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ABSTRACT 

Current literature reports that leaming-disabled adolescents make up a 

disproportionate percentage of the juvenile delinquent population. Leaming-disabled 

students display several psycho-social attributes that have been proposed to contribute to 

the probability of delinquency including: low self esteem as the result of academic failure, 

poor social competence, impulsivity and stimulus seeking. In spite of the academic, social 

and behavior problems that many learning-disabled adolescents have, the fact remains that 

the majority of LD adolescents do not engage in delinquent behaviors. The link between 

juvenile delinquency and learning disabilities may be more complex than studies of these 

individual variables have suggested in the past. The purpose of this study was to use a 

multifactorial approach in examining the link between teaming disabilities and delinquency, 

incorporating the constmcts of negative affectivity and high arousability. 

Survey data were collected from the adolescents in the Project Intercept Program, 

including the Dorothy Lomax Altemative School and the Lubbock County Youth Center, 

and from Frenship junior high and Roosevelt junior high and high schools. Four groups, 

delinquent leaming-disabled, delinquent non-leaming-disabled, non-delinquent leaming-

disabled and non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents, were compared on negative 

affectivity, positive affect, arousability, substance use, measured reading, spelling and 

arithmetic achievement and estimated Full-Scale IQ. It was proposed that the prevalence of 

leaming disabilities would be higher in the delinquent sample than in the non-delinquent 

sample. It was also proposed that scores on negative affectivity, arousability and substance 

use would rank the groups in the following order: delinquent leaming-disabled, delinquent 

non-leaming-disabled, non-delinquent leaming- disabled, and non-delinquent non-

leaming-disabled. 



It was found that the prevalence of leaming disabilities was not higher within the 

delinquent sample as compared to the non-delinquent sample. In addition, leaming-

disabled adolescents did not report higher rates of delinquent activity than non-leaming-

disabled adolescents. Using the Johnckheere test for ordered altematives, it was 

determined that the proposed ranking of the groups on negative affect, arousability and 

substance use was supported. It was also determined that high levels of negative affect, 

high levels of arousability, low levels of positive affect, poor academic achievement, low 

Full-Scale IQ and alcohol and drug use served as significant predictors of delinquent 

activity. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The Problem of Juvenile Delinquency 

Juvenile delinquency is a serious concern in our schools and our communities. 

Juveniles are vandalizing property, stealing from their community, using/abusing alcohol 

and dmgs, trafficking drugs and killing each other in the streets. "The Uniform Crime 

Reports (UCR) indicate that children and youth under the age of 18 comprise 

approximately 36% of those arrested for all indices of crime," including "murder, rape, 

assault, burglary, larceny-theft, automobile theft and arson" (Culliver & Sigler, 1991, 

p. 117). In the schools, these children monopolize the time of teachers and administrators, 

or drop out of school contributing to high rates of poverty, development of a chronic 

underclass, and criminality. Habitual offenders are more likely to be suspended from 

school and this school suspension is likely to be the precursor to school dropout and 

continued delinquency (Brier, 1989; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Public officials are 

concerned about the public's safety, property loss and the cost of present and future 

incarceration of these juveniles. School administrators are concerned about how to retain 

these children in the school system while maintaining the integrity of the educational 

process. 

Juvenile Delinquency and Leaming Disabilities 

Leaming-disabled adolescents make up a significant percentage of the juvenile-delinquent 

population; however, the prevalence of leaming disabilities among juvenile delinquents 

varies widely from study to study. Broder, Dunivant, Smith and Sutton (1981) reported 

that 36% of their juvenile-delinquent sample was leaming-disabled and Berman reported 

the prevalence of leaming disabilities to be 70% or greater (Brier, 1989). Within the 
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normal population of school aged children the prevalence of leaming disabilities is between 

5 and 16% (Zimmerman, Rich, Keilitz & Broder, 1981). The National Center for State 

Courts found that children with leaming disabilities are "more than twice as likelv" to be 

involved in delinquent activity when compared to non- leaming-disabled children and 

"these results remained essentially unchanged when such variables as socioeconomic 

status, family size and family intactness were controlled" (Dunivant, 1982, p. 546). 

Some researchers have found that leaming-disabled youths do not display more 

juvenile-delinquent behavior that non-leaming-disabled youths, but they are twice as likel} 

to be adjudicated by the juvenile justice system, and have greater rates of recidivism and 

parole violation (Broder et al., 1981; Larson, 1988; Zimmerman et al., 1981). 

The extreme variation in the numbers of juvenile delinquents being identified as 

leaming-disabled could be due to the inappropriate labeling of leaming disabilities. 

According to Lombardo and Lombardo (1991), "placement decisions have little to do with 

objective findings from standardized tests" (p. 113). "Instead, the decision to place 

students in LD programs is more related to non-objective factors such as sex, 

socioeconomic status (SES), race and physical attractiveness" (pp. 113-114). At times, 

juvenile delinquents are improperly labeled leaming-disabled (Culliver & Sigler, 1991). 

Delinquent and leaming disabled children share the following characteristics that may lead 

to mislabeling of delinquents as leaming disabled: (a) experience difficulty in the primary 

grades; (b) have poor self-concept; (c) have low frustration levels; and "(d) have 

intelligence scores in the average range" (Culliver & Sigler, 1991, p. 125). In addition, the 

average delinquent lags "in academic achievement 3 to 5 years behind grade placement" 

(McKay & Brumback, 1980, p. 1224). These characteristics of some juvenile delinquents 

may result in a label of leaming-disabled without appropriate testing. 

In addition to the academic concems that leaming-disabled students have, they also are 

characterized by several psycho-social attributes that are seen among the juvenile-delinquent 



population. These students often are self critical and have poor self-esteem, display poor 

social competence and are impulsive, stimulus seeking and hyperactive (Bender, 1987; 

Culliver & Sigler, 1991; Farley & Sewell, 1976; Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991; 

McConaughy & Ritter, 1986; Sikorski, 1991). 

Several theories have been proposed to account for the link between leaming 

disabilities and juvenile delinquency. The two most prevalent theories include the school 

failure theory and the susceptibility theory (Waldie & Spreen, 1993). The school failure 

theory proposes that as a result of their leaming disability, adolescents experience school 

failure, which results in the development of a negative self-image, and eventually results in 

school dropout and delinquent behavior (Brier, 1989; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Levin, 

Zigmond and Birch (1985) report that leaming-disabled youth have significantly higher 

rates of dropout than non-leaming-disabled youth. This link between difficulty in the 

academic arena and juvenile delinquency has been identified by several researchers (Gold, 

1978; Meltzer, Robiditi & Fenton, 1986). Keilitz and Dunivant (1986) found that 

remediation of academic skills results in a decrease in delinquent activity of leaming-

disabled adolescents. However. Waldie and Spreen (1993) failed to replicate these results, 

reporting that delinquents who received special help in school continued to be involved in 

delinquent activities. 

The susceptibility theory proposes that certain personality characteristics result in 

increased susceptibility to delinquent activity or in the probability of being adjudicated. 

These characteristics include a "lack of impulse control, inability to anticipate consequences 

of actions, irritability, suggestibility, the tendency to act ouf' (p. 417) and poor social 

perception (Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Denckla (1983) found that there is a relatively high 

incidence of poor social perceptions skills in leaming-disabled students. These children 

have difficulty recognizing and labeling facial expressions and the body language of others 



and therefore fail to recognize or misinterpret social interactions (Axelrod, 1982; Wiig & 

Harris, 1974). 

Waldie and Spreen (1993) examined the susceptibility theory using discriminant 

function analysis and found support for the theory. They state that "it is not school failure 

per se that leads to delinquency, rather, certain personality traits are implicated that leave the 

child with leaming disabilities more susceptible to delinquent acts" (p. 422). These 

researchers found that LD is "linked to certain underdeveloped personality skills, such as 

general impulsiveness and poor judgment" which "may lead to increased susceptibility to 

delinquent behavior through unwise social choices" (p. 422). 

Language deficits may contribute to increased probability of adjudication in the 

juvenile-delinquent population. Language deficits have been associated with poor verbal 

mediation and deficiencies in self regulation (Camp, 1977), social problem solving 

(Kazden, 1987), moral reasoning and perspective taking (Arbuthnot, Gordon, & Jurkovic, 

1987). As a result of language deficits, these children may have difficulties with knowing 

when, where and to whom to talk in the juvenile justice system and less able to 

appropriately edit communications to juvenile justice officials (Dudley-Marling, 1985). 

They also may display more inappropriate and abrasive behavior when interacting with 

officials and, as a result, will receive harsher punishment (Brier, 1989). 

In spite of the academic, social and behavioral problems that many leaming-disabled 

adolescents display, the fact remains that the majority of LD adolescents do not become 

delinquent (Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991). There may be two distinct groups of leaming-

disabled children, those who adapt to their leaming disability and learn to accommodate 

their areas of weakness and those who do not and, as a result, may be more likely to 

become involved in delinquent activity (Perlmutter, 1987). It has been proposed that the 

link between juvenile delinquency and leaming disabilities may be more complex than 

earlier thought and needs a "more complex, multifactorial explanation" (Brier, 1989, 



p. 546). A multifactorial approach to understanding juvenile delinquency should include 

the self-esteem variable of the school failure theory and the personality characteristics of the 

susceptibility theory. This combination of variables is represented in the negative 

affectivity and arousability constmcts investigated by Pandina, Johnson and Labouvie 

(1992) in the context of substance abuse. 

Negative Affectivity, Positive Affectivity and Arousability 

Negative affectivity (NA) is thought to be "a mood-dispositional dimension" that 

"reflects pervasive individual differences in negative emotionality and self-concept" 

(Watson & Clark, 1984, p. 465). NA is a pervasive personality characteristic in which the 

person is "distressed, upset, nervous and tense even in the absence of external stressors" 

(Pandina et al., 1992, p. 181) and includes affective states such "as anger, guilt, self-

dissatisfaction, a sense of rejection and sadness (i.e. depression)" (King, Ollendick & 

Gullone, 1991, p. 442). Individuals who measure high on this dimension "are specially 

sensitive and hyperreactive to minor failures and the hassles of daily living" and "tend to 

dwell on and amplify mistakes, frustration, disappointments, threats and, presumably, 

other conditions and circumstances that have the potential to evoke discrete uncomfortable 

emotional states such as fear, anger, disgust and contempt" (Pandina et al., 1992, p. 181). 

Pandina et al. (1992) identified what they called the negative affectivity factor that is made 

up of increased levels of depression, anxiety, hostility and emotional outbursts. The factor 

also includes high interpersonal sensitivity, self-derogation, lack of personal and social 

competence and a lack of self-acceptance. 

According to Watson and Clark (1984) and Watson and Tellegen (1985), positive 

affectivity is the second dimension that makes up a person's mood stmcture. Positive 

affectivity is independent of negative affectivity; they are not bipolar constructs. Pandina et 

5 



al. (1992) determined that the positive affectivity factor is composed of high self-esteem, 

achievement orientation and hardiness. 

Arousability is a bipolar constmct, thought to be characterized as "an enduring state of 

excitatory potential that may be evoked by intemal and extemal cues" (Pandina et al., 1992, 

p. 182). It has been proposed that people have an optimum level of arousal. People try to 

maintain a level of homeostasis with respect to arousal in the same manner that organisms 

act to maintain other biological variables such as body temperature and nutrient and fluid 

levels . It has been proposed that if the level of arousal falls below the optimum level, the 

organism will engage in behaviors to raise the intemal level of arousal. The organism may 

engage in impulsive, sensation-seeking behavior to raise the level of arousal. If the level of 

arousal is above the optimum or desired level, the organism will seek to lower the level of 

arousal (Farley & Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). In their research, Pandina et al. (1992) 

also identified an arousability factor. The arousability factor is composed of high 

impulsivity, a lack of inhibition and a propensity towards sensation seeking behavior. 

Many characteristics identified by Pandina et al. (1992) to make up negative affectivity 

and high arousability have been observed in leaming-disabled adolescents, several of 

which are thought to predispose them toward delinquent behavior (Lombardo &. 

Lombardo, 1991; Murray, 1976). Negative affectivity is characterized by negative 

emotional states, poor self concept and social inadequacies. According to Sikorski (1991), 

leaming-disabled students are likely to have difficulty with "appropriate modulation of 

affect" (p. 744) and display emotional lability (Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991). In 

addition, these adolescents have more difficulty controlling anger, are highly sensitive to 

frustration, are irritable, have a tendency to act out and may be excessively aggressive 

(Brier, 1989; Cornwall & Bawden, 1992; Epstein, Bursuck & Cullinan, 1985; Sikorski, 

1991; Waldie & Spreen, 1993) 



Low self esteem has been identified in leaming-disabled students by several 

researchers (Bender, 1987; Lincoln & Chazan, 1979). According to Murray (1976). 

negative self-image may develop in leaming-disabled children if they are perceived as 

socially awkward and unattractive. Bryan and Bryan (1978) and LaGreca (1981) found 

evidence that leaming-disabled children are perceived by both peers and teachers as less 

attractive and acceptable than non-leaming-disabled children. Wright and Stimmel (1984) 

found that leaming-disabled university students viewed themselves more negatively than 

non-leaming-disabled university students. These leaming-disabled students also reported 

more delinquent acts than the control students. 

It has been reported that leaming-disabled students have deficits in social perception 

skills (Brier, 1989; Denckla, 1983; Rourke & Fiske, 1981; Waldie & Spreen, 1993), poor 

social skills (Bryan & Bryan, 1978; LaGreca, 1981; Pihl & McLamon, 1984) and low 

levels of social competence (McConaughy & Ritter, 1986). It is suggested that these 

deficits may be the result of the adolescents having difficulty in appropriately identifying 

body language and voice inflections (Axelrod, 1982; Wiig & Harris, 1974) and that these 

social skills deficits seen in leaming-disabled children will persist into adolescence (Pihl & 

McLamon, 1984). 

High arousability is characterized by impulsive, disinhibited or sensation seeking 

behavior (Pandina et al., 1992). It has been discovered that leaming- disabled students 

may be more impulsive than non-leaming-disabled students (Broder et al., 1981; 

Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991; Picker &, Tori, 1986; Waldie & Spreen, 1993), have poor 

attention spans (Picker & Tori, 1986; Sikorski, 1991) and have a propensity toward 

sensation seeking behaviors (Fariey & Sewell, 1976). 

Alcohol and Drug Use 



Adolescents who are involved in delinquent behavior are likely to be involved in 

substance use (Dembo, Williams, Fagan & Schmeidler, 1993; Irvin & Maag, 1993; Tarter 

& Mezzich, 1992), but the direction of the relationship between substance use and 

delinquency is unknown. It is unknown if delinquency causes substance use, substance 

use causes delinquency or if substance use and delinquency are the "manifestation of a 

general tendency toward deviance" (Dembo et. al., 1993, p. 201). Many researchers 

support the view that delinquency precedes substance use (Irvin & Maag, 1993). Glantz 

(1992) reported that delinquent behaviors serve as a risk factor for substance abuse; 

however, Waldie and Spreen (1993) reported that "drinking alcohol may play a role in 

subsequent delinquency" (p. 422). 

In addition to being involved in criminal activity, leaming disabled juvenile 

delinquents may be at increased risk for substance abuse. It has been determined that 

significantly more leaming-disabled individuals come from families with a history of 

alcoholism and that a family history of alcoholism increases the risk of alcohol abuse 

(Glenn & Parsons, 1989). It has been reported that leaming-disabled adolescents may be 

impulsive, aggressive and hyperactive (Brier, 1989; Broder et al. 1981; Cornwall & 

Bawden, 1992; Sikorski, 1991; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Longitudinal studies have 

determined that alcoholics were "impulsive, aggressive and restless as children" (Glenn & 

Parsons, 1989, p. 118; see also Jones, 1968; McCord, McCord & Gudeman, I960). 

As reported above, leaming-disabled juvenile delinquents display characteristics of 

individuals who measure high on negative affectivity and arousability including low self 

esteem, poor social skills, increased levels of depression and anxiety and difficulty 

inhibiting or controlling their actions. In addition, these students also may be more 

susceptible to substance abuse. Pandina, Johnson and Labouvie (1992) found a strong 

relationship between negative affectivity and high arousability and "various aspects of 

drug-abuse vulnerability, including use intensity, problematic consequences and motivation 
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for use, as well as risk for use initiation" (p. 200). They report that negative affectivity is 

a significant "contributor to coping use and negative use outcomes" and high arousability is 

"most strongly related to use intensity and increased risk for initiation" (p. 203). 

Farrington (1993) suggested that when levels of arousal fall below an optimum level, an 

organism will engage in activities to increase arousal. Pandina et al. (1992) proposed that 

individuals may engage in substance use or abuse to achieve or to maintain heightened 

arousal states. 

The Purpose of this Study 

This study is designed to examine the relationships between juvenile delinquency, 

leaming disabilities and two temperament constmcts, negative affectivity and high 

arousability. The following hypotheses will be tested: 

Hypothesis 1: There is a higher prevalence of leaming disabilities in the juvenile-

delinquent population than in the normal-school-aged population. 

Hypothesis 2: Directional hypotheses are proposed with respect to the emotional 

profile of negative affectivity and high arousability. 

It is proposed that the groups will be ranked in the following order with respect to 

negative affectivity and arousability; (1) delinquent leaming-disabled, (2) delinquent non-

leaming-disabled, (3) non-delinquent leaming-disabled and (4) non-delinquent non-

leaming-disabled. 

2:1 Delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on negative affectivity 

and arousability than delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

2:2 Delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on negative 

affectivity and arousability than non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents. 

2:3 Non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on negative 

affectivity and arousability than non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 



Hypothesis 3: Directional hypotheses are proposed with respect to substance use. 

It is proposed that the groups will be ranked in the following order; (1) delinquent 

leaming-disabled, (2) delinquent non-leaming- disabled, (3) non-delinquent leaming-

disabled and (4) non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled. 

3:1 Delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater involvement in 

substance use than the delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

3:2 Delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater use than non-

delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents. 

3:3 Non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater use than non-

delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

This study is expected to provide insight into the characteristics of leaning-disabled 

adolescents who become delinquent and those who do not. If an emotional profile of 

negative affectivity and high arousability is identified among these delinquent leaming-

disabled adolescents, then early identification and remedial/preventive measures can be 

designed and incorporated into the educational program. Efforts can be focused upon 

teaching behaviors that yield positive reinforcers and on teaching techniques for expressing 

and channeling their high arousal into positive and adaptive behaviors, rather than into 

defiant, risk-taking behaviors which lead to class room dismption, delinquency and/or 

substance use. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS 

Participants 

The participants included Junior High and High School aged students from the 

Lubbock County Youth Center (LCYC), the Dorthy Lomax Altemative School and 

Roosevelt and Frenship Independent School Districts. The Lubbock County Youth Center 

is the youth detention center for Lubbock County and houses adolescents from Lubbock 

County and surrounding counties for a variety of offenses. The Dorthy Lomax Altemative 

School is the altemative school for Lubbock Independent School District. The Dorthy 

Lomax Altemative School accepts students from Lubbock Schools and from surrounding 

Independent School Districts due to school related offenses. Participants from LCYC and 

the Dorthy Lomax Altemative School made up the delinquent (experimental) sample. The 

non-delinquent (control) sample was collected from Roosevelt and Frenship Independent 

School Districts. 

Measures 

A survey was developed to collect demographic information and to assess the 

participant"s history of substance use and involvement in delinquent behavior. In addition, 

the survey included the instruments used by Pandina et al. (1992) to measure negative 

affectivity, positive affectivity and arousability. 

Demographic Inventory 

The demographic inventory consisting of 21 items was administered to all participants 

to identify age category, ethnic background, parental marital status, the financial well-being 

of the family, estimated grades in school and alcohol and dmg use (Billings, 1994). 
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Alcohol and dmg use questions were retrospective, asking participants to estimate 

substance use in their lifetime and in the last six months. "Developed in its original form 

by Jaffe and Schuckit (1981), items considered irrelevant" were excluded (Billings, 1994, 

p. 15). (See Appendix E) 

Measures of Affectivity and Arousability 

Survey items to measure affectivity and arousability were obtained from Dr. Valerie 

Johnson at Rutgers University. These items are based on her work with Pandina and 

Labouvie to identify predictors of substance abuse (Pandina et al., 1992). A list of these 

items can be found in Appendix C. These survey items include measures of emotional 

outburst, self-derogation, personal competence, social competence, self-acceptance, self-

esteem, achievement orientation, hardiness, impulsivity, disinhibition, sensation seeking, 

depression, anxiety, hostility and interpersonal sensitivity. 

Depression, anxiety, hostility and interpersonal sensitivity were measured using these 

three subtests of The Symptom Check List (SCL-90-R). The SCL-90-R "is a self-report 

symptom inventory" used to measure "levels of psychological distress" (Pandina et al., 

1992, p. 188). It is "designed to reflect psychological symptom status in a broad specturm 

of individuals, ranging from non-patient "normal" respondents, through medical patients of 

various types" (Derogatis, 1983, p. 5). Reliability information can be found in Appendix 

K. 

Two subtests from the Personality Research Form (PRF) were used to measure 

achievement orientation and impulsivity. Research privileges and permission to reproduce 

items from the PRF were obtain from Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc. (See Appendix F) 

Reliability information can be found in Appendix K. 
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The "use of emotional outburst to cope with problems" was measured using three 

items "fashioned along the lines of the Response Profile of the Coping Assessment 

Battery" (Pandina et al., 1992, p. 189). 

Self-esteem and self-derogation were measured using "responses to 13 items asking 

"How often do you feel...?"" and hardiness was measured using "items fashioned along 

the lines of self-rated attributions" (Pandina et al., 1992, p. 189). 

Participants answered 21 items related to "stress due to (a) lack of personal 

competence, (b) lack of self acceptance, and (c) lack of social competence" (Pandina et al. 

1992, p. 189) (see Appendix G). 

Disinhibition and experience-seeking were measured using the Zuckerman's (1979) 

Sensation Seeking Scale. The Zuckerman Sensation Seeking Scale is a scale "designed to 

measure a general factor of sensation seeking" (Farley, 1971, p. 394). It consists of "34 

forced-choice items, with both altematives of each item presumably of equal social 

desirability" (p. 394) (see Appendix H). 

Self-Report Delinquency Measure 

The Self-Report Delinquent measure (SRD) is a survey used in the National Youth 

Survey Project. The National Youth Survey Project was a series of surveys with 

adolescents across the United States. The measure includes 40 items covering the full 

range of offenses from the Uniform Crime Reports, including status offenses and 

excluding homicide (Elliott & Morse, 1989). The measure asks participants to estimate 

their involvement in these activities over the past year (see Appendix I). 

Shipley Institute of Living Scale 

The Shipley Institute of Living Scale (Shipley-Hartford) was used to assess 

intellioence. This is a brief measure of intelligence for adolescents and adults of near 
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average or average intellectual functioning. It comprises two self-administered subtests, a 

vocabulary subtest and an abstract reasoning subtest, each with a 10 minute time limit 

(Zachary, 1986). The measure yields a Vocabulary score and an Abstract score. These 

scores are summed to a total which can be used to calculate an estimated IQ score with a 

mean = 100 and a SD = 15 (Zachary, Crumpton & Spiegel, 1985; Zachary, Paulson & 

Gorsuch, 1985). As per instmctions from Dr. Gmber with Westem Psychological 

Services, estimated IQ scores were calculated (Gruber, personal communication, July 15, 

1997; Zachary, 1986). Reliability information can be found in Appendix K. 

The Shipley Institute is used routinely "in a variety of settings where it is important to 

obtain a quick, accurate estimate of intellectual functioning" and "has been widely used as a 

research instmment" because it "can be administered to groups and correlates very highly 

with more time-consuming individual intelligence tests" (Zachary, 1986, p. 1). The 

Shipley has been found to correlate as high as .85 with the WAIS-R (Zachary et al., 1985). 

The Shipley has been administered in groups for research purposes with adults (Bell, 

Walsh & Barnes, 1985; Cohler, Gallant, Grunebaum & Weiss, 1980; Hamish, Beatty, 

Nixon & Parsons, 1994; Keltner, Mclntyfe & Gee, 1986; Pevsner, 1982;). college 

students (Ginsburg & Oriofsky, 1981) and adolescents, including institutionalized juvenile 

delinquents, 12 to 17 years of age (Hooper & Evans, 1984; Martin, Kazarian & Breiter, 

1995; Savitsky & Karras, 1984). Reliability information can be found in Appendix K. 

Wide Range Achievement Test - 3 

The Wide Range Achievement Test - 3 (WRAT-3) was used as a measure of 

achievement. The WRAT-3 is a brief screen to assess the basic skills of reading, spelling 

and arithmetic, requiring 15 to 30 minutes to administer (Wilkinson, 1993). "Absolute 

Scores, Standard Scores and Grade Scores are provided for each" of the three subtests 

(Wilkinson, 1993, p. 10). Wilkinson (1993) also reports that when the WRAT-3 is used 
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with a general measure of intelligence, "it can be a valuable tool in the determination of 

leaming ability or leaming disabilities" (p. 10). Reliability information can be found in 

Appendix K. 

Procedure 

Approximately one week prior to data collection, a letter to the parents and a consent 

form (found in Appendix D) were given to all prospective participants. The nature of the 

study was discussed with the prospective participants including the types of data that would 

be collected, the time requirement and location for data collection and issues of 

confidentiality. It was explained that the participants would not use their real name on any 

measure and that no information (i.e. individual scores or answers) would be released to 

interested parties. The prospective participants were encouraged to discuss the study with 

their parents and retum the permission form to a campus contact if they wished to 

participate. If the parents needed additional information related to the nature of the study, 

phone numbers were provided to contact the primary investigator or the Vice Provost for 

Research at Texas Tech University. 

On the day of data collection, students who had agreed to participate in the study and 

had returned a signed permission form from their parents were excused from class and 

taken to an on campus data collection site determined by a school administrator. During the 

first day of data collection, subjects completed the Shipley Institute of Living Scale and the 

WRAT - 3. The Shipley and the Spelling and Math subtests of the WRAT-3 were 

administered in groups and as they completed these portions, they were pulled out for an 

individual administration of the reading subtest of the WRAT-3. (3n the second day of data 

collection, the participants completed the survey and four subtests of the SCL-90-R. Each 

day of data collection required one hour of class time. Data was collected from the non-

delinquent sample during Physical Education classes. Participants at LCYC completed the 
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measures in the evening following dinner. Participants at the Dorthy Lomax Altemative 

School completed the measure during the first class period of the regular school day. For 

their participation, participants were given Snicker's candy bars. For those participants 

who were unable to eat Snicker's candy bars, other types of candy were made available. 

In order to control for the occurrence of error variance several precautionary measures were 

taken. First, to ensure the all participants were able to understand the meaning of the 

questions, the primary investigator or research assistant read the survey items aloud to the 

participants. Second, while the survey was being completed, the primary investigator or 

research assistants were available to answer individual questions. Third, during data 

collection, answer sheets of participants who appeared to be randomly answering items 

were collected to avoid data contamination. 

Due to the sensitive and possibly incriminating nature of the data, subjects were asked 

to use an alias, other than gang names, to identify their measures. All information was 

anonymous and kept strictly confidential. No individual responses were made available to 

teachers, administrators, parents/guardians or participants. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Sample Characteristics 

The delinquent sample (n = 99) was made up of 7th (14%), 8th (28%), 9th (33%^), 

lOth (15%) and I Ith (8%) graders. The delinquent sample was 69% males and 30% 

females. Age ranges for the sample included 13% twelve-to-thirteen-year-olds, 43% 

fourteen-to-fifteen-year-olds, and 42% sixteen-to-seventeen year-olds. Ethnically, the 

sample was 18% Caucasian, 16% African-American, 56% Hispanic, 1% Asian-American, 

1% Caucasian /Hispanic, 5% African-American/Hispanic and 1% reported "Other" without 

clarifying ethnicity. (See Table B.l) With respect to family intactness, 45% reported an 

intact family unit, while the other half (55%) of the sample reported their parents had 

divorced. In addition, 21% of the delinquent sample characterized their family's financial 

situation as presenting "No problem," 31% as "Comfortable," 38% as "Tight," 5% as 

"Cant pay bills," and 5% reported that their family receives "Food stamps or welfare." 

The non-delinquent sample (n = 203) included 6th (36%), 7th (30%), 8th (17%), 9th 

(4%), 10th (7%) and 11th (2%) graders. The non-delinquent sample was 35% males and 

65% females. Age ranges for this sample included 66% eleven-to-thirteen-year-olds, 22% 

fourteen-to-fifteen-year-olds, 11% sixteen-to-seventeen-year-olds and .4% eighteen-year-

olds. Ethnically, the sample was 51% Caucasian, 8% African-American, 29% Hispanic, 

.5% Asian-American, 4% Caucasian/Hispanic, .5% Caucasian/Asian, .5% African-

American /Hispanic and 7% reported "Other" without clarifying ethnicity (see Table B. 1). 

Approximately half of the sample (47%) reported an intact family unit, while the other half 

(52%) of the sample who answered this question reported their parents had divorced. With 

respect to the families' financial situation, 18% of the non-delinquent sample characterized 

their family's financial situation as presenting "No problem," 49% as "Comfortable," 29% 
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as "Tight," 2% as "Can't pay bills," and 1.5% reported that their family receives "Food 

stamps or welfare." 

Comparing the two samples on self reported grades in school, the two samples appear 

to differ only in the extremes. In the delinquent sample, only 10% reported making "A's or 

A's and B's," 9% reported making "Mostly B's," 32% report "B's and C's," 27% reported 

"Mostly C's with sometimes a D," and 22% reported "Usually D's or F's. In the non-

delinquent sample, 53% of the sample reported making "A's or A's and B's," 8% reported 

making "Mostly B's," 27% report "B's and C's," 8% reported "Mostly C's with 

sometimes a D," and 7% reported "Usually D's or F's." 

The means, standard deviations and reliability data for all samples on the affectivity 

and arousability subscales can be found in Table B.8. 

Research Questions and Planned Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: There is a higher prevalence of leaming disabilities in the juvenile-

delinquent population than in the normal-school-aged population. 

A Chi-square test was computed to compare the prevalence of leaming disabilities in 

the delinquent and non-delinquent samples. For the purpose of this study, participants 

were identified as leaming disabled if at least a fifteen point discrepancy was found 

between their measured IQ and achievement scores as measured by the Shipley Institute of 

Living Scale and the Wide Range Achievement Test - 3. The computed Chi-squared value 

of .56 does not exceed the critical value (CV = 3.841, a- .05), therefore there is not a 

significant difference in the prevalence of leaming disabilities in the delinquent and non-

delinquent samples. The results show that 14.8% of the non-delinquent sample would be 

considered leaming disabled by our criteria, while 12.5% of the delinquent sample would 

be considered leaming disabled. 
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Hypothesis 2: Directional hypotheses are proposed with respect to the emotional profile of 

negative affectivity and high arousability. 

It is proposed that the groups will be ranked from high to low with respect to Negative 

Affectivity and Arousability; (1) delinquent leaming-disabled, (2) delinquent non-leaming-

disabled, (3) non-delinquent leaming-disabled and (4) non-delinquent non-leaming-

disabled. 

To test this directional hypothesis, the Jonckheere test for ordered alternatives was 

used. The Jonckheere test is a nonparametric statistic that "tests the hypothesis that the 

samples (or groups) are ordered in a specific a/7r/on sequence." (Siegel & Castellan, 

1988, p. 216) This statistic requires an a priori ordering of the groups based on 

hypothesized median size from smallest to largest with null hypothesis of 

Ĥ :̂ 6 ^- 6^= ... =6^^ and an altemative hypothesis of H :̂ 6 ^ <,6., <, ... ^ 6 ^. . The 

Jonckheere test statistic (J) is then compared to the sampling distribution of J for small 

sample sizes (n < 9) and (k < 7). "As the sample size becomes large, the sampling 

distribution of J is approximately normal" (p. 218) and the J* statistic can be calculated and 

compared using the z-distribution with a critical value of 1.64 (a = .05) or a critical value 

of 1.28 ( a = .10) (Siegel & Castellan, 1988). If the J' exceeds the critical value, the 

hypothesis of equal medians can be rejected and it can be concluded that the medians "are 

increasing in magnitude" (Siegel & Castellan, 1988, p. 221). 

The Jonckheere test for ordered altematives supports the proposed hypothesis that the 

groups would be ranked from high to low with respect to the Negative Affectivity and 

Arousability; (1) delinquent leaming-disabled, (2) delinquent non-leaming-disabled, 

(3) non-delinquent leaming-disabled and (4) non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled 

(NA J' = 1.52, a =.10 and AR J ' - 4 . 4 7 , a = .05) (see Table 3.1). 
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2:1 Delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on Negative Affect and 

Arousability than delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

To test this hypothesis, two independent Student's directional t tests were calculated 

comparing delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents (DLD) with delinquent non-leaming-

disabled adolescents (DNLD) on Negative Affect and Arousability constmcts. There were 

no significant differences found between the two groups on either Negative Affect or 

Arousability (see Table 3.2). In addition to the Student's t tests, Mann-Whitney tests 

(nonparametric, directional tests) was calculated comparing the groups on both Negative 

Affect and Arousability. No significant differences were found between DLD and DNLD 

using this nonparametric test of differences (NA: U = 264.00, CV^ = 56.00 and AR: 

U = 303.00, Cv„ = 49.00, a = .05). 

2:2 Delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on Negative Affect 

and Arousability than non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents. 

Independent Student's directional t tests were calculated comparing delinquent non-

leaming-disabled adolescents (DNLD) and non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents 

(NDLD) on Negative Affect and Arousability. No significant differences were found 

between the delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents and the non-delinquent leaming-

disabled adolescents on Negative Affect or Arousability (see Table 3.3). In addition to the 

Student's t tests, Mann-Whitney U tests (nonparametric, directional tests) were calculated 

comparing the two groups on Negative Affect and Arousability. No significant differences 

were found between DNLD and NDLD using this nonparametric test of differences on 

either Negative Affect or Arousability (NA: Z - .20, Cv,= 1.64 and AR: Z = .27, 

Cv = 1.64, a =.05). 
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2:3 Non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will score higher on Negative Affect 

and Arousability than non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

Independent Student's directional t tests were calculated comparing non-delinquent 

leaming-disabled adolescents (NDLD) and non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled 

adolescents (NDNLD) on Negative Affect and Arousability. No significant difference was 

found between the non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents and the non-delinquent 

non-leaming-disabled adolescents on the measures of Negative Affect. The non-delinquent 

leaming-disabled adolescents scored significantly higher on the Arousability variable than 

the non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents (see Table 3.4). In addition to the 

Student's t test, a Mann-Whitney U test (nonparametric, directional test) was calculated 

comparing the two groups on Negative Affect. No significant difference was found 

between NDLD and NDNLD using this nonparametric test of differences (Z = 1.08, Cv, = 

1.64, a = .05). 

Given the lack of support for Hypotheses 2:1 through 2:3, additional comparisons 

were made between leaming-disabled adolescents and non-leaming-disabled adolescents 

without respect to delinquency. An independent Student's t-test, directional tests, was 

calculated between leaming-disabled adolescents (LD) and non-leaming-disabled 

adolescents (NLD) on Negative Affect and Arousability. No significant differences were 

found between leaming-disabled adolescents and non-leaming-disabled adolescents on 

Negative Affect; however, leaming-disabled adolescents were found to score higher on the 

arousability construct than non-leaming-disabled adolescents (see Table 3.5). In addition 

to the Student's t test, a Mann-Whitney U test (nonparametric, directional test) was 

calculated comparing the two groups on Negative Affect. No significant difference was 

found between LD and NLD using this nonparametric test of differences (Z = .10, Cv,= 

1.64, a = .05). 
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Additional comparisons were made between delinquent adolescents (DEL) and non-

delinquent adolescents (NDEL), without respect to leaming disabilities, on Negative Affect 

and Arousability. Delinquent adolescents scored significantly higher on both Negative 

Affect and Arousability when compared to non-delinquent adolescents (see Table 3.6). 

Hypothesis 3: Directional hypotheses are proposed with respect to substance use. 

It is proposed that the groups will be ranked in the following order, from highest to 

lowest; (1) delinquent leaming-disabled, (2) delinquent non-leaming- disabled, (3) non-

delinquent leaming-disabled and (4) non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled on the 

Substance Use variable. To test the hypothesized ranking, the Jonckheere test for ordered 

altematives was calculated. The test statistic supports the ranking of the groups in the 

hypothesized order (J' = 9.566, a = .05) for Substance Use (see Table 3.1). 

3:1 Delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater involvement in 

substance use than the delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

An independent Student t test, directional test, was calculated comparing delinquent 

leaming-disabled adolescents (DLD) with delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents 

(DNLD). No significant difference was found between delinquent leaming-disabled 

adolescents and delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents with respect to Substance 

Use (see Table 3.7). 

3:2 Delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater involvement in 

substance use than non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents. 

An independent Student t test, directional test, was calculated comparing delinquent 

non-leaming-disabled adolescents (DNLD) with non-delinquent leaming-disabled 

adolescents (NDLD). Delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents reported significantly 

greater involvement in Substance Use than non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents 

(see Table 3.8). 
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3:3 Non-delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents will report greater involvement in 

substance use than non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled adolescents. 

An independent Student t test, directional test, was calculated comparing non-

delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents (NDLD) and non-delinquent non-leaming-

disabled adolescents (NDNLD). No significant difference was found between non-

delinquent leaming-disabled adolescents and non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled 

adolescents with respect to Substance Use (see Table 3.9). 

Given the lack of support for Hypotheses 3:1 and 3:3, additional analyses were 

calculated comparing leaming-disabled adolescents and non-leaming-disabled adolescents, 

without respect to delinquency, on the Substance Use variable. A Student's t test was 

calculated comparing leaning-disabled adolescents (LD) and non-leaming-disabled (NLD) 

on Substance Use. No significant differences were found between leaming-disabled 

adolescents and non-leaming-disabled adolescents with respect to Substance Use 

(see Table 3.10). 

A comparison was made between delinquent adolescents (DEL) and non-delinquent 

adolescents (NDEL), without respect to leaming disabilities, on the Substance Use 

variable. Using the Student's t test, it was determined that delinquent adolescents reported 

significantly greater involvement in Substance Use than non-delinquent adolescents 

(see Table 3.11). 

Additional Analyses 

Intelligence and Achievement 

Additional analyses were also calculated with respect to measured intelligence and 

achievement. Multiple Independent Student t tests, directional tests, were calculated 

making comparisons between the delinquent (DEL) and non-delinquent (NDEL) samples 

on the estimated Full-Scale IQ, reading standardized scores, spelling standardized scores 
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and arithmetic standardized scores. The NDEL sample had significantly higher estimated 

Full-Scale IQ scores and significantly higher achievement scores in all areas (see Table 

3.12). 

In the area of reading achievement, 15% of the NDEL students were 6-7 years ahead 

of their current grade, 36% were 1-5 years ahead, 17% were at their current grade level. 

28% were 1-5 years behind and 5% were 6-11 years behind their current grade level. In 

the DEL sample, 0% were 6-7 years ahead, 24% were 1-5 years ahead, 21% were at their 

current grade level, 32% were 1-5 years behind and 22% were 6-11 years behind their 

current grade level. The average NDEL student was 1 year ahead in reading achievement 

compared to their current grade level and the average DEL student was 2 years behind in 

reading achievement compared to their current grade level (see Table B.2 and Table B.3). 

In the area of spelling achievement, 5% of the NDEL students were 6-7 years ahead of 

their current grade, 24% were 1-5 years ahead, 22% were at their current grade level, 43% 

were 1-5 years behind and 7% were 6-11 years behind their current grade level. In the 

DEL sample, 0% were 6-7 years ahead, 11% were 1-5 years ahead, 20% were at their 

current grade level, 40% were 1-5 years behind and 29% were 6-11 years behind their 

current grade level. The average NDEL student was .33 years behind in spelling 

achievement compared to their current grade level and the average DEL student was 3 years 

behind in spelling achievement compared to their current grade level (see Table B.2 and 

Table B.3). 

In the area of arithmetic achievement, 24% of the NDEL students were 6-7 years 

ahead of their current grade. 35% were 1-5 years ahead, 18% were at their current grade 

level, 17% were 1-5 years behind and 6% were 6-11 years behind their current grade level. 

In the DEL sample, 0% were 6-7 years ahead, 2% were I -5 years ahead, 13% were at their 

current grade level, 54% were 1-5 years behind and 31% were 6-11 years behind their 

current grade level. The average NDEL student was 2 years ahead in arithmetic 
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achievement compared to their current grade level and the average DEL student was 4 years 

behind in arithmetic achievement compared to their current grade level (see Table B.2 and 

Table B.3). 

Positive Affectivity 

Although hypotheses were not formulated about Positive Affectivity it would be 

predicted that the groups would rank in the following order, from highest to lowest: (I) 

non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled (NDNLD), (2) non-delinquent leaming-disabled 

(NDLD), (3) delinquent non-leaming-disabled (DNLD) and (4) delinquent leaming-

disabled (DLD) with respect to Positive Affect. Using the Jonckheere test for ordered 

altematives, it was determined that the above ranking was supported (J' = 1.92, a = .05) 

(see Table 3.1). 

Affectivity, Arousability and Substance Abuse 

Pandina et al. (1992) identified the variables that make up the Negative Affect, 

Positive Affect and Arousability constmcts. They determined that high levels of Negative 

Affectivity and Arousability were risk factors for substance use. In this study, additional 

analyses were conducted to determine if differences in Negative Affect (NA), Positive 

Affect (PA) and Arousability (AR) would distinguish between categories of substance use. 

Substance Use was broken down into the following categories: (1) Non-User (n = 140), 

(2) Alcohol Only (n = 32), (3) Marijuana Only (n = 8), (4) Alcohol /Marijuana Only 

(n = 46), (5) Hard Drugs Only (i.e., methamphetamines, cocaine, downers) (n= 1), 

(6) Alcohol/Hard Dmgs Only (n = 3), (7) Marijuana/Hard Drugs Only (n = 3), 

(8) Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Dmgs (n = 52). Given the small sample sizes of categories 5 

through 7, these categories were combined into a single category (9) Hard Dmgs 

combined. Using MANOVA, it was determined that significant differences exist between 
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categories of Substance Use with respect to Negative Affect (F = 6.23, p ^ .0001), 

Arousability (F = 12.77, p ^ .0001) and Positive Affect (F = 3.18, p s.003). The overall 

Wilks' lambda statistic was also significant for all three emotional variables combined 

(Wilks' lambda = .69, p ^ .0001, df = 21,758). 

Planned comparisons were made between all dmg categories, excluding categories 

5-7 due to small sample size, with respect to Negative Affect, Positive Affect and 

Arousability using multiple independent Student's t tests. Non-Users scored significantly 

lower on Negative Affect and Arousability and significantly higher on Positive Affect than 

Alcohol Only users, Alcohol/Marijuana Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs 

users (see Tables 3.13 - 3.15). When comparing Non-Users and Marijuana Only users, no 

significant differences were found on either Negative Affect, Arousability or Positive 

Affect (see Table 3.16). Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs users scored significantly higher 

on Negative Affect and Arousability than Marijuana Only user. No significant difference 

was observed with respect to Positive Affect (see Table 3.17). When comparing Alcohol 

Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana users with Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs users, 

significant differences were only found on the Arousability variable. 

Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs users scored significantly higher on Arousability than 

Alcohol Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana users. No significant differences were found 

on Negative or Positive Affect (see Table 3.18 - 3.19). Sample sizes, means and standard 

deviations for all dmg categories can be found in Table B.4. 

Predicting Substance Use 

Next, a series of regression analyses were conducted on the data predicting Substance 

Use from Negafive Affect, Positive Affect, Arousability and Delinquency. First, based on 

the work of Pandina et al. (1992), a series of hierarchical regression analyses were 

performed, predicting Substance Use, to examine the incremental increase in predictive 
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power from the Affect and Arousability variables. In the first step. Positive Affect was 

entered alone. The results showed that Positive Affect accounted for 4% of the variance. 

Pandina et al. (1992) found that Positive Affect only accounted for 2% of the variance. In 

the second step, Positive Affect and Arousability were combined and accounted for 20% of 

the variance. In the Pandina et al. (1992) study, this combination accounted for up to 11 % 

of the variance. In step three. Negative Affect was added to Positive Affect and 

Arousability accounting for 21% of the variance. Pandina et al. (1992) found that this 

combination accounted for up to 19% of the variance. Finally, Positive Affect was 

dropped from the equation and Negative Affect and Arousability were used to predict 

Substance Use. These two variable accounted for 24% of the variance suggesting that 

there is stronger predictive power without Positive Affect than with it, consistent with the 

Pandina et al. (1992) conclusion (see Table 3.20). 

Next, delinquency scores (Delinquency and Adjusted Delinquency), Achievement 

Scores (Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic and Combined Achievement) and estimated Full-

Scale IQ were added to the regression analyses. Given that the delinquency scale included 

substance abuse items and could confound the results, a separate delinquency score. 

Adjusted Delinquency, was calculated that excluded all drug and alcohol related items of the 

Self-Report-Delinquency Scale. The Combined Achievement score consisted of the sum of 

the standard scores for all three achievement areas. The correlation matrix of Negative 

Affect, Arousability, Positive Affect, Substance Use, Delinquency, Adjusted Delinquency, 

Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement, Arithmetic Achievement, Combined 

Achievement and estimated Full-Scale IQ can be found in Table 3.21. All significant 

correlations, (p ^ .05 ), are denoted with an asterisk. All correlations between the NA, 

PA, AR, Substance Use, Delinquency and Adjusted Delinquency were significant. In 

addition, all correlations between AR, Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement, 

Arithmeric Achievement, Combined Achievement, Full-Scale IQ, Substance Use, 

27 



Delinquency and Adjusted Delinquency were significant as were the correlations between 

PA and Arithmetic Achievement, PA and Combined Achievement, PA and Full-Scale IQ, 

and NA and Combined Achievement. Only correlations between PA and Reading 

Achievement, PA and Spelling Achievement, NA and Reading Achievement, NA and 

Spelling Achievement and NA and Full-Scale IQ were not significant. 

Initially each variable. Negative Affect, Arousability, Positive Affect, Delinquency. 

Adjusted Delinquency. Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic and Combined Achievement, and 

Full-Scale IQ were used to predict Substance Use. The strongest predictors appear to be 

Adjusted Delinquency and Delinquency, followed by Arousability, Arithmetic 

Achievement, Combined Achievement, Negative Affect, Full-Scale IQ, Reading 

Achievement, Spelling Achievement and finally Positive Affect. All regression lines were 

significant (see Table 3.22). 

Given the large contribution of the delinquency variables, both Delinquency and 

Adjusted Delinquency, each was paired with the Affect and Arousability variables and the 

Achievement and Full-Scale IQ variables. The strongest set of predictors appears to be 

Adjusted Delinquency and Arithmetic Achievement. In all combinations except for four, 

only the Delinquency variable made a significant contribution to the regression equation. 

The combination of Negative Affect and Delinquency, Arithmetic and Delinquency, 

Combined Achievement and Delinquency and Arithmetic and Adjusted Delinquency show 

significant contributions for both variables (see Table 3.23). 

Next in the series of analyses, the delinquency variables. Delinquency and Adjusted 

Delinquency, were combined in a variety of ways with multiple variables. Both affect 

variables, NA and PA, the Arousability variable and the Arithmetic Achievement variable 

were used. When Delinquency, Negative Affect, Positive Affect and Arousability were 

combined to predict Substance Use, 60% of the variance was accounted for. The 

contribution of Positive Affect and Arousability were not significant. From previous 

28 



analyses, it was determined that 57% of the variance was accounted for using Delinquency 

alone and when Negative Affect was added to the equation, 59% of the variance was 

accounted for. When Negative Affect and Arousability were combined with Delinquency, 

the variance accounted for increased to 62%; however, the contribution of Arousability was 

not significant. Negative Affect, Arousability, Arithmetic Achievement and Delinquency 

combined accounted for 62% of the variance and when Arousability was removed the 

variance accounted for remained at 62% (see Table 3.24). 

WTien Adjusted Delinquency was combined with the Negative Affect, Arousability and 

Positive Affect to predict Substance Use, 64% of the variance was accounted for, but only 

the contribution of Adjusted Delinquency was significant. As reported eariier. Adjusted 

Delinquency alone accounted for 61% of the variance and when Adjusted Delinquency was 

combined with Arithmetic Achievement, the variance accounted for increased to 62% (see 

Table 3.24). 

Predicting Delinquency 

A series of regression analyses also were conducted predicting Delinquency and 

Adjusted Delinquency from Negative Affect, Positive Affect, Arousability, Substance 

Use, Reading Achievement. Spelling Achievement, Arithmetic Achievement, Combined 

Achievement and Full-Scale IQ. First, each variable individually was used to predict 

Delinquency. Substance Use appears to be the strongest predictor of Delinquency followed 

by Arousability, Negative Affect, Arithmetic Achievement, Combined Achievement, Full-

Scale IQ, Positive Affect and finally Reading and Spelling Achievement. All linear-

regression equations were significant (see Table 3.25). Substance Use and Arousability 

then were combined to predict Delinquency and accounted for 63% of the variance. When 

Neoative Affect was combined with Substance Use, 73% of the variance was accounted 

for. When Arousability was added to Substance Use and Negative Affect, the variance 
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accounted for increased to 74%. Finally, Positive Affect was added to the equation of 

Substance Use, Negative Affect and Arousability and 75% of variance could be predicted 

(see Table 3.26). 

Next, the predictive power of Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement, 

Arithmetic Achievement, Combined Achievement and Full-Scale IQ were added to the 

emotional constmcts, NA, PA and AR, and Substance Use to predict Delinquency. First, 

it was determined that Reading, Spelling and Arithmetic Achievement accounted for 12% of 

the variance but only Arithmetic Achievement provided significant predictive power. 

Arithmetic Achievement alone accounted for 13% and Combined Achievement alone 

accounted for 11% of the variance. When Arithmetic Achievement was combined with 

Substance Use, Negative and Positive Affect and Arousability, 72% of the variance was 

accounted for and Arithmetic Achievement was no longer a significant contributor. 

Combined Achievement also was combined with Negative and Positive Affect, 

Arousability and Substance Use and 73% of the variance was accounted for and, finally, 

Full-Scale IQ was combined with Negative and Positive Affect, Arousability and Substance 

Use and 73% of the variance was accounted for. Both Full-Scale IQ and Combined 

Achievement were significant contributors to the equations. 

In the final series of analyses. Substance Use, Negative Affect, Positive Affect, 

Arousability, Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement, Arithmetic Achievement, 

Combined Achievement and Full-Scale IQ were used to predict Adjusted Delinquency. 

Again, each variable was used independently to predict Adjusted Delinquency and 

Substance Use appears to be the strongest predictor followed by Arousability, Arithmetic 

Achievement, Combined Achievement, Negative Affect, Full-Scale IQ, Spelling 

Achievement, Reading Achievement and Positive Affect (see Table 3.27). 

Using multiple regression techniques. Substance Use and Arousability were combined 

to predict Adjusted Delinquency and this combination accounted for 66% of the variance. 
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The combination of Substance Use and Negative Affect accounted for 62% of the variance. 

When Negative Affect, Arousability and Substance Use were combined, the percent of 

variance accounted for increased to 67%. Adding Positive Affect to the equation did not 

increase the predictive power (see Table 3.28). 

Next, Reading, Spelling and Arithmetic Achievement were combined to predict 

Adjusted Delinquency and 17% of the variance was accounted for with only the Arithmetic 

Achievement variance making a significant contribution. From earlier results it was 

determined that Arithmetic Achievement alone accounted for 17% of the variance and 

Combined Achievement alone accounted for 14% of the variance. When Combined 

Achievement was combined with Substance Use, Negative Affect and Arousability, the 

variance accounted for increased to 65% and when Full-Scale IQ was combined with 

Negative Affect, Arousability and Substance Use 66% of the variance was accounted for 

(see Table 3.28). 
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Table 3.1 

Reported Medians for Jonckheere Test for Odered Altematives by Groups (Delinquent 
Leaming Disabled, Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled, Non-Delinquent Leaming Disabled 
and Non-Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled) 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Drug Use 

DLD 

72.0 
n = 10 

16.0 
n = 9 

59.0 
n = 10 

21.5 
n = 10 

DNLD 

118.0 
n = 72 

17.0 
n = 7l 

49.5 
n = 74 

24.0 
n = 74 

NDLD 

113.0 
n = 25 

17.0 
n = 23 

50.5 
n = 22 

4.0 
n = 23 

NDNLD 

102.0 
n = 138 

13.5 
n = 138 

56.0 
n = 139 

2.0 
n = 138 
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Table 3.2 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Leaming Disabled (DLD) and Delinquent Non-
Leaming Disabled (DNLD) on Negative Affectivity and Arousability 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

DLD 

DNLD 

Arousability 

DLD 

DNLD 

10 

72 

9 

71 

89.01 

117.21 

17.57 

17.07 

59.6 

52.71 

4.38 

4.72 

1.56 .061 

.30 .382 
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Table 3.3 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled (DNLD) and Non-
Delinquent Leaming Disabled (NDLD) on Negative Affectivity and Arousability 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

DNLD 

NDLD 

Arousability 

DNLD 

NDLD 

72 

25 

71 

23 

117.21 

113.72 

17.07 

16.59 

52.71 

53.70 

4.72 

4.37 

.28 .385 

.43 .334 
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Table 3.4 

Student's t test comparing Non-Delinquent Leaming Disabled (NDLD) and Non-
Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled (NDNLD) on Negative Affectivity and Arousability 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

NDLD 

NDNLD 

Arousability 

NDLD 

NDNLD 

25 

138 

23 

138 

113.72 

100.41 

16.59 

14.01 

53.70 

57.18 

4.37 

5.32 

1.08 .141 

2.20 .014 
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Table 3.5 

Student's t test comparing Leaming Disabled (LD) and Non-Leaming Disabled (NLD) on 
Negative Affectivity and Arousability 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

LD 

NLD 

Arousability 

LD 

NLD 

35 

210 

32 

209 

106.66 

106.17 

16.87 

15.05 

55.59 

56.14 

4.32 

5.31 

.05 .481 

1.84 .034 
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Table 3.6 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Adolescents (DEL) and Non-Delinquent Adolescents 
(NDEL) on Negative Affectivity and Arousability 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

DEL 

NDEL 

Arousability 

DEL 

NDEL 

85 

195 

83 

197 

118.89 

lOl.lO 

17.12 

14.54 

60.06 

56.61 

4.73 

5.16 

2.38 .009 

3.91 .001 
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Table 3.7 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Leaming Disabled (DLD) and Delinquent Non-
Leaming Disabled (DNLD) on Substance Use 

N X SD t p-level 

DLD 10 19.60 8.24 .74 .232 

DNLD 74 22.30 11.15 

Table 3.8 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled (DNLD) and Non-
Delinquent Leaming Disabled (NDLD) on Substance Use 

N X SD t p-level 

DNLD 74 22.30 11.15 6.01 .001 

NDLD 23 7.04 8.72 

Table 3.9 

Student's t test comparing Non-Delinquent Leaming Disabled (NDLD) and Non-
Delinquent Non-Leaming Disabled (NDNLD) on Substance Use 

N X SD t p-level 

NDLD 23 7.04 8.72 .93 .176 

NDNLD 138 5.40 7.66 
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Table 3.10 

Student s t test comparing Leaming Disabled (LD) and Non-Leaming Disabled (NLD) on 
Substance Use 

N X SD t p4evel 

LD 33 10.85 10.27 .20 .420 

NLD 212 11.30 12.10 

Table 3.11 

Student's t test comparing Delinquent Adolescents (DEL) and Non-Delinquent Adolescents 
(NDEL) on Substance Use 

N X SD t p-level 

DEL 87 23.03 11.36 15.19 .001 

NDEL 195 5.34 7.78 
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Table 3.12 

Student's t test comparing Non-Delinquent and Delinquent samples on Estimated Full-Scale 
IQ, Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement and Arithmetic Achievement 

N X SD t p-level 

IQ 

NDEL 171 95.98 11.49 5.75 .0001 

DEL 96 87.52 11.62 

Reading 

NDEL 170 99.39 14.32 4.65 .0001 

DEL 98 91.04 13.90 

Spelling 

NDEL 

DEL 

Arithmetic 

NDEL 

DEL 

183 

98 

182 

98 

97.37 

90.26 

105.67 

86.55 

14.27 

15.49 

16.45 

10.71 

3.86 .0001 

10.83 .0001 
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Table 3.13 

Student's t test comparing Non-Users and Alcohol Only users on Negative Affect, 
Arousability and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Non-User 138 87.93 53.76 -3.36 .001 

Alcohol Only 32 122.11 51.74 

Arousability 

Non-User 138 12.96 4.83 -4.73 .001 

Alcohol Only 30 

Positive Affect 

Non-User 138 58.53 14.52 2.19 .015 

Alcohol(3nly 31 

12.96 

17.44 

58.53 

51.94 

4.83 

4.05 

14.52 

17.73 
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Table 3.14 

Student's t test comparing Non-User and Alcohol/Marijuana Only users on Negative 
Affect, Arousability and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Non-User 

Ale/Mar 

rvrousaoi my 

Non-User 

Ale/Mar 

Positive Affect 

Non-User 

Ale/Mar 

138 

45 

138 

45 

138 

45 

87.93 

133.22 

12.96 

16.28 

58.53 

50.70 

53.76 

46.58 

4.83 

4.70 

14.52 

14.56 

-5.06 .001 

-4.03 .001 

3.14 .001 

42 



Table 3.15 

Student's t test comparing Non-User and Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Dmgs users on Negative 
Affect, Arousability and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Non-User 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Arousability 

Non-User 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Positive Affect 

Non-User 

Alc/Mar/HD 

138 

51 

138 

51 

138 

51 

81.93 

128.36 

12.96 

19.27 

58.53 

50.71 

53.76 

62.05 

4.83 

3.95 

14.52 

14.79 

-4.40 .001 

-8.35 .001 

3.27 .001 
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Table 3.16 

Student's t test comparing Non-Users and Marijuana Only users on Negative Affect, 
Arousability and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Non-User 

Marijuana 

Arousability 

Non-User 

Marijuana 

Positive Affect 

Non-User 

Marijuana 

138 

8 

138 

7 

138 

8 

87.93 

68.77 

12.96 

15.23 

58.53 

54.53 

53.76 

63.11 

4.83 

4.01 

14.52 

18.19 

.97 .167 

1.22 .112 

.75 .228 
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Table 3.17 

Students t test comparing Marijuana Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs users 
on Negative Affect, Arousability and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Marijuana 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Arousability 

Marijuana 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Positive Affect 

Marijuana 

Alc/Mar/HD 

8 

51 

7 

51 

8 

51 

68.77 

128.36 

15.23 

19.27 

54.53 

50.71 

63.11 

62.05 

4.01 

3.95 

18.19 

14.79 

-2.52 .007 

-2.53 .007 

.66 .257 
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Table 3.18 

Student's t test comparing Alcohol Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard Drugs users on 
Negative Affect, Arousability and Positive Affect 

Negative Affect 

Alcohol Only 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Arousability 

Alcohol Only 

Alc/Mar/HD 

Positive Affect 

Alcohol Only 

Alc/Mar/HD 

32 

51 

30 

51 

31 

51 

122.11 

128.36 

17.44 

19.27 

51.94 

50.71 

51.74 

62.05 

4.05 

3.95 

17.73 

14.79 

N X SD t p-level 

-.48 .318 

2.0 .025 

,34 .368 
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Table 3.19 

Student's t test comparing Alcohol/Marijuana Only users and Alcohol/Marijuana/Hard 
Drugs users on Negative Affect, ArousabiHty and Positive Affect 

N X SD t p-level 

Negative Affect 

Ale/Mar 45 133.22 46.58 .43 .334 

Alc/Mar/HD 51 

Arousability 

Ale/Mar 45 16.28 4.70 -3.38 .001 

133.22 

128.36 

16.28 

19.27 

50.70 

50.71 

46.58 

62.05 

4.70 

3.95 

14.56 

14.79 

Alc/Mar/HD 51 

Positive Affect 

Ale/Mar 45 50.70 14.56 -.01 .498 

Alc/Mar/HD 51 
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Table 3.20 

Multiple Regression predicting Substance Use from Negative Affect, Positive Affect and 
Arousability 

adj.R' SE B Partial Cor. p-level 

o Positive Affect .04 2.69 -.22 .000 

Positive Affect .20 3.96 -.06 -.06 .3470 

Arousability .43 .41 .0001 

Positive Affect .21 4.50 .01 .01 .8437 

Arousability .39 .36 .0001 

Negative Affect .15 .13 .0307 

Negative Affect .24 2.08 .14 .14 .0187 

Arousability .38 .38 .0001 
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Table 3.22 

Linear Regression predicting 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Delinquency 

Adj. Delinquency 

Reading Achievement 

Spelling Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Combined Achievement 

Full-Scale IQ 

Substance Use 

adj. R-

.08 

.22 

.03 

.57 

.60 

.05 

.03 

.20 

.11 

.08 

SE 

1.79 

2.32 

3.23 

1.10 

.79 

5.89 

5.80 

5.11 

6.36 

6.32 

B 

.29 

-48 

.19 

.75 

.77 

-.23 

- 1 8 

-.45 

-.34 

.29 

p-level 

.0001 

.0001 

.0059 

.0001 

.0001 

.0007 

.0075 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 
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Table 3.23 

Multiple Regression predicting Substance Use from Two predictors 

Negative Affect 

Delinquency 

Arousability 

Delinquency 

Positive Affect 

Delinquency 

Reading Achievement 

Delinquency 

Spelling Achievement 

Delinquency 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Delinquency 

Combined Achievement 

Delinquency 

Full-Scale IQ 

Delinquency 

adj. R- SE 

.59 1.25 

.56 \ 7 4 

.56 2.69 

.56 4.48 

.56 4.37 

.60 4.31 

.57 5.10 

.57 4.94 

B 

-.21 

.87 

.05 

.72 

.03 

.76 

-.04 

.74 

.01 

.76 

-.21 

.68 

-.09 

.72 

-.06 

.73 

Partial Cor. 

-.26 

.75 

.06 

.66 

.04 

.74 

-.05 

.74 

.01 

.74 

-.30 

.71 

-.13 

.72 

-.09 

.73 

p-level 

.0001 

.0001 

.3765 

.0001 

.5711 

.0001 

.4509 

.0001 

.8732 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0514 

.0001 

.1866 

.0001 
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Table 3.23 (continued) 

adj. R' SE B Partial Cor. p-level 

Negative Affect 

Adj. Delinquency 

.60 1.01 .00 

.78 

.00 

.71 

.9888 

.0001 

Arousability 

Adj. Delinquency 

.60 1.71 .07 

.73 

10 

.70 

1660 

.0001 

Positive Affect 

Adj. Delinquency 

Reading Achievement 

Adj. Delinquency 

.60 

.60 

2.32 

4.20 

.02 

77 

.01 

77 

-.03 

.76 

-.02 

.76 

.6387 

.0001 

.8044 

.0001 

Spelling Achievement 

Adj. Delinquency 

.60 4.10 .04 

.79 

.06 

.77 

.3536 

.0001 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Adj. Delinquency 

Combined Achievement 

Adj. Delinquency 

Full-Scale IQ 

Adj. Delinquency 

.62 

.60 

.60 

4.17 

4.88 

4.70 

-.16 

.71 

-.05 

.76 

-.02 

.77 

-.23 

.72 

.08 

.74 

-.03 

.75 

.0007 

.0001 

.2957 

.0001 

.6430 

.0001 
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Table 3.24 

Multiple Regression predicting Substance Use 

adj. R̂  SE B Partial Cor. p-level 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Delinquency 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Delinquency 

Negative Affect 

Delinquency 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Delinquency 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Negative Affect 

Delinquency 

Delinquency 

.60 

.60 

.59 

.62 

.62 

3.82 

1.72 

1.25 

4.52 

4.19 

.26 

08 

.07 

84 

.23 

09 

83 

.21 

87 

-19 

.20 

.07 

.76 

.19 

.19 

.80 

-.28 

.10 

-.09 

.70 

-.28 

.12 

.69 

-.26 

.75 

-.27 

-.26 

.08 

.66 

-.28 

.24 

.71 

.0001 

.1592 

.2101 

.0001 

.0001 

.0896 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0002 

.2241 

.0001 

.0001 

.0003 

.0001 

.57 1.10 .75 .0001 
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Table 3.24 (continued) 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Adj. Delinquency 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Adj. Delinquency 

adj. R-

.60 

.60 

SE 

3.83 

1.76 

B 

.02 

.08 

.74 

Partial Cor. 

.03 

10 

.70 

p-level 

.03 

08 

.02 

88 

-.04 

.10 

-.02 

.69 

.5680 

.1649 

.7657 

.0001 

.6245 

1426 

.0001 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Adj. Delinquency 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Negative Affect 

Adj. Delinquency 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Adj. Delinquency 

Adj. Delinquency 

.62 4.57 

.61 

.62 

4.25 

4.17 

-.15 

-.02 

.06 

.68 

-.16 

004 

.71 

-16 

.71 

-.22 

-.02 

.08 

.65 

-.23 

.01 

.70 

-.23 

.72 

.0013 

.7572 

.2448 

.0001 

.0008 

.9291 

.0001 

.0007 

.0001 

.60 .79 .77 .0001 
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Table 3.25 

Linear Regression predicting Delinquency 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Sub. Use 

Reading Achievement 

Spelling Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Combined Achievement 

Full-Scale IQ 

adj. R-

.32 

.35 

.08 

.57 

.06 

.06 

.13 

.11 

.09 

SE 

3.26 

4.52 

6.68 

1.67 

12.40 

12.11 

11.34 

13.49 

13.32 

B 

.57 

.59 

-.28 

.75 

-.26 

-.25 

-.36 

-.34 

-.31 

p-level 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0002 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 
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Table 3.26 

Multiple Regression predicting Delinquency 

adj. R- SE B Partial Cor. p-level 

Substance Use .57 1.67 .75 .0001 

Substance Use 

Arousability 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

.63 3.43 

.73 

.74 

-45 

.46 

.75 

1.81 

2.68 

4.22 

9.22 

5.78 

.61 

.30 

.64 

.40 

; .59 

.36 

.13 

.37 

.42 

.43 

.44 

.12 

1 .59 

.41 

.15 

.11 

.66 

.40 

.76 

.40 

.72 

.36 

.13 

.41 

.45 

.42 

.46 

.14 

.72 

.54 

.23 

.18 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0010 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0464 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0046 
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Table 3.26 (continued) 

Reading Achievement 

Spelling Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Combined Achievement 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Positivie Affect 

Arousability 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Positive Affect 

Arousability 

Combined Achievement 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Positive Affect 

Arousability 

Full-Scale IQ 

adj. R-

.12 

.13 

.11 

.72 

.73 

.73 

SE 

13.40 

11.34 

13.49 

9.72 

10.52 

10.04 

B 

-.04 

-.05 

-.31 

-.36 

-.34 

.57 

.38 

.11 

.18 

-.02 

.56 

.38 

.11 

.17 

-.08 

.56 

.38 

.11 

.18 

-.09 

Partial Cor. 

-.02 

-.03 

-.25 

.66 

.49 

.16 

.26 

-.04 

.67 

.50 

.17 

.25 

-.14 

.68 

.50 

.17 

.26 

-.16 

p-level 

.7221 

.6219 

.0002 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0189 

.0001 

.6022 

.0001 

.0001 

.0142 

.0002 

.0467 

.0001 

.0001 

.0128 

.0001 

.0236 
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Table 3.27 

Linear Regression predicting 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Sub. Use 

Reading Achievement 

Spelling Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Combined Achievement 

Full-Scale IQ 

Adjusted Delinquency 

adj. R- SE 

.13 4.40 

.30 5.60 

.04 6.95 

.60 1.92 

.07 14.76 

.08 14.37 

.17 13.25 

.14 15.89 

.12 15.73 

B 

.37 

.55 

-.22 

.77 

-.28 

-.29 

-.42 

-.38 

-.22 

p-level 

.0001 

.0001 

.0003 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0014 
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Table 3.28 

Multiple Regression predicting Adjusted Delinquency 

adj. R' SE B Partial Cor. p-level 

Substance Use .61 1.59 .78 .0001 

Substance Use .66 3.59 

Arousability 

Substance Use .62 2.98 

Negative Affect 

Substance Use .67 3.61 

Arousability 

Negative Affect 

Substance Use .67 7.83 

Arousability 

Negative Affect 

Positive Affect 

Positive Affect .32 12.47 

Arousability 

Negative Affect 

.70 

.21 

.73 

.16 

.68 

.17 

.11 

.68 

.18 

.14 

.06 

.07 

.49 

.18 

.73 

.31 

.75 

.25 

.68 

.23 

.17 

.68 

.24 

.19 

.08 

.07 

.47 

.17 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0003 

.0001 

.0001 

.0068 

.0001 

.0001 

.0025 

.1758 

.3176 

.0001 

.0133 
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Table 3.28 (continued) 

Reading Achievement 

Spelling Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Arithmetic Achievement 

Combined Achievement 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Combined Achievement 

Substance Use 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Full-Scale IQ 

adj. R̂  

.17 

.17 

.14 

.65 

.66 

SE 

15.65 

13.25 

15.89 

12.24 

11.48 

B 

-.003 

-.08 

-.37 

-.42 

-.38 

.62 

.10 

.18 

-.11 

.62 

.09 

.19 

-.12 

Partial Cor. 

-.002 

-.05 

-.31 

.67 

.14 

.24 

-.18 

.67 

.13 

.26 

-.20 

p-level 

.9732 

.4408 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0382 

.0003 

.0097 

.0001 

.0514 

..0001 

.0036 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Basic Demographics 

In the area of demographics, including gender, race, age, SES, divorce rates, and 

academic grade level, substantial differences were found in all but two areas, SES and 

divorce rate. The delinquent sample was composed of twice as many males as females and 

the non-delinquent sample was composed of twice as many females as males. The 

literature constantly reports a preponderance of males in the population of juvenile 

delinquents, (i.e.. Gold, 1970; Gove & Crutchfield, 1982; Joseph, 1995; Kazdin, 1987; 

Steinberg, 1987). The higher number of females than males in the non-delinquent sample 

may be accounted for by a data collection artifact. A significant portion of the non-

delinquent sample was collected at a Junior High and High School campus where males 

and females are in separate Physical-Education (PE) classes. During the week of data 

collection at this campus, several of the boys PE classes were not allowed to participate in 

the study due to poor behavior during the previous week. 

Differences also were found between the delinquent sample and non-delinquent 

sample on race, age and grade level. Over half of the delinquent sample reported 

themselves to be Hispanic, while half of the non-delinquent sample identified themselves 

Caucasian. The median grade level reported for the delinquent sample was 8th to 9th grade 

and the median age was between 14 and 17 years old. The median grade level for the non-

delinquent sample was 6th to 7th grade and the median age was between 11 and 15 years. 

As might be expected, there also were differences in reported grades in school. The 

majority of the delinquent sample (81%) reported B's and C's or worse, while 88% of the 

non-delinquent sample reported B's and C's or better. In addition to differences found on 

reported grades in school, the delinquent samples also have significantly lower estimated 
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Full-Scale IQ's, as measured by the Shipley Institute of Living scale, and reading, spelling 

and arithmetic standardized scores, as measured by the WRAT-R. These results are 

consistent with results reported by other investigators. 

Since the early 1900's, investigators have suggested a link between delinquency and 

intelligence (Binder, 1988; Hirschi & Hindelang, 1977). The juvenile delinquent has been 

characterized as more "feebleminded" than non-delinquents and "are more mentally 

defective than are school-aged children in general" (Binder 1988, p. 261). Hirschi and 

Hindelang (1977) report that IQ is "as important in predicting official delinquency as social 

class or race" (p.576) and "is more important than race and social class" (p. 577) in 

predicting self-reported delinquency. 

McKay and Brumback (1980) report that investigators have found that the "average 

juvenile delinquent had an average IQ" but "lagged in academic achievement 3 to 5 years 

behind grade placement" (p. 1224). Hirschi (1977) reported that the "best predictor of 

delinquency in American society is difficulty in school" and "those who do poorly in 

school are considerable more likely than those who do well to end up in trouble with the 

law" (p. 334). 

As for family intactness, i.e. divorce rate, approximately half of both samples reported 

their parents were divorced. These two samples also were similar with respect to SES. 

Over half of both samples reported that their family's financial situation was comfortable or 

better, approximately one-third of both samples reported that finances were "tight" and 

10% or less of both samples reported significant financial difficulty. 

Prevalence of Leaming Disabilities 

Current literature reports the prevalence of leaming disabilities in the juvenile-

delinquent population ranges between 10.59% (Morgan, 1979) and 70% or greater (Brier, 

1989) while in the normal population the estimated prevalence of leaming disabilities range 
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from 5% to 16% (Zimmerman et al., 1981). These excessive prevalence rates of leaming 

disabilities in the delinquent population have been used to suggest a connection between 

leaming disabilities and juvenile delinquency. 

In this study, the prevalence of leaming disabilities in the delinquent sample was 

12.5% and the prevalence of leaming disabilities in the normal school aged sample was 

14.8%. The percentage of LD in the delinquent sample is on the low end of percentages 

reported in the literature and the prevalence of LD in the normal sample is on the high end. 

These prevalence rates lend little support for a direct connection between leaming 

disabilities and juvenile delinquency which is consistent with reports from some other 

investigators (Broder et al., 1981; Pastemack & Lyon, 1982; Pickar & Tori, 1986). 

The prevalence rates from this study reported above are based on officially reported 

delinquency since the criteria for inclusion in the delinquent sample included being involved 

in the Project Intercept Program. It also is interesting to note that delinquency rates, as 

measured by the self-report measure (SRD), did not differ between LD and non-LD 

students. These comparisons hold tme when examining the sample as a whole, delinquent 

and non-delinquent combined, the juvenile-delinquent sample and the non-delinquent 

sample (see Table B.5 - B.7). 

Similar results were found by Skaret and Wilgosh (1989). These investigators 

suasest that: 
•too* 

Perhaps a more practical approach should be invoked. Rather than stmggling 
to provide definitive findings supporting a (causal) LD/JD relationship, one 

might take heart from the Keilitz and Dunivant (1986) conclusion that adolescents 
with leaming difficulties or disabilities seem to be relative high risk for delinquency, 
and that sound remedial education practices, including counseling and other support 
systems will improve academic achievement and social skills, and may, possibly, 

lead to some reduced delinquent behavior, (p. 121) 

A possible problem with this study is the use of brief measures to assess intelligence 

and achievement levels to determine the presence of a leaming disability. Inclusion in the 

LD group was based on a significant discrepancy between the measured IQ and 
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achievement level as measured by the Shipley Institute of Living Scale and the Wide Range 

Achievement Test (WRAT-R). Both of these measures are simply screening devices. The 

Shipley has appropriate correlations, between .73 and .90, (Zachar>, 1986), with more 

extensive intelligence measures like the WAIS; however the correlation is not perfect. The 

WRAT-R also has appropriate correlations with achievement measures such as the 

Califomia Test of Basic Skills - 4th Edition (CTBS-4), Califomia Achievement Test Form 

E (CAT) and the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT). Correlations range between .60 and 

.87 (Wilkinson, 1993), but again these correlations are not perfect. A more accurate 

diagnosis of leaming disabilities would require more extensive testing including the WAIS 

or the WISC-III as an intelligence measure, depending on the age, and multiple 

achievement measures in a variety of areas including arithmetic, spelling, reading, writing, 

and language. 

Negative Affectivity, Arousability and Positive Affectivity 

Possibly the emotional and psychological variables that are associated with both 

juvenile delinquency and leaming disabilities are the variables that seem to increase risk for 

delinquency among the leaming-disabled population, variables such as those that make up 

the negative affectivity and arousability constructs. The results of the Jonckheere test 

statistics were significant with respect to negative affectivity and arousability suggesting 

that levels of both negative affectivity and arousability decrease beginning with the 

delinquent leaming-disabled to delinquent non-leaming-disabled to non-delinquent 

leaming-disabled and finally to the non-delinquent non-leaming-disabled student; however 

on the negafive affect constmct, the delinquent leaming-disabled students had the lowest 

median score, compared to the remaining groups, and on the arousability constmct the 

medians were within 3.5 points of each other and do not lend themselves to interpretation. 

In both cases, although the test statistic was significant, the results do no follow the 
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hypothesized ranking for all groups. The median score on negative affectivity for the 

delinquent leaming-disabled is of particular interest. These results suggest that of all four 

groups, delinquent leaming-disabled students experience the lowest level of emotional 

discomfort which is contrary to previous research in the area. On the bipolar construct of 

negative affectivity, the delinquent non-leaming-disabled and non-delinquent leaming-

disabled student would rank closer to the high-NA pole and the non-delinquent non-

leaming-disabled and the delinquent leaming-disabled would rank closer to the low-NA 

pole. Those students at the high-NA pole are more likely to feel "distressed, upset, 

nervous and tense even in the absence of extemal stressors" (Pandina et al., 1992, p. 181) 

than those students at the low-NA pole. Based on the measures used to determine NA, 

individuals who measure on the high-NA pole are more likely to be interpersonally 

sensitive, be self-derogatory, lack personal and social competence, report more depression 

and anxiety, be more emotionally explosive and have a lack of self-acceptance. 

With respect to the arousability construct, the delinquent leaming-disabled, delinquent 

non-leaming-disabled and non-delinquent leaming-disabled reported similar levels of 

arousal. These results suggests that these groups are more likely to engage in sensation 

seeking and impulsive behavior to maintain an optimal level of arousal. These participants 

might be characterized as having "an enduring state of excitatory potential that may be 

evoked by intemal and extemal cues" (Pandina et al., 1992) While the non-leaming-

disabled non-delinquent participants require lower level of arousal and therefore are not as 

likely to engage in sensation seeking behavior as an attempt to maintain a heightened level 

of arousal (Farley & Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). 

Positive affectivity, the second dimension that makes up a person's mood structure 

(Watson & Clark, 1984; Watson & Tellegen, 1985), also was examined to determine its' 

impact on the leaming disabled and the juvenile delinquent. Once again, the delinquent 

leaming-disabled students failed to rank in the hypothesized order. These participants 
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reported the highest level of positive affect. Participants at the high-PA pole are more likely 

to be active, elated, enthusiastic, excited and have "a zest for life" (Watson & Tellegen, 

1985, p. 221). Participants at the low-PA pole might be described as drowsy, dull, sleepy 

and sluggish (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Based on the measures used to determine PA, 

they also might be defined has having low self-esteem, low achievement orientation and an 

overall lack of hardiness. Given the surprising results with respect to negative and positive 

affect for the delinquent leaming-disabled students, additional research is recommended to 

determine the coping mechanism used by the students to help them maintain low levels of 

negative affect and high levels of positive affect. 

Using the Jonckheere test for ordered altematives, a nonparametric statistic, it was 

determined that the groups were ranked appropriately with respect to negative affectivity, 

arousability and positive affectivity; however, few statistically significant differences were 

found using more traditional parametric and nonparametric analyses due to small mean 

differences relative to the standard error. Using both the Student's t test and the Mann-

Whitney U test, LD and non-LD students were compared on negative affectivity and 

arousability. It was determined that LD and non-LD students did not differ on NA; 

however, they did differ on arousability, suggesting that the LD student is, again, more 

likely to engage in sensation seeking and impulsive behavior to, hypothetically, maintain a 

higher level of arousal. 

In addition, delinquent (DEL) and non-delinquent (NDEL) students also were 

compared using the same statistical techniques. It was determined that DEL students 

reported higher levels of NA and AR than their NDEL counterparts. These results suggest 

that the emotional profile of high-NA is more characteristic of the delinquent population 

than the leaming-disabled population; however, they appear to share the same sensation 

seeking and impulsive behavior that is symptomatic of high-AR. 
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Alcohol and Drng Use 

In addition to hypothesized rankings of the groups on NA, AR and PA, similar 

rankings were hypothesized with respect to substance use. Using the Jonckheere 

nonparementric statistic, it also was determined that the ranking of leaming-disabled 

delinquent, non-leaming-disabled delinquent, leaming-disabled non-delinquent and finally 

non-leaming-disabled non-delinquent was appropriate when examining alcohol and drug 

use. Although the statistic was significant, the median for the delinquent non-leaming-

disabled group was higher than all other groups. All other groups were ranked in the 

appropriate order. Again, as with NA and AR, limited statistical significance using more 

traditional analysis techniques was found between the groups on substance use due to small 

mean differences relative to the standard error. Given the lack of statistical significance, 

LD and non-LD students, without the delinquent component, were compared on the 

substance use variable using the Student's t test. LD students more involved in substance 

use than non-LD students, as might be suspected. It was determined; however, without 

considering leaming disabilities, that the DEL subjects reported more involvement in 

substance use than non-DEL subjects. These results are consistent with previous research 

that found adolescents who are involved in delinquent behavior are more likely to be 

involved in substance use than those who are not involved in delinquent behavior (Dembo 

et al., 1993; Irvin & Maag, 1993; Tarter & Mezzich, 1992). 

Discriminating Between Types of Substance Use 

In their research, Pandina et al. (1992) examined NA, AR and PA and found that 

high-NA and high-AR worked as a risk factor for substance use/abuse. In the present 

study, these emoUonal components were used to distinguish between types of substance 

use. Types of use include no use of any substance, alcohol only use, marijuana only use. 
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alcohol/marijuana only use, hard drugs only use (i.e., methamphetamine, cocaine, 

downers), alcohol and hard dmgs only use, marijuana and hard dmgs only use and 

alcohol, marijuana and hard drug use. Few people were identified as using only hard 

drugs, alcohol and hard drugs, or marijuana and hard drugs, so these groups were not 

included in the analyses. Given the low numbers of students in these areas, we might 

conclude that if a student has escalated to hard dmg use he/she is more likely to use all 

substances than to specialize in hard drugs. This conclusion is consistent with results 

reported by Kandel and Davis (1996) that students progress through stages of use 

beginning with alcohol and marijuana and moving on to other illicit dmgs. 

In the present study, it was found that NA, AR and PA discriminated between non-

users and all other groups, except for marijuana only users. Non-users are more likely to 

have an emofional profile of low-NA, low-AR and high-PA. Compared to the non-users, 

the alcohol only user, alcohol and marijuana only users and alcohol, marijuana and hard 

drug users are more characteristic of high-NA, high-AR and low-PA. The marijuana only 

users and non-users do not present significantly different emotional profiles. 

Interesting NA, AR and PA profile differences also were found when alcohol, 

marijuana and hard drugs users were compared to all other groups. When marijuana only 

users were compared to alcohol, marijuana and hard drug users, the latter group presented 

a profile of high-NA and high AR while the marijuana only users were closer to the low-

NA and low-AR poles; however, the groups did not differ on PA. The alcohol only users 

and alcohol and marijuana only users only differed from the alcohol, marijuana and hard 

drugs users on the level of AR. The alcohol, marijuana and hard dmgs users reported 

higher levels of AR than the other two groups. These results suggest that high-AR is a risk 

factor for escalation to hard drug use. The adolescents who use hard drugs may do so to 

maintain or reach desired levels of arousal. 
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Predicting Dmg Use and Delinquency 

Pandina et al. (1992) used NA, PA and AR to predict dmg use. In the present study, 

their analyses were replicated and their results were confirmed. These investigators 

determined that NA and AR could be used to predict dmg use, but PA provides no 

additional predictive power. In this study, we also added delinquency variables to the 

equation. NA, AR and delinquency combined provide better predictive power than NA and 

AR without delinquency; however, delinquency alone provides similar predictive power as 

all three variables combined. In addition to a delinquency variable being added, academic 

achievement also was added to the equation. It was determined that only Arithmetic 

Achievement, not Reading or Spelling Achievement, provided additional predictive power 

when combined with delinquency. Negative Affect and Arousability; however, 

Arousability was no longer a singificant part of the equation. When the Adjusted 

Delinquency variable was used in place of Delinquency, Negative Affect and Arousability 

were no longer an important part of the equation. Therefore, these results suggest that the 

best predictors of Substance Use among adolescents is poor arithmetic skills and juvenile 

delinquent activity. 

When the equation is reversed and substance use, NA and AR are used to predict 

delinquency, the predictive power appears to increase. In addition, NA, PA and AR appear 

to provide better predictions of delinquency than substance use. Delinquency and 

substance use are predictable from different pattems it might be concluded that they are 

separate and independent constmcts, although, in support of conclusions made be Dembo 

et al. (1992), are both "manifestations of a general tendency toward deviance" (p. 201). 

In this study, it also was found that low academic achievement. Arithmetic 

Achievement and Combined Achievement, and Full-Scale IQ are significant predictors of 

delinquency, especially when combined with Substance Use, NA, PA and AR. These 
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results suggest that a child who has poor academic abilities, high levels of negative 

emotions like those assessed by the Negative Affectivity constmct, low levels of positive or 

motivating emotions like those assessed by the Positive Affectivity constmct and a possible 

need for high levels of arousal, combined with alcohol and drug use will possibly enticed 

by juvenile delinquent behavior. 

Conclusion 

The original purpose of this study was to identify variables that contribute to the 

increased levels of delinquent activity among the leaming impaired or leaming-disabled 

population that has been reported in scholarly writings since the early 1900's (Binder, 

1988; Broder et al., 1981; Fleener, 1987; Morgan, 1979). Researchers have debated the 

existence of a link between juvenile delinquency and leaming disabilities, some suggesting 

that the link is due to academic failure and resulting low self-esteem, others suggesting that 

the link is due to psychological and emotional variables like poor social competence, 

anxiety or depression, and still others suggesting that leaming-disabled adolescents are not 

more delinquent, but are more readily detected and adjudicated due to difficulties hiding 

true intentions and poor language skills to talk their way out of trouble (Brier, 1989; Camp, 

1977; Dudley-Marling, 1985; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). On the competing side of the 

debate over a link between juvenile delinquency and leaming disabilities are those that 

suggest there is no link between the two and the increased prevalence of leaming 

disabilities in the delinquent population is due to poor assessment procedures (Culliver & 

Sigler, 1991; Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991; Pastemack & Lyon, 1982). 

In the present study, no link between leaming disabilities and juvenile delinquency 

was found. It might be suggested that the link was not found in this study because brief 

assessment tools were used to assess intelligence and achievement; however, the same 

measures were used in the delinquent sample and in the non-delinquent sample and a lower 
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percentage of leaming disabilities were found among delinquent students than non-

delinquent students. In addition, these measures are regularly use in research and they 

have appropriate coorelations with more extensive measures. Research in the area of 

delinquency report prevalence rates that widely vary from study to study. The differences 

in prevalence rates may be due to differences in the criteria for the diagnosis of leaming 

disabilities and the inclusion in the juvenile delinquent sample. Although the customary 

criteria for diagnosing a student as leaming disabled is to determine a significant 

discrepancy, 15 points or greater, between achievement and measured ability, schools have 

been known to use altemative procedures to apply the label. 

Another possible weakness of this study is the criteria for inclusion in the delinquent 

sample. We identified students as delinquent based on current placement in the academic 

and juvenile-justice system. Investigators have suggested that use of such official data 

dramatically underestimates the prevalence of delinquent behavior and altemate or 

additional data collection procedures, i.e., a self-report delinquency measure, should be 

used (Binder, 1988; Gold 1970, 1978). Such a measure also was included in the present 

study and it was found that leaming-disabled students did not report significantly higher 

rates of delinquent behavior when compared to non-leaming-disabled students providing 

additional support for our conclusion that leaming disabled students are not more inclined 

toward delinquent behavior than non-leaming disabled students.. 

Although leaming disabilities do not appear to contribute to increased delinquency, 

poor academic achievement does. We found that, when combined with alcohol and drug 

use, high-negative affectivity, high-arousability and low-positive affectivity, low academic 

achievement is a significant predictor of juvenile delinquency. The causal properties can 

not be determined by the correlational techniques used to analyze data in this study. It can 

not be determined if poor academic skills lead to delinquency or the reverse is true. 

71 



It also can not be determined if high-negative affectivity, low-positive affectivity and high-

arousability are present prior to academic failure or develop as a results of school failure. 

Pandina et al. (1992) suggested that high levels of negative affectivity is a pervasive 

personality characteristic in which the person is "distressed, upset, nervous and tense even 

in the absence of extemal stressors" (p. 181) and arousability has been likened to a 

physiological drive where homeostasis must be maintained by engaging in behaviors to 

raise or lower levels of arousal (Farley & Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). Based on these 

proposed properties of affectivity and arousability, it might be concluded that high levels of 

negative affectivity and arousability are present prior to academic failure; however, this 

study can not confirm this. Additional research is needed in the are with respect to negative 

affect, positive affect and arousability and should include longitudinal techniques so that 

causal relationships can be inferred. 
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The Problem of Juvenile Delinquency 

'The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) indicate that children and youth under the age of 

18 comprise approximately 36% of those arrested for all indices of crime," including 

"murder, rape, assault, burglary, larceny-theft, automobile theft and arson " (Culliver & 

Sigler, 1991, p. 117). The cost associated with these juveniles is astounding. Connely 

(1995) reports that "Federal juvenile delinquency-related expenditures rose from $4.7 

billion in FY 1990 to $5.8 billion in FY 1992. Funds used to combat juvenile gangs and 

address gang-related issues increased $265 million, while funds spent on youth drug and 

alcohol abuse increased by more than $500 million" (p. 1). 

The ever increasing problem may be more significant than many would expect or want 

to realize. Juveniles are vandalizing property, stealing from their community, 

using/abusing alcohol and dmgs, trafficking drugs and killing each other in the streets of 

our cities at ever increasing rates. Yoshikawa (1994) reports that for individuals under the 

age of 18 years, arrests for murder and non-negligent manslaughter rose 60.1% between 

1981 and 1990. Arrests for individuals 18 and older only rose 5.2% for the same time 

period. The proportion of all murders committed by individuals under age 18 years rose 

from 9.4% to 13.6%. Arrests "for rape, aggravated assault and motor vehicle theft rose 

28.2%, 56.5% and 54.2%, respectively" (p. 28). The FBI's Uniform Crime Report (1998) 

reports that homicide rates for teens and young adults is the highest of all age groups. 

Vicdms report that juveniles age 12 to 17 committed about one quarter of all serious violent 

crimes in the U.S. (U.S. Department of Jusdce, 1998). Murphy reported in 1986 that 

"more than 33,(XX) children and adolescents reside in juvenile facilities" and "an addidonal 

300,000 juveniles are committed each year to pre-trial detendon centers and jails" (p. 8). A 

point that should be of great concem to all is that many of these juvenile offenders are not 

incarcerated in detendon facilides. These children can be found, in the greatest numbers, in 

our public schools. 
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WTiile in the schools, these delinquent children monopolize the dme of teachers and 

administrators, or drop out of school contribudng to high rates of poverty, development of 

a chronic underclass, and criminality. Habitual offenders are more likely to be suspended 

from school and this school suspension is likely to be the precursor to school dropout and 

condnued delinquency (Brier, 1989; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Public officials are 

concerned about the public's safety, property loss and the cost of present and future 

incarceradon of these juveniles. School administrators are concemed about how to retain 

these children in the school system while maintaining the integrity of the educadonal 

process. 

Defining Juvenile Delinquency 

The term "juvenile delinquent" is usually a legal one, referring to a juvenile who has 

been adjudicated by the juvenile court system for violating a criminal code (Binder, 1988; 

Gold, 1970, 1978). The age of the juvenile can range between 7 and 17 years. Age 

distinctions are based on the idea of criminal responsibility (Farrington, 1993; Hirschi, 

1977). A person who does not know that an offense is wrong and can not foresee the 

possible consequences of his/her acts can not be held criminally responsible. "Traditionally 

in Anglo-American law, the minimum age of criminal responsibility has been set at 7, 

because of the assumption that children under age 7 do not have the appropriate mens rea 

or guilty mind" (Farrington, 1993, p.227). 

Lindsey, Daniels and Rutledge (1986) report that "one of the most comprehensible 

definitions of juvenile delinquency is that adopted in 1979 by the Mississippi House of 

Representatives" (p. 127): 

A delinquent child is synonymous with the meaning of what is a juvenile 
offender, and means any child not less than 10 years of age nor over 18 
years of age whose occupation, behavior, environment, or associations are 
injurious to his welfare or the welfare of other children; or who deserts his 
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home; or who is habitually disobedient to or beyond the control of his parents, 
guardians, or custodians; or who being required to attend school willfully 
absents himself therefrom; or who violates any state law or municipal 
ordinances; or who, by reason of being habitually wayward or habitually 
disobedient, becomes an incorrigible or uncontrollable child; or who deports 
himself as to injure or endanger the morals or health of himself or any other 
person. (Mississippi State Law, Section 1, 43-21-5, Mississippi Code of 1979) 

The Pennsylvania Supreme court, in 1938, first mled that a "state had the right to take 

charge of wayward children for offenses such as "incorrigibility," "viciousness," and 

"moral depravity" (Binder, 1988, p. 256). Offenses such as these were referred to as 

status offenses, so called "because they are committed by people of a certain status, below 

the age of legal maturity" (p. 256). A status offense is only an offense because it is 

committed by a minor and would not be an offense if committed by an adult. Status 

offenses include truancy, sexual activity, running away for home, curfew violation and 

alcohol and tobacco use. The juvenile code in many states makes the distinction between 

status and criminal offenses and other states refer to both types of offenders as juvenile 

delinquents (Binder, 1988). 

Any academic "discussion of juvenile delinquency as a behavioral or social 

phenomenon cannot restrict its coverage to youths who have been defined as delinquent by 

law and adjudicated by juvenile courts" (Binder, 1988, p. 254). Binder provides two 

primary reasons for this opinion. First, the process of detection, reporting and prosecution 

of illegal activity is highly selective. Much, possibly most, illegal activity is never detected 

and if it is detected, it may not be reported. Therefore, the "alertness of possible observers 

of the offense and the mood of the complainant" (p. 255) may determine if a person is 

introduced to the juvenile system. If the activity is reported, many offenders are not taken 

into custody depending on "the policy of the police department, the characteristics of the 

arresting police officers and intake court officers" and "the general tolerance of youthful" 

(p. 255) behavior within the community. Once taken into custody, individual discretion at 

each stage of the system determines if the youth will proceed through the system. 
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The second reason Binder (1988) gives for not restricting the coverage of juvenile 

delinquency to youths designated as such by the juvenile court system is the variations in 

laws from state to state. Some states discriminate between status offenses and criminal 

activity and some cover the two in a single code. He states that "if an article on juvenile 

delinquency depended on legal definition and appropriate adjudication to delineate its realm 

of coverage, youthful offenders with similar social histories and identical offenses might he 

included or excluded on the basis of the jurisdiction in which their behavior occurred" 

(p. 255). 

Gold (1970, 1978) takes a similar stance with respect to the label "juvenile delinquent." 

To avoid making the distinction between those youths who have been adjudicated and not 

adjudicated for similar behavior. Gold focuses on the actual behavioral component. Gold 

reports that "delinquent behavior differs a great deal from juvenile delinquency, that is, 

officially recorded alleged offenses by juveniles. Delinquent behavior is more than "thirty 

times greater in volume and is distributed" (Gold, 1978, p. 290) across all social classes at 

the same rate. Rates of delinquency are vastly underestimated when we rely on official 

court records because they only reflect the behavior that is detected and adjudicated. Those 

who are caught and prosecuted are a minority and a highly selective population. This 

highly selective population is often the source of data in juvenile-delinquent research and 

this poor sample lends itself to inconclusive or confusing results in the area. When doing 

research in the area of juvenile delinquency, it is important to make accurate measurements 

of delinquent behavior, through self-report data and actual observations, and not rely on 

the juvenile court system to identify the delinquent population (Gold, 1970, 1978). 

Gold (1978) makes the distinction between juvenile delinquency and delinquent 

behavior, believing that research in the area should focus on delinquent behavior rather than 

juvenile delinquency. Juvenile delinquency is a label given by the juvenile court system 
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when delinquent behavior is officially recorded. Delinquent behavior is the deliberate act of 

a juvenile, committed when he/she knows it violates the juvenile code. 

Lending additional support to Gold's argument, Joseph (1995) found that only 52% of 

the participants who were classified in her study as delinquent, using self-report data, had 

been adjudicated by the juvenile court system. "In other words, 48% of the youth were 

able to escape official processing" (Joseph, 1995, p. 484). When males and females were 

compared on adjudication rates, 42% of the males had been adjudicated whereas only 16% 

of the females had been adjudicated. 

In addition to distinctions made between status offenses and juvenile delinquency 

(Binder, 1988) and between delinquent behavior and official juvenile delinquency (Gold, 

1970, 1978), other researchers choose to classify juvenile offenders based on frequency 

and seriousness of criminal behavior. Gold (1970) suggests the generic label of juvenile 

delinquent should be done away with. He reports that empirical studies have shown that 

everyone, at some point in their life, engages in delinquent activity. The issue at hand 

should be the nature and seriousness of that activity. Elliot and Morse (1989) report four 

delinquency typologies based on earlier work of Elliot (e.g., "Elliot et al., 1987; Dunford 

& Elliot, 1984") (p. 36). These researchers report that based on results from the Self-

Report Delinquency measure (SRD), juveniles can be placed in one of four categories: 

Non-delinquents, Exploratory delinquents. Non-serious delinquents and Serious 

delinquents. The SRD includes forty items that are representative of the Uniform Crime 

Report (UCR), including index offenses with the exception of homicide, status offenses 

and substance use. Index offenses include "aggravated assault, sexual assault, gang 

fighting, auto theft, stealing more than $50, breaking into a building, strong-arming 

students, teachers and others" (Canter, 1982, p. 153). Gold (1970) suggests that 

typologies of this type should direct our theories and research in the area of juvenile 

delinquency. 
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The Non-delinquents typology includes youths who engage in fewer than four self-

reported delinquent offenses and no index offenses. Exploratory delinquents include those 

youths that report four to eleven delinquent offenses and no more than one index offense. 

Non-serious delinquents include those youths that report twelve or more offenses and no 

more than two index offenses. Serious delinquents include those youths that report a 

minimum of three index offenses (Elliot & Morse, 1989). 

For research purposes, investigators need to recognize the variety of information 

available not only through court documents, but through parent and adolescent reports. 

Investigators need understand that court records vastly underestimate the prevalence of 

delinquent behavior and incidence of status offenses, the inclusion of self-report measures 

are vital for appropriate conclusions. They also need to be mindful of defining, for their 

readers, the sources of data. 

Contributing Factors 

Many factors that may contribute to juvenile delinquency have been proposed from 

several domains including Psychology, Sociology and Criminology. Contributing factors 

range from specific demographic information such as gender, age, race and socioeconomic 

status (SES) to more global factors like lack of family bonding, bonding to deviant peer 

groups, low intelligence and/or achievement, availability of drugs and family/cultural 

transmission (Yoshikawa, 1994). 

Basic Demographics (Gender, race, age and SES) 

Hirschi (1977) stated that "the child most likely to be charged with delinquency is a 

nonwhite male, about sixteen, with a considerable history of difficulty in school, who grew 

up in a fatheriess family in an urban slum" (p. 329). Gender differences in delinquent 

activity are well documented throughout the literature. Males have higher rates of 

87 



delinquent behavior than females on both self-report measures and officicil reports (Gold, 

1970; Gove & Cmtchfield, 1982; Joseph, 1995; Kazdin, 1987; Steinberg, 1987). Kazdin 

(1987) reports that these behaviors appear "to be at least three times more common among 

boys" (p. 26). Joseph (1995) also found that males are almost twice as likely to offend 

than females and that the nature of the offenses differed between males and females. She 

reports that males were "primarily convicted for assault, robbery and possession of illegal 

weapons, whereas females were convicted primarily for assault, robbery and use of alcohol 

under age" (p. 487). 

In addition to these gender differences, there also appears to be an interaction between 

gender and race. One exception to these gender differences identified by Joseph was found 

by Gove and Crutchfield (1982). In their study using data from a self-report measure, not 

officially adjudicated delinquency, and adolescents from the same SES, they found that 

African-American girls were 7 percent more likely to engage in delinquent behavior than 

white males. White males; however, were more likely to be delinquent than African-

American males and white females were the least likely to report delinquent behavior on the 

self-report measure. 

An interaction also appears when examining gender differences and age. Robbins 

found "that the median age of onset of dysfunction for children referred for antisocial 

behavior was in the 8 to 10 year age range" (Kazdin, 1987, p. 26). In this study, the 

majority of males show troublesome behavior before age 10 years, but the onset for 

females "of antisocial behavior was concentrated in the 14 to 16 year age range" (p. 26). 

Yoshikawa (1994) reports that a "consensus exists that the chronic juvenile offender 

has a particulariy eariy age of onset" (p. 30), between ages 10 and 15 years. In a study by 

Farrington it was found that 32.3% of children "who were first convicted between 10 and 

15 years of age turned out to be chronic offenders, in comparison with none of those first 

convicted after the age of 15" (Yoshikawa, 1994, p. 30). 
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Gold (1970) also reports that investigators in the field of juvenile delinquency have 

concluded that juvenile offending peaks around age 15 years. Contrary to these previously 

held ideas. Gold found that the incidence of delinquent behavior continues to increase with 

age as does the severity of the offenses. He reports that sixteen year old boys are more 

likely to engage in serious personal attacks and younger boys, 14 to 15 years old, tend to 

engage in more theft. "Older giris seemed also to be more seriously delinquent" (p. 67) 

than younger giris. Farrington (1993) suggests that "offending may increase to a peak 

between ages 14 to 20 because boys (especially lower class school failures) have high 

impulsivity, high desires for excitement, material goods, and social status between these 

ages, little chance of achieving their desires legally, and litUe to lose (because legal penalties 

are lenient and their intimates - male peers - often approve of offending). In contrast, after 

age 20, desires become attenuated or more realistic, there is more possibility of achieving 

these more limited goals legally, intemal inhibitions may be greater, and the costs of 

offending are greater (because legal penalties are harsher and their intimates - wives or 

girlfriends - disapprove of offending)." (p. 234) 

Another variable that has been strongly associated with delinquency is socioeconomic 

status (SES) or social status. Fleener (1987) reports that the average delinquent from their 

sample "comes from poorer economic and cultural background than do the non-

delinquents" (p. 327). It has been found that lower social status, usually determined by the 

father's occupation, is associated with the rate and seriousness of delinquent behavior. As 

with other demographic variables like race and age, gender also has an impact when 

examining SES. What becomes obvious when examining demographic variables is that 

gender effects hold true across all race, ages and SES. Gold (1970) found that boys, but 

not giris, from low social status engage more frequentiy and seriously in delinquent 

behavior than higher social status adolescents. Although Hirschi (1977) reported that "the 

child most likely to be charged is delinquency is a nonwhite male" from the "urban slum" 
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(p. 239), Gold found that neither black girls or boys with lower social status are more 

delinquent than whites in the same social class. 

Investigators provide a number of explanations for the strong association between 

delinquency and low SES. Hirschi (1977) suggests lower SES adolescents are more 

delinquent due to a lack of parental control. Low-income "families are more likely to be 

disrupted and to live in neighborhoods where control is made difficult by the lack of 

support from the community at large" (p.334). Farrington (1993) suggested that children 

from lower SES may be more likely to engage in delinquent activity because they are 

unable to meet their goal through legal means. Lower SES individuals may be less likely to 

"satisfy their desires for material goods, excitement, and social status by legal or socially 

approved methods and, thus, tend to choose illegal or socially disapproved methods" 

(p. 233). He relates this inability to accomplish goals to school failure, suggesting that due 

to an unstimulating environment, these children may be more likely to fail in school. 

Farrington (1993) also reports that some of the "main short-term energizing factors" 

that lead to delinquent behavior are "boredom, fmstration, anger and alcohol consumption" 

(p. 233). Farley and Sewell (1976) also appear to support this line of reasoning. They 

report that lower socioeconomic status individuals who seek excitement are more likely to 

engage in delinquent behavior than middle or upper socioeconomic status individuals 

because their environment does not provide enough acceptable high-stimulus activities. 

The environment that is frequentiy referenced is the family environment. A number of 

familial variables also have been investigated in the delinquency literature. 

Family Variables 

Most people have reference groups or significant others who are important to them and 

whose opinions are valued and who, as a result are able to influence their behavior. On the 

opposite side of the coin, there are people who are not very important and exert little 
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influence on one's life. The family environment may determine the importance of the 

family as a reference group or the need to use the peer group to fill the this role. One 

significant reference group should include one's parents or primary care takers (Hirschi, 

1977) while another would logically include peers. 

Farrington (1993) reports that "children who are exposed to poor parental child rearing 

behavior, disharmony, or separation may be likely to offend because they do not build up 

intemal controls over socially disapproved behavior," and similariy, "children from 

criminal families and those with delinquent friends tend to build up anti-establishment 

attitudes and the belief that offending is justifiable" (p. 234). He also reports that "the 

belief that offending is wrong, or a strong conscience, tends to be built up if parents are in 

favor of legal norms, if they exercise close supervision over their children, or if they 

punish socially disapproved behavior" (p. 233). 

Few parents want their children to become delinquent and one would assume that 

most parents counsel their children against criminal activity. The impact of the parents' 

counsel may reflect the quality of their relationship with the child and the amount of 

influence the parents have with the child. If they have a poor relationship, the child will not 

use the parent as a reference source; therefore, a poor relationship between parents and 

children may contribute to delinquent activity (Hirschi, 1977). "However this dimension is 

measured, whether by asking the parent or child or by observing their behavior with each 

other, and whatever it is called, whether "cohesiveness," "respect" or "love", the results are 

the same" (p. 332). "Those least attached to their parents are most likely to commit 

delinquent acts" (p. 332). Hirschi also reports that people who have poor attachment to 

their parents are more likely to be delinquent because they have less to lose when it comes 

to parental opinions of them. 

Hirschi (1977) also reports attachment to parents translates to the respect or lack of 

respect for other adults such as teachers and police. If the child is not affected by the 
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opinion of the parents, other adults are left somewhat powerless with the child because 

reporting the child's behavior to their parents will have no effect. 

According to Hirschi (1977), girls are more likely to be closely supervised by parents 

than boys and "more likely to be emotionally dependent on them, as well as on other 

adults" (p. 334). Canter (1982) investigated differences in familial and societal bonding 

between males and females and how it relates to sex differences in self-reported 

delinquency. She reported significant correlations between family bond measures and 

delinquency which she interpreted as supporting her theory that family bonds act as 

controls against deviance for both sexes. Canter (1982) failed to find differences in the 

nature and degree of family bonding between males and females. Past research has 

suggested that the nature of family bonding is more important for deterring delinquency 

among females than males. In contrast. Canter (1982) found that "the association between 

family bonds and delinquent behavior was significantly greater for males than females" 

challenging "the assumption that the family context is significant mainly for females" 

(p. 163). The deterrent effect for males was found primarily in relation to serious offenses. 

Gove and Cmtchfield (1982) also investigated the impact of the family relationship on 

delinquency. Using parental reports of delinquent behavior, correlations were made with 

several family related variables including, "race, socioeconomic status, marital status," 

"space for the children, parents' knowledge of the child's friends, the degree the parents 

felt hassled by their children, the parents' supportive behavior," physical punishment, 

"good marital interactions, poor marital interaction, the nature of the parent's interaction" 

(p. 305) with the child and a parent's nervous breakdown in the past year. 

Gove and Cmtchfield (1982) found that the strongest predictor of delinquency for both 

males and females is the nature of the parent-child relationship. They report that parents 

who have a poor relationship with their children may act in ways that encourage 

misbehavior or children who misbehave cause "negative feelings and actions on the part of 
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the parents" (p. 315). The marital status of the parents was a significant predictor for male 

delinquency, but not for female delinquency. For those from intact families, poor marital 

relations was a predictor of male delinquency, but not female delinquency, and good 

marital relations were not significantly related to either. The knowledge or lack of 

knowledge of the adolescent's friends was only slightly related to delinquency for males. 

The relationship for females was stronger. These researchers also report that the use of 

physical punishment is a significant predictor of delinquency among both males and 

females. In addition, history of mental illness also appears to affect the prevalence of 

delinquency. For intact families, a history of a nervous breakdown for either parent was 

not significantly related to delinquency in girls. However, with boys, a father's nervous 

breakdown was a predictor of delinquency and a mother's breakdown appeared to be a 

mild deterrent. A nervous breakdown for either parent did not affect delinquency in girls in 

intact families, but in single parent households, it appears to decrease delinquency. The 

variables that appear to have no effect for males or females included (1) being supportive of 

the child, (2) experiencing children as a hassle, or (3) having enough space for the child. 

Family stmcture or family intactness is another familial factor that has been tied to 

juvenile behavior. It has been found that children from "broken homes" report significantly 

higher rates of delinquent behavior than children from intact homes (Canter, 1982). As one 

might expect, "broken homes" impact boys and girls in different ways. Canter (1982) 

found that "boys from broken homes reported more delinquent behavior than giris from 

broken homes" (p. 163) with the exception of home related delinquency which includes 

"damaging home and family property, mnning away, stealing from family and hitting 

parents" (p. 153). 

Dombusch et al. (1985) also reports a relationship between delinquency and family 

stmcture. These authors found that children living in a single-parent household are more 

likely to engage in delinquent activity than children living in a household with both 
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biological parents. They also found that having an additional adult in the household 

significantly decreases rates of delinquent behavior, especially among males. 

Steinberg (1987) continued to investigate the additional adult hypotheses by 

investigating the rates of delinquent behavior among boys and girls who live in biologically 

intact households, single parent, mother only households and step-parent households. 

Steinberg suggested that if the additional adult hypothesis was accurate, rates of 

delinquency in the intact family and step-parents households would be the same but lower 

than the single parent households. He failed to find support for the additional adult 

hypothesis and concluded that differences in delinquent behavior among children from 

broken homes may be less related to the presence of an additional adult, present for 

supervision purposes, but more related to increased susceptibility to peer pressure. He 

found that adolescents from broken homes are more susceptible to peer pressure. Children 

from single parent households were most susceptible, followed by children from step

parent households and finally children from intact family households. 

Families also pass on cultural norms to their children as does the social environment in 

which the child interacts. Kapsis (1978) proposed the cultural transmission theory, 

suggesting that "the greater the strength of criminal traditions in a neighborhood, the greater 

the likelihood it's youngsters will engage in delinquent activity" (p. 460). The "knowledge 

of techniques and allegiance to values, norms and definitions conducive to breaking the law 

are important if not necessary conditions of delinquency" (p. 460). However, Kapsis 

failed to find support for his cultural transmission theory. Kapsis compared three 

neighborhoods with varying degrees of criminal activity. He proposed that the most 

criminal neighborhood would produce more delinquent adolescents. He found that the 

adolescents from the most criminal neighborhood were not significantly more delinquent 

and concluded that the family served as a protective factor against the cultural transmission 

of criminal activity. 
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Peer Groups 

Another important reference group for adolescents is the peer group. Joseph (1995) 

found that having delinquent companions is a significant predictor of delinquency. 

Juveniles tend not to commit delinquent acts alone (Canter 1982). Gold (1970) found that 

only 25% of reported offenses in his study were committed alone. He concluded that 

juvenile-delinquent activity "seems to be most often a teen-group activity" (p. 83). 

For many adolescents, peer group activity often includes gang involvement. 

Chesney-Lind, Rockhill, Marker and Reyes (1994) investigated the relationship between 

gang involvement and juvenile delinquency. These researchers found that gang members 

reported significantiy more involvement in delinquent activity, they are more likely to carry 

a weapon, to be involved in theft and to report more dmg dealing and use than non-

delinquents. The most serious offenses for those delinquents who claim gang membership 

is likely to include violence and the most serious offense for those who did not claim gang 

membership is likely to be theft. 

Gender differences have been found with respect to delinquent activity committed in 

groups. Canter (1982) reported that males are more likely to commit criminal acts while 

with their peers, while females are more likely to engage in such behavior on their own. 

Steinberg (1987) suggested that these differences exist because males are more susceptible 

to peer pressure than females. 

Psychological and Emotional Variables 

Several psychological and emotional variables have been used to gain a better 

understanding of the intemal motivates of juvenile delinquency, such as, impulsivity, 

sensation seeking, hedonism, pleasure seeking and negative affective states. Grande 
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(1988) reports that "historically, delinquents were characterized as impulsive, hyperactive 

and inattentive" (p. 209) 

In a review of delinquency literature, Farrington (1993) concluded that most offenses, 

such as shoplifting, auto theft and vandalism, committed by individuals below the age of 

17 years were committed for hedonistic, excitement or pleasure seeking motives. He also 

suggests that this desire for excitement might be better understood through the biological 

concept of homeostasis. The concept of homeostasis suggests that an organism engages in 

behaviors to maintain physiological states, such as seeking food or water to satisfy hunger 

and thirst, and possibly seeking exciting events to maintain levels of arousal (Farley & 

Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). 

Farley and Sewell (1976) found that "delinquents may be characterized as having a 

higher optimal level of stimulation than non-delinquents" (p. 316). The environment that a 

high-stimulus seeker lives in helps determine if he/she will engage in delinquent activity or 

not. If he/she lives in a environment that is rich in appropriate stimuli, there will be no 

need to seek additional stimuli. "However, if an environment does not provide sufficient 

amount or variety of socially acceptable experiences, then a high-stimulation seeker will be 

more likely to become delinquent" (p.316). 

Farrington (1993) suggests that "impulsive children, and those with a poor ability to 

manipulate abstract concepts, may be more likely to offend because they do not give 

sufficient consideration to the possible long-term consequences of offending" (p. 234). He 

also believes that "impulsivity is a key concept linking hedonism, arousal and rational 

choice. Impulsive people tend to be hedonistic and selfish, tend to be sensation seekers 

because of their low arousal, and tend to give more weight to immediate gratification as 

opposed to longer term and consistent benefits in their decisions" (p. 229). 

Negative emotional states, such as depression, anxiety, fmstration and anger, that 

cause psychological discomfort have been used mainly to explain aggressive behavior. 
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Berkowitz "suggests that psychological discomfort, depression, anxiety and physical pain, 

as well as goal-blockage, instigate aggression" (Felson, 1992, p.2). He states that 

"aversive events in general lead to aggression" because "they produce negative affect" (p. 

2). Mueller suggests that a negative affective state leads to aggression "because it impedes 

behavior, produces stimulus overload, and creates feelings of annoyance, irritability and 

discomfort" (Felson, 1992, p. 2). These negative emotional states, in many cases, result in 

a need for revenge. In their study of elementary aged antisocial boys and non-antisocial 

boys, Dishion, Andrews and Crosby (1995) found that antisocial boys have a "tendency to 

reciprocate in kind to a negative behavior" (p. 148). Black suggests that most criminally 

violent acts reflect a decision "to personally settie grievances (Felson, 1992, p. 3). Black 

"argues that much theft and vandalism also reflects grievances" (p. 3). 

Felson (1992) investigated the emotional and psychological antecedents of 

delinquency and found that both negative affective states and the desire to take revenge lend 

support to Black's theory that other types of delinquent behavior, other than violence, 

reflect a grievance against a victim. Felson reports that "grievances are expressed in a 

variety of ways, including crimes like theft and vandalism, usually associated with other 

motives" (p. 12). 

Many children are exposed to at least one of the above contributing factors to 

delinquency, but they do not engage in delinquent behavior. Smith et al. (1995) found that 

"the number of risk factors youth are exposed to strongly related to the prevalence of 

serious delinquency" (p. 231). These investigators examined the risk and protective 

qualities of a number of home, financial, educational and peer related variables. They 

found that incidence of delinquency increased with the number of risk factors that the 

adolescents were exposed to. They also found that these children can be buffered from 

negative outcomes when protective factors are in place. Significant protective factors 

included high achievement in reading and math, a commitment to school, attachment to 
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teachers, plans to attend college, positive peer activities, parental supervision and a strong 

parent-child attachment. Similar to the risk factors, exposure to higher numbers of 

protective factors appear to increase resilience to delinquency. To the surprise of the 

investigators, other variables that were thought to have some protective qualities were not 

significant. These variables included "parent's values about college; youth's closeness to 

another adult; parent's involvement in child's activities' and youth's involvement in 

prosocial and religious activities" (p. 234). These investigators were impressed by the 

strength of the school related variables in increasing resilience to delinquency and suggest 

manipulating the school environment to support the at-risk adolescents. 

Intelligence 

Since the early 19(X)'s, delinquency and intelligence have been associated with each 

other in the literature. In a review of the literature. Binder (1988) reported that beginning in 

1914 with Goddard, research suggests that on average, delinquents were more 

"feebleminded" than non-delinquents. The Goddard studies (Binder, 1988) found that the 

percentage of "feeblemindedness" among delinquents was as high as 89%. Sutherland 

(Binder, 1988) reviewed literature investigating the connection between delinquency and 

low intelligence. It was determined that the percentages of low intelligence scores among 

the delinquent population decreased from 51% to 20% between 1910 and 1928. 

Sutherland credits this decrease to better testing techniques and an increase in the 

sophistication of the testers. 

Binder (1988) reports that another milestone in the investigation of a link between 

delinquency and intelligence came in 1947 when Merrill published the results of her 10 year 

study comparing adolescents who were referred to juvenile court and those who were not. 

This researcher concluded that adolescents referred to juvenile court "are more mentally 

defective than are school-aged children in general" (p. 261). She also concluded that the 
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"defective child is more likely to be caught than the normal child; the defective child is less 

likely to have a supportive home environment, making court referral more likely; and the 

defective child is more likely to be a tmant or a school misfit, again making court referral 

more likely" (p. 261). 

After a survey of the research is the area, Caplan concluded "that the average IQ of 

delinquent was about 92 - that is, about 8 points below the average of non-delinquent" 

(Binder, 1988, p. 262); however, when using an IQ measure with a mean of 100 and a 

standard deviation of 15, an 8 point discrepancy is not significant when predicting 

individual differences. 

Flirschi and Hindelang (1977) report that "textbooks in crime and delinquency ignore 

IQ or impatiently explain to the reader that IQ is no longer taken seriously by 

knowledgeable students simply because no differences worth considering have been 

revealed by research" (p. 572). These investigators go on to say that "the textbooks are 

wrong" and that IQ is "at least as important as social class or race" (p. 572). After an 

extensive review of the research in this area, they concluded that IQ is related to official 

delinquency, "in fact, it is as important in predicting official delinquency as social class or 

race" (p. 576) and "is more important than race and social class" (p. 577) in predicting self-

reported delinquency. 

The cause of this link between delinquency and intelligence is as disputed as the 

possibility of a link. Farrington (1993) suggests that "children with low intelligence may be 

more likely to offend because they tend to fail in school and, hence, cannot achieve their 

goals legally" (p. 234). This position is supported by Binder (1988). He states that "low 

IQ leads to poor performance in school and a concomitant poor attitude toward school 

makes the youngster more likely to commit a delinquency act" (Binder, 1988, p. 263). 

Quay (Binder, 1988) also reports differences in measured IQ (8 points) between 

delinquents and non-delinquents, but suggests that the relationship is due to lower verbal 
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performance on these measures. Lower verbal abilities cause a "general disadvantage in 

social interactions which, in tum, leads to eariy troublesome, and eventually, delinquent 

behavior" (p. 263). 

Academic Achievement 

Other investigators report that few, if any, differences exist in measured intelligence 

but find significant differences in academic achievement. It is reported that the "average 

juvenile delinquent had an average IQ" but, "lagged in academic achievement 3 to 5 years 

behind grade placement" (McKay & Brumback, 1980, p. 1224). Grande (1988) reported 

"school failure is frequentiy associated with deviant behavior" (p. 210). Delinquency and 

academic failure are clearly associated (Hinshaw, 1992a, 1992b) and "school failure 

precedes misconduct in the causal process" (Phillips & Kelly, 1979, 

p. 194). 

Hirschi (1977) states that the "best predictor of delinquency in American society is 

difficulty in school" and "those who do poorly in school are considerably more likely than 

those who do well to end up in trouble with the law" (p. 334). Hirschi provides two 

reasons for the relationship between poor academic performance and juvenile delinquency. 

First, "in school as in the family, the bond of affection or respect is crucial" (p. 334). The 

student who is not successful in school leams to not like school and eventually "will deny 

the legitimacy of the school's authority" (p. 335) and the need for an education. A student 

who does well in school plans to go to college and become a professional with the 

associated benefits of high pay and position in society. These students are less likely to 

risk their future by engaging in delinquent activity. The underachiever, however, is usually 

placed on a vocational track which leads to lower paying jobs and less prestige. "His 

prospects for future status are not bright; there appears to be little connection between his 

present behavior (inside and outside the classroom) and his adult life" (p. 335). The 
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apparent risk to future status associated with delinquent behavior is minimal and therefore 

the deterrent is minimal. 

Second, by completing school or by dropping out of school, a student comes one step 

closer to the adult world. They "become in one sense an adult," adopting "attitudes and 

behavior pattems normally reserved for adults" (Hirschi, 1977, p. 335). "Adult behavior 

on the part of children comes close to being delinquent in it own right and is, in any event, 

conducive to actual delinquency" (p. 335). 

Juvenile Delinquency and Leaming Disabilities 

Leaming-disabled adolescents make up a significant percentage of the juvenile-

delinquent population. Fleener (1987) reported that the typical delinquent from her sample 

was "white, male and has a leaming disability" (p. 327). The prevalence of leaming 

disabilities among juvenile delinquents varies widely from study to study. Morgan (1979) 

found that administrators of juvenile correctional facilities from 50 states and 5 U.S. 

territories reported that 10.59% of their juveniles had been identified as leaming disabled. 

Broder et al. (1981) reported that 36% of their juvenile-delinquent sample was leaming-

disabled. Fleener (1987) found that 62% of her adjudicated sample were leaming disabled 

and Berman reported the prevalence of leaming disabilities to be 70% or greater in the 

delinquent population (Brier, 1989). Within the normal population of school aged children 

the prevalence of leaming disabilities is between 5 and 16% (Zimmerman et al., 1981). 

The National Center for State Courts found that children with leaming disabilities are "more 

than twice as likely" to be involved in delinquent activity when compared to non-leaming-

disabled children and "these results remained essentially unchanged when such variables as 

socioeconomic status, family size and family intactness were controlled" (Dunivant, 1982, 

p. 546). 
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Still other researchers have found no significant connection between leaming 

disabilities and juvenile delinquency or increase in percentages of leaming disabilities 

among the juvenile-delinquent population. Pastemack and Lyon (1982) report that "the 

results of this study do not support the popular contention that the majority of juvenile 

delinquents exhibit leaming disabilities" (p. 10). Broder et al. (1981) also report that their 

results "do not support the conclusion that leaming-disabled boys engage in more 

delinquent behavior than non-leaming-disabled boys" (p. 847). Pickar and Tori (1986) 

found that "among nonadjudicated youths, leaming disability was not found to be 

significantiy associated with juvenile delinquency" (p. 429). 

The extreme variation in the numbers of juvenile delinquents being identified as 

leaming-disabled could be due to the inappropriate labeling of leaming disabilities. The 

"Leaming-disabled" label is defined in Public Law 94-142 [the Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act, 1975| (Lindsey et al., 1986): 

"Specific leaming disabilities" means a disorder in one or more of 
the basic psychological processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability 
to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical calculations. 
The term includes such condition as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term 
does not include children who have leaming problems which are primarily the 
result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional 
disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage. 
(P.L. 94-142, as cited in Silver, 1990, p. 395) 

For the purpose of diagnosis and academic placement, a specific leaming disability is 

determined by a significant discrepancy, usually 15 points, between measured intellectual 

ability and measured achievement. Measured intellectual ability is usually determined using 

a standardized measure of intelligence and achievement is measured using a standardized 

achievement test. Leaming disabilities can be diagnosed in a number of functional and 

academic areas including: memory, perception, perceptual-motor, thinking, language, 

reading, mathematics, spelling and writing (Lindsey et al., 1986). According to 
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Lombardo and Lombardo (1991), sometimes "placement decisions have little to do with 

objective findings from standardized tests" (p. 113). "Instead, the decision to place 

students in LD programs is more related to non-objective factors such as sex, 

socioeconomic status (SES), race and physical attractiveness" (pp. 113-114). At times, 

juvenile delinquents are improperiy labeled leaming-disabled (Culliver & Sigler, 1991). 

The average delinquent has an average measured IQ (Culliver & Sigler, 1991) and lags "in 

academic achievement 3 to 5 years behind grade placement" (McKay & Bmmback, 1980, 

p. 1224). These characteristics of some juvenile delinquents may result in a label of 

leaming-disabled without appropriate testing. 

Three theories have been proposed to account for the link between leaming disabilities 

and juvenile delinquency: (I) the school failure theory, (2) the susceptibility theory, and (3) 

the differential treatment theory (Cannon & Compton, 1980; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). The 

school failure hypothesis "holds that leaming disabilities produce academic failure, which 

leads to a negative self-image, which in tum results in school dropout and delinquent 

behavior (Waldie & Spreen, 1993, p. 417). Low self esteem has been identified in 

leaming-disabled students by several researchers (Bender, 1987; Lincoln & Chazan, 1979) 

and according to the school failure theory, may predispose them toward delinquent activity. 

Waldie and Spreen report that "the opportunity for delinquency is increased if the youth 

with LD associates with delinquency-prone peer groups to satisfy increased needs for 

recognition and success to compensate for school failure" (p. 417). 

According to Murray (1976), negative self-image may develop in leaming-disabled 

children if they are perceived as socially awkward and unattractive. Bryan and Bryan 

(1978) and LaGreca (1981) found evidence that leaming-disabled children are perceived by 

both peers and teachers as less attractive and acceptable than non-leaming-disabled 

children. Wright and Stimmel (1984) found that even leaming-disabled-university students 
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viewed themselves more negatively than non-leaming-disabled university students. These 

leaming-disabled students also reported more delinquent acts than the control students. 

Dunivant (1982) suggests that "the negative self-image and sense of frustration 

resulting from failure in school could motivate the leaming-disabled student to strike back 

at society in anger and retaliation" (p. 5). McKay and Bmmback (1980) reported that LD 

students "are labeled by teachers and peers as different, which may alienate them from 

"normal society." If children reject social institutions (such as school), they may seek 

altemative, frequently delinquent, activities" (p. 1223). 

In support of the school failure theory, Keilitz and Dunivant (1986) found that 

remediation of academic skills results in a decrease in delinquent activity of leaming-

disabled adolescents. Traynelis-Yurek and Giacobbe (1988) also found that remediation of 

academic skills affects the rate of reincarceration. These researchers found that 

"unremediated juvenile delinquents with leaming disabilities have approximately twice the 

reincarceration rate of remediated leaming-disabled juvenile delinquents" (p. 173) 

However, Waldie and Spreen (1993) failed to replicate these results, reporting that 

delinquents who received special help in school continued to be involved in delinquent 

activities and Pickar and Tori (1986) failed to find significant differences in self concept 

(self-esteem) between leaming-disabled and non-leaming-disabled children. 

The susceptibility theory proposes that certain personality characteristics, such as a "lack 

of impulse control, inability to anticipate consequences of actions, irritability, 

suggestibility, the tendency to act out" (Waldie & Spreen, 1993, p. 417), poor social 

perceptions, an "inability to anticipate the future consequences of actions" (Dunivant, 1982, 

p. 5), and emotional lability (Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991) result in increased 

susceptibility to delinquent activity. Sikorski (1991) reports that the typical profile of a 

leaming-disabled adolescent includes behavioral characteristics like "atttentional problems, 

hyperactivity, low frustration tolerance, poor impulse control, peer relationship difficulties. 
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perhaps some tendency to be excessively aggressive, and some difficulty in appropriate 

modulation of affect or ability to show appropriate empathy" (p. 744). These adolescents 

have more difficulty controlling anger, are highly sensitive to fmstration, are irritable, have 

a tendency to act out and may be excessively aggressive (Brier, 1989; Comwall & 

Bawden, 1992; Epstein et al., 1985; Sikorski, 1991; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). 

The differential treatment hypothesis suggests that LD children are treated differently in 

the schools and by the justice system. Researchers have found that leaming-disabled 

youths do not engage in more juvenile-delinquent behavior than non-leaming-disabled 

youths, but they are more likely to be arrested, twice as likely to be adjudicated by the 

juvenile justice system, receive harsher punishments and have greater rates of recidivism 

and parole violation (Broder et al., 1981; Culliver & Sigler, 1991; Larson, 1988; 

Zimmerman et al., 1981). It has been proposed that these children are treated differently 

due to their difficulty interacting and communicating with officials. Denckla (1983) found 

that there is a relatively high incidence of poor social perceptions skills in leaming-disabled 

students. These children have difficulty recognizing and labeling facial expressions and the 

body language of others and therefore fail to recognize or misinterpret social interactions 

(Axelrod, 1982; Wiig & Harris, 1974). As a result of language deficits, these children may 

have difficulties with knowing when, where and to whom to talk in the juvenile justice 

system and less able to appropriately edit communications to juvenile justice officials 

(Dudley-Marling, 1985). Language deficits also have been associated with poor verbal 

mediation and deficiencies in self regulation (Camp, 1977), social problem solving 

(Kazden, 1987), moral reasoning and perspective taking (Arbuthnot et al., 1987). 

Individuals with poor language skills also may display more inappropriate and abrasive 

behavior when interacting with officials and as a result may receive harsher punishment 

(Brier, 1989). LD adolescents are not as adept in concealing their behavior and, due to 

poor social skills, may be less able to interact with police officers (Culliver & Sigler, 1991) 
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and when caught by the police, LD adolescents are more likely to display irrational 

behavior like mnning away and less likely to accept consequences (Pearl & Byran, 1994). 

Waldie and Spreen (1993) compared the school failure theory and the susceptibility 

theory and found little support for the school failure hypothesis. They found that leaming-

disabled adolescents who persisted in delinquent behavior did not differ from those who 

did not in school failure or self-esteem. They did find, however, that the delinquent LD 

adolescents were more likely to be suspended from school, possibly leading to increased 

delinquency. Levin et al. (1985) also report that leaming-disabled youth have significantly 

higher rates of dropout than non-leaming-disabled youth. Waldie and Spreen (1993) did 

find considerable support for the susceptibility theory. They report that the juveniles who 

persisted in delinquency activity reported poorer judgment leading to poor perception of 

social cues. The delinquent juveniles also were found to be more impulsive and 

hyperactive. They were not more likely to be argumentative, to lose their temper, be bossy 

or he disobedient. These investigators conclude that "it is not school failure per se that 

leads to delinquency, rather, certain personality traits are implicated that leave the child with 

leaming disabilities more susceptible to delinquent acts" (p. 422). They also report that LD 

appear to be "linked to certain underdeveloped personality skills, such as general 

impulsiveness and poor judgment. A deficiency in these skills may lead to increased 

susceptibility to delinquent behavior through unwise social choices." (p. 422) 

Other investigators have found support for both the susceptibility and the school 

failure theory. Sikorski (1991) identified a number of personality variables that support the 

susceptibility theory. He also reports that aggressive or disruptive behavior "may be the 

initial reflections of their distress upon their self-esteem and sense of competence" (p. 744) 

lending some support to the school failure hypothesis. Pihl and McLaron (1984) attempted 

to constmct a model with parameters from both theories. These investigators made 

measurements in the "areas of self-satisfaction, delinquency, flexibility, sociability and 

106 



social skills" (p. % ) . They found that these children were "less self-satisfied, more 

delinquent, and less flexible as compared to normal control subjects" (p. 99). They also 

report that the combination "of social skills and sociability in a discriminant analysis were 

useful in discriminating between the LD and the control subjects" (p. 99). 

In spite of the academic, social and behavioral problems that many leaming-disabled 

adolescents display, the fact remains that the majority of LD adolescents do not become 

delinquent (Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991). There may be two distinct groups of leaming-

disabled children: those who adapt to their leaming disability and leam to accommodate 

their areas of weakness and those who do not and, as a result, may be more likely to 

become involved in delinquent activity (Perlmutter, 1987). It has been proposed that the 

link between juvenile delinquency and leaming disabilities may be more complex than 

earlier thought and needs a "more complex, multifactorial explanation" (Brier, 1989, p. 

546) A combination of both the school failure hypothesis and the susceptibility theory may 

be more appropriate than either alone. A miltifactorial approach to understanding juvenile 

delinquency should include the self-esteem variable of the school failure theory and the 

personality characteristics of the susceptibility theory. This combination of variables can be 

found in the negative affectivity and arousability constmcts investigated by Pandina et al. 

(1992) in the context of substance abuse. 

Negative Affect and Arousability 

Negative affectivity (NA) is thought to be "a mood-dispositional dimension" that 

"reflects pervasive individual differences in negative emotionality and self-concept" 

(Watson & Clark, 1984, p. 465). NA is a bipolar construct ranging from high to low 

levels of negative emotions (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Persons with high-NA "tend to be 

distressed and upset and have a negative view of self, whereas those low on the dimension 

are relatively content and secure and satisfied with themselves" (Watson & Clark, 1984, 
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p. 465) NA is a pervasive personality characteristic in which the person is "distressed, 

upset, nervous and tense even in the absence of extemal stressors" (Pandina et al., 1992, 

p. 181) and includes such affective states "as anger, guilt, self-dissatisfaction, a sense of 

rejection," (King et al., 1991, p. 442) scom, revulsion and sadness (i.e., depression) 

(Watson & Clark, 1984). Individuals who measure high on this dimension "are especially 

sensitive and hyperreactive to minor failures and the hassles of daily living" and "tend to 

dwell on and amplify mistakes, frustration, disappointments, threats and, presumably, 

other conditions and circumstances that have the potential to evoke discrete uncomfortable 

emotional states such as fear, anger, disgust and contempt" (Pandina et al., 1992, p. 181). 

These people "are more likely to report distress, discomfort, and dissatisfaction over time 

and regardless of the situation, even in the absence of any overt or objective source of 

stress" (Watson & Clark, 1984, p. 483) Pandina et al. (1992) report that the NA factor 

identified in their study is composed of increased levels of depression, anxiety, hostility 

and emotional outbursts. They also report NA includes high interpersonal sensitivity, self-

derogation, lack of personal and social competence and a lack of self-acceptance. 

According to both Watson and Clark (1984) and Watson and Tellegen (1985), positive 

affectivity is the second dimension that makes up a person's mood stmcture. Positive 

affectivity (PA) is an independent bipolar construct, separate from negative affectivity 

(Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Individuals with high-PA are active, elated, enthusiastic, 

excited and have "a zest for life" (p. 221). On the low end, individuals are described as 

drowsy, dull, sleepy and sluggish. Watson and Tellegen (1985) emphasize that with both 

NA and PA, "the high end of each dimension represents a state of emotional arousal (or 

high affect) whereas the low end of each factor is most cleariy and strongly defined by 

terms reflecting a relative absence of affective involvement" (p. 221). Pandina et al. (1992) 

report that their positive affect factor (PA) is composed of high self-esteem, achievement 

orientation and overall hardiness. 
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Arousability also is a bipolar constmct, thought to be characterized as "an enduring 

state of excitatory potential that may be evoked by intemal and extemal cues" (Pandina et 

al., 1992, p. 182). It has been proposed that people have an optimum level of arousal and 

that they work to maintain a level of homeostasis with respect to arousal in the same 

manner that organisms act to maintain other biological variables such as body temperature 

and nutrient and fluid levels. It has been proposed that if the level of arousal falls below 

the optimum level, the organism will engage in behaviors to raise the intemal level of 

arousal. The organism may engage in impulsive, sensation-seeking behavior to raise the 

level of arousal. If the level of arousal is above the optimum or desired level, the organism 

will seek to lower the level of arousal (Farley & Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). Pandina 

et al. (1992) also identified an arousability factor. On the high end of their arousability 

factor is high levels of impulsivity, a lack of inhibition and a propensity towards sensation 

seeking behavior. 

Many emotional and psychological characteristics of negative affectivity and high 

arousability have been identified within juvenile-delinquent population, some of which 

have been used to explain criminal behavior. These characteristics include depression, 

anxiety, anger, excitement seeking, impulsivity, a need for high amounts of stimulation and 

low levels of intemal control (Felson, 1992; Farley & Sewell, 1976; Farrington, 1993). 

In addition, many of these same emotional and psychological characteristics have been 

seen in the leaming-disabled population, and several have been proposed to predispose 

them toward delinquent behavior (Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991; Murray, 1976). As 

discussed earlier, leaming-disabled students have been characterized as having low self 

esteem, poor social perception skills, poor social skills and low levels of social competence 

(Bender, 1987; Bryan & Bryan, 1978; Brier, 1989; Denckla, 1983; LaGreca, 1981; 

Lincoln & Chazan, 1979; McConaughy & Ritter, 1986; Pihl & McLamon, 1984; Rourke & 

Fiske, 1981; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). They also have been characterized as emotionally 
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labile, highly sensitive to failure, impulsive, having poor attention spans and the tendency 

to engage in sensation seeking behaviors (Broder et al., 1981; Farley & Sewell, 1976; 

Lombardo & Lombardo, 1991; Pickar & Tori, 1986; Sikorski, 1991; Waldie & Spreen, 

1993). 

Alcohol and Dmg Use 

Adolescents who are involved in delinquent behavior are also likely to be involved in 

substance use (Dembo et. al., 1993; Irvin & Maag, 1993; Tarter & Mezzich, 1992), but the 

direction of the relationship between substance use and delinquency is unknown. Many 

researchers support the view that delinquency precedes substance use while others suggest 

the opposite (Irvin & Maag, 1993). Glantz (1992) reported that delinquent behaviors serve 

as a risk factor for substance abuse; however, Waldie and Spreen (1993) reported that 

"drinking alcohol may play a role in subsequent delinquency" (p. 422). 

Kandel and Davis (19%) investigated the progression through different stages of drug 

use. The stages identified by these researchers included (1) alcohol and tobacco use, (2) 

marijuana use but not other illicit drugs, (3) other illicit drugs not including cocaine or crack 

cocaine, (4) cocaine use not including crack cocaine, (5) crack cocaine. The progression 

through these stages of dmg use were associated with different social and academic 

variables. "Students who use illicit drugs," of any kind, "show deficits in school 

performance, quality of family relationships and health and increased psychological 

symptoms" (p. 71). "Compared with nonusers, they are more delinquent and more 

actively involved with their peers and live in social environments in which the perceived 

use of dmgs by other adolescents and parents is more extensive" (p. 71). They also report 

that the rate of delinquent behavior increases with each higher stage of use; however, they 

also report that "two factors that underiie progression to almost every stage are degree of 

perceived dmg use in the peer group and extent of delinquent participation" (p. 77). 
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It is unknown if delinquency causes substance use, substance use causes delinquency, 

or if substance use and delinquency are the "manifestation of a general tendency toward 

deviance" (Dembo et. al., 1993, p. 201). Donovan and Jessor reported that "the 

interconnectedness of alcohol, other dmg use and delinquent behavior among the youths 

represented in these studies have lead researchers to conclude that they are manifestations 

of a general tendency toward deviance" (Dembo et al., 1992 p. 207) 

In an attempt to test methods for identifying youths as at risk for deviant behavior, 

Dembo et al. (1992) interviewed male and female detainees in a Florida youth detention 

facility. These authors used self-report measures of alcohol, marijuana and other illicit 

drug use and delinquency measure. Using "stmctural equations model separating general 

and specific deviance components of deviant behavior" (p. 200), they concluded that 

"results of our examination of the model of general and specific deviance lead to the 

conclusion that, with one exception, each behavior is, in part, a manifestation of a general 

tendency toward deviance and, in part, a unique phenomenon" (p. 207). 

In addition to being involved in criminal activity, leaming disabled juvenile 

delinquents may be at increased risk for substance abuse. It has been determined that 

significantiy more leaming-disabled individuals come from families with a history of 

alcoholism and that a family history of alcoholism increases the risk of alcohol abuse 

(Glenn & Parsons, 1987). It has been reported that leaming-disabled adolescents may be 

impulsive, aggressive and hyperactive (Brier, 1989; Broder et al., 1981; Comwall & 

Bawden, 1992; Sikorski, 1991; Waldie & Spreen, 1993). Longitudinal studies have 

determined that alcoholics were "impulsive, aggressive and restiess as children" (Glenn & 

Parsons, 1989, p. 118; Jones, 1968; McCord et al., 1960). 

As reported above, leaming-disabled juvenile delinquents display characteristics of 

individuals who measure high on negative affectivity and arousability including low self 

esteem, poor social skills, increased levels of depression and anxiety and difficulty 
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inhibiting or controlling their actions. Given the presence of these emotional constmcts 

within the leaming-disabled population, these students also may be more susceptible to 

substance abuse. Pandina Johnson and Labouvie (1992) found a strong relationship 

between negative affectivity and high arousability and "various aspects of drug-abuse 

vulnerability, including use intensity, problematic consequences and motivation for use, as 

well as risk for use initiation" (p. 200). They report that negative affectivity is a significant 

"contributor to coping use and negative use outcomes" and high arousability is "most 

strongly related to use intensity and increased risk for initiation" (p. 203). Farrington 

(1993) suggested that when levels of arousal fall below an optimum level, an organism 

will engage in activities to increase arousal. Pandina et al. (1992) proposed that individuals 

may engage in substance use or abuse to achieve or to maintain heightened arousal states. 

In conclusion, a number of risk factors have been identified with respect to juvenile 

delinquency and leaming disabilities, some of which can not be modified or would be 

difficult to modify, including age, sex, race, SES and family environment. Other variables 

such as academic achievement, poor social skills, depression, anxiety, substance use and 

even impulsivity and sensation seeking behavior can be modified or more appropriate 

outlets can be developed. Achievement levels can be increased with appropriate academic 

intervention. Social skills can be taught. Depression and anxiety can be controlled with 

medical and therapeutic assistance. Alcohol and drug intervention programs can be put in 

place and by using self-management techniques, and possible medical intervention, 

impulsivity can be decreased and more appropriate behaviors can be identified to meet the 

need for sensation seeking drives. 

Conclusion 

Juvenile delinquency is an ever increasing concem in society today. Juvenile 

delinquents are responsible for a significant amount of criminal activities and require 
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significant financial, legal and educational resources. A number of risk factors have been 

identified in the academic literature including age, race, SES, familial variables, peer 

groups, psychological and emotional variables, intelligence, academic achievement and 

leaming disabilities. Investigators have reported that the prevalence of leaming disabilities 

within the juvenile delinquent population is higher than that in the normal school aged 

population and have proposed a number of hypotheses to explain the high prevalence rates 

of leaming disabilities within this population. Two of the more prominent hypotheses are 

the school failure hypothesis and the susceptibility hypothesis. The school failure 

hypothesis suggests that due to school failure, adolescents develop a low self-esteem and 

engage in criminal activity to raise or mediate their self-esteem. The susceptibility 

hypothesis suggests that leaming-disabled students posses personality variables that 

increase their susceptibility to delinquent activity. 

A better understanding of leaming disabilities and juvenile delinquency may be found 

using a combination of these theories and other psycho-social variables found in the 

constructs of high-negative affectivity and high-arousability. Pandina et al. (1991) used 

these constructs to understand substance abuse in the adult population and were found to be 

composed of high depression and anxiety, emotional lability, self-derogation, low self-

esteem, impulsivity, poor inhibition and sensation seeking. In addition, these constructs 

also include poor personal competence and social competence . These variables identified 

as composing negative affectivity and arousability have also been identified in the leaming 

disabled population, many of which are thought to predispose these students toward 

delinquent activity. 

Many of the risk factors for juvenile delinquency can not be adjusted including sex, race 

and SES; however a more comprehensive theory of the link between leaming disabilities 

and juvenile delinquent may provide better treatment options for those risk factors that can 

be mediated. A theory that included variables such as depression, anxiety, poor social 
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skills, low self-esteem, sensation seeking and poor impulse control could lend itself to a 

number of treatment options both in the medical and psychological realm including 

medication, counseling and self-management techniques. 
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APPENDIX B 

EXPANDED RESULTS 

115 



Table B.l 

Number of Subjects by Category and 

CATEGORY 

Gender 

Ethnicity 

Grade 

Age 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Caucasian 

African-American 

Hispanic 

Asian-American 

Caucasian/Hispanic 

African-American/ 
Hispanic 

a h e r 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

11-13 

14-15 

16-17 

Campus 

Lubbock County 
Youth Center 

16 

10 

26 

^ 
D 

7 

10 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

6 

10 

4 

3 

2 

13 

10 

Dorthy Lomax 
Altemative School 

53 

20 

73 

12 

7 

39 

1 

I 

2 

1 

12 

22 

23 

11 

5 

11 

30 

32 

Total 

69 

30 

99 

17 

14 

49 

1 

I 

4 

1 

14 

28 

33 

15 

8 

13 

43 

42 
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Table B.l (continued) 

CATEGORY 

Gender 

Ethnicity 

Grade 

Age 

Male 

Female 

Unknown 

Total 

Caucasian 

African-American 

Hispanic 

Asian-American 

Caucasian/Hispanic 

Caucasian/Asian 

African-American/ 
Hispanic 

Other 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

11-13 

14-15 

16-17 

18 

Frenship ISD 

13 

35 

0 

48 

24 

4 

9 

1 

2 

1 

0 

5 

0 

37 

11 

0 

0 

0 

34 

14 

0 

0 

Roosevelt ISD 

57 

95 

3 

155 

76 

11 

49 

0 

6 

0 

I 

10 

74 

23 

23 

9 

14 

4 

100 

30 

23 

1 

Total 

70 

130 

3 

203 

100 

15 

58 

I 

8 

1 

1 

15 

74 

60 

34 

9 

14 

4 

134 

44 

23 

1 
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Table B.2 

Current Grade Level Compared to Reading, Spelling and Arithmetic Achievement Levels for 
Non-Delinquent (NDEL) and Delinquent (DEL) Samples. 

Difference 

+ 7 years 

+ 6 years 

-1- 5 years 

+ 4 years 

-1- 3 years 

-1- 2 years 

+ 1 years 

+ 0 years 

- 1 years 

- 2 years 

3 years 

- 4 years 

- 5 years 

6 years 

- 7 years 

8 years 

- 9 years 

- 10 years 

- 11 years 

Reading 

1% 

14% 

12% 

9% 

0% 

6% 

9% 

17% 

5% 

9% 

8% 

4% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

2% 

0% 

1% 

1% 

NDEL 

Spelling 

1% 

4% 

8% 

7% 

0% 

3% 

6% 

22% 

15% 

14% 

7% 

4% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

Arithmetic 

3% 

22% 

12% 

9% 

0% 

2% 

12% 

18% 

9% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

4% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

0% 

Reading 

0% 

0% 

2% 

12% 

0% 

0% 

10% 

21% 

2% 

2% 

6% 

12% 

9% 

9% 

4% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

1% 

DEL 

Spelling 

0% 

0% 

2% 

4% 

0% 

0% 

5% 

20% 

8% 

8% 

7% 

7% 

9% 

7% 

7% 

9% 

3% 

1% 

1% 

Arithmeti 
c 

0% 

0% 

1% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

0% 

13% 

4% 

17% 

8% 

7% 

17% 

17% 

5% 

3% 

4% 

0% 

1% 
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Table B.3 

Current Grade Level Compared to Reading Achievement, Spelling Achievement and 
Arithmetic Achievement for Non-Delinquent (NDEL) and Delinquent (DEL) Samples. 
Sample Sizes, Means and Standard Deviations 

NDEL 

DEL 

Reading 

Spelling 

Arithmetic 

Reading 

Spelling 

Arithmetic 

N 

169 

182 

181 

98 

98 

98 

X 

.99 

-.34 

1.82 

-2.17 

-3.04 

-3.82 

SD 

3.86 

3.40 

3.84 

3.99 

3.64 

2.85 
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Table B.4 

Sample Size, Means and Standard Deviations for Affectivity and Arousability 
by Drug Use Category 

Dmg Use Category 

Non-User 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Alcohol Only 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Marijuana Only 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Alcohol/Marij nana 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Hard Drugs Only 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

N 

138 

138 

138 

32 

30 

31 

8 

7 

8 

45 

45 

45 

I 

1 

1 

X 

87.93 

12.96 

58.53 

122.11 

17.44 

51.94 

68.77 

15.23 

54.53 

133.22 

16.28 

50.70 

13.50 

17.75 

87.33 

SD 

53.76 

4.83 

14.522 

51.74 

4.05 

17.73 

63.11 

4.01 

18.19 

46.58 

4.70 

14.56 

.00 

.00 

.00 
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Table B.4 (continued) 

Dmg Use Category 

Alcohol/Hard Dmgs 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Marijuana/Hard 
Dmgs 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

Alcohol/Marijuana/ 
Hard Drugs 

Negative Affect 

Arousability 

Positive Affect 

N 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

51 

51 

51 

X 

115.08 

16.53 

53.54 

107.12 

18.13 

46.46 

128.36 

19.27 

50.71 

SD 

47.91 

3.56 

4.69 

63.44 

5.41 

1.44 

62.05 

3.95 

14.79 
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Table B.5 

Student's t test comparing Leaming Disabled (LD) and Non-Leaming Disabled (NLD) on 
Delinquency (Total Sample) 

N X SD t p-level 

LD 31 45.71 25.40 -.45 .3255 

NLD 208 43.44 25.40 

Table B.6 

Student's t test comparing Leaming Disabled (LD) and Non-Leaming Disabled (NLD) on 
Delinquency (Delinquenct Sample) 

N X SD t p-level 

LD 9 64.22 29.59 -.19 .4247 

NLD 74 62.54 24.45 

Table B.7 

Student's t test comparing Leaming Disabled (LD) and Non-Leaming Disabled (NLD) on 
Delinquency (Non-Delinquent Sample) 

N X SD t p-level 

LD 22 38.14 19.51 1.12 .1234 

NLD 134 32.89 20.52 
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Table B.8 

Standard Deviations, Means and Reliability Data for Negative Affect, Arousability, Positive 
Affect and Subscales 

Negative Affect 

Self-Derogation 

Anxiety 

Interpersonal Sensitivity 

Hostility 

Depression 

Emotional Outbursts 

Lack of Social-Competence 

Lack of Self-Acceptance 

Lack of Personal-Competence 

Arousability 

Impulsivity 

Experience Seeking 

Disinhibition 

Positive Affect 

Self-Esteem 

Achievement Orientation 

Hardiness 

SD 

58.14 

3.57 

7.47 

7.08 

6.71 

9.80 

3.16 

6.13 

4.16 

6.97 

5.16 

3.39 

1.64 

2.18 

4.73 

3.48 

3.04 

5.55 

X 

106.46 

6.04 

9.38 

9.97 

9.38 

12.22 

4.36 

8.60 

3.97 

7.91 

15.31 

8.04 

3.87 

4.34 

17.60 

10.19 

8.24 

19.28 

Cronbach 
Alpha 

.86 

.66 

.83 

.79 

.86 

.87 

.72 

.62 

.69 

.76 

.60 

.71 

.36 

.70 

.75 

.76 

.63 

.73 
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APPENDIX C 

MEASURES OF AFFECTIVITY AND AROUSAL 

(Pandina, Johnson & Labouvie, 1992) 
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Measures of Affectivity and Arousal 

Johns Hopkins Symptom Checklist (SCL-90-R) subscales 

interpersonal sensitivity 

depression 

anxiety 

hostility 

Use of emotional outbursts to deal with problems 

Self-derogation (dumb, mean) 

Stress due to lack of 

personal competence 

social competence 

self-acceptance 

Self-esteem (smart, good person) 

Personality Research Form (PRF-E) subscales 

Achievement Orientation 

Impulsivity 

Hardiness (Active, competitive, self-confident) 

Zuckerman Sensation Seeking subscales 

Disinhibition 

Experience Seeking 

(Pandina, Johnson & Labouvie, 1992) 

*The above subscales were calculated and combined into the appropriate affective or 
arousal constructs. 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER TO PARENTS AND 

CONSENT FORM 
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Dear Parents, 

Juvenile delinquency is an increasingly serious concem in our schools and 

community. Juveniles are vandalizing property, steeling from their community, 

using/abusing alcohol and dmgs, trafficking drugs and killing each other in the streets. 

Public officials are concemed about the public's safety, property loss and the cost of 

present and future incarceration of these juveniles. School administrators are concemed 

about how to retain these children in the school system while maintaining the integrity of 

the educational process. 

To better understand these troubled adolescents both normal and troubled adolescents 

will be surveyed and comparisons will be made between the two groups of students. The 

survey will include questions on temperament, substance use, and delinquent activity. It 

will also include a brief measure of intelligence and achievement. The survey will be 

conducted during school hours and will required only two one-hour sessions to administer. 

All responses to the survey will be kept confidential. 

As stated earlier, this is a confidential survey. No names will be 

placed on questionnaires and no interested person, school, or family 

member will be given access to any child's responses. The answers of the 

individual children will be combined into group results which will be made 

available to interested persons. 

If you wish for your child to participate in this study, and your child agrees to 

participate, please sign the consent form on the following page. If you have any questions 

pertaining to the study, please feel free to contact me at 742-3705 or Dr. Robert W. Bell at 

742-1752. 

Shelly Hook, M.A. 

127 



Consent Form 

I hereby give my consent for participation in the project entitled: Juvenile Delinquency 

and Leaming Disabilities: The Contribution of Negative Affectivity and High Arousability. 

I understand that the persons responsible for this project are Dr. Robert W. Bell, Ph.D. and 

Ms. Shelly Wilson Hook, M.A. and that they can be contacted at (806) 742-1752 or (806) 

742-3705. I understand that the objective of this study is to better understand adolescents 

who become involved in delinquent activities by comparing adolescents who have been 

identified as delinquent to those who have not, on several variables including temperament 

characteristics and substance use. 

I understand that the total duration of the project will be two one-hour blocks of time to 

administer the survey items, the intelligence measure, and the achievement test. 

I understand that only Ms. Shelly Wilson Hook and Dr. Robert W. Bell will have 

access to the information collected for this study. All information will remain strictly 

confidential, with no interested party being able to get that information. 

Dr. Robert W. Bell and Ms. Shelly Wilson Hook have agreed to answer any inquiries 

I may have conceming the procedures and I understand that I may contact the Texas Tech 

University Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects by writing 

them in care of the (Dffice of Research Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 

79409, or by calling 742-3884. 

I understand that there are no foreseeable risks associated with participation in the 

project. If this research project causes any physical injury to participants in this project, 

treatment is not necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health 

Center, nor is there necessarily any insurance carried by the University or its personnel 

applicable to cover any such injury. Financial compensation for any such injury must be 

provided through the participant's own insurance program. Further information about 

these matters may be obtained from Dr. Robert M. Sweazy, Vice Provos for Research, 
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742-3884, Room 203 Holden Hall, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, 79409. I 

understand that I may not derive therapeutic treatment from participation in this study. I 

understand that I may discontinue this study at any time I choose without penalty. 

Print Name 

Signature of Student: Date: 

Signature of Parent/Guardian or Authorized Representative: 

Date: 
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APPENDIX E 

REVISED DEMOGRAPHIC INVENTORY 

(Billings, 1994; Jaffe & Schuckit, 1981) 
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DEMOGRAPHIC INVENTORY 
This is a demographic inventory. All information will be used for research 

only and will be kept strictly confidentiaL If you are not sure of the answer to a 
question, please answer the best you can. Please try to answer every item. If you need 
more space to clarify a response, please write it out beside the question. 

1. Please circle the age bracket you are in: 
A B O D E 

11-13 14-15 16-17 18-19 20-OVER 

2. What is your ethnic background? 
A. Caucasian 
B. Afro-American 
C. Hispanic 
D. Asian 
E. Other 

3. Who do you live with? Circle all that apply. 
A. Biological mother 
B. Biological father 
C. Step-mother 
D. Step-father 
E. Grandparent 
F. AuntAJncle 
G. Other 

4. Have your parents ever been divorced? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

5. How would you describe the financial situation at home? 
A. Money doesn't seem to be a problem. We always have enough money. 
B. Things are pretty comfortable and we get to do extra things like go to the 

movies. 
C. Things are tight, but we seem to get by. 
D. Things are bad. We can't always pay our bills. 
E. Sometimes we have to rely on shelters and get food stamps and welfare. 

6. In general, how would you describe your grades? 
A. A's or A's and B's 
B. Mostly B's 
C. B's and C's 
D. Mostiy C's with sometimes a D 
E. Usually D's or F's 
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Now some questions about your use of drugs or alcohol. Remember, 
this information will be kept strictly confidential and has no legal value. 

Instmctions for the next questions. How many times do you estimate that you have 
taken the following substances to get "high"? If you aren't sure, please estimate as closely 
as you can. 

7. Marijuana (including hashish and THC). How many times in your life? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

8. How many times in the last 6 months? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

9. Hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, peyote, MCA, DMT, STP, psilocybin). 
How many times in you life? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

10. How many times in the last 6 months? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

11. Hard drugs (Speed, cocaine, downers). How many times in you life? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

12. How many times in the last 6 months? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

13. Alcohol of any kind? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

14. How many times in the last 6 months? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

15. Over the last 6 months, on average, how many days a month did you drink 
alcohol? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-5 6-8 9 or more 
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16. Over the last 6 months, on a day when you were drinking, 
how many drinks did you usually have in 24 hours? 

One drink is: 
- a 12 oz. can of beer - a single shot 
- a 4 oz. glass of wine - a single mixed drink 

A B C D E 
0 3-5 6-7 8-9 10 or more 

17. Solvents (glue, aerosols, toluene, gasoline, paint, etc.). How many times in 
your life? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

18. How many times in the last 6 months? 
A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

19. Do you use any of these tobacco products on a daily basis? 
A. none 
B. cigarettes/cigars 
C. Pipe 
D. Chewing tobacco/snuff 

20. When you use tobacco, where do you use it? Circle all that apply. 
A. At home 
B. At school 
C. In secret only 
D. At friends house 
E. Don't use 

21. Do you have a biological relative you would consider to be an alcoholic? 
A. Mother 
B. Father 
C. Sibling 
D. Aunt/Uncle 
E. Grandparent 

* Items 7-18 were scored with a range of 0 for no use to 4 for the highest level of use. 
Item number 19 was scored as 0 for no use and 1 for any other reported use. The scores 
for items 7 - 19 were then summed to determine the Dmg Use score. 
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APPENDIX F 

PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM 

(Jackson, 1987) 
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PRF 
The following questionnaire includes a series of statements which a 

person might use to describe himself or herself. Read each question 
carefully and decide whether or not it describes you. If you agree with the 
statement, then answer "true" by circling "A". If you disagree with the 
statement, then answer "false" by circling "B". 

22. People should be more involved with their work 
A. Tme 
B. False 

23. Often I stop in the middle of one activity in order to start something else. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

24.1 seldom set standards which are difficult for me to reach. 
A. True 
B. False 

25.1 am careful to consider all sides of an issue before taking action. 
A. True 
B. False 

26.1 enjoy difficult work. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

27.1 often say the first thing that comes into my head. 
A. True 
B. False 

28.1 have rarely done extra studying in connection with my work. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

29.1 am pretty cautious. 
A. True 
B. False 

30.1 will not be satisfied until I am the best in my field of work (including sports). 
A. True 
B. False 

31. When I go to the store, I often come home with things I had not intended to 
buy. 

A. Tme 
B. False 

The above items are repnxiueed by Permission of Sigma Systems, Inc 
P() Box 610984, Port Huron, MI 4X()ril-()984 
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32. I try to work just hard enough to get by. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

33. Rarely, if ever, do I do anything reckless. 
A. True 
B. False 

34. I would work just as hard whether or not I was getting a grade. 
A. True 
B. False 

35. Many of my actions seem to be hasty. 
A. True 
B. False 

36. I do not let my work get in the way of what I really want to do. 
A. True 
B. False 

37. Emotions seldom causes me to act without thinking. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

38. My goal is to do at least a little bit more than anyone else has done before. 
A. True 
B. False 

39. I have often broken things because of carelessness. 
A. Tme 

B. False 

40. In my work, I seldom do more than is necessary. 
A. True 
B. False 

41. I have a reserved and cautious attitude toward life. 
A. True 
B. False 

42. I often set goals that are very difficult to reach. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

43. Most people feel that I act impulsively. 
A. True 
B. False 

The above items are repnxiueed by Permission of Sigma Systems. Ine. 
P.O. Box 610984, Port Huron, Ml 48(K)l-()984 
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44. People seldom think of me as a hard worker. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

45. My thinking is usually careful and purposeful. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

46. As a child, I worked a long time for some of the things 1 eamed. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

47. Sometimes, I get several projects started at once because I don't think ahead. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

48. It doesn't really matter to me whether or not I become one of the best in my 
field. 

A. Tme 
B. False 

49. I am not one of those people who blurt out things without thinking. 
A. True 
B. False 

50. I don't mind working while other people are having fun. 
A. Tme 
B. False 

51. 1 find that thinking things over very carefully often destroys half the fun of 
doing them. 

A. Tme 
B. False 

52. I am not really very certain what I want to do or how to go about doing it. 
A. True 
B. False 

53. I generally rely on careful reasoning in making up my mind. 
A. True 
B. False 

PRI'-honn 1: 
}*ublished bj Sigma Assessment Sjslems. Ine. 

Researeh Ps\chologists Press Division 

© copyright 1984, 1987 by I>>uglas N Jackson, Ph.D. 

.\li rights reser\'cd in all parts or accessories 
The above items are repnxiueed b> Permission ol Sigma Systems, Inc 

P.O Box 610984, Port Huron, Ml 4«(K>1 ()984 
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* Items 22 - 53 were used to determine Achievement (3rientation and Impulsivity. The 
even items that reflected achievement orientation were scored as I and these items were 
summed to calculate Achievement Orientation variable. The odd items that reflected 
impulsivity were scored as 1 and these items were summed to calculate the Impulsivity 
variable. 
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APPENDIX G 

ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF AFFECTIVITY 

(Pandina, Johnson & Labouvie, 1992; Rotter, 1966, as cited in Pandina et al.; 

Spence, Hemreich & Stapp, 1975, as cited in Pandina et al.; 

Wills, 1985; Wills & Shiffman, 1985, as cited in Pandina et al.) 
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The following questions are about ways in which you might feeL Read 
each statement and circle the response that corresponds to your feelings 
about each statement. 

HOW OFTEN DO YOU ... 

54. FEEL THAT YOU ARE A GOOD PERSON? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

55. FEEL UNHAPPY AND SAD? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

56. FEEL THAT YOU ARE DUMB? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

57. FEEL THAT YOU ARE AN IMPORTANT PERSON? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

58. THINK OF YOURSELF AS A DELINQUENT (TROUBLEMAKER) 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost Always 

59. FEEL HAPPY AND CHEERFUL? 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

60. FEEL THAT YOU ARE MEAN? 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

61. FEEL THAT YOU ARE SMART? 

Often 

Often 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost Always 

62. FEEL THAT YOU ARE DISHONEST AND CANNOT BE TRUSTED? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

63. FEEL THAT YOU HAVE GOOD IDEAS? 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

64. FEEL THAT YOU ARE COOPERATIVE? 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

Often 

Often 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 
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65. FEEL THAT YOU ARE ACTTIVE? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

66. FEEL THAT YOU ARE COMPETENT? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

67. FEEL SELF CONFIDENT? 

Never Rarely Sometimes (Dften 

68. FEEL SUPERIOR TO OTHER PEOPLE? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

69. FEEL THAT YOU HAVE DIFRCULTY MAKING DECISIONS? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost Always 

70. GIVE UP EASILY? 

Never Rarely Sometimes (Dften Almost Always 

71. FEEL THAT YOU GO TO PIECES UNDER PRESSURE? 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Almost Always 

* The above items were scord with a range of 0 to 4. Items numbered 54, 57,61 and 63 
were summed to determine the Self-esteem variable. Items numbered 56, 58,60 and 62 
were summed to determine the Self-deragation variable. Items number 64. 65, 66, 67, 68, 
69, 70 and 71 were summed to determine the Hardiness variable. 
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The following is a list of concerns and difficulties which people 
often talk about. We are interested in finding out whether these statements 
describe you and your life situation now. If a statement descries you circle 
TRUE and if it does not describe you circle FALSE. For each statement 
which you circle TRUE, indicate also how much that situation bothers you 
now by circling the appropriate number on the right side of the statement. 

TRUE = It describes me 

FALSE = It doesn't describe me 

1 = Not at all 
2 = A little 
3 = Somewhat 
4 = Very much 

If True How much does it bother 

you now? 

IT DESCRIBES Some \er> 

ME rXiesn't A Litlle what Mueh 

72. True False I am not the "tight" size for my age 1 2 3 4 

73. True False I ha\e a hard time finding a meaningful direetion 

for mav life —- - 1 2 3 4 

74. True False I am not gcxxl-looking 1 2 3 4 

75 True False I do not ha\ e enough things to do with my time - 1 2 3 4 

76 True False 1 feel that adults don't respect my opinions I 2 3 4 

77 True False I feel that my friends don't respect m\ opinions — 1 2 3 4 

78 True False I feel 1 am not in control of my life 1 2 3 4 

79 True False 1 feel that things just happen tome — - 1 2 3 4 

80 True False I feel stuck w here 1 am 1 2 3 4 

81 True False 1 feel that whether or not I am successful is just a 

matter of luck and chance, rather than m\ o\\ n 

doing ' - 3 4 

82 True False I feel that others are running my life for me -- 1 2 3 4 

o 3 4 83 True False 1 get into trouble in schcxM - 1 

84 True False 1 do not hke myself • 2 3 4 

85 True False I have difficulty making plans for the future 1 2 3 4 
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86 True False I ha\e a hard time knowing what to do when I 

ha\ c a problem 

87 True False I don't get along with one of my parents/guardians 

88 True False 1 don't get along w ith may brother(s) and/or 

sister(s) 

89 True False My classmates do not like me 

90 True False 1 get in trouble w ith the police and the courts 

91 True False I am not popular with the opposite sex -

92 True False I do not understand how I feel about mvsclf 

2 

o 

o 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

* The above items were used to determine lack of self-acceptance, social-competence and 

personal-competence. A response of false was scored as 0 and a response of true w as 

scored as I. In addition, a response of "A little" was scored as 2, a response of 

"Somewhat" was scored as 3, and a response of "Very much" was scored as 4. Items 

number 72, 74, 84 and 92 were used to calculate Self-acceptance. Items number 73, 75, 

78,79, 80,81, 82,85 and 86 were used to calculate Personal-competence. Items number 

77, 83, 87, 88, 89, 90 and 91 were used to calculate Social-competence. 

In the following questions, we are interested in what you do to make 

yourself feel better when you are bothered by problems. Circle the number 

with indicates how often you do the following things to make yourself feel 

better. 

When you have a problem, how often do you... 

93. Try relaxation techniques? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

94. Work out or take part in an athletic activity 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

95. Break or throw things? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

96. Scream or yell? 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 
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97. Tell yourself that the problem is not important? 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

98. Tell yourself that it's other people's fault? 

Never Rarely Sometimes 

99. Go to someone for advise? 

Never 

100. Worry 

Never 

Rarely 

Rarely 

Sometimes 

Sometimes 

Often 

Often 

Often 

Often 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

Almost Always 

* Items number 95,96 and 98 were used to calculate the Emotional Outburst varaible. A 
response of "Never" was scored as 0, "Rarely" was scored as I, "Sometimes" was scored 
as 2, "Often" was scored as 3, and "Almost Always" was scored as 4. These responses 
were summed to determine the Emotional Outburst score. 
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APPENDIX H 

ZUCKERMAN SENSATION SEEKING SCALE 

(Zuckerman, 1979) 
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Each of the items below contains two choices. Please circle either A or B 

for each item, depending upon which is closer to how you think or feel. 

101. A. I like "wild" uninhibited parties. 

B. 1 prefer quiet parties with good conversation. 

102. A. I dislike all body odors. 

B. I like some of the earthy body smells. 

103. A. I like to explore a strange city or section of town by myself, even if it means 

getting lost. 

B. 1 prefer a guide when I am in a place I don't know well. 

104. A. 1 would not like to try any drug which might produce strange and dangerous 

effects on me. 

B. I would like to try some of the new drugs that produce hallucinations. 

105. A. I like to try new foods that I have never tasted before. 

B. I order the dishes that I am familiar with, so I don't get something that I wont 

like. 

106. A. I would like to take off on a trip with no pre-planned or definite routes, or 

timetables. 

B. When 1 go on a trip, I like to plan my route and timetable fairly carefully. 

107. A. I am not interested in exp)erience for its own sake. 

B. I like to have new and exciting experiences and sensations even if they are a little 

frightening, unconventional or illegal. 

108. A. The essence of good art is in its clarity, symmetry of form and harmony of 

colors. 

B. 1 often find beauty in the "clashing" colors and irregular forms of modem 

painting. 

109. A. I like to date members of the opposite sex who are physically exciting. 

B. I like to date members of the opposite sex who share my values. 

110. A. A person should have considerable sexual experience before marriage. 

B. It's better if two married persons begin their sexual experience with each other. 

111. A. Even if I had the money, I would not care to associate with wealthy persons like 

those in the "jet-set". 

B. I could see myself finding pleasure around the world with the "jet-set" 

112. A. There is altogether too much portrayal of sex in movies. 

B. I enjoy watching many of the "sexy" scenes in movies. 
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113. A. I feel best after taking a couple of drinks. 

B. Something is wrong with people who need liquor to feel good. 

114. A. People should dress according to some standards of taste, neatness, and style. 

B. People should dress in individual ways even if the effects are sometimes strange. 

115. A. I would like to make friends in some of the "far-out" groups like artists or 

"hippies". 

B. 1 prefer to make friends who are more average. 

116. A. 1 enjoy the company of real "swingers". 

B. I like to hang out with people who are more calm. 

* The above items were used to calculate Disinhibition and Experience Seeking. A 
response that reflected disinhibition or experience seeking was scored as a 1 and a negative 
response was scored as 0. Items number 101, 107, 109, 110, 111, 112, 113 and 116 
were summed to calculate Disinhibition and items number 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 108, 
114 and 115 were summed to calculate Experience Seeking. 
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APPENDIX 1 

SELF-REPORT DELINQUENCY SCALE 

(Elliott & Morse, 1989) 
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In the following section you are to answer questions referring to 
behaviors you have performed in the past year. Circle the number of times 
you have done the following things in the last year. 

How many times in the last year have you: 

117. purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to your parents or other 

family members? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

118. purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

119. purposely damaged or destroyed other property that did not belong to you 

(not counting family or school property)? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

120. stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle, such as a car or motorcycle? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
121. stolen (or tried to steal) something worth more than $50? 

A 
0 

B 
1-2 

C 
3-4 

D 
5-6 

E 
7 or more 

122. knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods (or tried to do any of these 

things)? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

123. thrown objects (such as rocks, snowballs, or bottles) at cars or people? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
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124. run away from home? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

125. lied about your age to gain entrance or to purchase something, for example, 

lying about your age to buy liquor or get into a movie? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

126. carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

127. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 or less? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
128. attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting or killing them? 

A 
0 

B 
1-2 

C 
3-4 

D 
5-6 

E 
7 or more 

129. been paid for having sexual relations with someone? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

130. had sexual intercourse with a person of the opposite sex' 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
131. been involved in gang fights? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
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132. sold marijuana or hashish? 

A B C 
0 1-2 3-4 

ted on school test? 

A B C 
0 1-2 3-4 

D 
5-6 

D 
5-6 

E 
7 or more 

E 
7 or more 

134. hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so? 
& " • 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

135. stolen money or other things from you parents or other members of your 

family? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

136. hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or other adult at school? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

137. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your parents? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
138. hit (or threatened to hit) other students? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

139. been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
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140. sold hard drugs, such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

141. taken a vehicle for a ride (drive) without the owner's permission' 

A 
0 

B 
1-2 

C 
3-4 

D 
5-6 

E 
7 or more 

142. bought or provided liquor for a minor? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

143. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with someone against their will? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

144. used force (strong arm methods) to get money or thing from other students? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

145. used force (strong arm methods) to get money or things from a teacher or 

another adult at school? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

146. used force (strong arm methods) to get money or things from other people 

(not students or teachers)? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

147. avoided paying for such things as movies, bus rides and food? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
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148. been dmnk in a public place? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 S 6 7 or more 

149. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth between $5 and $50? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

150. stolen (or tried to steal) something at school, such as someone's coat 

from classroom, locker, or cafeteria, or a book from the library? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

151. broken into a building or vehicle (or tried to break in) to steal somethina 

just to look around? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

152. begged for money or things from strangers? 

A B C D E 
0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

153. skipped classes without an excuse? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

154. failed to retum extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

155. been suspended from school? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
153 
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156. made obscene telephone calls? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 

157. purposely set fire to a building, a car, or other property (or tried to do so)? 

A B C D E 

0 1-2 3-4 5-6 7 or more 
* The above items were summed to calculate the Delinquency Score. A response of "A" 
was scored as 0, a response of "B" was scored as I, a response of "C" was scored as 2, a 
response of "D" was scored as 3 and a response of "E" was scored as 4. 
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APPENDIX J 

CONSENT TO REPRODUCE THE 

PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM - E 

(Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc.) 
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SIGMA ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS, INC. 
P.O. BOX 610984 

PORT HURON, Ml 48061-0984 

PERMISSION TO COPY OR REPRODUCE COPYRIGHT MATERIAL 

Sigma Assessment Systems. Inc., on this date January 6,1995 hereby authorizes: 

NAME: Shelly Wilson Hook, M.A. and Robert W. Bell, Ph.D. 

TITLE: Student and Supervisor 

INSTITUTION: Texas Tech University 

DEPARTMENT: Psychology 

ADDRESS: Lubbock, TX 79409-2051 

(Licensee) to copy or reproduce the material identified below as The Work, subject to all of the 
terms, conditions, and limitations of this license. 

A. The Work: The Work means: 

NAME; Personality Research Form (PRF) 

AUTHOR(S): Douglas N. Jackson, Ph.D. 

SPECIFIC FORM OF THE TEST OR THE WORK: Form E 

PARTICULAR SCALES OR PARTICULAR WORK USED: Impulsivity and Achievement 

B. Authorized Use: The license granted hereby is specifically limited to the following uses 
and, no other 

The above named PRF-E Scales will be used in dissertation research as part of a 
measure of affectivity and arousability. 
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PERMISSION TO COPY OR REPRODUCE COPYRIGHT MATERIAL..PAGE 2 

C. Prohibited UsBn; The license granted herein spedflcaJly excludes the right to adapt revise, 
or otherwISB reproduce, publish, or distribute any copies of the Work (neither separately nor 
as part of a larger publlcaUon. such as in articles, books, research buUetins, or dissertations), 
except as spedflcally pennltted by Section B and Section F. 

D. Reservation QfRiBhtfi; All rights In tiie Woric not herein granted to ttie Ucensee are ex
pressly reserved by Sigma Assessment Systems. Ina 

E. Non-Transferability; This license is non-transferable. Any attempt to transfer ttie license 
will automatically revoke IL 

^' Reproduced t?Y Permission: Any copy, reproduction, or ottier use authorized hereby shall 
be accompanied by full referInce to ttie source of ttie original material and the author(s). 
The statement shall include the phrase: 

"Reproduced by Permission of Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc. 
P.O. Box 610984, Port Huron, Ml 48061-0984" 

All copies shall bear the appropriate copyright notice that appears on ttie cover of the 
material used. This notice shall appear on ttie tlUe page of each reproduction or copy of 
ttie Woric It should be noted ttiat a total of not more than 1000 administrations may be 
prepared. This permission Is valid for a one year period beginning wltti ttie date of ttils auttio-
rlzation. Further permission to copy or reproduce copyright material beyond 
ttils one year period will require a renewal of Pemilsslon between ttie Licensee and Sigma 
Assessment Systems, Inc. 

G. Eees: Licensing Fee $25.00 
Test use royalty svyaived 
TOTAL $25.00 

H. Required Signatures: This license Is not effective unless signed by an auttiorized official of 
Sigma Assessment Systems, Inc. and unless countersigned by the Licensee. 

ACCEPTED AND AGREED: SIGMA ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS. INC. 

V^Loô ĉO ,^giJU-S€(-^M0 
Licensee Authorized Signature 

Date Date 
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511 FOR Street 
Suite 435 
P.O. Box 610984 
Port Huron. Ml 48061-0984 

SIQMA 
ASSESSMENT 
SYSTEMS, IMC. 

Phone (800) 265-1285 
Fax: (800) 361-9411 
E»uii: (igma^mgi.ca 

Web Site kRp://www.nigi.ca/'iigfna 

ADDENDUM TO LICgNSg tfPTRd.'^R 

October fl.199B. 

Sigma Assessment Systems. Inc. hereby grants permission to Shelly Wilson Hook and Dr. 
Robert W. Bell to extend the length of time that the penmission is valid until January 6, 
1998. 

This addendum is not effective unless signed by an authorized official of Sigma 
Assessment Systems. Inc. and unless countersigned by the Ucensee. 

ACCEPTED AND AGREED: Sigma Assessment Systems, INC. 

Licensee Authorized Signature '' 

yo-yf-fz^ 
Date 

ic- li- % 
Date 

Excellence in Testing 
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APPENDIX K 

MEASURES RELIABLITY TABLE 

(Derogatis, 1983; Jackson, 1974;Wilkinson, 1993; Zachary, 1986) 
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Table K.l 

Reported Reliability Information for Measures Used 

Measures and Subscales Intemal Consistency Test-Retest 

SCL-90-R 

Interpersonal Sensitivity .86 .83 

Depression .90 .82 

Anxiety .85 .80 

Hostility .84 .78 

Personality Research Form 

.80 

.8! 

Achievement Orientation 

Impulsivity 

Shipley Institute of Living Scale 

Vocabulary 

Abstraction 

Total Score 

Wide Range Achivement III - R 

.50 

.85 

.92 

.85 .95 

.31 - .77 

.47 - .88 

.60 - .82 

.91 .98 
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