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The purpose of this investigation was to develop a 

descriptive profile of both adjudicated and nonadjudicated 

adolescents educated in a juvenile center/school for 

delinquent and/or maladapted youth in order to (a) disclose 

the characteristics of the contemporary adolescent delinquent 

educated in a community based facility with both day and 

residential components, (b) discern any differences in 

demographic data, scholastic data, handicapping conditions, 

and delinquent behaviors among handicapped and nonhandicapped 

adolescents with delinquent or maladaptive behaviors, and 

(c) discover the prevalence by types of handicaps exhibited 

by this population since the implementation of Public Law 

94-142. The subjects for the study were 102 adolescents 

educated in a juvenile center/school during September 1, 1981, 

through August 31, 1982. 

The results of the investigation indicate that a much 

greater percentage of males (83.3 percent) were represented 

in the sample than females (16.7 percent). Significant 

differences in IQ scores and race were noted. The mean IQ 



score of adolescents sent by the local education agency to 

the facility was 85.8, while youth who had been sent to the 

facility as a result of official judicial processes only had 

a mean IQ score of 99.5. Whites were significantly higher 

in IQ scores, while Blacks and Hispanics exhibited the 

greatest incidence of mental retardation, largest families, 

and highest birth rates. In addition, Whites were labelled 

as emotionally disturbed twice as often as Blacks. 

Some handicapping condition, as defined by Public Law 

94-142, was exhibited by 80.4 percent of the sample. Of the 

102 adolescents, 14.7 percent were learning disabled, 53.9 

percent were emotionally disturbed, and 11.8 percent were 

mentally retarded. Only 19.6 percent exhibited no handicap. 

Sets of scholastic and demographic variables were 

grouped for predictive purposes. The resulting profiles could 

predict with 77.23 percent accuracy which students sent by 

the local education agency would subsequently become 

incarcerated. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

According to the United States Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare and the United States Department of 

Justice (1971), juvenile delinquency is one of the nation's 

major problems. Delinquency and crime of youth are 

estimated to cost American taxpayers at least eighty-eight 

billion dollars yearly besides the tremendous loss of human 

potential (Pooley, 1976). 

The Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act of 

1968 and the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act 

of 1974 were enacted to help state and local communities 

strengthen their juvenile justice systems, including juvenile 

courts and correctional systems, and to assist communities in 

providing diagnosis, treatment, rehabilitation, and prevention 

services to delinquent youth (Merritt, 1979). In spite of 

these efforts, the incidence of delinquency has risen over the 

years (Fox, 1976; Merritt, 1979; Sabatino, 1980; Sarri, 1980; 

Spence, 1978). From 1960 to 1974, for example, arrests of 

-juveniles for all crimes increased by 138 percent (Merritt, 

1979). By 1976 twelve million juveniles were being investi-

gated yearly for alleged delinquent acts, and two million of 

those were subsequently arrested (Fox, 1976). 



Current trends indicate that rates of delinquency in the 

1980s are significantly lower than those in the 1970s, but the 

decline may be accounted for by proportionately fewer young 

persons at risk, of becoming delinquent as well as by the direct 

result of public policy initiatives (Galvin & Polk, 1983). 

There is some indication, too, that the juvenile population is 

changing along with societal changes, for female incarceration 

rates are rising more rapidly than those for males (Sarri, 1983) 

In addition, a disproportionate number of handicapped youth are 

found in juvenile correction facilities (Bullock & Reilly, 1979; 

Messinger, 1977; Morgan, 1979; Richey & Willis, 1982; Sarri, 

1980; Smykla & Willis, 1981). Since compliance with Public Law 

94-142 mandates for handicapped juvenile offenders is now a 

major issue faced by state and local education and corrections 

agencies (Policy Options Project Staff, 1980), more attention 

needs to be directed to identifying the contemporary adolescent 

delinquent population, including handicapped delinquent youth. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this investigation is to develop a 

descriptive profile of both adjudicated and nonadjudicated 

adolescents educated in a juvenile center/school for 

delinquent and/or maladapted youth in order to (a) disclose 

the characteristics of the contemporary adolescent delinquent 

educated in a community based facility with both day school and 

residential components, (b) discern any differences in 



demographic data, handicapping conditions, scholastic data, 

and delinquent behaviors among handicapped and nonhandicapped 

adolescents with delinquent or maladaptive behaviors, and 

(c) discover the prevalence by types of handicaps exhibited 

by this population since the implementation of Public Law 

94-142. The profile will include (a) demographic data 

(age, sex, race, family history), (b) scholastic data 

(IQ scores, grade level, achievement levels), (c) delinquent 

behavior data, and (d) identified handicapping conditions 

as delineated in Public Law 94-142. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions will apply in this study. 

Adjudicated youth—Youth who have been processed 

through a hearing, determined by the judge to have engaged 

in delinquent behavior, and been sentenced to a state 

facility (Texas Judicial Council, 1978). 

Nonadjudicated adolescents—Youth who attended the 

juvenile center/school on a day—school basis after having 

violated school district policies for behavior but who had 

not been sentenced through the juvenile justice system. 

Maladaptive, socially maladjusted, or behaviorally 

disordered youth—Youth who demonstrate excessive norm-

violating behaviors, including aggressiveness, violence, 

disruptiveness, and/or truancy, that are incongruent with 



the expectations of the dominant society, whether in school 

or in other spheres of the youths' lives (Grosenick & 

Huntze, 1980). 

Handicapped youth—Youth who have an identified 

handicapping condition as outlined in Public Law 94-142 

(Texas Education Agency, 1980). 

Emotionally disturbed (ED) youth—Youth who can be 

defined as seriously emotionally disturbed according to 

the following Public Law 94-142 definition. 

(i) The term means a condition exhibiting one 
or more of the following characteristics over 
a long period of time and to a marked degree, 
which adversely affects educational performance: 

(a) An inability to learn unexplained by 
intellectual, sensory or health 
factors; 

(b) an inability to build or maintain 
interpersonal relationships with 
peers or teachers; 

(c) inappropriate behaviors or feeling 
under normal circumstances; 

(d) a pervasive mood of unhappiness or 
depression; and 

(e) a tendency toward physical symptoms 
associated with school or personal 
problems. 

(ii) The term includes children who are 
schizophrenic or autistic. The term does 
not include children who are socially 
maladjusted, unless it is determined that 
they are seriously emotionally disturbed 
(Federal Register, 1977). 

Learning disabled (LP) youth—Youth who demonstrate 

a significant discrepancy (one standard deviation) 

between academic achievement and intellectual ability 

in one or more of the following areas: (a) oral expression, 



(b) listening comprehension, (c) written expression, 

(d) basic reading skills, (e) reading comprehension, 

(f) mathematics calculation, (g) mathematics reasoning, 

and (h) spelling (Texas Education Agency, 1980). 

Mentally retarded (MR) youth—Youth with significantly 

sub-average general intellectual functioning and adaptive 

behavior more than two standard deviations below the mean 

of the general population on approved individual scales 

of verbal ability, performance or nonverbal ability, and 

adaptive behavior (Texas Education Agency, 1980). 

Single Parent Homes—Families that have no more than 

one biological parent residing in the home regardless of 

the reason (separation, divorce, or death). 

Delinquent behavior—The categorization of adolescent 

delinquent behavior into three types: (a) status offenses 

which are offenses that are crimes only if committed by 

juveniles, including incorrigibility, truancy, running 

away, curfew violations, disorderly conduct, and being 

dependent and neglected; (b) crimes against persons, 

including drugs, armed robbery, strong-armed robbery, and 

assault; and (c) crimes against property, including 

burglary, larceny, and unauthorized use of a vehicle 

(Texas Judicial Council, 1978). 

Incarcerated adolescents—Youth who are living in a 

state juvenile facility as a result of judicial action 

after having committed a crime. 



Delinquent behavior profile—Data relating to the type 

of offenses committed by adjudicated adolescents. 

Scholastic profile—Data relating to each adolescent's 

intellectual and academic levels of functioning and his/her 

school grade placement. 

Demographic profile—Data relating to the specific 

characteristics of each adolescent, including sex, chrono-

logical age, race, and social history (including pertinent 

data available, such as number of biological parents in the 

home, number of siblings in the family, birth order rank, 

drug abuse immediately preceding delinquent behavior and 

subseqxient apprehension, and known health problems). 

Juvenile center/school—A residential facility for 

the incarceration and education of adjudicated adolescents 

with a day-school component for the education of adolescents 

who, although nonadjudicated, have been sent to the facility 

for educational instruction after exhibiting maladaptive, 

disruptive, and/or delinquent behavior on a regular school 

campus. Adjudicated adolescents are sent to this facility 

by the judge, while nonadjudicated adolescents are sent 

to the facility for education by a Central Review Committee 

consisting of three school administrators and the parent(s) 

of the youth involved. Adjudicated adolescents are not 

taught in the same room or section of the building with 

nonadjudicated adolescents, but the same teachers and 

building are utilized. 



Recidivism—To relapse into a former state or condition, 

especially to return to criminal behaviors (Landau & Bogus, 

1975) . 

Juvenile delinquent—An adolescent who has violated some 

provision of the law as currently interpreted and has been 

determined by the judge to have engaged in delinquent 

behavior (Texas Judicial Council, 1978). 

Significance of the Study 

The findings of this study should contribute to a better 

understanding of the characteristics of the contemporary 

adolescent delinquent, including characteristics that 

distinguish both adjudicated and nonadjudicated adolescents 

with maladaptive or delinquent behaviors. The results 

should add to a growing accumulation of knowledge in 

(a) the education of adolescents with behavioral problems 

and (b) correctional education of delinquent youth. 

Specifically, the findings of this investigation should 

provide information relevant to the following areas. 

1. The extent to which handicapped are represented 

in the total population in the study should indicate the 

need for consideration of (a) the provision of related 

services to handicapped youth in correctional settings 

(b) the implementation of the "least restrictive environment" 

mandate of Public Law 94—142 with respect to the traditionally 

more restrictive confinement practices of correctional 



8 

juvenile agencies; (c) the provision of appropriate 

educational opportunities as mandated by Public Law 94—142; 

(d) the development of individual educational plans for 

handicapped youth in correctional facilities; (e) the 

provision of procedural safeguards and the need for 

involvement of representation from the local education 

agency (LEA) in the hearings of handicapped youth within 

the LEA's jurisdiction; (f) educational considerations for 

handicapped adjudicated youth aged 18-21 as per the mandates 

of Public Law 94-142; and (g) personnel preparation for 

individuals working with delinquent and handicapped youth. 

2. The results of this study should have implications 

for interagency cooperative planning by juvenile divisions 

and LEAs in meeting the needs of handicapped and nonhandicapped, 

adjudicated and nonadjudicated youth with maladaptive 

behaviors. 

3. Additionally, the findings of this study may have 

immediate practical application in indicating areas where 

early intervention might effect subsequent successful 

adjustment to school and community. 

Limitations of the Study 

The major limitations of this study are: 

1. The population to be examined in this study consists 

of 102 subjects, the total number of adolescents either 

(a) adjudicated and incarcerated at a single juvenile 



center/school or (b) nonadjudicated but sent by the local 

school district administration to the facility for education 

away from the mainstream school population between 

September 1, 1981, and August 31, 1982. Caution must be 

exercised in generalizing the findings of this study to 

other delinquent populations or juvenile settings. 

2. Background family demographic data contained in 

the case studies was supplied orally by the subjects and/or 

their parents. This data is retrospective, as it was 

recorded prior to initial placement at the juvenile center/ 

school. 

3. Not all subjects were evaluated with the same 

instruments for intellectual assessment; however, all 

instruments used have high reliability coefficients, high 

validity, and high correlational coefficients with the 

major intelligence test most often used. 

4. Intellectual and psychological assessment data for 

all incarcerated adolescents and all nonadjudicated 

adolescents suspected of having a handicapping condition 

according to Public Law 94-142 guidelines are more extensive 

and/or comprehensive than scholastic data available for 

nonadjudicated adolescents whose behavior prior to 

enrollment at the juvenile center/school did not indicate 

the need for a comprehensive assessment. The same 

standardized achievement test, however, was individually 

administered to each subject in the study. 
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5. The length of time that each adolescent spent at 

the center/school could not be controlled in the study. 

The time varied from student to student, dependent upon 

judicial recommendations, offenses committed, and 

behaviors exhibited at the center/school. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Although the term juvenile delinquency came into 

use in the 1800's as a term for poor and homeless children, 

now those youth who have been in court for crimes are termed 

delinquent (Achenbach, 1975). The related literature 

reviewed for this study focuses on a description of the 

juvenile justice system, a description of the juvenile 

delinquent population, causes of delinquency, and functional 

educational approaches and management techniques appropriate 

for use with adolescents in correctional settings. Included 

are some exemplary programs and/or schools which have been 

determined effective in educating delinquent youth. 

Juvenile Justice Programs 

A national assessment of juvenile justice programs has 

revealed a disparity of goals, policies, and procedures; how-

ever, increased use of formal control measures through the 

juvenile court has been the trend (Sarri, 1980b). Courts 

have recognized the due process right to rehabilitative 

treatment for incarcerated juveniles ("Right to," 1977) 

and have demanded that community-based approaches to 

juvenile management be a priority (Atkinson, 1974b, Sarri, 

1980b) . 

13 
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Juvenile System Components 

The juvenile corrections treatment system consists of 

three components: (a) correctional institution post-

dispositional treatment facilities, (b) probation and 

related post-dispositional treatment modes, and (c) 

detention or pre-dispositional holding centers (Atkinson, 

1974a). Structures for management typically include group 

homes or detention centers, stationhouse adjudication, 

reform training schools, and probation (Atkinson, 1974b; 

Neff, 1974). 

Educational Programming 

Although a major goal of juvenile corrections programs 

is to provide the institutionalized juvenile with a 

rehabilitative experience designed to reduce the likelihood 

of recidivism after release from custody (Bell, 1981; 

Marshall & Heward, 1979), educational programming in 

correctional institutions has been a neglected area (Sabatino, 

Mauser, & Skok, 1975; Spence, 1978). The enactment of Public 

Law 94-142, the Education of All Handicapped Children Act 

(Federal Register, 1977), however, has helped to direct 

attention to the provision of special education services for 

delinquent youth (Morgan, 1979; Prehm & McDonald, 1979). 

In spite of shifting patterns, little evidence exists 

to indicate that correctional education systems are 

effective (Achenbach, 1975; Denno, 1979; Graham, 1981; 
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Kraus, 1981; Messinger, 1977; Nelson & Kauffman, 1977; 

Neuman, 1980; Pittenger, 1976). Kraus (1981) found no 

appreciable difference in follow-up behavior of boys 

discharged from a school for truants and comparable boys 

who were put on probation for truancy. 

Recidivism 

In addition, correctional programs have not reduced 

recidivism (Denno, 1979; Graham, 1981; Neuman, 1980; Sarri, 

1980b; Sarri & Jordan, 1980; Walters & Streib, 1976). 

Recidivism rates vary between 60 percent and 80 percent 

with an offender having a .8 0 probability of recidivating 

after his or her fourth offense (Denno, 1979). Graham (1981) 

found that by the time delinquents are incarcerated for their 

offenses, they are clearly identifiable by their asocial 

attitudes and have a high probability of recidivism. 

A Descriptive Profile of the Juvenile Delinquent 

Demographic Characteristics 

Sex/Race/Location.—Juvenile offenders are more often 

males than females, a larger percentage are minority, and 

they are more likely to be concentrated in urban areas 

(King, 1980; Oliver, 1975; Sarri, 1980b). Bullock and Reilly 

(1979), in an examination of the records of 200 randomly 

selected juvenile delinquents, found that 76 percent were 

male and 24 percent were female. Sarri (1980b) reported a 
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distribution of 74 percent male and. 26 percent female. In 

Bullock and Reilly's (1979) study the percentage of minority 

delinquents was commensurate with that of the general 

population in the area and did not indicate a larger 

percentage of minority youth classified as delinquent, but 

Sarri (1980b) found that over 50 percent of arrested 

juveniles were black. In a later study blacks were found 

to be generally younger than white delinquents, and blacks 

had committed more of the serious crimes (Reilly, Ross, & 

Bullock, 1980). Sarri (1980b) found that although female 

arrests occur less than male arrests, female arrests are 

increasing, and there is evidence of increase in more 

serious crimes by females. 

Families.—Bullock and Reilly (1979) found that 69.5 

percent of juveniles come from broken homes, and 14 percent 

have immediate family members who have been incarcerated. 

Hessinger (1977) found that only approximately 22 percent 

of the delinquent population studied had been living at 

home with both parents prior to incarceration. In Bullock 

and Reilly's (1979) study the number of siblings per family 

was significantly above the national average for family size; 

but there was no significance in the order of birth, for half 

were above and half were below the mean birth order rank. 

A history of abuse and neglect by parents has been 

noted by researchers (Bavolik, 1979; Select Committee on 
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Child Abuse (SCCA), 1978). Bavolik (1979) noted that 86 

percent of the juvenile delinquent population had experienced 

abuse and neglect prior to incarceration, while the Select 

Committee on Child Abuse (1978) reported that 50 percent had 

been abused. Physical abuse of males was more common, while 

sexual abuse occurred more often with female juveniles 

(Bavolik, 1979). The Select Committee on Child Abuse (1978) 

found that 25 percent of the boys and 17 percent of the girls 

with at least one founded maltreatment were later reported 

as delinquent or ungovernable. In addition, abused 

delinquent children were more violent than other delinquents 

(SCCA, 1978). Too, abused youth become abusive adults 

(Bavolik, 1979). 

Psychological and social variables.—Empirical studies 

of delinquents have attempted to delineate psychological 

and social variables which distinguish delinquents as a group 

(Smiley, 1977). Studies indicate that incarcerated youth are 

troubled youth with negative self concepts (Cole & Kumchy, 

1981; J. L. Johnson, 1979; Sabatino, 1980). Cole and Kumchy 

(1981) also found evidence of depressive symptomatology and 

external locus of control orientation. Interpersonal commit-

ments and communication skills are low, and juveniles share 

little satisfying emotional involvement with others (Sabatino, 

1980). 
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Juvenile delinquents are typically more aggressive 

(Fritsch, 1979; Mauser, 1974), and they are generally of low 

socioeconomic status (J. L. Johnson, 1979; Oliver, 1975; 

Sarri, 1980b). West and Farrington (1977) found social 

class indicators to be extremely accurate in predicting 

delinquency when at least three indicators occurred 

simultaneously. The factors they considered included low 

income, large family size, parental criminality, low 

intelligence, and poor parental behavior. Two studies, 

however, found no correlation between socioeconomic status 

and delinquency (Jobes, 1979; R. E. Johnson, 1977). 

Delinquent Behavior Characteristics 

Truancy and behavior problems tend to precede delin-

quency (Fox, 1976). Of all the juveniles processed through 

the courts, 40 percent have committed status offenses, such 

as truancy, running away, or incorrigibility (Sarri, 1980b), 

while the majority have committed crimes against persons 

or crimes against property (Bullock & Reilly, 1979; U. S. 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare & U. S. 

Department of Justice, 1971). The nature of female offenses 

is more limited in range than that of total offenses or male 

offenses with status offenses being more common (Fink & 

Gillespie, 1975). 
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Scholastic Characteristics 

The mean intelligence quotient of juvenile delinquents 

is in the low average range, and significant academic 

deficits are generally found (Bullock & Reilly, 1979; Jerse & 

Fakouri, 1978; Oliver, 1975; Reilly & Bullock, 1979; Reilly, 

Ross, & Bullock, 1980). Reilly and Bullock (1979) found 

that delinquents typically averaged 3.2 or more years below 

grade level expectancy in reading and 1.9 or more grade 

levels below expectancy in mathematics. In cognitive areas 

juvenile delinquents do less well on verbal test items 

than they do on performance items (Bullock & Reilly, 1979; 

Groff & Hubble, 1981; Hubble & Groff, 1981; Solway, Fruge, 

Hays, Cody, & Gryll, 1976). 

Juvenile offenders exhibit poor learning habits, poor 

motivation, and lack of self discipline (Rizzo, 1981). 

Violent offenders tend to have the poorest reading skills 

(Reilly, Ross, & Bullock, 1980). A history of school failure 

and truancy is typical (Skok & Truckenmiller, 1979). One 

Pennsylvania study (Skok, 1977) shows that juvenile offenders 

even use their enroute status to and from the correctional 

institution to avoid school attendance. 

Handicapped Delinquents 

A disproportionate number of exceptional youth are found 

in juvenile corrections facilities in the United States 

(Messinger, 1977; Morgan, 1979; Richey & Willis, 1982; 
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Smykla & Willis, 1981). Although research efforts have 

generally suffered from sample, definition, and 

sophistication factors, most conclusions indicate an 

unusually high prevalence of mental retardation (12 to 15 

percent) in incarcerated youth and incidence of learning 

disabled ranging from 30 percent to 50 percent of the 

institutionalized population (Policy Options Project 

Staff, 1980). In contrast, the number of mentally retarded 

found in the general population is estimated to be 

between 2 and 3 percent, while estimates of the number of 

learning disabled range from 3 to 15 percent (Kirk & 

Gallagher, 1983). 

Prevalence of learning disabilities. There is a wide 

disagreement among researchers over the prevalence of 

delinquents with learning disabilities. Morgan (1979) found 

42.4 percent of incarcerated youth exhibited some handicapping 

condition. Nazzarro (1977) identified 27 percent of delin-

quents as learning disabled, while 55 percent had other 

associated problems, like poor attendance. Keilj-tz, 

Zaremba, and Broder (1979) found 32 percent of the adjudicated 

youth had learning disabilities, as compared to 50 percent 

in other investigations (Swanstrom, Randies, & Offord, 1981, 

Podboy & Mailory, 1978). The Comptroller General of the 

United States (1977) reported that approximately 25 percent 

of institutionalized delinquents exhibit learning disabilities 
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while Jones and Blaney (1977) suggest possibly 70 percent 

of incarcerated youth have learning disabilities, though 

these disabilities are usually unidentified. 

Relationship between learning disabilities and juvenile 

delinquency.—Numerous studies have attempted to determine 

the relationship between learning disabilities and juvenile 

delinquency (Besag & Greene, 1981c; Lane, 1980; C. A. Murray, 

1976; Stanley & Hudson, 1981; Swartz & Wall, 1979). 

Susceptibility, school failure, and socioeconomic factors 

have been explored as possible links between learning 

disabilities and juvenile delinquency (C. A. Murray, 1976; 

Lane, 1980; Swartz & Wall, 1979). Although the two groups 

share numerous characteristics, a substantiated relationship 

between the groups has not been discovered (Keilitz et al., 

1979) . 

Berman and Siegal (1976) and Rimland and Larson (1981) 

noted specific physiological changes in some delinquents, 

indicating possible brain dysfunction syndromes. Hubble 

and Groff (1981), however, found no differences in factor 

structures on the WISC between delinquent and nondelinquent 

students. Swartz and Wall (1979) found no significant 

difference between learning disabled youth and delinquent 

students in social class status, while Stanley and Hudson 

(1981) concluded that both groups share similar charac-

teristics, except the learning disabled group tended to 
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view school more positively than delinquents. Recent 

studies indicate learning disabled youth are more likely to 

be judged delinquent than are nonlearning disabled youth, 

although both groups engage in the same types and numbers 

of delinquent activities (Policy Options Project Staff, 

1980) . 

Incidence of emotional disturbance.—In addition to 

learning disabilities and mental retardation, a higher 

incidence of emotional disturbance exists among juvenile 

delinquents (Brown & Robins, 1979; Prout, 1981, Policy 

Options Project Staff, 1980). In fact, many educators 

suggest that all adjudicated youth are handicapped 

according the the definition of "seriously emotionally 

disturbed" in Public Law 94-142 (Brown & Robins, 1979). 

The various interpretations of the definitions of 

handicapping conditions by assessment personnel in each state, 

particularly regarding the definition of emotionally 

disturbed, have contributed to the variations in percentages 

of incarcerated handicapped youth (Besag & Greene, 1981b, 

1981c; Brown & Robins, 1979; Wells, Stoller, Schmid, & 

Algozzine, 1980; Yard, 1977). 

Causes of Delinquency 

Although there is a higher percentage of handicapped 

delinquents in correctional institutions than in the general 

population, handicapped conditions are not causes of 
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delinquency, but, rather, complicating factors (Morgan, 

1979). The causes of delinquent behavior are many 

with some behaviors likely due to genetic deficits, 

some to maladaptive learning, and others to sociological 

and environmental forces (Newcomer, 1980). Some 

researchers have theorized school difficulty into a 

principal cause of delinquency and truancy (Beyer, 1980; 

Caylor, 1977; Gagne, 1977; Laird, 1980; Morgan, 1979; Reilly 

& Bullock, 1979; Swartz & Wall, 1979), while others have 

emphasized the importance of the interaction of the youth's 

idiosyncratic character with his or her environment 

(Brendro & Mitchell, 1981; Forness, 1981; Hobbs, 1982). 

Although delinquent behavior is frequently blamed on 

the failure of the educational system, social and psycho-

logical perspectives are evident (Oliver, 1975; Sabatino 

& Mauser, 1978). Increased use of drugs and alcohol and 

lack of adequate jobs have also contributed to delinquency 

(Merritt, 1979). Too, delinquent behavior is influenced by 

peer association (Swartz & Wall, 1979). 

In contrast to looking at delinquency with regard to 

separate variables, there has been a progressive trend 

toward looking at multiple variables and their interrela-

tionships to delinquency (King, 1980). Utilizing computer 

technology, such as that of the PROFILE system developed by 

the Utah State Juvenile Court System, it is possible to 

identify high risk juveniles who will be most likely to 
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become chronic juvenile offenders by looking at the multiple 

variables and obtaining a composite profile (Egan & Oldroyd, 

1980). 

Education in Juvenile Corrections Settings 

Excessive truancy, vandalism, and aggression in 

recent years have directed education toward methods of 

dealing with juvenile delinquency (Grosenick et al., 1980; 

Sarri, 1980b; Wood, 1978). However, few programs exploring 

intervention strategies for delinquent youth have been 

validated through empirical study (Kauffman, 1977). The 

primary mandate of the juvenile corrections agency is to 

provide services to help change the antisocial and 

maladaptive behavior of the delinquent (Policy Options 

Project Staff, 1980). The vast needs of youth offenders, 

however, create problems in the provision of these services 

(Messinger, 1977; Skok, 1977). 

Educational Constraints 

To meet the educational needs of a delinquent child, 

corrections institutions face several constraints (Grosenick 

et al., 1980). There constraints hinder appropriate 

correctional education (Grosenick et al., 1980). 

Structure and organization.—The variations in the 

structure and organization of the many agencies that serve 

delinquent youth present problems of coordination, 
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management, and evaluation of services (Gibson, 1977); 

Lombardo, 1977; Piatt, Wienke, & Tunick, 1979), making it 

difficult to provide for the vast range of needs of youth 

offenders (Messinger, 1977; Skok, 1977). Also, the labels 

used by the juvenile justice system allow for inappropriate 

placement for status offenders and allow denial of service 

to almost 10 percent of youth in need of help (Glick, 1979). 

Status offenders are dealt with equally as stringently or 

more so than youth who have committed serious crimes 

against people or property (Sarri, 1980b). 

Time spent in correctional settings.—The length of 

time spent in correctional settings is a handicapping factor 

to education, as the average stay in juvenile institutional 

settings is only seven months (Sabatino, 1980). The stay in 

detention centers averages only ten days (M. Brown, 1975). 

Intellectual and academic assessment.—Appropriate 

intellectual and academic assessment of juvenile offenders 

has been a concern of researchers (Besag & Greene, 1981a, 

1981b, 1981c; Brown & Robins, 1979; Smith, Hays, & Solway, 

1977; Solway et al., 1976). Diagnosis of the juvenile's 

strengths and weaknesses is fundamental to developing 

educational prescriptions from treatment (Piatt et al., 1979; 

Skok & Truckenmi11er, 1979). However, standardized tests 

have been normed on a population that reflects a ratio of 

racial/ethnic, socioeconomic, sexual, and age characteristics 
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different from incarcerated youth (Brown & Robins, 1979; 

Solway et al., 1976). 

Besag and Greene (1981a) found that the standardized 

achievement tests used at correctional facilities do not 

adequately measure the abilities of incarcerated delinquents, 

due to the uniqueness of the population. Solway et al. 

(1976) found that juvenile delinquents score somewhat lower 

on Verbal, Performance, and Full-Scale IQ scores 

on the WISC-R as compared with the WISC. Smith et al. (1977) 

found the Culture Fair Intelligence Test to be less biased 

than the WISC-R for use with juvenile delinquents; however, 

correlations between WISC-R scores, subtest scale scores, 

and Culture Fair scores were significant at the .01 level, 

further validating the WISC-R. 

Developing appropriate educational prescriptions for 

juvenile delinquents is difficult (Guerriero, Coldiron, & 

Husband, 1975). Guerriero et al. (1975) suggest a method 

of quality assessment of educational profiles of 

institutionalized delinquents as an alternative for 

developing educatonal prescriptions. 

Inadequacy of special programs.—There is significant 

evidence that many special programs are inadequate for 

serving adolescent delinquents (Berman & Siegal, 1976; 

Hobbs, 1979). Many of the correctional education programs 

are reproductions of the traditional programs in regular 
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schools which did not meet the educational needs of these 

youth before incarceration (Brown & Mader, 1975; J. L. 

Johnson, 1980; Sabatino et al., 1975). Hobbs (1982) 

indicates the correctional system is not adequately sensitive 

to the mental health problems of its juveniles. In interviews 

with delinquents, IJ. K. Brown (1975) found that these youth 

desire basic reading and math instruction, vocational 

education, and teachers who care. 

Recognizing that a large segment of the delinquent 

population in institutions have major learning problems, an 

effort must be made to incorporate the procedural safeguards 

mandated in Public Law 94-142 in the identification and 

evaluation of delinquents, in determining appropriate 

education in the least restrictive environment and developing 

appropriate educational prescriptions (Grosenick & Huntze, 

1980; Kauffman, 1980; Policy Options Project Staff, 1980). 

Piatt et al. (1979) investigated instructional programs 

for the incarcerated handicapped within federal correctional 

facilities and found that the implementation of the programs 

mandated by Public Law 94-142 created the greatest concern. 

Grosenick and Huntze (1980) indicate that limited resources 

for implementation of programs in also a concern. 

Shortage of trained teachers.—A shortage of trained 

special education teachers exists in correctional 
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institutions (Piatt et al. , 1982; Richey & Willis, 1982; 

Sabatino et al., 1975). In 1975 only 10 percent of the 

correctional educators had certification in special 

education (Sabatino et al., 1975). Recognizing a need 

for trained personnel, Richey and Willis (1982) developed 

a series of workshops focusing on educational assessment, 

behavior management, and teaching strategies and programs 

for incarcerated youth in order to train correctional 

educators to better serve handicapped delinquents. 

Teacher flexibility, creativity, and experimental attitude 

are important in order to work in a detention center where 

the population continually changes (Brown & Watkins, 1977). 

Educational Programming and Settings 

Rehabilitation of delinquent youth from 1960 to 

the present has concentrated on changing the balance of 

forces within the environment by providing greater 

educational and vocational support (Goldberg, 1973). 

Educational programming for adolescents who are incarcerated 

has especially been undergoing rapid growth as a result of 

Public Law 94-142 (Hirshoren & Heller, 1979). The education 

of incarcerated youth is a major issue, as school failure is 

thought to be an antecedent and almost always a concomitant 

condition of delinquency (Miller, 1975; J. L. Johnson, 1979). 

Too, at least one study has demonstrated that the alleviation 

of reading difficulties lowers recidivism rates (Winzer, 1981) 
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Educational provisions for juvenile delinquents.— 

Institutional educational programs have typically been 

similar to those of the public schools (Miller, 1975; 

Nelson & Kauffman, 1977; Sabatino et al., 1975). 

Educational provisions for juvenile delinquents may include 

traditional programs, residential self-contained classes, 

work-study programs, consultant teacher approaches, and 

alternative schools (Nelson & Kauffman, 1977). Residential 

treatment facilities include group homes, halfway houses, 

shelters, runaway centers, and special alternative schools 

with a residential component (Sarri, 1980a). 

Program settings.—Program alternatives have generally 

been limited to juvenile detention centers and residential 

treatment facilities (Northcutt & Tipton, 1978). There is a 

trend, however, toward the development of special community 

based programs using group homes, alternative schools, or 

behavioral consultants (Stumphauzer, Aiken, & Veloz, 1976; 

Williams, 1979). 

Community based programs are more cost effective, and 

they provide intervention where the problems are actually 

occurring so that coping skills may be developed (Williams, 

1979). Costello (1975) has found the group home to be a 

viable alternative to institutionalization for delinquents 

which can reduce recidivism rates when token reinforcement 

and behavior modification techniques are employed. 
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Another community based setting is the detention 

center (Sarri, 1980a). The two types of educational arrange-

ments most commonly utilized in detention settings are 

self-contained classrooms in the detention center and 

community-liaison services, where juveniles held at the 

center may attend special classes in a nearby school 

system with monitoring by the community-liaison teacher 

(Fritsch & McCoy, 1979). 

Alternative schools represent yet another setting for 

providing services to delinquent and maladapted youth 

(Ramsey & Sickles, 1978). Alternative schools typically 

are small in size, have a low student-adult ratio, 

provide individual instruction, utilize techniques 

designed to improve self concept, provide counseling and 

diagnostic services, and have capable, caring, involved 

teachers (Florida Department of Education, 1980). 

Academic interventions.—Academic and vocational 

instruction must be available to juvenile delinquents 

(Davidson, 1977). With tools for survival, such as 

basic reading skills, career education, and arithmetic, 

a released adolescent's chances of not returning to crime 

are considerably increased (Coffey, 1981). 

Academic and vocational training along with daily 

guided group interaction make up the usual content of 

educational programs found in correctional settings 
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(Gregoire, 1979; Skok & Truckenmiller, 1979). Current 

approaches advocating adult-type education have been 

described by McAfee (1980), Hodges and Mahrer (1981), 

Kunzweiler, Franciosa, and Brown (1977), and Shelton (1981). 

Such programs, including Adult Education Program, Adult 

Performance Level (APL) Project, Adult Literacy, Graduate 

Equivalency Diploma (GED), and survival skills, provide an 

alternative to traditional education programs which help 

students acquire coping skills necessary for effective daily 

living while developing a more positive self-concept (Shelton, 

1981). Hodges and Mahrer (1981) suggest that competency-

based education, such as APL and survival skills, in 

juvenile corrections settings help prepare students to return 

to their community with the same skills as those already 

there. McAfee (1980) advocates individualizing instruction 

in juvenile centers with emphasis on skills needed to 

acquire a GED certificate for those students who have the 

potential to learn the required material. 

Some practitioners have advocated the use of tutorial 

instructional management programs for meeting academic needs 

of incarcerated youth (Kane & Alley, 1980; Lazerson, 1980; 

Mercantino, 1980; Piatt, Reusser, Regan, & Simpson, 1977). 

Improvements in academic performance, self-concept, and 

social behavior of delinquents have resulted from using a 

peer-tutoring approach (Kane & Alley, 1980; Lazerson, 1980; 

Piatt et al., 1977). Kane and Alley (1980) and Piatt et al. 
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(1977) found the use of peer tutors particularly effective 

in individualizing a computational mathematics program. 

Mercantino (1980) utilized volunteer tutors to implement 

specific remediating techniques for the skill deficiencies 

detected on various tests and through teacher observations. 

Other educational programs and techniques have also 

been effective in educating juvenile offenders (Diem & Knoll, 

1981; Krisak & Ross, 1981; Heward & Test, 1979; Pennington, 

1979). One successful technique is the use of performance 

contracts which place responsibility for fulfilling the 

terms of the contract on the youth for whom the services 

are provided (Pennington, 1979). Another is an ecological 

approach aimed at adapting the basic learning environment to 

the unique learning characteristics and needs of each juvenile 

learner (Krisak & Ross, 1981). 

The newest delivery systems for educating juvenile 

offenders involve the use of technology (Diem & Knoll, 1981; 

Heward & Test, 1979). An innovative educational technology 

called the Visual Response System (VRS), which is capable of 

helping teachers in correctional settings set objectives 

for students, plan instruction, and evaluate results of 

instruction, has been proven effective with juvenile 

delinquents, especially since it is highly motivating with 

many possible rewards (Heward & Test, 1979). One center 

utilizes a closed circuit radio and television system and a 

broadcast center, along with an interactive computer system, 
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to supplement instruction, as a reward for work, as a means 

of individualizing instruction, and as a motivator (Diem & 

Knoll, 1981). 

Vocational Instruction 

Vocational or career education is a priority for 

incarcerated juveniles (Maher, 1981; Reynolds, 1978). An 

individual is handicapped in the economic system without the 

work skills that allow him or her to be a productive worker 

and self-sufficient person (Dewey, 1978). Strong career 

education programs, prevocational instruction, and work 

experience programs facilitate the incarcerated youth's 

reentry into the community (Meers, 1980). Also, vocational 

skills help develop the delinquent's positive self concept 

and provide skills for active and constructive participation 

in society (Dye, 1980). 

The need for vocational education in juvenile facilities 

has been explored (Anderson, 1981; Heward, McCormick, & 

Jcynes, 1980; Lattimore, 1975; Tunick, Wienke, & Piatt, 1981; 

Smith, VJydra, & Klotz, 1981; Webster, 1981). The importance 

of vocational evaluations in correctional education are 

emphasized by Anderson (1981) and Tunick et al. (1981), while 

Smith et al. (1981) advocate that a complete vocational 

process, including intake, diagnosis, instruction, placement, 

follow-up, and feedback, should be implemented in juvenile 

correctional facilities. The effectiveness and appropriateness 
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of vocational-technical training in educating adolescent 

delinquents and preparing them for reentry into the community 

has been substantiated (Reward et al., 1980; Lattimore, 1975; 

Webster, 1981). In addition, teaching confined juveniles 

reintegrative skills improves opportunities of employment 

(Gehring, 1981; Shore & Massimo, 1979). 

Psychosocial Interventions and Techniques 

Research literature indicates that affective factors 

related to school are excellent predictors and descriptors 

of delinquency (Zionts, 1980). In fact, it is frequently 

a youth's failure to comply with society's norms that 

determines juvenile delinquency (Eggleston, 1981; Laird, 

1980) . 

Aspects of psychosocial development.—There is evidence 

to suggest that the self-concepts of delinquent youth differ 

from those of other youth and cannot be changed significantly 

in a short period of time, as a poor self-concept is part of 

their normal defense system (Jones & Beck, 1980). Zionts 

(1980), however, found no significant differences between 

inner-city delinquents and inner-city nondelinquents in 

attitudes toward school, postschool goals, self—concepts, 

relationship with others, and general concerns. Nevertheless, 

the development of adequate self-concepts, societal coping 

skills, and self—reliance competencies are considered to be 

necessary aspects of treatment programs (Clark, Wood, & 
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Northrop, 1980; Eggleston, 1981; Fritsch & Lutkemeier, 1980; 

J. I. Johnson, 1980; Jones & Blaney, 1975; Piatt et al., 

1979). 

Techniques utilized.—Family therapy, group therapy, 

individual counseling, and developing coping skills and 

problem-solving abilities are the usual techniques and/or 

methods utilized in correctional settings in providing 

intervention programs for behavior problem youth in need of 

psychosocial development (Burdsal & Buel, 1980; Clark et al., 

1980; Eggleston, 1981; Gibson, 1981; Jones & Beck, 1980; 

Mchillin, 1981). Combined with individualized social service 

and academic instruction, group counseling improves social 

interaction and is effective in reducing frustration and 

stress in juvenile offenders (Althbuch & St. George, 1981; 

Fine, 1977). Programs which have combined academic 

remediation, token reinforcement, and group counseling have 

lowered the rate of recidivism, improved delinquents' behavior, 

and changed delinquents' attitudes toward authority (Gagne, 

1977; Lee & Haynes, 1978). 

While a variety of behavioral techniques have been 

employed, contingency contracting and token reinforcement 

programs are the most common behavioral management programs 

used with delinquents (Kauffman, 1977). Although numerous 

attempts to modify behavior using behavior modification 

techniques are made, systematic research and evaluation 

rarely occur (Achenbach, 1975). Jesness (1975), however, 
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found that both behavior modification and transactional 

analysis techniques reduced recidivism rates, helped 

juveniles achieve scholastically at a higher rate, become 

more socialized, and become more optimistic about their 

future. A new trend in psychosocial development known as 

a behavioral community health model, where the principles 

of behavior management are applied in the natural environment, 

has been effective in bringing about positive behavior 

changes (Kauffman, 1977; Stumphauzer et al., 1976). 

Behavior models.—The teacher is recognized as the most 

important influence upon the students in achieving desirable 

personality and social changes (Bowen, 1981; Brendtro & 

Mitchell, 1981; Cain, 1979; Carducci, 1980; McManus, 1976). 

The teacher models appropriate behavior while integrating 

academic, vocational, and social skills with the ultimate 

purpose of resocialization (Cain, 1979; Carducci, 1980). 

The teacher should provide a learning environment that is 

success-oriented, success-insuring, supportive, clear, and 

consistent in expectations when working with students in 

correctional settings (Bowen, 1981; Brown & Watkins, 1977; 

Brendtro & Mitchell, 1981). 

Peers and other adults can also affect behavior changes 

(Carducci, 1980; McManus, 1976). Major positive changes in 

attitudes and behavior of delinquent teenage girls have 

occurred using proctors who model appropriate behavior and 

offer a close one-to-one relationship to the juveniles 
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(McManus, 1976). Positive Peer Culture (PPC), a modality 

utilizing peer groups, and Assertiveness Training, teaching 

appropriate behaviors, have jointly been proven effective in 

effecting behavior changes in delinquents (Carducci, 1980). 

Treatment programs.—Although many instructional 

programs try to deal with disruptive behavior and negative 

feelings and also have an educational program, there is often 

not enough overlapping between the two entities (Manduchi & 

Nardello, 1975). Marshall and Heward (1979) designed a 

self-management course, however, which combines both entities 

in teaching self-control and self-management. 

Research indicates that nondelinquent adaptive behavior 

can be learned, can be modeled, and can be taught in a 

community-based delinquency prevention program (Aiken, 

Stumphauzer, & Veloz, 1977). Although a number of behaviorally 

based treatment programs for juvenile offenders have been 

effective, these programs have typically operated in highly 

controlled environments (McDowell & Brown, 1978). 

Generalization from the treatment setting to the community 

of desirable, prosocial behaviors is a major objective of 

correctional education (Sabatino & Mauser, 1978). 

Nutrition Therapy 

A relatively new treatment for juvenile delinquents has 

been proposed by Rimland and Larson (1981). These researchers 

have proven megavitamin therapy useful in treating various 
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behavioral disorders in a number of recent double blind 

studies. They suggest that much violent crime, antisocial 

behavior, and/or learning disabilities is caused by 

biological malfunction of the brain from one of a number 

of demonstrated causes, such as maternal smoking or alcohol 

consumption, poor nutrition, chemical exposure, substance 

abuse, and food allergies, and more attention to nutrition 

can effect changes. 

Exemplary Programs for Delinquents 

The development of programs to meet the needs of 

maladjusted and delinquent youth has been a priority for 

the past few years (Dembinski, Rossi, Valenti, & Chambers, 

1981). Different agencies around the country are developing 

system models for the management and education of delinquents 

(Brendtro & Mitchell, 1981; Costello, 1975; Dial, 1978: 

Jeffers, 1976; Lombardo, 1977; Mattingly, 1976; Mell & Knotts, 

1976; Severns, 1976, Skok & Truckenmiller, 1979; Stumphauzer 

et al., 1976). Provision of a range of alternative 

educational environments in both day school and residential 

settings has been attempted in several school systems with 

promising results (Sarri, 1980a; Wood, 1978). 

Model programs and management innovations in 

Pennsylvania are described by Brown and Simpson (1976), 

Jeffers (1976), Lombardo (1977), Mattingly (1976), Mell and 

Knotts (1976), Severns (1976, and Skok and Truckenmiller 
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(1979). The Pennsylvania Youth Services Model offers a 

localized positive solution for the education of problem 

youth utilizing accountable programs with evaluation 

(Lombardo, 1977), whereas the Camp Hill Project is a 

juvenile security institution for correctional education 

(Mattingly, 1975; Mell & Knotts, 1976). The Sherman Learning 

Center in Pittsburgh is an alternative school which utilizes 

an Assessment Teaching Curriculum designed to be congruent 

with course requirements throughout the states (Severns, 

1976). Pennsylvania's Group and Individual Growth (GIG) 

Project is an outdoor experience for juvenile offenders 

which promotes behavioral change (Brown & Simpson, 1976). 

Other facilities for delinquent youth are scattered 

throughout the country. Well-known residential facilities 

include (a) the Highfields program, a community based 

residential program in New Jersey, (b) Achievement Place, a 

family-type group home, and (c) Silverlake, a residential 

facility for delinquent boys (Sarri, 1980a; Wolf, 1976). 

The Starr Commonwealth Alternative Educational Program, 

the cooperative effort of a child care agency, the public 

schools, and a juvenile court, consists of a total living-

learning milieu for adolescents (Brendtro & Mitchell, 1980). 

Exemplary alternative day schools include Cool School 

in Toronto, Ontario (Anderson & Ridley, 1977), and Elmwood 

Center in Rockwood, Illinois (Dembinski et al., 1981). 
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Each school is staffed only by certified special education 

personnel, and tne programs include academic instruction, 

behavior management approaches, cooperative work training, 

and a reentry program (Anderson & Ridley, 1977; Dembinski 

et al., 1981). 

Other noted day school programs include Livingston 

(Rothman, 1980), Storms Street School (Altbuch & St. George, 

1981), and the FOCUS Program in Minnesota (Larson, 1978). 

Livingston is a unique coeducational New York City public 

day school for emotionally disturbed and delinquent 

adolescents where students have the opportunity to internalize 

discipline, make school choices, and learn to control 

important aspects of their lives (Rothman, 1980). Storms 

Street School is an educational alternative school for 

juvenile offenders which provides individualized academic 

and behavioral skills and helps offenders become responsible 

for their behavior within social and academic settings 

(Altbuch & St. George, 1981). The FOCUS Program is a 

successful secondary school program for dealing with potential 

juvenile offenders which stresses a family group process, peer 

groups, and a work experience program (Larson, 1978). 

An example of newer efforts in serving juvenile offenders 

is the Ector County Youth Center in Texas (Dial, 1978). The 

coordinated efforts of several community agencies provide 

educational services to the delinquents in the community and 

also provide an alternative educational program to those 
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students in the area who have not been functioning 

adequately or appropriately in the regular school setting. 

The Alternative Opportunity Program ( AOP) is designed 

for junior high students on the verge of becoming 

delinquent offenders (Wood, Buescher, & Denison, 1979). 

This volunteer program,which provides education, student 

support services, and guidance and management services for 

students, parents, and teachers, has proven to be a viable 

early intervention for young "at-risk" adolescents which 

is more cost effective than incarceration (Wood et al., 

1979) . 

Exemplary facilties with vocational programs include 

the Alternative Vocational School {AVSj in Connecticut 

(Webster, 1981), and the Windham School Program operated 

by the Texas Department of Corrections (L. Murray, 1979). 

Both schools offer instruction in basic academic and 

vocational—technical skills while refining interpersonal 

skills (L. Murray, 1979; Webster, 1981); but the AVS is 

attended only by emotionally disturbed or socially 

maladapted adolescents, most of whom are involved with 

either the court or juvenile probation (Webster, 1981), 

while all students at Windham are incarcerated (L. Murray, 

1979). In addition to state—accredited secondary programs, 

Windham offers postsecondary programs comprised of 

academic and vocational junior colleges, apprenticeships 



42 

and training, and a four-year college (Carona, 1977; L. 

Murray, 1979). 

Summary 

Secretary of Education Terrell Bell (1981) has stressed 

the importance of education for the incarcerated as a means 

of reducing ignorance, unemployment, poverty, and crime. 

Research on successful programs for educating juvenile 

delinquents suggests a need for a holistic outlook 

encompassing multiple variables, such as organizational 

structure, social setting, resources, grouping, and 

operational issues of time and space (Brendtro & Mitchell, 

1981). Research has identified strong leadership, reduced 

child—adult ratios, goal specificity, a structured 

environment, and a climate of positive expectations as 

important factors in developing correctional education 

programs (Brendtro & Mitchell, 1979; Rothman, 1980; 

Sabatino, 1980; Sarri, 1980a). 

Methods of treatment of juvenile delinquents have 

shifted over the years (Fox, 1976). Current trends are 

toward handling the delinquent in the local community 

(Dial, 1978; Fox, 1976; Stumphauzer et al., 1976). 

Institutions should be run so that most of the youth change 

for the better and recidivism rates are significantly lower 

(Jesness, 1975). Aftercare services to help the institu-

tionalized juvenile with adjustment problems upon release 
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into the community is essential to prevent recidivism 

among youthful offenders (Sarri, 19801). Since numerous 

attempts have been made to modify delinquent behavior but 

implementation of any paradigm rarely has included systematic 

research and evaluation, each new paradigm should be treated 

as one of a large array of possible solutions to current 

problems (Auchenback, 1975). Alternatives to state public 

training, however, are usually more humane and do as well 

as more traditional correctional facilities (Sarri, 1980a). 

Synthesis of the Research 

This review of the literature suggests the many 

considerations that must be made in order to adequately 

provide appropriate services to delinquent youth. With much 

emphasis on new, innovative programming, ex post facto 

research based on youth who were educated in one of the 

"new" community based center/schools may provide some new 

information about the contemporary delinquent to either 

support or disclaim some current beliefs about these youth. 

Characteristics of adolescents in such a facility may differ 

from those previously recorded, since most of those facts 

were taken from traditional residential facilities away from 

the youth's community and before Public Law 94-142 came into 

being with its many mandates that apply to adjudicated 

handicapped as well as to all other handicapped. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES 

This investigation of data pertaining to adjudicated 

and nonadjudicated adolescents educated in a juvenile 

center/school attempted to answer the following question. 

What (a) demographic data, (b) scholastic data, (c) 

delinquent and/or maladaptive behavior data, and (d) 

handicapping conditions describe adjudicated and nonadjudi-

cated adolescents educated at a juvenile center/school for 

youth with delinquent and/or maladaptive behaviors? 

From this question two hypotheses were developed for 

inclusion in the investigation. The hypotheses were 

divided into corollaries for clarification. 

Hypotheses 

The following statistical hypotheses were tested. 

Hypothesis 1 

There are no significant differences in demographic 

data, scholastic data, and handicaps among (a) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the local education 

agency (LEA) who later became adjudicated, (b) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the LEA who did not 

become adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated adolescents placed 
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placed at the center/school only through the juvenile 

justice system. 

Corollary la.—There are no significant differences 

in demographic data among (a) nonadjudicated adolescents 

sent to the center/school by the LEA who later became 

adjudicated, (b) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the 

center/school by the LEA who did not become adjudicated, 

and (c) adjudicated adolescents placed at the center/school 

only through the juvenile justice system. 

Corollary lb.—There are no significant differences in 

scholastic data among (a) nonadjudicated adolescents sent 

to the center/school by the LEA who later became adjudicated, 

(b) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the center/school by 

the LEA who did not become adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated 

adolescents placed at the center/school only through the 

juvenile justice system. 

Corollary lc. There are no Significant differences in 

data related to handicaps among (a) nonadjudicated adolescents 

sent to the center/school by the LEA who later became 

adjudicated, (b) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the 

center/school by the LEA who did not become adjudicated, 

and (c) adjudicated adolescents placed at the center/school 

only through the juvenile justice system. 
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Hypothesis 2 

There are no sets of variables that can discriminate 

among the group memberships of (a) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the LEA but who 

subsequently were adjudicated and incarcerated, (b) 

adolescents who exhibited maladaptive behaviors at school 

and were sent to the center/school but who never became 

adjudicated, and (c) adolescents who were adjudicated 

through the juvenile justice system and were not 

previously identified by the LEA as maladaptive. 

Corollary 2a.—There is no set of variables that 

can discriminate (a) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to 

the center/school by the LEA but who subsequently were 

judicated and incarcerated from (b) adolescents who were 

sent to the center/school by the LEA and never became 

adjudicated and incarcerated. 

Corollary 2b.—There is no set of variables that can 

discriminate (a) adolescents who exhibited maladaptive 

behaviors at school and were sent to the center/school 

by the LEA but who never became adjudicated from (b) 

adolescents who were adjudicated through the juvenile 

justice system and were not previously identified by the 

LEA as maladaptive. 
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Subjects for the Study 

The subjects for this study wp.re all of the 102 

adolescents who were educated in a juvenile center/school 

for delinquent and/or behavior disordered youth during the 

school year from September 1, 1981, through August 31, 

1982. The juvenile center/school is a cooperative effort 

of the juvenile department of the county and the local 

school district where the facility is located. The 

facility provides educational and behavioral interventions 

to youth who have been adjudicated in the community as well 

as to youth who have been referred to the facility by the 

school district as an alternative to suspension after the 

adolescents have exhibited disruptive and/or maladaptive 

behaviors at a local school campus. 

Each of the subjects in the study was either referred 

to the juvenile center/school by the local school admin-

istrative personnel for day school placement or incarcerated 

at the facility during the designated time for the study. 

All subjects subsequently received educational instruction 

at the center/school, although numbers of days enrolled or 

incarcerated at the facility varied with each subject. 

The 102 adolescents in the study ranged in age from 

13 years 2 months through 18 years 7 months. The ethnicity, 

sex, and age range of all 102 subjects in the study are 

delineated in Table 1. 
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TABLE I 

SUBJECTS UTILIZED IN THE PRESENT STUDY 
REPORTED BY AGE RANGE, RACE, AND SEX 

Subjects Reported 
by Chronological Age 
Range in Years-Months 

Total 
Number 

Race/Sex of Subjects Subjects Reported 
by Chronological Age 
Range in Years-Months 

M F 
Black 
M F 

White 
M F 

Hispanic 
M F 

13-0 through 14-11 
(24) 

22 2 10 0 11 2 1 0 

15-0 through 16-11 
(68) 

54 14 24 4 27 10 3 0 

17-0 through 18-11 
(10) 

9 1 5 1 4 0 0 0 

Total by Sex 85 17 39 5 42 12 4 0 

Total 102 44 54 4 

Of the 102 subjects there were 85 males and 17 females. 

Within this group there were 44 Black subjects, 54 White 

subjects, and 4 Hispanic subjects. There were 24 subjects 

between the ages 13 years 0 months through 14 years 11 months, 

68 subjects between the ages 15 years 0 months through 

16 years 11 months, and 10 subjects between the ages 17 years 

0 months through 18 years 11 months. 

Data Collection 

Permission to conduct this investigation and to review 

the confidential case files of each subject in the study was 

obtained from both the school district and the county Juvenile 

Department which cooperatively operate the juvenile 
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center/school where the subjects in the study were educated. 

Anonymity of the subjects, personnel, and juvenile center/ 

school involved was assured. 

Raw data concerning each subject's (a) demographic 

data (age, sex, race, number of parents, number of siblings, 

birth order rank), (b) scholastic data (IQ score, grade, 

achievement levels in reading, math, and written language), 

(c) data concerning types of delinquent or maladaptive 

behaviors exhibited, and (d) identified handicapping 

conditions was collected. This data appears in Appendix A. 

Data was obtained from social-medical data recorded at the 

time of referral to or incarceration at the center/school, 

diagnostic assessment protocols and/or written assessment 

reports of the certified educational diagnostician, and the 

psychological reports of the licensed psychologist employed 

at the center/school during September 1, 1981, through August 

31, 1982. Judicial records from the juvenile center/school 

and records from the local education agency were examined to 

obtain delinquent behavior data. 

Instruments Utilized by the Assessment Personnel 

An individual intelligence test and an achievement test 

were administered by a certified educational diagnostician 

to each subject. The licensed psychologist then engaged in 

a clinical interview with each subject and administered a 
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personality inventory when the test seemed warranted from 

data previously collected and the subject's behavior. 

Intelligence Tests 

The main measures of intellectual functioning used 

were the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised 

(WISC-R) (Wechsler, 1974) and the Wechsler Adult Intelligence 

S c a l e (WAIS) (Wechsler, 1955). The WISC-R was developed for 

children and youth ages 6 years 0 months through 16 years 

11 months, while the WAIS was developed for ages 16 years 

0 months and older (Wechsler, 1955, 1958, 1974). Each test 

yields Verbal, Performance, and Full Scale IQ scores which 

have high reliabilities for each age range with the mean 

coefficients on the WISC-R being .94, .90, and .96, 

respectively (Wechsler, 1974) and on the WAIS being .96, 

.93, and .97, respectively (Wechsler, 1955). Also, 

the standard error of measurement (SEm), a function of the 

reliability coefficient and the variability of test scores 

for a particular age group, range from 2.98 to 4.96 on the 

Verbal, Performance, and Full Scale IQ scores of the WISC—R 

(Wechsler, 1974) and from 2.60 to 3.97 on the WAIS (Wechsler, 

1955). In addition, the correlation between the WISC-R and 

the WAIS Full Scale IQ scores is .95, while the correlation 

between the two Verbal IQ scores is .96, and the correlation 

between the two Performance IQ scores is .83 (Wechsler, 1974). 

In a few cases the Slosson Intelligence Test (Slosson, 

1977) was utilized to assess intellectual ability. This 
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measure has a reliability coefficient of .97 and a SEm of 

4.3 (Slosson, 1977). In measuring concurrent validity, this 

intelligence instrument correlates highly with the WAIS, 

with the average difference in IQ scores being -3.3 

(Slosson, 1977). 

Achievement Test 

Part Two of the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational 

Battery (Woodcock & Johnson, 1977) was administered to each 

subject in the study. The educational battery's seven 

subtests, providing information regarding each subject's 

capabilities in reading, mathematics, and written language, 

are reported in the study. The results of the tests are 

presented in grade equivalent scores, which reflect the 

subject's performance in terms of the grade level in the 

norming sample at which the average score is the same as 

the scores made by the subject (Hessler, 1982). Each 

student's performance on each section is also reported 

in standard scores in order to facilitate comparison 

with intellectual capabilities. On this test all subjects 

have a minimum reliability of .80, and each cluster area 

has a minimum reliability of .90 (Woodcock, 1978). The 

Woodcock-Johnson is designed to replicate the type of 

learning occurring in school settings and provide an 

accurate indication of how well a subject performs in 

United States schools (Hessler, 1982). 
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Personality Instrument 

The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 

(Hathaway & McKinley, 1967) was utilized along with a clinical 

interview to assist in the diagnosis of personal adjustment 

difficulties that constitute an emotional handicap. The 

MMPI allows the psychologist to identify those traits that 

are commonly characteristic of psychological abnormality 

(Hathaway & McKinley, 1967). The test-retest reliability 

coefficients of the various sections of the instrument 

range from .46 to .91 (Cottle, 1950). 

Statistical Design 

Raw data obtained from examining records of the 102 

adjudicated and nonadjudicated adolescents in the study 

were analyzed, summarized, and presented in tabular form. 

Descriptive statistics were used to report the characteristics 

of the population. The descriptive statistics used included 

frequencies, means, and ranges (Downie & Heath, 1974; 

Ferguson, 1976; Sax, 1980). The chi square was used as 

a test of significance when the data was expressed in 

frequencies or in percentages or proportions that could be 

reduced to frequencies (Downie & Heath, 1974; Ferguson, 1976). 

Also, Pearson correlations and one-way analyses 

of variance (Ferguson, 1976) were used as tests of 

significance in answering the question asked in the study 

and in testing the hypotheses arid corollaries. 
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In order to determine if there were sets of variables 

that could adequately discriminate among the groups of 

adolescents educated at the juvenile center/school, a 

discriminant function analysis (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 

1974) was utilized. The discriminant function analysis 

was used to determine the predictive value of the variables 

studied. 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSSX) 

was used in the study in data analysis (Klecka, Nie, & Hull, 

1975). The SPSS^ calculated the single-variable descriptive 

statistics, and through the use of statistical subprograms, 

computed Pearson correlational coefficients, chi squares, 

and one-way analyses of variance with tests of significance, 

and multiple discriminant function analyses (Klecka et al., 

1975). The alpha level accepted in this investigation was 

p<\ 05. 

In order to analyze the demographic characteristics, 

scholastic characteristics, and handicaps exhibited by the 

adolescents in the study, the adolescents were divided into 

three groups. The nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the 

center/school by the LEA who later became adjudicated were 

identified as Group 1. The nonadjudicated adolescents sent 

to the center/school by the LEA who did not become adjudicated 

constituted Group 2, while Group 3 consisted of those adjudi-

cated adolescents who had been placed at the center/school 

only through the juvenile justice system. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Information obtained from the case studies of 102 

adolescents educated at a juvenile center/school for 

delinquent and behavior disordered youth have been 

analyzed and presented in this chapter. Data collected 

included (a) demographic data, (b) scholastic data, 

(c) delinquent and/or maladaptive behavior data, and 

(d) identified handicapping conditions as delineated 

in Public Law 94-142. 

The data was analyzed in order to answer the 

following question. 

What (a) demographic data, (b) scholastic data, (c) 

delinquent and/or maladaptive behavior data, and (d) 

handicapping conditions describe contemporary adjudicated 

adolescents educated in a juvenile center/school for youth 

with delinquent and/or maladaptive behaviors? 

From this question two hypotheses were developed. 

The hypotheses were divided into corollaries for facilitation 

in handling the data. These hypotheses are introduced in 

the following discussion of the data as they are relevant 

to the information presented. 
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A Descriptive Profile of Adolescents with 

Delinquent and/or Maladaptive Behaviors 

Hypothesis 1 

There are no significant differences in demographic 

data, scholastic data, and handicaps among (a) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the local education 

agency (LEA) who later became adjudicated, (b) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the LEA who did not 

become adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated adolescents placed 

at the center/school only through the juvenile justice 

system. 

Corollary la.—There are no significant differences in 

demographic data among (a) nonadjudicated adolescents sent 

to the center/school by the LEA who later became adjudicated, 

(b) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the center/school by 

the LEA who did not become adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated 

adolescents placed at the center/school only through the 

juvenile justice system. 

Corollary lb.—There are no significant differences in 

scholastic data among (a) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to 

the center/school by the LEA who later became adjudicated, 

(b) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the center/school by 

the LEA who did not become adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated 

adolescents placed at the center/school only through the 

juvenile justice system. 
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Corollary lc.—There are no significant differences in 

data related to handicaps among (a) nonadjudicated 

adolescents sent to the center/school by the LEA who 

later became adjudicated, (b) nonadjudicated adolescents 

sent to the center/school by the LEA who did not become 

adjudicated, and (c) adjudicated adolescents placed at the 

center/school only through the juvenile justice system. 

Characteristics of the Population 

This section analyzes the demographic characteristics, 

scholastic characteristics, and handicaps exhibited by the 

adolescents in the study. For discussion purposes, the 

adolescents sent to the facility by the LEA who subsequently 

became adjudicated are identified as Group 1. Group 2 consists 

of all adolescents sent to the facility by the LEA who did 

not become adjudicated. Those adolescents who had not been 

sent to the facility by the LEA but, rather, who had been 

adjudicated and incarcerated as a result of official judicial 

processes are identified as Group 3. 

Race•—The total population at the center/school consisted 

of 44 Black, 54 White, and 4 Hispanic adolescents. These 

frequencies with corresponding percentages of each subgroup 

of the population are presented in Table II. As is evidenced 

in Table II, 53.0 percent of the total group were White, 43.1 

percent were Black, and 3.9 percent were Hispanic. These 

distributions were approximately the same as those in Group 2, 
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the set with the highest number of cases. Groups 1 and 3 

had percentages that varied somewhat from those of the 

total population. In Group 3 Whites comprised 71.4 percent 

of the population, while Blacks made up 21.4 percent. 

The distribution in this sample is generally representative 

of the population of the community in which the facility exists, 

so the results appear to be contradictory to earlier reports 

in the literature indicating a larger percentage of minority 

populations being classified as delinquent (King, 1980; 

Sarri, 1980). The percentages found are, instead, commen-

surate with those reported by Bullock and Reilly (1979). 

TABLE II 

BLACK, WHITE, AND HISPANIC DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE TOTAL 
POPULATION, GROUP 1, GROUP 2, AND GROUP 3 

Race 
Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Race 
F P F P F P F P 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Total 

44 43.1 

54 53.0 

4 3.9 

12 52.2 

10 43.5 

1 4.3 

29 44.6 

34 52.3 

2 3.1 

3 21.4 

10 71.4 

1 7.2 

Black 

White 

Hispanic 

Total 102 100.0 23 100.0 65 100.0 14 100.0 
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Age.—The ages of adolescents educated at the center/ 

school ranged from 13-1 to 18-7 years. The mean age was 

15-7 years. Twenty-four subjects were between the ages 

13-0 and 14-11, 68 subjects were between the ages 15-0 and 

16-11 years, and 20 subjects were between the ages 17-0 and 

18-11 years. The subjects utilized in the study were 

described by Age Range, Race, and Sex in Table I appearing 

on page 63 in Chapter III. 

An analysis of variance of Age by Race was utilized in 

order to analyze and determine any statistical differences 

in the age of the youth in the study by race. The results 

did not yield probabilities smaller than those expected by 

chance. With 101 degrees of freedom (2 between groups and 

99 within groups), the F ratio was 1.364, resulting in an 

F probability of 0.2603. 

Sex.—There was a much greater percentage of males 

represented in the total population (83.3 percent) than was 

represented by females (16.7 percent). This finding is 

consistent with others reported in the literature (Bullock 

& Reilly, 1979; King, 1980; Sarri, 1980). A summary of 

the distribution by sex for each group appears in Table III 

Both Groups 2 and 3 had approximately equal percentages of 

females, but a significant discrepancy occurred in 

Group 2. None of the females sent to the facility by the 

LEA subsequently became incarcerated, whereas 23 of the 

males became adjudicated during the school year studied. 
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TABLE III 

SEX DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE POPULATION BY GROUP 

Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Sex F P F P F p F p 

Female 17 16.7 0 0.0 13 20.0 4 28.6 

Male 85 83.3 23 100.0 52 80.0 10 71.4 

Total 102 100.0 23 100.0 65 100.0 14 100.0 

Family history•—The number of siblings in the family 

ranged from 1 to 12 with three the median and 3.716 the 

mean number. The average number of siblings for each group 

was 4.3 for Group 1, 3.5 for Group 2, and 3.6 for Group 3. 

The rank in order of birth ranged from 1 to 11. 

Forty-five or 44.1 percent of the total population were 

first born children, while 24.5 percent were born second. 

Table IV is a summary of the data on rank in birth by 

groups. Crosstabulations of rank in order of birth with 

number of siblings in the family did not yield results 

that are statistically significant, but some interesting 

patterns emerged. Of the 18 families with 6 or more 

children, 2 were White, 3 were Hispanic, and 13 were Black. 

Of the total population, only three adolescents were born 

later than fifth in rank. The 3 born later were all Black, 

and their ranks in birth were 7, 8, and 11. 



TABLE IV 

RANK IN BIRTH ORDER BY GROUP 

77 

Value 
Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

Value F P F P F P F P 

1 45 44.1 9 39.1 31 47.7 5 35.7 

2 25 24.5 2 8.7 18 27.7 5 35.7 

3 14 13.7 3 13.1 9 13.9 2 14.4 

4 10 9.8 5 21.7 4 6.2 1 7.1 

5 5 4.9 3 13.1 1 1.5 1 7.1 

7 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 

8 1 1.0 1 4.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

11 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 

Total 102 100.0 23 100.0 65 100.0 14 100.0 

An examination of the number of biological parents in 

the homes of the total population in the study reveals that 

57.8 percent of the adolescents come from single-parent 

families. The major difference noted among groups was the 

difference in Group 3. Group 3's adolescents came from 

single parent families to a greater extent (78.6 percent) 

than evidenced in the other two groups. Groups 1 and 2 

did not differ significantly from the distribution represented 

in the total population, for 47.8 percent of Group 1 came 

from single-parent homes, and 56.7 percent of Group 2 did. 
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Grade.—The average grade in school was 9.225 and 

the median was 9.0 for the total population. The summary 

of the grades represented by each group is in Table V. 

TABLE V 

GRADE IN SCHOOL AT ENTRY BY GROUP 

Value 
Total Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

Total 

2 

6 

11 

42 

32 

7 

2 

1.9 

5.9 

10.8 

41.2 

31.4 

6.9 

1.9 

2 

2 

3 

10 

4 

1 

1 

8.7 

8.7 

13.1 

43.5 

17.4 

4.3 

4.3 

0 

2 

6 

29 

21 

6 

1 

0.0 

3.1 

9.2 

44.6 

32.3 

9.2 

1.6 

102 100.0 23 100.0 65 100.0 

0 

2 

2 

3 

7 

0 

0 

0.0 

14.3 

14.3 

21.4 

50.0 

0.0 

0.0 

14 100.0 

The students in the sample ranged from sixth grade through 

grade 12, but 85 of the 102 adolescents were in grades 8, 9, 

and 10. Of grades 8, 9, and 10, 74 were in the latter two 

grades. 

IQ scores.—The IQ scores in the sample ranged from 

53 to 133, with the mean IQ score being 87.77. In this 

investigation, out of the 88 adolescents referred by the LEA 
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only 11 had IQ scores of 100 or more, while 77 had scores of 

less than 100. In a normally distributed population 

approximately 68 percent have IQ scores between -1 and +1 

standard deviations of the mean, which is between 85 and 115 

on the Wechsler scales. This population (Groups 1 and 2 

combined) had 62 percent, which is close to the normal 

estimated percentage. However, on closer examination, 34 

percent should be from the mean to +1 standard deviation, 

while this group exhibited only 8 IQ scores or 9 percent 

with IQ scores within the mean to +1 standard deviation. The 

combined Groups 1 and 2 had 40, or 45 percent, with IQ 

scores ranging from 85 to 99. For the range from -2 to -1 

standard deviations, represented by IQ scores of 70-84, 

20 adolescents, or 22.7 percent demonstrated intellectual 

functioning, as compared to 13.5 percent in the normal 

distribution. Seventeen adolescents, or 19.3 percent 

demonstrated intellectual functioning below -2 standard 

deviations of the mean, compared to the 2.5 percent 

demonstrated in a normal distribution. 

For the range of +1 to +2 standard deviations there 

were only 3 students, 3.4 percent as compared with 13.5 

percent in a normal distribution. Of these three, the 2 

students with the highest IQ scores (126 and 128 Full-

Scale scores) were both White and each subsequently 

became incarcerated. 
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The incarcerated group, Group 3 had a mean IQ score of 

99.54, greater than that demonstrated in either of the 

other groups. Table VI is a summary of the mean IQ scores 

and standard deviations, and the means of each of the 

achievement measures. Both grade equivalents and standard 

scores are included for each academic area for ease in 

interpretation. 

TABLE VI 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF SCHOLASTICALLY-RELATED DATA 

Variable 
Total (102) 

M SD 

Group 1 

M SD 

Group 2 

M SD 

Group 3 

M SD 

Full-Scale 
IQ Score 

Grade 
Level 

Reading Grade 
Equivalent 

Reading 
Standard Score 

Math Grade 
Equivalent 

Math Standard 
Score 

Written Language 
Grade Equivalent 

Written Language 
Standard Score 

87.8 14.9 

9 .2 1 .2 

6.1 3.3 

87.9 12.0 

6.7 2.7 

85.8 12.8 

6.1 3.2 

87.2 12 .0 

85.2 18.8 

8.8 1.4 

5.9 3.1 

87.9 15.4 

6.3 2.7 

85.0 14.0 

5.7 3.4 

86.9 13.2 

86.3 12.5 

9.4 .9 

5.9 3.0 

87.4 10.8 

6.6 2.5 

85.5 12.7 

6.1 3.1 

86.6 12 .1 

99.5 14.5 

9.1 1.1 

7.4 3.9 

90.6 13.0 

7.7 3.3 

88.9 12.0 

7.7 3.5 

90.8 9.6 

*Valid cases 
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Academic skills.—The mean reading grade equivalent for 

the total population was 6.1, while the range was from 1.4 

to 12.9. By group, the mean reading grade equivalent (GE) 

for Groups 1 and 2 were each 5.9, while the mean reading GE 

for Group 3 was 7.4. The reading standard scores (SS) were 

simply a different method of reporting the same reading 

information in order to facilitate comparisons with the mean 

IQ scores. The total population reading SS was 87.9, for 

example, and the mean full-scale IQ score for the total 

group was 87.8. In other words, there is no significant 

discrepancy between the reading ability that would be expected 

for the mean IQ level and what actually exists. The mean 

reading SS for Groups 1 and 2 are 87.9 and 87.4, respectively. 

Since the Mean IQ score for Group 1 was 85.2 and the mean 

IQ score for Group 2 was 86.3, the mean reading ability of 

Groups 1 and 2 is commensurate with the expected reading 

ability. For Group 3, the reading SS of 90.6 is below the 

level of ability that is predicted for a mean IQ of 99.5. 

However, the discrepancy is less than one standard deviation. 

The mean math GE of 6.7 (85.8 SS) is also a close 

approximation of the level expected for the mean IQ score of 

87.8. Groups 1 and 2 have math GEs and SSs that are 

commensurate with expected levels, but Group 3 exhibits a 

7.7 GE (88.9 SS) that is higher than both of the other 

groups but still almost one standard deviation below the 

expected level. 
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The mean GE for written language is 6.1 (87.2 SS), 

a level that is commensurate both with measured mean IQ 

scores and with reading SSs. Written language GEs ranged 

from 1.3 to 12.9. Both Groups 1 and 2 exhibited GEs and SSs 

that are commensurate with IQ scores and with reading scores. 

Again, Group 3 had higher GEs. This group exhibited a 

GE of 7.7 (90.8 SS) that is comparable to the reading SS, 

but that is a full standard deviation below the level 

expected for the demonstrated intellectual functioning. 

Handicapping conditions.—The 102 adolescents at the 

center/school exhibited the following handicapping conditions: 

(a) learning disabilities (LD), (b) emotional disturbance (ED), 

and (c) mental retardation (MR). Eighty-two of the 102 

adolescents, 80.4 percent, were labelled as handicapped by 

an Admission, Review, and Dismissal committee based on the 

recommendations and test results of an educational diagnostician 

and, in the case of the emotionally disturbed, of the school 

psychologist. 

By category, 15 were labelled LD (14.7 percent of the 

total center/school student population), while 55 youth 

were labelled ED (53.9 percent), and 12 were labelled MR 

(11.8 percent of the student population). Only 20 adolescents 

(19.6 percent) had no identified handicapping conditions. 

A copy of the data file containing this information and all 

other raw data appears in Appendix A. In addition, a barchart 

representing this data on the handicapped population appears 

in Appendix B. 
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All but two of the adolescents in Group 1 had an 

identified handicapping condition, and one of the two was a 

Spanishing—speaking monolingual adolescent. This group 

that eventually became adjudicated contained 17 ED, 1 LD, 

and 3 MR adolescents. 

In Group 2, the group who never became adjudicated, 

27 were labelled ED, 12 were labelled LD, 9 were labelled 

MR, and 17 had no identified handicapping condition. 

Group 3 had 11 ED adolescents, 2 LD adolescents, and 1 

with no identified handicapping condition. Of the four 

Hispanics, only one had an identified handicap. 

Delinquent and/or maladaptive behavior data.—Data was 

collected on the use of drugs associated with crimes and 

school offenses. Seventeen of the youth sent to the center/ 

school by the LEA had committed drug offenses on campus, often 

in conjunction with breaking other school rules. All of these 

17 youth were also labelled handicapped; 13 were ED, 3 LD, 

and 1 MR. In contrast, 66 other youth sent by the LEA to 

the facility had not used drugs in connection with their 

offenses. Also, only 2 of the drug users eventually became 

adjudicated, in comparison to the 21 others who also became 

adjudicated. 

Group 3, 6 of the youth admitted to the use of illegal 

drugs at the time of arrest, but only one was incarcerated 

for drug usage. Each of the 6 drug users had references to 

the illicit use of drugs on his/her judicial records. 
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Over 50 percent of the adolescents sent to the center/ 

school by the LEA had committed offenses that involved 

repeated violations of school rules, such as excessive 

tardies, refusal to attend the special assignments class, 

truancy, inappropriate or abusive language spoken directly 

to school personnel. Typically, a combination of offenses 

or the same offense repeated numerous times preceded placement 

at the center/school. The others were sent for miscellaneous 

offenses, such as,use of a controlled substance (alcohol 

or other drugs) on campus, selling drugs on campus, fighting 

on campus, possession of a weapon, cutting someone with a 

knife while fighting, theft of school equipment, or a 

combination of one or more of these coupled with violation 

of other less serious school rules. One adolescent had 

assaulted a school administrator and broken his finger when 

the youth hit him with a brick, but that was the only assault 

case sent by the LEA. 

One youth in Group 3 was incarcerated for badly injuring 

a female bus driver in a fight, but the remaining youth in the 

group were incarcerated for different types of offenses. The 

majority were incarcerated for theft, burglary, or shoplifting. 

Two were adjudicated for vandalism and arson, for they had 

burned down a school. One was incarcerated for car theft, 

while another had stolen a motorcycle. Yet another had 

seriously vandalized a church while under the influence of 

LSD. Two of the group had been arrested and adjudicated as 
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runaways. Another was adjudicated for pouring paint on an 

enemy's car. The records indicated that this youth was in 

need of supervision, and was mainly incarcerated because a 

better alternative did not exist at the time. One girl 

was caught in prostitution after having been charged by her 

family as a runaway. 

Group 1, who subsequently became incarcerated, had the 

largest percent of the time been charged and adjudicated 

for burglary and/or shoplifting. Two of these youth had 

been working in a "theft ring" with some adults who were also 

apprehended and sent to state prisons. 

As is evident, adjudicated youth are incarcerated for a 

multiplicity of offenses that cannot be easily categorized 

in any equitable way. For that reason, it is difficult to 

do any kind of statistical analyses with this type of 

information. 

Statistical Examination of Data 

The preceding section reported the collection of data 

and structured the information so that it described the 

characteristics of the adjudicated and nonadjudicated youth 

in this investigation. This section organizes and analyzes 

the data in such a way that the hypotheses and resulting 

corollaries are tested. 

In order to determine the existence of any differences 

in demographic and/or scholastic data among Groups 1, 2, and 3, 
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a series of analyses of variance were utilized. The results 

of these analyses are summarized in Table VII. As is evident 

from the table, the only variable which yielded significant 

differences was IQ Score. 

TABLE VII 

ANALYSES OF VARIANCE OF SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC AND 
SCHOLASTIC VARIABLES BY GROUPS 1, 2, AND 3 

Variable Source df F Ratio 
F 

Probability 

Age Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 
99 
101 

1.9089 .1537 

Grade Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 
99 
101 

2.4705 .0897 

IQ Score Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 
98 
100 

5.0520 . 0082" 

Reading 
GE 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 
98 
100 

1.0475 .3547 

Math GE Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 

2 
98 
100 

1.1785 .3121 

Written 
Language 
GE 

Between Groups 
; Within Groups 
Total 

2 
98 
100 

.8202 .4433 

-pc.Ol 
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Significance at the pc.01 level was noted for the variance 

in IQ Scores of Groups 1, 2, and 3. In addition, Cochran's 

C (SPSSX User's Guide, 1983) was .6928 with a significance 

of p=.009, indicating that the variances were not homogeneous. 

The Tukey-HSD procedure (SPSSX User's Guide, 1983) 

was applied in analyzing the significance of the differences 

in IQ score means. The results of this procedure appear in 

Table VIII. 

TABLE VIII 

COMPARISON OF IQ SCORES BY GROUPS 1, 2, AND 3 
USING THE TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE 

Mean Group 1 2 3 

85.1739 1 

86.3385 2 

99.5385 3 •V JU 

"denotes pairs of groups significantly different at p<.05. 

The Tukey-HSD procedure indicated that Groups 1 and 3 and 

Groups 2 and 3 differ significantly (p<^.05) in intelligence 

with Group 3 having the highest mean intelligence (99.5385). 

Groups 1 and 2 do not differ significantly in intelligence, 

according to the Tukey-HSD procedure. 
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Since some differences in sex seemed indicated by the 

data collected, a one-way analysis of variance was applied 

to analyze the relationship of sex to IQ scores. Due to the 

limited number of females at the center/school, the total 

population was used in the investigation. The results of 

the analysis of variance are in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IQ OF THE TOTAL POPULATION BY SEX 

Source 
Degrees of 

Freedom 
F Ratio F Probability 

Between Groups 1 6.861 0.0102* 

Within Groups 99 

Total 100 

*p<.05 

As indicated in Table IX, there is a significant 

difference in IQ scores of females and IQ scores of males. 

The mean IQ score of the females was 96.5, while the 

mean IQ score of the males was 86.1294. Cochrans C test for 

homogeneity of variances resulted in .6888, yielding a p=.006 

In order to analyze the relationship of Race to IQ 

scores, a one-way analysis of variance was employed. The 

total population was utilized in the analysis. The analysis 

yielded an F ratio with a statistical significance of P<.001. 
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Table X illustrates the difference in the total 

population when analyzing the variable IQ Scores by Race. 

TABLE X 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IQ BY RACE USING THE TOTAL POPULATION 

Race Source 
Degrees of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

F 

Probability 

Black, Between 2 12.826 0.001* 
White, & Groups 

98 Hispanic Within 98 
Groups 

Total 100 

*p<.01 

The Tukey-HSD procedure was applied in analyzing the 

significance of the differences in IQ scores by Race. 

The results of this procedure appear in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF IQ SCORES BY RACE (BLACK, WHITE, AND 
HISPANIC) USING THE TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE 

Mean Group Black Hispanic White 

80.3409 Black 

84.7500 Hispanic 

94.1698 White /V JU 

^denotes pairs of groups significantly different at p<.05 
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The Tukey-HSD procedure denotes the pairs of groups 

that are significantly different at the pc.05 level as being 

(a) Black and White and (b) Hispanic and White, with Whites 

exhibiting a significantly higher IQ score than either Blacks 

or Hispanics. 

In order to determine the relationship of IQ score and 

Race within groups, a one-way analysis of variance was 

employed for each group. These results are reported in Table 

XII. 

TABLE XII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IQ SCORE BY RACE (BLACK, WHITE, 
HISPANIC) FOR GROUPS 1, 2, AND 3 

F 
Group Source df F Ratio Probability 

1 Between Groups 2 4.462 0.0250* 

Within Groups 20 

Total 22 

2 Between Groups 2 6.055 0.0040" 

Within Groups 62 

Total 64 

3 Between Groups 2 1.580 0.2533 

Within Groups 10 

Total 12 
i 

*p<T.05 
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When a one-way analysis of IQ score by Race was 

computed for Group 1, an F ratio of 4.462 (2 and 20 degrees of 

freedom) resulted in a significance of p=.0250, a probability 

significant at the p<.05 level. In the application of a 

one-way analysis of IQ scores by Race in Group 2, an F ratio 

of 6.055 (2 and 62 degrees of freedom) resulted in an F 

probability of p=.004, a probability significant at pC.01. 

The analysis of Group 3 did not yield significant results, 

but the number in that group was extremely small. 

TABLE XIII 

COMPARISON OF IQ SCORES FOR GROUP 1 BY 
RACE USING THE TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE 

Mean 
Group 1 

Race 
Hispanic Black White 

68.0000 Hispanic 

77.0833 Black 

96.6000 White * 

•^denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 
p<\05 level. 

A comparison of IQ scores for Group 1 for the racial 

groups represented was made using the Tukey—HSD procedure. 

The results of this comparison appear in Table XIII printed 

above. 
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The Tukey-HSD procedure for Group 1 comparing IQ scores 

by Race indicates that Whites are significantly different 

from Blacks at the p<.05 level in IQ scores. The mean IQ 

score of the White racial group was 96.6000, whereas the mean 

IQ score of the Black racial group was 77.0833. There were 

too few Hispanics in Group 1 for adequate comparisons of that 

racial group with the other two. 

The Tukey-HSD procedure was also used to compare the 

IQ scores of Group 2 by Race. The results of that comparison 

are summarized in Table XIV. 

TABLE XIV 

COMPARISON OF IQ SCORES FOR GROUP 2 BY 
RACE USING THE TUKEY-HSD PROCEDURE 

Mean 
Group 2 

Race 
Black White Hispanic 

80.7586 Black 

90.8235 White •Am 
/ \ 

91.0000 Hispanic 

"denotes pairs of groups significantly different at the 
p«c.05 level. 

The Tukey-HSD procedure again indicated that the IQ scores 

of Whites were significantly higher than those of the Blacks. 

The mean IQ score of the White group was 90.8235, while the 

mean IQ score of the Black group was 80.7586. 
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A one-way analysis was also used to analyze IQ Scores 

of the total population by Handicap. This analysis of 

variance resulted in a statistical significance at the 

p<.001 level. Data in Table XV summarizes the results of 

the analysis. 

TABLE XV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF IQ BY HANDICAP FOR THE TOTAL POPULATION 

Handicap Count Mean IQ 
Degrees of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

F 

Probability 

LD 15 86.3333 Between 3 19.583 0.001* 
Groups 

ED 54 92.1667 Within 97 
Groups 

MR 12 63.5000 Total 100 

None 20 91.5500 

Total 101 

*p<.001 

The Tukey-HSD procedure denoted, in addition, that the 

pairs of groups that differ significantly at the p<-.05 level 

are: LD and ED, LD and MR, LD and None, ED and MR, and 

MR and None. The only two groups of handicapped that do not 

differ significantly in IQ are the ED and the group with no 

label. Besides the Tukey-HSD, two tests for homogeneity of 

variance, Cochrans' C and Bartlett-Box F (SPSS^ User's Guide, 
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each yield variances that have significance of p=.001, 

indicating that the variances are not homogeneous. 

To carry the analysis of Handicap by Race further, a 

crosstabulation was done for each group and for the total 

population. The results of these analyses are summarized 

in Table XVI. 

TABLE XVI 

CROSSTABULATIONS OF HANDICAP BY RACE 

Group Chi-Square 
Degrees of 

Freedom 
Significance 

Total Population 20.57795 6 0.0022* 

Group 1 15.49117 6 0.0168** 

Group 2 15.16198 6 0.0190** 

Group 3 14.76364 4 

1 

0.0052* 

i 

*p <• 01. 

**p<.05. 

Each of the chi squares yields statistically significant 

levels of significance. The level of significance is smaller 

when the total population of the center/school is considered. 

VJhen the handicaps are divided into cells by race in the cross-

tabulation, differences in the groups become evident. The 

crosstabulation by cells is depicted in Appendix C. An 

analysis indicates that 53.3 percent of the LD are Black, 
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while 46.7 percent are White. Of the ED, however, 67.3 percent 

are White, while 30.9 percent are Black., and 1.8 percent are 

Hispanic. An analysis of the MR group indicates that 85.3 

percent are Black, while 16.7 percent are White, and 15 percent 

are Hispanic. The significant differences in Handicap by Race 

are not in the number of Blacks identified as handicapped, but 

in the types of labels (handicaps) assigned to them. In 

addition, a much greater percentage of each type of handicap 

is evident than is found in the general population based on 

the normal distribution and current definitions of LD, ED, 

and MR. 

A erasstabulation was done on Handicap by Sex, but no 

statistical differences that were significant were discovered. 

Crosstabulations of Number of Siblings, Number of Parents, and 

Use of Drugs with Handicap were each also insignificant. 

A crosstabulation of Handicap by Group was utilized to 

explore yet another aspect of Handicap. The crosstabulation 

yielded a chi square with statistical significance at the 

p<.05 level. Table XVII summarizes the results. 

TABLE XVII 

CROSSTABULATION OF HANDICAP BY GROUP 

Chi Square Degrees of Freedom Significance 

13.27892 6 0.0388* 

*p<. 05 
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An examination of the crosstabulation of Handicap by 

Group indicates that 80 percent of the 15 LD youth were in 

Group 2, the group that never became adjudicated, while 6.7 

percent were in Group 1 and 13.3 percent were in Group 3. 

None of the MR youth were in Group 3, while 25 percent were 

in Group 1 and 75 percent were in Group 2. ED youth appeared 

in each group. Of the total ED youth, 30.9 percent were 

in Group 1, 49.1 percent were in Group 2, and 20.0 percent 

were in Group 3. Eighty-five percent of the youth with no 

handicap were in Group 2. 

In analyzing this information from a group perspective, 

Group 1 consisted of 73.9 percent ED youth, 4.3 percent LD 

youth, 13.1 percent MR youth, and 8.7 percent nonhandicapped 

youth. Group 2 was composed of 18.5 percent LD, 41.5 percent 

ED, 13.8 percent MR, and 26.2 percent nonhandicapped. The 

make up of Group 3 was 14.3 percent LD, 78.6 percent ED, 

and 7.1 percent nonhandicapped. 

The Pearson product moment correlations statistical 

technique (SPSS^ User's Guide, 1983) was utilized to produce 

product-moment correlations with significance levels for 

selected demographic and scholastic data for each group 

investigated. Table XVIII summarizes the results of these 

correlations. Only the statistically significant correlations 

generated in the analysis are included. All correlations 

evidence at least a significance of p<-.05, and many indicate 

significance levels of pc.Ol and pC.001. 
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While many of the correlations in Table XVIII would be 

expected in the normal distribution, it was important to see 

if these correlations existed for the sample population. 

Too, the frequencies with which IQ Scores and Sex were 

correlated with the other variables indicate possible areas 

for further investigation. 

TABLE XVIII 

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 
FOR SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC AND SCHOLASTIC DATA 

REPORTED FOR GROUPS 1, 2, AND 3 

Group Variables Compared 
Correlation 
Coefficient 

P* 

1 Age with Grade 
Age with Math GE 
Age with Written Language 
IQ Score with Reading GE 
IQ Score with Math GE 
IQ with Written Language 

0.8017 
0.4630 
0.8163 
0.7421 
0.7421 
0.7907 

0.001 
0.014 
0.033 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 

2 Sex with IQ Score** 
Sex with Written Language 
Sex with Reading GE 
Age with Grades 
IQ with Reading GE 
IQ with Math GE 
IQ with Written Language 

-0.3868 
-0.4394 
-0.3412 
0.8268 
0.8042 
0.6266 
0.8153 

0.001 
0.001 
0.003 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
0.001 

3 Age with Grade 
IQ Scores with Reading GE 
IQ Scores with Math GE 
IQ with Written Language 

-0.7872 
0.7293 
0.7254 
0.8274 

0.001 
0.003 
0.001 
0.001 

*denotes probability at p<.05 or less. 
"Females were coded as '1'; males were coded as '2' 
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According to the Pearson correlations, each group 

exhibited highly significant correlations (p=.001 to p=.003) 

between IQ Scores and each of the academic areas on which 

data was gathered (Reading, Math, and Written Language). 

In addition, for Group 1 Age was significantly correlated 

with Grade, Math, and Written Language. For Group 2, Sex 

was correlated with IQ Score, Reading GE, and Written 

Language GE, while Age was correlated with Grade. For Group 3, 

Age was correlated with Grade. 

Summary of Data Relative to Hypothesis 1 

Statistical investigation of demographic factors among 

Groups 1, 2, and 3 revealed the following. 

1. An analysis of IQ Scores of the total population 

by Sex resulted in a significant F ratio with a statistically 

significant probability of p<".05. 

2. A one-way analysis of variance of IQ Scores by 

Race for Groups 1, 2, and 3 resulted in an F ratio with a 

p<. 001. 

3. According to the Tukey-HSD procedure, pairs of 

groups that were significantly different at the p<\05 level 

when comparing IQ Scores were (a) Black and White and 

(b) Hispanic and White. 

In light of these statements indicating significant 

differences in demographic data at or smaller than the 

accepted alpha level (p<.05), Corollary la is rejected. 
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Examination of the factors related to scholastic data 

among Groups 1, 2, and 3 (Corollary lb) addressed in this 

investigation yields the following information. 

1. A one-way analysis of variance of IQ Scores for 

Groups 1, 2, and 3 resulted in a significant F ratio with 

a probability of p<.01, indicating that the IQ Scores 

differ among Groups 1, 2, and 3. 

2. The Tukey-HSD procedure indicated that Groups 1 and 

3 and Groups 2 and 3 were significantly different in intelli-

gence (p<T. 05) . 

After reviewing these statistically significant 

differences and the differences in the demographic review 

related to IQ Scores by Race and IQ Scores by Sex, Corollary 

lb, that no significant differences in scholastic data exist 

among Groups 1, 2, and 3, is rejected. 

An investigation of the data collected that examined 

different aspects of handicaps demonstrated by Groups 1, 2, 

and 3 revealed the following information. 

1. A one-way analysis of IQ scores by Handicap resulted 

in F ratios statistically significant at p^.001. 

2. An analysis of variance of IQ scores by Handicap 

for the total population yielded an F ratio with a 

significance of P<.001. In addition, in a comparison of IQ 

Scores by Handicapping Condition, the Tukey-HSD procedure 
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denoted the pairs of groups that differed significantly at 

the p<r.05 level: LD and ED, LD and MR, LD and Nonhandicapped, 

ED and MR, and MR and Nonhandicapped. Also, two tests for 

homogeneity of variance, Cockran's C and Bartlett-Box F 

each yielded variances with a significance of p<r.001. 

3. Crosstabulations of Handicap by Race for Groups 1, 

2, and 3, and the total population resulted in chi squares 

with a significance of p<.05 for Group 1 and Group 2, but 

with a significance of p<.01 for Group 3 and for the total 

population. 

4. The crosstabulation of Handicap by Group indicated 

a significant chi square at the p<.05 level. 

Since these statistical results indicate significant 

differences in the handicapped population in Groups 1, 2, 

arid 3 based on IQ scores, Race, and Groups, Corollary 1c, 

stating that no differences exist, is rejected. In addition, 

Hypothesis 1, a composite of Corollaries la, lb, and lc, is 

rejected, for data indicates that significant differences 

exist in several demographic, scholastic, and handicap-

related areas. 

Hypothesis 2 

There are no sets of variables that can discriminate 

among the group memberships of (a) nonadjudicated adolescents 

sent to the center/school by the LEA but who subsequently 

were adjudicated and incarcerated, (b) adolescents who 
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exhibited maladaptive behaviors at school arid were sent to 

the center/school but who never became adjudicated, and 

(c) adolescents who were adjudicated through the juvenile 

justice system and were not previously identified by the 

LEA as maladaptive. 

Corollary 2a.—There is no set of variables that can 

discriminate (a) nonadjudicated adolescents sent to the 

center/school by the LEA but who subsequently were 

adjudicated and incarcerated from (b) adolescents who were 

sent to the center/school by the LEA and never became 

adjudicated and incarcerated. 

Discriminant Function Analysis 

In order to determine if there were any combinations 

of variables that could accurately discriminate between 

the adolescents that became adjudicated and those that did 

not, a discriminant analysis was employed. Discriminant 

analysis is a statistical technique in which combinations 

of variables are used to distinguish between groups of 

cases and predict into which group each case falls, 
V 

depending on the values of the variables (SPSS User's 

Guide, 1983). When the discriminant function prediction 

equation is tested for significance, the results indicate 

whether there is a significant increase in accurate 

prediction above the 50 percent level that would be expected 

by chance (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974). 
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The discriminant analysis was utilized to compare 

those adolescents who had been sent by the local education 

agency to the juvenile center/school day component but who 

were subsequently adjudicated and incarcerated (Group 1) 

with the adolescents sent by the LEA to the day-school 

component who did not become adjudicated during the school 

year studied (Group 2). The Wilks' stepwise method 

(,SPŜ  User' s Guide, 1983), in which the variable that 

minimizes the overall Wilks1 Lambda is selected, was used 

in the analysis of all variables to find a set of the 

variables which maximized discriminating power. Also, 

prior probabilities were specified to compensate for 

differences in sizes of the groups being compared. 

The variables Sex, Age, Reading Grade Equivalent, and 

Number of Siblings in the Family were determined to be the 

variables that had the highest discriminant function 

coefficients. The group means for each of these variables 

are in Appendix D. The summary table of the coefficients 

and significance of these variables is presented in 

Table XIX-

When the Wilks' Lambda test of significance was 

employed (Huck et al., 1974), the Wilks' Lambda coefficient 

for the variable, Sex, yielded a significance of 0.0189, a 

significance of p<. 05. Each of the other variables, 

Age, Number of Siblings, and Reading Grade Equivalent, 

have Wilks' Lambda coefficients that are statistically 
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significant at the p<.01 level. Only 1 variable, Age, had 

a negative discriminant function coefficient. 

TABLE XIX 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 1 

Variable 

Standardized 
Canonical Discrimi-
nant F* Coefficient 

Wilks' 

Lambda 
Significance 

Sex 

Age 

Number of 
Siblings 

Reading GE 

0.81689 

-0.63058 

0.53756 

0.45150 

0.936867 

0.894699 

0.872612 

0.851211 

0.0189"* 

0.0093*** 

0.0099*** 

0.0096*** 

"Function 

**p<. 05 

V'/'wcpc. 01 

For this set of variables a canonical discriminant 

function was developed (Function 1). The significance of 

Function 1 is p<.01. The canonical correlation, Wilks' 

Lambda, chi square, and the degrees of freedom of this 

Function are listed in Table XX. Although the canonical 

discriminant function showed statistical significance at the 

p«.01 level, before discriminant functions can be generated, 

it must be ascertained that the canonical discriminant 

function can actually predict group membership. 
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TABLE XX 

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR ANALYSIS 1 

Function 
Canonical 

Correlation 

Wilks' 

Lambda 

Chi 

Square 
df Significance 

1 0.3857312 0.8512115 

i 

13.371 4 0.0096* 

*p<.01 

To test Function 1, group centroids were utilized to 

classify cases in Groups 1 and 2. The results are 

summarized in Table XXI. Utilizing the set of variables 

that produced Function 1, the canonical discriminant function 

was able to predict group membership with 77.23 percent 

accuracy. Since the Function 1 canonical discriminant 

function was significant at the pc.01 level, Corollary 2a 

was rejected. 

TABLE XXI 

FUNCTION 1 CLASSIFICATION RESULTS OF ANALYSIS 1 

Group 
Function 1 at Number Predicted Memberships 

Group Centroids of Cases Group 1 Group 2 

1 0.68935 23 5 ( 21. 77o) 18 ( 7 8. 37o) 

2 -0.24774 78 5 ( 6.47>) 73 (93. 67o) 

Percent of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 11.23% 
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Corollary 2b.—There is no set of variables that can 

discriminate (a) adolescents who exhibited maladaptive 

behaviors at school and were sent to the center/school 

by the LEA but who never became adjudicated from (b) 

adolescents who were adjudicated through the juvenile 

justice system and were not previously identified by the 

LEA as maladaptive. 

The discriminant analysis technique was once again 

utilized to distinguish between those adolescents who had 

been sent to the day-school component of the center and 

who did not become adjudicated during the school year 

studied (Group 2) with those adolescents who had not been 

sent by the LEA to the facility but who had instead been 

adjudicated and incarcerated through judical processes 

(Group 3). The Wilks1 stepwise method was employed, and 

prior probabilities for unequal-size groups were specified. 

The discriminant analysis determined that the variables 

Full-Scale IQ Score, Written Language Grade Equivalent, and 

Number of Parents in the Home had the highest discriminant 

function coefficients. The group means of these variables 

appear in Appendix D. Table XXII contains a summary of 

the results of this analysis, including the standardized 

canonical discriminant Function 1 coefficients, the 

Wilks' Lambda coefficient with the significance level, and 

the variables in order of discriminating power. 
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TABLE XXII 

SUMMARY TABLE FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 2 

Variable 

Standardized 
Canonical Discrim-
nant Coefficient 

Wilks' 
Lambda 

Signif-
icance 

Full-Scale IQ 1.57489 0.869406 0.0012* 

Written Language 
Grade Equivalent 

-1.04798 0.799100 0.0002* 

Number of Parents -0.34068 0.778713 0.0004* 

*pC.001 

Each of the variables in the set used to discriminate 

Group 2 from Group 3 yielded Wilks' Lambda coefficients that 

were significant at the p^.001 level. The canonical discrimi-

nant function coefficients of the set of variables yield a 

canonical correlation that results in significance at the 

p^.OOl level. See Table XXIII. 

TABLE XXIII 

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION FOR ANALYSIS 2 

Function 
Canonical 

Correlation 

Wilks' 

Lambda 

Chi 

Squared 
df Signif-

icance 

1 0.4704120 0.7787125 18.383 3 0.0004* 

'p<. 001 
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To test Function 1 in Analysis 2, group centroids were 

used to test the ability of the canonical discriminant 

function to predict the memberships of Groups 2 and 3. 

Function 1 was able to accurately classify 71.29 percent 

of the cases. Classification results are summarized in 

Table XXI'V. An All-Groups Histogram depicting the group 

centroids appears in Appendix E. Since the canonical 

discriminant function was statistically significant at 

p<. 001, Corollary 2b was rejected. 

TABLE XXIV 

FUNCTION 1 CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR ANALYSIS 2 

Group 
Function 1 at 

Group Centroids 

Number 

of Cases 

Predicted Memberships 

Group 1 Group 2 

2 

3 

-0.23711 

1.16733 

65 

36 

64 (98.5%) 1 (1.5%) 

28 (77.8%) 8 (22.2%); 

Percent of "Grouped" Cases correctly classified: 71.29%. 

For the purposes of further exploration in order to 

determine if there were any combinations of variables that 

could adequately distinquish among all three groups considered 

in the previous two analyses, another discriminant analysis 

was performed. This discriminant analysis compared 
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characteristics of those adolescents sent to the center/ 

school by the LEA who had subsequently become adjudicated 

(Group 1), those adolescents sent by the LEA who did not 

become adjudicated (Group 2), and those adolescents who 

were not sent by the LEA but who were adjudicated and 

incarcerated (Group 3). The Wilks1 stepwise method was 

utilized, and prior probabilities were established. The 

results are summarized in Table XXV. 

TABLE XXV 

SUMMARY' TABLE FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 3 

Variable 
Standardized 
Canonical 
Discriminant 
Function 
Coefficient 

1 

Standardized 
Canonical 
Discriminant 
Function 
Coefficient 

2 

Wilks' 

Lambda 

Significance 

Full-Scale 
IQ Score 

1,40703 0.54266 0.906653 0.0086* 

Sex -0.27012 0.72433 0.859807 0.0057* 

Written -0.94382 -0.01260 0.822249 0.0045* 

Language 
GE 

Age 0.18826 -0.55699 0.790381 0.0041* 

Number of 0.12947 0.53483 0.765094 0.0046* 

Siblings 

Number of 
Parents 

-0.36502 0.15276 0.747573 0.0066* 

*p<.01 
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To distinguish among the three groups the Wilks' 

stepwise method identified the set of six variables that 

maximized discriminating power. The variables identified 

were (a) Full-Scale IQ Score, (b) Sex, (c) Written Language 

Grade Equivalent, (d) Age, (e) Number of Siblings in the 

Family, and (f) Number of Parents. Each of these variables 

yield a Willcs' Lambda with a statistical significance of 

p<. 01. 

In order to predict the membership of three groups, two 

canonical discriminant functions are derived from the 

canonical discriminant function coefficients of the variables 

Functions 1 and 2 are depicted in Table XXVI. Function 1 

is significant at the p<.01 level, while Function 2 is 

significant at the pc.05 level. 

TABLE XXVI 

CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS FOR ANALYSIS 3 

Function 
Canonical 

Correlation 

Wilks' 

Lambda 

Chi 

Squared 
df 

Signif-

icance 

*p<.01 

**p <.05 

0.3936761 

0.3395861 

0.7475725 

0.8846813 

27.492 

11.579 

12 0.0066* 

0.0410** 
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To test the discriminating power of Functions 1 and 2 

in Analysis 3, group centroids were used. The canonical 

discriminant functions were able to accurately predict the 

memberships of Groups 1,2, and 3 with 71.29 percent accuracy. 

The results of this classification are presented in Table 

XXVII • A territorial map visually depicting how the group 

centroids differentiate between the three criterion groups 

is in Appendix F. Since the canonical discriminant 

Functions 1 and 2, respectively, have significance levels of 

p^.01 and p<.05, Hypothesis 2 was rejected. 

TABLE XXVII 

FUNCTION CLASSIFICATION RESULTS FOR ANALYSIS 3 

Group Function Function Number Predicted Memberships 
Group 

1 2 of Cases Group 1 2 3 

1 -0.35821 0.57629 23 5 
(21.7%) 

15 
(65.2%) 

3 
(13.0%) 

2 -0.08489 -0.25691 65 1 
(1.5%) 

63 
(96.9%) 

1 
(1.5%) 

3 1.05166 0.24519 13 1 
(7.7%) 

8 
(61.5%) 

4 
(30.8%) 

Percent of "Grouped" Cases Correctly Classified: 71.297, 
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In predicting group membership in a multiple discrimi-

nant function study, the whole set of canonical discriminant 

fuction coefficients are used in combination to form the 

basis for one prediction (Huck et al., 1974). The three 

discriminant function analyses performed to develop 

predictive sets of variables for discriminating membership 

of Groups 1,-2, and 3 each yielded sets of variables that 

are statistically significant in distinguishing among the 

three groups. Analysis 1 Discriminant Function 1 was 

significant at the p<.01 level, while Analysis 2 

Discriminant Function 1 was significant at the p^.OOl level. 

Discriminant Analysis 3 resulted in two discriminant functions 

with Function 1 statistically significant at the p<.01 level, 

while Function 2 was significant at the p<.05 level. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was rejected. 

Summary of Results 

Though all adolescents in the sample studied attended 

the same facility for education and shared the commonality 

of having committed some school or community offense, there 

were significant differences noted among all three groups 

identified in the study. Significant differences were 

apparent in demographic data in relation to sex and race 

differences. Scholastic differences noted were generally 

related to differences in IQ among groups and in races. 
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The major differences in handicaps noted were differences 

among groups, among races, and in association with IQ 

scores. 

By the use of a discriminant function analyses, sets of 

factors that could predict the membership of the sample 

population studied at a level that was statistically 

significant and far above that probability of success 

that would occur by chance alone were selected and tested. 

Following the same process, factors were selected that 

could discriminate between Group 1 and Group 2, between 

Group 2 and Group 3, and among Groups 1, 2, and 3. (See 

cautions for the use of such an instrument in Chapter V.) 
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CHAPTER V 

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The study reported herein addressed the characteristics 

of both adjudicated and nonadjudicated adolescents educated 

in a community based juvenile center/school for delinquent 

and/or behavior disordered youth. The study was initiated 

to (a) disclose the characteristics of the contemporary 

adolescent delinquent educated in a day—residential 

facility, (b) discern any significant differences in 

demographic data, scholastic data, handicapping conditions, 

and delinquent behaviors among handicapped and nonhandicapped 

adolescents with delinquent or maladaptive behaviors, and 

(c) discover the prevalence by types of handicaps exhibited 

by this population since the implementation of Public Law 

94-142. 

Findings 

An analysis of the results indicates the following. 

1. There is a much greater percentage of males 

(83.3 percent) represented in the sample than females (16.7 

percent). This finding is consistent with previous findings 

in the literature (Bullock & Reilly, 1979; King, 1980; 

Sarri, 1980). 

2. The average age was 15-7, while the average grade 

114 
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was 9.23, indicating that though as a whole they were 

slightly behind expected grade level, the majority of the 

group were not behind at all. 

3. A mean IQ score of 87.77 for the total population 

was demonstrated, but a statistically significant difference 

in IQ scores by Group was established. Of the 88 youth 

sent to the center/school by the LEA, only 11 had IQ 

scores of 100 or more, while 77 had scores of less than 

100. Group 3, the adjudicated group that had not been 

processed through the schools, had the highest mean IQ 

score (99.5), as compared to the mean of 85.8 for all the 

youth sent to the facility by the LEA. 

4. Generally, academic skills were at a level that 

was commensurate with intellectual functioning; for example, 

an adolescent with an IQ score of 87 should theoretically 

be able to read and do mathematics at a level of approxi-

mately 87 standard score. And that is just what Groups 1 

and 2 demonstrated. Extremely high correlations were 

obtained between IQ score and all academic tasks measured. 

By examining only the mean grade equivalents, misconceptions 

easily develop, for a 6.1 reading grade equivalent for a 

15-year-old appears far below his/her grade placement when it 

is actually normal for someone that age with an 87 IQ score. 

The only group that showed a discrepancy between potential, 

as identified by the IQ score, and achievement was Group 3, 

the original adjudicated group. Group 3 had a mean IQ score 
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of 99.5, but all mean achievement scores were in the 80s, 

approximately one standard deviation below the expected 

level of achievement. The sample size of these "adjudicated— 

only" adolescents was too small to significantly or 

scientifically explore some of the questions that arose 

about the group. 

5. In the sample population investigated, 82 of 102 

adolescents, or 80.4 percent exhibited some handicapping 

condition as defined by Public Law 94-142. Fifteen of 

these were labelled LD, while 55 were considered ED, and 

12 were MR. All of these handicaps together and separately 

indicate prevalence rates much higher than exists in the 

normal distribution. Since ED was by far the most prevalent 

handicapping condition, perhaps psychologists and educators 

are beginning to view all of the adjudicated population as 

ED, since that is not difficult to do under the Public Law 

94-142 definition of emotional disturbance. The finding at 

this center/school regarding prevalence of handicaps 

generally supports the literature in the area, that there 

is a higher incidence of learning disabilities, mental 

retardation, and emotional disturbance among juvenile 

delinquents (Brown & Robins, 1979; Prout, 1981, Policy Options 

Project Staff, 1980). This investigation differs, however, 

by the fact that the prevalence of LD youth was much smaller 

than studies typically identify, while the prevalence of ED 

is much greater than that usually reported in the literature. 
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6. There was a significant difference in the IQ scores 

of the sample population by Groups 1, 2, and 3 at the p<.01 

level, with Group 3 demonstrating the highest IQ scores. 

7. The groups that were most significantly different 

in IQ scores at the p<.05 level were (a) Black and White and 

(b) Hispanic and White, with the White racial group demon-

strating higher IQ scores in each pair. 

8. In the total population studied, the minority groups 

(Black and Hispanic) had the largest families and the highest 

birth rates. They also exhibited the lowest IQ scores and the 

highest incidence of mental retardation. 

9. There was a significant difference (pC.05) in the 

IQ scores of females and IQ scores of males, with females 

demonstrating higher IQ scores. Females also exhibited 

higher academic skills in reading, math, and written language. 

10. There were significant differences (p<.05) by Group 

and by Race when associated with Handicaps. Whites were ED 

twice as often as were Blacks, but a much higher percentage 

of Blacks were labelled MR. 

11. Approximately 58 percent of the youth in the study 

came from single-parent families. 

12. There was a positive correlation between intelligence 

and academic skills in Groups 1, 2, and 3. 

13. Of the adolescents sent by the LEA to the center/ 

school, 23 males subsequently became incarcerated for offenses 
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in the community, while no females sent by the LEA were 

adjudicated during the period of study. 

14. Sets of variables can be grouped using a process 

of discriminant analysis that can predict the Group member-

ship of any of the three groups discussed, at significance 

levels of p<. 05 to p<.001 depending on the group that is being 

distinguished. 

Conclusions and Implications 

This investigation indicates that sets of variables can 

be grouped using a process of discriminant analysis that can 

predict the group membership of any of the three groups 

discussed. A set of variables exists that can distinguish 

between adolescents sent to the center/school by the LEA who 

did not become incarcerated and those who were sent to the 

facility by the LEA who subsequently became incarcerated with 

77.23 percent accuracy. Any one variable from the predictive 

sets could not predict group membership; however, the combination 

of variables that make up the set predicts group membership with 

a pC.Ol level of significance. 

The availability of a predictive instrument (the discrimi-

nant function coefficient) that is able to separate those 

adolescents that are likely to become adjudicated from those 

who are not would be useful in yielding information that could 

be utilized by personnel involved in the education and program 

development of adolescents attending the day component of a 
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facility like the one in this investigation. If the variables 

that are associated with delinquency are identified, 

appropriate interventions can be developed that may possibly 

alleviate subsequent incarceration. 

However, there are some possible dangers in using predictive 

instruments like the discriminant function analyses developed 

in this study, even though the information is gained with 

measurable scientific and statistical success. The fact that 

the adolescents in this investigation are juveniles who have 

broken some school rule or committed an offense that is 

against the law may not invalidate their legal right to 

privacy under state or federal law. 

In the case of Merriken v. Cressman (1973), a federal 

district court decision concerned with the use of information 

used to predict future drug abusers, several dangers of 

predictions were noted, including (a) the problem of the 

predictor serving as a self-fulfilling prophesy, (b) the use 

of information without prior consent or due process in dealing 

with the parents of the youth, (c) the use of the results by 

unqualified personnel, and (d) the development of compulsory 

interventions and referrals based upon the data. This case, 

while not dealing with youth assigned to a juvenile center/ 

school, does indicate that at least some courts are concerned 

about the use of predictive profiles interferring with the 

rights of some youth. 
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Some commentators have suggested that the development of 

predictive profiles could create problems under the Family 

Rights and Privacy Act (Weckstein, 1982). This act, also 

known as the Buckley Amendment, protects the rights of 

privacy of students and their families in connection with any 

data gathering activities conducted or authorized by LEAs 

(Kemerer & Deutsch, 1979). Although there is an exemption 

in the law for legitimate educational purposes, it is 

conceivable that predictive information in confidential files 

could be obtained by those who have no legal right to the 

information. 

A major implication of this investigation results from 

the high incidence of handicapped adolescents being educated 

at the center/school. Since most state education and 

and corrections agencies recognize the importance of 

educating all youth and are interpreting Public Law 94-142 

as applying to handicapped juvenile offenders (Policy Options 

Project Staff, 1980), the full provision of the mandates of 

this law to adolescents in corrections facilities becomes a 

major challenge if such a high percentage of the population 

is handicapped. Areas which need consideration in the 

implementation of Public Law 94-142 include the following. 

1. Since the correctional agencies' primary focus is 

changing the youth's behavior patterns that brought him/her 

into conflict with society, while continued education is an 

education agency goal, decisions about what constitutes 
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"appropriate" education for delinquent handicapped youth will 

need to be determined by the unique educational needs of each 

student. The individualized educational plan (IEP) could be 

used as a management tool in the provision of special education 

and related services to handicapped delinquent youth. However, 

the LEA's IEP for the handicapped youth may have little or no 

transferability to a correctional setting, so some process for 

facilitating the transitional process of adjudicated youth 

from the local school system to the correctional facility 

should be determined. Policy decisions could be formulated 

allowing the court to use IEPs of handicapped youth as 

documentary evidence for help in making placement decisions. 

2. Since correctional facilities are restrictive in 

nature and offer few alternatives for program and service 

options for handicapped youth, the implementation of the 

"least restrictive environment" mandate of Public Law 94-142 

presents a new concept for the juvenile corrections system 

when a handicapped youth is adjudicated. When offenses are 

related to the handicapped exhibited, depending on the nature 

and severity of the offense committed by the juvenile, 

placement in settings other than the traditional institutional 

setting, such as half-way houses or inclusion in regular 

school programs, should be considered. 

3. The lack of trained special education teachers and 

related service providers in correctional facilities becomes 

an issue when a large number of the youth that are adjudicated 



122 

are also handicapped. Policies can be developed between the 

education agencies and corrections systems at state and local 

levels for cooperatively providing for the improved delivery 

of special education and related services to adjudicated 

handicapped youth. Interagency policies will need to 

address (a) personnel preparation (pre- and inservice training), 

(b) funding considerations, as different federal programs 

may have different funding criteria, and (c) educational 

considerations for handicapped adjudicated youth aged 18-21 

who are entitled to services under Public Law 94-142 but who 

are treated as adults in the corrections system. 

Another implication of the study is the need for 

appropriate educational programs for youth with below average 

intelligence. There appears to be a correlation between 

inadequate programs for these youth when the largest portion 

of the youth sent to the facility by the LEA had below average 

intelligence or was handicapped or both. 

Because of fewer numbers, it is difficult to conclude 

conclusively, but it appears that some programs may be 

inadequate for youth of above average intelligence. Three 

youth in this study had Full-Scale IQ scores ranging from 

126 to 133, and all three were incarcerated during the year. 

Each of the three was a White, first born male from a 

single-parent home with three or less siblings. 

Too many assumptions have been made and too many labels 

assigned to adjudicated and incarcerated youth and to day 
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school students at such a facility that may not be entirely 

accurate in light of the findings of this study. This 

investigation, while only conducted on a small sample 

population in one center/school setting, provides data that 

suggests several areas for further investigation or 

exploration. 

Recommendations 

In view of the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are presented. 

1. Labelling a group as delinquent does not mean those 

in the group are alike. As this investigation proves, there 

are many differences among youth who are labelled as 

delinquent. Since adjudicated adolescents in this study 

were quite different from those sent to the facility by 

the LEA, an area for further research could be the 

exploration of the possibility that inappropriate educational 

programming seems a distinct factor in contributing to 

inappropriate behaviors for those with below average 

intelligence, but that some combination of social and 

home/community variables may be more highly correlated 

factors to the behaviors of those with above average intelli-

gence . 

2. There is a need for research in evaluative techniques 

for use in determining the effectiveness of cooperative 

educational programs that educate youth with maladaptive 
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and/or delinquent behaviors in a community based day-school 

facility. 

3. The racial differences that were exhibited in this 

study among the types of handicaps should be explored. 

4. More effort should be directed to the development 

and research of appropriate interventions for children and 

youth who exhibit inappropriate behaviors before the 

behaviors become seriously at odds with society and they 

have to be sent to the more restrictive environment of a 

juvenile center/school. 

5. There is a need for further program development 

and interagency cooperative planning in order to assure 

that handicapped adolescents in juvenile facilities receive 

all the educational rights entitled to them under Public 

Law 94-142, such as the rights to needed related services, 

to appropriate educational programming in the least 

restrictive environment, and the development of an 

individual educational plan. 

6. The percentage of youth labelled "emotionally 

disturbed" that are residing in state corrections facilities 

should be explored, since this study indicates such a high 

proportion of ED youth among the adolescents with identified 

maladapted or delinquent behaviors. 
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APPENDIX B 

BARCHART OF HANDICAPPED POPULATION IN STUDY 

VALUE LABEL 

LEARNING DISABLED 
EMOT. DISTURBED 
MENTALLY RETARDED 

VALID CUM 
VALUE FREQUENCY PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT 

1 15 14.7 14.7 14.7. 
2 55 53.9 53.9 68 6 
3 12 11.8 11.8 80.4 
5 20 19.6 19.6 100.0 

TOTAL 102 100.0 100.0 

I 
1 + 

LEARNING DISABLED I 15 I + 

I 
2 - + 

EMOT DISTURBED I 55 I 

I 
3 • 

MENTALLY RETARDED I 12 I + 

I 

5 I "" 20 I + 

i i i i i 
0 12 24 36 48 

FREQUENCY 

VALI& CASES 102 MISSING CASES 0 

. . I 
60 
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APPENDIX C 

CROSSTABULATION OF HANDICAP BY RACE 

RACE 

HANDICAP 
COUNT I 

EXP VAL I 
ROW PCT I 
COL PCT I 
TOT PCT I 
RESIDUALILEARNING EMOT. DI MENTALLY 
STD RES I DISABLE STURBED RETARDE 
ADJ RES I II 21 31 51 

BLACK 

WHITE 

HISPANIC 

1 I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I •f-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I • -

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I • -

COLUMN 
TOTAL 

8 
6.5 

1 8 . 2 % 
53.3% I 

8% 
5 
6 
9 

17 I 
23.7 I 
38.6% I 
30.9% I 
16.7% I 
-6.7 I 
-1.4 I 
-2.7 I 

10 
5.2 

I 
I 

22.7% I 
83.3% I 
9 .8% I 
4.8 I 
2.1 I 
3.0 I 

7 
7.9 
13.0% 

I 
I 
I 

46.7% I 
6.9% I 
-.9 I 
-.3 I 
-.5 I 

37 I 
29.1 I 
68.5% I 
67.3% I 
36.3% I 
7.9 I 
1.5 I 
3.1 I 

2 
4 
.7% 

16 .7% 
2 
-4 
-1. 
-2 

0% 
4 
7 
7 

0 I 
.6 I 
.0% I 
.0% I 
.0% I 

-.6 I 
-.8 I 
-.8 I 

25.0% I 
1 
1 

-1 

-1 

8%. 
.0% 
.2 

. 8 

.2 

0 
.5 
. 0% 
.0% 
. 0% 
.5 
.7 
.7 

15 
14.7% 

55 
53.9% 

12 
11. 8% 

I 
I 
I 
I 

8.8% I 
4 
1 
2 

9 
8 . 6 

20.5% 
45.0% 

8 
10.6 
14.8% I 
40.0% I 
7.8% 

- 2 . 6 
- . 8 
.3 - 1 . 

ROW 
TOTAL 

75.0% I 
15.0% I 
2 .9% I 
2.2 I 
2.5 I 
2.8 I 

20 
19.6% 

44 
43.1% 

54 
52.9% 

4 
.9% 

102 
100.0% 

CHI-SQUARE D P . SIGNIFICANCE 

20.57795 6 0.0022 

NUMBER OF MISSING OBSERVATIONS » 

MIN E.F. CELLS WITH E.F.< 5 

0.471 4 OF 12 ( 33.3%) 
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APPENDIX D 

GROUP MEANS FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 1 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Total 

Sex 

Age 

Number of Siblings 

Reading GE 

2.00000 

L83.86957 

4.30435 

5.91739 

1.79688 

190.28125 

3.53125 

5.95937 

1.85057 

188.58621 

3.73563 

5.94828 

GROUP MEANS FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 2 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Total 

Full-Scale IQ Score 

Written Language GE 

Parent Number 

86.34375 

6.09219 

1.42188 

99.53846 

7.11538 

1.23077 

88.57143 

6.26494 

1.38961 
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GROUP MEANS FOR DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS 3 

133 

Variable Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Total 

Full-Scale 
IQ Score 

85.17391 86.34375 99.53846 87.79000 

Sex 2.00000 1.79688 1.76923 1.84000 

Written Language 
Grade Equivalent 

5.70000 6.09219 7.11538 6.13500 

Age 183.86957 190.28125 188.53846 188.58000 

Number of 
Siblings 

4.30435 3.53125 3.76923 3.74000 

Number of 
Parents 

1.52174 1.42188 1.23077 1.42000 



CM 
a 
23 < 

rH 
CO PL, D 
O 
P* o 
z 
w 
w 
3 H w 
PQ 
CO w M CO X >•• 

I—1 J Q < 
2 W < a« 
(X, H < 2 C 

2 
»—I E 
M 04 O 
CO 
M Q 
En 
O 
T—i 

25 o 
> A 

r"n 
H O 
-25 

Z 
X o 
< HH 
0 £ H -

S2 o 
o z 
•- 3 
(A u . 

X H -
Z 

a < 
LU z 

• H 
o X 
< 
K a : 
</) O 

0 0 
0 0 hH 
Q . a 
3 
o _ j 
OZ < 
a o 
• HH 

_ i z 
—j o 
< z 

< 
o 

• 
o o 

• • 

CO 

H 
3 \ 
O 1 «—1 

H 
• H 
H 
H 
H 
H 
• H 
H 
H 

CO 
H 
• H 

CM CM H 
• H 
• H 

H H 
CM CM • H 

H 
H H • H 

- f ( M - 1 
H 
H 

CM CM 
• H 
H 
- 4 

Cs| <M - H CM 
CM 

CM CM CM 
CM CM • - « C M 

I C M C M C M C M C M C M C M C M ^ H ^ H CM 
CM CM —« CM 

C M C M C M C N C M C M - * — « - H - H CM 
C M f S l C M C M C M C M - 4 — « - 4 » H CM 
C M C M C M C M C M C M C M C M * H » H CM 

CMCMCMCMCMCMCMCVJ CM 
C M C \ I C M C M C N C M ~ « - « CM 
CM CM CM CM - 4 - H CM 

C M C M C M ( M C M C M C M C M - « - H CM 
C M C M C M C M - * « H • O CM 

CM CM CM CM CM 
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM CM 
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM 

CM CM CM CM CM 
CM CM CM CM CM CM »H - H CM 

CNJCMCMCMCNJCN— CM 
CM 

CM CM CM CM CM 
( N CM CM CM CM 

• —• CM 
CM CM I CM 

CM 
CM CM CM CM CM 

CM CM CM 
CM 

CM CM CM CM CM 
CM CM CM CM CM 

CM CM CM 
CM CM CM 

CM CM 
CM CM CM CM 1 CM 

CM 
CM CM CM 
CM CM CM 

CM 
CM 

CM CM CM 
CM 

CM CM CM 
CM CM + CO CM 

1 CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 
CM 

1 CM 
• • 

CM 

U . q c u j O D U J Z O > 

° 5 0 0 

O Q 

H O 
<oc 
O H 

H Q 
CO 
t o o . 
« 

-J o 
u c e 

O 

134 



APPENDIX F 

TERRITORIAL MAP * INDICATES A GROUP CENTROID 
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