

Runaway    

Yes 56 45.9 

No 66 54.1 

 Mean S. D 

Future Orientation 2.37 .55 

Exposure to Violence  4.48 2.83 
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Procedural Justice Views 3.03 .46 

Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions  6.22 2.90 

Self-Reported Offending 4.42 3.63 

N  122  

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 assessed if runaway girls significantly differed in their future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions than non-runaway girls. To answer this question, one-way ANOVA was 

conducted. The independent variable for this research question was runaway girls, a 

dichotomous variable with a yes or no type of response. The dependent variables were 

future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions. Since one-way ANOVA is conducted with one independent and dependent 

variable, four one-way ANOVA tests were conducted for four dependent variables, and 

the independent variable remained the same for every test conducted. 

Runaway Background and Future Orientation 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 120) 

=.99, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 3) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 120) = .04, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors for 

both runaway and non-runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference between 

runaway and non-runaway girls in their future orientation, the study results failed to 

reject null hypothesis one.  
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Previous studies have shown that the concern towards one’s future reduces 

delinquent behavior among adolescents (Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Johnson et al., 

2013; Robbins & Bryan, 2004; Stoddard et al., 2011; Wigfeild & Eccles, 2000). Some of 

the factors that impacts one’s future orientation is at-risk behavior such as running away. 

However, runaway girls did not differ from non-runaway girls in their future orientation.  

Runaway Background and Exposure to Violence 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 120) 

=.77, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 3) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 120) = 2.80, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors 

for both runaway and non-runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference 

between runaway and non-runaway girls in their exposure to violence, the study results 

failed to reject null hypothesis two.  

Earlier studies have noted that since running away is a risky behavior, it increases 

the exposure to violence among runaway girls (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Kim et al., 2009; 

Peterson et al., 2004) than non-runaway girls. Specifically, girls are more likely to be 

victims of violence and are more vulnerable after running away unlike non-runaway girls 

due to the differed experiences on the streets. However, runaway and non-runaway girls 

did not statistically differ in the current study. 

Runaway Background and Procedural Justice Views 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 120) 

= 1.01, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 3) indicated 
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a non-significant effect [F (1, 120) = 1.04, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors 

for both runaway and non-runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference 

between runaway and non-runaway girls in their procedural justice views, the study 

results failed to reject null hypothesis three.   

Procedural justice views are suggested to vary among runaway and non-runaway 

girls as runaway girls have increased contact with the justice system, their perceptions are 

more unpleasant, and this differs for non-runaway girls. However, the current study did 

not see any statistical difference between runaway and non-runaway girls’ procedural 

justice views.  

Runaway Background and Certainty of Sanction Perceptions  

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 120) 

= .60, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 3) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 120) = 1.94, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors 

for both runaway and non-runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference 

between runaway and non-runaway girls in their certainty of sanction perceptions, the 

study results failed to reject null hypothesis four. As suggested by Loughran et al. (2012), 

unlike at-risk individuals, those with higher belief in the deterrence effectiveness are 

more likely to have stronger certainty of sanctions perceptions and this was not found in 

the current study between runaway and non-runaway girls. 
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Table 3 
 

Difference between runaway and non-runaway girls in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and 
certainty of sanctions perceptions  

Measure Runaway Girls Non-Runway Girls 
F 

M SD M SD 

Future Orientation 2.39 .58 2.36 .53 .04 

Exposure to Violence 4.95 3.02 4.09 2.61 2.80 

Procedural Justice Views 3.08 .46 2.9 .46 1.04 

Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions 5.83 2.99 6.56 2.81 1.94 

N 122     

*Note. *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Research Question 2 

Research Question 2 assessed if runaway Black girls significantly differed in their 

future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions than runaway Hispanic girls. Girls with runaway backgrounds were selected 

for the analysis using the select technique. To answer this question, one-way ANOVA 

was conducted. The independent variable for this research question was the race/ethnicity 

of the runaway girls, which was inclusive of Black and Hispanic. The dependent 

variables were future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty 

of sanctions perceptions. Since a one-way ANOVA is conducted with one independent 

and dependent variable, four one-way ANOVA tests were conducted for four dependent 

variables, and the independent variable remained the same for every test conducted.  

Racial/Ethnic Background and Future Orientation 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 54) = 

.26, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 4) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 54) = .11, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors for 

both Black and Hispanic runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference between 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their future orientation, the study results failed to 

reject null hypothesis five.   

 As mentioned earlier, many existing studies have not considered the race/ethnicity 

of runaway girls and how that influences their future orientation, although race/ethnicity 

has been seen in the runaway studies (Mello et al., 2018; Wood, 1997). Although this 
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study results did not find any significant differences between Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls in their future orientation, it could be due to the small sample size.  

Racial/Ethnic Background and Exposure to Violence 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 54) = 

4.73, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 4) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 54) = .05, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors for 

both Black and Hispanic runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference between 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their exposure to violence, the study results failed to 

reject null hypothesis six.     

 As seen in the previous studies, runaway girls have higher exposure to violence 

particularly those from minority racial backgrounds. As identified by Monahan et al. 

(2015), Black runaway girls are more likely to be exposed to violence than Hispanic 

runaway girls which was not identified in the current study.  

Racial/Ethnic Background and Procedural Justice Views  

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 54) = 

.53, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 4) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 54) = .70, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors for 

both Black and Hispanic runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference between 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their procedural justice views, the study results 

failed to reject null hypothesis seven.     
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 Since Black girls are observed to have excessive contact with the justice system, 

they are more likely to be institutionalized than other racial background runaway girls 

(Brunson & Miller, 2006). Therefore, it was suggested by several researchers such as 

(Chesney-Lind and MacDonald (2001) and Chesney-Lind and Sheldon (2004), that 

procedural justice views differ among various racial and ethnic background runaway 

girls. However, the current study results showed no significant differences between Black 

and Hispanic runaway girls in their procedural justice views.  

Racial/Ethnic Background and Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions 

 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted with an alpha level of .05. The test met 

the homogeneity of variance assumption with a non-significant value [Levene F (1, 54) = 

.16, p>.05]. Furthermore, results of the one-way ANOVA test (see Table 4) indicated a 

non-significant effect [F (1, 54) = 1.24, p>.05], suggesting the same amount of errors for 

both Black and Hispanic runaway girls. Since there was no significant difference between 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their certainty of sanctions perceptions, the study 

results failed to reject null hypothesis eight.     

 Earlier researchers have observed that certainty of sanctions perceptions enhances 

the effectiveness of deterrence among high-risk individuals from minority racial 

backgrounds. But very limited studies have emphasized on how Black and Hispanic 

runaway girls differ in their certainty of sanctions perceptions. Therefore, this study 

aimed to measure the differences but found no significant difference among Black and 

Hispanic runaway girls in their certainty of sanctions perceptions. 
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Table 4 
 

Differences between runaway Black and Hispanic girls in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and 
certainty of sanctions perceptions 

Measure 
Runaway Black Girls Runway Hispanic Girls 

F 
M SD M SD 

Future Orientation 2.35 .60 2.40 .60 .11 

Exposure to Violence 4.90 2.44 5.03 3.50 .05 

Procedural Justice Views 3.02 .44 3.12 .47 .70 

Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions 6.32 2.80 5.43 3.15 1.24 

N 56     

*Note. *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Research Question 3 

Research Question 3 assessed if the interaction between exposure to violence, 

procedural justice, certainty of sanctions perceptions, and future orientation influenced 

runaway girls’ offending behavior. Girls with runaway backgrounds were selected for the 

analysis using the select technique. To answer this question, multiple regression analysis 

was conducted. The independent variables for this research question were the interaction 

between exposure to violence and future orientation, procedural justice and future 

orientation, and certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation. The dependent 

variable was self-reported offending behavior. The test results indicated that the 

independent variables cumulatively explained 22% of the variance in runaway girls 

offending behavior, R2=.22, F(3, 52) =6.29, p<.001.   

Exposure to Violence, Future Orientation, and Self-Reported Offending Behavior 

The predictor variable (interaction of exposure to violence and future orientation) 

was a significant positive predictor of runaway girls offending behavior, β=.42, t (55) 

=3.57, p<.001 (see Table 5). The results from Table 6 indicate that the interaction 

between exposure to violence and future orientation significantly influenced runaway 

girls offending behavior, which means that the increase in exposure to violence and 

future orientation led to an increased offending behavior among runaway Black and 

Hispanic girls. Therefore, the study results rejected null hypothesis nine.  

Violence exposure is identified to have a negative impact on future orientation by 

lowering future orientation leading to offending behavior (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; 

Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Jessor et al., 2003; Monahan et al., 2013; Nurmi, 1991; 

Shetgiri et al., 2016; Stoddard et al., 2011). Limited studies have emphasized on the 
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interaction of violence exposure and future orientation and therefore, this research aimed 

to see its impact on runaway girls offending behavior. The study results showed that the 

interaction between exposure to violence and future orientation increased offending 

behavior. 

Procedural Justice, Future Orientation, and Self-Reported Offending Behavior 

The predictor variable (interaction of procedural justice and future orientation) 

was a significant negative predictor of runaway girls offending behavior, β=-.30, t (55) =-

2.26, p<.05 (see Table 5). The results from Table 6 indicate that the interaction between 

procedural justice and future orientation significantly influenced runaway girls offending 

behavior, which means that the increase in procedural justice and future orientation led to 

decreased offending behavior among runaway Black and Hispanic girls. Therefore, the 

study results rejected the null hypothesis 10.    

Studies have stated that contact with the justice system has an impact on one’s 

future orientation as a result of strain (Craig, 2019; DeVylder et al., 2020; Jackson et al., 

2020; McFarland et al., 2019; Nurmi, 1991, 2005). The current results showed that 

positive procedural justice views had a positive influence on future orientation reducing 

the probability of engaging in offending behavior.  

Certainty of Sanctions Perceptions, Future Orientation, and Self-Reported Offending 

Behavior  

The predictor variable (interaction of certainty of sanctions perceptions and future 

orientation) was not a significant predictor of runaway girls offending behavior, β=-.08, t 

(55) =-.61, p>.05 (see Table 5). The results from Table 5 indicate that the interaction 

between certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation did not significantly 
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influence runaway Black and Hispanic girls offending behavior. Therefore, the study 

results failed to reject the null hypothesis eleven. 

Certainty of sanctions perceptions emphasizes that individuals evaluate the 

consequences of their actions but as adolescents have underdeveloped emotion 

regulation, they are less likely to consider the consequences of their actions. Therefore, 

they are likely to have lower certainty of sanctions perceptions. The study results 

indicated that although not significant, the interaction effect did reduce offending 

behavior.     

The multiple regression analysis allowed to understanding of the interaction effect 

between the consequences of runaway on the self-reported offending behavior. The 

model was created to determine whether the interaction between exposure to violence and 

future orientation, interaction between procedural justice views and future orientation, 

and interaction between certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation 

statistically predicted a significant influence on the runaway Black and Hispanic girls 

self-reported offending behavior.  

Table 5 shows that the model fitness analyzed referring to the adjusted r-square 

value of the regression model. The coefficients of determination or the r-square suggests 

whether the model was a good fit for the used data. The interpretation of r-square is 1-the 

ratio of residual variability. An adjusted r-square value close to 1.0 indicates that most of 

the independent variables’ variability contributed to change in the dependent variable in 

the study model. Therefore, it is ideal to have the highest possible adjusted r-square 

value. Pursuant to Table 5, the adjusted r-square value was .22, indicating that the 22% 

change in dependent variable was caused by the study’s predictor variables.  
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To understand each variables’ relative importance in multiple regression analysis, 

the beta coefficients were analyzed. The values of beta coefficient verify the type of 

relationship among the specific independent and dependent variable. However, in the 

current study, two out of three independent variables were significant in the model 

showing that the two significant independent variables had linear relationship with the 

outcome variable.   
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Table 5 
 

Interaction between exposure to violence, procedural justice, certainty of sanctions perceptions, and future orientation 
influence on runaway girls’ offending behavior  

Variables 
Self-reported offending behavior 

B Std. Error β  t 

Exposure to violence* future orientation .23*** .06 .42 3.57 

Procedural justice views* future orientation -.54* .24 -.30 -2.26 

Certainty of sanctions perceptions* future orientation -.04 .06 -.08 -.61 

Adjusted R2 .22    

N 56    

*Note. F (3, 52)=6.29, *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Summary  

The purpose of the current study was to examine the group differences between 

runaway and non-runaway girls, and Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, certainty of sanctions 

perceptions and self-reported. Finally, the study aimed to measure the interaction effect 

between exposure to violence, procedural justice views, the certainty of sanctions 

perceptions and future orientation impacting runaway girls’ self-reported offending 

behavior.  

The data indicated that runaway girls did not significantly differ in their future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions than non-runaway girls. Regarding the impact of race on runaway girls’ 

consequences, the study results indicated that Black and Hispanic girls did not 

significantly differ in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice 

views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions. The interaction between exposure to 

violence, procedural justice, the certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation 

influence on runaway girls’ offending behavior results showed that the interaction 

between exposure to violence and future orientation led to runaway girls offending 

behavior. In contrast, the interaction between procedural justice and future orientation 

showed that it decreased offending behavior among Black and Hispanic runaway girls. 

While the certainty of sanctions perceptions and its interaction with future orientation 

was not statistically significant, it can be seen that the interaction effect between the 

certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation decreased offending behavior 

among runaway girls. 
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Study results contradicted earlier research particularly for research questions one 

and two. Earlier studies have shown that runaway girls and non-runaway girls differed as 

well as a difference existed between Black and Hispanic runaway girls. However, there 

were no significant difference between these groups in this study. One explanation could 

be the dataset used had participants that were in the facility already and therefore, their 

exposure to violence, procedural justice views, certainty of sanctions perceptions, and 

future orientation may not have varied. Studies using non-offender samples might 

provide better explanation to the research questions. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Although identifying the number of children running away from home is 

complicated due to contradictory definitions and challenges in sampling, Sedlak and 

Bruce (2019) suggested that pursuant to the NISMART-3 (National Incidence Studies of 

Missing, Abducted, Runaway, and Thrownaway Children), 5.3 per 1000 children were 

estimated to have runaway. Previous studies indicate that among these runaway cases, 

girls hold higher representation, and it has been a serious concern (Coalition for Juvenile 

Justice, 2013; Stinton, 2007). Due to this concern, several studies have been conducted to 

understand girl’s runaway phenomenon.  

Youth runaway studies can be categorized into two general categories, such as 

causes of runaways and consequences of runaways. Causes of runaway studies have 

primarily focused on providing insights into possible explanations of why adolescents 

runaway from home (Foster, 1962; Hildebrand, 1968; Justice & Duncan, 1976; Kidd & 

Taub, 2004; Libertoff, 1980; Orten & Soli, 1980; Ostensen, 1981; Stierlin, 1973; Stinton, 

2007; ). Studies focusing on the consequences of runaways explain that the conditions 

that runaways experience may increase their risk of further offending.   

In the context of runaway consequences, studies have extensively examined the 

relationship between youth runaway and various offense categories (Chesney-Lind, 2006; 

Kim et al., 2009; Stinton, 2007; Yoder et al., 2003) such as deviant acts, drug dealing, 

theft, and prostitution (Beniot-Bryan, 2011; Jeanis et al., 2019; Whitbeck et al., 2001). 

Also, studies regarding the relationship between runaway and offending behavior 

identified mediating variables as youth's survival strategies (Tyler et al., 2004), 
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delinquent peer association (Yoder et al., 2003), substance use (Windle, 1989), exposure 

to violence (Jennings et al., 2010), contact with the justice system (Maxfield & Widom, 

1999), procedural justice views (Walters, 2017), the certainty of sanctions perceptions 

(Schulz, 2014), long-term homelessness (Hagan & McCarthy, 1994), and lack of social 

service support (Smart & Adlaf, 1991).  

It can be noted that most runaway studies have emphasized the offending 

behavior as the most likely and primary consequence of runaway behavior. Not 

considering these mediating factors as consequences may not thoroughly explain 

runaway behavior. Also, many studies that did measure these mediating factors did not 

consider the impact running away had on these mediating factors and the impact these 

mediating factors could have on the offending behavior of runaway girls.  

Therefore, this study contributes to the literature by exploring the understudied 

areas of runaway girls and their consequences. One of the main reasons for this study was 

to understand the relationship between runaway girls and different types of consequences 

such as future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice views, and certainty of 

sanctions perceptions and how these consequences may vary among runaway and non-

runaway girls, the varied impact of these consequences on Black and Hispanic runaway 

girls, and finally when these consequences interact with future orientation, its influence 

on runaway girls self-reported offending behavior.  

This last chapter summarizes the study findings and draws conclusions derived 

from the study findings, as well as its contribution to the existing literature about 

runaways, consequences of running away, Black and Hispanic girls, and delinquency. 

Finally, this chapter concludes with study limitations and suggestions for future research.  
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Summary of Study Results  

Previous studies indicate that running away has seen higher female rates than 

other status offenses (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2020; Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 

2021; Jensen & Rojeck, 1998). Therefore, this study's first objective was to examine the 

differences between runaway and non-runaway girls in their consequences, such as future 

orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions. The second objective of this study was to examine the differences between 

Black and Hispanic runaway girls in their consequences, such as future orientation, 

exposure to violence, procedural justice, and certainty of sanctions. The third objective of 

this study was to examine the interaction between exposure to violence and future 

orientation, the interaction between procedural justice and future orientation, and the 

interaction between the certainty of sanctions and future orientation influence on runaway 

girls offending behavior.  

Research Question 1  

Research question one aimed to understand if runaway and non-runaway girls 

significantly differed in their future orientation, exposure to violence, procedural justice, 

and certainty of sanctions perceptions. The statistical technique used to address this 

question was one-way ANOVA. The runaway variable was dichotomous with a yes or no 

response, and the dependent variables were quantitative. The one-way ANOVA results 

indicated that runaway girls did not significantly differ in their future orientation from 

non-runaway girls. Similarly, runaway and non-runaway girls had no significant 

difference in their exposure to violence. Runaway and non-runaway girls did not show 
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any significant difference in their procedural justice views and certainty of sanctions 

perceptions in the study, as shown in Table 3.  

Earlier studies indicated that there was a significant relationship between future 

orientation and offending behavior (Alm & Laftman, 2016; Anderson et al., 2020; 

Borowsky et al., 2009; Brezina et al., 2009; Jaynes et al., 2021; Piquero, 2014). It has 

been noted that individuals with higher future orientation are more concerned about their 

future goals and, therefore, may avoid delinquent adaptations, increasing their likelihood 

of achieving their goals (Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Johnson et al., 2013; Robbins & 

Bryan, 2004; Stoddard et al., 2011; Wigfeild & Eccles, 2000). In contrast, studies on the 

impact of contextual factors such as runaway behavior on future orientation are less 

studied. Hence, the assumption was made that runaway girls are at high risk than non-

runaway girls. Therefore, it was hypothesized that there might be a significant difference 

in runaway and non-runaway girls' future orientation. However, this study's results 

showed that runaway and non-runaway girls did not significantly differ in their future 

orientation.  

Exposure to violence has been observed to have a higher impact on adolescents 

(Becker & Kerig, 2011; Copeland et al., 2007) and, more specifically, among runaways 

and girls. As noted by Cohen and Felson (1979), Kim et al. (2009), and Peterson et al. 

(2004), runaway behavior is identified as a risky lifestyle heightening the runaways' 

probability of exposure to violence. One of the explanations for this is the unavailability 

of legitimate resources for these runaways to survive outside of the home. Furthermore, 

research suggest they are more likely to be exploited by adults to engage in illegitimate 

activities, increasing their vulnerability (Hagan et al., 1997; Whitbeck & Simons, 1993).  
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Specifically, for girls, the latter is true as they are more prone to be victims of 

violence due to their gender and are more likely to have a greater propensity to 

experience or witness violence than non-runaway girls. With this emphasis seen in the 

earlier literature, the variable exposure to violence was added to the research question one 

to see whether runaway girls differed in their exposure to violence from non-runaway 

girls. However, unlike earlier findings, this study did not find any significant difference 

between runaway and non-runaway girls' exposure to violence, which contradicts 

previous studies.  

The third hypotheses in research question one was runaway and non-runaway’s 

procedural justice views. Procedural Justice Theory propositions suggest that due to the 

fairness in the justice system and its decision-makers, adolescents avoid delinquent 

behavior (Birckhead, 2009). As Hough et al. (2013) suggested, the fundamental approach 

to establishing positive citizen perceptions towards the justice system is by being fair and 

respectful in the justice system process and treatment rather than emphasizing the 

outcomes of the encounters, such as arrest and conviction. As shown in earlier studies, 

running away is identified as an at-risk behavior, and it increases their contact with the 

justice system, which runaway girls consider unfair. Such experiences differ for non-

runaway girls. However, the current study showed no significant difference between 

runaway and non-runaway girls in their procedural justice views.  

Deterrence Theory says that offenders evaluate the costs and benefits of the crime 

involvement (Nagin, 2013) which functions as a crime prevention mechanism (Beccaria, 

1986). The certainty of sanctions perception, which is highly studied, has a higher impact 

on deterring individuals from engaging in criminal behavior. It was suggested by 
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Loughran et al. (2012) that the stronger the certainty of sanctions perceptions, the higher 

the individual believed in the effectiveness of deterrence, and this was true for at-risk 

individuals like runaways. The same was not seen in the current study irrespective of the 

girls' runaway and non-runaway background. Therefore, the certainty of sanctions 

perceptions was not statistically significant.  

Research Question 2  

Wulczyn’s (2020) study compared race and runaway rates and found that Black 

(11.5%) and Hispanics (13.8%) more than Whites (7.8%) had higher runaway rates, 

suggesting that Black and Hispanic youth are more likely to runaway than White youth. 

As rightly said by Wulczyn (2020), there is limited attention given to understanding 

Black and Hispanic runaways’ consequences such as their risk of victimization, including 

trafficking, lack of food, and substance abuse (Morewitz, 2016), increasing their 

probability of engaging in delinquent behavior. Although there are several consequences 

for runaway girls, as discussed earlier, these consequences may vary for Black and 

Hispanic runaway girls, which is narrowly studied, especially from the future orientation 

perspective. Therefore, this study used Black and Hispanic runaway girls’ sample to 

analyze whether they differed in their runaway consequences, such as future orientation, 

violence exposure, procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions in the 

research question two. 

Runaways and future orientation have received limited attention (Mello et al., 

2018). This study results were statistically not significant in explaining the racial and 

ethnic background impact of runaway girls on their future orientation, which is a similar 

phenomenon observed in the previous studies. For example, Wood’s (1997) study 
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compared the differences between runaways and non-runaways, where runaways had 

lower future orientation than non-runaways. At the same time, race and ethnicity were 

not observed as influential factors on youth future orientation in the study conducted by 

Wood (1997). Also, Mello et al.’s (2018) study results showed that runaways had 

negative attitudes toward their future orientation. Although Mello et al. used runaways 

and their future orientation along with race and ethnicity, this study's results did not 

explain how future orientation differed for African American and Hispanic runaway girls.  

As discussed earlier, exposure to violence has a higher negative impact on 

runaway girls, and it can also intensify the effect based on the race and ethnicity of these 

girls, particularly for those with minority racial and ethnic backgrounds. For instance, 

Monahan et al. (2015) noted that Black runaway girls had exposure to violence. 

However, this study's results indicated that exposure to violence was insignificant for 

both Black and Hispanic runaway girls. One possible explanation for this could be that, 

irrespective of race and ethnic background, the association of these runaway girls with 

other delinquent peers or gangs that might protect them from violence exposure, for 

which girls might not believe that they are exposed to violence (Voisin et al., 2011).  

Although limited studies have extensively examined the relationship between race 

and runaway behavior, Brunson and Miller (2006) suggested that Black girls were 

observed to have more contact with the justice system and were more likely to experience 

formal processing in the justice system and also to be excessively institutionalized than 

other racial and ethnic groups. Therefore, race and ethnicity may contribute to the 

differential experiences among girls (Chesney-Lind & MacDonald, 2001; Chesney-Lind 

& Sheldon, 2004). It can also be noted from Nanda’s (2012) study that the justice system 
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personnel, including police and courts, were more likely to consider the stereotypes 

towards African Americans and Latinas that might influence their interaction with these 

young runaway girls. For example, the common stereotype for Blacks is that they are 

independent, aggressive, loud, and crime-prone. In comparison, the stereotypes for 

Latinas are family-oriented, dependent, domestic, and submissive (Nanda, 2012). With 

such stereotypes, the interaction these young girls had can be interpreted as different from 

one another.  

Such differences observed specifically among minority girls show they are more 

likely to have negative experiences with the justice system that yields negative 

perceptions, especially for African American and Hispanic girls (Augustyn, 2013; 

Weitzer & Tuch, 2004). Also, looking at the adjudication rates in courts, Black and 

Hispanic girls have higher representation than other racial and ethnic backgrounds girls 

(Freiburger & Burke, 2011; Moore & Padavic, 2010). Therefore, whether runaway Black 

and Hispanic girls differ in procedural justice views was hypothesized in this study. The 

study results indicated that, although Black and Hispanic girls had runaway backgrounds 

and contact with the justice system, they did not differ significantly in their procedural 

justice views. As Tyler and Huo (2002) suggested, the Procedural Justice Theory is 

generalizable and operates similarly across race and gender and is consistent in the 

current study results that Black and Hispanic girls do not significantly differ in their 

procedural justice views.  

Loughran et al.’s (2012) study results stated that as the certainty of sanctions 

perception increases, the offending behavior reduces among adolescents. Previous studies 

have also shown that certainty of sanctions perceptions increases deterrence effectiveness 



101 
 

 
 

among high-risk individuals, particularly runaway girls of color (Schulz, 2014; Loughran 

et al., 2012; Lochner, 2007; Matsueda et al., 2006). Since there is a gap in the runaway 

literature about Black and Hispanic girls' certainty of sanctions perceptions, it is essential 

to see the differences between these two race and ethnicity. The current investigation 

results indicated that certainty of sanctions perceptions was not statistically different for 

runaway Black and Hispanic girls.  

Research Question 3 

Studies rarely examined how the relationship between interaction of runaway 

girls' future orientation with exposure to violence, procedural justice views, and certainty 

of sanctions perceptions affected their self-reported offending behavior. Therefore, this 

study’s third research question aimed to answer "Does the interaction between exposure 

to violence, procedural justice views, the certainty of sanctions perceptions, and future 

orientation influence runaway girls' offending behavior?" Three interaction effects were 

created between exposure to violence and future orientation, procedural justice views and 

future orientation, and certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation.  

Previous research regarding future orientation shows that when it interacts with 

violence, it has a negative impact, which means that adolescents exposed to violence or in 

violent surroundings have a weaker or low future orientation which leads to engaging in 

offending behavior (Cauffman & Steinberg, 2000; Jackman & MacPhee, 2017; Jessor et 

al., 2003; Monahan et al., 2013; Nurmi, 1991; Shetgiri et al., 2016; Stoddard et al., 2011). 

Therefore, it would be right to identify that studies have observed a consistent association 

between runaway youth future orientation, exposure to violence and offending behavior.  
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General Strain Theory proposes that there is a relationship between exposure to 

violence, individual orientation, and offending behavior. Agnew (1992) in his theory, 

explained that strain as a result of exposure to violence increased offending behavior due 

to negative orientation. Most studies have explained the relationship between exposure to 

violence and offending behavior. Only a few studies have analyzed that exposure to 

violence lowers adolescents' future orientation and results in offending behavior 

(Abramson et al., 1989; Borowsky et al., 2009; Rose & Abramson, 1992; So et al., 2018; 

Stoddard et al., 2011). However, limited emphasis is given to the impact of exposure to 

violence and its interaction with future orientation leading to offending behavior.  

Therefore, this study aimed to examine the interaction effect between exposure to 

violence and future orientation in predicting offending behavior. However, the study 

results indicated that the interaction between exposure to violence and future orientation 

increased offending behavior. As the interaction effect between these variables has not 

been conducted in the previous studies, it could be assumed that due to the low sample 

size and these girls already being in the facility for delinquent behavior, it might have had 

an impact on the study results.  

This study results for procedural justice views interaction with future orientation 

indicated that there was a significant negative influence on runaway girls offending 

behavior. Therefore, the interaction effect between procedural justice views and future 

orientation inversely influenced runaway Black and Hispanic girls offending behavior. 

As procedural justice views increase and future orientation also increases, there is a 

decline in offending behavior. It is seen in previous studies that unfair contact with the 

justice system results in stress and leads to weaker future orientation (Craig, 2019; 
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DeVylder et al., 2020; Jackson et al., 2020; McFarland et al., 2019; Nurmi, 1991, 2005). 

Regarding the interaction effect, it can be understood that, as proposed by the Procedural 

Justice Theory, positive experiences with the justice system strengthen future orientation 

and decrease the probability of engaging in delinquent behavior, as seen in the current 

study results.  

Deterrence Theory's three main propositions are swiftness, severity, and certainty 

of sanctions perceptions, and among these three propositions, the certainty of sanctions 

perceptions is suggested to create more deterrence effect (Loughran et al., 2015; Nagin, 

2013; Wright, 2010). The reason for the certainty of sanctions perceptions to have 

received more attention from criminological researchers is due to its reliable effect as 

well as its ability to create a deterrence effect on at-risk individuals (Fader, 2016; 

Freiburger et al., 2017; Kuin et al., 2015; Nagin, 2013; Schulz, 2014).  

Certainty of sanctions perceptions refers to an individual's assessment of the 

likelihood of being caught and punished for engaging in a constrained act. However, 

adolescents are known to have issues related to emotion regulation and seek immediate 

gratification. As a result, considering criminal opportunities available by disregarding the 

consequences of these acts on their future indicates that adolescents are less likely to have 

certainty of sanctions perceptions (Lee et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2008; Woolard et al., 

2001).  

Therefore, the current study aimed to understand, as suggested by Pratt et al. 

(2006), the factors and circumstances that influence the certainty of sanctions perceptions 

in deterring an individual's offending behavior. Hence, this study used certainty of 

sanctions perceptions and created an interaction with future orientation to see its 
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deterrence effect on runaway girls offending behavior. The study results indicated that 

the interaction effect of certainty of sanctions perceptions and future orientation did not 

significantly influence runaway girls offending behavior. However, although not 

statistically significant, Table 5 showed that certainty of sanctions perceptions and future 

orientation did reduce offending behavior among runaway girls, suggesting that using a 

larger sample might provide statistically significant results with better explanatory results 

for this third research question.  

Limitations  

This study’s results should be carefully interpreted, and generalization of these 

results may not be appropriate due to the study’s small sample size and cross-sectional 

nature of the data. Therefore, this study can be observed as a preliminary examination of 

the previously mentioned relationships. Future researchers may apply this research 

framework to a larger female runaway sample to see if it yields different results than the 

current study. Future studies are also suggested to conduct a longitudinal study to see 

how these variables influence runaway girls offending behavior. Besides, these 

limitations, this study results are undoubtedly a contribution to the runaway girls 

consequence literature in understanding the phenomena among the variables, since there 

are very few previous studies that combined future orientation, exposure to violence, 

procedural justice views, and certainty of sanctions perceptions in a single study and 

examined its relationship with runaway and non-runaway girls, as well as the differential 

relationship with Black and Hispanic girls..  
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Conclusion and Policy Implications 

Although tracking the runaway girls is challenging, identifying these runaways 

and providing them with access to legitimate resources is important. One of the main 

reasons mentioned by several previous studies is the inability to access legitimate 

resources. Hence, these runaway girls engage in offending behavior. Identifying these 

runaway girls and providing them access to legitimate resources such as food, shelter, 

and legal employment reduces their further risk of engaging in survival strategies such as 

association with delinquent peers (Simons & Whitbeck, 1991; Whitbeck & Simons, 

1993; Yoder et al., 2003) , substance use (Windle, 1989), exposure to violence (Agnew 

2002; Herrera & McCloskey, 2001; Jennings et al. 2010; Martin et al., 1995; Maxfield & 

Widom, 1999; McCormack et al., 1986; Siegel & Williams, 2003; Smith & Thornberry, 

1995; The National Child Traumatic Stress Network 2016; Whitbeck et al., 1997; 

Widom, 1989), increases their contact with the justice system (Ayres, 1988; Flowers, 

1995; Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Herman, 1988; Hoyt et al., 1999; Jones, 1988; Kipke et 

al., 1997; Maxfield & Widom, 1999; Rotherham-Borus et al., 1991; Smart & Adlaf, 

1991; Windle, 1989), leading to negative/altered procedural justice views (Fagan & 

Piquero, 2007; Levi et al., 2009; Penner et al., 2014; Tyler, 2006b; Walters, 2017) and 

certainty of sanctions perceptions (Lochner, 2007; Loughran et al., 2012; Matsueda et al., 

2006; Schulz 2014). Therefore, identifying girls at risk of running away assists in 

creating prevention programs that would reduce their probability of engaging in 

delinquency and eventually leading them to adult criminality.  

Also, the response provided by the juvenile justice system including police and 

courts, similar to the application of male-centric criminological theories to explain female 
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delinquency, must be altered to address the female-specific problems and concerns that 

need a different and gender-specific approach. Although the causes of running away 

might be similar for boys and girls (DeCoster, 2003; Stinton, 2007), they significantly 

differ in their consequences due to the gender roles in the society (Stinton, 2007). Also, 

since the police and courts responses towards these runaway girls are harsh and less 

lenient, owning to paternalistic ideology, and particularly for girls of color (Chesney-

Lind & MacDonald, 2001; Hoyt & Scherer, 1998) such contact with the justice system 

both formal and informal have an increased negative effect on girls (Chesney-Lind & 

Sheldon, 2004) particularly after running away more than non-runaway girls.  

Even though runaway behavior is commonly identified among all race and 

ethnicity girls, it is still high among Black and Hispanic girls. Therefore, policies created 

to address runaway behavior must be tailored to meet gender-specific consequences. 

Also, regarding race/ethnicity, it is essential to cater to the needs of minority racial and 

ethnic girls by accommodating their needs in the prevention and correctional programs. 

Although the current study results did not find any difference between runaway Black 

and Hispanic girls in the runaway consequences, previous studies have noted that 

differences do exists between Black and Hispanic runaway girls.  

Understanding the consequences of running away is essential because it identifies 

other female status offenses and mechanisms to prevent future female offending 

behavior. As discussed earlier, future orientation is a key component in adolescents’ 

offending behavior yet has received limited attention. It is known that higher future 

orientation functions as a protective factor for adolescents from offending behavior. 

Providing education to at-risk girls about the consequences of one’s immediate 
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gratification on one’s future orientation could prevent their delinquent behavior. 

Similarly, having higher future orientation also increases certainty of sanctions 

perceptions and may minimize their offending behavior.  

Emphasizing one of the crucial and constant perspectives regarding girls and their 

offending is that their route to offending is unique, and the pathway is inclusive of 

victimization (Acoca, 1998; Belknap & Holsiner, 1998; Belknap & Holsinger, 2006; 

Gaarder & Belknap, 2002). Such victimization can be seen as both cause and outcome of 

running away. In addition, unlike causes, a common set of factors cannot explain the 

consequences of running away (Stinton, 2007). For example, studies attempting to 

understand runaway girls' future orientation impacts their offending behavior without 

identifying that future orientation can be influenced by runaway behavior fails to explain 

the consequences of runaway behavior thoroughly.  
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