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ABSTRACT

Previous studies have found a significant but moderate relationship betligasity
and decreased delinquent behavior. A significant negative relationship between religious
commitment and delinquent behavior waglieated in this studylnvestigatiorinto potential
theoreticamechanismssuch as fuzzyrace theorybehindtherelationshipbetweerdelinquent
behavior in adolescents (N=80WaspursuedAccording tofuzzy-trace theory, which is dual
processnodel endorsement of theategoricalgbsouteypr i nci pl e, fAno ri sk
ri sk, 0 i s associ at thedefordess delinquensbehavidbnsthe othea ki n g
hand, endorsement of the ordinal (relative)
associated with greater risk takimpich is likely to lead to more delinquent behavibwas
hypothesized that increased use of-geted proessing would explain unique variance in the
protective effect of increased religious commitment on delinquent activity (i.e., use-loaggst
processing mediates or moderates the effect of religious commitment on delinquency). As
predicted, religious comitment was significantly related to gisased understanding and
practices a positive relationship betweegligious commitmenand endorsement of the
absolute statement was fouWdhen participantsrelorse the absolute principleéhey were
more likelyto have highereligious commitment/religious importanadile also participating in
lessoverall delinquencyThere waslsoa mediating effect of endorsement of the absolute
statement on the occurrenceagigregatelelinquent activityfrequency of skiping school, and
riskiness of sexual behavidiowever, when adolescents who were over the legal age of consent
in their state were excluded, the mediation by the absolute statentéetretationship between
religious commitment andsky sexual behaviamissed significancelhere was also a

moderating effect of the absolute statemedorsemertty aggregate religious commitment
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the frequency oillegal drug useWhen other factorsuch asage, gender, time without adult
supervision, and ethnicity were controlled for, the significant effects of endorsing the absolute
and relative risk statements as weltlzs positive relationship witreligious commitmen

continued tasignificantly explainunique variance in delinquent behavior for adolescé&wsn

when the risky sexual behavior item was removed from the aggregate delinquency scale, the
endorsement of the absolute statement as well as religious commitment continued to significantly
explainunique variance in the frequency of adolescent delinquent beh@k®relationship
betweeraggregateelinquency and ageflectsthat as adolescents grow older tlaeg more

likely to participate in more frequent delinquent behgwesipecially risky exual behaviarThe
significance of time without adult supervision aaghregatelelinquency suggests that there may
be a difference betweehe opportunity tcommit delinquent behavior aride desire to actually
commitantisocialbehavior.Categorical ad ordinal statement endorsemedit provideone
explanation for the relationship between religicommitmenénd delinquencybut it also

explained unique variance in delinquency, as predicted
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

No matter where a person looks today, there are religious influences that affect cultures,
politics, and even highly charged world events. Worldwide estimates of faith and belief systems
indicate thatpproximatéy 88-93% of the population believes in ad@or gods (Zuckerman,
2007). With the world populatiomaving just surpagsy 7 billion peoplethe number of faith
believers around the world is quite significant (United States Census Bureau, 2011). It is
important to note that while a large majoritypsfople mayavea certain faith or belief system,
their confidence in and devoutness to that belief system varies and may have a lasting impact on
their decisions and judgments of risk. This potential variation in judgment and decisions making
by religiousgroups is especially prominent during adolescence when human development is in
its prime. The i mpact of religion on adol esce
influence antisocial or delinquent behavior. In order to understand this relatichghgontext
of religion and decision making must be investigated.
Context of Religion

What is religion and why might it influence delinquency? Exploring answers to this
question will provide a framework with which to base the current study on. Defiventature
of religion is essential to understanding the various spectrums of commitment and
fundamentalism that exist within diverse religious domains.

Defining religion and religiosity. Religion has been definethe wayas the cognition,
affect, and behavior that rise from the awareness of, or perceived interaction with, supernatural

entities that are presumed to play an important role in human affairs (James, 1958; Pratt, 1934).



A more common definition today revolve®and the institutionalized system of religious
attitudes, beliefs and practices (Religion, nArhong all adults in the United States, 51.3%
identify with some form of Protestant denomination while 23.9% identify as Catholic, totaling to
justoverthrequar ters of the countryods popul ation
majority of Americans associate themselves with a particular religion.

The term religiosity has been loosely exercised in modern culture and has only recently
become more commonly @epted as the degree of piety or religious importance and
involvement in a community (Vaughan, de Dios, Steinfeldt, & Kratz, 2001). Religiosity is
distinct from religious affiliation in that it is a multidimensional phenomenon (Cohen et al.,
2009; Cohen, HIl Koenig, & Meador, 2005; Cohen & Hill, 2007). However, the use of the term
religiosity could refer to either ideological commitment or spirituality; spirituality is increasingly
used to refer to the personal, subjective side of the religious expefiitihd& Pargament, 2003;

The Barna Group, 2005). Since religiosity has subtle distinctions, it may be useful to explore
some of the components of being religious.

Religiousfundamentalismand religiouscommitment. Categoizing different religions
and denominations is difficult because each group possesses unique qualities that vary by
personal perspective. One way of categorizing religion is to place groups along a continuum
from most fundamental to most liberal (Smith9@® When analyzing the various Christian
groups, for example, fundamental could also be called orthodox, conservative, or evangelical,
while liberal could also be called secular, modern, or humanistic (Smith, 1990). While many
researchers and scholars tlsese terms interchangeably, there are again subtle differences
between terms such as evangelical and fundamental that are often overlooked. To a religious

fundamentalist moral decisions are only seen to be {a@ladkvhite, while a religious liberal may

(P



only see decisions as gray; to an evangelical, moral decisions are black, white, and gray (Patton,
May 17, 2011). But being religiously fundamental is more than just seeing decisions as black and
white, it is potentially about observing nonnegotiable aspeafcthe Christian faith and
attempting to live their life by those principles.

Christian fundamentalists exist on one side of a hypothetical spectrum and believe in five
key points: (a) the inerrancy of the Bible and its divine inspiration, (b) persalaatien by
accepting Christ as their Savior, which is often referred to as adgain experience, (c) the
imminent return of Christ, (d) the desire to share their faith with others, and (e) acceptance of
most traditional beliefs such as the Trinity, Wiegin birth of Jesus Christ, and the existence of
angels and the Devil (The Barna Group, 2001, 2004, 2005; Smith, 1990). Fundamentalists want
to maintain and espouse the religious traditions as they have received them.

Classifying a group as religioudiyeral, on the opposite side of the spectrum, varies
more widely in terms of beliefs. Some commonalities are as follows: (a) emphasis on concerns
about the nature and operation of this world more than salvation in the next which sometimes
lends support flosocial action and progressive reform, (b) recognition of secular change and
science as probable rather than-aeligious, (c) faith in the literal message of the Bible and
particularly in Biblical miracles which may be seen as either questionablstasdail facts or
metaphorical in nature, and (d) less acceptance of the Trinity, the Virgin birth of Jesus Christ,
and the existence of angels and the Devil (Smith, 1990). Liberals are more willing to push the
envelope either in areas of doctrine or pgracto adjust for modern ways of thinking.

Fundamentalism could be used to describe a group that views religion as the foremost
guidance in their lives and engages in action based on religious conviction (Emerson & Hartman,

2006). Alternative definitionsagcharacterizethy Emerson & Hartman, 2006) seek to explain



the behavior of the group in society. Almond, Appleby, and Sivan write that fundamentalism is
fa discernible pattern eftyrleldi @itaws rmiell ii teavrea es
the erosion of religious identity, fortify the borders of the religious community, and create viable
alternatives to secular institutions and beha
fundamentalism is a cognitive and affective orientatioméoworld that is characterized by
protest against change and the ideological orientation of modernism (Antoun, 2001, p. 3).
Together, fundamentalists are strong traditionalists who see deviation from their beliefs as
unacceptable (Emerson & Hartman, 2006).

There are multiple ways of measuring fundamentalism, which is a distinct concept from
religious affiliation (Cohen et al., 2009; Hill & Pargament, 2003). This is beneficial in that
multiple measures allow researchers to assess different angles of futalesmersome
strategies utilize prior classification schemes, membership in theologically oriented ecumenical
associations, surveys of denomination members
theology, and selidentification (Smith, 1990; Emerson artman, 2006). Other approaches
measure religious behavior, such as frequency of religious services attended, as well as
psychological experience and motivation for their religious beliefs (Cohen et al., 2009; Allport &
Ross, 1967). However, results frahfferent studies are difficult to compare when there are
many interpretations of measurement strategies.

While religious fundamentalism and religious liberalism are often described as a single
dimension, introducing a religious commitment spectrum previsi®ther angle by which to
classify religious groups. Religious commitment incorporates elements about religious
importance, frequency of religious services, and engagement in religious activities (The Barna

Group, 2005; McCullough & Willoughby, 2009). idchi & Stark (1969) originally measured



Areligiosityo simply by participation in rel

only one measure takes for granted the fact that religion takes into account many different
aspects of life (Higgin& Albrecht, 1977). People could potentially hold beliefs that would place
them in between pure fundamentalism and pure liberalism. In order to differentiate between
people who hold the same set of beliefs, differing degrees of commitment could be measured
which may vary depending on the person.

A religious commitment spectrum could then be used to compare across religious
denominations. In the present study we create a religious commitment scale by combining
guestions on religious importance, frequencgiténdance at religious services, and frequency
of attendance at religious activities. These items allow for the incorporation of the original line of
guestioning that Hirschi and Stark (1969) began while still allowing for the analysis of
mechanisms potéially driving the relationship between religiosity and delinquency.

Context of Delinquency

Adolescence is a time of increasing independence and searching for autonomy (Moffitt,
1993).Howeveras the gateway to adulthood, adolescence represents a time where accessibility
to risk-taking opportunities (e.g., driving a vehicle without supervision) merges with immature
risk attitudes, understanding, and gelfulation that can be cause for cond@&yrnes, 1998;
Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Reyna, 1996).

The tremendous public health and safety concerns of additional risky behavior during
adolescencarecause for alarniReyna & Farley, 2006)The prevalence of adolescent use of
alcohol, tobacco, anaharijuana have been associated with concurrent and future harms both to
the adolescent making the choice and the public at IB@enfeister & Tossmann, 2005

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 2006; Ellickson, Tucker, Klein, & Saner, 2004;



Hinggon, Heeren, Jamanka, & Howland, 208&yna & Rivers, 2008 Longitudinal research
probes deeper into the issue to reveal that drug use can cause more problems for an adolescent
which often precedes anxiety disorders, depression, and conflict with @chdtssin et al.,
2004). Creating policies or measures to help curb less desirable activity during adolescence could
potentially buy time or nudge adolescents onto aspi@al track that promotes positive physical
and mental health outcomes (Reyna & FarB§06). But nudging adolescents toward making
more presocial choices is no easy task as adolescents face many novel opportunities to explore
the environment that is only beginning to open up for them.

Adolescents participate in a substantial amount fgieent activity. In 2004,
Monitoring the Future reported that 30 percent of high school seniors reported binge drinking
(classified as having had five or more alcoholic drinks in a row during the past five weeks),
while 16 percent were daily cigaretteakers, and 6 percent were daily marijuana users
(Johnston et al., 2005). Cigarettes, which are a highly addictive drug, have been found to provide
more satisfaction and cause less pain upon withdrawal during adolescence than later in life
( O6 De | 1004g This & problema?ic because continuation of smoking into adulthood makes
quitting more difficult than if they had stopped when they were young, in addition to the
potential physiological damage that might occur. When adolescents participate irdsieleidy
they are potentially damaging the hippocampus and the prefrontal cortex which impairs memory
and selcontrol (De Bellis et al., 2000; White & Swartzwelder, 2004). But stopping this routine
may not be simple because the neurological drive fengg sensations makes adolescents seek
the quick but intense rush that drugs can provide (Berger, 2006). Adolescents benefit from
protective and preventative factors that will help to curb and decrease behavior that is

detrimental to the ongoing developnehtheir mind and their body.



Relationship between Religion and Delinquency
Previous research has found a relationship between religion and delinquency that may
account for decreases in delinquent behavior which will be explored in the proceeding section
Historical roots The conventional attitude has been that religious individuals will be
less likely than those who are not religious to commit delinquent acts (Stark, 1996). The notion
that greater religiosity in adolescence is linked to lower $eoEinvolvement in a wide range of
undesirable behaviors from alcohol, tobacco, and drug use, to other forms of delinquency and
risky sexual behavior has been consistently supported with empirical studies (Laird, Marks, &
Marrero, 2011). The support frotne experimental literature has not always been the norm, nor
has it been entirely conclusive.
Onecontroversyhascentered on the article published by Hirschi and Stark (1969). The
authors claimed that they had evidence of no significant difference lresivekents who
attended church every wemkKeddehndquertt &ctivises. Theh at di d
authors also found that students who believed in the Devil and in a life after death were just as
likely to report delinquent activities comparedstadents who did not believe in a supernatural
world (Hirschi& Stark, 1969)While it may have been difficult to contest the findings reported
by Hirschi and Stark, their interpretation of
(Burkett & White, 194, p. 455) Numerous articles were published in the following decades in
response t o Hdomclesiohdi h atn dt I5¢ aactkkwbrsch was essent i g
del i nqioéIpc2ib e(cause the it Afails to instildl i
and because belief in the possibility of pleasure and pain in another world cannot now, and
perhaps never could, compete with t2b3¢Thgl easur

last conclusion in their study is what really sparked replies from numerous researchers. Previous



studies had suggested that children who attended church regularly, or had higher degrees of
piety, were somewhat less likely to be delinquent when coedga infrequent or less pious
attendees (Glueck & Glueck, 1950; Nye, 1958; Travers & Davis, 1961). These conflicting results
undoubtedly created a surge in efforts to try and unravel the association between religiosity and
delinquency.

Subsequent studiessed data from various locations around the country in an effort to try
and understand the counterintuitive findings of Hirschi and Stark (1969). One such study by
Burkett and White (1974) postulated that perhaps going to church and believing in Goelpay h
prevent delinquent activities just as much as secular activities, such as school athletics, with the
same amount of dedication. They found that religious participation appeared to be more closely
and negatively related to some kinds of delinquent hehawsuch as the use of alcohol and
marijuana as nemictim crimesi than to other kinds of delinquent behavior previously analyzed.
Unfortunately, there was still an inability to find a clear and solid link between religion and
delinquent behavior.

The wse of religious importance as a measure for adolescents was emphasized as an
important modification because Americans tend to-ogport church attendance which may
have muddied the waters for previous studigsh as Hirschi and Stark in 19@%adaway,

Marler, & Chavez, 1993). There is a crucial difference between church attendance and church

i mportance in an adolescentdos |ife that has
adolescents face resource constraints in actually getting to auslggrvice, many adolescents

are largely dependent on their parents for transportation and many early adolescents attend
religious services not because they are highly religious but because their parents require them to

attend.



With inconsistent relatiommsps between religion and secular behaviors (Burkett & White,
1974) for various denominational subgroups (Burkett & White, 1974; Cochran, Beeghley, &
Bock, 1998; Higgins & Albrecht, 1977), some suggested that the research up until this point was
flawed oratheoretical in nature (Cochran, 1989). Increased ugeofyand statistical rigor has
since led to more thorough examination of the relationship between religiosity and delinquency.
It even has led some researchers who were once skeptical aboutvbeticoral hypothesis to
view religion as having Atruly potent effects
to understand that religion is merely one part of a larger set of influences that may inhibit anti
social behavior that include,bu ar e not | i mited to an adol escen
environment that can affect change and guidance in their life.

Current directions. As more research began to support and solidify the claim of the
conventional hypothesis, Stark (1996) wanted to figure out how it was possible that an
individual 6s religiousness could attenuate or
delinquent behawr. He reasoned that religion might not be an individual trait but rather a
Agroup propertyo (Stark, 1996, p. 164) that h
the adolescent. In other words, group dynamics and context mattered. Stark ([d®8€leed
that both Hirschi and Stark (1969) and Burkett and White (1974) were focused on the Pacific
Northwest where religion might not have been as influential on the population as in other parts of
the country. If context mattered, then observersbtigve also found that parenting standards
were related to adolescent moral or ethical beliefs.

According to Petts (2009), family and religion are factors that are closely tied together
and may work together to shape future delinquency trajectories detetoyouth from

becoming involved in delinquent behavior ear/|



residing with two parents may deter youths from becoming involved in delinquent behavior and
that those who reside with single parents are 8#8e likely to become involved in early
adolescentimited delinquent behavioPetts,2009). There is further evidence to suggest that
family and religion interact to enhance the effect of parental affection in mitigating increased
levels of delinquent eavior among youths in singfgarent families (Petts, 2009). In addition to
religion mitigating delinquency, other factors such as academic ambition, scholarly performance,
and the internalized belief that crime is wrong could also inhibit delinquentypfiorsexes
(Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990; Petts, 2009).

The participation and involvement in religious activities may also have a positive benefit
on those who are involved. Smith (20@8yueghat religion may exert both positive and
constructive influenes in adolescents through moral order, learned competencies, and social and
organizational ties. These positive influences are ideally assisted through social attachments to
other members of the religious community for support or further reinforcemérase ideals
(Smith, 2003). However, due to conflicting
the media, the actual moral beliefs that adolescents adopt could be all, some, or none of the
valuesconcerninghe wrongfulness of delinquent behav{Desmond, Soper, Purpura, & Smith,
2009).

Even if religiosity does not create concrete moral beliefs, it facilitates the creation of
social capital and embeds youth in a network of religious adults who can monitor and counsel
adolescents on their behavior to create a buffer against delinquenapdgrotentially poor
environments (Desmond et al., 2009; Petts, 2009; Smith, 2003). Religion, therefore, could also
act as a protective measure; for example, indel control individuals whavould participate in

antisocial behavior (Laird et al., 201ZimmerGembeck and Helfand (2008) also found that

10



while the onset of first sexual intercourse was strongly associated with alcohol use, delinquency,

and school problems, religious attitudes were associated with the delay of first sexual intercourse

until after the age of 18 in adolescerBsised orsocial attachment, religious families can

enhance supportive parenting practices by increasing social control and exposing adolescents to a

broader religious community that reinforces the values taught at (Retts, 2009). This

continuation of family standards outside of the home provides consistency across multiple

domains of an adolescentodos |ife. A supportive

i mportant for rel i gi on dssaree@mneshad within & religidus e c t
community that shares similar beliefs (Stark, 1996). For example, when mothers found
religiosity to be an important fixture of their day, they would attend services more often, which
led to greater adolescent importanod attendance at religious activities and gatherings (Laird
et al., 2011). As can be seen, the role of
religious commitment as religion potentially enhances the effect of parental affection in
deterence.
Theoretical Background

In the proposed study, progress from the most recent adolescent judgment and decision
making theories is used to explore a mechanism between religiositgaged information
processing, and adolescent delinquent behavioneSw these theories attempt to explain the
developmental trajectory of how processing and retrieval of information changes over the
lifespan.

Dual-processtheoriesand decisionmaking. Several current theories of rationglit

emphasize dual processes in reasoning and decision making (Kahneman, 2003; Klaczynski,

2005; Sloman, 1996). In these dual process models two systems of reasoning are described. The

11
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first system is a fast, associative, and intuitive process while thedssgstem is a much slower,
deliberative, and analytical than the first. Researchers have speculated that the first system is
evolutionarily older and more susceptible to bias and misleading notions, while the second, being
more deliberative and analyticad a more recent development in the evolutionary chain that

incurs a time penalty due to the increase in deliberation (Reyna & Farley, 2006). Standard dual
process theories such as these are unable to provide mechanisms thagqresinconsistent
responses under wepecified conditions (Reyna, 2004).

Although it was originally assumed that adolescents perceived themselves to be
invincible, which led to increased risk taking, this conjecture has since been contradicted by
recent findings that suggt adolescents actually overestimate important risks (Reyna & Farley,
2006). One approach to understanding adolescent behavior is to look at how this group makes
decisions and processes risk since people think about this concept in many different ways
(Stanovich & West, 2000). Typical duplocess theories are unable to predict that when
compared to those who rely on basic intuition, adolescents who weigh risks and benefits by
analyzing the risky options actually take more risk and have inferior outcfilss Reyna, &
Estrada, 2008; Reyna & Brainerd, 2011; Reyna, Estrada et al., 2011; Reyna & Farley, 2006).
Appropriate developmental models need to account for this counterintuitive finding when
explaining adolescent behavior.

In contrast to the aforemeatied theories, fuzzirace theory sees the fast intuitive aspect
not as a primordial system, but rather as an advanced form of reasoning which develops over the
lifespan alongside the more analytical deliberation (Reyna & Brainerd, 2011; Reyna & Brainerd,
1995). This theory helps to provide an explanation for why human decision making seems

simultaneously impulsive and reflective, intuitive and analytical, as well as qualitative and

12



guantitative decisions (Reyna & Farley, 2006). Possessing both fast anaelbods makes
decision making and information processing unique events. Accounting for both intuitive and
analytical processes, fuztsace theory is also better able to explain counterintuitive research
findings that have emerged regarding adolescdm\ber. As a result, the current study will be
using fuzzytrace theory to help explain the underlying mechanism in the relationship between
religion and delinquency for adolescents.

Fuzzy-trace theory. The assumptions of fuzayace theory arbased on memory,
judgment, and decision making research that takes into account social, cognitive, affective, and
developmental factors (Reyna & Brainerd, 2011; Reyna, Estrada et al., 2011; Reyna & Farley,
2006). These assumptions allow predictions aaragdsiple developmental stages that account
for developmental trends as well as counterintuitive findings.

Fuzzytrace theory predicts that people encode multiple representations of an event at
varying levels of precision lying on a continuum from verbdbrgist (e.g., Reyna & Brainerd,
2011; Reyna & Kiernan, 1994). This encoding process can be likened to a camera: several
pictures are captured at a variety of distances and exposures in order to ensure different qualities
of the scene are captured. Vetbah r epr esent ations preserve surf
experience such as the exact qualities of numerical information. Fuzzy gist representations on the
other hand, preserve the essential meaning and essence which could be influencecdeby cultur
education, development, atmosphere, and other factors known to affect interpretation (Reyna &
Brainerd, 1995).

Gist is similar to the first system in dual process models in that it acts in a fast,
associative, and intuitive manner. Verbatim is sloweneameliberative, and analytical in

manner and can be related to the second system. However, unlike traditionabdeak
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models, gisbased reasoning is considered to be advanced than analytical reasoning (e.g., Reyna
& Ellis, 1994; Reyna &.loyd, 200§ . An fAadvancedo form of reasor
and correspondenger accuracycriteria (Adam & Reyna, 2005; Reyna & Adam, 2003).
Together, verbatim and gist representations are processed in parallel during encoding, storage,
and retrieval procses (Reyna & Brainerd, 1995).

Fuzzytrace theory stipulates that decision makers rely on the lowest, or least precise,
level of gist necessary for the current task at hand (Reyna & Brainerd, 1995; Reyna, Lloyd, &
Brainerd, 2003). For example, making aicledetween two objects requires a dichotomous
representation of preference while making a judgment of those objects requires making a more
meticulous level of distinction. The brain is extremely efficient at adapting to the resources
demanded for a judgmeor preference so as not to waste unnecessary capacity by processing
extraneous information. Fuztsace processing has advantages for reasoning, because gist
representations are more stable over time and easier to think about compared to verbatim
repregntations (Reyna & Brainerd, 1992). After a delay of several months, the verbatim memory
of the material that was once learned imastly disintegratedvhereagist representations of
previous memorieeemain accessible

Both verbatim and gistbased intuion begin to develop during childhood and continue
on through adolescence, with the later sometimes developing at an even faster rate than the
former (e.g., Brainerd, Reyna & Zember, 2011). Encouraging adolescents to recognize the gist of
common risky sitations has the potential for longasting effects on behavior than standard
interventions that place more emphasis on verbatim details (Reyna & Farley, 2006).

Accordingtofuzzyt r ace t heory, qualitative represen

likenedto gistbased decision making, while quantitative representations are similar to verbatim
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based decision making where risks and benefits are weighed and traded (Reyna, 2004). When
decision makers weigh risks and benefits, objective risk can be oftenakeztlbecause the
magnitude of benefits trumps the magnitude of risks if the decision maker is thinking
guantitatively (Mills et al., 2008). On the other hand, qualitative assessment takes into account
the global risk and ignores the precise magnitude i@l benefits which leads to less risk
taking (Reyna & Ellis, 1994; Reyna & Farley, 2006). Adult decision makers, who are older than
adolescents and have usually had more experience making decision, have been shown to
represent qualitative rather thamegtitative processes (Reyna & Brainerd, 1995).-Gased
intuition, which is often associated with a sign of maturity, produces risk avoidance while
deliberation, the evaluation of alternatives, encourages risk taking (e.g., Reyna et al., 2005). In a
study associating at egor i cal gist (ANo risk is better t
i's better twhhadolesoentriskaking,osdina perceptions of risk positively
correlated with risky behavior whilgist in categorical termsegatively correlated with risky
behavior (Mills et al., 2008verall,conceptualizing gist in categorical terprovided the
greatest protection against risk taking (Mills et al., 2008). A general theme through all of these
analyses is that making firgrained distinctionand conceptualizing levels of risk in ordinal
termsoften leads to more risk taking behavior.

Researchers have subdivided gist representation statements into how they conceptualize
ri sk. Categorical tehas,semehriaskdpnpoandsé&r dsn.
Ailess risk is better than more risko were the
study (Mills et al., 2008). These statements describe the same relationship that more risk is bad,
but are framed imbsolute versus relative terms respectively. It was found that participants who

endorsed the absolute principle were also more likely to endorse the relative version of the same
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principle (Mills et al., 2008). Endorsement of the absolute principle isiagstevith behavioral
intentions to take fewer risks while endorsement of the relative statement produced the opposite
intentions (Mills et al., 2008). Basedonfuzzy ace t heoryds assumptions
conceptualization of religious commitment, there ason to believe that religion possesses a
relationship with absolute and relative statement endorsement.

Religion anddual-processtheoriesi Rel i gi on i s one source of
is not the only o firgthensavesdiving @ithin and betwegeo multipled é
orders among which they have to negotiate, ba
25). Some researchers argue that religious traditionalists possess radically different worldviews
regarding theultimate nature of morality in comparison to secular and religious progressives
(Hunter, 1991). These drastically different worldviews could also be the result of strong
personality traits.

When observing how religion interacts with personality, Streyftatel McNally (1998)
found that fundamentalists scored significantly lower than liberals on the dimension of openness
to experience. This finding suggests that relative avoidance of diverse experiences and ideas in
the fundamentalist group expanded acros#tiple domains and was not only confined to
religious issues. This lends support to the idea that absolute or relative processing is a potential
factor in the relationship with religion.

As Patton (May 17, 2011) explained, the more religiously fundamstragerson is, the
more black and white issues become. Conversely, the more religiously liberal a person leans, the
more the line between adherence to religious teachings and doctrines begins to blur creating a
gray area that is subjective and basedaonper sondés own understanding

vi ews of the fundamentali st are similar to th
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sk due to the more definitive separation bet\
drawnbeveen how the religious | iberal perceives

is betterthanmorerisk The rel ative statement is a much |
place this along a wider area on a hypothetical risk scale, witlsknon one end and

tremendous risk on the other.

Religious commitment could also be applied here, in that acknowledgement and personal
acceptance of religious doctrine will have an impact on attempted adherence to religious beliefs
and values. Increasedramitment assumes gesiriving and the knowledge of what is
acceptable according to religious doctrine and beliefs. When increased commitment is present,
there is no practical need to deliberate between finer points when the decision maker knows that
theact or thought would be unacceptable. Thisoathoneconceptualizatioms representative of
gistbased processing.

An example of this gisbased understanding can be seen in the Holy Bible. In Matthew
182122 ( New I nternational Version) it says, ATF
many times shall | forgive my brother or sister who sins against me? @pvteesn t i mes ? 0 J e
answered, o601 tell yowt,evemt tseneen 6tdoi ndeess,u sb uma ss

to the rabbisdé teachings that a person shoul d

would not have to forgive any longerasd cr i bed i n Amos 1: 3, #AFor ¢t
even for four, I wi || not relent, o and Amos 2
relent. o It is often taught that Jesus was no
theyforgave someone to severdye ve n. Rat her, fAdisciples who ar

number of times they forgive one another nor

(Constable, 2010, p. 261).
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This is but one example that emphasizeslgpsted teaching in the Christian faith.
According to Kohlberd2008) most people are at the conventional level of moral development
where they attempt tmaintainspecificsocial order, fixed rules araithority This construals
often related to literahterpretation of theules and commandments set forth in scripture.
However,nortliteral interpretation of scripture may begin to stray into the realm of post
conventional thought where rationalizations are made between conflicting principles (Kohlberg,
2008).While verbatim memorization is encouraged, the purpose behind that type of
memorization is to form a greater love and communion with, Gotsolely for literal
interpretatiorof scriptural passagé€Riper, 2006)Therationalization betweereligious lawsand
the worldcreate anortliteral gist emphasis, which is different thatiteral interpretation othe
laws and commandments scripture.

Delinquency anddual-processtheories Various health and safety problems are by
products of how people perceive and reason about risk (Reyna, 2004). Gullone and Moore
(2000) found that risk behaviors correlated less with personality than they did with risk
judgments and that risk judgmentsre/¢he most important factor in explaining variance in
behavior. Thereforen terms of fuzzytrace theorya better predictoof risk-taking behavior
thanpersonalitycharacteristicsvould be the endorsement of an absolute or relative statement
about risk

Many forms ofdelinquent behavior could also be categorized as risky beldeatio the
threat of punishment by socieandbr the potential health consequences as a resulelfiquent
behavior.Since many delinquent behaviors are riskigzitrace theorynay offer an
explanation forthe reasoning processes behind those actions. Whepegistl reasoning was

triggered with retrieval cues in questiongasures ahtentions to have sex, sexual behavior,
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and the number of partners decreadeelyna et al., 2011). However, when verbatiased
reasoning was triggeremheasures ahtentions to have sex and the number of partners increased
(Reyna et al., 2011). Since people think about risk and religion in different ways, it would seem
ideal toapply a duabrocess model, such as fuzizgce theory, to predict behavioral intentions
given the relationships between religio@asoninganddelinquency
Study Purpose

The general aim of the present study wasotwoborate the relationship betweelhgien
and adolescent delinquent behavior emishvestigatemechanisms thatffected the relationship
betweerreligion andadolescent delinquent behaviorpatentialmechanism of fuzzyrace
theory, in terms of absolute and relative statereadbrsementvas explored betweearligious
commitmentandfrequency of delinquent behaviddther factors such as family structure and
race were included as possible alternative explanatory variables. | predicted that the increased
use ofcategoricabist-based proessingwould explain unique variance eddition tothe
protective effect of increasedligious commitmenon delinquent activitynd that theise of
categoricabistbased processingight alsomediatethe effect ofreligious commitmenbn

delinquency.
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CHAPTER 2

Methods

Participants

This study sed a preexisting dataset from a longitudinal study conducted from June 2003
to April 2008. Participants were recruited from high schools and local youth organizations in or
around a 30 mile radius of Tucson, Arizona, Arlington, Texas, and Ithaca, NewliYdikcson
Arizona, participants were recruited from Marana high school, Mountain View high school, and
Salpoint Catholic high school. In Dallas, Texas, participants were recruited from the Dallas Boys
andGirls Club. In the Arlington, Texas area, pafnts were recruited from Arlington, Lamar,
Martin, Juan Seguin, Sam Houston, Bowie, Cedar Hill, O.D. Wyatt, Barnett, Gateway, Grand
Prairie, Turning Point, Hutcheson, and Venture high schools as well as Gospel Light Baptist
School. In Ithaca, New York, pécipants were recruited from Ithagagh School.

Participants were selected for recruitment if they visggla school studentsetween the
ages of 14 and 19 and could speak and understand English. There were 837 participants who
were eligible to particiga in the study. However, 30 participants were removed due to
fi ncoherent responseso Whi CMyblsd7yegrsSD=096e part
59.2% female, 45% Caucasian/White, 15.7% Mexican, Central, or South American, 27.8%
African-American/Black, and 11.5% Othenly 16 participants were over eighteen years of
age, which was about 2% of the entire sample sipeherent responses included surveys whose
participants provided a pattern of logically inconsistent answers that confoilnedgata and so
were excluded from the analysis (e.g. claiming lifetime abstinence while having previously

claimed that they had sex).
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Research Design

Participants took a 314 item pservey followed by one of three 16 hour intervention
curricula. The sumy contained 314 items which ranged from demographics to delinquent
behavior and sexual activity. Participants then completed a falfpsurvey (possurvey)
immediately after the intervention. Additional surveys were also administered at three, six, and
twelve months after the pestrvey for a total of five time points. However, for this study, only
the preintervention survey data was analyzecxaminegelationshig betweerreligious
commitmentand delinquency.
Measures

Religiouscommitment (aggregatg. A scale was created from the sum of three measures
of religious commitment. Participants were a
woul d you say rel-pagimin Liskemnt ypu&etoan tabh 56 Nd ¢ ¢
as 0O to AVery I mportanto coded as 4. The ot he
Aln the | ast six months, how often h-scale you d
from ANever o to Al mo sbheingceodedag a Waadythe latenvbeitgh t h e
coded as a 4. Participants were askspahsomdbout h
or religious activities or youth groups, 0 and
or s yna g adgitioed iterd, noAincluded in the religious commitment scale, asked

Be

N

participants to report how often they had
sports, debate team, drama club). o0

This scale served to address the aforementionad dsscussed b¥irschi and Stark
(1969) in that they had only accounted for church attendance when measuring religiosity. This

scale is an alternative means for simply categorizing groups along a fundamentalist continuum
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while still allowing adolescents trate the importance of religion and the frequency of
attendance at religious activities (Vaughan et al., 2001; Laird et al., 2011).

The validity of singleitem measures of religiosity have been demonstrated by Gorsuch
and McFarland (1972). There are dinces in individual religious items. For example, Laird et
al. (2011) found that although religious importance and attendance were strongly correlated, only
religious importance was associated with antisocial behavior and only religious importance
moderaed the effect of low selfontrol on antisocial and rulereaking behavior. Instead of
limiting the survey to singlgem measures, several highly related questions were combined to
capture a more comprehensive effect of religious commitment.

According toJensen and Erickson (1979), it was also important to consider a range of
denominations when analyzing religion. For the current study, participants responded to
guestions about their religious affilitsati on:
etc.) o, nAJaegmisnh oCh riiBdtaiyna is@, nfilsat(tMemr mons) 0, A Ot
religiono.

Delinquency.Various antisocial activities were selected that have been used in prior
literature. Delinquent behavior is indicated by sevenregérted measures on whether the
youths, in the past six months, have stolen something, skipped school (ditching), damaged
property / graffiti (tagging), smoked cigarettes or chewed tobacco, smoked marijuana (pot), used
illegal drugs such as cocaine, matiphéaminesor LSD (this does not include prescribed
medicine), and / or drank alcohol (beer, wine or hard liquor). These items were presented on a
five item Likertscale ranging from never to almost every day. In addition to these activities,
underageisky sexual behavior was included which was comprised of 4 individual items that

assessedsky sexual behavioiThree of theséems asked participants to respond yes/no if they
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had Afooled around above t he andfitheythadiie vié ooh &d
s e gasponses were codedd) no /1 for yeg. The fourth item asked participants how many
partners they fAhad ever had sex with. o Taking
behavior scale variable was created by giving codintiggzaints based on the riskiness of their

sexual behavior (scores were from 0 to 4 miatgthe other delinquency items = 1).8f

participants had never participated in any of these behaviors they were coded as a 0, if they had
(only) fooled around above waist they were coded as a 1, if they had (at most) fooled around

below the waist but never had sex they were coded as a 2, if they had sex with (at most) 1 person
they were coded as a 3, and if they had sex with two or more partners they werescmded a
Togetherthesevenitems, including the sexual behavior scale, were summed to create an

aggregate delinquency scateeightitemg r esponses were cod®d 0 to 4
The delinquency scale items i.,mstealing,grepertge asur es
damage/ graffiti, and arguably underage sexual
school, using tobacco, smoking marijuana, using illegal drugs, and drinking alcohol) (Burkett

and White, 1974; Desmond, Soper, Purpur&ngith (2009).

Other factors. In addition to religiosity and delinquency, questions were asked about
participantds gender, race, age, year 1in scho
you | ive right now?pgarenthbnd stdpargntaparttime with bothjotherp ar e n
relatives, group home, foster family, one their own), participation in free school lunch program,
school grades, parent al education |l evels, pre
doyouthik you wi I | go in school ?0), -aoord adult surg

increments). These variables are each measured in a straightforward manner.
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Il n terms of race and ethnicity, the survey

Me x tAmexima n/ Chi canoo, AfCentr al American/ Sout h |

=]

Af r-Ame@ami can/ Bl-Aaneekroi, ¢ ainAts,i amNati ve Ameri can/ Tri

=]

and AMIi xed Ethnicity (Example Chicano and Nat
Fuzzy-trace theory. In order to test for a more fined grained prediction about the levels
of gist at work in the relationship betwesmtigious commitmenand delinquency, a similar
method to Mills et al. (2008) was used. Participants had the option of endorsing two principles:
ANoOi sk is better than some risko and fALess ri
relative risk statements, respectively, assess the tendency to process igisterpaecise or
imprecisemanner. Participants had the option of endorsing neither, one, or both of these terms.
Individual difference scales Two additional psychosocial scales were utilized. The
extent to which the participant is accepted by his or her peerassassed with the Index of
Peer Relations (Nurius, Hudson, Daley, & Newsome, 1988), a 25 item scale with items such as
Al get along very well with my peerso, rated
the timedo to AMéstooedalfromf l1the 6i med averag
the MarloweCrowne social desirability index (Reynolds, 1982) was also administered.
Participants provided ATrueodo or fAFalseod respo
talkingto, 'malwaya good | i stenero (responses were cod:
Analyses
Analyses and data management were performed using IBM SPSS Statistics, version 19
(SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL). Descriptive statistics were calculated to characterize socio
demographicpsychosocial, and behavioral variables across conditions. Differences between

delinquency items were examined with ANOVA an
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variables, respectively. Logistic regression models were used to analyze the étiesas of
explanatory variables on a narterval scale dependent variable, such as the dichotomous or
binary absolute and relative statement variables, in an analogous manner to a standard linear
regression but without violating the conditions necestasgtisfy ordinary least square
estimation while still addressing the need for an appropriate functional regression form.

Unless noted otherwise, age was in years, the reference group for ethnicity was
Caucasian/other, the reference group for gender vades and the reference group for
endorsement of the fuzayace theory statements was no endorsement.

The aim of the analysis focused on investigating an empirical relationship between
religiosity and delinquency while observing how the endorsement aftagments (absolute /
relative) serve to influence the established relationship between religion and delinquency by
mediating or moderating threlationship It was important to try and replicate previous findings
between religiosity and delinquen@dolescent risk assessments were then used to investigate
possible influences on delinquent behavior as well as the relationship between religion and

delinquency.
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CHAPTER 3

Results

Religious Commitment (Aggregate) & Delinquency

The aggregate religiol®mmitment score was a combination of three closely related
items (religious importance, frequency of attendance at religious services, and frequency of
attendance at religious activities). Theskgionitems were combined in order to assess a
broader spctrum of religious commitment beyond simply attendance or simply rating religion as
very importan{M=5.51, SD= 3.17U = . . Tt )same reasoning was used when combining the
delinquency items into a scale in order to assess possible delinquent behaviodfvedual
drug use to underage sexual behavior adolescents had the potential to partichdage2i,(
SD=4.95U = 1).8A significant relationshipvas foundbetween the aggregate religious
commitment scale and the aggregate delinquency wtedd wassimilar to previous research
(e.g. Baier & Wright, 2001; Burkett & White, 1974; Cochran, 1989; Higgins & Albrecht, 1977).
Togetherpothscales allowed for the analysis of potential mechanisms within their relationship.

Correlations. While there was a weak moderate bivariate correlation between the
aggregate religious commitment scale and the aggregate delinquency scale, larger magnitude
correlations were found between the importance of religion item and the aggregate delinquency
scale. When individualscore higher on the aggregate religious commitment scale, their
aggregate delinquent behavior decreases a low to moderate aReamht 5(807) =-.20,p <
.00 andSpearmaa s(807) =-.18, p < .00. Subjects who scored higher on the aggregate
religious commitment scale also reported significantly less delinquent participation for all of the

individual delinquency items except frequency of damagnogerty and graffiti/tagging as
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illustrated inTable D7. Due to themeasurement difference the sexuabehavior delinquency
item in comparison to the other seven individual delinquency items, it was excluded from several
comparative analyses to check for variations in results. Upon exclusion of the sexual behavior
item, a similar relationship was still gentbetween aggregate religious commitment and
aggregate delinquencl e a r $(@07)6-s20,p<.00;Sp e ar n@0i)&s17,p<.00.

When the aggregate religious commitment seasbroken down into the three
individual items, the magnitude of the bivariate correlation dger specific item. When the
item AHow i mportant wo uWwadpregentad, ssilgegts whertte gi on i s
religion as more important in their livesaltenedto report less delinquent behavior on the
aggregatelelinquencyscaleP e a r s (807)6=s27,p<.00;S p e a r mM(@0i)&s26,p <
.00. Again, the aggregate delinquency scale without the sexual behavior item resulted in similar
significantresultsP e a r s(807)6=-s28,p<.00;S p e a r n(&0)&-s27,p<.00. The
importance of religion produced larger significant negative correlations with all of the individual
delinquency items than the aggag¢g religious commitment scale as ilhaséd inTable D.7
Greaterfrequency of participation in religious services was also relatdddreases iaggregate
delinquencyegardless if theexual behavior iterwas includedP e a r s (807)6=s15,p <
.00;Spear n&im)&sl3,p<.00 ornotincludedP e a r s(807)6=s15,p < .00;
Spear n&im)&sl3,p< .00, respectively. More participation in religious services alss
relatedto decreased participation in most delinquent activity except stealing, damaging
property/graffti, and using illegal drug®/ore participation in religious activitiesinlike the
other two individual itemsyasrelated toa very small decrease in delinquent behavior
Pear son6s07p<.03807e)a r an(80i) &s04,p > .26. However thenegative

relationshipbetween participation in religious activities aaghregateelinquencywasno
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longersignificant when sexual behavimasexcluded fronthe aggregate delinquency scale
Pear s(@B07)s07,p>.06;Sp e ar n@0ii)&s03,p>.36.

These results have also shown that removing the sexual behavior item from the aggregate
delinquency scale not ormohyOlf edmcléds. 8het €r O bA!
produces no significampefficientchangedvetweeraggregateeligious commitment and
aggregatelelinquencyin the Pearsans r ho (i ncl udi=Rn20,ps ®xanmd| behayv
excluding sexual behavior=-.20,p < .00 andonly a slight change in ttg@pearmaé s r h o
(including sexual behavior:#-.18, p < .00 ard excluding sexual behavior: r-A7, p < .00.

Religious Denominations

Participants were asked to identify if they were affiliated with any religious

denomination. There were 28.9% who identified as Protestant, 22.8% identified as Catholic,

19.2% as BorrAgainChristian, 15.6% as not possessing any religion, 10% as other, 2% as

Mormon, 1.2% as Jewish, and 0.2% as no response. These responsescoed snd

denominations with few responses were collapsed to create a group size that served as a better
comparison group. Protestants (28.9%), Catholics (22.8%);8gam Christians (19.2%), and
participants c¢claiming no official religious a
religious affiliations increased (13.3%).

Denominations and religiaus commitment.One way the denominations were assessed
was by each groupds degree of rel iF4,8000s c o mmi
68.20,p< . @6 .25, exch of the five recoded denominatieeseranked based aiheir
mean religious comitment. BorrAgain Christiansand Protestantscored the highest on
religious commitment, M=7.75 (.22), n=155)dM=7.59 (.8), n=233espectively Participants

who identified with other religious denominations and affiliatjios6.92 (.27), n=10/had a
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significantlylower mean than the Boragain Christian or Protestant group. Catholese also
significantly lower than BorAgain Christians and Protestants in termsetijious
commitment, M=6.27 (.20), n=18Rarticipants claiming no formal religiowadfiliation were the
lowest M=3.04 (.25), n=126.

To determine if there was a significance difference in simply being religious or not, a
religious group and a nemeligious group were combined and compafe(l],803) = 231.11p <
. 0 Jpz,: .28, Thereligious groupM=7.16 (.11) was significantly more committed than the
nonreligious group as expected, M=3.04 (.25).

Denominations and religious importance Denominations were alsmalyzd based on
how they as a group viewed religious importance in thais. A univariate ANOVA was again
employed and use to analyze the mean rating of religious imporfa(€800) = 81.27p < .00,
clp2 =.29.TheBorn-Again Christiargroug M=3.00 (.09) as well aghe Protestant group,
M=2.89 (.07) rated themportance of religion significantly higher thather denominations and
affiliations, M=2.56 (.11)as well aCatholics, M=2.56 (.08). The naerligious group
expectedly rated religious importance the lowest out of all five groups, M=.89 (.10).

When thegroups were separated into religious and-reigious categories, there was a
substantial difference between the religious importance of the two gfe(p803) = 299.01p
< . 92 8 .27. The religious group had a much higher mean of religious tenymar, M=2.77
(.04), than the nereligious group, M=.89 (.10Pespite this differencehe nonreligious group
still hadan averageositive response to the importance of religion in their lives.

Denominations anddelinquency. With religious importance and commitment in mind,
it wasimportant to analyze the frequency of delinquent activity that each denomination reported

in comparison to their religious commitment. This was achieved by performing a univariate
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ANOVA with all five denominations and aggregate delinqueRd4,800) = 2.56p< . 92 2, d
.01. The norreligious group had the highest occurrence of delinquent behavior out of any of the
religious denominations, M=6.29 (.44). Other religious denominations and affisgttiowed

behind them, M=5.40 (.47). Catholic, M=5.01 (.36), Protestants, M=4.87 (.32), and\Baim
Christians, M=4.57 (.39), reported less frequent delinquent behavior.

When comparing religious and noeligious groups, groups identifying as r@tigious
committed more frequent delinquent behavior that their opposing groupregious
participants had an average frequency of delinquent behavior of 6.29 (.44) while religious groups
had an average frequency of 4.92 (.19). The analysis was verfycsighi (1,803) = 8.34p <
. 0 Qz,: .08, and demonstrated that there existed a difference in delinquency between religious
and nonreligious groups.

When aggregate delinquency without the sexual behaviomtsased, similar results
werefound. Whercomparing the average aggregate delinquency for the five religious
denominationssignificant differencesvere still presenbetween the groups, (4,800) = 3.50p
< . 92 £ .02. T™he Norreligious groups had the highest frequency of delinquent behavio
M=4.44 (.36), while the other religious groups, M=3.56 (.39), and Catholics, M=3.47 (.29),
followed behind. Protestants, M=3.10, and Béwain Christians, M=2.76 (.32), had the lowest
levels of delinquent behavior even when the sexual behavior itememased from the
aggregate scale.

When comparing religious and noeligious groups to the aggregate delinquency scale
without the sexual behavior item, there still existed a significant difference in delinquent
behaviorF (1,803) = 10.20p< . 92 8 .01. The norreligious group participated in more

delinquent behavior, M=4.44 (.36), than those claiming a religious affiliation, M=3.20 (.15).
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Removal of the underage sexual behavior item still produced a similar trend in delinquency
activities by denonmation.

Comparing denominations against religious commitmentUsing logistic regressions
to identify relationships with the endorsement of the absolute and relative statements suggested
that aggregate religious commitment was a better predictor of abstitément endorsement
than denominations, religious importance, or identifying as religious. These results also showed
that religious importance producdiferentresults when predicting absolute or relative
endorsement.

When aggregate religious commitmi@ndreligious affiliation (Catholic, Protestant,
Born-Again Christian, other, and no religiowgre analyzed using logistic regression, only
aggregate religious commitment wasind to bea significant factor in predicting endorsement
of the absolute atementds=.09,S E =.@3,p<.00. This suggested that as religious commitment
increased so too did endorsement of the absolute statement. Neither religious commitment nor
denomination significantly relatevith endorsement of the relative statement.

Whenc omparing participants who had a religi
(religious or norreligious groups)an increase iaggregate religious commitmenas
associated with a significant increase ineéneorsement of the absolute statemént09, SE
d3=.03,p<.00. Aggregate religious commitment was not significantly related to the endorsement
of the relative statement.

Whenthe five religious affiliation@ndthe importance of religiowere used to predict
absolute and relative endorsement, onligi@us importance emerged as a significant predictor

of the relative statement endorsement. As religious importance increased, the endorsement of the
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relative statement decreasda-.14,S E =.06,p<.03. The fivereligious affiliationshad no
significant affect on endorsement of @igsolute or relative statements

Whenthe importance of religion to participants was compared with tvbsedentified
as religiousvereanalyzed, identifying as religious was the only significant predaftoelative
statement endorsements-.14,S E =.@6,p<.02. Religious importance did not significantly
relate to endorsement of either the absolute or relative statement.

In order to help summarize the findings, both religious importance and aggregate
religious commitment were analyzed in a logistic regression to predict endorsement of the
absolute and relative statements. The results showed that an increase in aggregate religious
commitment was positively related to an increased endorsement of the abdrtent,
d.12,S E =.28,p<.01. Religious importance was not significantly related to endorsement of
the absolute statement, but it was significantly related to the endorsement of the relative
statement. As religious importance increased, the endons@fhe relative statement
decreasedj>-.19,S E =.@9,p<.03.

As a result, denominations were significantly different in terms of aggregate religious
commitment and frequency of delinquent activities. However, they were not significant
predictors of enarsing the absolute or relative statemelntstead, aggregate religious
commitment was found to be a better predictor of endorsing the absolute and relative risk
statements.

After School Activity and Other Factors

After schoolactivity. There is a common notion that participation in extracurricular

activities, especially those that occur after school, would help to reduce the amount of

delinquency in adolescents (e.g., Gottfredson, Gerstenblith, Soulé, Womer, & Lu, 2004). Since
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this mightserve as an alternative possibility to explain adolescent delinquency, it is important to
compare the effect of after school activities with that of religious commitrtenight also be
advantageous to evaluate the relationship between aggregateisetignmitment and

delinquent behavior while controlling for the amount of time that adolescent spend without adult
supervision.

Correlations The first analyses conductegkrebivariate correlations to establish
significant relationships with the aggregdtdinquency scale and individual delinquency items.
When the frequency of after school actiwitgscorrelated with these items, a significant
relationshipwvasfound. As the frequency of after school activity increlasiee frequency of
aggregatelelinquent behavior decreak® e a r s (807)6=s17,p<.00;Sp e ar n@A)&s r
-.13, p <.00. Thiswasstill significant when the frequency of underage sexual behaasr
removed from the aggregate delinquency scale askvella r s (807)6=s17,p < .00;

S p e ar n(&ii)&s13,p < .00.Greatemparticipation in after school activitiegas
significantly negatively correlated wittecreases in thfeequencyof stealing,skipping school,
tobacco use, marijuana use, drug, aéeohol use, andnglerage sexual behavior.

In comparison with the aggregate religious commitment scale and the three individual
religion items (religious importance, attendance at religious services, and attendance at religious
activities)in terms of aggregate delinquenégquency of participation in after school activities
fell in the middle of the religiougems. Based on the magnitudeSgdearmamho values,
religious importancevaslargest at r (807) =26, p < .00 aggregate religious commitmemas
second with (807) =-.18,p < .00 the frequency of after school activiasthird with r (807) =

-.13,p < .00 followed bythe frequency of religious services, r (80741, p < .00.As a result,
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theimportarce ofreligion to a participantadthe strongest corla&ion with aggregate
delinquencyegardless of the inclusion or exclusion of $egual behavior item.

RegressionsSeveral regression analyses were conductdésmbiguatéhe bivariate
correlations conducted previously. The regression anglgsisiding endorsement of the
absolute and relative statements, the aggregate and individual religious commitmeratsitems,
well as the frequency of after school activitipg)duced similar results as the bivariate
correlations.

Religious importance produced the largest significant beta valme96, SE= 1 3, b =
.26, p<.00, while that was followed by the aggregate religious commitmentdsal®9, SE
d= . 0 5.19,p6.80. The magnitude of tre@andardizedbeta value for the équency of after
school activity was largeds-.47, S E = tb1 1-.15,p.60, than thestandardizedbeta values for
frequency of religious serviced¥-.53, S E = b1l 4.14, ps.G0. The frequency of religious
activities,d>-.24, S E = do1 4.06,pb.6G8,was nonsignificant.

All of these independent variables had negative beta values which suggested that as the
frequency of participation in these items increased, the frequency of aggregate delinquent
behavior decreased. While after school activity wagaifisant main effect of aggregate
delinquent behavior, it did not possess the largest magnitude beta value. Religious importance,
followed by aggregate religious commitmengsa more significant predictor of aggregate
delinquent behavior than after scthactivity alone.

Age.As participantso6 ages increased the freqg
well. There were 131 participants less than 14 years of age (16.2%), 307 participants who were
15 years of age (38.0%), 228 participants who wereehsyof age (28.3%), and 141

participants who were 17 years or older (17.5%) in the sample.
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A univariate ANOVA showed that there was significant difference between age gnoups
terms of delinquency (3,803) = 358, p<. 0 192,: .08. Fourteen yeaplds andyoungerhadthe
least frequent occurrencesd#linquent activityM=4.37 (.43), while seventeen year olds
M=6.09 (.41), reported the most as displayed in Figure 3.2.

Additional univariate ANOVAs showed that age was not a signifipegdictor of
absolute statement endorsemé&n{3,803) = .42p<. 7 4,2,: .00, and relative statement
endorsement; (3,803) =.74p<.5 3 pz = .00. Age was also not a significant predictor of

aggregate religious commitme#ht(3,803) = .06p>. 9 8)2,: .00
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Figure 3.1
Frequency of Aggregate Delinquency and Age
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Notes:F (3,803) = 3H8, p< . 92 £ .01 The range of the total aggregate delinquency scale
was from 0 to 32. Participants 17 years and older committed significantly more frequent
delinquent behavior than those ages 15 and 14 years and younger. Participants 14 years and
younger committed signdantly less delinquent behavior than those who were 16 and 17 years
old and older.
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Gender. There were significant differences between genders in aggregate religious
commitment but not in aggregate delinquency and absolute or relative statement endorsemen
There were 329 males (40.8%) and 478 females (59.2%) in the sample populaitraniate
ANOVAs showed that gender did not significantly predict absoki{@,805) = 1.21p<. 2 7pz, d
= .00, or relative endorsemeft(1,805) = 2.89p<. 0 %2,: .00.Additional univariate ANOVA
analyses revealed that there was no significant difference in aggregate delinquency between
gendersF (1,805) = .01p<.95, pz g .00. However, aggregate religious commitment did vary
significantly between genders,(1,805) =9.94,p<. 0 Qz,: .08. Males had a significantly lower
average religious commitment, M=6.09 (.17), when compared to females, M=6.80 (.14).

Ethnicity. There were significant differences between ethnicities for delinquent behavior
and religious commitment, but not for the endorsement of the absolute or relative stat®uotents.
of the 807 participants in the sample, 127 of them identified as Hispani€{jLand 224 of
them identified as Africa\merican (27.8%)Endorsement of the absolute statemEr{8,803)
=.70,p>. 5 5°=.00, and the relative statemeft(3,803) = .94p>. 4 27°=.0@ were found to
not significantly vary between ethnicities. Wever, there were significant mean differences
between some of the ethnicities and delinquent behavior despite tseggnditance of the
ethnicity variable in general. AfricaAmericans/Blacks, M=80 (.33), were significantly
different from Mexican, Ceral, or South American participants, M82.(.44), as well as
Caucasian/White participants, M=8.626). Participants who classified themselves as being of
other ethnicities were located in between, M364.51).

African-Americans/Blacks were found to biggnificantly different from other ethnicities
in aggregate religious commitment. The univariate ANOVA was signifi€af#,803) = 11.00,

p< . 0 85 .04¢showing significant differences between ethnicity groups. African
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Americans/Blacks were the masligiously committed ethnicity group, M=7.48 (.21), followed
by other ethnicities, M=6.59 (.32), and Mexican, Central, or South American participants,
M=6.24 (.28). Caucasian/White participants were found to have the least amount of religious
commitment at of all the ethnic groups, M=5.99 (.16).

Free lunch.The use of free lunch as a proxy variable for socioeconomic status was not
significantly related to endorsement of the absolute or relative statements, overall delinquency,
and aggregate religious coriment.Only 204 participants (25.3%) reported receiving a free
lunch from their schoolThe univariate ANOVA with free lunch did not significantly predict the
endorsement of the absolute statemrft,, 763) = 3.52p>. 0 Qz,: .08, or the endorsement of
the relative statemerf, (1,763) = .01p>. 9 4°=.00@, The variable for free lunch also did not
possess a significant relationship with aggregate delinquer(@¢y305) = 38, p>.54, p2 g .00,
and aggregate religious commitmeni1,805) = .20p>.66 , pz =d00.

Living situation. Eight different living situation arrangements were presented to
participants and collapsed into three main categories. The following were the eight different
options presented to participants with the percentage of pantisipdo selected that option in
parenthesis: both parentd<£388,48.3%), single pareniNE203,25.5%), parent and stggarent
(N=154,19.2%), part time with botiN=30, 3.7%), other relativedN=17,2.1%), group home
(N=1, 01%), foster family =4, 05%), and one my own / with friends£4, 05%). The
collapsel categories were living with: both parents (48.3%), a single parent (25.5%), and other
living arrangements (26.1%).

There were significant mean differences between living arrangements and the
erdorsement of the absolute statement, overall delinquency, and aggregate religious

commitment. Living situation did not have a significant relationship with relative endorsément,
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(2,804) = .23p>. 8 Q,z,: .00, Despite the overall ANOVA for living situah and absolute
endorsement just missing significanEg2,804) = 2.81p>. 0 @2,: .04, there were significant
mean differences between living with both parents, M=.78 (.02), and living with one parent,
M=.69 (.03).

The amount of delinquency also varigignificantly between different living situatiors,
(2,804) =B52p<. O ré 5 .03dParticipants living with both parents had lower rates of
delinquency, M=46 (.25), and were significantly different from participants living with one
parent, M=633 (.34), as well as participants in other living situations, M2%.34).

There were significant mean differences between some living situations and aggregate
religious commitment despite the overall ANOVA missing significaRgg,804) = 2.65p>.07,
clp2 = .01. Participants living with both parents had significantly higher levels of aggregate
religious commitment, M=6.77 (.16), compared with participants living with one parent, M=6.17
(.22). Participants who were living in other parental situations haglo®$ commitment levels
that fell in between participants living with one and two parents, M=6.38 (.22).

Time without adult supervision. When participants had more time without adult
supervision, the frequency of delinquent activity increased aselte were 83 participants
who reportedn average havinigss than 1 hour @&dult supervision per day (10.3%), 189
participants who reported2 hours without adult supervision (23.4%), 201 participants who
reported an average of3hours (24.9%), andi34 participants who reported more than 4 hours a
day on average without adult supervision (41.4Phere was no significant relationship between
the amount of time without adult supervision and the endorsement of the alds¢8)893) =
1.42,p>. 2 47= .01, and relativef; (3,803) = .76p>. 5 2°=.00, statements as well as

aggregate religious commitmeht(3,803) = 1.65p>. 1 &2,= .08 As time without adult
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supervision increasdherewasa significant increase in the frequency of delinquetivigy, F
(3,803) =10r2,p< . O Fﬁ 7 .04dIf participants had less than one hour per day without adult
supervision then their average frequency of delinquent activity wasllid€83). If the time
without adult supervision was from one to two hoursAM)2(.35), then total delinquency was
still less than three to four hours without adult supervision, W&634). Participants with more
than four hours of no adult supervision had the highest rates of delinquent activitg,1N128),
that was signifiantly different from the other amountstohe without adult supervision which is
illustrated in Figure 3.2.

The overall relationship between hours per day without adult supervision and parental
living situation was found to be significakt(2,804) = 140,p< . 0 Fﬁ 5 .04dLiving with both
parents was found to be significantly related to reduced time without adult supervision per day,
M=2.77 (.05). The amount of time without adult supervision was significantly different between
living with both parentsind living with one parent, M=3.19 (.07), or in another living situation,
M=3.13 (.07).

Parental education.An increase in parental education was positively related to an
increase in aggregate religious commitmén6,725) = 3.18p< . 0 F@ 5 .03¢and alecrease in
delinquent activityF (6,725) = 294, p<.01, p2 g .02. Parental education was not significantly
related to the absolutE,(6,725) = 1.01p>. 4 2°= .04 or relativef (6,725) = .34p>. 9 2°, (
= .00, statement endorsement. An illustratiothefrelationshipbetween average parental
education and aggregate religious commitment and aggregate delinquent behavior is visible in
Figure 3.2 and 3.3.

Usual grades in schoolThere were significant diérences between usual grades in

school when predicting absolute or relative statement endorsement, aggregate delinquency, and
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aggregate religious commitmeitthe number of participants who reported receiving an average

of Abd6s in schoolwawas3 28 6( 462.989%)%) ,CBsdOswas 161 (
(2. 6 %), and Fo6s was Dbffelences betwegn asuadl graxlés maamdolsvas( 1 . 4
significant in predicting the endorsement of the absolute statemgh802) =7.84p< . 08, d

= .04, andhe relative statemert, (4,802) =3.47p< . O pf 5 .02dmprovements in school

grades were related ttecreases inverall delinquent activityf- (4,802) =2.98p< . 0 ﬁ s d

.10,and increasedggregate religious commitmeft(4,802) = 4.96p< . 0O ,ﬁ 5 .02d5ee

Figures 3.4 through 3.7 for illustrations of the relationships described with usual grades in

school.
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Figure 3.2
Frequency of Aggregate Delinquency and Time without Adult Supervision
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Notes:F (3,803) =10.72p< . 92 8 .,04.Tdhe range of the total aggregate delinquency scale
was from 0 to 32Participants who had one to two hours without adult supervision reported
significantly lower delinquent behavior than participants with two or more hours wlkaoit
supervision.
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Figure 3.3
Aggregate Religious Commitment and Average Parental Education
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Notes:F (6,725) =3.18p< . 92 & .03 Rarticipants with parents who completed some
college or more were significanttgore committed to their religion than participants with

parents who only graduated from high school or completed less than a high school equivalent
education.
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Figure 34
Frequency of Aggregate Delinquency and Average Parental Education
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Notes:F (6,725) = 2.94p < .0}, p2 g .02 The range of the total aggregate delinquency scale
was from 0 to 32. Frequency of delinquent behavior with parents who graduated frony@afiour
college was significantly lower when comparegb#sticipants with parents who only completed
high school or completed less than high school.
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Figure 35
Absolute Statement Endorsement and Usual Grades in School
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Figure 3.6
Relative Statement Endorsement and Usual Grades in School
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Figure 3.7
Frequency of Aggregate Delinquency and Usual Grades in School
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Figure 3.8

Aggregate Religious Commitment and Usual Grades in School
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Categorical/Ordinal Risk Endorsement

Participants had the option of endorsing two statements that represented their risk
assessment. The firstphraBen o r i sk i s b,eisanexamptefitfen some r i sk
categorical/absolute statement of risk while the Jdtdr e s s r i sk i s Oisart t er t ha
example of the ordinal/relative statemehtisk which makes more fined grained distinctions
between degrees of risk than the categorical/absoatensentDespite the slight difference,
both statements are describing a similar relationshighich possessing lot of risk is a worse
option Together, endorsement of one, both, or none of the statements has been shown to be
related to risk taking betvior (Mills, Reyna, & Estrada, 2008).

A Pe ar s-sgnafasstyi€lted significant differences among the four grogips:
50.29,p<.00. There were 350 3.5%)participants who endorsed both of the statements while
only 143(17.7%)people endorsed neither statement. The number of participants who endorsed
only the absolute statement, n=3834.5%) was significantly larger than the number of
participants who endorsed only the relative statement, (=3%)

When endorsements of thesolute and relative statements were correlated with the
religious measures as well as the frequency of after school actiditjrectpattern emerges.
When observing the endorsement of the absolute statement, the frequency of religious services
creaes the largest magnitude correlation coefficielts, a r s (807)6=s15p < .00;
Sp e ar n@0m)& sl5pr< .00, followed closely by the aggregate religious commitment
coefficient,P e a r s(807)6=s14p<.00;S p e a r mMB0M) & sl4pr< .00. The magnitude of
the importance of religion coefficient and the endorsement of the absolute statement was
Pear s@B07)6s10p<.01;Sp e ar n(@&i)&sllpr<.00. The correlation coefficient for

the frequency of religious activiteswBs a r s 807 s.09p<.03;Spear MM &s r
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.09,p < .01, which was then closely followed by the frequency of after school activities,

Pear s@07)s09p<.01;Sp e ar n@i)& D8pr< .03. A pattern emerges that may
suggest a relainship with religious teaching and an enhanced absolute dvagstd outlook.

When the absolute statement was correlated with the aggregate delinquency scale, there was a
significant relationship with the sexual behavior item includked, a r s (807)& s10,p < .00;
Spear ndi)&s09,p<.01,as well as wheit wasexcludedP e a r s (807)6=s09,p <

.01;S p e ar m@0i)&s08,p < .03. As a result, when endorsement of the absolute statement
increased, aggregate delinquency decreased.

For the endorsement of the relative statement, only the bivariate correlation for the
importance of religion was significantRte a r s (807)6=-s08,p<.02;Sp e ar n@A)&s r
.08,p < .03. Correlations for aggregate religious commitment, frequency of religious services,
religious activities, and after school activities were all-smmificant. Also, unlike the
correlations between the absolute statement and aggregate delinquepaged@ndorsement
of the relative statement was positively related to increased delinquent beRawiary sonds r
(807) =.06p<.10;S p e a r @) & D9jpr< .02, except when the sexual behavior item
was excluded from the aggregate delinquency meaBle a r s (807)6=s04p > .32;

Spear n&i)& D7 pr>.07.

Logistic regression analyses were performed with aggregate religious commitment
predicting absolute or relative endorsement. Increased aggregate religious commitment was
significantly related to an increase in absolute statement endorsemdrit,S E =.@8, p<.00.
Increased aggregate religious commitment was not significantly related to a decrease in relative

statement endorsements-.03,S E =.@3,p>.25.
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Finally, univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) models were constructed which help to
explain signifcant mean differences of delinquency and aggregate religious commitment
depending upon the endorsement of the absolute statement. In terms of delinquency, endorsing
the relative statement was neignificant,F (1,805) =2.28 p>.13, ,° g .00, while endorsing
the absolute statement was signific&n(1,805) =9.45p< . @6 .01. When participants
endorsed the absolute statement, they had an average &a\-240) while not endorsing the
statement was related to an increase ahdaeéncy M%6.19(.35). When aggregate religious
commitment was includeas the dependent varialethe univariate ANOVAthe relative
statement was nesignificant,F (1,805) = 1.30p>. 2 52,: .0@, while the endorsement of the
absolute statement wassignificant variablef (1,805) = 15.37p< . 92 8 .02. When
participants endorsed the absolute statement, they were significantly more religiously committed,
M=6.76 (.13), than participants who did not endorse the absolute statement, M=5.76 (.22).

When a UnivariatNOVA was conducted looking at participants who endorsed neither
absolute nor relative statement, both statements, or only one of the statements an important trend
was uncovered. When aggregate delinquency is used as a dependent variable, participants who
only endorsed the absolute statement had a significantly lower aggregate religious commitment
score than the rest of tij€able F.120)When aggregate religious commitment was used as a
dependent variable, participants who endorsed both the absolutatng rstatements as well
as only endorsing the absolute statement were significantly more religious than the rest of the
participantg Table F.172)Participants who endorsed only the absolute statement had the largest
magnitude score on the aggregategieus commitment scale.

Therewasa significant influence of the absolute and relative statements on aggregate

religious commitment as well as the frequency of aggregate delinquency. Endorsing the absolute
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statementvasa protective factor against delumgncy. Through the simple statements that fuzzy
trace theory predicts, a general trevasable to be developed with the absolute risk assessment
being more of a protective factor than the endorsement of the relative risk assessment statement.
Categorical/Ordinal Endorsement on Fundamentalism

The five consolidated denominations were analyzed in a univariate ANOVA with the
absolute and relative statement as dependent variables. The absolute statement ANOVA was
significant,F (4,800) =2.36p>. 0 52,: .08, indicating differences amordgnominations.

There were significant differences between most of the religious denominations and-the non
religious group. The Protestant group, M=.79 (.03), the Catholic group, M=.77 (.03), and the
Other religious affiation group, M=.77(.04), were significantly different from the friehgious
group, M=.65 (.04). However, the Beagain Christian group did not significantly endorse the
absolute statement any differently than the other groups, M=.74 (.04). This fimtingorn-

again Christians may be explained by the classification of-Bgain Christian denoting

multiple denominations instead of just one as indicated in this dataset. The ANOVA with the
relative statement endorsement was not signifiéa(v,800) =.64,p>. 6 4,2,: .00,

A Chi-square test was also performed on these five groups in order to help determine if
there were significant differences between endorsements of the absolute statement. When all five
consolidated denominations were analyzedChiesquare statistic just missed significarjce,
=9.37,p > .05. Endorsement of the absolute statement by denomination was shown to be 79% of
Protestants, 77.2% of Catholics, 76.6% of other denominations and religions, 73.5%-of Born
again Christians, angb.1% of norreligious. The Chesquare test for the endorsement of the

relative statement was also msignificant,j >=2.56,p < .63.
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When groups were further combined into religious andnetigious categories, a
significant difference emerges for thedersement of the risk assessment statements. When
analyzed in a univariate ANOVA, endorsement of the absolute statement was significant
between groups; (1,803) = 7.96p< . 92 £ .01. The religious group endorsed the statement
more often, M=.77 (.02 compared to the nereligious group, M=.65 (.04). Endorsement of the
relative statement was not significantly different between grdufls803) = .15p>. 7 QZ,: d
.00. When a Chsquared test was used, there was still a significant difference between group
endorsements of the absolute statemjeT®7.90,p < .01. A large majority of the religious
group, 76.9%, endorsed the absolute statement while only 65.tt8& wbnreligious group did
so. The Chisquared test for the endorsement of the relative statement was agaigmbeant,

j #=.15,p>.70.

These results confireda considerable difference in the endorsement of the absolute
statement between partiaipts claiming religious affiliation and those that are not. Further
analyses neadlto be conducted to investigate if endorsement of the absolute and relative
statementsveresignificantly contributing to lower frequencies of delinquent behavior. Other
varables mighthave beermontributing to the decline as well.

Categorical/Ordinal Endorsementon Religious Commitment and Delinquency

Mediation. In order to explore the relationship between aggregate religious commitment
and aggregate delinquency, mediation analysis was employed to help identify possible
alternative relationships by the absolute or relative endorsement variables. Since endafsement
the absolute or relative statement was a binary variable, logistic regression was used to explore
the relationship between the independent variable, aggregate religious commitment, and the

absolute or relative statement. Linear regressions were thdriaisxplore the relationship
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between the absolute or relative statement and the aggregate delinquency scale as well as the
overall relationship between aggregate religious commitment and the aggregate delinquency
scale. Equations were used from MacKinaowl Dwyer (1993) as a correction for the
dichotomous mediator in the analysis and were then plugged into an online calculator provided
by Preacher and Leonardelli (2001) to get the Sobel test statistics as well aslinespas cited

in Herr, October 22006).See Appendix H for mediation figures.

When the absolute statement was tested as a mediating variable in the relationship
between aggregate religious commitment and aggregate delinquency as well as the various
individual delinquency itemseveralmediating relationshgemerged as significant. When the
aggregate delinquency scale was a dependent variable, endorsement of the absolute statement
was asignificart mediating vamble, Sobel Statistic=2.01, p<.04 Endorsement of the absolute
statementvas a significant mediator in the relationship between aggregate religious commitment
and how often a participant skipped school, Sobel Statis?i@d,p<.03.The endorsement of
the absolute statement was also a significant mediator in the relatioeshgeh aggregate
religious commitment and sexual behavior, Sobel Statist&25,p<.02. However, upon
removal of participants who were over the age of legal consent in their state (1@lgiears
Texas and New York), the relationship misses signifieaBobel Statistic =1.94,p>.05.None
of the otheiindividual delinquencytems were significantly mediated by the endorsement of the
absolute statemerttven though there were significant bivariate correlations between aggregate
religious commitment anchost of thendividual delinquency itemshe frequency oproperty
damag#graffiti was the only delinquency item not included in this analysause of a nen

significant relationship with aggregate religious commitment.
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The endorsement of the relatiseatement did not produce significant bivariate
correlations with any of the individual or aggregate delinquency items, except for sexual
behavior. As a result mediation analyses were only conducted with the relative endorsement item
as a mediating variablwith aggregate delinquency and the individual sexual behavior item with
and without the seventeen yeadds from Texas and New York. Relative endorsement did not
prove to be a significant mediator in any of these relationships.

To ensure proper statissiiccalculation and normalization of scales was used as per Herr
(October 2, 2006), linear regressions were also used in conjunction with the online Sobel
Statistic calculator (Preacher & Leonardelli, 2001) to compare against the previous analyses.
This st did match the previous analyses that were run with both logistic and linear regressions.
The absolute statement was still a significant mediating varetveeeraggregate religious
commitment and skipping school, Sobel Statisti2.19,p<.03as well as between aggregate
religious commitment and sexual behavior, Sobel Statist&24,p<.03 While aggregate
delinquencyand sexual behavior without the seventeen-péds from Texas and New York just
missed signifiance, Sobel Statistic2.00 p>.05 andSobel Statistic=1.96, p>.05respectively.

The possible mediation by the relative statement was stitkigomficant for all of the aggregate
and individual delinquency itenvghen using only linear regressions

Religious importance was suligted for aggregate religious commitment due to the
significant bivariate correlations that were present in previous analyses. Only the absolute
endorsement statement was tested as a possible mediating variable between the importance of
religion to the pdicipant and the aggregate delinquency scale. All mediation analyses for the

aggregate and individual delinquency items weresignificant, including how often
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participants skipped school which just barely missed sigmée, Sobel Statistre-1.96,p>.05
and sexual behavior for all participants, Sobel Statist.G0,p>.05.
Analyses were performed on the relationship between after school activity and aggregate
delinquent activity. Possible mediation by endorsement of the absolute and relativersistem
was tested and disconfirmed. Téredorsement of th@bsolute statemerbobel Statistic =1.85,
p>.06, and the endorsement of the relative statement, Sobel Statistic p>124/did not
significantly mediate the relationship between after school activity and aggregate delinquency
As a result, endorsement of the absolute risk statement was a significant mediating factor
in the relationship between religious commitment and agtgetginquency. It was also a
significant mediating factor between religious commitment and the frequency of skipping school.
Endorsing the absolute statement was not a significant mediating factor for any relationship
when religious importance or aftethsol activity was substituted for religious commitment as
an independent variable.
Moderation. In moderation analysethereis a third variable that affects the strength or
direction of the relationship between the independent and dependent variablesddisements
of the absolute and relative statements were analyzed to determine if these items moderated any
significant relationships between aggregate religious commitment or religious importance and
aggregate delinquency. Only one relationship withreggte religious commitment predicting
the frequency of drug use was found to have been significaotigrated by the endorsement of

the absolute statemeas illustrated in Figure 8.
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Figure 39
Moderationby theEndorsement of the Absolute Statement on the Relationship between

Aggregate Religious Commitmeartd Frequency of lllegal Drug Use
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Aggregatereligiouscommitment Four interaction terms were created in addition to the
main variables of aggregate religious commitment, absolute statement endorsement, and relative
statement endorsement. The four interaction terms were absolute by relative, absolute by
religious commiment, relative by religious commitment, and absolute by relative by religious
commitment. Together these variables were analyzed in a linear regression to test for
significance with the aggregate and individual items from the delinquency Gcéyeone
significant interaction was found between aggregate religious commitment and the endorsement
of the absolute statement for the use of illegal drugs. All of the other individual delinquency
items were not significantly moderated by the endorsement of theibsorelative statements.

When predicting aggregate delinquency, there were no significant moderations to be
found,F (7,799) = 645, p < .00; (R=.05). However, endorsement of the absolute statement was
significantly related to decreased delinquery1.06 S E =.45, -[0%p<.02 while
endorsement of the relative statement was significantly related with increased delinquent
behaviord=.72 S E =.86,b = ., D5 Aggregate religious commitment was found to be a
very significant predictor of decreased delinquency as @29, S E = b0 6.18,ps.G0.

The relationship between aggregate religious commitment and drug use was analyzed to
determine moderation effes; a significant moderation effect of endorsing the absolute statement
was found. The main effect of aggregate religious commitndeni)2,S E = b0 1-.13, b =
p<.00, and the overall relationshp(7,799) = 2.82p < .01; (R=.02), were found as well. €h
interaction between aggregate religious commitment and the endorsement of the absolute
statementg=.04,SE= b0 2, b =. 0 8 edthptthe édnhdorsenent of the abgolute risk

statement significantly affeetithe magnitude of drug usehichdecreasedbr more religiously
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committed participants. The main effects of the absolute or relative statement endorsement were
nonsignificant.

When the underage sexual behavior item was removed from the aggregate delinquency
scale and analyzed in the safaghion as the above analysis, the significant relationship that
occurred between the absolute statement endorsement and the relative statement endorsement
disappearedj=-.62,S E = b3 6.07,pb.69 andd>.39,S E = b2 9, p>hH18 redpeéctively.

The owrall regression was still significarit,(7,799) = 5.83p < .00; (R=.05), as was the

moderate negative relationship between aggregate religious commitment and the aggregate
delinquency scale=-.24,S E = b0 5.19,p6.80. The norsignificant findingsproduced by

the absolute and relative statement endorsements exemplified the fact that there was a significant
relationship between underage sexual behavior and risk taking. While religious commitment
doesndt necessarily pr shigwi delingquency wvassillvera gni t ude
significant even with the removal of one delinquency item.

When the individual delinquency item of sexual behavior was analyzed, the overall
regressiorandthe main effectsvere significantF (7,799) = 418, p < .00; (R=.03), but not the
interaction termsEndorsement of the absolute statement significantly predicted a decrease in
sexual behaviog=-.44, S E =14, -AEp<.00, while endorsement of the relative statement
was negatively related with sexual beioa, d=.33 S E =.1h,b = ., @<DO0. Participants who
selected the relative statement were also more likely to participate in and become more intimate
with their sexual behavior than those participants who did not endorse the relative statement.
Similar toother individual delinquency items, increased religious commitment by participants

was negatively related to sexual behavil;.05,S E = b0 2-.10,p6.GL
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In order to create a more accurate model of underage sexual activity, adolescent
participants who were over the age of seventeen at the time of the survey from the states of
Texas and New York were excluded from the analysis based on the legal age wof icotisese
states. Again, by excluding these participants a more realistic understanding of delinquent
behavior could be observed. This model was a significant predictor of underage sexual behavior,
F (7,799) =3.02 p < .00; (R=.03). By endorsing the a@blute statement or by being more
committed to their religion, participants were still less likely to engage in underage sexual
behaviords-.40,S E =.15, -AEKp<.0landd>-.04,S E =.@8 -M0S-p<.02respectively.
Participants were still more liketp engage in underage sexual behavior if they endorsed the
relative statement>=.31,S E = b1l 2 , p<b0% ByleRcluding participants who were over the
legal age of consent in their states and finding similar results provides additional evidence for the
relationship between the absolute and relative risk assessment statements as well as the
importance of religious commitment. While there were no significant moderation effects present,
these resulthighlight a considerable relationship betweggregae religious commitment
absolute and relativesk assessment iteprend underage sexual behavior.

Religiousimportance When analyzing the relationship between religious importance
and the same aggregate and individual delinquency items, no significant moderation items
emerge. However, due to the larger magnitude of the bivariate correlations between aggregate
delinquencyand religious importance than the religious commitment scale, this set of analyses
provided a comparison to the results when the aggregate religious commitment scale was used.
Linear regressions included variables for the endorsement of the absolutestateerelative

statement, the importance of religion, and the interaction terms of absolute endorsement by
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relative endorsement, absolute endorsement by religious importance, relative endorsement by
religious importance, and absolute endorsement biyuelandorsement by religious importance.

When aggregate delinquency was analyzed as a dependent variable in this type of linear
regressionF (7,799) = 1084, p < .00; (R=.08), only the main effects of absolute statement
endorsement and religious importe weresignificant Similar trends to previous analyses were
found. As endorsement of the absolute statement increased the frequency of delinquent activity
decreased}>=-1.04 S E = b4 4.09,pb.62 As religious importance increased the frequency of
ddinquent activity decreased as welk-.96, S E = tb1 3.26, pk.6Q This same analysis was
also conducted without the individual sexual behavior item and produced similar results to when
the aggregate religious commitment was included. The overall red€t{@rv,99) = 10.45p <
.00; (R=.08), only produced the main et of religious importance=-.84,S E = b1 1-.27, b =
p<.00. The significant endorsement of the absolute statement was again, no longer present when
the sexual behavior item was removed from the aggregate delinquency scale.

When we analyziethe individualdelinquency items, wikegarnto see a similar pattern
arise with religious importance as we did with the aggregate religious commitmenit hiera.
were no significant interactions with the individual delinquency items when religious importance
was used iplace of aggregate religious commitment.

When sexual behaviavasincluded in the linear regression analysis,faendthat both
absolute and relativesk assessment statemewesresignificant as well as how important
religionwasto a participantF (7,799) = 475, p < .00; (R=.04). As endorsement of the absolute
statement increade¢herewasa decrease in tifeequency of riskysexual behaviogs=-.47, SE
d= . 1 4.13, pk.Gl. The oppositerastrue when participants endodste relative statemensa

thiswasassociated with increased frequentyisky sexual behaviog=.32, SE=h1 1 0, b=. 1
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p<.0l. Placing more importance on religisrasalso associated with less sexual behawsr,

13,S E = b0 4.11, ph.GO. When adolescents from Texas and New York who are older than
seventeen yeawgereremoved, a similar trendlasstill found. Placing more importance on

religion or endorsement of the absolute statemestassociated with decreased underage sexual
behaviord=-.14, S E =.@b, -A2p<.00andd>-.41 S E = b1l 5.12 pl.Glrespectively. On

the other hand, endorsement of the relative statewesdnce again associated with an

increased frequency and intimacy of underage sexual behdwi@®) SE= b1 2, pHbox. 10,

As a result of these moderation analysggregate religious commitment and religious
importance emergkas relatively consistent protective factors against aggregate and individual
delinquent behaviors. While endorsements of theasslessment items were not always
significant moderator&@nd null effects are not informative&ndorsement of thabsolute
statemenandendorsement of thelative statement prodeo be significant protective and risk
factors for adolescentsspectivey.

Regressionsin order to evaluate if the categorical and ordinal risk assessment
statements were contributing unique variance to delinquent behavior, they werednaolud
several regressiongsiitial regressions tested to see if there was a signifigaqtie variance
being contributed by the endorsement of either the absolute or relative statements above and
beyond what religious commitment was contributiBgenwhen other potential explanatory
factorswereincluded in the analyses, endorsement of the absolute statstiigrassessk
significant unigue variance its relationship with aggregate delinquenéy attempt was made
to minimize the multicollinearity between variables.

Categorical/Ordinal andeligious commitmentTherewasa significant negative

relationship between endorsement of the absolute statement and aggregate delinquency.
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Decreases in aggregate delinquency were also related to increaggeeigate religious
commitmentand increases ithe importance of religiofor participants.

Endorsement of the absolute statement, the relative statement and the aggregate religious
commitment scale were included as predictor variables in a simultaneous linear regression with
aggregate delinquency dsetdependent variable. Together, endorsement of the absolute
statement and the aggregate religious commitment scale significantly predicted variance in
aggregate delinquenck,(3,803) = 1473, p < .00; (R=.05). Increases in aggregate religious
commitment were associated with decreases in aggregate delinquen29,S E = b0 5.19, b =
p<.00. Also, endorsement of the absolute risk statement was related with decreases in aggregate
delinquent behaviod>-1.14, SE =db 4 1-.10,p&.GL This pattern of significance was still
found when the sexual behavior item was removed from the aggregate delinquency Variable,
(3,803) = 13.03p < .00; (R=.05). Increases in the aggregate religious commitment were related
to decreases in aggregate delinquent behadmo+,24,S E = b0 4.19,p8.60. Endorsement of
the absolute statemenl=-.70,S E = do3 4.08,pk.64, was also related to decreases in
aggregate delinquency.

Substituting religious importance for aggregate tielig commitment in the linear
regressiorproducedsimilar significant results to the previous regression with aggregate religious
commitmentF (3,803) = 235, p < .00; (R=.08) Increased religious importance was associated
with decreased aggregate delinqueniy,.96, S E = b1 3.26, pb.6@0as was endorsement of
the absolute statemen=-1.11, S E = b4 0.10, p.&L Whenthe sexual behavior item was
removed from the aggregadelinquency scalé, (3,803) = 24.30p < .00; (R=.08),
endorsement of the absolute statement and increased religious commitment were still significant

predictors Again, endorsement of the absolute principle and greater importance of religion in
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partici pant s6 | ives were associ ated-6SER38decr eas ¢

b =07,p>.05andd>-.83,S E = db1 0.27,pB.60respectively.

Other predictors ofdelinquencyadded.Even upon the addition atherpotential
explanatoryariables, endorsemestf the absolute statement as well as increased religious
commitment veresignificantly relaéd to decreases in delinquency. This was a consistent finding
throughout these simultaneous linear regressions.

The age of participants aslas their gender was added into the linear regressions with
the absolute and relative risk statement endorsements as well as aggregate religious commitment,
F (5,801) =11.18 p < .00; (R=.07). The age of participants emerged as a significant predictor of
aggregate delinquency. As age increased, so too did the frequency of delinquent ldeh&vior
S E =18 b 1, p<.00. Gender was not significant throughout these following regressions.

Time without adult supervision was then included in the linear regression in addition to
the aforementioned variablds(6,800) = 14.16 p < .00; (R=.10). The more time each day that
participants spent without parental supervision was related to increasgmquent behavior,
d>=.85S E =16 b = . <BQ. This was a consistent finding even when variables for Hispanic
and AfricanAmerican were added to the regressi®iig,798 = 10.89 p < .00; (R=.10). Thee

factors were not significant.
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Table 3.1

Regression: Measures to Predict Aggregate Delinquency (With Sexual Behavior)

Individual Behavior B SE b t
Basic Regression Variables
Absolute Statement Endorsement -1.142 0.410 -0.100  -2.783
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.700 0.352 0.071 1.986
Religious Commitment -0.290 0.054 -0.186  -5.343"
Added (Gender and Age)
Absolute Statement Endorsement -1.170 0.408 -0.102 -2.866"
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.703 0.351 0.071 2.002
Religious Commitment -0.291 0.054 -0.186  -5.361"
Age 0.573 0.176 0.111 3.253
Gender 0.220 0.347 0.022 0.634
Added (Time without Adult Supervision)
Absolute Statement Endorsement -1.159 0.402 -0.101  -2.885
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.700 0.346 0.071 2.025
Religious Commitment -0.293 0.053 -0.188  -5.485"
Age 0.466 0.175 0.090 2.667
Gender 0.281 0.342 0.028 0.821
Time without Adult Supervision 0.851 0.163 0.177 5221
Added (Ethnicities)
Absolute Statement Endorsement -1.165 0.402 -0.102  -2.900°
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.706 0.346 0.071 2.042
Religious Commitment -0.282 0.054 -0.180  -5.174"
Age 0.463 0.175 0.090 2.649
Gender 0.300 0.343 0.030 0.875
Time without Adult Supervision 0.877 0.164 0.182 5.347"
EthnicityT Hispanic 0.370 0.475 0.027 0.779
Ethnicity1 African-American -0.391 0.395 -0.035 -0.988

Notes:* p< .05, * p< .01, *** p < .001.
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Table 3.2

Regression: Measures to Predict Aggregate Delinquency (Without Sexual Behavior)

Individual Behavior B SE b t
Basic Regression Variables
Absolute Statement Endorsement -0.699 0.335 -0.075 -2.088
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.375 0.287 0.047 1.303
Religious Commitment -0.240 0.044 -0.189  -5.419"
Added (Gender and Age)
Absolute Statement Endorsement -0.715 0.335 -0.077 -2.136
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.381 0.288 0.047 1.324
Religious Commitment -0.242 0.045 -0.190  -5.431°
Age 0.251 0.144 0.060 1.741
Gender 0.173 0.285 0.021 0.609
Added (Time without Adult Supervision
Absolute Statement Endorsement -0.707 0.331 -0.076 -2.138
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.379 0.285 0.047 1.330
Religious Commitment -0.243 0.044 -0.191  -5.524"
Age 0.177 0.144 0.042 1.232
Gender 0.215 0.282 0.026 0.763
Time without Adult Supervision 0.587 0.134 0.150 4.375
Added (Ethnicities)
Absolute Statement Endorsement -0.724 0.329 -0.078 -2.199
Relative Statement Endorsement 0.385 0.283 0.048 1.359
Religious Commitment -0.220 0.045 -0.173  -4.928~
Age 0.170 0.143 0.040 1.184
Gender 0.259 0.281 0.032 0.923
Time without Adult Supervision 0.634 0.134 0.162 4.720"
EthnicityT Hispanic 0.436 0.390 0.039 1.118
Ethnicity1 African-American -0.826 0.324 -0.092 -2.550

Notes:* p<.05, * p< .01, *** p <.001.
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Social Desirability and Index of Peer Relations

The Social Desirability Scal&DS)wasincluded to ensure honest responses to the
delinquency behaviors whitbe Index of Peer Relations (IP®Rsedfor possible peer relation
influences on the frequency of delinquent behavior. TheofffiRedan alternative explanation
for some antsocial or delinquent behavior as it magobe called. As expected, IPR was
positively related with religious items @after school activity but was negatively related to-anti
social delinquent behavior.

Initial bivariate correlations were conducted witle SDS as well as the IPR in regards to
aggregate religious commitment, the individual religious measures, anddfted activity As
socially desirable behavior increased, the frequency of less desirable (delinquent) behavior
decreased. However, SDS was not significantly related to any of the religious measures.

Correlations withHPR andmost of the religious itemsewe significant and in the positive
direction. Increases in peer relations were associated with increases in aggregate religious
commitmentP e a r s (8Q7)6=sT, p< .00, importance of religiol® e a r s (807)6=sB5, p
< .00,thefrequency of relighus service attendande,e a r s (807)6=s5, p< .00, and the rate
of religious @07)3.12 p< .26 TheRRRwas also signsicant with the
frequency of after school activity participatidghe a r s (807)6=sB, < .00.Bivariate
correlationswith the IPRwere also conducted with the aggregate and individual delinquency

items which revealedo significant correlations.
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CHAPTER 4

Discussion
Religious Commitment

Religiosity, used here to refer to religious commitment, was related to the individual
items that composed the collective scale. The significance of internalizing beliefs and attitudes
andthenhavingthemtranslate into action was observed when the magghe of bivariate
correlations differed with respect to aggregate delinquency. The importance of religion and
aggregate religious commitment had the largest magnitude correlation with aggregate
delinquency while the frequency of attending religious sesviael the smallest correlation.

Attending religious activities was not significantly correlated with the aggregate delinquency
scale. Therseenedto be a difference between physically attending something and actually
placing more value in the things beisgid. This mayavebeendue to the fact that peopteuld
haveeasily attendda religiously sponsored picnitor example but mayhave foundt much

more challenging to believe and actually place a greater importance upon religious doctrine in
their lives.

According to Rotter (1996), people make generalizations or decisions differently when
they perceive outcomes as either independent
Rotterds concepts of i nt e haveedmmigeddiferenkameunts a | co
of delinquentactivitiesbased orthedegreeo whichthey have internalized the morals, values,
and teachings dheir affiliatedreligion. Parsing out internal and external control is difficult
when attempting to explain religiorebause of thdualexternal and internal contrtiat

devotees espouse.
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The majority of the worldds religions, suc
that there is a higher power at work here on the eaftienreligious commitment and
importane i ncrease in a personods I|life, often ti me
speak, to a higher authority. So while there is increased value in the religion, internal importance
does not necessarily equate with internal control. The motivat&ated tdknowing and
understanding the laws and specific doctrines set forth by a particular rehigiohe very
differentfromc o mmi t t i ng oneds | iWhatisknownfindhe headwmaynati d d o
necessarily follow with what is in thHeeart.
Utilizing thefive consolidated religious affiliations (Bovkgain Christian, Protestant,
Catholic, other religion, no religior® better understanding of how denominational groups might
differ in their risk assessment was investigafesia resulof these analyses, it was found that
individual denominationsvhich were mostly Christian denominatiod&] not differ in terms of
aggregate delinquency and endorsement of the absolute statement. However, people who
identified with a religiorwere signiicantly more likely, tharthose not affiliating with a religign
to endorse thabsolute statement as well@aticipate less frequently in various delinquent
behaviors
If it is true that interpreting religious doctrine and placing it as a guidingpomt o ne 0 s
life encourages gist based thinkingspecially since a majority of respondents were affiliated
with some form of Christian denominatiorthen the bivariate correlations showing a positive
relationship between increased religious service atteredand increased absolute endorsement
are consistent with this hypothesis. The results from the current study suggesigioais

commitments related to increases in categorical processing. Howliglipus commitment
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and categorical processing se® be contributing unique variance to delinquent behavior as
seen in the following analyses.
Delinquency

Conventional factorge.g., amount of time without adult supervisiarere found to have
influencel variousrisky behavios that adolescents participated in. This was especially
prominent as adolescents grew older and se¢ogatticipate in more frequent delinqugn
However, there were several protective factors that emerged acting against the forces pushing
adolescents toard a lifestyle of antisocial behavior. Living with both parents who were well
educated wasonsistent with the hypothesis that there wemective factors against delinquent
behavior. Getting better grades and spending less time without adult supenesealso
important contributing factor#&s predicted by fuzzyrace theory, mdorsement of the absolute
and relative statements suggesdteat processing informatidn a morecategorical manner was
related to decreases in delinquerdgte thatwhen m@rticipants selected the relative statement
they were also more likely to commit more frequent delinquent behaviors.
Religion, Categorical/Ordinal Endorsement, and Delinquency

The results from the current study found significant mediatmal a significan
moderation but point toward a more important relationship beti@ndorsement of gist
principles and the reduction in delinquent behaWarticipants who endorsed only the absolute
statement were significantly more religious and committed significéess delinquent behavior
than other participant&ndorsement of the absolute statement was a significant mediator in the
relationship between religious commitment and aggregate delinquency. The relationship between
religious commitment and the frequey of skipping school was also mediated by the

endorsement of the absolute statem€&hé endorsement of the absolute statement also
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significantly contribueédto the strength of the relationship between aggregate religious
commitment and illegal drug use. There ianportant implications from the fact that
endorsements of the absolute principle as welh@aaggregate commitment to religion were
explaining ungue variance in the frequency of adolescent delinquency.

Together, increases in gist principles and religious commitmergassociated with
decreases in the frequency of delinquency. When adoleseerdgattending religious services
and making personabmmitments to their religion, theyerealso reinforcing the ability to
process information in gidiased forms. Both of these factarsrerelated to decreases in
skipping school, tobacco usearijuana use, illegal drug usmd underage sexual behavior

Higgins and Albrecht (1977) hypothesized that church attendance and religiosity may
only influence the commission of extremely serious offenses and not the lesser ones. This
assertiorcanbe discounted given that the current study demonstrated sighigmaalations
between religious service attendance and lesser offenses such as skipping school. In fact, the
frequency of attendance at religious services did not have the strongest relationship with
delinquent behavior. Religious importance and the agdeereligious commitment scale
possessed significant correlations related to lesser offenses such as skipping school. If our study
was to have included more serious offenses, additional errors might have occurred due to floor
effects.

Religious importancevas found to be a better predictor of delinquency than the
aggregate religious commitment scale, the other individual religious items, or separate religious
denominations. However, while religious importance was more strongly related to aggregate
delinquency, the aggregate religious commitment sgat&ided measures for attending religious

activities and services as well as a measure on how important religion was to the participant,
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therebyencompasag more varied measures of the religious lifestyihen both items were
used in the analyseamilar results were producetihe aggregate religious commitment scale
was therefore used to represent a wider range of behavior that would constitute religious
commitment.

When simultaneous linear regressions wectided in the analyses, multicollinearity
between predictor variables was important to addieggedictor variables were added to the
analysis Multicollinearity is where two or more predicin a regression model are highly
correlated. When itemare correlated in a multiple regression model, these variables often
indicate how well the entire group of independent variables predict the dependent variable but
might not give valid results about any individual predictor.

When predictor variables arercelated in a multiple regression model, these variables
may fight over shared variance which could erratically alter regression coefficients. Due to
correlations between variables, individual coefficient estimates may not necessarily reflect valid
estimaes for that particular item. Rathenrrelated predictorisave the potential tmdicate how
well the entire bundle of predictors predicts thibcome variableA potential multicollinearity
relationshipcould be foundetween the increase in age anditfoeease in time without adult
supervision. Both of these variables were signifigamiated to an increase in tfrequency of
aggregate delinquent behavior but were also positively correlated with one another. In order to
partially account for correlamins between predictor variablesyriables were added to the linear
regression in a consecutive manner to observe changes in regression coefficients when inter
correlated variables were added.

Linear regressions wefiest conducted witlthe absolute andelative endorsement

statements in addition the religious commitment scal€he absolute (categoricafjsk
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assessment itesignificantly explainegome of he variance in the frequency of aggregate
delinquencyas did aggregate religious commitment.sTéinows thateligious commitmenis not

only related to decreases in delinquency, but that endorsement of the absolute statement (and
potentially categorical thinking) is also contributing unique variance to aggregate delinquent
behavior even when contholg for the other factors. While the endorsement of the relative
statement just missed significance, it does show up in later regressions as a significant predictor.

In a subsequent linear regression, the ages of participants as well as their gender were
added as additional predictor variables. Age was positively related to the aggregate delinquency
scale suggesting that while categorical thinking and religious commitment are acting against
delinquent behavior, simply getting older is related to more giedint behavior as well. The
gender of participants was not significant.

As adolescents get older, it often seems reasonable for parents to grant them more
responsibility. With greater responsibility often comes less direct supervision by their parents or
other adults. So, while age and time without adult supervision may be positively related with one
another, the amount of time that an adolescent spends without adult supervision can be regarded
as a distinct concept from the desire to actually commit dedingbehavior. Age may be related
to increased exploration and the desire to experience new opportunities while less supervised
time may be related to greater opportunities to explore. The difference between desire and
opportunity allows these two variabledespite the possibility of multicollinearity, to exist
simultaneously in a linear regression. When the amount ofthiateadolescents speedch day
without adult supervisioms added as a predictor variable to the preceding regregsdisalute
endorsement, relative endorsement, aggregate religious commitment, age, and igereieses

in time without adult supervisiosignificantlypredicts increases in aggregate delinquency. In
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addition, increased endorsement of the relative stateisisignificantly related with increases in
delinquency. This suggests that endorsement of the absolute statement is related to significant
decreases in delinquency while endorsement of the relative statement is associated with
significant increases inetinquency. Race and ethnicity (Hispanic and Afri¢anerican)were
added to the regression kit not add unique variance beyond the other predictors already in
the analysis.
Gist-basedisk assessmenpossess a significant relationship with tregjuercy of
overall delinquenbehaviorin addition to increased religious commitment. However, even
though both categorical and ordinal risk statements suggest that lower risk outcomes are
preferable, the absolute phrasimgne versus somgjoduced aignificantresult that was the
oppositedirectionof thosewho endorsed the relative statem@ass versus morga surprising
prediction of fuzzytrace theoryThe successful mediation of the absolute statement on aggregate
delinquency suggests thedtegorical thinking can have a protective effect on delinquent
behavior.
Limitations
There are limitationto keep in mind wheworking with datafrom a previously collected
databaseAdditional personality scales or other individual difference measuregderest were
not included since the subjects had already been surveyed. However, since multiple measures of
religion and delinquency were asked, fairly comprehensive analyses were able to be conducted.
An important caveat to point out when measuringest®nt attendance at religious or
after school activities is the fact that adolescents may not have full transportation privileges
being underage. As mentioned in Laird et al. (2011), adolescent attendance may be related to

parental attendance at thesedtions as well as parental religious importance. It would have
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been hel pful to survey parentodés religious com
childb.s A parento6s religious background coul d sul
family norms concerning delinquent behavior and alcohol consumption in particular (Stark,
1996). The family, and context, may influence
importance of God in his or her own life. Unfortunately, parents of adolesckatpasticipated
were not surveyed in the present study.

Al so with inclagxaiion acfattely@oriybomnt he rel i gi
was difficult to parse out individual denominations. The bagain denominational category
could have been aaprised of multiple denominations. According to Smith (1990), 56.3% of
nonrdenominational Protestants se¢ported being boragain compared to 13.6% of Catholics.
So despite this category being mixed, it does seem to match more closely with non
denominabnal Protestants in the current study with regards to religious commitment, religious
importance, and the frequency of delinquent activity. However, it is preferred to not have
respondents describe themselves as-bgain, but rather to classify them bdsn their
responses to statements about their religious beliefs (Kinnaman & Lyons, 2007). In The Barna
Group surveys (2004, 2005), besigain was defined as people who said they had (a) made a
personal commitment to Jesus that is still important toddy(lanthat they also believe when
they die they will go to heaven because (c) they had confessed their sins and (d) accepted Jesus
Christ as their savior. Being classified as i
denominational affiliation, or ind@ement (Kinnaman & Lyons, 2007). Despite this self
classified category in the present study, this group did have the highest averages for aggregate
religious commitment and religious importance. They also had the lowest average of delinquent

behavior.
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Future Directions

Future studies might examine the links between parental religious commitment, religious
i mportance, and delinquency in comparison to
are potential links between parent involvement andeadent delinquency. Whether these
involvements are religious activities or after school sports, this would help to clarify some of
these alternative factors influencing delinquent behavior.

Asking about the moral beliefs that adolescents possess bebuificsacts of
delinquency would help to separate out head versus heart issues. Asking about the frequency of
the delinquent activity is one thing, but if the participant dat$iave a strong moral obligation
to avoid that activity, then they migactually be making a rational choice. According to Burkett
and White (1974), religiously based moral judgments and beliefs in supernatural sanctions
(though weak) did effectively deter youths from using alcohol, marijuana, and perhaps other
crimes.

Investgating specific ethnic groups may help to explain different mechanisms behind the
relationship betweereligious commitmenand delinquency. According to the present study,
African-Americans were significantly more religious than Hispanics or Whites. aheaB
Group (2004, 2005) also found that out of eight elements of religious behavior, African
Americans were at the high end of religious activity for half of those items. Out of all of the
major racial and ethnic groups, Africdmericans were the most &ky to report a formal
religious affiliation (Pew Research Center, 2008). Afriéamericans also have a unique

historical experience that haffeded their social and political attitudes (Cohen et al., 2009).
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Since the abolition of slavery, they have ofteeen subject to oppression of their civil and
political liberties which has focused their perceptions of group interests and social justice (Sears
& Savalei, 2006).

Based on the importance of ethnicity, it would be helpful to look at ASraaricans and
how religionaffects their delinquent activity while attempting to investigate if a more absolute
perspective is present as weliventhatmany come from an Eastern culture. Today, Asian
Americans are the highesicome, beseducated, and fastest growiracial group in the United
States according to a study by the Pew Research Center (June 19, 2012). It would be prudent to
understand this new rising class and what mechanisms might be driving their perceived success

in American culture.
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APPENDIX A

Original Survey

Print the first letter of yiostrname.

Print the first letter of yoididlename.

Print the first letter of yagtname.

What is your birth date?

Month Day Year you were born

Are you male or female?

Male(Boy) Female(Gjrl

Todaybés dat e:

Month Day Year
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About youé

1. Selecthe one group that best describes you:
Caucasian/White

_____ Mexicalmerican/Chicano

_____Central American/South American/Puerto Rican/Cuban
_____AfricaAmerican/Black

______AsiaAmerican

Nativ&merican (Tribe: )

Mixed Ethnicity (example: Chicano and Native American): Write which groups you belong to

here:

2. How old are you?
3. Whagrade are you in?

4. Where do you Inght nov® (check only one)
| live with both parents (npatepts) P o) ) o \ S (

____llive with a single parent

___l'live with a parent andpstegmnt n
_____llive part time with both families (both parenttdiye

_____llive with other relatives (not my parents)

_____lliveina group home

____llive with a foster famly

| live on my own or with friends

5. What is the zipcode for the place you usually live?
Il dondét kno
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10.

Do you receive a free lunch from school?
Yes No I donot

What kind of grades douguallyget in schoo{@heck only one)

Abs B6s_ _Cb6s _Dbés__Fobs

What is the highest level your father completed iftksebkafly one)
lé completed less thahdrade (less than high school)

lé graduated from high school
l¢ had some college after high school
lé graduated from a 4 year collegerer

~_Dondét know

What is the highest level your mother completed {iclsetiool?ly one)
e completed less thahgtdde (less than high school)

$e graduated from high school
$e had some college after high school
$e graduatdtom a 4 year college or more

~_Dondét know

How far do you think you will go in gchealk? only one)
Wnoét finish high school

Wligraduate from high school
WIIl attend some coll ege but

Wiigraduatifom a 4 year college or more

91
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11. In general, how many hours per day are you without any adult @heehk/isidydne)
Less than 1 hour

1-2 hours
34 hours

More than four hours

12. How important would you say religion is(thgok®nly one)
Not at all important

Slightly important
Somewhat important
Important

Very important

13. What is your religious affiliation? (optional)
Catholic

Protestant (Methodist, Lutheran, Baptist, etc.)
__ Jewish

Boragain Christian

Lattéday Saints (Mormons) \‘ .' "
Other (please write in ) .' \\:

No religion

y 4

92



Il n the | ast Ssi X mont hsé

How often have yalone the following?

Have

About About Almost
done It

Never Oncea Oncea Every
Month Week Day

Once or

Twice
15.Skipped school 0 1 2 3 4
ditchin € eééec.é.é.e é é

19.Smokedigarettes or chewed 0 1 2 3 4

tobacceééeé

21.Attended a religious or spiritual service (e.!

church or
synagogue) ééé &eeees 0 1 2 3 4
é .

23.Drank alcohol (beer, wine or hard 0 1 2 3 4

' i guoédde&éé

In this survey you are asked about having sex and about abstinence. Having sex is sometimes also ¢
Afgoing all timmalkviaryg ol didew.idhg The owommrd absti nenc
Abstinence means waiting to have sex. The survey also asks questions about HIV. HIV is the virus tf
causes AIDS.

24.  Yes No Have you ever had a class about sex education?
25. _ Yes No Have you ever had a class about birth control (like condoms (rubbers) and birth control
pills)?
26. __ Yes NdHave you ever taken a class about abstinence (rsexiav{Adpstinence only classes
teactthat waiting until marriage to have sex is the only healthy chgice.)
[ . o

0
93 5



Family Relationshipsé

When we say fAmothero or #Afather, 0 we mean the
foster parent.

If you do not live with a parent, gpleasec | e (5) for fido not | ive wit
Neither Strongl Do. Not
Strongly Disapprove Approv y Live
) Disapprove With
Disapprove nor e Approv This
Approve € Parent

28. How would your mother feel abou
your having sexual intercourse wi
someone who was special to you
whom you knew well, like a stead

boyfriend/girlfriend?..................... 0 1 2 3 4 5
Do Not
: Live
_ Neither  Approv Strongl ’
Strongly ~ P'SaPPIOVe pisanprove y With
Disapprove nor Approv  This
Approve e Parent

30. How would your father feel about
having sexuigltercourse with
someone who was special to you
whom you knew well, like a stead

boyfriend/girlfriend?..................... 0 1 2 3 4 5
I3 K I3 K
[ S 5 o . = s 5 o . = S 5 o . S o
Sedl SL B Sedl SR el SL R el SL R
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What do you think?

Here are several statements. There is no right or wrong avesweo, know what you think. Do you
agreeor disagree with the statem@lg&se circle the answer that you believe. The choices are strongly

disagree (0), disagree (1), neither disagree nor agree (2), agree (3), and strongly agree (4).

By birthantrol, we mean anything that reduces the risk of pregnancy.

Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strong|
Disagre Agree
o nor y Agree

Disagree

32. If you keep having unprotected sex, risk add
and you WILL get pregnant or get someone 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,

re nant eéeecee

34. Mostadults who are importanttb md i e v
for people my age to have sex with a steady
boyfriend or

36. Most oy friendselieve a person my age shc
not get
pregnant éé¢é &eebétécété é 0 1 2 3 4

38. Mostadults who are important tbetieve
condoms (rubbers) should always be used i 0 1 2 3 4
person my age has g$é¢he girl DOES NOT ust
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,,,,,,,

40. Mostofny friends e |l i eve i tods
to have sex with a steady boyfriend or 0 1 2 3 4

sz

girl friégendéééé

Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
nor y Agree

e .
Disagree

42. Mostadults who are important tbeteve a

person my age should not get 0 1 2 3 4
regnant.ééé......

44. | believeondoms (rubbers) should always be
if a person my age hasifséine girl DOES NOT
use birth

46. If you keepaving unprotected sex, risk adds
and you WILL get a sexually transmitted 0 1 2 3 4

48. Most of my friends have not had sex 0 1 2 3 4
et eeéete é é

50.You canét al ways dec
you may miss your chance with that 0 1 2 3 4

////////

personeeeeeeeece.

re ~ r v

KKKK KKKK KREK KKEK KKEK

~



Strongly Disagre  Neither Strong|

Disagre e Agree y Agree
e nor
Disagree
Agree

52. Even Iow risks add up to 100% if you keep d 0
54. | believe t 6 s or peopl

a steady boyfnend or
irl friendéé&é&&éd ééé

56. It only takes ONCE to get pregnant or get ar
STDéé

58. Most oy friendselieve condoms (rubbers)
should always be used if a person my age h
even if the girl USES birth control

rrrrrrrrrrrrr

iseeeeeeeeeeeee

60. The AMOUNT of benefits and AMOUNT of r
matter when deciding to have

,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Ssexeeeeeeeeeeeee. . .

Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
nor y Agree

e .
Disagree
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62. | believéirth control should always be used i
person my age has 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,,,,,,,,

sexeééeéeéeéecéeéeéeéeé. . e

64. Most oy friendselieve condoms (rubbers)
should always be used if a person my age h
even if thivo people know each other very 0 1 2 3 4

////////

in‘g

What About These Reason

Please answer all of the following questions whether you have had sex or not.

I might choose NOT to have sex because:

Strong]y Neither
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree Disagree Agree

Strongly

66. | could get Al&cquired Immune Deficiency
Syndrome) éééééééécééé 0 1 2 3 4
eé. .

68. | want to save my virginity for the person | 0 1 2 3 4
marryeéeéeé

70.1 &m not ready to hav 0 1 2 3 4

J T4

Sexeéeéeéeé é éteceééd .

72. 1 want people to like me for who | am, not bec
they think | will have 0 1 2 3 4
sexééeeéeéeeé&eé&éeeeceeeeceeé

98



74.The person | wanted
have sex with 0 1 2 3 4

Again, please answer all of the following questions whether you hanethad sex or

I might choose TO HAVE sex because:

Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
nor y Agree

e .
Disagree

76. 1 want to have a child 0 1 2 3 4
soonéeeéééeéééé e. .

78. | think that having sex makes someone a 0 1 2 3 4
man/ womané. .

80. | am ready to accept the responsibility of ha 0 1 2 3 4

sSsexee

82. | think having sex brings you closer together
strengthens your 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,,

Stronal Neither

. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree

o e nor y Agree

Disagree

84. It seems like everyone else is doing 0 1 2 3 4
it éegeeceé

(& (ﬁ\ (ﬁ\ (@\
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What do you believe?

Again, by birth control, we mean anything that reduces the risk of pregnancy.

Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
e nor y Agree
Disagree
86. | really want to have sex in the next 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,,,

eareeeeeeee

88. People who use condoms (rulgbeep)around a 0 1 2 3 4
| ot éé

90. Itis OK farnmarried teen® have sex if they al

in
|l oveéééecéeééééeecééécée 0 1 2 3 4
ée. é

92. If  got an STD it would be embarrassing to 0 1 2 3 4
me é é.........

94.1 wo u ladomddr (rubkserg if my partner 0 1 2 3 4
ref uésed?é

saflsrgsilaae S0 naee
» ¢ » L d .
5% 5 Disagre Dlssgre Agree Agree Strongl

nor y Agree

e .
Disagree
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97. A condom (rubber) ismeaessary when my
partner and | agree not to have sex with any« 0 1 2 3 4
el seéééé. e

99. Using a condom (rubber) shows my partner |
about

s sz 7z 7z 7 £ 7 z s7 17 72

him/ her éééééééééeéeaéd 0 1 2 3 4

101 People having sex should use birth control if
not ready to have a 0 1 2 3 4
eéé. é

Stronal Neither

. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree

o nor y Agree

Disagree

104 Condoms (rubberg}ate a sense of 0 1 2 3 4

saf et vy.ee.eé

106.Condoms (rubbers) protect against 0 1 2 3 4

ireinarécé‘ééé

1081 worry that | could catch a sexually transmitt
di seaseééééeééééeeédéeée 0 1 2 3 4
éeé .




110Being pressured or controlled in any way is ¢
warning signal for unwanted 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Sexeeeeeeeeeeeeecece.

1121f Igot an STD it would not be all that 0 1 2 3 4

77 7 22

badeéeé ééééé.

¥
A

’

WKf  K&KK KERK K&RK

Strongl Neither Strongl
Disa ?ei Disagree Agree nor Agree Agre%y
g Disagree

114lIn general, birth control is too expensive to 0 1 2 3 4

bugééé.

1161t takes too much plantortgavéirth control on
hand when you are going to have 0 1 2 3 4

"""""""

Ssexeeeeeeeceee

1181am likely to get (a girl) pregnant in next 6 0 1 2 3 4
mo n téhés. é.

1201 am likely to have a STD by age 0 1 2 3 4
256 ¢é¢é¢ééeéé.
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122If I got an STD, my friends would lose respec
meéeéeéeéeééecééecéeéeéeéé 0 1 2 3 4

e e

‘ \

1241t is too hard to gedaatner to use birth 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,

control éééeéeeé

1261t is easy for me to get birth 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,,,,

control éééeéecéeé

128Evenifyouuseo ndoms, event
STD if you have sex 0 1 2 3 4
enoughéééééecéééééecéé
Stronal Neither
. gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
nor y Agree

e .
Disagree

130.Using birtbontrol would interfere with sexual
enjoyment ééééééeéécéeé 0 1 2 3 4

132.To me, using protection meduesk only ope
no risk

some risk

K K
. .
o - D o o > B &

Imagine what would happen if you had a baby [became a parent] while you were still a teenager in hig

school. Which of these things do you think would happen?

Neither
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree
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1341 would feel like someone really needs 0 1 2 3 4
me é é éé.......

1361 might marry the wrong person, just to get 0 1 2 3 4
mar ré ée.d.é

1381l 6d be able to make e
and
mysel f ééééééééé ééétééééeée 0 1 2 3 4
é é.

140My boyfriend/girlfriend would be more commiti

meeeeeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeecE 0 1 2 3 4

7

é é .

142 My family wouldrnet continue to live at 0 1 2 3 4

1441 t woul dnot be al l tt 0 1 2 3 4
| i f e&ééé

1461t would be embarrassing for me. 0 1 2 3 4
eeéecééeé&é.

1481 would never be 0 1 2 3 4
| onel Eééééécéeeceececee.

150Would you consider having a child if you were nofchanieoifly one)
| already have a child/children.

| definitelyouldconsider it.
might consider it.

| definitekyould notonsider it.
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Again, by birth control, we mean anything that reduces the risk of pregnancy.

Strondl Neither
) gy Disagre  Agree Strongl
Disagre Agree
o nor y Agree

Disagree

1521 couldcceed in using birth control Mieere
seééeccéééeeceéééeeeceé 0 1 2 3 4

7

é é.

1541 feel comfortable refusing to have 0 1 2 3 4
sexééeéeé&eé .

1561 could succeed in using a condom (rubber)
have
sexééecééécéeééecéecééé 0 1 2 3 4
eeé

1581 would find iifficult to use birth control When
have
sexééééééeeceeeceéeece 0 1 2 3 4
é éé

160l know ways to make my body language say
sex

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

éeeeééceeceéécecececeeece.
é 0 1 2 3 4
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161 Which of the following principles ag@iJRlecision (cheglt Lthat
apply):
Better to wait than to have sex when you are not ready.
Better to have fun (sex) while you can.
Better to not have sex than hurt my parents/family.
Better to focus on school than have sex.

Better to be liked tmdriave sex.

Better to do what feels good now than worry all the time ab
future.

Better to not have sex than risk getting HIV/AIDS

Better to not have sex than risk getting pregnant or getting
pregnant.

______ Better to be ghfn sorry.

I have aresponsibility to God to wait to have sex.
_____ |l have a responsibility to myself to wait to have sex.
______ I have a responsibility to my parents/family to not have sex
____ I have a responsibility to my partner to not pat hisk/he
____ More partners mean more risk.

_Avoid risk.

__Known partners are safe partners.

__Living is better than dying.

___ Lessrrisk is better than more risk.

___ Norrisk is better than some risk.

_____ Having sex is taking a calcigited r

_____Having sex is worth risking HIV/AIDS.

____Having sex is worth risking pregnancy.

Having a relationship is better than not taking a risk.
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Having sex is better than losing a relationship.
Having your-sedpect is better theaving sex.

Other (please fill
in)

The Futureé

Please, mswer these questions whether or not you have had sex.

Very Don't Very
Unlikely

Unlikely Likely

Likely

163Do you think you will have sex (or have se;
before you tuw 0 1 2 3 4

165Do0 you think yeull have sefor have sex aga
before you are in a serious relationship 0 1 2 3 4
love?......cccvvvveee.

167Do you intend to use birth control when yc
1= PPN 0 1 2 3 4

169.Do you think you will actually use a condom
when you hav 0 1 2 3 4
SEX? .ttt ettt

171If you were going to have sex, would you
use birtt 0 1 2 3 4
CONIOI?. et

O 00 00
A A A A A A



The Really Personal Stuff About You...

Please read the following questiohihink about them careRéynember that your answers are
privateandwill not be showto your parents, teachers or program leaders.

174Have you ever opmouth kissed a boy or a Yes No
2 e

176 Have you ever fooled around (sexually) below the Yes No
(L= L) T e . ..

178 Have you had sex in the last 30 Yes No
AaYS?..oiiiiii

180How likely is it that you witegttd for HIV/STDs in the next 6 months?
Very unlikely

__ Unlikely
Donot know
Likely

Very likely

181Do you have a boyfriend or girlfriend right now?yes No
How long have you been dating this person?

How old is this person?

182. If you have had sexw old were you the first time you had sex?
____|'have never had sex
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183. If you have had sexw many total people have you had sex with?
Number ohale(boy)partners

Number démaldgirlpartners

| have never had sex

184. _If you have had s@hat method(s) of birth control did you and your partner use to previm pregnancy
flrtisrtneyou had s@x(check all that apply)
_____have never had sex
_____No method was used
____Birth control pill
_____Condom (rubber)

Some other method (ex. Dyaphit®)

| am not sure

185. If you have had sekat method(s) of birth control did you and your partner use to prevém fasgnancy
timeyou had s&{check all that apply)

| have never had sex

No method was used

Birth control pill
Condom (rubber)
Some other method (ex. Diaphragm, 1UD)

| am not sure

186. If you have had se® you plan to stop having sex and start practicing abstinence?
I have never had sex

Yesl plan to stop havimg/er have already stopped

Nel do not plan to stop having sex

109



187. If you have had sdxl you drink alcohol or use drugs before youhetrsekme
| have never had sex

Yes, alcohol
Yes, drugs
Yes, both drugs and alcohol

No, neither were used when | had sex

188. If you have had séixi you drink alcohol or use drugs before youtethsetime
I have never had sex

Yes, alcohol
Yes, drugs
Yes, both drugs and alcohol

No, neither were used

189. If ya have had sérow many times have you been pregnant or gotten someone pregnant?
| have never had sex

Otimes
1 time
2 or more times

Not sure

190. If you have children of yourtmwnmany do you have?
I have no children

Tchild
2 children

3 or more children
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191. Are you or your partner(s) currently pregnant? Yes No

192. Areyou currently married? _ Yes __ No

193. Have you ever had vaginal sex? Yes No
194. Have you ever had oral sex?  Yes No

195. Have you ever had anal sex? Yes No

196. In the last three months, have you ever had vaginal, oral, and/or anal sex?
no (If no, please complesetionA, numbers 19488)

yes(If yes, please complgdetionB, numbers 1244)

Section A: No sex in the last three months.

Strong|y Neither Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree Aaree
Disagree Disagree g

1981 did ndbave sex in the last three
mont hs because
chance or the

opportunityééeéé 0 1 2 3 4
éé.

***Pgase continue on to Number*?i5

[ K x
- - -
L& 2 o | & S o [ = . o
] ] ]
S¥ S¥ S¥

111



Section B: Yes, sex in the last three months.

The following questions ask about your sexual activities during the past three months. If you had sex during the
PAST THREE MONTHBk about what took place. Please mark your answer in the space provided. If a number

i s zero, p | e beswe tavnark areansiivéy im every ttahke even & that answer is zero.

199. In the last three months, | have had vaginal, oral, and/or anal sex with number of pdrtners.
200. Inthe last three monthsad vaginal (regular) sex times.

201. Inthe last tee month$ had vaginal (regular) sex with number of partners.

202. If you used contraception in the last 3 months, how many times did you use:
birth control pills

_______condoms (rubbers)
_____condoms (rubbers) and foam
______withdrawal

______diaphragm

____1up

Norplant (implants)

DeapRovera (the shot)

203. Inthe last three monthefusedo have vaginal (regularwsthouta condom times.

204. Inthe last three monthsad oral sex times.

205. Inthe last three monthsad oral s&xSING: condom times.

206. Inthe last three monthsad oral sex with number of partners.

207. Inthe last three monthrefusedio have oral sexthouta condom times.

208. Inthe last three monthsad anal (rectal) sex times.

209. Inthe last three monthsad anal (rectal) &&ING condom times.

210. Inthe last three monthsadanal (rectal) sex with number of partners.

211. Inthe last three monthefusedo have anal (regtsdxwithouta condom times.

212. Of those times you used a coimditra last three montiey manyttd times did the condom break?

213. Of those times you used a coimditia last three montiwy many total times did the condom slip off
during ex or while the male partner was pulling out?
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214. Of those times you used a coimditia last three montiwy many total times did you put the condom

after you started sex or take it off before you finished having sex?

AAEE KKER KHKK

Fact sé

Read each statement carefully and then circle your answer.

Could
Be

Itls Probably Probably Itls
Either

False False True True
True or
False

216. Vaseline can be used with condoms
(rubbers), and they will work just as

218. Itis a myth that you have sex with ever
your partner has had sex with because
dondt I ive that

220. Using a condom (rubber) can lower yot
chance of getting
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222. A g i r |pregnanntBetfirstgireetshe

Sexeeeeeeececeeeecece

éé 0 1 2 3 4
Could
Be
Itls Probably Probably Itls
Either
False False True True
True or
False

225. The only way to have NO risk of STDs
pregnancy is to not have 0 1 2 3 4

rrrrrrrrr

Ssexeeeeeeecece.

227. Taking birth control pills is one way to |
yourself frobecoming infected with the
Viréuéséée ééeééecééeée 0 1 2 3 4

eee

229. To REDUCE the risk of STDs (includini
HIV/AIDS), other than not having sex, t
second best thing to do is to use 0 1 2 3 4

231. A pregnant woman Wit¥d can give HIV t
her unborn
babyéeéeéécecééee ééeeée. 0 1 2 3 4

233. There is a cure for 0 1 2 3 4
Hl V/ Al DE&&&é&.
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235. Latex condoms (rubbers) prevent HIV |
than animal skin condoms
(rubberééetés.é.é 0 1 2 3 4

237. You are at risk of getting STDs from ev
your partner has had sex with and evel
your partnerds pal 0 1 2 3 4

z

and so oné.

239. Using condoms lowers the risk of gettir
STDs (including HIV/AIDS) by a BIG at
for a single
acteéeéeéeéeeéeéeéeéere 0 1 2 3 4

7z

e e

241. ONLY condoms and not having sex pr¢
against BOTH STDs and 0 1 2 3 4

,,,,,
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What 0s the risk?

In the next section we are going to be asking you about risk. When we say sexually transmitted infect
we are including Human Papillomavirus{emitsd svarts).

When necessarggeuhe following scale, which ranges from 0% risk (no risk at all) to 100% (completely
certain) by placing a mark on the number line as shown below.

EXANPLE:

A woman is pregnant, what is the chance she will have a boy?

242 Which of the following best des¥idBchances of having a sexually transmitted disease?
Check one NONE LOW MEDIUM HIGH

243What are the chances Yi@ithave a sexlly transmitted disease?
0ééeloéeée. 20é6eé30éeéd40éeeb0éeeb0éée70eéeée80¢écé

244 Overall, fofOUwhich of the following best describes the BENEFITS of having sex? (!
Check one NONE LOW MEDIUM HIGH ‘:

245 Overall, fofOUwhich of the following best describes the RISKS of having sex?
Check one NONE LOW MEDIUM HIGH

246 Which of the following is a better descrip@tRoptions regarding sex (CEdE?
Choosing between havingeraeits and more risk versus having fewer benefits and less risk.

Choosing between having some benefits with no risk versus taking a risk.
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247 What is the risk of a teenager getting pregnant or getting someone pregnant if he or she lyasisex over a one
ti me period (more than once a month) and doesnot

0éeéeeloeee. 20eee30eeed0eeeb0eeceebbeee70eee80eeegce

248What is theffectiveness (if someone always used them perfagtigventing pregnaiocythe following
bith controls?

A. Abstinence (no sexual activity)

Deeéel0eee. 20eeéé30eeéd0eeéb0eeeb0eee70eee80ece

B. Birth control pills

c50eeeb60eee70eee80eéeéeé

D~
(¢))

0ééeéeloeee. 20eee30eeedo0e

C. Condoms (rubbers)

e80éee

D

2c50€ééee60éeéee0moeé

[}
(1)

0eeél0eeée. 20eéé30eééd0e

D. DepeProvera (injectable)

c50eee60eee70eéee80ééé

D~
(¢}

0éééeloeeeée. 20eee30eeedo0e

E. Diaphragm

eg8o0éee

[}

240éée50ééeeb60éee70¢é

M-
M-
(¢}

0eeél0eee. 20eeé30

F. Withdrawal

0éééloéeéeeée. 20eee30eeed0eeeb0eeeb0eee70eeée80eééé

117



249 What ishe risk a sexually active teenager would have of contracting the following sexually transmitted
infectior

!

'R

A Chlamydia

e80eee

[N

0éeéeeloeee. 20eee30eeed0eeeb0eeebbece

B. Gonorrhea (clap)

Deeéel0eee. 20eeéé30eeéd0eeéb0eeeb0eee70eeeB80ece

C. HIV or AIDS

0ééeeloeéeee. 20eee30eeed0eeeb0eeebbeee70eee80ecece

D. Human Papillomavirus (causes genital warts)
0ééeloeée. 20é6eé30éeed40éeéeeb0ééeb0eéée70eée80eéce

E. Syphilis

0éééeloeéeeeée. 20eee30eeed0eeeb0eeeb0eeer70eee80eeé

F. Herpes (Type 1 or 2)

0eeél0eeée. 20eéé30eeéd0eeéb0eeéb0eee70eeeB80ece

250A young womands risk of contracting a sexually t
(HPV) jumpsyi(the percentage it increases by)
0ééeloeée. 20é6¢eé30éeéed40éeéeeb0ééeb0eéée70eée80eécé

with each new sexual partner.
251 An urban teenage female had a sexually transmitted infection 7 months ago and was treated. She

continues to be sexually actiwhat is the risk that she has another STI now?
0ééél0ééeée. 20666¢é630éeeé40é6eé50é6eé60e6eeé70eeéeé80¢¢

D
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252 An urban teenage female had a sexually transmitted infection 7 months ago and was treated. She
continues to be sexually active. What is the riskehatdle contact has another STI now?
0éééeloéeéée. 20é6eé30€éeé40éee50¢é¢eée60eée70eée80e¢é¢é

253A young womends risk of contracting any of the f
Chlamydia, or Genital herpes, or Syphilis, or Gonorrhea juftips pgrcentage it increases by)
0éééloéeé. 20eée30eéedq0eéeb0eéeb0éee70éee80éeéa0é

with each new sexual partner.

254 Suppose condoms (rubbers) are 90% effective in reducing the risk for sexual transmission of disease X
and 70% effective in reducing sk for disease Y. (Disease X and disease Y are equally common.)
Then condoms (rubbers) would be 70% effective for reducing the risk of transmissjon tiigse
diseases.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) have stated that, "Condom (rubber) use reduces
the risk for gonorrhea, herpes simplex virus (HSV) infection, genital ulcers, and pelvic inflammatory
disease. In addition, intact latex condoms (rubbergidp a continuous mechanical barrier to HIV,

HSV, hepatitis B viruShlamydia trachomatisndNe i sseri a gonorrhea. 0

This means that when used consistently and correctly condoms (rubbers) are

0ééeloeéeéée. 20é6eé30éeéed40éeéeb0ééeb60eéée70eée80eécé
effective in reducing the risk for getting any of these diseases.
255FDA package labeling on some condoms (rubbers) says the following, "If used properly, latex condoms
(rubbers) will help to reduce the risk of transmission of HIV infection (AIDS) antlenaayually
transmitted diseases, including chlamydia, genital herpes, genital warts, gonorrhea, hepatitis B, and

syphilis" (Trojasenz package label).
This means that when used consistently and correctly condoms (rubbers) are

0éééloéeéeée. 20ecee3dredde@eece70eee80eeengnDeeel0non
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effective in reducing the risk of transmission of HIV infection (AIDS) and many other sexually
transmitted infections, including chlamydia, genital herpes, genital warts, gonorrhea, hepatitis B, and
syphilis.

256.Suppose the pwvalence of Disease X in the population in general is 10%. A doctor performs a diagnostic
test, which has a sensitivity of 80% (80% of those who actually have the disease will have a positive
result) and a specificity of 80% (80% of those who actuatlyldva the disease will have a negative
result). The test result is positive. What is the probability of disease?
Check one:
30%

70%

257How confident are you about this probability judgment? Check one rating fréradhie below:
1= No confidence at all (guess)
L= ] ’ \ (
. ¢
2= Very low confidence
3= Low confidence n
4= Medium confidence
5= High confidence

6= Very high confidence

7= Complete confidence

258 Which sex is biologically more susceptible to contracting a sexually transmitted infection when they
have sex with someone who is already infected?

Men

Women

They have about the same risk

259.Suzy is 16 years old and is a high school drop out. She dresses like a-MawmehieSuzy has been
having sex for a year (since she was 15). She admits that she has "slept around" and has had sex with
12 different guys. She comes to the doctor for imeatheckup.
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Juanita is 16 years old and attends high school. She is deeply religious and quite shy. She has had one
steady boyfriend, Jorge, and they have been going together for a year. Juanita and Jorge are sexually
active, but they plan to be matrie six months. Jorge used to be a player (he has had sex with a dozen
former girlfriends). However, Jorge has been completely faithful to Juanita. She comes to the doctor for
a routine checlp.

Assume that everything said about Suzy and Juanitasarifhat everything not mentioned here is
the SAME for both Suzy and Juanita.

At the time of routine cheak who is at greater risk of having a sexually transmitted disease?
Check one.

Suzy

Juanita

They have about the same risk

Juanita is at no risk of contracting a sexually transmitted infection because Jorge is completely faithful
to her.

True

False

K xR K
gﬁ 2 o D < 8.; 2 ) X ® gﬁ 2 o D <
O¥ O¥ O¥
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More about youe

260What language do you speaést oftef?
English

English and Spanish equally
Spanish

Another language (which one:

261As far as you knavihere were each of these people in your family born?

Yourself United States Mexico Other Country (please fill
in )
YourmMother United States Mexico Other Country (please fill
in )
Your Father United States Mexico Other Country (please fill

in )

Your Grandmotheronyoart her 6 s

United States

Your Grandmother on
____United States

Your Grandfather on
____United States

Your Grandfather on

United States

122

side of t

Mexico Other Country (please fill in

Mexico Other Country (please fill in

Mexico Other Country (please fill in

MexicoOther Country (please fill in

he family

your fatheros

your mother és

your fatheros

side of the f
)

side of t he f

side of t he f

Almost .
Sometimes  Often

Almost
Never Always



263How often do you spEaglish with your
friends?..cceevvvveeeeeeennnnns

265How often do you think in

267 How often do you sp8pknish with your
friends?........cceeeeeeennnns

269 How often do you think in
SPaniSN?......cccuveiiiiiiiieeee e

271How often do you listen to radio programs in 1 2 3 4
English?...................

273How often do you watch television programs in 1 2 3 4
Spanish?...................

275How often do you ligemusic in 1 2 3 4

Please read the following questiohihink about them carefully. Circle whether you feel the statement
istrueorfalseabout yourself

2771 someti mes feel resent ful w  TRUE FALSE

rrrrrrrrrr

wayeeeeeeeeeee

279.There have been times when | felt like rebelling against people
even though | km¢hey were TRUE FALSE

281.There have been occasions hWhbehk advantage of TRUE FALSE

someoneeeeeecee.

2831 sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and TRUE FALSE
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,,,,,,,,,

2851 have never been irked when people expressed ideas very diffi

my
OWNEEEEEEEEEEEe el miiniiinn, TRUE FALSE
2871 am sometimes irritdiggbeople wlask favors of TRUE FALSE

,,,,,,,,,,

meeeeeeeeeee.

[ 3 ®x [ 3
e. e . e e.
& & [ & & [ o . o
J Y J

The following questions ask you about the way you feel about the people you work, play, or associate
most of the time; your peer group. Please read and answer each question as carefully and accurately
you can by circlilg choice you belieVae choices ararely or none of the fiihe little of the time

(2), some of the time (3), a good part of the time (4), and most or all of the time (5).

AGood Most or

Nii:aelg;(t)t:e A Little of Some of the Partof All of
Time the Time Time the the

Time Time

290My peers act | 1 2 3 4 5
me.
292 My peers really seem to respect r 1 2 3 4 5
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294 My peers are a bunch of snobs. 1 2 3 4 5

296 My peers seem to like me very m 1 2 3 4 5

2981 hate my present peer group. 1 2 3 4 5

3001 really like my present peer grouj 1 2 3 4 5

3021 wish | had a different peer groug 1 2 3 4 5

A Good Most or

N?)ireezct)rrme A Little of Some of the Partof All of
Time the Time Time the the

Time Time

305 My peers think | am important to 1 1 2 3 4 5

307My peers donot 1 2 3 4 5
me.

309 My peers regard my ideas and 1 2 3 4 5
opinions very highly.

3111 c an 6t arosrd anyker t 1 2 3 4 5
roup.

313 My peers really do not interest me 1 2 3 4 5
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Table B.1

APPENDIX B

Ages 140 17 yearsold

Descriptive Statistics

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
<=14 131 16.2 16.2
15 307 38.0 54.3
16 228 28.3 82.5
>=17 141 17.5 100.0
Total 807 100.0
Table B.2
Gender
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Male 329 40.8 40.8
Female 478 59.2 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.3

Ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequencyl Percen{ Percent
Caucasian/White 363 45.0 45.0
MexicanAmerican/Chicano 118 14.6 59.6
Central American/South American/Puerto Rican/Cul 9 1.1 60.7
African-American/Black 224 27.8 88.5
AsianAmerican 30 3.7 92.2
Native American 2 2 92.4
Mixed Ethnicity 61 7.6 100.0
Total 807 100.0
Table B.4
Ethnicity
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Caucasian/White 363 45.0 45.0
Mexican, Central, or South Americ3 127 15.7 60.7
African-American/Black 224 27.8 88.5
Other 93 11.5 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.5

Free Lunch
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
No 568 70.4 704
Yes 239 29.6 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.6
Living Situation

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Both Parents 388 48.1 48.4
Single Parent 203 25.2 73.8
Parent & StegParent 154 19.1 93.0
Part Time w/ Both 30 3.7 96.8
Other Relatives 17 2.1 98.9
Group Home 1 A 99.0
Foster Family 4 5 99.5
On My Own/With Friends 4 5 100.0
Total 801 99.3
Missing 6 v
Total 807 100.0
Table B.7
Living Situation(Recoded)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Live w/ Both Parents 390 48.3 48.3
Live w/ One Parent 206 25.5 73.9
Other Living Arrangement 211 26.1 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.8

Time Without Adult Supervision

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Less than 1 hour 83 10.3 10.3
1-2 hours 189 23.4 33.7
3-4 hours 201 24.9 58.6
More than 4 hours 334 41.4 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.9

Highest Levebf EducationFather)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent

Completed Less Than HS 85 10.5 10.6
Graduated from HS 147 18.2 28.9
Some College 163 20.2 49.2
Graduated from 4yr College 218 27.0 76.3
Don't Know 190 23.5 100.0

Total 803 99.5

Missing 4 5
Total 807 100.0
Figure B.10
Highest Levebf EducationMother)
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent

Completed Less Than HS 81 10.0 10.1
Graduated from HS 169 20.9 31.1
Some College 203 25.2 56.4
Graduated from 4yr College 239 29.6 86.2
Don't Know 111 13.8 100.0

Total 803 99.5

Missing 4 5
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.11

Average Parental Education

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Some High School 50 6.2 6.8

In Between 36 4.5 11.7

Graduated High Schoq 140 17.3 30.9

In Between 94 11.6 43.7

Some College 150 18.6 64.2

In Between 91 11.3 76.6

Graduated College 171 21.2 100.0
Total 732 90.7

Missing 75 9.3

Total 807 100.0
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Table B.12

Usual Grades in School

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
A'S 236 29.2 29.2
B'S 378 46.8 76.1
C'S 161 20.0 96.0
D'S 21 2.6 98.6
F'S 11 1.4 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.13
Religious Affiliation

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Catholic 184 22.8 22.9
Protestant 233 28.9 51.8
Jewish 10 1.2 53.0
Born-again Christian 155 19.2 72.3
Mormon 16 2.0 74.3
Other 81 10.0 84.3
No religion 126 15.6 100.0
Total 805 99.8
Missing 2 2
Total 807 100.0
Table B.14
Religious Affiliation (Recodh
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Catholic 184 22.8 22.9
Protestant 233 28.9 51.8
Born-again Christian 155 19.2 71.1
Other 107 13.3 84.3
No religion 126 15.6 100.0
Total 805 99.8
Missing 2 2
Total 807 100.0

134



Table B.15
Aggregate Religious Commitment Scale

Cumulative
Frequency Percent] Percent

0 (Least) 60 7.4 7.4
1 51 6.3 13.8
2 55 6.8 20.6
3 71 8.8 29.4
4 78 9.7 39.0
5 77 9.5 48.6
6 89 11.0 59.6
7 70 8.7 68.3
8 81 10.0 78.3
9 71 8.8 87.1
10 81 10.0 97.1
11 19 2.4 99.5
12 (Most) 4 5 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.16

Importance of Religion

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Not at all important 97 12.0 12.0
Slightly important 92 114 23.4
Somewhat important 163 20.2 43.6
Important 238 29.5 73.1
Very important 217 26.9 100.0}
Total 807 100.0
Table B.17
Frequency of Religious Activities
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 279 34.6 34.6
One or two times 223 27.6 62.2
Once a month 107 13.3 75.5
Once a week 165 20.4 95.9
Almost every day 33 4.1 100.0]
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.18

Frequency of Religious Service Attendance

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Never 203 25.2 25.2
One or two times 170 21.1 46.2
Once a month 113 14.0 60.2
Once a week 295 36.6 96.8
Almost everyday 26 3.2 100.0]
Total 807 100.0

Table B.19
Frequency of After School Activity Attendance
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 170 21.1 21.1
One or two times 109 13.5 34.6
Once a month 67 8.3 42.9
Once a week 160 19.8 62.7
Almostevery day 301 37.3 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.20

Aggregate Delinquency Scale

Frequency| Percent| Cumulative Percen

0 133 16.5 16.5
1 70 8.7 25.2
2 83 10.3 35.4
3 81 10.0 45.5
4 69 8.6 54.0
5 68 8.4 62.5
6 51 6.3 68.8
7 35 4.3 73.1
8 46 5.7 78.8
9 33 4.1 82.9
10 16 2.0 84.9
11 19 2.4 87.2
12 26 3.2 90.5
13 14 1.7 92.2
14 12 1.5 93.7
15 15 1.9 95.5
16 5 .6 96.2
17 4 .5 96.7
18 12 15 98.1
19 7 9 99.0
20 1 A 99.1
21 1 A 99.3
23 2 2 99.5
24 0 0 99.5
25 3 4 99.9
26 0 0 99.9
27 1 A 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.21

Aggregate Delinquency Scale Without Sexual Behavior

Frequency| Percent| Cumulative Percen

0 (Least) 215 26.6 26.6
1 136 16.9 43.5
2 101 12.5 56.0
3 79 9.8 65.8
4 55 6.8 72.6
5 42 5.2 77.8
6 32 4.0 81.8
7 26 3.2 85.0
8 29 3.6 88.6
9 18 2.2 90.8
10 16 2.0 92.8
11 17 2.1 94.9
12 4 5 95.4
13 8 1.0 96.4
14 8 1.0 97.4
15 7 9 98.3
16 5 .6 98.9
17 3 4 99.3
19 2 2 99.5
21 2 2 99.8
22 1 A 99.9
23 (Most) 1 A 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.22

Delinquency Item: Frequency of Stealing

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Never 466 57.7 57.7
One or two times 268 33.2 91.0
Once a month 47 5.8 96.8
Once a week 20 2.5 99.3
Almost every day 6 v 100.0
Total 807 100.0

Table B.23
Delinquency Item: Frequency of Skipping School
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 532 65.9 65.9
One or two times 186 23.0 89.0
Once a month 33 4.1 93.1
Once a week 40 5.0 98.0
Almost every day 16 2.0 100.0|
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.24

Delinquency Item: Frequency of Property Damage and Graf

Cumulative

Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 659 81.7 81.7
One or two times 119 14.7 96.4
Once a month 17 2.1 98.5
Once a week 8 1.0 99.5
Almost every day 4 5 100.0}
Total 807 100.0

Table B.25
Delinquency Item: Frequency of Tobacco Use
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 603 4.7 74.7
One or two times 110 13.6 88.4
Once a month 30 3.7 92.1
Once a week 22 2.7 94.8
Almost every day 42 5.2 100.0
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.26

Delinquency Item: Frequency of Marijuana Use

Cumulative

Frequency Percent Percent
Never 578 71.6 71.6
One or two times 122 15.1 86.7
Once a month 44 55 92.2
Once a week 37 4.6 96.8
Almost every day 26 3.2 100.0
Total 807 100.0

Table B.27
Delinquency Item: Frequency of lllegal Drug Use
Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
Never 742 91.9 91.9
One or two times 38 4.7 96.7
Once a month 15 1.9 98.5
Once a week 7 .9 99.4
Almost every day 5 .6 100.0}
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.28

Delinquency Item: Frequency of Alcohol Use

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
Never 357 44.2 44.2
One or two times 245 30.4 74.6
Once a month 136 16.9 91.4
Once a week 61 7.6 99.0
Almost every day 8 1.0 100.0}
Total 807 100.0
Table B.29

Delinquency Item: Sexual Behavior (Revisddbnotonic)

Cumulative

Frequency Percent| Percent
No Sexual Behavior 245 30.4 30.4
Only Above-Waist 101 12.5 42.9
At Most BelowWaist 159 19.7 62.6
At Most Sex With 1 Partner 119 14.7 77.3
Sex with At Least 2 or More Partne 183 22.7 100.0}
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.30

Delinquency Item: Number of Total Sexual Partners

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
0 499 61.8 62.6
1 116 14.4 77.2
2 57 7.1 84.3
3 38 4.7 89.1
4 22 2.7 91.8
5 22 2.7 94.6
6 6 g 95.4
7 8 1.0 96.4
8 1 A 96.5
9 4 5 97.0
10 6 g 97.7
11 2 2 98.0
12 3 A4 98.4
13 4 5 98.9
14 1 A 99.0
15 2 2 99.2
16 1 A 99.4
17 1 A 99.5
20 1 A 99.6
25 1 A 99.7
30 2 2 100.0]
Total 797 98.8
Missing 10 1.2
Total 807 100.0
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Table B31

Risk Assessment for Sexual Protection

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent
No Risk 127 15.7 15.7
Some Risk 680 84.3 100.0
Total 807 100.0
Table B.22

Absolute Risk Endorsement (None > Some)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
No 202 25.0 25.0
Yes 605 75.0 100.0]
Total 807 100.0
Table B.33

Relative RiskEEndorsement (Less > More)

Cumulative
Frequency Percent| Percent
No 397 49.2 49.2
Yes 410 50.8 100.0}
Total 807 100.0
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Table B.4

Means and Standard Deviation for Main Variables

Mean | Std. Deviation

Absolute Risk (None > Some) .75 43 807
Relative Risk (Less > More) 51 .50 807
Risk Assessment for Sexual Protection .84 .36 807
Social Desirability Scal€omposite Scorq A4 21 807
Index ofPeerRelationsComposite Score 4.09 .67 807
Importance of Religion 2.48 1.32 807
Frequency oReligious Activities 1.32 1.25 807
Frequency oReligious Service 1.72 1.28 807
Aggregate Religious Commitment Scald 5.51 3.17 807
Frequency ofAfter School Activities 2.39 1.59 807
Frequency oftealing .55 .78 807
Frequency oBkippingSchool 54 .93 807
Frequency offagging 24 .59 807
Frequency offobacco Use .50 1.06 807
Frequency oMarijuana Use .53 1.01 807
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use 14 .53 807
Frequency oflcohol Use 91 1.00 807
Risky Sexual Behavior 1.87 1.54 807
AggregateDelinquency Scale 5.27 4.% 807
AggregateDelinquency Scalavithout 3.40 4.03 807
Sexual Behavior

Age 15.47 .96 807
Gender .59 49 807
Time Without Adult Supervision 2.97 1.03 807
Average Parental Education 2.83 .92 732
Usual Grades in School 2.00 .85 807
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Table B.3

Means and Standard Deviations for Main Variables (without Texas/New York 1@lgear

Mean | Std. Deviation N

Absolute Risk (None > Some) .75 43 688
Relative Risk (Less > More) .50 .50 688
Risk Assessment for Sexual Protection .85 .36 688
Social Desirability Scal€omposite Scorq A4 21 688
Index ofPeerRelationsComposite Score 4.09 .65 688
Importance of Religion 2.46 1.32 688
Frequency oReligious Activities 1.34 1.26 688
Frequency oReligious Service 1.72 1.29 688
Aggregate Religious Commitment Scald 5.52 3.20 688
Frequency offter School Activities 241 1.57 688
Frequency oStealing .58 .78 688
Frequency oBkippingSchool .52 .92 688
Frequency ofragging 24 .58 688
Frequency offobacco Use 46 .99 688
Frequency oMarijuana Use .52 .98 688
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use 14 .54 688
Frequency oflcohol Use .87 .98 688
Risky Sexual Behavior 1.76 152 688
AggregateDelinquency Scale 5.09 490 688
AggregateDelinquency Scalevithout 3.33 4.00 688
Sexual Behavior

Age 15.20 .78 688
Gender .58 49 688
Time Without Adult Supervision 2.95 1.03 688
Average Parental Education 2.85 91 620
Usual Grades in School 2.01 .86 688
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APPENDIX C

Scale Reliability and Analysis

Table C.1.1

Aggregate Delinquency ScdlecCr onbachoés Al pha

Cronbach's Alphg Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized It{ N of ltems

.789 .807 8
Table C.1.2
Aggregate Delinquency Scdlésummary
Maximum /
Mean | Minimum | Maximum| Range| Minimum [Variancel N of ltems

Item Means .659 135 1.869 | 1.734 13.835 292 8
Item Variance{ .950 .281 2.380 [ 2.099 8.477 432 8
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Table C.1.3

Aggregate Delinquency Scaldtem Summary

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared | Cronbach's
if Item Variance if | Item-Total Multiple | Alpha if Item
Deleted | Item Deleted Correlation | Correlation Deleted
AStol en 4.60 20.787 416 237 .784
iskipped ,q5 18.923 561 336 763
(ditchi
i Damag g
property/graffiti 491 21.973 .366 .208 791
(tagagin
iSmoked 4.65 18.072 573 372 760
or chewe(
nSmoked 14,4 17.551 680 515 742
(pot)o
AUsed il
such as cocaine,
meth or LSD (This| 5 ) 21.671 482 299 783
does not include
prescribed
medi ci n
ADrank 4
(beer, wine or harg 4.24 18.196 .604 .382 .755
| i quor
SexualBehavior 3.40 16.223 496 283 791
Scale
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Table C.2.1

Aggregate Religious Commitmestalei Cr on b ac h 6 s

Al pha
Cronbach's Alphg Cronbach'®Alpha Based on Standardized Ite] N of ltems
.763 764 3
Table C.2.2
Aggregate Religious Commitment Sdaltummary
Maximum /
Mean | Minimum | Maximum| Range| Minimum | Variance| N of Items

tem Means | 2.171| 1.318 3.478 2.160 2.638 1.321 3
Item 1.645( 1.565 1.739 174 1.111 .008 3
Variances
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Table C.2.3

Aggregate Religious Commitment Sdaleem Summary

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared | Cronbach's
if Item Variance if | Item-Total Multiple | Alpha if Item
Deleted | Item Deleted Correlation | Correlation Deleted
AHow 1 mp
would you say 3.03 5.175 523 .288 764
religion
ATaken p
churchsponsored off ¢ 4 q 5.140 590 394 688
religious activities or
youth gr
AAttended
or spiritual service 4.80 4.671 678 470 586

(e.g. church or

synagog.u
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Table C.3.1
Sexual Behavior Cr onbachds Al pha

Cronbach's Alphd Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized It{ N of ltems

.806 .805 4
Notes: Sexual Behavior variable wealculated with weighted items. Participatr
received a 1 if they had only #Af oc¢
Afooled around below the waisto, ¢

if they had sex with at least 2 or more partne

Table C.3.2
Sexual Behavior Summary
Maximum /
Mean| Minimum | Maximum| Range| Minimum | Variance| N of Items
Item Means 444 228 .644 415 2.819 .033 4
Item Variances| .222 176 .249 .073 1.414 .001 4

Notes: Sexual Behavieariable was calculated with weighted items. Participants received
i f they had only Afooled around above t
wai sto, a 3 if at most they had sexrmaet

partners.
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Table C.3.3
Sexual Behavior Item Summary

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared | Cronbach's
if ltem Variance if | Item-Total Multiple Alpha if
Deleted |Item Deleted Correlation| Correlation | Item Deleted
AHave yo
fooledaround 1.13 1.371 579 466 778
(sexually) above the
wai st ?4{
AHave yo
fooled around 1.25 1.251 671 543 732
(sexually) below the
wai st ?4{
NHave you 4.9 1.261 694 594 720
sex?0
Total male and 1.55 1.507 549 496 790
female partners

Notes: Sexual Behavior variable was calculated with weighted items. Participants receiv
if they had only fAifooled around above t
wai sto, a 3 if at most thdybad sek witth at asx2 ommore
partners.
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Table C.4.1

Social Desirability Scale Cr onbachds

Al pha
Cronbach's Alphd Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized It{ N of ltems
.662 .662 13
Table C.4.2
Social Desirability Scalé Summary
Maximum /
Mean | Minimum | Maximum| Range| Minimum | Variance| N of ltems
Item Means .555 .286 715 429 2.500 .015 13
Item 234 204 .250 .046 1.227 .000 13
Variances
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Table C.4.3

Social DesirabilityScalei Item Summary

Scale Mean
if tem
Deleted

Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted

Corrected
ltem-Total
Correlation

Squared
Multiple
Correlation

Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted

#LTAlt 1 s 9
hard for me to go on
with my work if | am

notencour a

6.66

6.925

243

122

.651

#2717 0 | somet
resentf ul
get my W

6.64

6.638

.363

173

.632

#3711 On a
occasions, | have give
up doing something
because | thought toq
littl e of

6.61

6.935

.246

145

.650

#AiAiTher e h
times when | felt like
rebelling against
people in authority
even though | knew

t hey wer ¢

6.51

6.754

.361

150

.633

#5TANo mat {
|l 6m tal ki
al ways a ¢
(reversecoded)

6.93

6.898

.296

.166

.643

#6T AN Ther e h
occasions when | too
advant age

6.70

6.714

325

142

.638

#7711 6m al
willing to admit it
when | make a
mi st (@ekeesé
coded)

6.79

6.825

.285

122

.644

#81nl s omet
to get even, rather thg
forgive andf or g

6.60

6.672

.359

152

.633

#T Al am a
courteous, even to
people who are
di s agr (eeeesd

coded)

6.77

6.681

341

.204

.635
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#1071 i | have
been irked when peop
expressed ideas very
different from my

0 w nreversecoded)

6.66

7.027

.202

.071

.658

#11T A Ther e
been times when | wa
quite jealous of the

6.51

6.957

.269

103

.647

good fortu
#1221l am s
irritated by people wh

6.71

6.831

277

104

.646

ask favor
#1371 1 | have

deliberately said
something that hurt
someoneos

(reversecoded)

6.55

7.042

216

.097

.655
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Table C.5.1

Index of Peer RelatioisCr onbachoés

Al pha
Cronbach's Alphg Cronbach'®Alpha Based on Standardized Ite] N of ltems

.943 944 25
Table C.5.2
Index of Peer RelatioisSummary

Maximum /

Mean | Minimum | Maximum| Range| Minimum | Variance| N of ltems
tem Means | 1.902| 1.534 2.713 1.179 1.768 102 25
Item 1.128 .705 1.603 .898 2.274 .040 25
Variances
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Table C.5.3

Index of Peer Relatiorisltem Summary

Scale Mean Scale Corrected Squared | Cronbach's
if Item Variance if | Item-Total Multiple | Alpha if Item
Deleted | Item Deleted Correlation | Correlation Deleted
#1710 | get 4
wel |l with 45.84 281.302 523 .380 941
(reversecoded)
#21AMy peer
they donoHt 45.71 273.456 .663 .548 .940
me 0
#IN My peef 4598 276.850 622 520 940
me bad]l
#A1 A My peer
seem to r 45.52 274.427 .607 487 .940
(reversecoded)
Al donotf 455, 273.879 530 394 942
am Opart o
#erAMy peel 4577 277.087 536 386 941
bunch of
#TA My peer
under st a 45.06 272.540 .566 430 941
(reversecoded)
#8i A My peer
l i ke me v 45.63 271.499 707 611 .939
(coded)
TR real ll 454 270.757 689 609 939
out 6 of my
#LOTA T hat) g0 275.462 633 596 940
presentpeey r o u
#1111 A My pee
to like having me 45.66 271.077 683 612 939
ar o u(nrewrge
coded)
#1271 A | real
present p 45.70 270.923 17 .648 .939
(reversecoded)
#1371 A | real |
| amdisliked by my 45.92 272.150 713 .624 .939
peer so
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#1471 il  wi s h

. 45.81 271.725 .661 .646 .940
di fferent
#151A My pee
very ni ce 45.74 272.961 721 .620 .939
(reversecoded)
#161 i My pee
to | ook u 45.04 279.296 437 .507 .943
(reversecoded)
#1771 A My pee
| am important to 45.27 272.892 .627 .684 940
t h e(mwersecoded)
#18i A My pee
real source of pleasur 45.40 272.766 .629 549 940
t o (rewebsecoded)
#1917 i My  pdeoen
seem to even notice 45.96 273.542 .690 .558 940
me 0
#20T Al  wi sh
not part of this peer 45.94 273.209 .669 .666 .940
groupo
#2171 i My pe e
my ideas and opinionf 44 280.307 350 250 944
very Hrevgréel
coded)
#22ial f eel
an important membey 5 4 271.363 643 534 940
of my pee
(reversecoded)
#23T Al canod
be around my peer 45.91 274.890 .618 .566 940
groupo
f#24rn My peel 4599 274.652 604 484 940
to | ook dq
#25T A My peef  45g9 274.087 585 491 941
do not in
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APPENDIX D

Correlations

Table D.1
PearsonCorrelations of Main Variables
Absolute| Relative Risk Spmql_ Index of
Risk Risk [ Assessmen DesS,lrablllty Pec_ar
(None >| (Less >| for Sexual cale_ Relat|ons
Some) [ More) | Protection Composite) Composite
Score Score
Absolute Risk (None > Some) 1 25 .06 -.06 13"
Relative Risk (Less > More) 25 1 -.06 -.09 .04
Risk Assessment for Sexual Protectf .06 -.06 1 -.07 127
SocialDesirability Scale&Composite 206 | -09" 08 1 16"
Score
Index ofPeerRelationsComposite 13 04 15 117 1
Score
Importance of Religion 10 | -.08 -.01 .06 15
Frequency oReligious Activities | .09 -.02 .02 -.02 127
Frequency oReligious Service 15 .00 .04 .00 16
Aggregate Religious Commitment 13" - 04 02 01 17"
Scale
Frequency offter School Activities| .09” -.04 .04 .07 18"
Frequency oStealing -.03 .04 .00 -237 -.07
Frequency oSkippingSchool -117 | -.01 -.09 -.09 -.05
Frequency oProperty +
Damage/Grafiit -.02 | -.03 .01 -15 -.05
Frequency offobacco Use -.08 .06 .00 -117 -.05
Frequency oMarijuana Use -.09 .00 -.02 -14" -.03
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use -.04 .02 .05 -.08 .00
Frequency oflcohol Use -.02 .06 .00 -15° .07
Risky Sexual Behavior -117 | .08 -.07 -11 -.06
AggregateDelinquency Scale -117 .05 -.04 -19° -.05
AggregateDelinquency Scalenthout ) 04 02 20" - 03
Sexual Behavior
Age .01 .01 -.04 15" -.02
Gender .04 -.06 .06 -.01 15"
Time Without Adult Supervision .00 .00 .00 -.03 .06
Average Parental Education .07 .03 147 -.09 117
Usual Grades in School -16° | -.04 -10° -.05 24"

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0&vel (2tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveliled).
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Table D.2

PearsonCorrelations of Main Variablegcontinued)

Frequency| Frequency| Aggregate | Frequency
Importance of of Religious of After
of Religion | Religious | Religious | Commitment] School
_ Activities Service Scale Activities
Absolute Risk (None > Somd .10 09" 15" 147 .09”
Relative Risk (Less > More) -.08" -.02 .00 -.04 -.04
Risk Assessme.nt for Sexua _o1 02 04 02 04
Protection
SOC|aIDeS|r§1b|I|ty Scale 06 02 00 o1 o7
Composite Score
Index ofPee_rReIatlons 15" 10" 16" 17" 18"
Composite Score
Importance of Religion 1 427 53" 79 137
Frequency oReligious 42" 1 62" 8" 15
Activities
Frequency oReligious Servicd .53 627 1 87 20
Aggregate Religious 79" 8" 87" 1 19"
Commitment Scale
Frequency _oi_A_fter School 13" 15" o0 19" 1
Activities
Frequency oStealing -20° .02 -.06 -10" -70
Frequency oSkippingSchool |  -.20~ -.06 -12° -16~ 14"
Frequency oProperty T i i i
Damage/Grafiit A1 .06 .02 .03 .07
Frequency offobacco Use 19 -.07 -11 -15 -16
Frequency oMarijuana Use | -.23° -.09” -15" -19° -15"
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use| -.15~ -.08 -.09” -13° -14"
Frequency oflcohol Use -.20° -.06 -11 -15 -.07
Risky Sexual Behavior -137 -.06 -11 -127 -.08
AggregateDelinquency Scale] -.27° -.07 -15" -20° -17
AggregateDelinquency Scale| g .07 _15" -.20° 17"
without Sexual Behavior
Age .03 -.04 -.03 -.01 -.03
Gender A1 07 .09 A1 0.04
Time Without Adult -.04 03 01 00 03
Supervision
Average Parental Educatior] .04 17 147 147 14"
Usual Grades in School -11 -10° -13" -14" -29"

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@&iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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Table D.3

PearsonCorrelations of Main Variablegcontinued)

Frequency Frequency| Frequency Frequency| Frequencyj
of Sk.Of. of Property' of Tobacco 9f
Stealing ipping Dama_lge/Grc Use Marijuana
School ffiti Use
Absolute Risk (None > Some)| -.03 -11 -.02 -.08 -.09
Relative Risk (Less > More) .04 -.01 -.03 .06 .00
Risk Assl,:)essme.ribr Sexual 00 09 o1 00 02
rotection
Social Desir_ability Scale 3" _od 18" 11" 14"
Composite Score
Index ofPeerRelationsCompositsg 07 05 L 05 L 05 - 03
Score
Importance of Religion -20° -20° -11 -19° -23°
Frequency oReligious Activities| .02 -.06 .06 -.07 -.09
Frequency oReligious Service| -.06 -12° -.02 -117 15"
Aggregate Religious Commitme _10" 16" - 03 .1 19"
Scale
Frequency offter School | o7 | 147 07 | -16" | -15°
Activities
Frequency oStealing 1 36 39 26 33
Frequency oSkippingSchool .36 1 35 41 46
Frequency oProperty - - " o
Damage/Graffiti -39 35 1 19 26
Frequency offobacco Use 26 41 19” 1 56
Frequency oMarijuana Use 33 46~ 26 56 1
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use | .23" 35 21 39" 59"
Frequency ofAlcohol Use 28" 39 24" 42" 53"
Risky Sexual Behavior 23 37 18" 35 40
AggregateDelinquency Scale | .55 70" AT 70" 78"
Agg_regateDellnquency S_cale 58" o 50 75 85"
without Sexual Behavior
Age -.08 .07 -.01 .08 .06
Gender -.08 .00 -127 .02 .00
Time Without Adult Supervisionf .05 15 .01 14" A1
Average Parental Education | -.06 -.147 .00 -.09 -.09
Usual Grades in School 23 37 20" 18" 20

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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Table D.4

PearsonCorrelations of Main Variablegcontinued)

Frequency . Ag_gregate
Frequency of Risky Ag_gregate Dellnqu_ency
of lllegal Alcohol Sexugl Delinquency| Scale withou
Drug Use Use Behavior Scale Sexual
Behavior
Absolute Risk (None > Some) -.04 -.02 -117 -117 -.09
Relative Risk (Less More) .02 .06 .08 .05 .04
Risk Assessment for Sexual - 00 07 o - 02
Protection
Social Desirability Scale o8 _ 15" 11" 19" -20°
Composite Score
Index ofPegrReIatlons 00 07 - 06 05 - 03
Composite Score
Importance of Religion -15" -.20° -13" 27 -.28"
Frequency oReligious Activitied -.08 -.06 -.06 -.07 -.07
Frequency oReligious Service| -.09 -117 -11 -15" -15"
Aggregate Religious 13 | -5t | a1t | -20° -20°
Commitment Scale
Frequency offter School | 40+ | o7 | -08 | -17" -7
Activities
Frequency oStealing 23 28" 23 55~ 58"
Frequency oBkippingSchool | .35 39" 37 70" 727
Frequency oProperty - - o n o
Damage/Graffit 21 24 18 A7 .50
Frequency offobacco Use 39 42" 35 70" 73
Frequency oMarijuana Use 52" 53" 40" 78" .80
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use 1 34 20 55 60
Frequency oflcohol Use 34 1 42" 71 727
Risky Sexual Behavior 20" 42" 1 70" 48"
AggregateDelinquency Scale | .55 71 70" 1 96
Agg.regathellnquency Scale 0" 79" 28" 96" 1
without Sexual Behavior
Age .02 A1 20 117 .06
Gender .03 .08 .00 -.00 .00
Time Without Adult Supervisio]f .05 15" 20 19” 16~
Average Parental Education| -.11" -.02 -15" -14" -117
Usual Grades in School 16 127 23 32 31

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levelHg&iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 ley@Hailed).
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Table D.5

PearsonCorrelations of Main Variablegcontinued)

Time Without Average Usual
Age Gender Adult Parental Grades in
Supervision Education Schoﬂol
Absolute Risk (None > Somq .01 .04 .00 .07 -.16
Relative Risk (Less > More)] .01 -.06 .00 .03 -.04
Risk Assessme_nt for Sexua - 04 06 00 14" 10"
Protection
Social De5|r_ab|I|ty Scale 15" .01 - 03 - 09 - 05
Composite Score
Index ofPegrReIatlons - 02 15" 06 11" of”
Composite Score
Importance of Religion .03 A1 -.04 .04 -11
Frequency oReligious |4 | o7 03 a7 -0
Activities
Frequency oReligious Servic{ -.03 .09 .01 147 -13"
Aggregate Religious |5, | 4~ 00 14" 14"
Commitment Scale
Frequency offter School | o3 | o4 03 14" -29"
Activities
Frequency oBtealing -08 | -.08 .05 -.06 23
Frequency oSkippingSchool| .07 .00 15" -14" 37
Frequency oProperty ] o o
Damage/Grafit 01 12 .01 .00 20
Frequency offobacco Use | .08 .02 14" -.09 18"
Frequency oMarijuana Use | .06 .00 A1 -.09 20
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use| .02 .03 .05 -11 16
Frequency ofAlcohol Use | .11° .08 15 -.02 127
Risky Sexual Behavior 20 .00 20 -15" 23
AggregateDelinquency Scald .11 -.00 19 -14" 32"
AggregateDelinquency Scald o | 5 16" 11" 31"
without Sexual Behavior
Age 1 .04 127 -.04 .00
Gender .04 1 -.03 -.02 -.09
Time Without Adult 127 | -03 1 00 )
Supervision
Average Parental Educatior] -.04 -.02 .00 1 -217
UsualGrades in School .00 -.09 .09 -217 1

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 levelHg&iled).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 leveltled).
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Table D.6

SpearmarCorrelations of Main Variables

Absolute| Relative Risk S_ociql_ Index of
. . Desirability Peer
Risk Risk Assessment :
Scale Relations
(None >| (Less>| for Sexual , :
Some) | More) Protection Composite | Composite
Score Score
Absolute Risk (None > Some| 1 25 .06 -.07 147
Relative Risk (Less > More)| .25 1 -.06 -.09 .03
Risk Assessment for Sexuall oo - 06 1 07 14"
Protection
Social Deswlablllty Scale .07 09 07 1 11
Composite Score
Index ofPegrReIatlons 14" 03 4" 11" 1
Composite Score
Importance of Religion A17 -.08" .00 .06 A7
Frequency oReligious 0d" | -o01 01 -01 24"
Activities
Frequency oReligious Service| .15~ .00 .04 -.01 17"
Aggregate Religious 14" | -o04 02 01 18"
Commitment Scale
Frequency IOA'fter School 8 - 04 04 08 17"
Activities
Frequency oBStealing -.06 .04 -.02 -21 -10°
Frequency oBkippingSchool | -.10 .00 -.07 -.07 -.09
Frequency oProperty ) P o
Damage/Grafiit .01 .00 .03 17 .09
Frequency offobacco Use -.05 .07 .01 -127 -.03
Frequency oMarijuana Use | -.06 .02 .01 -13° -.04
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use | -.04 .02 .04 -.05 .02
Frequency ofAlcohol Use -.01 .08 .00 -16~ .06
Risky Sexual Behavior -11 .08 -.07 -117 -.06
AggregateDelinquency Scale| -.10 .08 -.03 -20° -.07
Agg_regateDeImquency S_cale 08 06 02 " 07
without Sexual Behavior
Age .02 .01 -.04 15 .01
Gender .04 -.06 .06 -.01 A7
Time Without Adult Supervisio] -.01 .00 .00 -.02 .04
Average Parental Education| .06 .03 14" -.08" 12
Usual Grades in School | -.14" -.01 -117 -.02 -.26"

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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Table D.7

SpearmarCorrelations of Main Variablegontinued)

Frequency| Frequency| Aggregate | Frequency
Importance of of Religious | of After
of Religion| Religious | Religious [ Commitmen{ School
_ Activities | Service Scale Activities
Absolute Risk (None > Some) .11~ .09~ 15" 147 .08
Relative Risk (Less > More) -.08" -.01 .00 -.04 -.04
RlskAssessment for Sexual 00 o1 04 02 04
Protection
Social DeS|r_ab|I|ty Scale 06 .01 _o1 o1 08
Composite Score
Index ofPee_rReIatlons 17" 1" 17" 18" 17"
Composite Score
Importance of Religion 1 437 52" 78" 13"
Frequency oReligious Activitied .43~ 1 63" 83" 16~
Frequency oReligious Service| .52 63 1 87 19”
Aggregate Religious 78" 83" 87" 1 19
Commitment Scale
Frequency .oP\.fter School 13" 16" 19" 19" 1
Activities
Frequency oStealing -19° .03 -.06 -.09 -.07
Frequency oSkippingSchool | -.19" -.06 -10" -15" -117
Frequency oProperty -
Damage/Graffit -11 .01 -.03 -.05 -.05
Frequency offobacco Use -.18" -.03 -.08 -127 -137
Frequency oMarijuana Use -20° -.04 -10° -14" -15
Frequency ofllegal Drug Use | -.14~ -.02 -.07 -.09 -137
Frequency ofAlcohol Use -217 -.05 -10" -15" -.06
Risky Sexual Behavior -14" -.05 -11 -13" -.08
AggregateDelinquency Scale | -.26~ -.04 -13" -18" -13"
AggregateDelinquency Scale [ = - 03 13" 17" -13"
without Sexual Behavior
Age .04 -.04 -.03 -.01 -.03
Gender A1 .08 .09 A1 .04
Time Without Adult Supervisiolf  -.05 .03 .00 -.01 .04
Average Parental Education .05 16" 13" 15" 137
Usual Grades in School -117 -.09 14" -14" -27

Notes:**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH&iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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