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Abstract

Background: For decades, crime has been perceived as a predominantly male phenomenon. As a consequence,
most criminological theories have focused on male offenders, often overlooking the possibility that female
delinquency may not be adequately explained by the same theoretical models. The Integrated Cognitive Antisocial
Potential (ICAP) theory is a male-centered framework that predicts delinquent behaviors based on antisocial
attitudes. This study aims to assess wether the ICAP theory can effectively predict delinquency in both female and
male samples. Additionally, it examines the moderation effect of participants’ sex in the relationship between
antisocial attitudes and juvenile delinquency, distinguishing between violent and non-violent offenses.

Methods: The sample (N = 491) comprises participants recruited from a public school in the Center Region of
Portugal and a forensic sample recruited from 4 Juvenile Detention Centers. Of the total participants, 43.4% of the
participants are female and 56.6% are male adolescents and young adults. Delinquent behavior was assessed using
the International Self-Report Delinquency 3 questionnaire (ISRD-3), while antisocial attitudes were measured using
the Antisocial Attitudes scale.

Results: Findings indicate that aggressive and antisystem attitudes significantly predict offending behavior. Further,
participants’ sex moderates the relationship between antisocial attitudes and non-violent offenses, but not violent
offenses.

Conclusions: Present findings showed that the theory effectively predicts delinquency through aggressive and
antisystem attitudes. However, its applicability to female offenders may require adjustments. Future research should
explore additional factors influencing female delinquency.

Keywords: antisocial attitudes, ICAP theory, juvenile delinquency, Portugal, sex

Articoli generali

Beatriz Jesus Research Centre on Psychology (CIPsi), University of Minho - Building 14, Campus de Gualtar, 4710-057 Braga, Portugal | Angela Maia Research Centre on Psychology (CIPsi), Uni-
versity of Minho - Building 14, Campus de Gualtar, 4710-057 Braga, Portugal | Beatriz Barqueiro School of Criminology, Faculty of Law — University of Porto | Tania Gongalves, Research Centre
on Psychology (CIPsi), University of Minho — Building 14, Campus de Gualtar, 4710-057 Braga, Portugal — EPIUnit - Instituto de Satde Publica, Universidade do Porto, Rua das Taipas, n° 135,
4050-600 Porto, Portugal | Hugo S. Gomes, School of Criminology, Faculty of Law — University of Porto — EPIUnit - Instituto de Satide Pdblica, Universidade do Porto, Rua das Taipas, n° 135,
4050-600 Porto, Portugal - Laboratdrio para a Investigagdo Integrativa e Translacional em Satide Populacional (ITR), Universidade do Porto, Rua das Taipas, n° 135, 4050-600 Porto, Portugal

204



Rassegna ltaliana di Criminologia | XIX | 3 (2025) |204-216

B. Jesus, A. Maia, B. Barqueiro, T. Gongalves, H. S. Gomes

Testing the Integrated Cognitive Antisocial Potential (ICAP) theory:

what is the role of sex?

Introduction

The Integrated Cognitive Antisocial Potential (ICAP) the-
ory, developed by Farrington (2005), is a foundational
framework within developmental and life-course theories.
The ICAP framework (see Figure 1) integrates elements
from strain, control, labeling, and rational choice theories
(Farrington & Ttofi, 2017) to explain the development
of delinquency. However, the key construct in the ICAP
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Figure 1 The Integrated Cognitive Antisocial Potential (ICAP) Theory
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Long-term AP is influenced by risk factors, including
stress, exposure to antisocial models (from parents and
peers), socialization, impulsiveness, and life events; while
short-term AP is contingent on immediate motivational
and situational factors, such as anger or crime opportunity
(Farrington & McGee, 2017). Furthermore, ICAP theory
incorporates evidence on the versatility of antisocial be-
havior, suggesting that frequent offenders are prone to
multiple crime types rather than specializing in a single
offense category. Capaldi and Patterson (1996) concluded
that the etiology of frequent offending relates to long-term
risk factors. In contrast, the type of committed crime
seems more impacted by the context-specific opportuni-
ties in the environment (Capaldi & Patterson, 1996). As
a result, ICAP was proposed as a general theory that ex-
plains offending across different types of antisocial behav-
iors, from substance use to property and violent crimes
(Farrington & McGee, 2017), indicating that individuals
with high AP are more likely to engage in antisocial acts.
However, situational factors may influence which specific
offense is committed. Farrington and McGee (2017) hy-
pothesized that long-term AP broadly predicts delin-
quency, while short-term AP could vary by crime type.

West and Farrington (1977) first measured long-term
AP within the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Develop-
ment (CSDD) using the Antisocial Attitudes (AA) scale
(Farrington & McGee, 2017). The CSDD is a prospective
longitudinal study of 411 working-class Caucasian British
males born in 1953, followed from age 8 onward across
their life courses. Within the study, this cohort is classified
as Generation 2 (G2 males). The AA scale includes two
subscales: Aggressive attitudes scale (e.g., “If someone hits
me first, I really lec him have it”) and Anti-establishment
attitudes scale (e.g., “Anyone who works hard is stupid”)
(Farrington & McGee, 2017). Farrington and McGee’s
(2017, 2018) testing of ICAP theory within the CSDD
indicates that high long-term AA scores successfully pre-
dict convictions in G2 males.

The ICAP theory posits that AP remains relatively sta-
ble over the life course. Supporting this central proposi-
tion, Farrington and McGee (2017) found AA scores to
be stable across ages, with highly antisocial G2 men at 18
tending to remain more antisocial throughout life com-
pared to other participants in the sample. However, abso-
lute values of AP decreased with age (Farrington &
McGee, 2017). Further, Farrington and McGee (2018)
replicated these findings with G2 males’ sons (G3 males),
showing that AP predicted antisocial behavior at age 25.
Gomes et al. (2023) investigated the sample used in this
study dividing it into three different age groups (13 —15
years old; 16 —17 years old; 18 —21 years old). They found
that AP did not significantly differ among these age
groups. However, a non-statistically significant visual
trend was found in the long-term antisocial potential val-
ues, resembling the age-crime curve (Gomes et al., 2023).

ICAP theory was originally developed to explain of-
fending among lower-class males (Farrington & McGee,
2017). However, Farrington (2019) highlighted the need
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to examine if the ICAP theory could also explain female
offending, given that risk factors may impact males and
females differently, potentially requiring adjustments to
the model. Additionally, as the CSDD male participants
grew up in contexts quite different from those faced by
today’s youth, questions arise about the theory’s applica-
bility to contemporary offenders of both genders (Farring-
ton & Painter, 2004).

Current research on gender differences in antisocial at-
titudes remains inconclusive. Some studies suggest no sig-
nificant differences between males and females (Ardelt &
Day, 2002; Bendixen & Olweus, 1999; Hurioglu &
Tumbkaya, 2016; Stevenson et al., 2004; Walters et al.,
1998), while most indicate that males exhibit higher an-
tisocial attitudes (Butler et al., 2007; Butler et al., 2015;
Gomes et al., 2022, 2023; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997),
and some even report the opposite (Mazher et al., 2022;
Walters, 2002).

For instance, research has shown that higher cognitive
distortions is correlated with the externalization of prob-
lematic and antisocial behavior regardless of race, gender,
and age (Helmond et al., 2014). Nonetheless, females re-
port fewer cognitive distortions than males (Lardén et al.,
2006; Tangney et al., 2012). Crick and Dodge (1994)
propose that male cognition may be more instrumental,
while female cognitions tend to be more interpersonal,
which may lead males toward self-serving cognitive dis-
tortions (Gomes et al., 2022) and females toward greater
pro-sociality (Hoffmann et al., 2004) and social compe-
tence (Merrell, 1993), which may increase the risk of male
delinquency (Lardén et al., 2000).

Butler and Leschied (2007) examined the Antisocial
Beliefs and Attitudes Scale (ABAS), a self-report instru-
ment that assesses antisocial thinking across three main
factors: Rule Non-Compliance, Peer Conflict, and Severe
Aggression. In a sample of 425 children (ages 10-18), boys
scored significantly higher than gitls on Peer Conflict and
Severe Aggression, while no significant sex differences
emerged for Rule Non-Compliance.

Buss and Perry (1992) applied their Aggression Ques-
tionnaire (AQ) to a sample of 1253 participants (51.1%
women) and found that men scored significantly higher
than women on Physical Aggression, Verbal Aggression,
and Hostility, but not on Anger. This suggests that al-
though women experience the same levels of anger as
men, however, their expression may be inhibited by means
of different cognitive processes.

Tangney et al. (2012) used the 25-item Criminogenic
Cognitions Scale (CCS) and found that women scored
lower than men on most dimensions, namely Notions of
Entitlement, Short-Term Orientation, Insensitivity to the
Impact of Crime, and Negative Attitudes Toward Author-
ity). However, no gender differences were found in Failure
to Accept Responsibility. In contrast, Vaske et al. (2017)
found no gender differences in the CCS dimensions.

Another line of research has employed the Measures
of Criminal Attitudes and Associates (MCAA), a widely
used tool for assessing criminal actitudes. The MCAA con-
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sists of two parts: Part A, which assesses peer offending,
and Part B, which measures attitudes across four scales -
Violence, Entitlement, Antisocial Intent, and Character-
istics of Associates (Mills et. al., 2004). In Sweeden, Bick-
strom and Bjorklund (2008) analyzed the MCAA with
an online sample and a sample of criminal offenders. Re-
sults showed that females scored lower than males in Pos-
itive Attitudes Towards Criminality, Antisocial Intent, and
Violence in the online sample. Among offenders, males
displayed higher scores in Antisocial Intent and Associ-
ates. Contrarily, O’'Hagan et al. (2019) applied the
MCAA scale to a sample of 300 justice-involved youth in
Canada and found no differences between genders. These
findings highlight potential sex differences in criminal
cognition across populations.

Walters (2002) conducted a meta-analysis on the Psy-
chological Inventory of Criminal Thinking Styles
(PICTY), a self-report inventory designed to capture de-
viant thinking patterns associated with criminal behavior.
Two studies analyzed adult female samples (Walters & El-
liott, 1999; Walters et al., 1998), and both found higher
PICTS scores compared to a male sample (Walters, 1995),
suggesting that female offenders may exhibit more cogni-
tively deviant tendencies, possibly due to the heightened
social unacceptability of female antisocial behavior (Wal-
ters, 2002).

Vaske et al. (2017) suggest that this inconsistency may
stem from varying definitions of “criminal thinking”,
which includes both the content (e.g., negative attitudes
toward authority, favorable views of antisocial behavior)
and processes (e.g., a negative worldview). Different mea-
surement approaches capture distinct facets of criminal
cognition, thereby complicating whether antisocial atti-
tudes consistently differ across genders. Moreover, inter-
nal consistency tends to be lower for females than for
males, indicating that these scales are more effective at
predicting antisocial behavior and attitudes in males than
in females (Bendixen & Olweus, 1999; Vaske et al.,
2017).

The present study aims to test the ICAP theory's fun-
damental hypotheses by examining whether anti-estab-
lishment and aggressive attitudes predict self-reported
juvenile delinquency. Additionally, we seek to determine
if sex moderates the relationship between these antisocial
attitudes and different types of offending (overall, violent,
and property offending). Focusing on antisocial atticudes
as predictors of delinquency in both males and females,
this study utilizes a diverse sample of community and
forensic settings. By combining participants from schools
and juvenile detention facilities, we aim to capture a broad
spectrum of delinquent behavior in minors and young
adults, enhancing the generalizability of our results.

This study includes four hypotheses: H1: high anti-
social attitude scores predict higher levels of delinquent
behavior; H2: sex moderates the relationship between an-
tisocial attitudes and overall delinquent behavior; H3: sex
moderates the relationship between antisocial attitudes
and property delinquency; and H4: sex moderates the re-
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lationship between antisocial attitudes and violent delin-
quency.

Methods

Participants

Eligible participants of the present study consisted of
a total of 518 adolescents and young adults. From this
total, 409 were recruited from a school context (79.0%)
and 109 from a forensic context (21.0%), chosen by geo-
graphical convenience. A total of 27 participants were ex-
cluded from the study’s database due to non-response to
the selected measures. Regarding the school sample, 195
of the participants are females (50.1%) and 194 are males
(49.9%), recruited from a school in the Center region of
Portugal, aged between 13 and 21 years (M = 15.41, SD
= 1.75). The forensic context sample includes 18 females
(17.6%) and 84 males (82.4%), and participants were 13
to 20 years of age (M = 16.09, SD = 1.27), recruited from
four juvenile detention facilities of the Portuguese Min-
istry of Justice, three in the Lisbon region and one in the
North region of Portugal. At the time of the data collec-
tion, all young girls convicted in juvenile detention facil-
ities in Portugal were recruited for the present study. The
final sample was composed of a total of 213 females
(43.4%) and 278 males (56.6%), aged 13 to 21 years (M
=15.54, SD = 1.69). The nationality of the final sample

was mainly Portuguese (95.9%).

Measures

The variables of this study were operationalized using
two questionnaires, to evaluate antisocial attitudes the An-
tisocial Attitude scale (AA), and the International Self-Re-
port Delinquency 3 (ISRD3) to assess lifetime self-report
offending and sociodemographic variables.

Antisocial Attitude Scale (AA; Farrington & McGee,
2017; Portuguese version by Gomes et al., 2023). The AA
was originally developed within the Cambridge Study in
Delinquent Development (West & Farrington, 1977) and
revised by Farrington and McGee (2017). Farrington and
McGee (2017) found that the AA scale demonstrated ad-
equate internal consistency within G2 males ( = .72 at
age 18, =.67 atage 32, and =.71 at age 48). This ver-
sion is a 23-item self-report scale that measures long-term
antisocial potential using statements representative of an-
tisocial attitudes which predicts delinquency, composed
of 2 subscales, 13 items assess aggressive attitudes (e.g., “If
someone does the dirty on me I always try to get my own
back”) and 10 items evaluate anti-establishment attitudes
(e.g., “The police are always roughing people up”). The
AA scale used a 4-point Likert scale response format rang-
ing from definitely true, probably true, probably false, and
definitely false. High AA scores correspond to high anti-
social attitudes. The internal consistency of this scale in
the present study was high ( = .85).

International Self-Report Delinquency 3 (ISRD3; Enz-
mann et al., 2018; Portuguese version by Martins et al.,
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2015). The ISRD3 questionnaire is a self-report survey
designed to study illegal and social behavior considered
to be undesirable, validated by the Portuguese youth. This
questionnaire is comprised of 11 modules (i.e., demo-
graphic background; family; school; victimization; leisure
and peers; attitudes and values; offending; substance use;
norm transmission strength; procedural justice, and peer
influence). In this study, only the demographic back-
ground and offending modules will be taken into consid-
eration. The demographic background module included
15 items concerning sex, age, demographic and social
characteristics, household structure, religion, and ques-
tions regarding the economic and financial situation of
the participants. The offending module consists of 15
items regarding lifetime and last-year offending. The of-
fenses present in the ISRD3 questionnaire include graffiti,
vandalism, shoplifting, burglary, bicycle theft, car theft,
stealing from a car, robbery, assault, stealing from a per-
son, carrying a weapon, group fight, animal cruelty, drug
trafficking, and illegal downloading. For this study, we
chose to discard the items concerning illegal downloading,
animal cruelty, and graffiti, creating a measure of variety
of delinquency (Sweeten, 2012), with a maximum score
of 12, which represents the highest number of offenses
committed last year and throughout life. The 12 ISRD3
items were divided into two composite variables: violent
offenses (robbery, assault, carrying a weapon, group fight)
and property offenses (vandalism, shoplifting, burglary,
bicycle theft, car theft, stealing from a person, carrying a
weapon and drug trafficking; Doelman et al., 2021).

In this study, two different data collection approaches
were put into practice, due to the nature of the original
research projects they were inserted in. The forensic sam-
ple was part of a cross-sectional study, collected in a single
moment. Contrarily, the community sample’s data inte-
grated a small longitudinal study, over one year. Data was
collected at three distinct moments, separated by six
months, where the AA questionnaire was only adminis-
tered during the final data collection moment. Concern-
ing ISRD3, this questionnaire was applied to all data
collection moments. In the first moment, participants
were questioned regarding lifetime offending. In contrast,
participants were specifically asked about their engage-
ment in offending behaviors over the last 6 months in the
middle and final moments. Subsequently, a composite
variable representing the prevalence of lifetime offending
was constructed by integrating the data obtained from the
first collection moment and summing any new offenses
that may have occurred over the last two moments.

Procedures

Ethical approval was granted from all institutions in-
volved in this project, the University of Minho Ethics
Committee; the Directorate-General for Education (Di-
recdo-Geral da Educacdo), which was obtained through
the School Surveillance Monitoring System (Monitoriza-
¢do de Inquéritos em Meio Escolar); and the Directorate-
General for Reintegration and Prison Services
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(Direccao-Geral de Reinsercdao e Servicos Prisionais—Min-
istério da Justi¢a). Ethical approvals were also obtained
from the principal of the school involved in the study and
from the Directors of the Juvenile Detention Facilities
(Centros Educativos) for the forensic sample. Lastly, in-
formed consent forms were provided to the underage par-
ticipants’ legal guardians to participate in the study. After
meeting this criterion, the research team began an in-per-
son data collection process. All respondents participated
voluntarily and were given clear instructions to ensure
they were aware their testimony was confidential, prevent-
ing participant bias. Questionnaires were completed in a
paper-and-pencil format in a classroom by the community
sample and in a designated room by the forensic sample,
only the researcher and participants were present during
the data collection. The length of the data collection per
classroom and designated room took an average of 45
minutes. The participants were not given any form of
monetary compensation.

Statistical analysis

All statistical analyses were performed using the 28"
version of the IBM® SPSS® (Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences) software. The significance level was set at
a p-value probability of < .05. Preliminary analyses were
used to characterize the sample using the mean and stan-
dard deviation, providing a summary of the sample’s so-
ciodemographic information and lifetime offending. We
carried out 9 moderation models to test our hypothesis.
In all moderation models, we considered age and group
(i.e., community and forensic sample) as covariates. For
all moderation hypotheses, three different outcomes re-
garding antisocial attitudes were considered, the total
long-term antisocial potential, and the two sub-scales of
the antisocial attitudes scale: aggressive atticudes and anti-
establishment attitudes.

Results

As a preliminary analysis, we analyzed the prevalence of
cach offending behavior in the current sample. At least
51.3% (7 = 252) of participants reported having commit-
ted at least one offense throughout life. Table 1 shows dif-
ferent types of offending, the most frequently reported
being shoplifting (29.7%, 7 = 146), taking part in a group
fight (27.6%, » = 135), and stealing from a person
(25.1%, n = 123). Chi-square tests of independence re-
vealed a statistically significant association between all of-
fenses and sex, except for shoplifting. Independent t-tests
displayed significant differences in variety scores between
females and males. For overall delinquency, females (M =
1.04, SD = 1.88) showed significantly lower variety scores
than males (M = 2.67, SD = 3.47). Chi-square tests re-
vealed significant differences in the prevalence of offend-
ing between females and males. Overall delinquency

prevalence was significantly lower among females (39.4%)
than males (60.4%).
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Total Females Males
Variety scores M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) ! ?
Overall delinquency 1.96 (3.00) 1.04 (1.88) 2.67 (3.47) 6.17 <.001
Property crimes 1.12 (1.85) 0.54 (1.00) 1.56 (2.19) 6.33 <.001
Violent crimes 0.67 (1.09) 0.38 (0.83) 0.90 (1.21) 5.37 <.001
Prevalence scores 7 (%) n (%) 7 (%) 2 )
Overall delinquency 252 (51.3) 84 (39.4) 168 (60.4) 21.28 <.001
Property crimes 208 (42.4) 69 (32.4) 139 (50.0) 15.31 <.001
Violent crimes 178 (36.3) 47 (22.1) 131 (47.1) 32.76 <.001
Delinquency items
Vandalism 76 (15.5) 14 (6.6) 62 (22.4) 22.97 <.001
Shoplifting 146 (29.7) 54 (25.4) 92 (33.1) 3.10 063
Burglary 43 (8.8) 2(0.9) 41 (14.9) 29.03 <.001
Bike theft 66 (13.4) 3(1.4) 63 (22.7) 46.82 <.001
Car theft 44 (9.0) 4(1.9) 40 (14.4) 23.25 <.001
Stealing from a car 52 (10.6) 5(2.3) 47 (17.0) 27.13 <.001
Robbery 48 (9.8) 9 (4.2) 39 (14.0) 13.14 <.001
Stealing from a person 123 (25.1) 33 (15.5) 90 (32.4) 18.30 <.001
Carrying a weapon 103 (21.1) 26 (12.2) 77 (27.9) 17.80 <.001
Group fight 135 (27.6) 34 (16.0) 101 (36.6) 25.61 <.001
Assault 43 (8.8) 11(5.2) 32 (11.6) 6.26 012
Drug sales 84 (17.2) 27 (12.7) 57 (20.7) 5.27 022

Table 1

Frequencies and Chi-Square Results for Types of Offenses and Sex

To address hypothesis one, we carried out 3 Models:
(1) sex moderates the relationship between total antisocial
attitudes and juvenile delinquency (Model 1); (2) sex
moderates the relationship between aggressive attitudes
and juvenile delinquency (Model 2); and (3) sex moder-
ates the relationship between anti-establishment attitudes
and juvenile delinquency (Model 3). Model 1 explained
63% of the variance in juvenile delinquency (see Table 2,
Moderation Models). As Table 2 demonstrates, regardless
of the type of antisocial attitudes, results are very similar.
A statistically significant direct effect of antisocial attitudes
on offending was found (Model 1: 4 = 2.73, p < .001;
Model 2: 6=2.08, p <.001; Model 3: 4=1.90, p <.001);
an effect of sex on offending (Model 1: 6=2.19, p <.001;
Model 2: 6=1.59, p < .01; Model 3: £=0.80, p <.1); and
a significant interaction effect (Model 1: 6 = -1.15, p <
.01); Model 2: 6 =-0.81, p < .05; Model 3: 6=-0.85 p <
.05), where the effect of antisocial attitudes on offending
is significantly stronger for males than for females (see
Table 3). Figure 2 illustrates this effect, indicating that as
antisocial attitudes increase, overall offending increases
more sharply for males than females.
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For testing hypothesis two, we conducted Models 4,
5, and 6: (4) sex moderates the relationship between total
antisocial attitudes and non-violent offending (Model 4);
(5) sex moderates the relationship between aggressive at-
titudes and non-violent offending (Model 5); and (6) sex
moderates the relationship between anti-establishment at-
titudes and non-violent offending (Model 6). Model 4 ex-
plained 58% of the variance in non-violent juvenile
delinquency (see Table 2). Table 2 demonstrates similar
results, regardless of the type of antisocial attitude. A
strong direct effect of antisocial attitudes on non-violent
offending was found (Model 4: 4 = 1.57, p < .001; Model
5:6=1.21, p <.001; Model 6: = 1.05, p <.001); an ef-
fect of sex on non-violent offending (Model 4: 4 = 1.84,
2 <.001; Model 5: 6 =141, p <.01; Model 3: 6= 1.08,
2 <.05); and a significant interaction effect of antisocial
attitudes on non-violent offending (Model 4: 4 = -1.03, p
<.001; Model 5: 6 =-0.79, p < .001; Model 6: 4 = -0.70,
2 < .01). Similarly, the link between antisocial attitcudes
and overall offending is stronger for males than for females
(see Table 3). Interestingly, in Model 6, conditional effects
show that antisystem attitudes are only a statistically sig-
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Table 2 Moderation Models

Coeff SE 95% CI Coeff SE 95% CI Coeff SE 95% CI

Model 1 (AA*Sex — Overall offend.) Model 2 (Aggr.*Sex — Overall offend.) Model 3 (A-Est.*Sex — Overall offend.)
Attitudes 273 0.27* [2.205; 3.261] 2.08 0.22** [1.651;2.500] 1.90 0.28™" [1.349; 2.440]
Sex 2.19 0.76** [0.698; 3.677] 1.59 0.63* [0.350; 2.825] 1.33 0.80F [-0.246; 2.910]
Attitudes*Sex -1.15 0.39** [-1.920; -0.378] -0.81 0.32* [-1.449; -0.175] -0.85 0.41° [-1.662; -0.036]
Age 0.12 0.05* [0.021; 0.214] 0.13 0.05* [0.031; 0.227] 0.09 0.25" [-0.009; 0.196]
Group 4.00 4% [3.526; 4.478] 415 0.24%* [3.670; 4.625] 4.55 0.05™" [4.065; 5.031]
R? .63 .62 .58

Model 4 (AA*Sex — Non-violent offend.) Model 5 (Aggr.*Sex — Non-violent offend.) Model 6 (A-Est.*Sex — Non-violent offend.)
Attitudes 1.57 0.18™" [1.224; 1.916] 1.21 0.14™" [0.933; 1.486] 1.05 0.18™" [0.700; 1.405]
Sex 1.84 0.50*** [0.859; 2.814] 1.41 041 [0.602; 2.213] 1.08 0.52" [0.059; 2.100]
Attitudes*Sex -1.03 0.26™" [-1.533;-0.521] -0.79 0.21™ [-1.200; -0.370] -0.70 0.27" [-1.227;-0.176]
Age 0.06 0.03" [-0.006; 0.121] 0.06 0.03" [0.001, 0.128] 0.05 0.03"s [-0.021; 0.111]
Group 2.45 0.16™ [2.135;2.760] 2.54 0.16™ [2.230, 2.852] 2.74 0.16™" [2.431, 3.055]
R? .58 .58 .54

Model 7 (AA*Sex —Violent offend.) Model 8 (Aggres.*Sex — Violent offend.) Model 9 (A-Est.*Sex — Violent offend.)
Attitudes 0.96 0.12" [0.739; 1.190] 0.72 0.09™ [0.540; 0.903] 0.69 0.12" [0.461; 0.923]
Sex 0.35 0.337 [-0.293; 0.982] 0.17 0.27" [-0.361; 0.967] 0.26 0.34"+ [-0.405; 0.931]
Attitudes*Sex -0.16 0.177 [-0.494; 0.166] -0.06 0.14 "+ [-0.336; 0.208] -0.18 0.18 "+ [-0.527; 0.161]
Age 0.43 0.02" [0.002; 0.085] 0.05 0.02" [0.005; 0.089] 0.03 0.02" [-0.010; 0.077]
Group 1.11 0.10" [0.908; 1.316] 1.16 0.10™ [0.950; 1.359] 1.32 0.10™" [1.115; 1.523]
R? A8 47 43

Note. AA = Antisocial Attitudes; Aggr. = Aggressive Attitudes subscale; A-Est. = Anti-establishment Attitudes subscale; Offend. — Self-reported of-
fending; n.s.= Statistically non-significant; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

Table 3 Conditional effects

B SE t ? 95% CI
Model 1 (AA*Sex — Overall offend.)
Male 2.73 0.27 10.18 <.001 [2.205; 3.261]
Female 1.58 0.31 5.08 <.001 [0.972; 2.190]
Model 2 (Aggr.*Sex — Overall offend.)
Male 2.08 0.22 9.60 <.001 [1.651; 2.500]
Female 1.26 0.26 4.86 <.001 [0.753;5 1.775]
Model 3 (A-Est.*Sex — Overall offend.)
Male 1.90 0.28 6.82 <.001 [1.349; 2.440]
Female 1.05 0.32 3.26 .001 [0.415; 1.676]
Model 4 (AA*Sex — Non-violent offend.)
Male 1.57 0.17 8.91 <.001 [1.224; 1.916]
Female 0.54 .20 2.66 .008 [0.142; 0.945]
Model 5 (Aggr.*Sex — Non-violent offend.)
Male 1.21 0.14 8.59 <.001 [0.933; 1.486]
Female 0.42 0.17 2.51 .013 [0.092; 0.757]
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Model 6 (A-Est.*Sex — Non-violent offend.)

Male 1.05 0.18 5.86 <.001 [0.700; 1.405]
Female 0.35 0.21 1.69 .091 [-0.056, 0.758]
Model 7 (AA*Sex —Violent offend.)

Male 0.96 0.12 8.39 <.001 [0.739; 1.190]
Female 0.80 0.13 6.00 <001 [0.538; 1.063]
Model 8 (Aggres.*Sex — Violent offend.)

Male 0.72 0.09 7.81 <.001 [0.540; 0.903]
Female 0.66 0.11 5.91 <.001 [0.439; 0.876]
Model 9 (A-Est.*Sex — Violent offend.)

Male 0.69 0.12 5.89 <.001 [0.461; 0.923]
Female 0.51 0.14 3.75 <.001 [0.242, 0.776]

Note. AA = Antisocial Attitudes; Aggr. = Aggressive Attitudes subscale; A-Est. = Anti-establishment Attitudes subscale;
Offend. — Self-reported offending.
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Figure 2 Simple Slope Analysis Chart of Model 1

nificant predictor of non-violent offending for males, but
not for females (see Table 3). Figure 3 shows the simple
slope analysis of this effect for overall antisocial attitudes.

Finaly, we tested the third hypothesis by carrying out
Models 7, 8, and 9: (7) sex moderates the relationship be-
tween total antisocial attitudes and violent offending
(Model 7); (8) sex moderates the relationship between ag-
gressive attitudes and violent offending (Model 8); and
(9) sex moderates the relationship between anti-establish-
ment attitudes and violent offending (Model 9). Model 7
explained 48% of the variance in violent juvenile delin-
quency (see Table 2). Again, we found overall similar re-
sults in each model. As Table 2 suggests, we found a direct
effect of antisocial attitudes on violent offending (Model
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7:b=10.96, p < .001; Model 8: 6= 0.72, p < .001; Model
9: b =0.69, p <.001); a null effect of sex on violent of-
fending; and, there was no evidence of an interactional ef-
fect. Consequently, these results suggest that sex is not a
moderator of the relationship between antisocial attitudes
and violent offending (Table 3). Figure 4 illustrates this
effect on overall antisocial attitudes.

Discussion
The present study aimed to understand the relationship

between antisocial attitudes and offending and, addition-
ally, the moderating effect of sex in this relationship. Over-
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all, the results were consistent across different types of an-
tisocial attitudes (total, aggressive, and antisystem atti-
tudes). Antisocial attitudes were strong predictors of
overall offending, with sex moderating this relationship.
However, when examining non-violent and violent of-
fending separately, different patterns emerged. For violent
offending, sex did not moderate the relationship, suggest-
ing that antisocial attitudes predict violent offending sim-
ilarly for males and females. In contrast, antisocial
attitudes were stronger predictors of non-violent offend-
ing in males, suggesting a sex-specific mechanism.

This study provides a significant contribution to one
of the most prominent life-course theories, the ICAP the-
ory, by partly replicating the results found by Farrington
and McGee (2017). By examining the predictive power
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of antisocial attitudes on violent, non-violent, and overall
offending, this study enhances our understanding of how
these attitudes operate across sexes and offense types.
Regarding violent offending, antisocial attitudes were
strong predictors for both males and females, aligning
with the ICAP theory. This theory suggests that violent
behavior arises from shared underlying risk factors, such
as conduct disorders and antisocial cognitive processes
(Moffitt et al., 2001). The absence of a moderating effect
of sex in this context supports the notion that violent of-
fenders, regardless of sex, may share similar cognitive pro-
files. Prior research has found comparable levels of
antisocial cognitive processing in males and females with
conduct disorders, along with shared risk factors such as
mental health issues, further explaining this pattern (Mof-
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fice et al., 2001). These findings reinforce the ICAP the-
ory's emphasis on common risk factors driving violent of-
fending.

Conversely, the relationship between antisocial atti-
tudes and non-violent offending revealed notable sex dif-
ferences, with these attitudes showing stronger predictive
power for boys. This divergence challenges the ICAP the-
ory, which does not explicitly account for such variations.
Boys' lower levels of reported prosocial attitudes (Lardén
et al., 2006) and greater susceptibility to peer influence
(Piquero et al., 2005) may explain their higher engage-
ment in non-violent offenses, which are often perceived
as less risky or stigmatizing. Additionally, girls may engage
in different cognitive processes when considering non-vi-
olent offenses, prioritizing relational concerns or cost-ben-
efit analyses over antisocial attitudes, altering how they
justify and engage in non-violent offending. Research sug-
gests that for incarcerated females, antisocial cognitive
processing may present higher scores (Walters & McCoy,
2007), possibly because female offending is perceived as
less socially acceptable.

This study also contributes to the literature on anti-
system attitudes. These attitudes were significant predic-
tors of non-violent and overall offending, aligning with
prior research demonstrating their influence on youths’
perceptions of right and wrong (Farrington, 1995). How-
ever, sex differences emerged, with only males showing as-
sociations between antisystem attitudes and non-violent
offenses. This finding suggests that in communities where
antisystem beliefs are strong, boys and girls experience
these attitudes differently (Cohn & Modecki, 2007). Girls
might face different pressures in these environments, in-
fluencing how they view and justify non-violent offenses,
or they might prioritize relational concerns or conduct
cost-benefit analyses, leading to distinct cognitive path-
ways to offending (Farrington & Painter, 2004). Future
research should further investigate these differences as they
directly challenge the ICAP theory’s assumption that of-
fending pathways are the same for both sexes. Instead,
findings suggest that societal and cultural pressures in
communities with strong antisystem beliefs might push
boys and girls toward distinct cognitive and behavioral re-
sponses. Another possible explanation for sex’s moderating
role may be that different types of antisocial attitudes play
a more important role in female offending, such as an-
tiforeigner and pro-drug attitudes (Cohn & Modecki,
2007; Farrington & Painter, 2004).

Interestingly, while aggressive attitudes are often stud-
ied in relation to violent behavior, this study demonstrates
their predictive value for overall offending and non-vio-
lent offending as well. Aggressive atticudes may reflect
broader antisocial cognitive processes, such as self-serving
distortions (e.g., blaming others, minimizing harm),
which are linked to various offenses (Gomes et al., 2022).
These findings address gaps in the literature, as existing
research often explores the effect of aggressive attitudes on
aggressive behavior rather than overall juvenile offending
and non-violent offenses (e.g., Dodge & Coie, 1987;
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Huesmann, 1998; Huesmann & Guerra, 1997; Hues-
mann et al., 1992; Zelli et al., 1999). Prior studies have
identified antisocial attitudes as one of the strongest pre-
dictors of delinquent behavior (Gendreau et al., 1996),
ranking among the “Big Four” risk factors alongside a his-
tory of previous delinquency, personality traits, and delin-
quent peers (Bonta & Andrews, 2017). Literature
postulates that people with more aggressive attitudes tend
to become more violent (Huesmann, 1998). Aggressive
attitudes are strongly associated with deviant cognitive
processes involved in evaluating and reacting to social sit-
uations. These include hostile attribution bias, a tendency
to generate aggressive solutions in perceived unfair situa-
tions, and a retrospective evaluation of aggressive re-
sponses as positive over time (Zelli et al., 1999).
Therefore, our findings contribute to addressing this re-
search gap by assessing the predictive power of antisocial
attitudes not only on overall offenses but also by distin-
guishing between violent and non-violent offenses.

Conclusion

In conclusion, this study advances the understanding of
aggressive and antisystem attitudes in juvenile delin-
quency and how their influence varies as a function of par-
ticipants’ sex. While it provides valuable insights, some
limitations must be acknowledged. First, the reliance on
self-reported measures, despite assurances of anonymity,
may cause response biases (Gomes et al., 2018, 2019). Ad-
ditionally, the cross-sectional design limits causal infer-
ences, highlighting the need for longitudinal research.
Another limitation is the focus on specific antisocial atti-
tudes, such as aggressive and antisystem attitudes, which
may overlook other relevant factors like pro-drug or anti-
foreigner attitudes. The sample's geographical and cultural
specificity may also constrain the generalizability of our
findings. Moreover, differences in offense prevalence rates
may have influenced the measures, potentially exaggerat-
ing the strength of male associations (Farrington &
Painter, 2004). These factors warrant caution when inter-
preting the findings.

Despite these limitations, this study lays the ground-
work for future research. Longitudinal studies are essential
to explore how antisocial attitudes evolve over time and
their role in desistance or life-course-persistent offending.
Further investigations into the moderating role of sex in
the relationship between antisocial attitudes and offending
is warranted. Future research should also examine addi-
tional types of antisocial attitudes, such as pro-drug or
anti-foreigner beliefs, to enhance the understanding of
their impact, particularly in female offending. Emerging
evidence suggests that females might prioritize different
cognitive processes, such as cost-benefit analyses or rela-
tional concerns, when engaging in antisocial behavior,
contrasting with the stronger predictive power of antiso-
cial attitudes for males (Butler et al., 2015; Cohn & Mod-
ecki, 2007). By expanding the scope of research, scholars
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can refine theoretical frameworks to capture sex-specific
pathways to offending.

Beyond its contributions to academic literature, this
study holds significant implications for youth crime pre-
vention and intervention strategies. Since antisocial atti-
tudes strongly predict offending behavior, interventions
should prioritize altering these attitudes. Programs tailored
for males might focus on addressing aggressive and anti-
system attitudes and counteracting peer influences
through cognitive-behavioral strategies that challenge an-
tisocial thinking and promote prosocial behavior. For fe-
males, interventions should explore the role of pro-drug
or anti-authority attitudes and address relational dynamics
and fear of social rejection. Notably, the absence of sex
differences in violent offending suggests that universal ap-
proaches targeting antisocial attitudes and cognitive dis-
tortions could effectively reduce violent behaviors across
sexes. Early interventions during adolescence are critical
in preventing the escalation of criminal behavior into
adulthood. These findings underscore the importance of
sex-responsive, evidence-based interventions that address
different cognitive factors and foster positive developmen-
tal trajectories for all youth.
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