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ABSTRACT 

This study investigated symptoms of ADHD as reported 

by a sample of prison inmates, us i ng Q-technique to group 

together individua l s with s imilar sco r ing patterns. 

Additionally, a compa r i s o n group of GED students was 

included . All s ubjects were measured with the Residual 

Attent io n Deficit Inven o ry , e a ing the strength of the 

three c omponents assoc a e h HD: i na tention , 

i mpu lsivity , and o v r C y. cc om n n problems , s uch 

as e ducation l 5 I mo i o n 0 l m nd 

substanc bu 0 m 0 

c hecklist , n h 0 D com o nents . 

Th in 0 co si ency 

and r l i bili y , n 0 i n his 

regard . Ho r , h' co 0 s e three 

c ompo nents w r so O U 

Q- echni u s s 0 C 0 s 0 s ects 

s coring s i m'lar y . 0 s c c ess I since 

o ne group c ompris 0 r 0 e a d s e eral 

g rou ps had only one m m 0 s e o ns ere made 

concerning the gro upings a t e C aracter · stics of the 

individua l s i n th m ne er he ess . 
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CHAPTER 1 

Review of the Related Literature 

The Nature of ADHD 

In recent years, Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 

Disorder (ADHD) has become somewhat of a "buzzword" in 

education and psychology circles. This relatively new term 

was first used in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 

Mental Disorders, version III-Revised (1987) (DSMIII-R). 

However, the disorder has been recognized and studied for 

many years under various names: hyperkinesis, minimal brain 
. 

dysfunction, ADD with or without hyperactivity, and 

hyperactivity. (For the sake of clarity, the term ADHD 

will be used throughout this presentation, even when 

reporting research which uses other, synonymous 

terminology. ) 

ADHD is marked by three major components: inattention, 

manifested by symptoms such as distractibility and shifting 

from one activity to another before completion; 

impulsivity, shown by interrupting and intruding on others, 

blurting out answers to questions before they have been 

completed; overactivity, displayed by fidgeting, 

restlessness, inability to remain seated, etc. Those 

afflicted with ADHD often display academic 

underachievement, as well as low self-esteem, poor 

frustration tolerance, moodiness, and temper control 
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problems; it is far more prevalent in males than females 

(Sattler, l992) · Diagnosis is a problem due to imprecision 

in detecting its characteristic deficits: for example, what 

is perceived as "all bo II b Y, exu erant activity by a tolerant 

parent may well be seen as disruptive and problematic by a 

perplexe d teacher. Little is known of the etiology of the 

disorder; theories range from bra i n dysfu nction t o food 

allergies . The most prevale nt and successful treatment 

thus far has been med ic a tion (Sattler , 1992) . 

To date , the vast ma jority o HD - related resear c h 

has focus e d on c hildren , main l y ecause he d i sorder i s so 

promine nt l y d isplayed in the school set ing , here 

attent ion and s elf - control ar sen l for success a nd 

proble ms are easy to spot . u s a e much more 

difficu l t to fi nd , sine many h 1 ne co ing skill s 

and ble nde d i nto h working 0 r i ly unnotic d . 

Many do so, bu t some are not so for un e . 

Th i s study examines charac eris ics of a group of 

adu l ts, ma ny of whom are crim·na ls , se ng o identify 

h Core S ' arly on a test of commona l it ies amo ng g r oups o s 

ADHD-re l ate d s ymptoms. It might be em ting to predic t 

that , if found, such commonal·ties oul shed light o n what 

1 l ity " Such a prediction , constitutes a "crimina pe rs o na · 

· overs t a teme nt , s i nce such a however, would be a serious 

most difficu lt to pinpoint . personality type has proven 
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Views of Research in Personality 

One reason for this is that the determinants of 

personality itself are not clear. (We might define it as 

an individual's unique constellation of consistent 

behavioral traits [Weitan, 1992]). Some take a mentalistic 

view, explaining how a person thinks, feels, acts, and 

reacts by a series of "intrapsychic mental processes. The 

biological view identifies biological factors as having 

primary influence on human behavior . The envi ronmental 

approach locates the ma i n causal factors for individua l 

functioning in the environment. " ( agnusson & Torestad , 

1993, p. 431) Whi le a truly comprehensive theory of 

personality must integrate these vi wpoints, most research 

is in special ized areas, shedding little light on the 

overall picture. In addition , research generally 

investigates hypothetical variables, or constructs, the 

value o f which can never be certain when theory meets 

reality. This specialized approach has led to much 

research into var ious aspects of persona ity , perhaps 

causing us to lose sight of the fact that these parts 

interre l ate to create a unique, hole individual , a blend 

of mental, biological, and environmental , of past 

experience and present situation . 

As difficult as it is to exp l ain behavior in terms of 

h ·t 1.·s perhaps even more difficult to personality t eory, 1. 

predict it. 
· ess of the individual's mental and The uniquen 



biological makeup i s one detr iment t o pred i ction , as are 

the unique s et of events each person experienc e s, hi s / her 

percept i ons of them·, and their e f f ee t on subsequent 

behavior . Give n the ne ar im oss·bi i y o accurate 
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wi thi n eac h group are compared for similarities and 

di ff erences . The advantage of this technique is that it 

examines the subject holistically, looking at as many 

aspects of the individual as possible. The glaring 

disadvantage is that it does not allow us to do more than 

notice similarities and differences; we cannot attempt to 

"prove " anythi' ng . A M s agnusson and Torestad (1993) state: 

"it does not investigate the dynamics of the processes in 
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individual functioning, neither in a current, nor in a 

developmental manner" (p. 445). Perhaps it is this lack of 

precision, this generality of pattern analysis techniques 

that has led to their relative lack of popularity as 

research methods. One wonders if the search for "the norm" 

has caused us to ignore the value of the individual. 

Surely there is something to be learned from a holistic 

view, and the present research attempts to illustrate that 

point. It must be stressed that it is essential not to 

attempt to assign too much importance to any findings, but 

rather to use them to open new doors for further research. 

Hence, this study must be seen as strictly exploratory in 

nature. 

The primary statistical method used in this study is 

Q-technique. Perhaps its applicability is best delineated 

by a brief overview of the method. Stephenson (1953) 

explained that Q-technique provides a systematic way to 

. t· thing· a person's thoughts or objectify a subJeC ive · 

.. 
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beliefs. Typically a . , person is asked to respond to a 

large number of statements covering a spectrum of feelings 

or opinions on a given topic. From the answers given, that 

person may be compared to others regarding the issue in 

question. Q-technique is essent i ally the inverse of R­

technique; in R-methodology, corre l ations between variables 

are calculated by clustering, wh i le i n Q it i s the people 

who are clustered. If we wish to exami ne re l ations hips 

among people, as opposed to var iables, Q becomes a viable 

option (Carr, 1992). While es t ablis hme nt o f cause and 

effect relationships i s beyond the scope of both Q and R 

techniques, Q carri es one distinct advantage : it is 

concerned wi th aski ng que s tions as well as finding a nswe r s, 

allowing us to make suppos itions about cause and effect t o 

be proved or disproved i n later research , a luxury not 

afforded by the str i ct na t ure of R- methodology . 

Another advantage o f this method is that it does no t 

require a large sampl e, as is the case with R- techniques. 

Rather, Q "tests theorie s on small sets of individual s 

careful l y chosen f or the i r 'known' or presumed possess i on 

f · · t · ant c harac teristics " (Kerlinger , 198 6, as o some signi ic 

cited i n Carr, 1992, p. 52 1) · This makes it an e ff ect ive 

d d motivations, which is measure of a person's att i tu es an 

why it was chosen as a statist i ca l t ec hni que f or this 

researc h . 
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Criminality and Personality 

When the construct of criminality is added to the 

already puzzling area of personality, little consensus 

emerges. Early in this century it was thought that people 

committed crimes because of a genetic predisposition to do 

so, thereby making the criminal not responsible for his/her 

actions. Theorists such as Lombroso, Sauer, and Kretchmer 

linked physical anomalies to criminality, reinforcing the 

idea of predisposition (Levy, Southcomobe, Cranor, & 

Freeman; 1950). Advancements in clinical psychology and 

the advent of personality tests have led to much 

reassessment of the concept of the "criminal personality". 

Considerable research was devoted in the 1930s, '40s, 

and '50s toward identifying this personality type. 

Schuessler and Cressey (1950) reviewed 113 such studies, 

only to conclude that it is impossible to make a connection 

between criminality and personality elements (Gough and 

Peterson, 1952). This quest has continued to interest 

researchers, although findings remain inconclusive. 

M h 1981) hand concurs with the view that ona an ( - , on one 

violence is impossible to predict. Other research 

suggests, however, that aggressiveness does tend to remain 

stable over time (Olweus, 1979; Moskowitz, Schwartzmann, & 

Ledingham, 1985). 
Longitudinal studies have indicated that 

·11 t d to become an aggressive an aggressive child wi en 

11 adult with a propensity 
adolescent, and eventua Yan 
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toward violence (Cornell, 1987). If we cannot pinpoint a 

personality geared toward crime, can we at least find 

aspects which might predict criminality? Impulsivity, the 

tendency to act before considering the consequences of that 

act, is one such aspect which has attracted considerable 

investigation. It is also of particular relevance to this 

research. Stanton (1969) studied the self-control system 

of criminals to determine whether those who commit violent 

crimes, considered to be more impulsive in nature than non­

violent offenses (Kelley, 1972), suffer from a poorly 

developed system of self-control. Surprisingly, he found 

this not to be the case. Rather, the criminal who commits 

a violent, impulsive crime may possess adequate self­

control, but the act is a product of exceptional 

circumstances; thus, violent crime may be considered "crime 

of passion". This conclusion flies in the face of prior 

assumptions about antisocial behavior, which held that poor 

impulse control is a pervasive characteristic rather than 

an isolated response to a peculiar situation (Glueck & 

Glueck, 1950, cited in Heilbrun, Knopf, & Bruner, 1976). 

Heilbrun et al. (1976) investigated this controversy 

by comparing subsequent parole records of violent versus 

non-violent offenders, hypothesizing that if a violent 

does l.'ndeed have a poorly developed 
(impulsive) criminal 

db e likely to violate 
self-control system, he/she woul e mor 

. 1 t (non-impulsive) criminal. They 
parole than a non-vio en 
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found just the opposite: violent offenders, according to 

this research, violate parole significantly less than their 

non-violent counterparts, despite the fact that the violent 

offenders had rated themselves lower in self-control during 

commission of the crime (by a se lf-report questionnaire) 

than the non-violent group. Thus, Heilbrun et al. (1976) 

concluded that violent crimi na ls are, for the most part, in 

good control of their actions , but exceptional 

circumstances have caused them to act im lsi ely . That i s 

to say, the more impulsive (and ·olent) he er the 

less the likelihood that its 

another offense. Clearly , h. 

the idea that impulsi i y i 

"criminal p rsonality" . 

Fa r r i ngton (1990) pu fo 

many previous expl n tion 

assumpt ion that crimin 1 

motivat io n, partly o n in 

en 

r o 

ch C 

h o 

l en 

h coho 

sub jects longitudin lly , c 

tendenc ies and applying it 0 

West, 1990) . The conclus·on re ch 

ill commi 

i n 

C 0 

n 

h 

on 

H 

on 

t 0 

from 

ing 

i 

serious offenders, an antisoc 

been formed by age 18 , a nd co 

aspect of that larger syndr ome . 

e son i 

h most 

ready 

·ssion of er e is just one 

Farri gton fou nd fie 

d ·ct.1· e a . ue : poor 
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ts · fami y de i ance; school 
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10 

problems; ADHD-type behavior (hi· h d · g aring, poor 

concentration or restlessness, h i gh psychomotor 

impulsivity); and antisocial chi l dhood behavior. 

The factor of ADHD mer i ts f urther discussion for its 

relevance to this research. Of the boys (a l l s ub j ec t s were 

males) identif i ed at age 8- 11 as "high dar i ng '' (1 21 of 

411), 57 % were l ater conv i cte d of cr ime , compared to 29.3 % 

of thos e not s o labe led . I n the gro up des i gna ted "lac ks 

conce nt r a tion o r restl e ss " (82 of 411) , SO became 

convicts , compared to 33 . 8 o f thos e not i n t hat category . 

Those c o nsid ere d "high psychomotor im ul s i ity" ere 

co nvicte d (104 of 411 ) we r e convicted a 50 rate , while 

thos e not i n t hat gro up sho d 

Ac cording to Farri ngto n , h 

crime d e p e nds o n wha t the a c 

32 . 9 co n ction r te . 

er or not rson comm i ts a 

11 ro i nd h 

perceiv e d probabi l it ies of s cc ss or Since 

impu ls ive people fai l t o consi er th consecrue nc of the i r 

actions , the y a re more likely o co 't C 

they s ee the opportunity and 

weighin g the c ha nce of success . 

n i bu C 

es . That i s , 

efore 

He lo concluded hat 

mb . · of igh desi r e fo r boys a ged 14 - 20 have a c o i na o n 

. l d li'ttle chance of obtaining hem lega lly , mater i a goo s , 

t han othe r age gro ups, thu s and h igher impulsivity 

ra te of offend i ng at th i s a ge exp l a i n ing a higher 

( Farr ington, 1990 ) . 
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While such theories incl de imp si i y as a component 

in crimi nal ity , other evidence e xis s which in izes its 

importance . Oas (1985) s 

delinqu nts to meas e i 
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to most premeditated, they are {a) manslaughter, (b) 

murder, {c) assault, {d) rape, {e) auto theft, (f) robbery, 

(g) drug violation, (h) 1 arceny, (i) burglary, (j) forgery, 

(k) arson. 

In comparing the FBI 1 . 1st of violent crimes to 

Heilbrun's liSt of impulsive crimes, we see that five of 

the six most impuls' ive are also considered violent. (Car 

theft, fifth on the Heilbrun list, is the exception, but 

with the recent rash of "carjacking" and its ensuant 

violence, we might well consider that a violent offense as 

well) . 

Erez (1980) investigated the relationship of the 

severity of crime to impulsivity. She found no significant 

differences in number of property-related offenses between 

those who planned their actions and those who didn't 

(irnpulsives). However, impulsive offenders were found to 

commit more crimes generally, and their behavior was more 

often violent. Violence has also been linked to ADHD in 

other research. One study (Loney, Whaley-Klahn, Kosier, & 

Conboy, 1983) compared criminal behavior of 22 hyperactive 

young men and their non-hyperactive brothers, findi ng 

significance between the disorder and violence. Results 

indicated that 45% of ADHDs were diagnosed as having 

Antisocial Personality Disorder, as opposed to 18% of their 

brothers. Criminal records were not used here, however; 

violence was considered to be: carrying a gun or knife, 
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engaging in a fight where weapons 

were used, or threatening 
to or almost hurting someone. 

Brennan and Mednick ( 1990 ) studied childhood ADHDs and 
adult crime as well, se k' e ing a relationship between the 

severity of the two. They found that those labeled 

"pervasively hyperactive" (rated as hyperactive by teacher, 

parent, and neurologist) were more likely to be violent 

offenders later in life than those termed "situational" 

(rated hyperactive by two judges or one), or those not 

rated as hyperactive at all. 

In a study of characteristics of rapists and child 

molesters, Overholser and Beck (1986) found social skills 

deficits, higher anxiety, and greater fear of negative 

evaluations, but they did not find the deviant subjects to 

be more impulsive than controls. This led the researchers 

to conclude that there may be no single variable to with 

which to identify such offenders. They also determined 

that rapists and molesters may well be able to control 

their urges unless they are provoked; such urges may often 

be inhibited by the use of drugs or alcohol, an interesting 

idea given the commonly held view that alcohol and drugs 

lower inhibitions. 

Of the characteristics under consideration in the 

present research, the combination of two characteristics, 

impulsivity and overactivity, is seemingly of particular 

relevance to criminal behavior. Surely all of us have had 
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thoughts of wrongdoing in our lives. 

Why are most of us 
able to not act on these thoughts, 

while criminals transfer 

them into antisocial deeds? rs it that they feel a 

necessity to act (overactivity) and cannot help themselves? 

Do they fail to properly evaluate the consequences of their 

actions (impulsivity)? These two factors contribute to 

impulse control. Overactivity provides the spark, or urge, 

to act. Whether or not this urge is carried out depends in 

part on the degree of impulsivity. A lack of impulse 

control is considered to be one major component of what 

Kozol, Boucher, and Garofolo (1972) term "dangerousness." 

This' term is generally used synonymously with violence 

(Monahan, 1975), referring to crimes committed against 

people. 

If we are to accept impulsivity and its control as 

integral to dangerousness, we would expect delinquents to 

display higher levels of impulsivity than non-delinquents. 

Saunders, Repucci, and Sarata (1973 ) invest i gated this 

issue, administering the Barratt Impulsivity Scale and the 

Hirschfield Scale (both self-report scal es ) with the 

Matching Familiar Figures Test. Their findings revealed no 

delinquents and controls, significant differences between 

tl.·on· on the Hirschfield Scale, the with one glaring excep · 

1 S tudents) measured significantly control group (high schoo 

higher in impulsivity than the delinquents! 

Whl..ch emerges from virtually all One conclusion 
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studies which attempt to pred.1.·ct d that angerousness is 

violence is highly overpredicted; that is, a great many 

false positive diagnoses are made (Monahan, 1975). The 

reason for this unfortunate circumstance is this: due to 

the lack of precision in making such decisions, care must 

be taken to not allow dangerous people t o go free. 

Therefore, it becomes necessary t o risk unfairly 

incarcerating those mi sdi agnosed , despi t e the 

stigmatization and emotional scars such a mi sdi agnosis may 

cause. Saunders e t a l ( 1975 ) drew thi s conclus ion : the 

construct measured by commonl y used tests of impul s i vity 

(i.e. questionnaires wi th r a t ing items such as , "I like to 

do thi ngs on t he spur o f the moment " ) has little rel ation 

to actual impuls ive behavior . In other words , e must use 

caut i on i n at tempting to de termine someone's level of 

impu l sivi ty and predi ct i ng behavior from it , because 

"menta l hea l th professional s become saddled with a 

vocabulary that has no rea l ability in explaining or 

predicting human behav i or " (p . 79 ) • 

c ontra ry t o these conc lus ions , other research 

sugge s t s tha t aggress i veness does tend to remain stable 

over t ime (Olweus, 1979 ) (Mo skowitz , Sch artzmann, & 

Ledingham, 1985 ) . Longi tudina l studies have indi cated that 

d t become an aggressive an aggressive chi l d will t e n ° 
an adu l t with a propens i ty toward adolescent and eventually 

violence (Cornel l , 198 7 ) . 
Sc hmauck (1 970 ) inves tigated 
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learning skill of psychopaths versus controls , and he found 

that while the psychopaths showed re lati ely deficient 

passive avoidance learning skills hen fai l re to learn was 

reinforced by punishment, their le r i 
8 
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which interested them. 

Arousal is a point of contention among researchers of 

ADHD. Is the disorder caused by overarousal, underarousal, 

neither, or both? Rapoport and Ferguson (1981) reviewed 

considerable literature indicating underarousal of the 

central nervous system as a factor in at least some cases. 

Studies by Laufer, Freibergs, and Buckley (cited in Weiss & 

Hechtmann, 1986) support the opposite view, suggesting that 

overarousal causes the problem. Douglas (cited in Weiss & 

Hechtmann, 1986), on the other hand, theorized that both 

over- and underarousal may occur, depending on the 

situation, and the problem is one of improper regulation of 

arousal. Other research (Ferguson & Simpson, and Barkley & 

Jackson, [cited in Weiss & Hechtrnann, 1986]) found no 

differences in arousal levels between ADHDs and normal 

controls. 

The role of EEG measurement in ADHD evaluation is also 

controversial and uncertain, since some ADHDs (35-50 %) have 

d . but others do not, and the types of abnormal rea 1.ngs 

Varl.' ed (Cantwell, cited in Weiss & abnormalities are 

Furthermore, Satterfield, Cantwell, Hechtmann, 1986). 

d t find differences in ADHDs Saul, & Usin (1974) faile 0 

h with normal readings in 
with abnormal EEGs from t ose 

behavior, in school or at 
intelligence, achievement, or 

t ;me noting higher anxiety and 
home (while at the same ~" 

•n both environments). 
restlessness for the former group 1 
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Weiss and Hechtmann 

(1986 ) tested ADHDs and controls 
with EEGs over a ten year p . d 

erio at approximately 9 and 19 
years of age, finding that a .. f. 

signi icant number of abnormal 

initial readings had become normal ten 
years later. The 

investigators concluded th at EEG abnormalities are caused 

by immaturity and that no 1· rma ization occurs as later-

developing adolescents mature. R h esearc on the effects of 

ADHD on adult behavior has yielded typically divergent 

findings. 

Menkes, Rowe, and Menkes (1987) studied subjects 

retrospectively over 25 years, finding a significant 

outcome of psychosis ( 4 of 14), which su·perseded antisocial 

behavior as the primary concern for adult outcome, 

according to the investigators. Laufer (1971, cited in 

Weiss & Hechtmann) followed subjects for 12 years and found 

that 30% of ADHDs had been in trouble with police. Borland 

and HecJanan (1976) found childhood records of men which 

indicated presence of the disorder, and these men were 

compared to their normal brothers. The ADHD men were found 

to be having more problems with work, l ower socioeconomic 

status, and a higher incidence of psychiatric difficulties 

h They Changed j obs more often and had tan their brothers. 

more job-related and marital problems. These findings led 

th roblems were likely the researchers to conclude that e P 

1 t d factors such as impulsivity, 
caused by ADHD-re a e 

. d temper control problems. 
nervousness, anxiety, an 

It must 
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be noted, however, that these problems were not severe, and 

most subjects were high schoo l graduates , working steadily , 

and self-sufficient. Also, antisocial behavior was not a 

problem for subjects in this study . It is interesting to 

compare these f i nd i ngs to those oft e re io s l y entioned 

work by Loney , Whaley- Klahn , oa r , y ( 98 ) , 

wh i ch also compared ADHD en o 

br ot hers , with indic tions o 

difficulty for ADHDs in 

Weiss and Hech 

controls for chronic 

(1980) criteri 

these criteri , 

n lysis o th 

those of th Sch 

Schizophreni , 

dr stic lly i 

met criteri 0 

me sure. 

Throughout 

findings which r 

consensus. n 

body of research . T 

oc 

0 

j C 

0 

res ults, due to the e er 

pr evalence of carrying 

al so plays a role : a st y 

O 0 

co 

s r o 

- R 

0 co 

prc>0uc 

0 
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C 
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0 

y 



20 

is likely to differ from one done in Li ncoln, Nebraska, for 

instance. Vast differences in methodo l ogy are a l so 

important variables, since self-report i s like l y to di ffer 

from court records, which will differ from parental 

interviews, etc. Quali f y i ng criteria have a l so been seen 

as an important f actor in researc h outcome . 

Lack of consensus may a l so be t ribu ed to 

confounding var iables i nherent in such rs 

s i tuat i on, sc hool i nterventio , soc·o coo e 

medi cation, peer r elat ionships -

person ' s ability to cope w 

l ife . Whi le those sev r ly 

to eme rge f r om a ny res re 

extreme case s , comprising 

the d i sorder , ma y slip 

Similar l y, m ny 

a f ter l eaving s chool . 

that most are producti 

0 

other studies suggeSt cons 

and Heckrnan's (1976) re ere ' 

· e jo often at second, par t - t 

f · · ency brothers ; self su f ici 

wer e c ompara b le. We i ss, Hee 

evaluated as f ound that a group 

a 

a 

0 

e o 

a 

jo 

g 

S choo l was r ate as o the i r l ast year o f 

0 

e 

C P ily 

s , I , 

e 

0 

0 

( 9 8) 

sorer n 

ere from 

f orc e one year 
contro l s when i n the work 

a er , as 
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evaluated by employers. Th 

e researchers speculated that 

ADHDs gravitated toward work which minimized their deficits 

(high activity, low concentration jobs ) , whereas those 

deficits had been highlighted in the school setting. 

Yet despite the similariti es between groups, 

differences were found as well . ADHDs changed j obs more 

frequently, were more likely to feel that certa i n aspects 

of a job were too diff i cult , were l ess like ly t o cont i nue 

their education (unders t andabl y ) , and we r e more likely t o 

be lai d off. Thus, we see qualitative differences i n 

ADHDs' work records, even though ant · tative l y they are 

the equal of the ir coworkers . 

The present investigat ion sees t o e x i n 

re l ated characteristics (impuls·vity , i n tte ion , 

KO-

d 

overact i vity ) as they occur in two grou 

prone to difficulties in t hese areas , er 

school dropouts. Rather than compar·ng t 

however, they wi ll be compared to each ot 

t o f i nd simi l arities among peop e ; then 

ght 

sand hi h 

o no 

r n n e fort 

o ps o s ar 

and investi a ed ho i s i c l y . indi viduals wi l l be formed 

We hope to f ind patterns o By do i ng thi s, 
charac eristics , 

attitudes, 

statements 

will enable us to make and behavi ors which 

h . h invite furt er about these people w ic 

research, or at the least , 
as k new ques tions which provoke 

further consideration. the quest ions Among 
to be as ked 

i nc i dence of . . 1 have greater 
here are: do violent crimina 5 
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impulsivity, inattention, and/or overactivity than non-

22 

violent counterparts? Do those with similar incidence of 

the ADHD-related symptoms share past difficulties in other 

areas, such as academic problems, need for special 

education, trouble with peers and authorities, alcohol and 

drug abuse, and psychiatric history? 

Specifically, this research explores two areas: first, 

the psychometric properties of the Residual Attention 

Deficit Disorder Inventory (RADDI) itself wil l be examined; 

second, it will evaluate the use of Q-methodol ogy for 

exploring small groups of sub j ects. 



CHAPTER 2 

Methods and Results 

Subj ects fo r this research were 45 adults, 28 of whom 

were serving prison sentences in the Cheatham County Jail 

in Ashland City, Tennessee. Inmates were asked to 

volunteer to fill out a questionnaire regarding their 

behaviors, attitudes, problems,and past history. No 

incentives were offered for their participation, but all 

were to l d that they might be of assistance in understanding 

why some people get into trouble and others do not. It was 

made clear that all responses would be strictly 

confidential and that participation was not required of 

them. One inmate declined and was returned to his cell 

without question. Questionnaires were administered to 

groups of 1 or 2 at a time, with no time constraints, in a 

small cubicle where lawyers confer with irunates. Jail 

personnel were not present or monitoring the 

dm All l.·runates at the facility were asked to a inistrations. 

participate in the study, with the exception of th0se 

unavailable because they were serving on a work-release 

program. 

Who Participated were enrolled in 
The 17 GED students 

l.
·n Ashland City, Tennessee. night classes 

They also were 

was voluntary and confidential. 
i nformed that participation 

23 



2 
0 k t h 

fo rm home nd r e turn i t wh n 
0 1 

c hose not to do so, and they we r e not 
qu ion d ur h r . 

The ques t ionnaire d 
use wa s the Residual ADD Inventory 

DI ) (Hunt , 19 84 ) . It c · 
onsists of 85 i tems de s igned to 

detect the presence of the disorder in adults. 
Each item 

as determined to inves tigate one of the ADHD-related 

components, with the foll owing distribution: inattention, 

27 items ; impulsivity, 26 items; overactivity, 20 items. 

Twelve i tems did not f i t into any of the categories, and 

these items were omitted from the scoring; a total of 74 

items remained. I tems are rated on a 5-point Likert scale, 

ranging from O (never) to 4 (always). Additionally, the 

measure seeks background information into subjects' 

educational and personal histories by use of a checklist. 

Four numerical scores are produced, one for each of the 

three components of ADHD (irnpulsivity, overactivity, and 

inattention) , as well as a total score for the combined 

f ac t ors. 

Due to a lack of normative data regarding the 

re liabi lity and valid i ty of the instrument, a number of 

stat i st i cal measures were performed. Internal consistency 

1 e st ;mates were: for irnpulsivity, coefficient r e i abil i t y .uu 

. . t Alpha = • 7 2 O; for Alpha= . 842 ; fo r overactiv i Y, 

. 85 1 ,· fo r a ll items, Alpha = 
na ent i on , Al pha = 

. 926 . 

e xtremely high degree 
da a indicate a n 

of internal 
T 8 
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co nsist~ncy / re liability f or the measure. 

Pearson product moment correlation produced extremely 

high int ercorrelations between variables: inattention and 

impul s ivity correlated the most highly (r = .821), followed 

by inattention and overactivity (r = . 677), and impulsivity 

(r = .664). This necessarily leads to the conclusion that 

the instrument does not effectively isolate the component 

parts. Rather, it is testing one variable, not three. 

Table 1 summarizes the influence of problems usually 

associated with ADHD on scores on the RADDI. The table 

includes the means for all four RADDI scores for subjects 

who reported or did not report a variety of problems. 

Significant t-test results are also indicated. 

Table 1 

Influence of ADHD-related Problems on RADDI Scores. 

Characteristic: Retained Not Retained 

21 24 Number of Subjects 
40.42 Inattention 49.76* 
46.00 Impulsivity 53.29 
37.08 41. 76 Overactivity 

144.81* 123.50 Total Score 

Behavior Problems No Behavior Characteristic: Problems 

11 34 
Number of Subjects 42.09 53.09* 

45.88 Inattention 
60.27* 

38.18 Impulsivity 
42.64 

126.15 Overactivity 
156.00* Total Score 



Table 1 (cont'd) 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Charact<=ristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Special Education 

8 
54.38* 
55.75 
41. 00 

151. 13 

Suspended 

19 
44.89 
51. 42 
39.26 

135.58 

Expelled 

6 
57.33* 
63.67* 
44.83 

165.83* 

Fights/Violence 

11 
50.82 
55.64 
41. 82 

148.27 

Alcohol Problems 

9 
48.11 
51. 33 
38.78 

138.22 

No Special 
Education 

37 
42.70 
48.03 
38.89 

129.62 

26 

Not Suspended 

26 
44.69 
47.92 
39.27 

121. 88 

Not Expelled 

39 
42.85 
47.21 
38.41 

128.46 

No 
Fights / Violence 

34 
42.82 
47.38 
38.44 

128.65 

No Alcohol 
Problems 

36 
43.94 
48.92 
39.39 

132.25 



Table 1 ( cont ' ct) 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

Characteristic: 

Number of Subjects 
Inattention 
Impulsivity 
Overactivity 
Total Score 

*p<.05 

Drug Problems 

12 
49.58 
54.50 
42.17 

146.25 

Reading Problems 

14 
50.93 
55 . 57* 
42.2 1 

144.7 1* 

Math Probl ems 

11 
54 .6 4* 
53.91 
41. 36 

149.9 1 

27 

No Drug Problems 

33 
43.03 
47.55 
38.21 

128.79 

No Reading 
Problems 

31 
42.00 
46.61 
37.94 

12 6.55 

No Math Pr obl ems 

34 
41. 59 
47 . 94 
38. 59 

128 . 12 

With two exceptions (suspended /not s us pe nded on the 

overactivity variable, and alcoho l problems /no alcohol 

problems with overactivity), a ll means we re in the 

predicted direction; that is, scores were ge nerally l arger 

when the characteristic or prob l em was indica t ed as 

present, with many reaching statistical s i gni f i cance. 

These findings thus suggest relationshi ps between the 

variables and several characteristics \ probl ems, some of 

which merit discussion . Despite the previously mentioned 



high d g o in ercorr elation between the 
ADHD-related 

28 

va ·abl s , i nat ention emerged 
alone as the significant 

factor among t he r e tained/ not ret • d 
aine subgroup while total 

scores diffe r e d significantly. Wh"l 
i e both inattention and 

impul s ivi ty showed large differe 
1 nces a ong with total score 

f or behavi or problems , the • 
overactivity variable is seen as 

muc h l ess important, a finding c t ommon o most comparisons 

here. Among those who had had special education, only 

inattention appeared to be a critical factor. 

Results of the suspended/not suspended pairing are 

somewhat surprising. It might be expected that those who 

engage in misbehavior serious enough to merit suspension 

would tend to be more inattentive, overactive, or 

impulsive, but these findings indicate otherwise. In fact, 

the non-suspended group actually scored higher in one area, 

while a ll means show negligible differences. Expulsion, 

seemingly a related problem, produced markedly different 

scores, however. Differences among means were very large 

here , with all areas highly significant except 

overactivity. . ht speculate that those with ADHD­One mig 

ff with their deficits related symptoms tend to quietly su er 

d fall so far behind their until they become so frustrate or 

" causing a disturbance 
peers that they eventually "snap, 

nt expulsion without prior ser i ous enough to warra 

suspens ion. 
drugs produced no real 

Violence , alcohol, and 



differences, a finding which differs f rom a l arge body of 

research l i nking each of these pr ob l ems t o ADHDs, but 

concurs with other find i ngs s uch as those of Wei ss and 
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Hechtmann (1986) whic h r eport insignificant differences in 

these areas . Reading problems emerged predictably hi gh, 

re aching s i gnific ance on all factors except overactivity. 

Math difficulties , however , showed extreme differences for 

i na t tention , somewhat less for total score , and negligible 

for impulsivity and overact ivity . Such a r es ul igh 

reflect the importance of conce n a on i m h 

ability . 

Scores of men and ome n 

ADHD is a predominant ly ml 

(Satt ler , 1992), it was ex 

score higher on the test th 

females scored s lightly ig 

C 

overactivity , with males s l · g 

Means for the total score w re 

m=l 33 . 46, females, m=l33 . 2 ) . 

sample of prison inmates an G 

r 50 

so 8 C 

6 

n 

e r y 

C 1 

0 0 

S 0 

C ' 

is 

unusual ly high number of o e e 0 ms , 

which might acc ount in art or 

having dropped out of schoo l . 

The validity of the RADDI 

i C cer 

s poor e as f rt er . 

e or 

by 

scores deri ed s with the component 
corr elating its score probes checked. 

from principle components ana lysis oft e 
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A principle components analysis followed by varimax 

rotation produced five clear components, gi ven the 

following labels according to high loadings: overactive­

violent, emotional problems, learning problems , substance-

related behavior prob l ems, and depress ed . s s of these 

f i ve prob l em areas were then corre a e ~i 

related variab l es. The atte ntion scor e 

correlate d (p < .05 ) with emot· ona l prob m , 

problems, a nd de press ion. The 

s i gnif i ca ntly r ela t ed wi t h mo 

pr oblems , and ov rac t i i y- io 

scor e wa s no t co r r el a e 

total score w s st ongl 

di f f i cu l i e s , overac ii 

A total prob l ms sco 

i nsta nc e s of al l 

co r relat d wi t h t h 

obl m 

res ul t s . I natt n .i on 

to ta l sco r e (p < . 00 

wh ile ov r act i vity h 

re l a t i onsh ip ( p< . OS) · 

l 

. 00 ) , 

0 

Compar i s o n of Pr isone rs t o 

to ma ke com ariso s I n order 

C 

GED Pea r s on product s t udents, o e 

a number of areas, per f a rmed i n 

l 

e w 

co r e 

e 

. e we re r et a .1 results: GED stude nt s 
r e r e 

HD-

0 

r o s 

o o i..,, 

e 



numbers approaching significance (p= . 06) . Pr i soners were 

much more likely to be males than we r e GED s de nt s 

(p<.001). No differences betwee n groups ere fond i 

reading, math, behavior problems , or 
ecia e 

placement. Pr i s oners ere gni ican 0 

have bee n s us pe nd d from sc ool 

of e xpulsion was high r ha h 

. 00 ) ; 

significantly so . Co 

w re a lso ou n 

( p= . 06) . Th 

ro 1 m com o n n 

i nc 

l o ho , h h 

u n n 

. 00 ) . om 

n 

n 

0 I m 

, I 

not · on h 

ym toms o 

mea ns \. ere c c 

iole nt cri e 

or r 

0 OU 

co 

s 

f o 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 

s 

C 

io 

0 

0 

ic C 

0 

C 

co ) , 

0 

.. r o -
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violent crime (against property ) , and non-c riminals ( the 

GED students)• Results are illustrated in Table 2 . 

Table 2 

comparison of Mean Total Scores o Cr 
Group 

violent Criminal 5 
Non-violent Criminal 3 
Non - er i.minal 

According o h B 

criminals yi 1 d 

low r ( lthough no 8 

viol nt count r r 

Such findings u 

crimin ls r , in 00 

ctions , 8 s 

Ov rhols r nd B c 

R pucci , nd r t 

lower in irnpu l ii 

986 ) , 

3 ) ' 

0 

co 

0 

0) 

0 0 

0 -

0 
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CHAPTER 3 

Discussion of Q-technique Analyses 

Regarding Q-methodology, a Q-type 
Principal Components 

Analysis was performed, assigning each of the 45 subjects 

to groups based on factor loadings~ A total of 16 groups 

having Eigenvalues greater than 1 emerged. These accounted 

for 75.9 % of variance among subjects. However, it must be 

noted that many of these factors were accounted for by only 

one or two individuals. One factor alone accounted for 23% 

of variance, using a scree analysis; analysis indicated 

there may be only 3 useful factors, these accounting for 

36.9 % of total variance. Nevertheless, given the freedom 

by Q-technique to examine similarities and differences, it 

is possible to examine the many small groups for whatever 

useful information may be gleaned. 

One group contains 23 of the 45 subjects. Mean scores 

for this group were slightly below means for the entire 

sample in all 4 areas (inattention, irnpulsivity, 

overactivity, and total score). scores showed a 

for example, ranged from substantial range; total score, 

72-169. The mean of the sums of checked problems was also 

lower t han that of the entire sample. considerably 

ble to assume that a high degree of 
Therefore, it is reasona 

h P
attern of responses. 

similarity exists int e 

33 

That is to 



say, the group answered certain items low and certain items 

hl' gh in a somewhat defined pattern . Th · f · 
e rat i o o prisoners 

to GED students is 13:10. This group , then, represents a 

middle ground of moderate scores. 

The second largest group consists of s s ub jec t s wi th 

means moderately above sampl e means in each of the areas 

(group mean, tota l score= 164 . 200 ; sample mean, ot l 

score = 133 . 44 ) . It i s compr·sed of to r i on r 

three GEDs; the pri soners are a es , G D 

Age s range fr om 24 - 69, total sco e s 

had been r e tained , four repor e 

r eadi ng difficulty , and bo h p 

and e xpelled . All in this 

While one had reach d 

t h fifth grade , h o 

years . This grou OU 

af fee ted by their H 

educational cont X 

have frustr ted s 

behavior probl ms , 1 d 

give up . 

-

s 

0 A grouping of 

sample me ans for inat en i O I 

but for overactivity , tis 

lower . One man had been in 8 

other is incarcerated for sn 

0 

0 

0 

3 

h 

om 33 - 0 

i 

0 

05 

e . 

0 

10 

C 00 

0 

0 8 

Fo 

0 

no 

sco 



suspecte~- that the mental health 
problems of these people 

35 

contributed to their lowered act1.·v1.'ty 
level. 

A prisoner who comprises 

the Q-type factor analysis is 

a II 

group" of one according to 

an unusual case. This 26 

year old male, convicted of burglary and 
possession of 

marijuana, scored high on overact1.· ·t v1. Y, very high for 

inattention and total score (169.00 compared to sample mean 

133.4 44 ) · He checked 10 problems on the checklist compared 

to a 2.978 mean for the sample; he reached the eighth 

grade, had been retained twice, and received special 

education including placement in a special school. Every 

problem on the checklist was ma~ked except two: reading 

difficulty and math difficulty. It appears that this man, 

who has been in a psychiatric hospital twice, suffers from 

severe emotional problems but may not be educationally 

impaired by his ADHD-related symptoms. Did the emotional 

t ? D.l'd the ADHD symptoms problems cause the ADHD symp oms . 

contribute to the emotional problems? While such questions 

are impossible to answer here, it may be sai d that t he 

combination of the two problems has been responsibl e for 

this man's failures, both in school and society . Hi s 

also understandable, given the 
affinity for marijuana is 

relaxing qualities of the drug. 
d an interest i ng 

Another "group" of one provi es 
Also a prisoner (convicted 

contrast to the above subject. 
man's total score of 71 

of theft, forgery, and DUI), this 



was the lowest of any respondent. 36 

Additionally, he checked 
only one problem area, alcohol Th" 

· is man's seemingly 
cerebral nature (his score for 

O 
•• 

veractivity was more than 
two standard deviations below the sample 

suited to 

carefully 

mean) seems well 
his crime of forgery, an act which 

..... mi ght well be 
premeditated . . His occupation before 

incarceration is also interesting: he was a br i cklayer. 

A 37 year old male and a 44 year old female prisoner 

comprise another group with an unusual pattern of 

responses. Their mean scores for inattention , impulsivity, 

and tota l score were well below sample means , yet they 

scored high on the overact i v i ty component . Both were 

convicted of theft. Could overactivity be a causal factor 

of such a crime? A check of t he overactivity scores of the 

ot her thieves in the sampl e shows no discernible 

similarities. A different, s ingle- subject grouping 

contains a man convicted o f t heft whose only high score 

for impulsivity, while yet another single- sub ject group 

includes a convicted thi ef wi t h high scores on all 

var i ables. 

as 

W
ith t he highest total score (2 0) The respondent ..... 

as 

d f the highest score 
al so highest for inattent i on, t i e or 

d hi ghe s t in impulsivity. 
for over activity, and was secon 

Three pr oblem areas were checked. 
Int er es tingly , this 

"th no reported 
Old female GED student wi Person is a 22 year 

pr oblems; r ather, her 
behavior, substance abuse, or lega l 

" 



only difficult ies were in reading 37 

and math, and she was 
reta i ned once . Despite her considerable 

deficits, she 
neve r r eceived special education. 

It is speculated that 
she was passed quietly through the 

system because her lack 
of behavior problems made her "invisible." 

In other words 
this person's needs may not have been met because she was 

too well behaved. Only two other subjects showed total . 

, 

scores even close to that magnitude, one at 205, another at 

202. Contrary to what might have been predicted, both were 

female and both were GED students. One had been retained 

twice but reported only math difficulties, not reading or 

behavior problems (which would seem more likely). The 

other had no reading or math problems, but she did have 

behavior problems serious enough to cause expulsion, which 

she reported as due to alcohol and drugs. She had also 

been in a psychiatric hospital for alcohol and drug 

addiction. 

These three women, all in their twenties and severely 

afflicted with ADHD symptoms, reflect the diversity of the 

d . Educat1.'onal potential is obviously isorder's effects. 

delimited, behavioral and/or emotional problems may be 

encountered. 

diagnosed if 

chi ld. 

even if serious, may not be The problem, 
does not misbehave as a 

the afflicted person 

. the characteristics of 
It is instructive to examine 

the fact that their 
violent offenders, despite each of the 



scoring patterns bore little 
38 

similarit . Y, problems noted on 
the checklist did indicate many similarit1.' es. 

Four of the 
five were suspended from school h' 

w 1.le none had been 
retained, and 4 of 5 are males. 

The first and last of 
these observations are not • 

surpr1.sing, but one might expect 

that violent criminals had had learning problems serious 

enough to cause them to be retained. Al so, only one had 

been expelled. Three of those who had been suspended 

indicated that they had been so more than s times. 

Interestingly, only one indicated previous history of 

fights and violence, and just one had difficulty with 

alcohol. This person and one other reported a problem with 

drugs. These findings are also unexpected, since violence 

is so often equated with drugs and alcohol by the media. 

One had received special education services, but only one 

had completed high school at the time the questionnaire was 

completed (one passed the GED exam afterward). Only 2 of 

the violent offenders indicated behavior problems; this 

finding is interesting, since 4 had been suspended! This 

last finding highlights a weakness of self-report meth0ds 

in general and this research in particular: they rely on 

the truthfulness of the subjects. 
Are we assuming honesty 

in the responses of dishonest people? 
Undeniably, we are. 



CHAPTER 4 

Conclusions 

Regardless of the difficulties in 
predicting behavior 

of any kind and criminal behavior· . 
. in particular, psychology 

has been and will continue to be 
under pressure to try to 

do so. This pressure comes from th j e udicial system, which 

must decide if a person should be incarcerated, kept 

incarcerated, or allowed to live freely and make his/her 

own decisions. The public also places these demands in the 

hands o :E psychology, and justifiably so: after all, who 

should understand human behavior better than psychologists? 

Unfortunately, these demands are far from being met, 

due in large part to the complexities of the human mind and 

the uniqueness of individual experience. Monahan (1981) 

noted that most studies indicate poor ability to predict 

violence for several reasons: violence is vastly 

overpredicted by clinicians; a low base rate makes 

prediction difficult, since even very violent people behave 

He that way only a minuscule percentage of the time. 

concluded that the only worthwhile predictor of future 

h we must acknowledge that 
violence is past violence. Per aps 

k consolation in 
this challenge may never be met, and ta e 

we know nothing 
the fact that, to paraphrase Socrates, 

except the fact of our ignorance. 

39 



The results of this endea 
vor lend credence to the 

40 

conflicting nature of existent 
research, since few dis t inct 

patterns emerge regarding ADHD-rel t d 
a e problems among these 

susceptible subjects. 
However, the absence of c l ear 

patterns is instructive in itself d . 
, emons t rat1.ng t ha t we 

must be careful in making assumptions as to who 1.· s 
likely 

to be afflicted. This study indi cates that those 

incarcerated may exhibit some symptoms of ADHD to a greater 

extent than the comparison group , but overall , prisoners 

show l ower scores than the compar i son group . so , 

sever i ty of symptoms does not necessarily increase with 

severity of crime (de gree of v iolence) . 

Perhaps the mo s t s urpri s ing finding here is h f c 

that the 3 highest scorers we r e females and that none of 

them were incarc erated . This serves to illustr te the 

poi nt that assumpt ions must be made carefully , s·nc h 

· d ales ould scor hig er expectation was that prisoners a n m 

than their counte rpart s. 

As f or t he que st ionna ire, it appears to be a re 

measure of that wh i ch i t seeks to find , the exiS t ence 0 

adult ADHD-relat ed sympt oms . The attempt to brea he 

i s less successful , disorder into i t s compone nt parts 

however. 
our l ack of kno ledge 

This may owe as muc h to 

. . the tes t . While 
about ADHD as to inadequacies 1.n 

l 

· cte red the ha llmark symptom, 
overactivity init i ally was cons 1. 

1 n 1992) ; 
some now discount its importance (Thorpe & 0 so, 
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some now consider irnpulsivity to be of primary importance 

(Milich & Kramer, 1984). 

Thus, it is concluded that the characteri s tics which 

are measured by this test do not appear to be predicti e of 

criminality. It may be said, however, that er' iia 5 se 

O re difficulty in certain problem areas to have m 

the comparison grcup. This leaves open t e 

that factors exist which might predict c · · 1· 

have ye t to be determined. 
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