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● A controversial topic

○ Perspective 1: Psychopathic tendencies are characteristic of the individuals who 
ultimately join gangs (Sanchez-Jankowski, 1991; Yablonsky, 1962)

■ The gang membership-psychopathic tendencies link is a consequence of homophily

○ Perspective 2: The gang context is a source of psychopathic tendencies
■ Group influences are the mechanisms of onset, continuity, and change in psychopathic 

tendencies

○ Perspective 3: Gang members are no different from non-gang members on 
psychopathic tendencies (Klein, 1971) 

Gang Membership & Psychopathic 
Tendencies (PT)



1. Despite the gang-psychopathic tendencies relationship’s relevance for sociology and 
psychology literatures, there is not much research on the topic

2. The evidence on the gang-psychopathic tendencies relationship is unclear
3. The research design for nearly all these studies is cross-sectional rather than longitudinal
4. Lack of attention on how  the gang-psychopathic tendencies relationship may manifest

Evidence on the Gang Membership-
Psychopathic Tendencies Link



The Gang Membership-Psychopathic 
Tendencies (GM-PT) Link – Theoretical Model



The Gang Membership-Psychopathic 
Tendencies (GM-PT) Link – Selection

“…individuals tend to select into environments that suit his or her personality, propensities, and 
preferences…” (Fox, 2017)



The Gang Membership-Psychopathic 
Tendencies (GM-PT) Link – Facilitation

“[G]ang members and terrorists may be trained—very effectively, as history has proved over and 
over again—to view the enemy as less-than-human, as an objective without an inner life.” (Hare, 1999)



The Gang Membership-Psychopathic 
Tendencies (GM-PT) Link – Enhancement

“[T]he ‘truth’ no doubt lies somewhere in between. That is, psychopathic attitudes and behaviors very 
likely are the result of a combination of biological factors and environmental forces.” (Hare, 1999)



● Overall aim: Are psychopathic tendencies a source or consequence of gang membership

● RQ1: Do individuals who select into gangs have higher levels of psychopathic 
tendencies than those who refrain from gang involvement? (i.e., selection)

● RQ2: Do levels of psychopathic tendencies change when in states of gang 
membership as opposed to non-gang membership? (i.e., facilitation)

Research Questions

Psychopathic 

Tendencies

Gang 

Membership



Data Variables of Interest

● Gang membership (self-report)
○ Non-gang member (=0)
○ Gang member (=1)

● Psychopathic tendencies
○ Youth Psychopathic Traits Inventory (YPI)
○ Sum of all 50 items
○ Example: “I’m better than everyone on almost 

everything”

● Variety of time-stable and 
time-varying control variables

● Pathways to Desistance
○ Follow-up interviews

○ N = 1,315 

○ Sample:
■ 86.2% male
■ 40.7% Black, 33.9% Hispanic, 20.6% 

non-White Hispanic

Data and Measures
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● RQ1: Do individuals who select into gangs have higher levels of psychopathic 
tendencies than those who refrain from gang involvement? (i.e., selection)
o A between-individual  difference (random effects)

● RQ2: Do levels of psychopathic tendencies change when in states of gang 
membership as opposed to non-gang membership? (i.e., facilitation)
○ A within-individual  change (fixed effects)

● Analytic Strategy: Cross-lagged hybrid panel model (Allison, 2009)

Research Questions – Review 
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Results: Bivariable 
Cross-Lagged Hybrid Panel Model



Results: Multivariable 
Cross-Lagged Hybrid Panel Model



● Summary of Findings
○ Psychopathic tendencies are a source and  consequence of gang membership

● Implications
○ Mechanisms of selection are not  irrelevant
○ “…[R]elatively little attention has been given to the question of what  exactly 

changes when young people enter a gang…to produce this effect.” (Weerman et al., 2015)

○ Selection = prevention; Facilitation = intervention

● Future Directions
○ Further tease apart how  psychopathic tendencies relate to gang membership 

capitalizing on the three domains of psychopathic tendencies (interpersonal, 
affective, and behavioral)

Discussion and Conclusion
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The GM-PT Link – Studies (1)



The GM-PT Link – Studies (2)



Origins of Psychopathic 
Tendencies

(in)stability of 
Psychopathic Tendencies

● Absolute stability over the life course
● Developmental malleability in measured 

psychopathic tendencies 
(e.g., Hawes et al., 2018; McCuish & Lussier, 2018, 2020)

● Genetic/epigenetic and 
biological/neuroscience factors

● Social influences
○ Antisocial experiences & environments

■ Lack of socialization
● Lack of parental warmth
● Child abuse and neglect

■ Product of socialization
● Exposure to violence
● Intergenerational
● Social interactions

Motivation



Addressing Potential Harms

● Potential harms:
● Labels could be used as exclusionary rather than inclusionary criterion for 

treatment and entrance into other prosocial environments (e.g., employment and 
education)

● Harsher treatment by police, juries, and judges owing to the sigma surrounding 
gang membership and psychopathy

● Permanence

● Necessity of better understanding the reasons for gang joining and the etiology of 
psychopathic tendencies → treatment

● Considering the benefits of labeling versus potential harm



Data & Analytic 
Strategy



● Time-Stable Variables
o Sex

▪ Self-report indicator
▪ Dichotomous

o Race/Ethnicity
▪ Self-report indicator
▪ Mutually exclusive: White (reference), 

Black, Hispanic, Other
o Educational Attainment

▪ Self-report indicator at baseline
▪ Highest level of school completed

o Living Arrangement prior to baseline
▪ Two self-report dichotomous indicators
▪ 2 biological parents; 1 biological parent

o Site
▪ Philadelphia, PA and Phoenix, AZ

Data: Controls

● Time-Varying Variables
○ Age

▪ Self-report indicator at each recall
o Prior Victimization

▪ Self-report indicator at each recall
▪ Count of six victimization experiences

○ Neighborhood Conditions
▪ Self-report indicator at each recall
▪ Neighborhood Conditions Measure

(Sampson and Raudenbush, 1999)

• Four-point scale (0 = Never, 3 = Often) 
▪ Assess physical and social disorder 

surrounding the adolescent’s home
○ Exposure Time

▪ Amount of time respondent was in the 
community



Descriptive 
Statistics



• PCL imperfectly maps the domain of interest by 
• excluding lack of anxiety or fearlessness, which may be central to 

defining psychopathy
• including criminal behavior, which may not be central

• PCL-YV has questionable long-term predictive validity

• PCL has been critiqued for conflating measures of psychopathy with the 
construct of psychopathy
• Uses measures that assess stability rather than possible instability

Why the YPI compared to PCL?



YPI Scale 
Items (1)



YPI Scale 
Items (2)



Neighborhood 
Conditions 
Measure Scale 
Items



Prior 
Victimization 
Items



Method: Cross-Lagged Hybrid Panel 
Model

● Decomposing between-individual differences and within-individual change

● Cross-lagged hybrid panel model (Allison, 2009)

●  𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖 +  𝛽1 𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑡 − 𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖 +  𝛽𝑘𝑿𝑖 +  𝛽𝑗𝒁𝒊𝒕 +  𝑢𝑖 +  𝜀𝑖𝑡      AND
       𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑡 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖 +  𝛽1 𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑡 − 𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖 +  𝛽𝑘𝑿𝑖 +  𝛽𝑗𝒁𝒊𝒕 +  𝑢𝑖 +  𝜀𝑖𝑡   

● Importantly, this can be separated into its between- and within-person elements

○ Between:

■ 𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖 +  𝛽𝑘𝑿𝒊 +  𝑢𝑖 +  ഥ𝜀𝑖  AND
■ 𝐺𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖 =  𝛽0 +  𝛽1𝑃𝑠𝑦𝑐ℎ𝑇𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖 +  𝛽𝑘𝑿𝒊 +  𝑢𝑖 +  ഥ𝜀𝑖
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● Three steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in gang membership to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation (part 1)

■ 𝐼𝐶𝐶 =
𝜏

𝜏+
𝜋2

3

=
42.49

42.49+3.29
= 92.8% of the variation in GM is between-persons

■ However, this is likely driven by the high prevalence of 0’s

Preliminary: Variation in 
Gang Membership Measure



● Three steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in gang membership to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation (part 2)

■ 39.0% of the variation in gang membership is between-persons

Preliminary: Variation in 
Gang Membership Measure



● Three steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in gang membership to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation

2. Descriptive results

1. Percent of respondents in a gang for at least one wave of the Pathways study
▪ 22.13% of respondents

2. Number of waves the average gang member was gang involved (n = 291)
▪ Mean = 4.62 waves, SD = 2.88

3. How many people changed change status over the panel 
▪ 19.2% (n = 252/1,315)
▪ However, most people in a gang at some point changed gang status 

over the panel (86.6%)

• Suggests that there is important variability w/in & b/w respondents on GM

Preliminary: Variation in 
Gang Membership Measure



● Four steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in psychopathic tendencies to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation

■  

■ 51.3% of the variation in psychopathic tendencies is between-persons

Preliminary: Variation in 
Psychopathic Tendencies Measure

𝜌 =
279.74

279.74 + 265.40
= 0.513



● Four steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in psychopathic tendencies to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation

2. Bivariable regression – psychopathic tendencies regressed on age

Preliminary: Variation in 
Psychopathic Tendencies Measure



● Four steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in psychopathic tendencies to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation

2. Bivariable regression – psychopathic tendencies regressed on age

3. Means for psychopathic tendencies across waves

● Wave 1 mean = 109.2, SD = 23.4

● Wave 5 mean = 102.7, SD = 23.4

● Wave 10 mean = 98.9, SD = 22.1

Preliminary: Variation in 
Psychopathic Tendencies Measure



● Four steps taken to ensure sufficient variation in psychopathic tendencies to continue

1. Variance component – separate out between- and within-individual variation

2. Bivariable regression – psychopathic tendencies regressed on age

3. Means for psychopathic tendencies across waves

4. Change scores between waves

● Wave 1 to Wave 5 = 56.1% of respondents changed by ½ SD or more

● Wave 5 to Wave 10 = 57.6% 

● Wave 1 to Wave 10 = 60.7%

● Suggests that there is important variability w/in & b/w respondents on PT

Preliminary: Variation in 
Psychopathic Tendencies Measure



Multivariable 
Cross-Lagged 
Panel Model, 
Fully Specified



Marginal Effects – Fully specified



Cross-Lagged Hybrid Model – By Site



Cross-Lagged 
Hybrid Model – 
By Race/Ethnicity



Dissertation – Methods and Measures

Chapter 4:
RQ1 and 2

Chapter 5: 
RQ3 and 4

Chapter 5:
RQ5

Chapter 6:
RQ6-9

Method 
Cross-Lagged 

Hybrid Panel Model 
with clustering

NB and logistic 
regression with 

clustering

NB and logistic 
regression with 

clustering and an 
interaction

Same as RQ1, 2, 4, and 5, 
but with psychopathic 

tendencies split into the 
domains:

(a) Interpersonal (i.e., 
grandiose-

manipulative)
(b) Affective (i.e., 
callous-unemotional)

(c) Behavioral (i.e., 
impulsive-

irresponsible)

Dependent 
Variable(s)

Gang Membership/
Psychopathic 

tendencies

Offending/
Arrest and 

Incarceration

Offending/
Arrest and 

Incarceration

Independent 
Variable(s)

Gang Membership/
Psychopathic 

tendencies

Gang Membership/
Psychopathic 

tendencies

Psychopathic 
tendencies

Moderating 
Variable N/A N/A Gang Membership
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