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Abstract 

 Robert Agnew’s general strain theory (1992, 2001, 2006a) proposes that strain leads to 

crime and deviance. Substance use is a specific type of criminal behaviour that the theory 

attempts to explain. This thesis uses general strain theory to examine how a number of specific 

types of strain – homelessness, childhood abuse, criminal victimisation, and sex work – are 

related to substance use. In addition, the relationships between strain and negative emotions are 

examined. This thesis also examines how the relationships between strain and substance use are 

conditioned by negative emotionality/low constraint, deviant peers, deviant values, coping skills, 

self-esteem, and emotional support. Finally, the role of gender in all of the above-mentioned 

relationships is explored. In short, this thesis represents a fairly comprehensive test of general 

strain theory as it applies to substance use. In order to conduct this test, data was obtained 

between May 2009 and August 2010 by administering a survey to 400 homeless street youth in 

Toronto, Ontario. 

 The results yield substantial support for some of GST’s main propositions. In particular, 

support is found for hypothesized relationships between strain and substance use as well as strain 

and negative emotions. Additionally, certain factors are found to condition the relationships 

between strain and substance use. Finally, gender differences in the relationships between strain 

and substance use are observed. These supportive results suggest that general strain theory is a 

novel way of explaining substance use by homeless street youth in Canada. Consequently, 

suggestions for future research and social policy are offered. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 General Strain Theory (GST) has recently emerged as one of the major theories of crime. 

Since it was introduced by Robert Agnew in 1992, GST has been well tested and well supported 

(Agnew 2006a:51, 2006b:102). However, GST’s scope is very wide; it proposes to explain 

essentially all crime as the result of strain (Agnew 2006a:16). That is, when individuals 

experience strain (i.e., events or conditions which are disliked), they will feel pressure to engage 

in corrective action – and engaging in crime and delinquency is one possible response. Research 

attempting to test this assertion has resulted in the theory undergoing a number of revisions and 

extensions (Agnew 2001, 2002, Agnew et al. 2002; Broidy and Agnew 1997). Consequently, 

there are many areas of the theory that need further support and many others still that remain 

untested (Agnew 2006b). This makes GST an exciting area of criminology with many research 

opportunities. 

 Illicit substance use is one specific area that has a dearth of research in a GST framework 

to date. Much of the substance use research conducted by GST researchers so far has been 

incidental to larger studies of crime in general. In other words, substance use has usually been a 

single variable included in GST studies examining a large number of criminal behaviours 

(examples include Agnew 2002; Hay and Evans 2006; Mazerolle and Maahs 2000; Slocum, 

Simpson, and Smith 2005). Consequently, detailed data on illicit substance use in a GST 

framework is lacking. 

 Substance use is correlated with a plethora of social ills: adolescent delinquency, 

homelessness, unemployment, negative health outcomes, incarceration, property crime, violent 

crime, gang affiliation, and prostitution are just a few of the calamities that are related to illicit 
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substance use and abuse (Adlaf, Zdanowicz and Smart 1996; Johnson et al. 1997; Hoffmann, 

Dufur, and Huang 2007; Kilpatrick et al. 1997; Venturelli 1994; Zhang, Wieczorek and Welte 

1997; Welte, Zhang and Wieczorek 2001). Increasing awareness of these correlations brings 

illicit substance use to the fore as a primary concern for the general public and policy makers 

(Nielsen and Bonn 2008). Research that helps explain why substance use occurs can lead to 

potential avenues for effective intervention and relief from the aforementioned problems. 

 According to GST, substance use is a coping behaviour which acts directly on the 

negative emotions that result from various strains (Agnew 1992:60). Individuals may find 

themselves highly constrained in their ability to address certain strains and negative emotions 

and, unable to cope in positive, legitimate ways, turn to substances which can alleviate, if only 

temporarily, their negative emotional state. This theoretical explanation of substance use is rich in 

testable variables. Furthermore, GST’s proposed causal linkage between strain, negative emotion, 

and certain conditioning factors offers a number of areas of intervention that may be relatively 

easy to understand and implement for both the general public (parents, school teachers, 

counsellors) and policy makers. 

 This thesis attempts to contribute to the GST literature by researching substance use and 

abuse within a GST framework in greater detail than has been conducted to date. Specifically, 

this thesis will address six main questions. First, are strains conducive to negative emotions, and 

if so, which strains are most pertinent? Second, are strains conducive to substance use, and if so, 

which strains are most pertinent? Third, are negative emotions related to substance use, and if so, 

which negative emotions are most pertinent? Fourth, do negative emotions mediate the 

relationship between strains and substance use? Fifth, do certain factors condition the effects of 

strain on substance use? And finally, are there gender differences in the way strains and emotions 

are related to substance use? Answering these questions will add support for, or refute, some of 

the main propositions of GST. 
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 The population that is used to test these questions is significant. Some populations will be 

very different than others both in measures of strain and incidence of substance use. This thesis 

will use a sample of homeless street youth in Toronto to test the theory. The homeless street 

youth population is especially significant in GST research on substance use because individuals 

within this population have been identified as “highly strained” (Agnew 2001:345) and have a 

very high incidence of substance use (Baron 1999:4). As a result, this population can provide a 

high number of cases that have data for the variables of interest, namely those of strain and 

substance use. Furthermore, this group would benefit greatly from research that may help develop 

more effective policies and interventions that would help reduce the impact of strains and 

potentially reduce substance use. 
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Chapter 2 

Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Introduction to General Strain Theory 

 In a discipline that can sometimes seem overly theoretical, general strain theory (GST) 

stands out as a theory of crime and delinquency which is “rooted in common sense and 

experience” (Agnew 1995b). As its name implies, GST explains crime and delinquency as the 

result of strain. When individuals experience strain – that is, when they experience events or 

conditions that they dislike – they will experience varying types and degrees of negative 

emotions. In other words, individuals “feel bad” as the result of experiencing strain. These 

negative affective states include anger, anxiety, frustration, and depression. And when individuals 

feel badly, they want to do something about it. This means that individuals will either try to do 

something about the strain they are experiencing or they will act directly on their negative 

emotions. Most individuals will react by utilising legitimate, conventional means. However, some 

individuals will not utilise legitimate, conventional means and will instead use deviant, illegal 

means. Which option an individual utilises will depend on a number of factors pertaining to the 

individual’s personal characteristics and social realities. Those who are lacking adequate coping 

skills, resources, and supports may find themselves highly constrained in their ability to alleviate 

their negative feelings with conventional, legal means and therefore resort to deviant or illegal 

means. As Agnew puts it, oftentimes individuals are essentially “pressured into crime” (Agnew 

2006a). 

 To illustrate, consider the following hypothetical scenario: Matthew and Gaylord are both 

constantly bullied at their high school by a student named Butch. Butch is pretty popular because 

he is good looking and a good athlete. Matthew and Gaylord are both the complete opposite. 
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Almost every day Butch embarrasses Matthew and Gaylord in front of their classmates by 

making fun of their appearances. Butch also pushes Matthew and Gaylord around a lot and 

threatens to beat them up for no apparent reason. This makes both Matthew and Gaylord feel 

terrible and they hate going to school. Gaylord discusses this problem with his parents. They 

decide that it might be a good idea for Gaylord to switch to a new private school that they have 

heard good things about. Gaylord agrees. Gaylord’s parents enrol him in the new private school 

and Gaylord quickly makes a lot of new friends there. Meanwhile, Matthew is still being bullied 

by Butch. Matthew’s parents aren’t very supportive but they do have a large liquor cabinet at 

home. One night after an especially bad day at school Matthew decides to drink some alcohol 

without his parents knowing. He finds that it really helps him relax and forget about his problems 

at school. Although this works pretty well for Matthew at night, his days at school continue to be 

very stressful. Matthew starts to skip school on a regular basis but before long his parents find out 

and threaten to take away his car. Matthew reluctantly stops skipping school. Shortly thereafter, 

Butch confronts Matthew in the hallway in front of a large group of students. Butch accuses 

Matthew of skipping school because he is afraid of him, calls him a “pussy”, and then shoves him 

really hard into a locker. Matthew “snaps” and punches Butch in the face as hard as he can and 

breaks Butch’s nose. Even though Matthew gets suspended for this, he feels a lot better for 

standing up for himself. After returning to school from his suspension, Butch doesn’t bother 

Matthew again. 

 In this example both Matthew and Gaylord experience a type of strain, bullying, which 

they dislike very much. In short, being bullied at school makes them feel bad and they want it to 

stop. Gaylord is able to utilise a legitimate strategy by switching schools which enables him to 

escape from his strain and feel better again. In contrast, Matthew uses several illegitimate 

strategies: drinking alcohol helps him temporarily feel better, skipping school allows him to 
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escape from the source of his strain, and eventually assaulting David seemingly removes the 

source of his strain and also helps Matthew regain a state of emotional equilibrium. 

 Many more examples of strain and legitimate or illegitimate responses could be listed but 

the same basic pattern applies: when individuals feel strained, they will feel bad and try to do 

something about it. Sometimes this means engaging in crime and delinquency. For example, 

consuming illicit drugs and alcohol can alleviate the negative emotions associated with strain. 

Skipping school or running away can allow individuals to escape from strains. And engaging in 

violence can allow individuals to feel better by gaining revenge or eliminating the source of their 

strain. This relatively simple causal pattern that GST proposes is well supported theoretically. 

2.1.1 GST as a unique theoretical perspective 

 First and foremost, GST is an extension of well-established classical strain theories 

(Agnew 1997; Cloward and Ohlin 1960; Cohen 1955; Merton 1938). These previous theories, 

however, were limited to only accounting for specific types of strain experienced by particular 

types of individuals (primarily the failure of lower class youths to reach financial and status 

goals). Conversely, GST purports to account for the wide variety of strains that are experienced 

by diverse types of individuals, i.e., strain in general. GST accomplishes this by specifying broad 

categories of strain that can lead to criminal behaviour rather than focusing on the limited strains 

of earlier strain theories (Agnew 1992:61, 2006a:51).  

 GST further distinguishes itself as a unique contribution to causal theories of crime such 

as social control theory and differential association/social learning theory by focussing on two 

major differences: the primary importance of negative relationships with others and the resultant 

negative emotions. Although social control theory and differential association/social learning 

theory sometimes reflect on negative relationships, such relationships are not explicitly part of the 

theories. Moreover, the effect of negative relationships in those theories is not assumed to lead to 
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negative emotional states but rather a reduction of social control or by providing models of 

deviant behaviour to imitate. Thus, social control theory and differential association/social 

learning theory “free” the individual to engage in crime and delinquency either by a lack of 

control imposed on the individual or by presenting deviant behaviour as a legitimate or even 

desirable choice. GST, in contrast, supposes that negative relationships with others can result in 

an individual feeling various negative emotions which will push the individual towards crime and 

delinquency as a possible way of alleviating their negative feelings. 

 The above synopsis of GST captures the main thrust of the theory and highlights its 

differences from previous strain theories and other major causal theories of crime. However, the 

test of time has required GST to be revised and expanded somewhat in order to address 

shortcomings that have been identified. In so doing, GST remains an adequate “general” theory of 

crime but requires a more detailed description. The remainder of this chapter will review the 

current state of the theory by separately addressing its main variables: strain, negative affect, 

crime, and conditioning factors. After the main theoretical basis has been laid out, this chapter 

will address how GST purports to explain why crime and delinquency varies substantially 

depending on variables such as gender and age. 

2.2 Strain 

 General Strain Theory is an extension of the classic strain theories developed in the mid-

twentieth century (Cloward and Ohlin 1960; Cohen 1955; Merton 1938). These theories focussed 

only on a single type of strain: the failure of lower-class individuals to reach financial and status 

goals, or in other words, youths feeling that they cannot achieve the “American dream” for 

various reasons. In time some strain theorists began to feel that existing theories were too narrow 

in their conception of strain and it came to be recognised that youths also feel strain as a result of 

more immediate concerns such as school performance and romantic relationships (Agnew 
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1992:50). Agnew more fully developed this idea and claimed that a wide variety of negative 

relationships can bother individuals and this can act as an impetus for offending. Accordingly, 

GST defines strain simply as, "events or conditions that are disliked by individuals" (Agnew 

2006a:4). These events or conditions can be classified into three general categories (Agnew 

1992). 

2.2.1 Failure to achieve goals 

 The failure of individuals to achieve their goals was the initial focus of strain theory 

(Agnew 2006b:102). GST continues to recognise that this type of strain is important but also 

recognises that it does not encompass all events or conditions that are disliked by individuals. 

Nevertheless, it encompasses a type of strain that many individuals are greatly bothered by. For 

example, an individual that wishes to obtain a university degree but is unable to do so because of 

poor grades may perceive this as a serious strain. 

2.2.2 Presentation of noxious stimuli 

 This category and the next, presentation of noxious stimuli and removal of positive 

stimuli, were borrowed from the sociological and psychological literature on stress (for an 

overview see Thoits 1995; Agnew 1995a). The presentation of noxious stimuli refers to the 

introduction of any event or condition that is perceived as adverse by an individual. For example, 

sexual abuse, physical abuse, an unpleasant home environment, and bullying at school are all 

events or conditions that individuals can dislike. 

2.2.3 Removal of positive stimuli 

 This category of strain encompasses those events or conditions where an individual loses 

something that he or she values. Some examples include the death of a loved one, breaking up 

with a significant other, losing valued employment or status, and the theft of personal property. 
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2.2.4 Objective vs. subjective strain 

 The above general categories of strain should make clear that essentially any condition or 

event that is disliked by individuals falls within the bounds of the theory. GST’s expansion of the 

concept of what constitutes strain touches upon a fundamental principle of sociological theory: 

“If men define their situations as real, they are real in their consequences” (Thomas and Thomas 

1928:571-572). Or, as it applies to GST, “adverse relations are whatever individuals say they are” 

(Agnew 1992:61). This idea that strain is “ultimately defined from the perspective of the 

individual” (ibid) is related to an important distinction between events or conditions which are 

objectively considered adverse and those which are subjectively considered adverse. 

 Objective strains can be described as events or conditions which are considered adverse 

by most people (Agnew 2006a:9). For example, the experiences of physical pain or inadequate 

living conditions are disliked by essentially everyone. Therefore, it is safe to say that certain 

events and conditions are essentially always interpreted as strain. On the other hand, there are 

many sorts of events and conditions that bother individuals to differing extents. For example, 

poor grades at school may greatly bother some individuals whereas other individuals may not 

subjectively regard achievement at school as important at all. Moreover, certain events and 

conditions may even be considered desirable by some individuals but adverse by others. The 

experience of being a housewife may be one such example. The point is that objective strains 

may not always be an adequate measure of strain. Subjective strains should usually bear a 

stronger relationship with offending. 

2.2.5 Direct, vicarious, and anticipated strain 

 Agnew has specified that strain can be experienced in three different ways. First, the 

strain can be experienced directly. For example, an individual directly experiences strain when he 

or she is physically assaulted. Strains which are directly experienced are the focus of GST 
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(Agnew 2006a:10). Agnew claims that strains which are personally experienced should be the 

most strongly related to crime (ibid). 

 Second, strains can be experienced vicariously through someone important to the 

individual such as a family member or friend (Agnew 2002:604-605). For example, an 

individual’s mother may be physically assaulted. Many people would be greatly upset by this sort 

of strain. Agnew argues that individuals will react to these negative emotions by trying to feel 

better somehow and that crime is one possible response. 

 Third, individuals may anticipate a certain strain to occur in the future (Agnew 

2002:605). Anticipated strains were the focus of early strain theorists, for example, Cohen (1955) 

and Cloward and Ohlin (1960). This experience of strain is exemplified by a student that wants to 

gain acceptance to a prestigious school but anticipates that his grades will not be good enough to 

receive an offer. Another example is when an adolescent living in a rough inner-city 

neighbourhood anticipates that she will become the victim of gang activity. Again, these sorts of 

strains can cause individuals to become very upset. And again, when individuals become upset 

they naturally want to do something about it. Some individuals will turn to crime as a method of 

dealing with strain. 

 Although Agnew has specified that directly experienced strains are more likely to lead to 

crime than anticipated or vicarious strains, he has suggested that studying the latter types is 

nevertheless very important for GST: “The examination of vicarious and anticipated strain has the 

potential [to] dramatically expand the scope of strain theory...virtually every type of experienced 

strain has its vicarious and anticipated counterparts” (2002:604). In other words, the consideration 

of vicarious and anticipated strain greatly increases the number of strains that can potentially be 

examined. But perhaps more importantly, Agnew has suggested that each form of strain may have 

a unique independent effect on offending (ibid:609-615). That is, it is possible that different 

forms of the same strain may elicit different responses. For example, one form may be more 
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likely to elicit a “flight” response whereas others may be more likely to elicit a “fight” response. 

To illustrate, reconsider the hypothetical scenario presented at the beginning of this chapter with 

the bully, Butch, and Matthew, who breaks Butch’s nose. In this scenario, Matthew anticipates 

that when he attends school that he will be bullied by Butch. One effective (but delinquent) 

strategy for escaping from this anticipated strain is for Matthew to skip school. Another 

delinquent way for Matthew to escape from the psychological toll that bullying imposes on him is 

to drink alcohol. In contrast, Matthew finally resorts to seriously assaulting Butch when being 

directly bullied one day. So while the anticipation of being strained in this case led to two 

different types of escapist “flight” responses, directly experiencing the same strain ultimately led 

to a “fight” response. 

 So it is possible that different forms of the same strain may have unique independent 

effects on offending. Therefore, Agnew suggests that when testing for the unique effect of one of 

these forms of strain on offending that it may be important to control for the others (2002:615). 

This is because it is likely that all three forms of strain are closely related to each other and the 

experience of one form of strain is likely to influence the others (ibid). For example, if an 

individual directly experiences victimisation, it is likely that this will have an effect on their 

expectation of being victimised again in the future. In other words, their level of anticipated strain 

may increase. Likewise, if an individual is strained vicariously when their close friend is 

victimised, it may result in the individual anticipating that they too will become the victim of 

crime. More examples of how one form of strain may affect the others could be given (ibid). 

 Agnew has further suggested that all three forms of strain (experienced, vicarious, and 

anticipated) may lead to both inner-directed negative emotions and inner-directed offending (e.g., 

substance use as a coping behaviour). In particular, he mentions that anticipating future strain 

may lead to, “feelings of hopelessness and the tendency to have an overly pessimistic view of the 

future” (2002:619). He also postulates that a particular kind of anticipated strain – fear of 
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victimisation – may be more likely to lead to a “flight” rather than a “fight” response and that 

inner-directed offending may be a more likely outcome than outer-directed offending (ibid). 

 So not only has Agnew built upon previous strain theories by expanding the concept of 

what strains are, he has also increased strain theory’s reach by broadening the idea of how strains 

can be experienced. The result is that there are now hundreds – if not thousands – of events and 

conditions which fall under GST’s definition of strain. However, GST’s purpose is not to simply 

theorise what constitutes strain. Rather, GST is only concerned with strains as they relate to crime 

and delinquency. Agnew has accordingly specified the characteristics of those types of strain 

which are most likely to lead to crime. 

2.2.6 The characteristics of strain in early GST 

 In GST’s earliest iteration Agnew specified that there are several characteristics 

surrounding the experience of strain that are important. These factors are largely based on the 

stress literature (Agnew 1992:62-66). First of all, the experience of strain is likely to have a 

cumulative impact on the individual. Those who experience more stressful events and relations 

are at a higher risk of coping with crime and delinquency. 

  Secondly, the subjective interpretation of the magnitude of the strain that an individual 

experiences is important. Individuals will tend to interpret strains ranging from inconsequential to 

major life events and only those strains which are identified as significant to an individual should 

lead to deviant behaviour.  

 Third, how recent a strain has been experienced should be related to whether or not an 

individual engages in crime or delinquency as a response. The more recent the experience of 

strain, the more likely an individual is to engage in deviance; the importance of the strain will 

usually fade with time. 
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 Next, strains which are of long duration should have a greater impact on individuals 

compared to strains which are experienced only briefly. 

 Lastly, the clustering of strains into a short period of time is more likely to overwhelm an 

individual and lead to a deviant response compared to the same strains being experienced over a 

long period of time. 

 Initial empirical support for GST using the above theoretical basis for studying strain was 

encouraging but also somewhat inconsistent. For example, some GST research found only a weak 

or moderate impact of strain on crime (Agnew 2001:324). More concerning, some other tests 

measured individuals as experiencing certain strains and yet they did not engage in crime as GST 

predicted (Agnew and Brezina 1997; Agnew and White 1992; Paternoster and Mazerolle 1994). 

This inconsistency and weak support prompted Agnew to offer a major revision of the theory 

(2001). 

2.2.7 Agnew’s 2001 revision of GST 

 In his revision, Agnew suggested that a likely reason for research finding weak support 

for the relationship between strain and crime was because researchers had often focused on the 

types of strain that are unrelated to crime and had neglected the strains that are strongly related to 

crime. This resulted in some empirical tests finding individuals as high in some types of strain but 

not engaging in crime as the theory predicts (Agnew 2001:325). Agnew concluded that it is 

important to discover which strains are related to crime and which strains are not related to crime. 

Without this information, researchers and policy makers cannot tell which of the hundreds of 

types of strain that have been identified (Cohen, Kessler, and Underwood Gordon 1995; Herbert 

and Cohen 1996) are most important to focus on in their scholarly work and efforts in reducing 

crime (Agnew 2006a:53). 



14 

 

 Although Agnew’s simple explanation that some strains are more likely than others to be 

conducive to crime accounted for some of the inconsistencies and weak support in the extant 

research, it concurrently introduced a new dilemma: 

These data pose a major problem for GST: Why is it that only 
some types of strain are related to crime? At present, GST offers 
little guidance in this area. GST, for example, does not allow us 
to explain why verbal and physical assaults are related to crime, 
but the failure to achieve educational/occupational goals and 
unpopularity with peers is not. All of these strains fall under the 
categories listed by Agnew (1992), and they are frequently high 
in magnitude (degree), recent, and of long duration (Agnew 
2001:325). 

 One solution to this problem would have been for researchers to develop an inventory of 

all the hundreds of strains and their relative importance to crime by conducting empirical tests. 

This would be a decidedly undesirable approach considering the substantial amount of time, 

money, and effort that would be involved, not to mention that such an approach would not be 

based on theory and would lack an explanation of why certain strains are more strongly related to 

crime than others (Agnew 2001:326). Agnew’s solution to this problem was to revise the theory 

to include a specification of the types of strain that are most likely to lead to crime as well as the 

characteristics of the types of strain that are unrelated to crime. This is the major purpose of his 

2001 revision (Agnew 2001; for a brief overview see Agnew 2006b:102-104). 

 Specifically, Agnew’s 2001 revision asserted that there are four criteria that strains 

should meet in order to determine if they are likely to lead to crime (2001:326-339). The first of 

these is whether or not the strain is interpreted as high in magnitude. This criterion encompasses 

several of the characteristics that Agnew specified when he first introduced GST (1992) as 

mentioned previously. That is, a strain is likely to be interpreted as high in magnitude when it is 

subjectively perceived as adverse, is recent, and is frequent or of long duration. The second 

characteristic that Agnew lists is whether or not the individual views the event or condition as 
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unjust. Only events or conditions that are viewed as violating established justice norms are likely 

to elicit a strong negative reaction which is conducive to crime. Third, strains which are 

associated with low social control are more likely to lead to criminal responses. And fourth, 

strains which create some pressure or incentive to engage in criminal coping are more likely to 

lead to crime. 

  Agnew’s 2001 revision also specified that there are certain types of strain that are 

unlikely to lead to crime (Agnew 2001:339). This includes strains that are not seen as unjust, i.e., 

those occurring from accident, chance, ignorance, natural causes, or the victim’s own behaviour. 

These types of strains are even less likely to lead to crime if they are interpreted as low in 

magnitude, are associated with high social control, and are not amenable to being resolved 

through illegal means. There are numerous examples of strain that Agnew claims fit this 

description (2001:340-342). 

2.3 Specific examples of strains which are likely to lead to crime and delinquency 

 After specifying the characteristics of those types of strain which are most likely to lead 

to crime and delinquency, Agnew goes on to list specific examples of strains which researchers 

would do well to focus on (Agnew 2001:343-347). These examples meet the criteria that Agnew 

specifies as being most likely to lead to crime: they are seen as unjust, they are seen as high in 

magnitude, they are associated with low social control, and they create some pressure or incentive 

for criminal coping. Four of these specific examples will be discussed in detail below. 

2.3.1 Youth homelessness 

 Agnew claims that homelessness, and especially youth homelessness, is a particularly 

potent form of strain which meets the four criteria presented as being most likely to lead to 

offending (2001:345). First of all, youths are likely to perceive their lack of a stable home as 

unfair. This is because one of the reasons that youths frequently become homeless is due to 
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parental abuse and/or neglect which is not youths’ fault. Secondly, youths are likely to view their 

homelessness as very high in magnitude because it presents a serious challenge to the “goals, 

needs, values, activities, and identities” of youths (ibid). Third, homelessness is strongly 

associated with low social control. At the very least, youths who do not live at home will lack 

direct parental supervision. Moreover, homelessness is also very likely to decrease youths’ 

contact with others in conventional society. And fourth, the experiences of deprivation and 

victimisation that accompany street life (Hagan and McCarthy 1997) are very likely to create 

pressure to engage in crime and delinquency. This is partly because those on the street are less 

likely to be able to utilise effective legitimate coping strategies in managing their strains and 

negative affect and may not have access to resources that are efficient in alleviating strains 

(Baron 2004:461). 

2.3.2 Childhood abuse and neglect 

 Childhood abuse and neglect include a variety of different types of maltreatment: 

physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional abuse, and the failure by parents or guardians to provide 

the basic necessities of life (food, shelter, medical care) and a minimum level of affection and 

attention (neglect). Childhood abuse and neglect is another type of strain that meets the four 

criteria given as very likely to lead to crime and delinquency (Agnew 2006a:71). That is, 

childhood abuse and neglect is very likely to be viewed as unjust due to the overwhelming 

cultural expectation that parents love and care for their children. Childhood abuse and neglect are 

also likely to be viewed as high in magnitude since this type of treatment may significantly 

threaten children’s goals, needs, values, activities and identities. Next, abusive and/or neglectful 

parents do not provide positive and supportive supervision to their children. In other words, 

childhood abuse and neglect are associated with low social control. And finally, parents who are 

abusive and/or neglectful provide a model of aggressiveness and other deviant behaviours to their 
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children. This equips their children with criminal and/or deviant strategies for dealing with strain. 

Children who are abused and/or neglected are under a great deal of pressure to cope with these 

strains and crime and delinquency may appear to be effective options. Delinquent strategies such 

as running away to escape from their abusive and/or neglectful home environment or consuming 

illicit drugs and alcohol to manage their negative emotions may be utilised. 

 It should be noted that one of the characteristics of strain that Agnew originally specified 

as important was recency (1992:65). In other words, Agnew cautioned against examining strains 

that occurred in the distant past. From this perspective, childhood abuse and neglect should not be 

considered an important strain for older adolescents or adults. However, an important exception 

to the idea of the relevance of the recency of strains may be the experience of certain types of 

“extreme stressors” experienced in childhood (Agnew 2006b:165). For example, various types of 

childhood abuse may affect an individual’s behavioural and mental health outcomes years or even 

decades after the trauma occurred (Eitle and Turner 2002:219). Research indicates that the 

experiences of sexual and physical abuse during childhood and adolescence can result in 

increased aggressive behaviour (Alaggia and Millington 2008; Chandy, Blum, and Resnick 

1996), negative peer relations (Tong, Oates, and McDowell 1987; Bolger and Patterson 2001), 

and increased likelihood of future sexual victimisation due to risky sexual behaviour (Chandy, 

Blum, and Resnick 1996; Rotheram-Borus et al. 1996; Senn, Carey, and Vanable 2008). Those 

who are abused as children are also significantly more likely to become homeless during 

adolescence (Rotheram-Borus et al. 1996). The most extensively documented outcomes of 

exposure to childhood sexual abuse are depression and substance abuse (Chapman et al. 2004; 

Dube 2003; Putnam 2003). Other negative outcomes include the development of a low self-

esteem and anxiety disorders (Cutler and Nolen-Hoeksema 1991), self-harm (Weierich and Nock 

2008), and all too frequently, suicide (Dube et al. 2001) (for a recent and thorough review of the 

literature on childhood sexual abuse in particular see Maniglio 2009). Additionally, emotional 
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abuse and neglect during childhood and adolescence have been found to result in many of the 

same negative outcomes as physical and sexual abuse (Kotch et al. 2008; Thornberry, Ireland and 

Smith 2001). 

 So from a GST perspective, Agnew argues that the experience of abuse and neglect in 

childhood play an important role in determining an individual’s future delinquency, despite the 

theory focusing on the recent experience of strain. One partial explanation for this is because 

many of the outcomes of childhood abuse and neglect are in fact additional stressors experienced 

throughout life (some of which were mentioned in the previous paragraph) resulting in a feedback 

cycle where strain creates yet more strain. A psychological explanation is offered by post-

traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) which argues that trauma experienced in childhood can result in 

negative affect (among many other psychological problems) being experienced even long after 

the trauma has ceased (Widom 1999). GST repackages this argument in its description of the 

negative emotionality/low constraint complex which claims that “extreme stressors” such as 

childhood trauma can result in negative emotionality becoming a relatively stable personality trait 

(Agnew 2006a:20-22; Agnew et al. 2002; Cicchetti and Toth 2005:416-419). Individuals who 

possess this personality trait tend to exhibit strong negative emotional responses to strains and 

have a greater likelihood of coping through deviancy (Agnew 2006b:94-95). 

2.3.3 Work in the secondary labour market 

 Agnew describes work in the secondary labour market as involving unpleasant, 

physically demanding work which requires a subservient stance, low pay, few benefits, little 

prestige, and very limited opportunities for advancement (2001:345). This type of work also 

meets the four criteria that Agnew lists as being very likely to lead to crime (ibid). For example, 

engaging in work with the kinds of characteristics listed above on a regular basis is very likely to 

be the source of much strain, especially considering the central role that work and employment 



19 

 

plays in creating personal identities. Work in the secondary labour market may also be viewed as 

unjust. Agnew suggests that although individuals may often accept personal responsibility for 

their position in the stratification system that the heavy demands of such work are a stark contrast 

to the paltry benefits. Furthermore, this kind of work is typically associated with low social 

control. The often transient nature of many of the employees of this kind of work means that 

individuals are unlikely to have stable, conventional others as coworkers. And finally, the strains 

associated with working in the secondary labour market are often effectively addressed through 

criminal coping. For example, the low pay may create pressure to engage in crime to secure 

additional financial resources. In addition, workers may feel various negative emotions due to 

being belittled by superiors and customers or due to the unpleasant nature of the work itself. 

Consequently, illicit drugs and alcohol may be used to manage negative affect. 

2.3.4 Criminal Victimisation 

 Agnew also asserts that the experience of criminal victimisation is a strain which is 

conducive to crime (2001:346). In fact, Agnew claims that criminal victimisation is, “one of the 

most severe types of strain” (2006a:73). Victimisation is very likely to be viewed as unjust and 

high in magnitude, is often associated with low social control, and creates pressure for criminal 

coping. For example, individuals are very unlikely to view being physically or sexually assaulted 

as fair or deserved. This is due in large part to justice norms defining assault as inappropriate in 

any situation. Also, victimisation is widely interpreted as one of the most objectively noxious 

types of stimuli that one can experience; physical pain, sexual humiliation, or the loss of personal 

property are all obviously experiences which greatly bother the great majority of individuals. 

Next, victimisation is very often associated with low social control. For instance, the types of 

environments where victimisation is most likely to occur are those where youths gather and 

supervision by conventional adults is lacking. And lastly, victimisation may create great pressure 
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to cope. Individuals may desire revenge against the perpetrator (i.e., by inflicting the same 

damage) or even seek to eliminate the perpetrator (i.e., by inflicting a serious injury). If acting out 

against the perpetrator is not an available or realistic option, individuals may instead engage more 

accessible targets or they may attempt to manage the negative feelings that result from 

victimisation by consuming illicit drugs and alcohol. 

2.4 Other considerations regarding strain 

2.4.1 Possibility of certain strains leading to certain crimes 

 As the above four specific examples illustrate, strains can generate a wide range of 

problems and negative emotions. These problems and negative emotions can lead to criminal 

coping. But is there any way to predict what kind of criminal coping will occur? For example, 

why do some individuals turn to violent crime, others to property crime, and still others may use 

drugs and alcohol in excess? Agnew has suggested that certain strains may be conducive to 

certain crimes (2006a:30-31, 79). This suggestion is logical from the perspective that certain 

strains are likely to cause certain types of problems and that these problems are best addressed by 

certain types of offending. One simple example is monetary strain; individuals who do not have 

access to adequate financial resources are likely to feel pressure to correct this problem and 

crimes which generate income are a commonsense solution. Another example may be strains 

which individuals feel powerless to resolve such as youth homelessness or childhood abuse and 

neglect; strains like these may be likely to generate inner-directed negative emotions such as 

depression and may not present realistic other-directed solutions. Consequently, illicit use of 

drugs and alcohol may be seen as an effective way of dulling one’s negative affect. 

2.5 Summary of strain 

 So far in this chapter a fairly comprehensive description of strain has been given. To 

recap, there are three general categories of strain (failure to achieve goals, presentation of noxious 
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stimuli, removal of positive stimuli) and three different forms in which strain can be experienced 

(direct, vicarious, anticipated). This means that an unwieldy number of conditions and events that 

meet GST’s definition of strain exist. Consequently, Agnew has added clarity to GST by 

specifying the characteristics of those strains which are most likely to lead to crime. Strains are 

most likely to lead to crime when they are seen as unjust, they are seen as high in magnitude, they 

are associated with low social control, and they create some incentive or pressure to engage in 

criminal coping. If strains do not meet these criteria they are unlikely to lead to crime. 

2.6 Negative Affect 

 A central theoretical point in GST is that the link between strains and crimes is not direct, 

but rather is mediated by negative emotions. Strains should increase the likelihood that 

individuals will feel various negative emotions including anger, anxiety, frustration, and 

depression. These types of negative emotions create pressure for some sort of corrective action. 

Criminal and delinquent behaviours are one possible response. Crime and delinquency can be 

used to eliminate strains, obtain revenge, or directly effect one’s negative emotions (Agnew 

2006a:13-15). For example, an individual who becomes agitated due to the experience of poverty 

may engage in theft or selling drugs as an effective method of relieving financial strain. Similarly, 

assault may be an effective method of gaining revenge against someone who has previously 

caused one to feel bad. This type of vengeful behaviour may also be utilised as a way of 

preventing the source of strain from making one feel bad in the future. Individuals can also act 

directly on their negative emotions by utilising psychoactive substances like illicit drugs or 

alcohol. 

 The essential role of negative affect in GST is highlighted by the fact that emotional 

states are perhaps the most important way in which GST is differentiated from competing theories 

of crime such as social control theory and differential association/social learning theory (Agnew 
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2001:348-350). Without the mediating role of negative emotions, strains can be argued as leading 

to crime due to individuals not being placed under sufficient control (a control theory argument) 

or by criminal responses appearing more attractive (a differential association/social learning 

theory argument). 

2.6.1 Anger 

 The emotion of primary importance in GST is anger (Agnew 1992:59). This is because 

anger is the most likely emotional reaction when individuals experience strain as a result of the 

unjust behaviour of others (Agnew 2006a:33). The feeling of anger may create a desire to 

retaliate against the source of strain in what is perceived by the individual to be a justifiable 

pursuit of revenge. Anger is also a source of motivating energy to take action. Since anger is also 

likely to lower inhibitions, the actions taken have an increased possibility of being deviant or 

illegal. 

2.6.2 Depression 

 Anger is not the only emotion that is discussed in the theory. Depression and similar 

inner-directed emotions are also given some thought (Agnew 1992:59). Individuals that 

experience strains which lead to a depression and other inner-directed emotions are likely to 

behave differently compared to when they become angry. For example, they should place blame 

inward rather than outward, feel lethargic rather than energised, and are therefore less likely to 

engage in revenge-seeking and/or other-directed behaviours (Agnew 2006a:34-35). Instead, they 

may engage in self-destructive behaviours such as self-harm or even suicide. They may also 

consume drugs and alcohol in an effort to manage their negative affect. 

2.6.3 Fear 

 More recently, Agnew has discussed the role of fear in GST (2002:619, 2006a:35). 

Agnew claims that fear should promote a desire to flee or hide. These desires should result in 
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deviant behaviours such as truancy and running away. Another deviant behaviour which is a 

likely outcome of fear is to use illicit substances in an effort to withdraw. In this way, illicit drugs 

and alcohol provide a psychological escape from what is feared (2006a:35). 

 Agnew has also suggested that individuals may have unique emotional responses to strain 

(2001:322). That is, being bullied at school may make one adolescent angry, another adolescent 

depressed, and yet another adolescent fearful. Moreover, the degree to which these emotional 

responses are felt may differ by individual. So bullying may make one adolescent extremely 

angry and make another adolescent only mildly angry. 

2.6.4 State vs. trait emotion 

  It is also important to note that GST specifies two distinct types of negative affect; state 

emotion refers to how a person feels as a result of a certain strain whereas trait emotion refers to 

the general tendency of an individual to experience a specific emotion. For example, a person that 

has the emotional trait of anger tends to become angry easily and is consequently often in an 

angered state. Since there is a distinct difference between emotional states and emotional traits, it 

is essential to understand that Agnew has specified that the mediating variable between strains 

and crime is negative affective states (Agnew 2006a:29). The difference is important because 

crime and delinquency are theorised as behaviours which occur proximally to negative affective 

states in an effort to restore an individuals’ emotional equilibrium. In other words, an individual 

commits a crime now because he or she is feeling bad now in an attempt to feel better now. This 

has implications on how negative affect is operationalised when the theory is being tested. 

2.7 Crime 

 GST purports to be able to explain "any act which is condemned by most others in the 

society or that carries more than a trivial risk of punishment - including but not limited to 

punishment by the state. Almost all crimes meet these criteria" (Agnew 2006a:16). In other 
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words, GST has positioned itself as a general theory of crime, attempting to explain essentially all 

criminal behaviours. This includes seemingly disparate crimes such as street crime, white-collar 

crime, and terrorism (ibid). 

 Moreover, GST purports that the reason that individuals commit crimes is due to the 

experience of strain and subsequent negative emotions, as explained in the preceding sections in 

this chapter. That is, strain makes individuals feel a range of negative emotions. This creates 

pressure to do something about the strain that they are experiencing, the negative emotions that 

they are feeling, or both. Crime is a seemingly effective method of dealing with strains and/or 

reducing negative emotions. There are several general ways in which crime can do so. 

 First, crime may allow individuals to escape from the source of their strain, reduce the 

impact of their strain, prevent the loss of valued stimuli, or achieve their goals (Agnew 2006a:13). 

For example, individuals may escape from the source of their strain by running away from 

abusive homes or skipping school to avoid malicious teachers and/or students. Or, individuals 

may attempt to reduce the source of their strain by assaulting those who threaten and/or victimise 

them in an effort to prevent their strain from continuing into the future. Next, individuals may try 

to prevent the loss of positive stimuli, for example, by threatening to physically assault (or 

actually physically assaulting) a romantic partner who is attempting to leave the relationship. And 

finally, crime may allow individuals to achieve their goals if legitimate channels for doing so 

appear to be blocked. For instance, individuals may engage in property crime, robbery, or selling 

drugs in order to achieve financial goals. 

 Second, crime may allow individuals to obtain revenge against those who have harmed 

them (Agnew 2006a:14). Many strains are the result of the malicious behaviour of others, or at 

least viewed as such by those who experience the strain. And when individuals experience strain 

which they perceive as the intentional unjust treatment by others, they are likely to become angry 

and may desire to seek revenge (ibid). Even though seeking revenge will do little or nothing to 
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reduce the strain that they have experienced, it may allow individuals to feel that they have 

righted a wrong and perhaps help them regain an emotional equilibrium (ibid). Crime is 

frequently an effective way of gaining revenge. For example, an individual may return the same 

strain that the perpetrator originally inflicted. So the victim of assault may physically harm the 

former perpetrator. Sometimes seeking revenge through a different type of strain than was 

originally experienced may be preferable though. For instance, if the original perpetrator of 

physical assault is a large and powerful person, seeking revenge through physical assault may not 

be realistic if the victim is small and weak. In this case, it may be preferable to steal from the 

perpetrator or vandalise his or her property. If these less direct options are still viewed as 

unrealistic or unavailable, those who seek revenge may nevertheless engage unrelated targets who 

are viewed as more susceptible. A student who is treated harshly by his teachers, for example, 

may unleash his anger by bullying other students or vandalising school property. 

 Lastly, sometimes the above ways of dealing with strain and negative emotion will not be 

available to individuals. Or, some individuals may be averse to the idea of engaging in deviant 

other-directed activity. For example, sometimes individuals may not be able to realistically 

escape from or reduce the impact of their strain. Homeless youths, for instance, are unlikely to be 

able to reduce the impact of their homelessness or escape from their homelessness without help 

from outside sources. In this case, individuals may feel, “powerless or unable to alter the disliked 

state of affairs” (Agnew 2006a:34). Consequently, individuals may find themselves faced with 

unavoidable negative emotions – especially depression (ibid). A possible solution is to act 

directly on their negative affect with psychoactive substances such as illicit drugs or consuming 

alcohol in excess (Agnew 2006a:15). This may allow individuals some measure of temporary 

relief from their negative feelings. 

 Of course, all of the above-listed ways of coping with strains and negative emotions are 

not suggested to be effective – at least not in the long-term. They may, however, be somewhat 
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effective short-term solutions to strain (Agnew 2006a:47-48). In other words, crime is often an 

effective way of quickly gaining money, status, or autonomy. It may also allow individuals to 

immediately escape from the source of their strain. Further, psychoactive substances can be very 

effective in immediately eliminating or greatly reducing one’s negative emotions. Unfortunately, 

engaging in crime in an effort to reduce strain is probably more likely to increase one’s strain in 

the future (ibid). Agnew summarises his thoughts on the short-sightedness of engaging in crime 

to reduce strain by claiming that, “crime may provide a partially effective, short-term solution to 

the strains experienced by some individuals...however, the long-term consequences of crime are 

generally negative” (ibid:48). 

 The above description of why crime may be used as a (maladaptive) solution to strain 

emphasises a point which was brought up earlier: certain types of strain may be likely to lead to 

certain types of crime (2006a:79). Several of the examples used above make clear why this may 

be so. In essence, certain types of strain present certain types of problems that cause individuals 

to feel bad. For instance, the major problem presented by unemployment is a lack of money. And 

a problem such as lacking money has specific criminal solutions. That is, it makes more sense for 

an individual feeling financial strain to engage in money-making crimes than it does for him or 

her to engage in vandalism. Another example that Agnew has cited is that some strains are likely 

to cause individuals to feel, “powerless, or unable to alter the disliked state of affairs...these 

events and conditions are more likely to be seen as beyond the control of individuals” (2006a:34). 

Perhaps because there is no realistic target that is blamed for the adversity to act out on, or 

because the strain is viewed as the individual’s own fault, these types of strains may be more 

likely to result in passive, inner-directed crimes like the consumption of illicit drugs and alcohol 

(2006a:35). 
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2.8 Conditioning Factors 

 It is widely recognised among strain theorists that not all strained individuals will engage 

in crime and delinquency (Agnew 1992:66). Sometimes even highly strained individuals will feel 

intense negative emotions and will yet refrain from deviant behaviour. It is essential that GST 

account for this type of non-offending behaviour which is apparently at odds with the theory. 

GST does so by specifying a number of factors which condition the effect of strain on crime. 

 First of all, Agnew specifies that individuals can cope with strain and negative emotions 

in a number of different ways that do not involve crime or delinquency. Agnew categorises these 

coping strategies as being cognitive, behavioural, or emotional (1992:66-70). For example, an 

individual can cognitively reinterpret the experience of a strain which can reduce or eliminate the 

impact that it has on the individual. This type of strategy is exemplified by thinking about a strain 

as unimportant or as deserved in light of one’s behaviour. Behavioural coping strategies are those 

that attempt to minimise or eliminate the source of strain, for instance, by spending more time 

studying to get better grades or by taking legal action against the perpetrator of abuse. Emotional 

coping strategies aim to act directly on the negative emotions that are felt due to strain. In this 

case, individuals may try to feel better by exercising, listening to music, or talking to a therapist. 

 So whereas most individuals seem to utilise the above-mentioned legitimate coping 

strategies, others will respond to strain and negative emotions with illegal or deviant coping 

strategies. Whether an individual chooses a legitimate coping strategy or an illegal/deviant one is 

conditioned by a number of individual and environmental characteristics. Agnew specifies five 

sets of characteristics: poor coping skills and resources, low levels of conventional social support, 

low social control, association with criminal others and beliefs favourable to crime, and exposure 

to situations where the costs of criminal coping are low and the benefits are high (Agnew 

2006a:92-103). These characteristics increase the likelihood of a criminal response by reducing 

one’s ability to cope with legitimate strategies, reducing the perceived costs of crime, and/or 
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increasing one’s disposition for crime (ibid). Additionally, some of these characteristics can 

dispose one towards a criminal response by increasing one’s sensitivity to strain, for example, by 

influencing one’s perception of strains as more unjust and higher in magnitude (ibid). These five 

characteristics are a major part of the theory and deserve a detailed description which follows 

below. 

2.8.1 Poor coping skills and resources 

 First, some individuals lack the coping skills and resources that are required to be able to 

cope with strains using legitimate methods. Moreover, the coping skills and resources that they do 

possess may be of the type that will actually facilitate a criminal response. There are a wide 

variety of coping skills and resources that are relevant and Agnew lists four as especially 

pertinent (Agnew 2006a:93-98). 

2.8.1.1 Problem-solving and social skills 

 The first of these is the quality of an individual’s problem-solving and social skills. As 

discussed previously, strains present individuals with certain problems. Some individuals will 

possess problem-solving skills that facilitate dealing with their problems with legitimate 

strategies. Conversely, some individuals will handle strained situations poorly. Furthermore, 

some individuals are able to interact with other people in a way that facilitates positive, 

constructive outcomes and minimises negative outcomes. As an example, Agnew lists the simple 

act of maintaining eye contact when conversing with another person (2006a:93). Although this 

way of interacting is probably second-nature to most people, some individuals will not do so and 

will consequently fail to pick up on social cues that aid positive interaction and prevent 

misunderstandings or other negative outcomes. 
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2.8.1.2 Negative emotionality and low constraint 

 The next resource that Agnew lists as important has to do with individuals’ personality 

traits. Of primary importance is the trait of negative emotionality and low constraint (Agnew 

2006a:94). Individuals who are high in negative emotionality and low in constraint can be 

described as “mean” and “out of control” (ibid). This type of individual tends to act without 

thinking, likes to take risks, rejects accepted social rules, and has little concern for the rights and 

feelings of others. They are also easily upset and quick to anger, are apt to blame their problems 

on others, and have an aggressive or antagonistic style of interaction. It is probably easy to see 

why individuals with these traits are less able to cope with their strain in a legal manner. For 

instance, because they tend to act without thinking, they are not able to fully consider the 

consequences of their actions very well. Moreover, they tend not to care if their actions hurt 

others. Also, individuals with these traits have an inclination to perceive strains as high in 

magnitude and very unjust; this is due in large part to the fact that they blame their adversity on 

the wilful, malevolent behaviour of others (even when this is not in fact the case). Agnew has 

specified that the low constraint/negative emotionality complex is perhaps one of the most 

important conditioning variables (Agnew et al. 2002:45-46). 

2.8.1.3 Self-efficacy 

 The last coping skill that Agnew lists as particularly important is one’s level of self-

efficacy (2006a:96-97). That is, regardless of how well one is actually equipped to deal with 

strain, to what extent do they believe that they are capable of dealing with strain through 

legitimate channels? Individuals that are high in self-efficacy believe that they can successfully 

deal with strains in a legal manner. Such individuals are more likely to attempt behavioural 

coping strategies of a legitimate nature. On the other hand, individuals who are low in self-



30 

 

efficacy do not believe that they will be able to legitimately deal with their problems. As a result, 

they are more likely to engage in criminal coping. 

2.8.1.4 Other coping skills and resources 

 In addition to the above four coping skills and resources that Agnew has identified as 

especially pertinent, there are a number of others that can be mentioned. For example, Agnew 

(1992:71) has also identified temperament, intelligence, creativity, and self-esteem as being traits 

that may influence an individual’s sensitivity to strains. These traits may also affect an 

individual’s ability to engage in legitimate coping strategies. For example, Agnew has explained 

that data from the stress literature suggests that individuals with high self-esteem may be more 

resistant to stress and therefore less likely to respond to strains with delinquency (ibid). 

2.8.2 Low levels of conventional social support 

 The second characteristic that Agnew specifies as important in determining if an 

individual will engage in criminal coping is the individual’s level of conventional social support 

(2006a:98-100). That is, how much “help” does one receive from conventional others? This help 

can take many forms including sage advice, direct assistance, and emotional support. For 

example, if an adolescent is being bullied at school, his or her parents could offer advice on how 

to legitimately deal with the bully, enrol their child in a different school, or simply comfort and 

assure their child that their circumstances will eventually improve. In this example, the 

conventional support of parents may allow the adolescent to become aware of legitimate 

strategies in dealing with the bully, allow the adolescent to actually escape from the bully, or 

reduce the negative affect that the bully engenders. All of these strategies make engaging in crime 

and deviance less likely. It is important to note that social support is much more likely to result in 

legitimate coping strategies when it comes from conventional sources. If one receives support 

from unconventional, deviant sources, the advice, direct assistance, or method of dealing with 
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negative affect may actually encourage criminal coping rather than discourage it. Using the same 

example as above, an unconventional, deviant uncle (for instance) may encourage the adolescent 

to fight back against the bully, assist the adolescent in directly confronting the bully with the 

threat of violence, or introduce the adolescent to illicit drugs or alcohol as a method of finding 

reprieve from negative emotional states. 

2.8.3 Low social control 

 The third characteristic that Agnew specifies as increasing the likelihood of criminal 

coping has to do with the level of social control that individuals are subject to (Agnew 

2006a:100). That is, individuals who are low in direct control, have weak emotional bonds to 

conventional others, little investment in conventional activities, and do not believe that crime is 

wrong are more likely to cope with strains through crime because the costs of crime are lower for 

them. For example, individuals who are not subject to direct supervision by conventional others 

have little risk of being detected when engaging in crime and therefore are unlikely to be 

sanctioned because of it. If they are caught, they have little to lose because they are not strongly 

bonded to conventional others or activities and they do not believe that crime is wrong anyway. 

Consequently, being caught and/or sanctioned is unlikely to make these individuals feel remorse. 

Moreover, weak bonds to conventional others decreases the likelihood that they will be able to 

learn legitimate coping skills or access legitimate resources. And finally, weak bonds to 

conventional activities such as school and work mean that these individuals are likely to lack 

legitimate resources such as money and education which facilitate non-criminal coping. 

2.8.4 Association with criminal others and beliefs favourable to crime 

 The fourth characteristic that is thought to lead to criminal coping is the association with 

criminal others and holding beliefs favourable to crime. For example, adolescents who become 

homeless (i.e., street youth) or involved in gang activity are more likely to engage in criminal 
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coping. This is because criminal others can teach these individuals how to engage in crime either 

through direct tutelage or merely by providing a model to imitate. Criminal others may also teach 

that crime is an effective, justifiable, or even necessary response to certain strains. For example, 

the questioning of one’s masculine status (Agnew 2006a:131-132) or an urgent need for money 

may be presented as situations where a criminal response is the appropriate one. In fact, criminal 

others may actively discourage or ridicule those who attempt to use legitimate channels in dealing 

with strain, for instance, when walking away from a fight. Criminal others may also encourage 

the use of illicit drugs and alcohol as a seemingly effective way of managing negative affect. 

 Criminal others may not only provide models of criminal behaviour and encourage 

criminal responses, but they may additionally lower the perceived costs of crime. This is partly 

because it is likely that criminal others will often be observed as “getting away” with crime. This 

may teach observers that suffering the consequences of engaging in crime (i.e., legal sanctions) is 

unlikely to occur. 

2.8.5 Exposure to situations where the costs of crime are low and the benefits are high 

 The fifth and final characteristic that Agnew has discussed as leading to criminal coping 

has to do with the circumstances surrounding the experience of strain. When the costs of crime 

are seen as low and the benefits are seen as high, a criminal response is more likely (Agnew 

2006a:102-103). One example of such a situation is when an individual who has recently been 

facing depressing strains finds him or herself in a group of unsupervised youths who are 

consuming illicit drugs or getting drunk. In such a situation the chance of getting caught are low 

(i.e., there are no conventional adults present) and the appeal of consuming psychoactive 

substances as a way of decreasing one’s negative affect may be seen as high. In addition, the easy 

availability of acquiring illicit substances for oneself or sharing with others in these 

circumstances greatly lowers the barriers to engaging in this type of behaviour. 
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2.9 Rates of Crime and Delinquency 

 A review of the statistical information available on rates of crime and delinquency elicit a 

slew of pertinent questions. Why do males commit more crimes than females? Why are 

Aboriginal Canadians more likely to abuse substances compared to other Canadians? Why is the 

murder rate in the USA so much higher than in Canada? And why are adolescents – but not 

children – more likely to engage in crime and delinquency compared to adults? If GST proposes 

to be a general theory of crime, it must somehow account for these differences in rates of 

offending. Accordingly, GST suggests that offending can be explained in terms of group 

membership based on characteristics such as age, race, gender, socioeconomic status, and the 

society that individuals live in. To be clear, Agnew does not suggest that group membership in 

and of itself leads to crime, but rather that the experience of and response to strain is likely to 

vary according to group membership. 

 In the remainder of this chapter I will address how the theory attempts to explain why 

individuals tend to be more or less likely to engage in crime and delinquency based on two major 

group characteristics: gender and age (as mentioned above, other characteristics are also thought 

to be pertinent but a discussion of them is beyond the scope of this thesis). Although Agnew 

touches upon these issues throughout the development of the theory, the fullest treatments are 

given in his 1997 paper on gender (Broidy and Agnew 1997), his 1999 paper on community 

differences in offending (Agnew 1999), and a 2006 summary of GST (2006a:107-171). 

2.9.1 Gender 

 It is well established that there are substantial gender differences in rates of crime with 

men committing many more crimes than women (Agnew 2006a:127) and several theories of 

crime have put forward arguments to explain this gender gap in offending. For example, social 

control theory focuses on issues surrounding the lack of control imposed upon males in contrast 
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to the protective supervision that females tend to be subject to. The result is that males are less 

connected to domains of control such as home and school life. This leads to males being less 

likely to be punished for aggressiveness and other misbehaviours and not developing attitudes 

which are strongly averse to crime. Another theory of crime, differential association theory, 

explains the criminal male as a result of men being more likely to associate with criminal others. 

This is partly because men are higher in negative emotionality and lower in constraint which 

causes them to be rejected by conventional others and drawn towards accepting, criminal others. 

These criminal others are likely to model masculine identities which promote independence, 

aggressiveness and competition and to discourage traits seen as feminine such as cooperation and 

care for others. 

 GST borrows from and builds upon the above explanations. However, GST’s main 

assertion is that the unique causal model of strains leading to negative emotions is the primary 

explanation for gender differences in rates of crime. This part of the theory was developed in 

depth by Broidy and Agnew shortly after GST was introduced (1997). Broidy and Agnew set out 

to answer two questions. First, why do males commit more crimes than women? And second, 

how can female crime be explained? 

 To answer the first question, Broidy and Agnew used GST’s framework to examine four 

possibilities (1997:277-288). First, it may be the case that males are subject to more strains or 

stressors than females (ibid:277-278). They suggest that the stress literature indicates that males 

and females experience similar levels of strain, and perhaps that females experience even more 

strain than males do. Furthermore, females tend to subjectively rate strains as higher in magnitude 

than do males. In other words, there is reason to believe that females are higher in both objective 

and subjective strain than males. In short, the first theoretical possibility proposed, that males 

commit more crimes because they experience more strains, is not an adequate explanation 

according to Broidy and Agnew. 
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 The second theoretical possibility that Broidy and Agnew explored was that males are 

subject to different types of strain than females and that the strains experienced by males are more 

conducive to crime (1997:278-281). This possibility is reasonable because, as explained 

previously in this chapter, certain strains are more likely to lead to crime. In short, Broidy and 

Agnew concluded that the types of strain that males are likely to experience should be more likely 

to lead to crime than the types of strain that are typically experienced by females. This possibility 

was proposed as one partial explanation for higher rates of male offending. 

 The third possibility examined by Broidy and Agnew was that males have different 

emotional responses to strain compared to females and that the emotional responses experienced 

by males are more conducive to crime (1997:281-283). This possibility focuses mainly on the 

important role of anger in GST. Broidy and Agnew suggested that males may be more likely to 

become angry in response to strain whereas females may be more likely to become depressed 

(even while they recognised that some literature suggests that females experience anger in 

response to strain just as often as or even more often than males). Moreover, female anger may 

often be accompanied by one or more types of inner-directed negative emotion such as depression 

and guilt. In summary, Broidy and Agnew tentatively suggested that externalised anger may be a 

partial explanation for higher rates of male offending but that more research is important to 

clarify whether or not this view is accurate. 

 The fourth and final possibility that Broidy and Agnew discussed was that males are 

more likely to respond to strain and negative emotions with crime than are females (1997:283-

287). In other words, even if a male and female experience the same strain and have the same 

emotional reaction to it, the male may still be more likely to respond with crime – especially 

other-directed crime. This argument focuses on the conditioning factors that GST specifies as 

determining whether or not individuals utilise conventional coping methods or deviant coping 

methods. That is, males will generally have certain conditioning factors working against them 
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whereas females will generally have certain conditioning factors working in their favour; this 

may promote deviant responses from males and prevent deviant responses from females. 

 For example, males are thought to have a greater number of deviant peers and hold 

beliefs that are more favourable to crime compared to females (Agnew 2006a:137). These deviant 

associations and beliefs reduce the ability to engage in legal coping, increase pressure to engage 

in deviance in response to strain, lower the costs of crime, and increase males’ disposition for 

crime (ibid). 

 In contrast, females are thought to have certain conditioning factors which operate in 

their favour and prevent offending. For example, females are thought to be higher in levels of 

conventional social support (Broidy and Agnew 1997:284). Such support may serve to help 

females cope more effectively with their strains. Having more social support also suggests that 

females are more strongly invested in personal networks of conventional others which may serve 

as a deterrent to engaging in other-directed criminal behaviours. This is likewise an indicator of 

social control with females being subject to more close supervision than males which further acts 

as a deterrent to female offending. 

 However, other conditioning factors may actually work against females, although these 

conditioning factors will tend to prevent deviant other-directed responses and encourage deviant 

inner-directed responses instead. For example, females are thought to have lower self-efficacy 

and self-esteem than males (Broidy and Agnew 1997:284). This low self-efficacy and self-esteem 

may cause females to lack the confidence that they will be able to successfully engage in serious 

other-directed offending. Instead, they may direct their actions inwards and engage in self-

destructive behaviours such as illicit drug use and disordered eating patterns. Broidy and Agnew 

concluded that the conditioning factors specified by GST are likely to suppress other-directed 

female offending at the expense of inner-directed behaviours such as illicit drug and alcohol use. 
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Conversely, the conditioning factors specified by GST are likely to work against males and this is 

another likely partial explanation for higher rates of male offending. 

 After discussing how GST can possibly explain the higher rates of male offending, 

Broidy and Agnew turn to a discussion of how GST can explain why females sometimes offend 

(1997:288-296). This discussion revolves around a central theme from the feminist literature: 

females are oppressed by males and this is the major explanation for female crime. 

 For example, females are thought to be more likely to experience strains such as sexual 

abuse, gender discrimination, and intimate partner violence (Agnew 2006a:138). Such strains are 

perpetrated by dominating males and may pressure females to cope with crime. Consequently, 

females may choose to seek revenge against the perpetrators of strain or more vulnerable targets. 

They may also act directly on the negative emotions resulting from strain by consuming drugs 

and alcohol. Moreover, although females may be less likely to experience certain types of strain 

which are conducive to crime (homelessness, negative secondary-school experiences, criminal 

victimisation, etc), when they do experience these strains, they may feel just as much pressure as 

do males to cope with crime. And although females in general tend to have certain conditioning 

factors working in their favour which prevents them from engaging in crime, some females may 

be more masculine in that they have poor coping skills and resources, are high in negative 

emotionality and low in constraint, have low levels of conventional social support, are low in 

social control, associate with criminal others, and hold beliefs favourable to crime (Broidy and 

Agnew 1997:294). Indeed, females who reject traditional gender roles are probably more likely to 

exhibit these traits. 

2.9.2 Age 

 So males are known to offend more frequently than females and GST has proposed an 

explanation for why this is so. Another group that is statistically much more likely to offend is 
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adolescents and Agnew has suggested how GST can explain this (2006a:107-124). Again, the 

major causal theories of crime such as social control theory and social learning theory propose 

why this is so for many of the same reasons listed above in regards to gender. And again, GST 

borrows from and builds upon these explanations. A brief treatment of these views as they pertain 

to adolescence is accordingly in order. 

 Control theory points out that the beginning of adolescence is characterised by youths 

spending much less time with parents, relatives, and other adults and instead spending much more 

time with other youths. Parents usually allow their adolescent children to spend some or even 

most of their afternoons, evenings, and weekends away from home (Agnew 2006a:109). Parents’ 

rationale for this reduction in supervision may be due to a concerted effort aimed at teaching their 

children to be independent, out of necessity due to parents’ work schedules, or because of the 

disorganisation encountered by adolescents who are jostled between two single-parent 

households. Adolescence is also perhaps the only time of life when most individuals will lack 

major types of direct, daily supervision such as a boss or spouse; youths often find themselves in 

a position where serious sanctions such as being fired or divorced simply do not exist (ibid:110). 

So according to control theorists, adolescence is a time of life where individuals are free in many 

ways to engage in crime and delinquency. 

 Social learning theory argues that youths will be exposed to models of deviant behaviour 

for similar reasons as listed above. That is, adolescents typically find themselves spending more 

time with other youths and less time with conventional adults (ibid). Middle and high schools are 

usually much larger than elementary schools and this exposure to a large number of other youths 

increases the chance that adolescents will come to know many delinquent youths. This in turn 

increases the chance that adolescents will be exposed to and encouraged to participate in 

exhilarating delinquent activities such as skipping school, shoplifting, drinking, smoking tobacco 

or marijuana, and experimenting with sexual behaviours (ibid:111). 



39 

 

 General strain theory accepts the above explanations of adolescent crime and delinquency 

but again focuses on the primary importance of strain and negative affect as the major variables 

of interest. Specifically, youths are more likely to engage in crime and delinquency because they 

are more often subject to the strains conducive to crime and are more likely to cope with their 

negative feelings with crime instead of legitimate strategies. The above arguments presented by 

control theory and social learning theory can be re-examined with GST in mind. For example, the 

argument that youths are subject to less control can be taken to mean that youths are less 

protected from exposure to strains (ibid:112). For instance, youths will often find themselves in 

risky, unsupervised situations where their likelihood of experiencing strains conducive to crime is 

high. And from a differential association perspective, youths will spend more time with 

delinquent others. This puts youths at a higher risk of becoming the victim of delinquent 

activities, experiencing the types of strain that are likely to lead to criminal coping, and being 

exposed to models of behaviour which teach and encourage deviance. 

 In addition to the above explanations which build on social control and social learning 

theories, GST also suggests there are a number of other reasons that adolescents are more likely 

to offend. One major reason is because youths are often exposed to more strains compared to 

children or adults (ibid:112-116). For example, the onset of adolescence is concurrent with a 

greatly increased set of demands and expectations placed upon individuals. Youths entering 

middle school find themselves faced with a greatly increased workload and a curriculum which is 

increasingly difficult. This is also likely to be the first time that youths become subject to the 

concept of academic competition and parents may place pressure on youths to be at the top of 

their class. The fact that biological changes at this time lead youths to become interested in 

romantic relationships adds an additional level of complexity to navigating everyday social 

interactions. Furthermore, compared to adults who have much more control over choosing where 

they live, work, and exactly whom they associate with, youths frequently find themselves in a 
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position where they have very little control over their daily associations; youths may find 

themselves faced with an unavoidable daily regimen of meeting bullies, unkind teachers, and 

gossiping students at the same times, same places. 

 So adolescence may be a time of life when exposure to strains is very high. But youths 

are also less well equipped to cope with strains in legitimate ways and more likely to cope with 

crime (ibid:117-119). There are several reasons why this may be so. For example, youths have 

not yet had the time and experience necessary to develop effective problem-solving and social 

skills. In spite of this fact, youths are often tasked with the responsibility of solving their 

problems without adult help. This problem is worsened by the reality that youths rarely have 

access to some key coping resources such as money and authority. In contrast, one of the few 

coping resources that youths can fall back on – especially males – is physical strength. Add to all 

of this the greater likelihood of hormonally-agitated youths being higher in negative emotionality 

and lower in constraint, and one can picture a perfect storm developing. Furthermore, youths’ 

detachment from parents and other adults and increase in association with other youths who may 

encourage delinquent activities greatly lessens the likelihood that youths will have access to the 

types of social support which can help them cope in legitimate ways and greatly increases the 

likelihood that delinquent responses will be modelled and supported. 

2.10 Conclusion 

 The first chapter of this thesis has discussed the main tenets of GST as they have 

developed since the theory’s original foundation was laid in 1992. The revisions, expansions, and 

clarifications that Agnew has put forth (Agnew 2001, 2002, 2006a; Agnew et al. 2002; Broidy 

and Agnew 1997) should make clear that the theory is not intended to be set in stone (Agnew and 

Mazerolle 2010). Rather, Agnew has led by example in suggesting that the theory should be 

advanced as new evidence becomes available. Moreover, Agnew has identified a number of areas 
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where the theory has yet to be tested (2006b). The next chapter will discuss this data by 

presenting the evidence that researchers have produced to date as well as by identifying some of 

the gaps that researchers have yet to address. 
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Chapter 3 

Literature Review 

3.1 Introduction to the GST literature 

 Many criminologists have embraced GST as a robust version of strain theory and a 

powerful general theory of crime, prompting Agnew to assert that, “it is safe to say that GST is 

firmly established as one of the major theories of crime” (Agnew 2006b:102). A major advantage 

of the theory is that it outlines clear, testable links between strain and crime and researchers have 

consequently offered a substantial body of work seeking to support or refute the model (Agnew 

2006a:82). In fact, the enthusiastic response to the theory has resulted in Agnew becoming one of 

the most cited scholars in the recent criminology and criminal justice literature (Cohn and 

Farrington 2008). GST has been well supported in many areas, but owing to its relative recency 

and wide scope, still needs more testing in numerous aspects (Agnew 2006b). Since GST 

proposes to be a general theory of crime, researchers have examined a very diverse range of 

topics relevant to the theory. A complete review of all this literature is not useful in the context of 

this thesis. Instead, I will narrow a review of the literature to those topics most pertinent to the 

current study. 

 This chapter will review the current state of the art by separately addressing the literature 

dealing with the theory’s three major variables (strain, emotion, and crime) as well as other 

variables important to the theory (conditioning factors and gender) and will conclude by 

identifying and discussing some of the weaknesses and gaps in the GST literature that should be 

rectified. 
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3.2 Strain 

 The earliest tests of GST were encouraging but also somewhat inconsistent. Some of this 

research found that many individuals experienced strain but did not engage in crime as GST 

predicts (Agnew 2001:324). For example, Agnew and White (1992) separately examined the 

effects of eight different strains on delinquency. Half of the strains they examined were 

significantly associated with crime but half were not. Specifically, they found that negative life 

events, life hassles, negative relations with adults, and parental fighting were significantly 

associated with adolescent delinquency but that neighbourhood problems, unpopularity with the 

opposite sex, occupational strain, and clothing strain were not associated with adolescent 

delinquency.  Another study by Paternoster and Mazerolle (1994) found that neighbourhood 

problems, negative life events, school/peer hassles, and negative relations with adults were 

significantly associated with delinquency but that the failure to achieve educational and 

occupational expectations was not. In another study, Agnew and Brezina (1997) found that poor 

relations with peers was related to adolescent delinquency but that unpopularity with peers was 

not. 

 So some of the earliest empirical research in GST found that some strains are related to 

crime but that other strains are not. This inconsistency prompted Agnew to offer a major revision 

of the theory (2001). In this revision Agnew suggested a number of reasons for the inconsistent 

support of GST up until that time. 

 As discussed in the previous chapter, Agnew’s revision explained that one of the main 

reasons why GST had not received better empirical support was because researchers had often 

focused on strains which should be unrelated to crime and had neglected to consider the strains 

which should be strongly related to crime. A related reason was because many tests had used 

composite measures of strain (Aseltine, Gore, and Gordon 2000; Hoffmann and Cerbone 1999; 

Hoffmann and Miller 1998; Hoffmann and Su 1997; Mazerolle 1998; Mazerolle et al. 2000). 
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Although this type of measure was once advocated by Agnew (1992:62-63), his revision explains 

why this approach is problematic; composite measures of strain usually include a wide variety of 

disparate types of strain and only some of these are likely to be related to crime (Agnew 

2001:323-326). Other strains may have little or no impact on crime. Consequently, tests of GST 

that use a cumulative measure of strain are apt to find only a weak or moderate impact of strain 

on crime. Furthermore, such tests cannot identify which of the strains they include in their 

composite measures are related to crime and which are not. 

 After identifying the reasons that GST research had been inconsistent, Agnew explained 

that strains should be most likely to lead to crime when they meet four criteria: they are seen as 

unjust, they are seen as high in magnitude, they are associated with low social control, and they 

create some pressure or incentive to engage in criminal coping (2001:326). Agnew then listed a 

number of specific examples of strains which meet these criteria. In the first chapter of this thesis 

a description was given of four of these strains: youth homelessness, childhood abuse and neglect, 

work in the secondary labour market, and criminal victimisation. A review of the literature on 

these strains will now be completed.1 

3.2.1 Youth homelessness 

 Only a single researcher has used youth homelessness as an independent variable in the 

GST literature (Baron 2004, 2007, 2008, 2009; Baron and Hartnagel 2002). These studies have 

investigated Agnew’s assertion that youth homelessness is an especially pertinent strain in GST 

(Agnew 2001:345) and have subsequently made a number of important contributions to the 

literature. Baron has examined several samples of homeless street youth which included a 

measure of homelessness that reports the number of months in the last year that the respondent 

                                                      

1 The review of the literature in this section is limited to the direct effects of strain on crime and does not 
include a discussion of conditioning effects. The findings on conditioning effects will be presented 
separately later in this chapter. 
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was homeless. Baron has hypothesised that more months of homelessness (i.e., the strain is higher 

in magnitude and/or longer in duration) will increase involvement in crime and delinquency. His 

findings have been quite supportive of this proposition. For example, in a 2004 study Baron 

found that length of homelessness was related to a measure of total crime as well as a measure of 

property crime. In a 2007 study Baron found that length of homelessness was related to a measure 

of property crime as well as a measure of violent crime. However, in a 2009 study Baron did not 

find a significant direct relationship between length of homelessness and violent crime. Of further 

interest here is that none of these studies found that anger mediated the effect of homelessness on 

crime. Other negative emotions, such as depression, were not examined in this research. 

 A possibility that remains unexplored in the GST literature to date is that homelessness 

may be a strain which increases various inner-directed negative emotions like depression and 

inner-directed anger (i.e., being angry with oneself). If this is the case, homelessness may be 

likely to lead to inner-directed coping behaviours such as illicit use of drugs and alcohol. It may 

also be the case that drugs and alcohol are used to manage feelings of outer-directed anger. This 

would be an important finding; homelessness may potentially be found to be a strain which leads 

to outer-directed negative emotions and offending behaviours (as already supported by Baron’s 

work) as well as inner-directed negative emotions and offending behaviours. Research which 

investigates this possibility stands to make a unique contribution to the literature. Research on 

youth homelessness outside of the GST literature already suggests that this possibility is likely; 

Baron (1999), for example, found that length of homelessness was positively related to hard-drug 

use and also that depression increased street youths’ consumption of alcohol. 

 Additionally, research has indicated that the criminal behaviour of illicit substance use 

among homeless street youth is endemic (Adlaf et al. 1996; Baron 1999:13-14, 2004:467; Bungay 

et al. 2006; Tyler and Johnson 2006; Unger et al. 1998). Yet, until relatively recently, very little 

research has been conducted on the extent and characteristics of the substance use of street youths 
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(Baron 1999:4). There has been even less research that uses a GST framework (perhaps a sole 

exception being Baron 2004). 

 In light of the above, a major task for empirical GST research is to attempt to explain 

why substance use is a matter of course for homeless street youth. It may be the case that 

homelessness itself is perceived as a severe strain that leads to experiencing negative emotions 

and using illicit drugs and alcohol to manage these emotions. In order to explore this possibility, 

GST research on homelessness should control for spuriousness by including measures of other 

pertinent strains that are associated with homelessness such as criminal victimisation and 

childhood abuse and neglect (Baron 2004; Hagan and McCarthy 1997). Also, such research 

should control for alternate theoretical explanations by including social control and social 

learning variables. Some limited research, both qualitative and quantitative, suggests that GST’s 

proposed linkage between strain, negative emotions, and substance use is an accurate casual 

pathway among homeless youth (Adlaf et al. 1996; Bungay et al. 2006; Tyler and Johnson 2006; 

Unger et al. 1998). 

3.2.2 Childhood abuse and neglect 

 Several empirical tests of GST have found support for the idea that childhood abuse leads 

to offending. An early example is a study by Piquero and Sealock (2000) using a sample of 

American youths. They created a composite measure of strain made up of three different types of 

childhood abuse: directly experienced physical abuse, directly experienced emotional abuse, and 

the physical abuse of others in the youths’ households. They found that the strain measure had a 

significant, positive effect on both anger and depression. They also found that the strain measure 

was a significant predictor of both property crime and interpersonal aggression. However, they 

found only minimal support for the mediating role of negative affect; neither anger nor depression 
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mediated any of the strain/crime relationships with the exception that anger was a weak, partial 

mediator of strain and interpersonal aggression. 

 A study by Eitle and Turner (2002) used a longitudinal sample of adolescents. Contrary 

to expectations, this study found that neither physical nor sexual abuse was related to criminal 

behaviour. This study was also limited in that it did not examine the intervening mechanism of 

negative affect. 

 Hay (2003) examined a sample of high-school students and found that physical 

punishment and emotional neglect by parents increased anger as well as youths’ intentions to 

engage in delinquency. Furthermore, anger was found to mediate the relationship between 

abuse/neglect and intentions to engage in delinquency. 

 Baron (2004) conducted a study on the strains experienced by homeless street youth. 

Among the strains he examined were measures of childhood abuse including emotional abuse, 

sexual abuse, and physical abuse. He found that emotional abuse predicted anger and that 

physical abuse predicted engaging in violent crime. However, Baron did not find that anger 

mediated the relationship between childhood abuse and crime nor did he find support for a 

relationship between childhood abuse and drug use. 

 Sharp, Brewster, and RedHawk Love (2005) studied a sample of undergraduate students. 

They found that a measure of abuse was not related to criminal behaviour or disordered eating. 

They also found no support for a relationship between childhood abuse and either anger or other 

negative emotions2 in full models which controlled for alternate theoretical explanations. 

 In contrast, a study by Carson et al. (2009) did find support for a relationship between 

childhood abuse and drug use. Using an American national probability sample of youth aged 12 

to 17, Carson and colleagues found that early sexual and physical abuse increased the frequency 

                                                      

2 This measure of “negative emotions” consisted of how often the respondents reacted in the following 
ways when “bad things” happened in their lives: withdraw, shutdown, cry, feel depressed, and feel guilty. 
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of drug use. They also found that childhood abuse increased negative emotions (depression and 

suicidal thoughts) and that these negative emotions partly mediated the relationship between 

childhood abuse and drug use. 

 A 2007 study by Morash and Moon also found support for the relevance of childhood 

abuse to GST. An interesting aspect of this study was that it utilised a sample outside of the 

North-American context. Morash and Moon surveyed high-school students in South Korea about 

their experiences with emotional and physical abuse by both parents and teachers. They found 

that suffering emotional and physical abuse increased violent delinquency as well as status 

offending. A limitation of this study was that it did not examine the role of negative affect. 

 Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible (2009) found that maltreatment increased offending in their 

sample of adolescents. Specifically, they found that a combined measure of physical punishment, 

emotional abuse, and emotional neglect had a significant, positive effect on all three types of 

delinquency included in their analysis (general delinquency, serious delinquency, and substance 

use). They also found partial support for a mediating influence of three different negative 

emotions (anger, anxiety, and depression) on the relationship between maltreatment and 

offending. 

 So to date there has been several notable studies that have examined the outcomes of 

childhood abuse in a GST framework. The results of these studies have generally been supportive 

of GST. However, more research would be beneficial to the theory. In particular, although 

measures of childhood abuse (physical, sexual, emotional) have all been examined, a separate 

measure of childhood neglect has only been examined a single time and was found to predict 

delinquency similar to physical punishment (Hay 2003). Non-GST research also indicates that 

there is good reason to believe that childhood neglect may operate similarly to childhood abuse 

(Kotch et al. 2008; Thornberry, Ireland, and Smith 2001). Future GST research would do well to 

further examine the importance of childhood neglect. Also, although depression has been found 
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to be correlated with childhood abuse, only one of the above studies has sought to determine the 

relationship between inner-directed emotions such as depression and inner-directed offending 

behaviours such as drug use (Carson et al. 2009). If inner-directed negative emotions are indeed 

an outcome of childhood abuse and neglect as two of these studies have found (Piquero and 

Sealock 2000; Carson et al. 2009), then drug use may be a likely coping behaviour used to deal 

with these negative feelings (Agnew 2006a:34-35). Finally, the relationship between childhood 

abuse and drug use has equal measures of support (Carson et al. 2009) and negative evidence 

(Baron 2004). Additional research will help to clarify the relationships between childhood 

abuse/neglect, negative emotions, and offending/coping behaviours. 

3.2.3 Work in the secondary labour market 

 Agnew has pointed to work in the secondary labour market as a source of strain that is 

especially likely to lead to criminal coping (Agnew 2001:345) and the corresponding section in 

the first chapter of this thesis explained the theoretical rationale behind why this is so. Agnew 

describes work in the secondary labour market as involving unpleasant, physically demanding 

work which requires a subservient stance, offers low pay, gives few benefits, bestows little 

prestige, and presents very limited opportunities for advancement (2001:345). This type of work 

also meets the four criteria that Agnew lists as being very likely to lead to crime (ibid). Although 

GST has been used by empirical researchers to explain unemployment as a labour market strain 

(Baron 2008; Baron and Hartnagel 2002), Agnew’s assertion that employment itself can be a 

source of strain leading to crime seems to remain unexplored to date. 

 This neglect in the GST literature ought to be addressed by empirical researchers. In 

particular, it may be that one of the most relevant types of secondary labour market experience is 
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employment in the sex trade3. Agnew has not specifically identified sex work as a strain which is 

likely to lead to crime. However, sex work easily matches Agnew’s description of a type of 

secondary labour market work (see above). Moreover, sex work can also be conceived of more 

generally as a type of negative stimuli. Surprisingly, sex work has not yet been investigated by 

GST researchers either as a type of secondary labour market work or as a more general type of 

negative stimuli (but for a recent exploratory analysis of youth prostitution within a GST 

framework see Reid 2011). 

 There is some non-GST literature which suggests that sex work may be a very pertinent 

strain for GST. For example, sex work has been described as an example of low prestige “dirty 

work” which is widely regarded in society as being tainted physically, socially, and morally, 

making it all but impossible for sex workers to not feel stigmatised (Ashforth and Kreiner 1999). 

Others have examined sex work using an occupational stress framework and have concluded, 

“prostitutes experience numerous stressors, some unique to their profession, and many common 

across occupations” (Arnold and Barling 2003:261). Sex work is also an extreme example of 

“emotional labour” (Hochschild 1983) where the worker may experience an intense dissonance 

between how they actually feel and how they must express their emotions as they engage in 

perhaps the most personal and intimate of human behaviours with customers who are often 

“physically repugnant” (Carr 1995). Add to all of this the risk of infection (including potentially 

life-threatening conditions such as HIV) and the fact that the police are a stressor rather than a 

support for sex workers (Lewis and Maticka-Tyndale 2000) and it should be clear that working in 

the sex trade is a walk in the park only in the literal sense. 

                                                      

3 Sex workers are at risk of becoming the victim of criminal victimisation in the course of their work 
(Farley and Barkan 1998). The relevance of criminal victimisation as a source of strain is accounted for in 
GST and empirical support has been found for the relationship between criminal victimisation and 
offending (see the next section for a thorough review). The discussion of sex work in this section focuses 
on the behaviour of sex work itself being a source of strain, net of any associated stressors such as criminal 
victimisation. 
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 For all of the above reasons, sex work is thought to be associated with negative 

psychological outcomes such as depression, low self-esteem, and post-traumatic stress disorder 

(Boyle et al. 1997; Harcourt et al. 2001; Farley et al. 1998; Farley and Bakan 1998). Sex work is 

also known to be associated with both hard and soft drug use (Brewis and Linstead 2000; Pyett 

and Warr 1999). Although the direction of the relationship between sex work and substance use is 

unclear in the empirical literature, a rational argument can be lodged using GST as a theoretical 

basis that sex work is a potent strain in and of itself which is likely to lead to emotional states 

conducive to substance use. Indeed, it has been questioned, “how do...prostitutes make it through 

the working day psychologically speaking without resorting to the use of drugs?” (Brewis and 

Linstead 2000). 

 A challenge for GST research seeking to find support for a relationship between sex work 

and substance use is disentangling the stress caused by sex work itself from other stressors which 

pre-date individuals’ involvement in sex work but are known to be correlated with future 

involvement in the sex trade (such as childhood abuse and homelessness, see Reid 2011) or other 

relevant stressors experienced in the course of working in the sex trade (such as criminal 

victimisation). Studies which investigate the relevance of sex work as a significant strain in GST 

would do well to control for competing explanations of negative affect and offending. 

3.2.4 Criminal victimisation 

 Agnew has claimed that criminal victimisation is “one of the most severe types of strain” 

and that “victimisation is strongly related to criminal offending” (2006a:73). A number of 

researchers have consequently utilised measures of criminal victimisation in their studies of GST. 

The first of these was Agnew himself (2002). The dependent variable in Agnew’s study was a 

general measure of delinquency and eleven of the twelve items in the measure were other-

directed forms of offending (one measure was hard drug use). The study found that a composite 
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measure of violent victimisation increased delinquency in a sample of male high school students. 

However, the study was limited in that it did not examine GST’s intervening mechanism of 

negative affect. 

 A study by Baron (2004) built upon Agnew’s findings and also found support for GST. 

Using a sample of homeless street youth, Baron examined three types of criminal victimisation: 

violent victimisation, property victimisation, and robbery. Baron found a number of significant 

relationships. For example, violent victimisation was found to predict anger and engaging in 

violent crime. In addition, property victimisation was found to predict engaging in property 

crime, using drugs, and a measure of total crime. However, being the victim of robbery was not 

found to be a significant predictor of any of the crime measures. 

 Another study by Baron which also used a sample of homeless street youth (2009) added 

additional support for the relationship between criminal victimisation and engaging in crime. 

Among other strains, Baron examined the relationship between a composite measure of directly 

experienced victimisation (including measures of robbery and physical assault) and a composite 

measure of engaging in violent crime (including measures of robbery and physical assault). Baron 

found support for this relationship. However, contrary to GST’s predictions, Baron also found 

that directly experienced strain did not lead to greater anger, nor did anger mediate the 

relationship between strain and crime. 

 In a 2005 study by Ostrowsky and Messner, an older population was considered by 

sampling young adults aged 20 to 29. In this study the dependent variables were property crime 

and violent crime. Among other strains, a composite measure of victimisation was utilised which 

included measures of violent victimisation, robbery, and property victimisation. The study found 

that the experience of victimisation increased both property and violent crime, even when 

controlling for involvement in previous offending. This study also found that victimisation was 

positively associated with feelings of depression. Furthermore, the relationship between strain 
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and engaging in crime was very weakly mediated by depression. The authors speculate that anger 

would have mediated the relationship more strongly; however, the study was limited in that it did 

not contain an anger variable. 

 A study by Hay and Evans (2006) also found that criminal victimisation may lead to 

engaging in crime. Their study examined a longitudinal sample of children (beginning when the 

children were aged 7 to 11 and following up 5 years later) and found that a composite measure of 

victimisation (including physical assault and robbery) had a positive effect on delinquency, even 

when controlling for prior involvement in delinquency. Importantly, Hay and Evans utilised three 

different measures of delinquency: substance use, violent and property offending, and a general 

delinquency scale which combined the previous two measures. They found that victimisation led 

to all three measures of delinquency. Moreover, they found that victimisation had a direct, 

positive effect on anger and also that anger mediated the relationship between victimisation and 

delinquency. 

 Moon, Blurton, and McCluskey (2008) examined a sample of South-Korean youths. They 

found that a comprehensive measure of recent victimisation including theft, robbery, burglary, 

sexual assault, and physical assault was positively associated with a measure of engaging in 

general delinquency. The same result was observed when the victimisation occurred in the past 

rather than recently. However, the study did not find support for the mediating role of anger in 

GST. 

 Kort-Butler (2010) used a sample of adolescents in grades 7 through 12 to conduct the 

most recent study on criminal victimisation within a GST framework. In addition to measures of 

criminal victimisation, this study also utilised a composite measure of negative emotions 

including measures of fear, anxiety, and depression, but not anger. Kort-Butler found that, with a 

few exceptions, all measures of victimisation led to feeling negative emotions. This study also 

found that experiencing violent victimisation led to general delinquency as well as violent 
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offending. However, the study did not find support for the mediating role of negative emotions 

between violent victimisation and offending as GST predicts. 

 So the literature thus far has often found support for the idea that criminal victimisation 

leads to crime. However, research analysing the relevance of criminal victimisation is still in its 

infancy. Agnew did not specify that criminal victimisation should be strongly related to crime 

until his 2001 revision, and the first empirical study to investigate this assertion was not 

conducted until 2002. Therefore, there is still room for additional studies to confirm Agnew’s 

claim that criminal victimisation is among the most important strains in GST (2006a:73). In 

particular, only two of the above-mentioned studies utilised a dependent variable of substance 

use. Similarly, only two of these studies examined the mediating role of inner-directed negative 

emotions (such as depression). Taken together, this suggests that a study which examines 

measures of criminal victimisation leading to a dependent variable of substance use mediated by 

both inner-directed and outer-directed negative emotions would be a welcome addition to the 

literature. 

3.2.5 Direct, vicarious, and anticipated strain 

 As already mentioned, Agnew’s 2002 study was the first in the GST literature to examine 

if criminal victimisation leads to engaging in crime. In addition, Agnew used this study to 

emphasise that it may be critical to control for alternate forms of the strain under investigation 

(2002:615). That is, when a certain type of adverse condition or event is being studied (e.g., 

criminal victimisation), researchers should include measures of the various forms that the strain 

can take, i.e., direct, vicarious, and anticipated. Only in this way can the unique, unbiased effect 

of each form of strain be accurately assessed. Agnew’s 2002 study found support for this idea; he 

found that measures of direct, vicarious, and anticipated violent victimisation were all 

independently related to delinquency. 
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 Only two other of the above-mentioned studies of criminal victimisation have followed 

Agnew’s lead and have examined alternate forms of the strain under investigation. First, Baron 

(2009) conducted a study using a sample of homeless street youth. This study utilised measures of 

experienced, vicarious, and anticipated violent victimisation and sought to investigate whether 

each measure led to engaging in violent crime. Baron found experienced and vicarious violent 

victimisation were associated with engaging in violent crime, but only in the most basic models 

which included the strain variables alone; when the conditioning variables were controlled for, 

only experienced violent victimisation emerged as a predictor of engaging in violent crime. It is 

important to note that although vicarious and anticipated violent victimisation were not shown to 

predict violent crime, their inclusion in the analysis makes the finding of directly experienced 

victimisation predicting engaging in violent crime all the more convincing. That is, it appears that 

directly experiencing violent victimisation is associated with engaging in violent crime even 

when controlling for closely related explanations such as vicarious and anticipated violent 

victimisation. On a separate note, Baron’s study did not find that the various forms of violent 

victimisation led to anger, nor did the study find support for the mediating role of anger that is 

proposed by the theory. 

 The second study to consider alternative forms of strain was conducted by Kort-Butler 

(2010). This study also examined violent victimisation and included the full range of the forms 

that this strain can take: directly experienced, vicarious, and anticipated. It was found that 

experienced and vicarious violent victimisation led to general delinquency and also that 

experienced, vicarious, and anticipated violent victimisation led to engaging in violent offending. 

These findings are impressive support for Agnew’s assertion that all three forms of strain are 

important. These models did not find that negative emotions (a combined measurement of fear, 

anxiety, and depression) played a mediating role. However, an important negative emotion, 

anger, was not included in the analysis. 
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 So nearly a decade after Agnew first proposed the idea that, “The examination of 

vicarious and anticipated strain has the potential [to] dramatically expand the scope of strain 

theory” (2002:604), only two studies have thus far examined this possibility. Future research that 

attempts to further investigate the role of vicarious and anticipated strain will fill an important 

gap in the literature. 

 Furthermore, Agnew mentioned that although the focus of his 2002 study was to 

investigate other-directed offending, all three forms of strain (experienced, vicarious, and 

anticipated) may also lead to inner-directed negative emotions and passive and/or inner-directed 

behaviours (e.g., substance use, truancy, running away, and disordered eating). In particular, he 

mentioned that anticipating future strain may lead to “feelings of hopelessness and the tendency 

to have an overly pessimistic view of the future” (2002:619). This description of negative affect is 

very similar to the one he has given of depression: “depressed people feel powerless or unable to 

alter the disliked state of affairs...some of the emotions related to depression include anguish, 

despair, hopelessness, and disappointment” (2006a:34). This suggestion leaves open the 

possibility that anticipated strain may lead to inner-directed negative emotions and inner-directed 

offending such as the illicit use of drugs and alcohol. Agnew has also postulated that a particular 

kind of anticipated strain, fear of victimisation, may be more likely to lead to a “flight” rather 

than a “fight” response and that inner-directed offending may be a more likely outcome than 

outer-directed offending (2002:619). More recently, Agnew has clarified the role of fear in GST 

as an emotion which leads to withdrawing behaviours such as substance use, which provides a 

psychological escape from what is feared (2006a:35). 

 To date there does not appear to be any GST research which investigates the relevance of 

vicarious or anticipated strain (including the fear of strain) to inner-directed emotions or 

substance use as a coping behaviour. However, some preliminary support for this idea is given by 

Baron (2009) who found that fear of victimisation was either negatively correlated or unrelated to 
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other-directed offending depending on the model used. His reflection on this finding was: 

“perhaps fear of anticipated victimisation in this population [homeless street youth] was more 

likely to lead to the use of drugs or alcohol in an attempt to reduce the negative emotions” (Baron 

2009:449). This echoes Stewart et al.’s suggestion (2004) that homeless youth are likely to spend 

tremendous amounts of emotional resources in their anticipation that they will become 

victimised. Another study providing preliminary support for the idea that anticipating strain leads 

to offending was conducted by Allison, Adlaf, and Mates (1997). Although this study did not use 

a GST framework, it did use relevant GST variables. The authors found that adolescents in their 

sample that indicated they were worried about gangs, strangers, and racial tensions (i.e., 

anticipated strains) coped with illicit substances. Finally, a recent quantitative study (Bungay et 

al. 2006) on street-involved youth in Vancouver using qualitative data found that youth reported 

using crystal methamphetamine in order to stay awake so as to prevent victimisation (i.e., 

anticipated victimisation). 

3.3 Negative Affect 

 The review of the literature in the above section on strain also mentions some of the 

findings in regards to the mediating role of negative affect in GST. Several of these studies have 

found at least some support for GST’s assertion that experiencing strain increases negative 

emotions (Baron 2004; Carson et al. 2009; Hay 2003; Hay and Evans 2006; Kort-Butler 2010; 

Piquero and Sealock 2000). Moreover, some of these studies found that negative affect partly or 

wholly mediated the relationship between certain strains and crime (Carson et al. 2009; Hay 

2003; Hay and Evans 2006; Hollist et al. 2009; Ostrowsky and Messner 2005; Piquero and 

Sealock 2000). However, others did not find support for the mediating role of negative affect 

(Baron 2009; Kort-Butler 2010; Moon, Blurton, and McCluskey 2007). The following three 
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sections will further review empirical researchers’ findings on the role of negative emotions in 

GST as well as discuss some possible reasons that negative evidence has been found. 

3.3.1 Anger  

 Agnew has stated that anger is the key emotion in GST (1992:59) and a number of 

researchers have tested this claim. Research has often found that strains increase anger and that 

anger partly mediates the effect of strains on crime (Agnew 2006b:105). For example, Mazerolle 

and Piquero (1997) studied a sample of college-aged youth and found that a composite measure 

of strain increased respondents’ intentions to engage in violent crime and that anger mediated this 

relationship. A similar study in 1998 by the same researchers found that a composite measure of 

strain increased respondents’ intentions to engage in violence but that anger did not mediate this 

relationship. They also found that anger did not mediate the relationship between strain and other 

types of offending behaviours such as drunk driving and shoplifting. Finally, the study found 

limited support for the idea that strain increases anger. 

 A 1998 study by Brezina used a sample of male high school students to investigate rival 

causal theories of crime and deviance. The study found limited support for the mediating role of 

anger in GST. Specifically, Brezina found that the effect of strain (adolescent maltreatment) on a 

composite measure of crime (violent and property offenses) was partly mediated by anger. 

 Aseltine, Gore, and Gordon (2000) studied a sample of high school students and found 

that exposure to greater levels of stress and strain predicted higher levels of anger and anxiety. 

They also found that anger mediated the relationship between negative life events and aggressive 

forms of delinquency. However, they found that anger did not mediate the relationship between 

negative life events and non-violent offending or marijuana use. 

 Mazerolle et al. (2000) analysed the effect of strain on three types of offending 

behaviours (violence, drug use, and school-related deviance) using a sample of high school 
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students. They found that strain had a direct effect on engaging in violence but not on drug use or 

school-related deviance and also that anger did not mediate these relationships. 

 Baron and Hartnagel (2002) conducted a study on labour market strain among street 

youth. They found that labour market strain was related to both property and violent crime but not 

to marijuana use. They did not find that these relationships were mediated by anger. 

 Jang and Johnson (2003) used a sample of African-American adults to examine the 

relationships between strain, negative emotions, and crime. They found that strain increased 

anger, that anger increased crime, and also that a composite measure of negative emotions fully 

mediated the relationship between strain and crime. However, they did not state whether the 

individual measures of negative emotion (including anger) mediated the relationships between 

strain and crime. 

 Bao, Haas, and Pi (2004) studied a sample of adolescent students in China. They found 

that every measure of strain analysed (negative relations with parents, teachers, and peers) 

increased every measure of negative emotions analysed (anger, resentment, anxiety, depression). 

They also found that anger mediated the effect of strain on engaging in violence. 

 Piquero and Sealock (2004) investigated gender differences in strain, negative emotions, 

and delinquency by analysing a sample of youths in the juvenile justice system. They found that 

strain significantly increased anger for both males and females. They also found that strain 

predicted property crime and interpersonal aggression for males and that this relationship was 

partly mediated by anger. For females the results were mostly contrary to GST’s predictions; 

strain was not a significant predictor of interpersonal aggression (but anger was a moderate 

predictor) and neither strain nor anger predicted property offending. 

 A study by Sigfusdottir, Farkas, and Silver (2004) used a sample of adolescent students 

and found that a negative home environment was positively related to both depression and anger. 
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The study found that while anger was positively associated with a measure of other-directed 

offending (property crime and violent crime), that depression had no effect.  

 The above examples are some of the better-known studies that have examined the role of 

anger in GST. More examples exist but the above is sufficient to illustrate what the literature has 

generally found: there is consistent support for the idea that strain leads to anger4 but less support 

for the idea that anger mediates the relationship between strain and engaging in crime5. While 

GST does maintain that strain should increase anger, the theory’s main focus is on the mediating 

role of anger. Nevertheless, the partial support for the mediating role of anger that has been found 

is encouraging. A less studied negative emotion that is also purported to mediate the relationship 

between strain and crime is depression. 

3.3.2 Depression 

 Some of the previously mentioned studies which examined anger also examined 

depression. For example, Bao, Haas, and Pi (2004) found that negative relations with parents, 

teachers, and peers each had a positive effect on depression. They also found that depression 

mediated the relationship between strain and minor school-related offenses but not for more 

serious forms of other-directed crime including violent crime and property crime. 

 A study by Sigfusdottir, Farkas, and Silver (2004) used a sample of adolescent students 

and found that a negative home environment was positively related to both depression and anger. 

The study found that while anger was positively associated with a measure of other-directed 

offending (property crime and violent crime), depression had no effect. This study was limited in 

                                                      

4 Examples reviewed thus far in this chapter include Aseltine et al. 2000; Bao et al. 2004; Baron 2004; Hay 
2003; Hay and Evans 2006; Jang and Johnson 2003; Mazerolle and Piquero 1998; Piquero and Sealock 
2000, 2004; Sigfusdottir, Farkas, and Silver 2004. 
5 Examples of supportive studies reviewed thus far in this chapter include include Aseltine et al. 2000; Bao 
et al. 2004; Brezina 1998; Carson et al. 2009; Hay 2003; Hay and Evans 2006; Jang and Johnson 2003; 
Mazerolle and Piquero 1997; Piquero and Sealock 2000, 2004 whereas negative evidence is given by Baron 
2004, 2009; Baron and Hartnagel 2002; Kort-Butler 2010; Mazerolle and Piquero 1998; Mazerolle et al. 
2000; Moon et al. 2007. 



61 

 

that it did not consider types of offending which may be more related to depression, such as drug 

use. 

 Ostrowsky and Messner (2005) studied a sample of young adults and found that 

victimisation strain, neighbourhood strain, and life hassles all were positively associated with 

feelings of depression. Moreover, depression was positively associated with both property 

offending and violent offending. The authors also found that the relationship between strain and 

offending was very weakly mediated by depression. 

 Kort-Butler (2010) studied a sample of adolescents and found that experiencing criminal 

victimisation led to feeling inner-directed negative emotions such as fear, anxiety, and 

depression. This study found that experiencing violent victimisation led to engaging in general 

delinquency as well as violent offending. However, the study did not find that a measure of fear, 

anxiety, and depression mediated this relationship. A potential limitation of this study was that it 

did not examine other forms of deviance that may be more related to emotions such as fear, 

anxiety, and depression, such as drug use or escapist behaviours like running away. 

 Piquero and Sealock (2000) found that childhood abuse increased both anger and 

depression but that depression did not mediate the relationship between strain and other-directed 

crime (property crime and interpersonal aggression). 

 The same authors (2004) found that strain significantly increased depression for males 

but that depression was negatively correlated and insignificant for females. They again found that 

depression was unrelated to both interpersonal aggression and property offending for both males 

and females. A potential weakness of both of these studies by Piquero and Sealock (2000, 2004) 

is that they did not analyse other forms of deviance that may be more relevant to depression such 

as drug use or other passive delinquent behaviours. 

 Correcting a neglect of most previous studies which included a depression variable, Jang 

and Johnson (2003) included both an other-directed dependent variable (violence) and an inner-
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directed/passive dependent variable (drug use). They found that depression and related emotions 

had a much larger effect than anger on drug use, but a much smaller effect on violence. 

Conversely, anger was found to have a much larger effect than depression on violence, but a 

much smaller effect on drug use. They also found that a composite measure of negative emotions 

fully mediated the effect of strain on crime. And although their study included separate 

measurements of outer-directed emotions (i.e., anger) and inner-directed emotions (i.e., 

depression), they did not state whether these emotions mediated the effect of strain on crime. 

3.3.3 Negative affect and crime 

 The aforementioned study by Jang and Johnson (2003) is a particularly good example of 

an emergent idea in GST: that certain emotions (or combinations of emotions) may be more 

relevant to some types of crime than others (Agnew 2006b:105). This idea makes sense when one 

considers that, in some ways, anger and depression can be viewed as being on opposite ends of 

the emotional spectrum in GST. Whereas anger gives individuals “a sense of potency or power” 

which disposes them to other-directed crime (Agnew 2006a:33), depression is characterised by 

“low potency” and is more likely to lead to “passive” (i.e., inner-directed) crimes (ibid:34-35). 

Jang and Johnson’s finding that depression was more likely to lead to passive crime and that 

anger was more likely to lead to other-directed crime supports this more recently proposed aspect 

of the theory. 

 So it is possible that certain emotions may be more relevant to some types of crime than 

others. A closely related idea is that certain strains may be more relevant to some emotions than 

others (Agnew 2006b:105). However, these ideas have not been extensively tested yet (Agnew 

2006a:38). Agnew has therefore recommended: 

Researchers should also examine whether particular types of 
strains foster particular negative emotions - for example, whether 
fear is the result of anticipated strains that individuals feel 
powerless to prevent. And researchers should examine whether 
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particular emotions are more conducive to some types of crime 
than others - for example, whether depression is more conducive 
to drug use than to aggression (Agnew 2006a:36). 

 Although there has yet to be many studies which test the idea that certain emotions may 

be more relevant to certain crimes, a limited number of recent studies have provided support for 

this idea. For example, a study by Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero (2007) examined work-related 

stress among a sample of police officers. This study found that a composite measure of strains 

often experienced by police officers increased both anger and inner-directed negative emotions (a 

measure of anxiety and depression). In other words, officers that reported experiencing higher 

levels of strain and stressful situations on the job were more likely to experience higher levels of 

negative emotions. Moreover, the study found that depression/anxiety mediated the relationship 

between strain and problematic alcohol consumption but that anger did not mediate this 

relationship. 

 A single study has explicitly examined the issue of whether or not certain emotions may 

cause certain types of crime. This study also examined the issue of whether or not different types 

of strain may give rise to different types of negative emotions. Ganem (2010) used a sample of 

undergraduate students to analyse the effect of strain on separate measures of anger, frustration, 

and fear as well as the effects of these emotions on engaging in deviance. Ganem found that, 

according to predictions, certain strains produced certain emotions more so than others but that 

different negative emotions often co-occurred. Specifically, anger was found to arise from strains 

characterised by personal, intentional, and unjustified affronts and frustration was found to occur 

when respondents were presented with a blocked goal. However, frustration was also found to 

occur in the anger-inducing scenario and anger was found to occur in the frustration-inducing 

scenario. In other words, although this study found certain strains tended to elicit a primary 

emotional response, these emotions were not discrete. Ganem also found that some negative 

emotions hasten engaging in crime whereas other negative emotions actually inhibited crime. For 
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instance, anger was positively associated with engaging in violence and fear was positively 

associated with intentions to skip school. However, it was again observed that other emotions 

were significant predictors of these forms of deviance, and sometimes the direction of association 

was negative; for example, frustration and fear were both negatively correlated with engaging in 

violence. The authors concluded that different emotions seem to have a combined impact on 

engaging in deviance. An important limitation of this study is that it did not include depression in 

its analyses. 

3.3.4 State vs. trait emotion 

 It is important to note that GST specifies two distinct types of negative affect; state 

emotion refers to how a person feels as a result of a certain strain whereas trait emotion refers to 

the general tendency of an individual to experience a specific emotion. For example, a person that 

has the emotional trait of anger tends to become angry easily and is consequently often in an 

angered state (Agnew 2006a:30). 

 Since there is a distinct difference between emotional states and emotional traits, it is 

essential to understand that Agnew has specified that the mediating variable between strains and 

crime is negative affective states (Agnew 2006a:29). Although this is one of the basic tenets of 

the theory, it has yet to receive extensive testing. In fact, nearly all tests of GST to date that have 

examined the mediating role of negative emotions have used measures of trait-based negative 

emotions. These tests have generally found a medium or weak relationship between strain and 

delinquency mediated by trait-based emotions (Agnew 1985; Aseltine et al. 2000; Bao et al. 

2004; Brezina 1998; Carson et al. 2009; Hay 2003; Hay and Evans 2006; Jang and Johnson 2003; 

Mazerolle and Piquero 1997; Piquero and Sealock 2000, 2004; Swatt et al. 2007). Most of this 
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research is limited to trait anger6 and suggests that individuals who experience more strains are 

higher in this particular emotional trait. This research also suggests that trait anger partly 

mediates the relationship between an individual's overall level of strain and overall level of crime 

(particularly violent crime). This research is less supportive of trait anger as an explanation of 

property crime, however, and is likewise unable to find a consistent relationship between trait 

anger and substance use in the few studies that include it as a variable. 

 Researchers have only recently begun to focus on measures of state emotion in their tests 

of GST and so there has yet to be a sizeable body of work produced. Agnew has expressed his 

thoughts on the lack of research on emotional states: 

This neglect of emotional states is perhaps the largest gap in the 
research on GST. Hopefully, future research will remedy this 
problem by examining the extent to which negative emotional 
states explain the effect of strains on particular crimes 
(2006a:36). 

 It is somewhat surprising that the GST literature is lacking in such an important regard, 

particularly in light of the fact that the role of negative emotion is perhaps the most critical way in 

which tests of GST are differentiated from competing theories of crime. There is, however, a 

limited amount of research that has sought to test Agnew’s assertion that, “trait anger is an 

imperfect surrogate for state anger. A proper test of GST, then, requires an examination of 

emotional states” (Agnew 2006b:106).  

 The first of these studies was carried out by Capowich, Mazerolle, and Piquero (2001). 

Using a sample of university students, this study used measures of situational anger and other 

(i.e., non-angry) negative emotions. The authors found that situational anger mediated the 

relationship between strain and violent crime (intentions to fight) but that non-angry negative 

                                                      

6 To the author’s knowledge, only three studies thus far have found that depression mediates the 
relationship between strain and crime (Jang and Johnson 2003; Ostrowsky and Messner 2005; Swatt et al. 
2007). However, one of these (Ostrowsky and Messner 2005) used a very rough measure of depression (a 
single, dichotomous indicator) and the mediating effect of depression was very small. 
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emotions did not. They also found that situational non-angry emotions mediated the relationship 

between strain and property crime (intentions to shoplift) but that situational anger did not. In 

short, this study provided limited support for GST’s assertion that strain leads to crime and that 

this relationship is mediated by negative emotional states. 

 Another study using a measure of negative emotional states was carried out by Broidy 

(2001). This study utilised a sample of university students and examined the relationships among 

strain, negative emotions, crime, gender, and legitimate coping. As mentioned, an important 

contribution of this work was that it utilised measures of state emotion rather than trait emotion. 

That is, the emotion measures, “reflect the likelihood that an individual responds to strains with 

anger or other negative emotions, not an individual’s current level of negative affect” (Broidy 

2001:18). Broidy found mixed support for GST in models which regressed negative emotions on 

strain. When regressing delinquency (a composite measure including property crime, violent 

crime, and selling drugs) on negative emotions, Broidy found that anger significantly increased 

delinquency whereas non-angry emotions significantly decreased delinquency. This study did not 

examine whether or not negative emotions actually mediate the relationship between strain and 

crime. 

 A study by Mazerolle, Piquero, and Capowich (2003) sought to build upon Broidy and 

Capowich et al.’s work by directly comparing the mediating effects of separate measures of state 

and trait emotion. Additionally, the authors sought to discover whether or not individuals high in 

trait anger would be more likely to respond to strain with situational anger. This study used a 

sample of university students. The authors found that state anger was a strong predictor of 

intentions to shoplift but that trait anger was not. However, neither measure of anger appeared to 

mediate the relationship between strain and intentions to shoplift. The authors also found that 

both state anger and trait anger significantly predicted intentions to assault. However, only state 

anger appeared to (partially) mediate the relationship between strain and intentions to assault. 
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Finally, the authors found that individuals high in trait anger were more likely to also experience 

situational anger in response to strains. 

 Most recently, Moon et al. (2009) conducted a longitudinal test using a sample of South-

Korean youth to examine (among other relationships) the relevance of situational- vs. trait-based 

negative emotions in explaining the link between strain and deviance. They found that both 

situation-based and trait-based  anger were significantly and positively related to delinquency. 

Moreover, whereas situational-based negative emotions mediated the connection of several 

strains to delinquency, trait-based negative emotions had only minimal mediating effects. In 

short, this study provides some support for Agnew’s assertion that it is state-based emotions 

rather than trait-based emotions that mediate the effect of strain on crime. 

 The above-mentioned tests which utilise measures of emotional states have not supported 

the mediating model of state-based emotion as strongly as the theory assumes. Nevertheless, as 

Moon et al. point out (2009:185), these studies vary in the types of independent variables and 

populations that they use and this is a likely reason for the inconsistency in their findings. As a 

result, it is imperative that more tests comparing situational emotion with trait emotion be 

conducted. Research on substance use is very well suited to be the basis of this sort of test 

considering the theoretical conception of substance use as an emotional coping strategy that is an 

immediate response to experiencing negative emotions. 

 However, it can also be argued that trait emotions may be a more appropriate measure of 

negative affect in some cases. For example, Agnew describes certain types of strain as being 

“chronic” in that they are more ongoing rather than discreet incidences. The ongoing nature of 

chronic strains may cause individuals to develop negative emotional traits (2006a:39-41). 

Homelessness is an example of a chronic strain. Using measures of trait emotions among such 

groups may be very effective. 



68 

 

 Moreover, an interesting possibility that Agnew has not discussed but seems to be 

consistent with the theory is that the nature of an emotional trait of depression (and other inner-

directed emotions) is much different from the nature of an emotional trait of anger. Namely, an 

emotional trait of anger is described as the general tendency of an individual to exhibit state 

anger: “people high in trait anger tend to get angry a lot, although they are not necessarily angry 

at any given time” (2006a:30). This makes sense in that it can rarely be expected that even very 

angry individuals will be in a state of heightened agitation towards others throughout each and 

every day. Rather, various events act as triggers and this type of individual frequently “snaps.” In 

contrast, an individual who has an emotional trait of depression can realistically act lethargic 

essentially all the time; indeed, this is how clinical depression is described. This issue was 

recently addressed by Manesse and Ganem (2009) when they noted: 

Depression is a clinical disorder, and it is therefore problematic 
from a mental health perspective to label the condition as a trait. 
Yet in the context of the distinction between state emotion and 
trait emotion in the GST literature, depression (as measured by a 
conventional depression scale) functions as a trait and therefore 
must be conceptualized in the causal mechanism as a trait 
emotion” (2009:377). 

 So the nature of depression may very often be more appropriately described as a 

persistent trait rather than a state that individuals suddenly “snap” into/out of as is the case with 

anger. From this perspective depression may be more likely to lead to inner-directed deviance 

(e.g., substance use) when it is persistent, i.e., a trait emotion, than when it is experienced 

temporarily on a more sporadic basis, i.e., a state emotion. Thus, it may be the case that measures 

of trait emotion (depression in particular) could have an important place in GST. 

 In any case, there does not appear to be any GST research that measures situational 

emotions leading to a distinct substance use variable. However, there is a sizeable body of 

research that provides general support for GST’s argument that substances are used to cope with 
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frustration, sadness, and depression (Adlaf et al. 1996; Aseltine and Gore 2000; Bungay et al. 

2006; Hoffmann 2000; Hoffman and Su 1997; Hoffmann, Cerbone, and Su 2000; Johnson and 

Pandina 2000; Kilpatrick et al. 1997; Kilpatrick et al. 2003; Sussman and Dent 2000; Thompson, 

McManus and Voss 2006; Unger et al. 1998; Unger et al. 2001; for summaries see Cerbone and 

Larison 2000; Hoffmann and Su 1998). 

3.4 Substance use 

 GST has positioned itself as a general theory of crime, attempting to explain essentially 

all criminal behaviours. Despite this very wide scope, most research to date has attempted to use 

GST to explain street crimes such as violent crime and property crime7 (Agnew 2006a:15). Many 

examples of this sort of research have already been mentioned in this chapter and will not be 

discussed further in this section. Instead, this section will be devoted to the crime being studied in 

this thesis: substance use. 

 Substance use is a specific type of street crime that has received relatively limited 

attention by GST researchers when compared to violent offenses and property crime despite 

substance use being identified early on as a unique outcome of strain (Agnew 1992:60). This is 

not to say that substance use has rarely been studied. In fact, quite a number of studies have 

included substance use as a variable. However, substance use has rarely been given the exclusive 

treatment that the theory suggests that it deserves; whereas other types of crime are theorised as 

methods of alleviating strain or seeking revenge, substance use is theorised to occur primarily as a 

way of managing negative affect caused by strain (Agnew 1992:60). Agnew has repeatedly made 

a point of emphasising that substances are used to act directly on negative emotional states 

(2001:319, 2002:604, 2006a:3; Agnew et al. 2002:44). This unique place of substance use in GST 

has important implications as to which strains and negative emotions are used as independent 

                                                      

7 A small amount of research has been conducted on other types of crime such as organised crime, white-
collar crime, and terrorism (Bryant 2001; Langton and Piquero 2007; Miethe and McCorkle 2001). 
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variables. Consequently, casually including substance use as an outcome variable alongside other 

crimes is not theoretically justified and is apt to confound the relationship between strain, 

negative affect, and substance use. Furthermore, since substance use is theorised as inextricably 

linked to negative affect, studies which focus on this relationship can offer much-needed support 

for the role of negative emotions which is a critical difference separating GST from competing 

theories of crime. 

 The GST research that has been conducted on the relationship between strain and 

substance use so far has been somewhat mixed although in general the support has varied from 

weak to moderate. For example, Agnew and White’s initial test of the then-new theory (1992) 

used a sample of adolescents and found moderate support for the assertion that strain leads to 

substance use. Specifically, Agnew and White found that substance use was positively correlated 

with measures of negative life events, life hassles, parental fighting, and neighbourhood 

problems. This study was limited in that it did not contain any variables measuring negative 

emotions. 

 A study by Hoffman and Su (1997) used a longitudinal sample of youth to examine 

delinquency and drug use. This study utilised two separate measures of substance use: 

marijuana/other drug use and alcohol use. The authors found that stressful life events were 

positively associated with drug use but not with alcohol use. Like the previous study, this study 

was limited in that it did not contain any variables measuring negative emotions. 

 Baron and Hartnagel (2002) studied labour market strain and substance use among street 

youth. For this study the authors utilised a dependent variable of frequency of marijuana or hash 

use. Contrary to GST’s predictions, neither labour market strain nor negative emotions (anger) 

were related to drug use. 

 Another study by Baron (2004) examined substance use by homeless street youth. This 

study utilised a summary measure of drug use (marijuana, LSD/other psychedelics, cocaine, 
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amphetamines, barbiturates, tranquilisers, heroin/other narcotics, inhalants, angel dust/PCP) as a 

dependent variable. Baron found that both property victimisation and anger significantly 

predicted drug use. However, Baron did not find support for the mediating effect of anger on the 

relationship between strain and drug use. 

 Jang and Johnson (2003) conducted a study which examined substance use with a sample 

of African-American adults. The dependent variable of substance use in this study was a 

summary measure of drug and alcohol use. The authors found that a measure of strain8 was 

positively correlated with substance use. The authors also found that both anger and depression 

had a positive effect on substance use, but that the effect was much stronger for depression. 

However, the authors did not state whether depression or anger mediated the relationship between 

strain and substance use. 

 A 2005 study by Slocum, Simpson, and Smith also analysed drug use. This study used a 

sample of incarcerated adult women (91% black) and one of the outcome variables was a 

dichotomous measure of illegal substance use9. The authors conducted both contemporaneous and 

lagged analyses of strain in order to compare the effects of the timing of strains on offending (i.e., 

causal ordering). The authors found that both neighbourhood strain and negative life events were 

predictive of drug use, even when controlling for causal ordering. An unfortunate limitation of 

this study was that the data did not contain measures of negative affect. 

 A unique study by Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero (2007) used a sample of police officers to 

examine the effect of job-related strain on problematic alcohol use. This study found that a 

composite measure of strains often experienced by police officers increased both anger and inner-

                                                      

8 The measure of strain for this study was very general. Respondents were asked about “personal problems” 
and, if experienced, the nature of their personal problems. Thus, the types of strain included in this measure 
were very diverse: financial, residential, job-related, school-related, legal, interpersonal, death-related, 
criminal victimisation, physical health, accident-related, mental health, psychological, and spiritual. The 
consequence of this very general measure of strain is that it is unclear which types of strain are related to 
substance use. 
9 The dominant substance reported by the respondents in this rather unique sample was heroin. 
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directed negative emotions (a measure of anxiety and depression); officers that reported 

experiencing higher levels of strain and stressful situations on the job were more likely to 

experience higher levels of negative emotions. Moreover, the study found that depression/anxiety 

mediated the relationship between strain and problematic alcohol consumption but that anger did 

not mediate this relationship. 

 Neff and Waite (2007) conducted a gendered comparison of substance use among 

juvenile offenders. The dependent variables in this study included frequency of alcohol/marijuana 

use and frequency of illicit drug use. The authors found that a measure of various types of 

childhood abuse was negatively related to alcohol/marijuana use for males, suggesting that 

experiencing more types of victimisation lead males to use alcohol/marijuana less frequently. The 

authors concluded that they found more support for another causal theory of substance use 

(differential association/social learning theory) than for GST. It can be argued that a limitation of 

this study was that the independent variables were dominated by differential association/social 

learning measures. This limited the extent to which support for GST could be found. Another 

limitation was that this study did not include measures of negative affect. 

 Carson et al. (2009) used a sample of young adolescents to examine the impact of early 

victimisation on drug use. This study utilised a summary measure of drug use including a fairly 

comprehensive list of hard drugs as well as marijuana. The authors found that early sexual and 

physical abuse increased the frequency of drug use. They also found that early victimisation 

increased negative emotions (depression and suicidal thoughts) and that these negative emotions 

partly mediated the relationship between early victimisation and drug use. 

 Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible (2009) found that maltreatment increased substance use in 

their sample of adolescents. Specifically, they found that a combined measure of physical 

punishment, emotional abuse, and emotional neglect had a significant, positive effect on a 

combined measure of substance use even when controlling for alternate theoretical explanations. 
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However, they did not find that anger, anxiety, or depression mediated the relationship between 

maltreatment and engaging in substance use10. 

 Gallupe and Baron (2009) studied a sample of street youths and found that the loss of 

valued girlfriend/boyfriend relationships and the loss of other valued relationships due to death 

were positively associated with marijuana/hash use. They also found that physical abuse in 

childhood and being victimised by peers were positively associated with hard drug use. 

Furthermore, this study found that trait anger had a direct, positive relationship with substance 

use but that neither trait anger nor situational anger mediated the relationship between strain and 

substance use. This study did not include an analysis of other negative emotions such as 

depression. 

 Finally, the most recent GST study to investigate substance use was presented by 

Botchkovar and Hughes (2010). This study was conducted on a sample of adults in Russia and 

used frequency of alcohol consumption as its dependent variable. The strain variable for this 

study included diverse types of strain including marital, health, future prospects, socioeconomic 

status, and job interest. The study found that strain increased alcohol consumption for males but 

not for females. However, the study was limited in that it did not include variables measuring 

negative affect. 

 There is also much support for the idea that strain leads to substance use outside of the 

GST literature11. For example, Baron (1999) studied a sample of homeless male street youths and 

found that problematic job histories and depression were positively correlated with alcohol 

consumption. Similarly, Kidd (2003) found that homeless youth reported that they often used 

                                                      

10 When anger, anxiety, and depression were entered into the model separately, each negative emotion 
exhibited a significant, direct effect on substance use as well as a very weak moderating effect between 
maltreatment and substance use. However, when all three emotions were included in the same equation, no 
significant direct effects were observed. 
11  For a brief review of some of this literature see Hoffman and Su 1997:47. 
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substances to block out memories of childhood abuse and other traumatic events and to alleviate 

their negative emotions. 

 In summary, the empirical support for a GST explanation of substance use is yet to be 

solidified. In particular, support for the mediating role of emotions in the relationship between 

strain and substance use is lacking. Many tests have not examined the mediating role of emotion 

at all (Agnew and White 2002; Botchkovar and Hughes 2010; Hoffman and Su 1997; Neff and 

Waite 2007; Slocum et al. 2005). Moreover, the mediating role of anger has not been supported 

by the research to date (Baron and Hartnagel 2002; Baron 2004; Gallupe and Baron 2009; Hollist 

et al. 2009; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007) and the mediating role of depression has only been 

studied recently (Carson et al. 2009; Hollist et al. 2009; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007). Only 

two recent studies have been able to compare the mediating roles of anger and depression (Hollist 

et al. 2009; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007). 

3.5 Conditioning Factors 

 Agnew has made it clear that even theoretically relevant strains will not inevitably lead to 

crime. That is, even though Agnew has specified the types of strain which are most likely to lead 

to crime (2001), these relationships are not without exception. In fact, most strained individuals 

will not turn to crime. This is evidenced by most of the studies reviewed in this chapter finding 

only a weak or moderate relationship between strain and crime. 

 Agnew has explained, “Whether individuals respond to strains with crime depends not 

only on the types of strains they experience, but also on the characteristics of the individuals and 

their environments” (2006a:89). To account for the fact that most individuals will not respond to 

strains with crime, most GST research includes conditioning variables in their analyses (Agnew 

and White 1992; Agnew et al. 2002; Aseltine et al. 2000; Bao, Haas, and Pi 2007; Baron 2004, 

2007, 2009; Baron and Hartnagel 2002; Capowich, Mazerolle, and Piquero 2001; Hay and Evans 
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2006; Hoffman and Cerbone 1999; Hoffmann and Miller 1998; Hoffman and Su 1997; Jang 

2007; Jang and Johnson 2003; Kort-Butler 2010; Mazerolle 1998; Mazerolle et al. 2000; 

Mazerolle and Maahs 2000; Mazerolle and Piquero 1997; Morash and Moon 2007; Paternoster 

and Mazerolle 1994; Piquero and Sealock 2000, 2004; Robbers 2004; Tittle, Broidy, and Gertz 

2008). However, to date there has been little support for conditioning effects in the literature and 

this “severely limits the explanatory power of GST” (Agnew 2002:43). Some of these studies 

have found at least a few significant conditioning effects but these relationships are far 

outnumbered by insignificant ones and are sometimes in the direction opposite to predictions. 

Consequently, Agnew has plainly stated that support for this aspect of the theory has been 

“decidedly mixed” (2006b:108). Theory testing aside, without evidence that certain factors 

condition the effect of strain on crime, GST is unable to offer policy suggestions on ways to 

reduce crime aside from the unrealistic task of reducing strains. This is unfortunate because the 

idea that crime can be reduced by focussing on the conditioning factors in GST is quite practical 

and could potentially have a large impact in the development of effective social policy. 

 It is encouraging for the theory, then, that a handful of empirical studies have found 

moderate support for conditioning variables. The first (and perhaps most significant) of these was 

conducted by Mazerolle and Maahs (2000).This study’s purpose was to address the fact that 

previous studies had generally failed to find support for the conditioning influences that GST 

purports to exist. The authors used a novel approach by utilising contingency tables rather than 

regression models or structural equation models as previous research had. The data was drawn 

from a national probability sample of American youths. The authors found consistent support for 

GST. First of all, the contingency tables revealed that strain and delinquency were related in a 

systematic, linear pattern. That is, respondents who reported more strain also reported higher 

levels of delinquency. This finding was true for both cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses. 

Secondly, and the main purpose of this study, the authors found support for the conditioning 
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hypothesis of GST. That is, when respondents reported more exposure to delinquent peers, a 

greater behavioural inclination to participate in delinquency, and elevated deviant beliefs, the 

effect of strain on delinquency was magnified. The opposite was also found to be true; for youths 

that reported associating with fewer delinquent peers, a disinclination to participate in 

delinquency, and eschewing deviant beliefs, the effect of strain on delinquency was attenuated. In 

summary, this empirical examination has provided a basis for continued examination of 

conditioning variables by GST researchers. Nevertheless, this study was not without weakness. A 

notable shortcoming of the analytical strategy chosen by the authors (contingency tables) was that 

the use of control variables was not possible. 

 Agnew and associates (2002) lamented the fact that, with limited exception, extant 

research had not found support for the conditioning effects that GST proposes. In an attempt to 

partially address this problem the authors introduced a new conditioning variable to the GST 

literature: the personality trait of negative emotionality and low constraint (see chapter one for a 

brief description of the characteristics of this trait). The authors used a nationally representative 

sample of American youths between the ages of 12 and 16 in order to test their hypothesis that 

this personality trait may play a substantial role in GST. Several different strain measures were 

examined including family, school, and peer strains and a delinquency scale was developed 

including measures of violent offending, property offending, and status offending. As predicted, 

this study found that a multiplicative interaction term between a composite measure of strain and 

negative emotionality/low constraint was significant. In other words, those children who were 

high in negative emotionality and low in constraint were much more likely to respond to strains 

with delinquency. Although Agnew argues that this study provides support for GST’s explanation 

of why not all strained individuals turn to crime, it should be noted that this support is limited to a 

single significant interaction term. The statistical significance of this single interaction term 

appears as unqualified support. However, had the authors created a separate interaction term for 
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each of the six strains included in the study the results may have certainly been different. 

Researchers who have taken this much more rigorous approach of testing multiplicative 

interaction terms (for example, Aseltine, Gore, and Gordon 2000; Baron 2004, 2007, 2009) have 

found only a fraction of the total interaction terms examined to be statistically significant. While 

this much more rigorous or conservative approach does lend some promise to the conditional 

nature of the theory, it can be argued that it provides more refutation than support. Aseltine and 

colleagues took this view and stated, “the number of significant interaction effects obtained in 

this analysis is only slightly better than would be expected by chance (e.g., only 6 of the 96 

interaction effects estimated), providing little support for this aspect of general strain theory” 

(2000:270). 

 As of a 2006 summary of the state of GST, the weak support for conditioning effects 

remained (Agnew 2006b:108-110) and with one possible exception (Kort-Butler 2010) this 

empirical shortcoming does not seem to have improved in the years since. In Agnew’s 2006 

summary he suggested a few important possible reasons why the conditioning effects in GST 

research had received poor support. One reason may be because interaction effects in survey 

research can be very difficult to detect (McClelland and Judd 1993). Nevertheless, Agnew 

recommended that researchers continue to investigate this problem. He suggested that a potential 

way to address the issue is by eschewing survey research in favour of experimental designs, 

vignette studies, or field studies (2006a:93). He also suggested that whether a given factor 

increases the likelihood of a criminal response may depend on the level of other conditioning 

factors (ibid:104). That is, even if an individual measures high in negative emotionality and low 

in constraint, whether or not the individual will cope with crime may depend on how the 

individual measures on other conditioning factors such as social support, social control, deviant 

peers and deviant values. In other words, it may be important to consider individuals’ cumulative 

scores on conditioning variables. However, there is not much guidance on how to accomplish 
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such a task using survey research. This may be particularly problematic in light of the fact that the 

difficulty in detecting interactions when using multiplicative interaction terms would be 

compounded by such an approach (McClelland and Judd 1993). Research produced since 

Agnew’s last treatment of this issue (2006a) does not appear to have produced a consensus on 

whether or not conditioning effects are at work. This area remains an important fissure in GST for 

future consideration. 

 As mentioned, there is perhaps a single notable exception in the recent literature which 

has found clear support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis. Kort-Butler (2010) examined the 

effect of direct, vicarious, and anticipated victimisation on delinquency and whether or not these 

relationships were conditioned by social support and self-esteem. Following Mazerolle and 

Maahs’ (2000) advice that conditioning effects are difficult to detect using multiplicative 

interaction terms, Kort-Butler used an approach which divided the sample into groups depending 

on their level (low/high) of social support and self-esteem. Regression analyses were then 

performed separately for each group as well as for the full sample. In the full sample, Kort-Butler 

found that adolescents who experienced victimisation and adolescents who witnessed 

victimisation were more likely to be delinquent. When the same analysis was performed 

separately by low/high social support and self-esteem groups, it was found that experiencing 

victimisation and witnessing victimisation were more likely to lead to delinquency for those 

youths who were low in social support but not for youths who were high in social support. Thus, 

the conditioning hypothesis for social support in this study was observed to operate according to 

predictions. The findings for self-esteem were very similar; direct and vicarious victimisation 

lead to delinquency for youths who were low in self-esteem. In contrast, direct victimisation was 

unrelated to delinquency for youths who were high in self-esteem (although vicarious 

victimisation remained significantly related to delinquency for youths who were high in self-
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esteem). In short, Kort-Butler’s study provided more firm support for GST’s conditioning 

hypothesis than has typically been found. 

 So although the evidence of conditioning effects remains elusive, the literature contains 

many studies for researchers to learn from so that unambiguous support (or conclusive negative 

evidence) may yet be found. In particular, it seems clear that continuing in the vein of regression 

analyses with multiplicative interaction terms or structural equation modeling is most likely to 

lead to results similar to those already obtained. Agnew has made some novel suggestions for 

researchers to follow and remains confident that researchers will find clear support for this aspect 

of GST (2006b:110). 

3.6 Gender 

3.6.1 The criminal male and strain 

 Theory surrounding the role of gender in GST was prompted by a desire to better 

understand substantial gender differences in rates of crime (Broidy and Agnew 1997). The 

simplest explanation from a GST perspective – that males commit more crime because they 

experience more strains than females (Broidy and Agnew 1997:277-278) – is not supported by 

the literature. Researchers analysing gender differences in strain frequently find that males and 

females report experiencing very similar levels of strain. For example, Hoffman and Su (1997) 

observed that no significant differences in stressful life events were found between males and 

females in their sample of youths. Similarly, Mazerolle (1998) studied a national probability 

sample of American youths and found only one of the included strain measures (negative 

relations with adults) differed significantly by gender. Other measures of strain, including 

negative life events, neighbourhood problems, and goal blockage, did not differ by gender. 

Broidy (2001) also found that there were no significant differences in reported levels of strain by 

gender; levels of blocked goals, unfair outcomes, and stress were not statistically different by 
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gender as reported by a sample of undergraduate students. Piquero and Sealock (2004) studied a 

sample of adolescents and found that there was no difference between the genders for an additive 

strain variable including measures of physical and emotional abuse. Baron (2007) observed that 

no differences existed in the levels of strains he analysed for a sample of homeless street youth 

including length of homelessness12, relative deprivation, and monetary dissatisfaction. In 

summary, researchers have typically found that males and females experience similar levels of 

many strains. 

 However, the literature has also found that the experience of certain types of strain does 

differ significantly by gender. For instance, boys are more likely than girls to be disciplined in a 

harsh manner (Hay 2003). This treatment may also occur in the school system where boys report 

having worse relationships with their teachers, receive lower grades, and dislike school more 

compared to girls (Mazerolle 1998). Boys may also be more likely than girls to be emotionally 

and physically abused by their teachers (Morash and Moon 2007). Finally, two of the strains that 

should be very strongly related to crime – criminal victimisation and homelessness – are 

disproportionately experienced by males (Gannon and Mihorean 2006; Hagan and McCarthy 

1997:68). 

 So when it comes to gender differences in strain, Agnew’s explanation for higher rates of 

male crime is that “males are more likely to experience strains conducive to crime and this is one 

reason for the higher rate of male crime” (2006a:134). The first part of this assertion, that males 

are more likely to experience strains conducive to crime, is often supported by the literature as 

                                                      

12 Although the length of homelessness was not found to differ by gender, males were disproportionately 
included in the non-probability sample (66% males), most likely reflecting the greater frequency of male 
homelessness as observed by other studies (Hagan and McCarthy 1997:68). 
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noted above. However, higher-order analyses in the GST literature which connects these strains 

to crime has been less clear13. 

 For example, Mazerolle (1998) studied a sample of youth and found that boys were more 

likely than girls to have negative relationships with parents and teachers but this strain had the 

same statistically significant effect on delinquency for both males and females in a cross-sectional 

analysis. When the same strain was analysed in a longitudinal analysis, this strain was unrelated 

to delinquency for males but was statistically significant for females.  

 Morash and Moon (2007) studied a sample of South-Korean high school students and 

found that boys were more likely than girls to be emotionally and physically abused by their 

teachers but also found that this strain was a statistically significant predictor of violent 

delinquency for both genders. Moreover, this strain was a significant predictor of status offending 

for females but not for males. 

 Using a sample of homeless street youth, Baron (2007) found that length of homelessness 

was a significant predictor of property crime for both males and females and that the difference in 

the magnitude of this effect was not statistically different between the genders. Baron also found 

that length of homelessness was a significant predictor of violent crime for females but not for 

males and that the magnitude of this effect was larger and statistically significant for females. It 

should be noted that while the strain of becoming homeless in the first place has been found to be 

much more commonly experienced by males (Hagan and McCarthy 1997:68), Baron found no 

difference in the length of homelessness experienced by males and females in his sample for this 

study. So while Agnew has proposed the greater frequency of homelessness as an explanation for 

                                                      

13 One of the previously mentioned studies, Hay 2003, found that boys were more likely than girls to be 
disciplined in a harsh manner. Unfortunately, Hay did not specifically analyse the effect of this strain on 
delinquency. Thus, it is not possible to conclude whether this strain can explain higher rates of male 
offending as GST asserts. 
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higher rates of male crime, the limited data on this issue suggest that, once on the street, 

homelessness is actually a greater predictor of female offending than male offending. 

 Finally, Jennings et al. (2010) studied a sample of Mexican-American students and found 

that males were significantly more likely than girls to report physical abuse from strangers, 

physical abuse from peers, academic problems, and strains related to involvement in the criminal 

justice system whereas females were more likely to report being sexually abused. However, in 

full models regressing three different measures of offending14 on these strains, the effects of only 

two of these strains were found to differ significantly by gender. First, academic problems had a 

greater effect on property offending for males compared to females. Second, although males 

reported significantly lower levels of sexual abuse, this strain was found to have a significantly 

greater effect on property offending for males compared to females. 

 In summary, few studies to date have examined whether certain strains which are 

disproportionately experienced by males are able to explain higher rates of male offending and 

those studies that have done so have found virtually no support for this idea. 

3.6.2 Gender and negative affect 

 Another area of gendered GST research which purports to explain higher rates of male 

offending is the key variable of negative affect. Broidy and Agnew proposed that while males and 

females may be similar in their angry responses to strain, females are more likely to also 

experience other types of negative affect like depression and that this may be a partial explanation 

for higher rates of male offending (1997:281-283). Empirical researchers have sometimes found 

that males and females respond to strain with different emotions. Broidy (2001) observed that 

strain increased anger similarly in both males and females, but that females were more likely to 

                                                      

14 Measures of offending were threatening with violence, using violence, and property offending. 
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also experience other negative emotions15. Hay (2003) similarly observed that the effect of strain 

on anger did not differ by gender but that females reported feeling higher levels of guilt. Piquero 

and Sealock (2004) found that a combined measure of physical and emotional abuse increased 

anger for both males and females but that this strain measure led to depression for males only. A 

study by Sharp, Brewster, and RedHawk Love (2005) did not find any gender differences in the 

effect of four different strains (negative life events, abuse, parental hostility, and goal blockage) 

on negative emotions. Jang and Johnson (2005) found that the effect of social strain on anger was 

similar for males and females but that females were also more likely to experience feelings of 

anxiety and depression. Ostrowsky and Messner (2005) found that the effect of three different 

strain measures (victimisation, neighbourhood, and life hassles) on depression did not differ by 

gender. Finally, Jennings et al. (2010) found that academic problems led to significantly higher 

levels of both anger and depression for females than for males. 

 As can be seen, the findings of the GST research on gender and emotion are somewhat 

mixed; sometimes differences in the effects of strain on negative emotions are found, and 

sometimes not. However, this should probably not be taken as negative evidence in regards to the 

possibility of gendered emotional responses to strain. The fact that different studies using a 

variety of measures of strain have come to different conclusions can be interpreted as support for 

Broidy and Agnew’s assertion (1997) that males and females have different emotional responses 

to strain. That is, certain strains may lead to certain emotions for each gender. In short, the 

relationship between strain and emotion by gender appears to be complicated. 

                                                      

15 The measure of “other negative emotions” used by Broidy can be described as being comprised of many 
inner-directed negative feelings: feeling alone, cheated, cranky, depressed, disappointed, frustrated, guilty, 
insecure, overwhelmed, resentful, scared, stressed, upset, worried, and worthless.  
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3.6.3 Gender and conditioning factors 

 More complicated still is the idea that the effect of strain on negative emotions and crime 

is conditioned by certain variables and that these conditioning factors vary by gender (Broidy and 

Agnew 1997:283-287). Perhaps because examining this part of the theory almost certainly 

requires a comprehensive dataset obtained with GST in mind, conditioning variables as they 

relate to gender have rarely been examined by researchers. Moreover, even when researchers 

have had opportunity to include conditioning variables, their analyses tend to be incomplete in 

that only some of the variables specified as important are included. For example, Hoffman and 

Cerbone (1999) used a longitudinal sample of children and adolescents and examined the 

conditioning effects of family income, self-esteem, and self-mastery while controlling for gender. 

Consistent with the spotty support for conditioning variables found in non-gendered analyses, 

Hoffman and Cerbone did not find that any of these variables mediated the effect of strain on 

delinquency.  

 Robbers (2004) found that interactions between social support and both “negative 

stimuli” and “loss of positively valued stimuli” were not statistically significant, neither in a full 

model containing both genders nor in gender-specific models. However, Robbers did find that an 

interaction between social support and “failure to achieve goals” was significant and in the 

predicted direction for females but not for males. 

 Jang and Johnson (2005) used the National Survey of Black Americans to conduct a 

gendered investigation of the conditioning effects of religiosity on strain. They found that 

religiosity conditioned the relationship between strain and aggression for females but not for 

males.  

 Baron (2007) corrected a neglect of the previously-mentioned studies by including a 

more complete list of conditioning variables in his study of financial strain among homeless street 

youth. These conditioning variables included deviant peers, deviant attitudes, self-efficacy, self-
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esteem, and external attribution. When property crime was the dependent variable, Baron found 

significant interaction effects for males only16. When violent crime was the dependent variable, 

Baron found significant interaction effects for both males and females17. Thus, Baron found that 

the conditioning effects operate differently depending on one’s gender, the strain in question, and 

the conditioning effect being analysed. These findings led Baron to conclude something that 

previous research has also suggested: more theoretical and empirical work is needed to better 

account for how conditioning effects vary by strain and gender. 

 Finally, Jennings et al. (2010) analysed a number of three-way interactions between 

gender, strain, and certain conditioning variables18. Only four out of 48 interactions were found to 

be significant at the traditional 0.05 level (another five interactions were significant at the 0.10 

level), lending poor overall support to this aspect of the theory. 

3.6.4 Females and crime 

 Another important area of gendered GST research focuses on a somewhat different 

question than most of the studies mentioned in this section: why do females commit crime? 

Theory suggests that the answer is because females experience a number of strains related to their 

oppression by males (Broidy and Agnew 1997:288-296). The first empirical study to address this 

issue was conducted by Sharp et al. (2001). This study used a sample of college students and a 

dependent variable of disordered eating (purging). The authors found that the relationships 

between strain, negative emotions, and purging behaviour were complicated. First of all, negative 

                                                      

16These significant interactions were: homelessness x self-esteem, relative deprivation x deviant peers, 
homelessness x deviant attitudes, and relative deprivation x attribution. Only the latter two interactions 
were significantly different by gender. 
17 Significant interactions for females were: relative deprivation x deviant attitudes, monetary 
dissatisfaction x deviant peers, and monetary dissatisfaction x deviant attitudes. All three interactions were 
significantly different by gender. Only one interaction was significant for males, that of relative deprivation 
x deviant peers. This interaction was not significantly different by gender. 
18 The conditioning factors analysed were cognitive coping, physical coping (athletics, music, 
extracurricular activities), spiritual coping, delinquent peers, peer support, and poor family communication. 
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treatment by teachers and perceiving oneself as unattractive led to anger. Depression was 

predicted by failure to reach goals, parental hostility, and perceiving oneself as unattractive. Only 

one strain included in the analysis, the failure to reach goals, had a direct effect on purging. 

Furthermore, the authors found that an interaction between anger and depression was significant; 

anger positively affected purging at higher levels of depression. 

 Another study which examined female crime was conducted by Eitle (2002). This study 

used a sample of young adult females in order to examine the effect of discrimination on 

offending. Eitle found that both gender-based and non-gender based discrimination were 

significantly related to delinquency and substance use. Additionally, Eitle found that stressful 

life-events, both experienced and vicarious, were associated with delinquency and substance use. 

 Slocum, Simpson, and Smith (2005) studied a sample of female inmates and the impact 

of their strain on offending. This study found that negative life events and low levels of 

government financial support led to violent offending. They also found that neighbourhood strain 

and negative life events were positively associated with nonviolent offending and substance use, 

whereas high levels of government financial support were negatively associated with nonviolent 

offending. 

3.6.5 Gender and substance use 

 The review in this section on the role of gender in GST so far has focused on two issues: 

explanations of how the higher rate of male crime can be explained, and explanations of why 

females engage in crime. A related and equally perplexing issue is why some types of offending 

do not differ by gender. In other words, is gender irrelevant for some types of offending? Broidy 

and Agnew (1997) did not directly address this question in their treatment of GST and gender, 

even while acknowledging that some crimes are committed with similar frequency by both 

genders (ibid:277). Consequently, GST research investigating those types of offending which are 
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known to be similar by gender must either ignore the role of gender or take a somewhat 

atheoretical approach. At best, the only explanation that GST can offer is that the rates of some 

crimes are the same because each gender experiences certain strains, emotional reactions, and 

conditioning factors such that certain criminal outcomes happen to occur with similar frequency. 

This is certainly not a very parsimonious explanation, but perhaps it accurately reflects the 

complexity of the crime/gender relationship. 

 In any case, at least two recent studies within the GST literature have tackled this issue. 

First, Neff and Waite (2007) mention that population studies generally find that males use illicit 

substances more than females but that for offending populations females tend to use substances 

with about the same frequency or more often than males19. In other words, substance use appears 

to be a deviant behaviour that varies little in frequency, if at all, by gender. Nevertheless, the 

authors sought to find if there were distinct sources of strain that would lead to substance use in 

their sample of youths in the juvenile justice system. They found that, in line with expectations, 

the frequency of substance use was very similar among both genders. They also found that 

victimisation significantly decreased the use of alcohol and marijuana (a combined measure) for 

males but that the coefficient for this relationship was not statistically different from the 

coefficient for female victimisation. In short, the argument for a GST explanation of gendered 

substance use was not supported. In contrast, the authors found a strong association between peer 

substance use and each dependent variable for both males and females. This suggested that 

substance use was better explained by differential association/social learning variables than by the 

strain measures included in this study. A limitation of this study was that it did not analyse 

negative affect. Further, a potential weakness of this study was that it included only a single clear 

strain variable (victimisation). Other independent variables which were intended to reflect strain 

                                                      

19 On a similar note, Broidy and Agnew point out that the magnitude of the difference in drug use by 
gender is much smaller than for most other crimes (1997:277). 
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included parental dysfunction and family disruption – variables that can be argued as being 

indicators of differential association/social learning influences at least as much as being indicators 

of strain. Future research would do well to more critically consider which strain measures to use 

in conducting gendered analyses of offending behaviours which occur with similar frequency by 

both males and females. 

 A second study addressing this issue was conducted by Botchkovar and Hughes (2010) 

using a random sample of Russian adults. The authors investigated the effect of strain on the 

frequency of drinking alcohol by gender. They found that the levels of some reported strains20 

differed by gender but not always in the predicted ways. Furthermore, they found that a combined 

measure of strain was significantly related to drinking for males but not for females. Finally, very 

limited evidence was found for conditioning effects; only one interaction (strain x deviant peers) 

was found to be significant for females and no interactions were found to be significant for males. 

This study did not include an analysis of negative affect. 

 In summary, the theoretical framework on gender in GST is somewhat complex, and 

perhaps as a consequence, the empirical literature is somewhat scattered in focus. Certain studies 

do not support some of Broidy and Agnew’s theoretical proposals but several other studies do 

provide limited support for certain aspects. It may simply be the case that, like the conditioning 

factors, more research is needed for this aspect of the theory (Agnew 2006b:111). However, it 

may also be the case that further theoretical treatment is necessary before a clearer picture of the 

role of gender will emerge. 

                                                      

20 T-tests were conducted on the following six strains to determine if they differed by gender: family 
relationships, interest in work, health condition, career prospects, secure future, and social status. These 
strains were then combined into a single measure for use in higher-order analyses. 
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3.7 Potential contributions to the literature 

 To conclude this chapter I will discuss some of the weaknesses and gaps in the GST 

literature.  Research that addresses these issues will make important contributions to the literature 

on substance use by homeless street youth as well as to the GST literature in general. 

3.7.1 The relationship between strain and substance use 

 A few issues related to the choice and measurement of strains which may lead to 

substance use can be discussed. First, as mentioned in the section on strain in this chapter, studies 

that combine a wide range of strains into a single measure usually find only a weak or moderate 

relationship between strain and crime because only some of the strains included in the measure 

are actually related to crime. This is likely to be important for studies analysing substance use 

given the unique place that substance use has in GST (Agnew and White 1992:485). More to the 

point, Piquero and Sealock (2000, 2004) have found that strains have unique effects on different 

types of delinquency. Taken together, this means that proper tests of GST will include only those 

strains that are theoretically important in explaining the types of delinquency being used as the 

dependent variables. 

 Not only should theoretically relevant strains be used to explain certain offending 

behaviours, these strains should be analysed separately as Agnew has recommended (Agnew 

2001:323-326). Some recent GST research has sought to include strains which can be argued as 

more likely to lead to substance use, for example childhood abuse (Hollist et al. 2009; Carson et 

al. 2009; Neff and Waite 2007; Swatt et al. 2007). However, despite Agnew’s recommendation 

against the practice, all of these studies have used combined measures of strain which prohibits 

drawing conclusions on which particular strains are most related to substance use. 

 A related issue is that much of the research on substance use has been conducted more-

or-less incidentally as part of larger studies focussing on violent crime and property crime. The 
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result is that those strains which are theoretically important to explaining violent crime and 

property crime have been used to test for a correlation with substance use – a unique type of 

delinquency that is qualitatively different from violent and property offences (inner-directed 

rather than outer-directed). Not surprisingly, these tests have usually found limited support for a 

relationship between strain and substance use. In summary, research that includes non-composite 

measures of strain that are theoretically important to substance use should clarify the strength and 

nature of the relationship.  

3.7.2 The relationship between anger and substance use 

 Adding clarity to the above line of thought, the vast majority of GST research has 

analysed the types of strain that lead to violent crime and property crime. The mediating negative 

emotion in this relationship is primarily anger. Accordingly, researchers deciding which strains 

should be included in their tests have relied on theory to help select strains that should lead to the 

negative emotion of anger. In brief, this is why the strains usually considered are weakly related 

or unrelated to substance use; anger has long been theorised as important to aggressive crimes but 

much less important to inwardly-directed or self-destructive crimes like illicit substance use 

(Agnew 1992:60). In other words, substance use has been theorised to occur primarily due to 

strains that promote emotions other than anger, yet the mediating role of other emotions between 

strain and specific crimes has usually been ignored by empirical researchers (Bao, Haas, and Pi 

2004:284). Some research examining the types of strain that should be more relevant to substance 

use has recently been conducted and found good support for a relationship mediated by less-

studied negative emotions such as depression and suicidal ideation (Bao et al. 2004; Carson et al. 

2009; Hollist et al. 2009; Swatt et al. 2007). Future research should carefully consider strains that 

should lead to emotions other than anger, like depression, anxiety, frustration, malicious envy, 

jealousy, hopelessness, fear, and shame (Agnew 2006b:105). 
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 However, it may also be very important to consider a specific type of anger: inner-

directed anger. As noted in the emotions literature, “more than anything else, anger is an 

attribution of blame” (Averill 1983:343). If this view is accurate, it follows that when one is 

angry with oneself that blame is accordingly placed inward. Thus, inner-directed anger may be 

very likely to lead to inner-directed behaviours such as illicit substance use. 

3.7.3 Trait vs. state depression 

 Agnew has emphasised that “trait anger is an imperfect surrogate for state anger. A 

proper test of GST, then, requires an examination of emotional states” (Agnew 2006b:106). 

However, the theoretical role of emotional states beyond other-directed anger is less clear. 

Specifically, the types of negative affect that may be most pertinent to inner-directed behaviours 

such as drug use may be best captured by trait-based measures. For example, depression may be 

more appropriately described as a persistent trait rather than a state that individuals suddenly 

“snap” into/out of as is the case with anger. In fact, this is how clinical depression is described. 

From this perspective depression may be more likely to lead to inner-directed deviance (e.g., 

substance use) when it is persistent, i.e., a trait emotion, than when it is experienced temporarily 

on a more sporadic basis, i.e., a state emotion. Thus, it may be the case that measures of trait 

emotion (depression in particular) could have an important place in GST.  

3.7.4 The neglect to consider certain relevant strains 

 Agnew’s 2001 revision of GST specifies a number of characteristics that should implicate 

certain strains as unrelated to crime. For example, strains that are perceived as deserved in light of 

the victim’s own behaviour or as occurring as a result of chance or “bad luck” should not be 

related to crime (also see Agnew 2006a:75-78 for a concise summary). However, it may be an 

oversight to rule out the relevancy of these types of strains in promoting behaviours such as 

substance use; Agnew’s discussion on this point seems to emphasise that certain strains are 
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unrelated to crime because they are unrelated to other-directed anger. But, as discussed in the 

previous sections, it is precisely those strains that evoke emotions aside from other-directed anger 

that are theoretically important in explaining behaviours like substance use. Recent GST research 

indicates that this may be the case; Stogner and Gibson (2010) conducted a study on a sample of 

adolescents and found that strains relating to poor health increased the frequency of non-violent 

offending, although negative affect was not found to mediate the relationship between strain and 

offending in this study. However, Schroeder et al (2011) conducted a study on low-income urban 

women and found that poor health and declines in physical health positively influenced offending 

directly as well as indirectly through negative emotions such as anxiety and depression. Thus, it 

seems appropriate that any type of strain that evokes inner-directed negative emotions, including 

inner-directed anger, should be reconsidered as important to certain types of criminal behaviour. 

 Perhaps the direction of blame is the reason why sex work has been overlooked as a 

relevant strain for GST. That is, for those that perceive themselves as willingly working in the sex 

trade, blame for the sordid nature of the work may likely be placed inward. According to one 

possible interpretation of Agnew’s specification of the strains most likely to lead to crime as 

described above, this should mean that sex work is not a likely source of anger and therefore 

should not lead to criminal behaviour. However, Agnew has elsewhere argued that: 

Delinquency may still occur in the absence of blame and 
anger...Individuals who accept responsibility for their adversity 
are still subject to negative affect, such as depression, despair, 
and disappointment...As a result, such individuals will still feel 
pressure to take corrective action, although the absence of anger 
places them under less pressure and makes vengeful behavior 
less likely. Such individuals, however, may engage in inner-
directed delinquency, such as drug use, and if suitably disposed, 
they may turn to other forms of delinquency as well (1992:60). 

It can therefore be argued that sex work is very likely to be a source of inner-directed negative 

emotions (anger and depression in particular) that may lead to inner-directed behaviours such as 
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self-harm, eating disorders, and suicide. In particular, individuals may also be likely to attempt 

relief by using drugs and alcohol. All of these behaviours have been found to be correlated with 

sex work outside of the GST literature (Boyle et al. 1997; Brewis and Linstead 2000; Harcourt et 

al. 2001; Farley et al. 1998; Farley and Bakan 1998; Pyett and Warr 1999). 

3.7.5 The relationship between proximate/distal strains and substance use 

 Essential to the  theoretical linkage between strain and substance use is the idea that 

psychoactive substances are an immediate reprieve from negative emotional states (Agnew 

1992:70) and that substances are an especially efficient way to “rapidly reduce negative 

emotions” (Kilpatrick 1997:835). Therefore, empirical tests of GST should account for the fact 

that “the effects of stress dissipate quickly, and therefore one is more apt to detect short-term 

stress effects on delinquency and drug use” (Hoffmann and Su 1997:58). In other words, 

measuring strains that are not closely temporally antecedent to substance use is in all likelihood a 

misspecification of the relationship. However, some of the most recent analyses of substance use 

have found support for a relationship between childhood abuse and substance use (Carson et al. 

2009; Hollist et al. 2009; Neff and Waite 2007). Although childhood abuse does not match 

Agnew’s specification being recently experienced, this particular kind of strain has been theorised 

and tested as nevertheless being very relevant in GST and there is good reason to believe that it is 

especially pertinent in explaining substance use. However, recent strains should also be included 

in such tests in order to control for alternate explanations of offending. Future researchers would 

be wise to develop tests that connect measurements of substance use with recently experienced 

strains. 

3.7.6 The measurement of substance use as a unique offending behaviour 

 As Carson et al. point out (2009:59), many tests of GST that include measures of 

substance use combine them with other measures of criminal behaviour to create a composite 
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measure of delinquency (Agnew 2002; Agnew et al. 2002; Froggio and Agnew 2007; Jang and 

Johnson 2003; Moon, Blurton, and McCluskey 2008; Moon et al. 2009). A statistical test is then 

performed to assess the strength of the relationship between the independent variables and the 

composite delinquency variable. Tests of this sort yield inconsistent results depending on which 

other types of delinquency are being lumped together with substance use. Substance use is a 

distinct type of criminal behaviour and it is reasonable to believe that it occurs for reasons that are 

different from those that motivate an individual to commit other types of crimes. The common 

practice of combining measures of substance use with other measures of delinquency is all the 

more surprising if one uses the pioneering study by Agnew and White as a theoretical and 

methodological template. They state: 

Drug use is examined separately from delinquency because it 
occupies a distinctive place in GST. Rather than being a method 
to alleviate strain or seek revenge, it is used primarily to manage 
the negative affect caused by strain (see Pandina et al. 1991). 
Also, certain data suggest that the determinants of drug use may 
be somewhat different from those of delinquency (see White et 
al. 1987) (1992:485). 

Thus, composite measures that combine substance use with other criminal behaviours are likely 

to cloud the unique relationship between substance use and the independent variables. 

3.7.7 The measurement of discrete substances 

 Not only is substance use qualitatively different from other criminal behaviours (as stated 

above), the consumption of one type of substance may be qualitatively different from the 

consumption of another. This is the rationale behind the use of Guttman scales by substance use 

researchers. That is, substances are classified according to their perceived “hardness”, with the 

use of the softest substances being viewed as less indicative of adverse outcomes and the hardest 

substances being viewed as more indicative of adverse outcomes. For example, Andrews et al. 

(1991) conducted a longitudinal study of substance use by adolescents and found that youths in 
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their sample tended to transition from alcohol use, to cigarette use, to marijuana use, and finally, 

to hard drugs use. Moreover, the stage of drug use was found to have a linear relationship with a 

measure of behaviour problems. 

 It may be important to account for the hardness of different substances in studies of GST. 

For example, it may be the case that less-strained individuals will turn to the softest substances to 

cope whereas highly-strained individuals will turn to the hardest substances to cope. To date, all 

GST research has used composite measures of substance use that do not account for the hardness 

of the substances included (although a non-GST study, Baron 1999, separates measures of 

substance use and includes other relevant GST variables) . The use of such composite measures 

of substance use may obscure unique relationships between certain strains and certain substances. 

Research which separates measures of substance use may uncover previously overlooked 

relationships. 

3.7.8 The relationship between substance use and coping with strain 

 Further extending the above line of thought, extant research has not attempted to account 

for the different motivations for substance use. Although it may be true that substances can be 

used to alter negative emotional states (GST’s hypothesis), other motivations exist that are 

unrelated to strain. For example, alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs are often the basis for a 

social gathering or are consumed while alone or in a small group for recreational purposes while 

just “hanging out” (Agnew and Petersen 1994:87). Motivations of this sort are unrelated to 

negative emotional states. In fact, substances are often championed as a way of enhancing 

positive experiences (a well-known essay arguing this point by a highly respected academic in 

regards to marijuana use is Sagan 1971). Testing for a relationship between strain and substance 

use mediated by negative emotions without controlling for alternate motivations is very likely to 

reduce the strength and significance of the correlation of interest. Future tests of GST should 
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account for alternate motivations for substance use in order to more accurately assess the 

relationship between strain and substance use. Specifically, tests of GST should utilise a measure 

of substance use as a coping behaviour as opposed to a measure of overall substance use. 

3.7.9 The relationship between substance use and gender 

 Most GST research which includes an analysis of the role of gender has focussed on the 

much higher rates of male offending. However, it is arguably just as important to understand why 

men and women are more or less equal when it comes to a few certain types of crime. Substance 

use, for example, is a specific criminal behaviour with a similar incidence by gender (Broidy and 

Agnew 1997:277). But if males and females experience different types of strain and respond to 

these strains differently as GST asserts, how can the similar rates of substance use by gender be 

explained by GST? With the limited GST research that examines this question, it is currently 

difficult to say; gendered GST research to date has generally focussed on the glaring differences 

in male and female crime and has neglected to look at behaviours like substance use which are 

exhibited with somewhat equal frequency by gender (for two recent exceptions see Botchkovar 

and Hughes 2010; Neff and Waite 2007). 

 Extant GST research has also neglected to consider that men and women may vary in 

which substances they use to cope with specific emotional states. This has heretofore not been 

possible because measures of substance use have been collected at an aggregate level. Once this 

methodological issue is addressed (as discussed earlier in this section) it will then be possible to 

test for a gendered interaction between substance use and affect. For example, the use of alcohol 

may be correlated with anger for males but may be unrelated to anger for females. It may then be 

found that alcohol is more frequently consumed by females experiencing a depressed emotional 

state but the same may not be true for males. 
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3.8 Conclusion 

 General strain theory is still relatively new and the bulk of empirical research testing the 

theory’s tenets has been produced in the last ten years. This has resulted in some areas of the 

theory being well tested and well supported whereas other areas are in need of further 

investigation. This thesis will attempt to enhance the literature by addressing some of these areas 

of neglect. The next chapter will specifically state how this thesis intends to do so. 
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Chapter 4 

Research Questions 

 A review of the theory followed by an examination of the state of the literature in the last 

two chapters has identified a number of aspects of GST that bear further research in order to add 

additional support or to refute certain aspects of the theory. This thesis intends to provide answers 

to six general questions in regards to the role of substance use in GST. 

4.1 Strains and negative affect 

 First, are the strains analysed by this thesis conducive to negative emotions? As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, the literature has already found some evidence that directly 

experienced criminal victimisation and childhood abuse/neglect increase negative emotions such 

as anger and depression. Nevertheless, additional research confirming these findings will be 

beneficial. The relationship between certain other strains and negative emotions remains unclear; 

vicarious and anticipated victimisation, length of homelessness, and work in the sex trade are all 

strains that have not yet been found to have an effect on negative emotions within the GST 

literature. According to GST, all of these strains should have a positive effect on negative 

emotions. This thesis will provide empirical support for or against this proposition. 

4.2 Strains and substance use 

 The second general research question addressed by this thesis is: are strains conducive to 

substance use, and if so, which strains are most pertinent? Previous GST research has mainly 

focussed on strains which lead to other-directed offending. Meanwhile, the types of strain leading 

to inner-directed behaviours like substance use have been investigated much less. As a result, it is 

still somewhat unclear which strains may be conducive to substance use. Additional research may 

help to clarify the characteristics of strains that are likely to lead to substance use. 
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 The strains that have been found to be correlated with substance use in the GST literature 

to date are criminal victimisation (Baron 2004; Gallupe and Baron 2009), childhood abuse and 

maltreatment (Carson et al. 2009; Gallupe and Baron 2009; Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible 2009; 

Neff and Waite 2007), negative/stressful life events (Agnew and White 1992; Botchkovar and 

Hughes 2010; Hoffman and Su 1997; Jang and Johnson 2003; Slocum, Simpson, and Smith 

2005), work-related stress experienced by police officers (Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007), and 

the loss of valued relationships (Gallupe and Baron 2009). The relationship between certain of 

these strains and substance use would benefit from further analysis. For example, Agnew has 

stressed that directly experienced victimisation should have a reasonably strong relationship with 

both vicarious and anticipated victimisation. Therefore, it is essential to control for the effects of 

all three forms that this strain can take in order to gain unbiased estimates of each form’s 

association with crime (2002:615). Neither of the two studies of substance use which analysed 

criminal victimisation have controlled for vicarious or anticipated victimisation. This thesis will 

correct this neglect in order to more accurately assess the unique relationships between each form 

of criminal victimisation and substance use. 

 Another type of strain that would benefit from further analysis is childhood abuse. 

Although there have been at least four GST studies to date that have found a relationship between 

childhood abuse and substance use, none of these studies have included a measure of childhood 

neglect in their analyses. In fact, it appears that only a single study in all of the GST literature has 

considered the importance of childhood neglect as a type of strain (Hay 2003). This is a 

significant omission in light of the fact that childhood neglect is one of the types of strain that 

Agnew specified as most likely to lead to crime (2001:344). This thesis will therefore include a 

measure of childhood neglect in addition to measures of childhood abuse. Not only will this allow 

an analysis of the unique effect of childhood neglect on substance use, it will also control for 
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potentially spurious relationships between physical, sexual, and emotional childhood abuse and 

substance use. 

 Youth homelessness is another example of a strain which has been found to be positively 

associated with substance use but would benefit from further analysis. It appears as though only 

two studies in the GST literature have tested for a relationship between length of homelessness 

and substance use and no support has been found (Baron 2004; Gallupe and Baron 2009). This 

thesis will therefore attempt to provide additional support for or against youth homelessness as a 

strain which may lead to substance use. It is important to note that GST research on youth 

homelessness should control for spuriousness by including measures of other pertinent strains that 

are associated with homelessness such as criminal victimisation and childhood abuse and neglect 

(Baron 2004; Hagan and McCarthy 1997). As already mentioned, this thesis will do so. 

 Finally, a type of strain that has yet to be analysed in the GST literature is sex work. This 

thesis proposes that sex work may be a type of strain that is likely to lead to substance use for 

several reasons. For instance, sex work is a type of employment that closely matches Agnew’s 

description of work in the secondary labour market. That is, working in the sex trade involves 

unpleasant, physically demanding work which requires a subservient stance, offers low pay, gives 

few benefits, bestows little prestige, and presents very limited opportunities for advancement 

(Agnew 2001:345). Agnew has specified that employment which matches this description should 

be very likely to lead to crime and deviance (ibid). Sex work is also already known to be 

associated with both hard and soft drug use (Brewis and Linstead 2000; Pyett and Warr 1999), 

however, the direction of this relationship is unclear. A rational argument can be lodged using 

GST as a theoretical basis that sex work is a potent strain in and of itself which is likely to lead to 

emotional states conducive to substance use. A challenge for GST research seeking to find 

support for a relationship between sex work and substance use is disentangling the stress caused 

by sex work itself from other stressors which pre-date individuals’ involvement in sex work but 
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are known to be correlated with future involvement in the sex trade (such as childhood abuse and 

homelessness, see Reid 2011) or other relevant stressors experienced in the course of working in 

the sex trade (such as criminal victimisation). Consequently, this thesis will examine the 

relationship between sex work and substance use while controlling for homelessness, childhood 

abuse and neglect, and all three forms of criminal victimisation (direct, vicarious, and 

anticipated). 

 In summary, it is predicted that each of the strains analysed by this thesis will have a 

positive effect on substance use (see Table 4.1). 

4.3  Negative affect and substance use 

 The third general research question addressed by this thesis is: are negative emotions 

conducive to substance use, and if so, which negative emotions are most pertinent? Previous GST 

research on substance use has often excluded an analysis of negative emotions (Agnew and White 

1992; Botchkovar and Hughes 2010; Hoffman and Su 1997; Neff and Waite 2007; Slocum, 

Simpson, and Smith 2005). This exclusion is noteworthy considering that Agnew has made it 

clear that the role of substance use in GST is to directly act on one’s negative emotions 

(2001:319, 2002:604, 2006a:3; Agnew et al. 2002:44). In other words, the theory’s application to 

substance use cannot actually be tested as it has been specified without considering the role of 

negative emotions. Several empirical tests have done so and have found that both outer-directed 

emotions (such as anger) and inner-directed emotions (such as depression and anxiety) have a 

positive effect on substance use (Baron 2004; Carson et al. 2009; Gallupe and Baron 2009; Jang 

and Johnson 2003; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007). This thesis will contribute to this literature 

by providing further empirical support for the impact of negative emotions on substance use.
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Table 4.1: Direction of predicted relationships between 

independent variables and dependent variables 

Direction of Relationship

Controls

Gender No Prediction

Age No Prediction

Race No Prediction

Strains

Homelessness Positive

Sexual Abuse Positive

Physical Abuse Positive

Emotional Abuse Positive

Emotional Neglect Positive

Sex Work Positive

Experienced Victimisation Positive

Anticipated Victimisation Positive

Fear of Victimisation Positive

Vicarious Victimisation Positive

Witness of Victimisation Positive

Conditioning Factors

Strain x Negative Emotionality/Low Constraint Positive

Strain x Deviant Peers Positive

Strain x Deviant Values Positive

Strain x Coping Skil ls Negative

Strain x Self-Esteem Negative

Strain x Emotional Support Negative

Emotions

Anger-in Positive

Anger-out Positive

Depression Positive



 

 

103

 Furthermore, it is plausible that certain emotions are more related to substance use than 

others. For instance, it has been suggested that emotions like depression and other inner-directed 

negative emotions may trigger escapist or other passive behaviours (Agnew 1992:60, 2006a:34-

35). Of primary importance to this thesis is the assertion of GST that one of the most likely 

responses to feeling inner-directed, unpleasant emotions is illicit substance use. This behaviour is 

a distinct type of coping behaviour in GST which is utilised in an attempt to alleviate one’s 

negative emotions rather than to accomplish one’s goals through illegitimate means or to gain 

revenge against the source of one’s strain (Agnew 2001:319, 2006a:3). This claim will be tested 

by comparing the effects of outer-directed anger on substance use to the effects of inner-directed 

anger and depression on substance use. According to GST, the effect of inner-directed anger and 

depression should have a greater impact on substance use than outer-directed anger. However, all 

three measures of negative affect should have a positive effect on substance use (see Table 4.1). 

4.4 The mediating role of negative emotions 

 Of substantial importance to empirical tests of GST is whether or not negative emotions 

mediate the relationship between strain and offending. This is the fourth general research question 

addressed by this thesis. That is, do negative emotions mediate the relationship between strains 

and substance use, and if so, which negative emotions are most pertinent? As mentioned above, 

GST asserts that substances are used to cope with the negative emotions arising from strain. 

Previous GST analyses of substance use have frequently not examined the mediating role of 

emotion at all (Agnew and White 2002; Botchkovar and Hughes 2010; Hoffman and Su 1997; 

Neff and Waite 2007; Slocum, Simpson, and Smith 2005). Moreover, the mediating role of anger 

has not been supported by the research to date (Baron and Hartnagel 2002; Baron 2004; Gallupe 

and Baron 2009; Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible 2009; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007) and the 

mediating role of depression has only been studied recently (Carson et al. 2009; Hollist, Hughes, 
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and Schaible 2009; Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007). Only two recent studies have been able to 

compare the mediating roles of anger and depression (Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible 2009; Swatt, 

Gibson, and Piquero 2007). Overall, the literature will greatly benefit from further testing of the 

mediating role of negative affect. Specifically, both inner-directed and outer-directed negative 

emotions should be compared in their ability to mediate the relationship between strain and 

substance use. This thesis will contribute to the literature by examining inner-directed anger, 

outer-directed anger, and depression as mediating variables.  

4.5 Conditioning factors 

 The fifth general research question addressed by this thesis pertains to the role of GST’s 

conditioning variables. That is, do certain factors condition the effect of strain on substance use? 

As discussed in the previous chapter, the extant literature has generally found poor support for 

GST’s conditioning hypothesis. This thesis will test this aspect of GST by utilising a 

comprehensive set of conditioning variables including negative emotionality/low constraint, 

deviant peers, deviant values, coping skills, self-esteem, and emotional support. 

4.6 Gender 

 Finally, a sixth research question examines all of the above questions in terms of gender. 

Specifically, how do males and females differ in their use of substances to cope with strains and 

negative emotions? It was suggested shortly after the introduction of GST that gender is a 

significant variable in the theory (Broidy and Agnew 1997). That is, males and females are 

subjected to different strains, experience emotions differentially, and have varied reactions in 

their attempt to alleviate or cope with negative feelings. Although this offers a lucid explanation 

of why men and women have such disparate rates of crime in general, it creates a perplexing 

question: why are men and women so similar in a select few types of crime, including illicit 
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substance use? Only two previous studies have examined this question (Botchkovar and Hughes 

2010; Neff and Waite 2007) and a clear picture of how GST can explain the role of gender in 

substance use has yet to emerge. This thesis will contribute to the GST literature on gender and 

substance use by analysing a number of relevant strains, their effect on measures of both inner-

directed and outer-directed negative emotions, and the effects of both strain and negative affect 

on substance use. Additionally, certain conditioning factors may differ in their impact by gender. 

4.7 Summary 

 Overall, this thesis intends to conduct one of the most comprehensive analyses of 

substance use within a GST framework to date. This will be accomplished in part by addressing 

certain previously-neglected aspects of the research questions noted in this chapter. This will also 

be accomplished by addressing a number of methodological issues and this will be the focus of 

the proceeding chapter. 
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Chapter 5 

Methodology 

5.1 Data 

 Data for this thesis was obtained between May 2009 and August 2010 in Toronto, 

Ontario. The population of interest for the survey was homeless street youth. This was 

operationalised to mean individuals between the ages of 16 and 24 who did not currently attend 

school, were currently unemployed, and did not have a fixed address or had lived in a shelter at 

any time during the previous 12-month period. These sampling criteria covered the age range of 

those defined as “street youth” and focused on those who were not engaged in employment or 

educational pursuits in an effort to contact those homeless youths most likely to be highly 

strained (Baron 2004:465). 

 Population lists for street youth are difficult to create and no list was available for this 

project. A purposive sampling technique was utilised. This required the researcher to develop a 

plan that would maximise the representativeness of those sampled (Adlaf 2005; Kalton 1983). 

 Data collection was centred in the downtown core of Toronto. There were a few 

“hotspots” where youth meeting the selection criteria could often be found and consisted of 

several parks and street corners. In addition, there were several social services that exclusively 

served street youth that eventually granted access to contact their clients. Street youth were 

sometimes identified by activities such as squeegeeing, panhandling, or busking. Other times they 

were identified based on appearance alone (e.g., hiking backpacks, shopping buggies, wearing 

tattered clothing in the financial district) as they walked down city streets or hung out in parks 

and places of business. Additional respondents were sometimes obtained by snowball sampling, 
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i.e., asking qualifying youths if they had any friends or acquaintances that might also like to 

participate. 

 It was found that those who met the definition of “street youth” often formed cliques and 

generally spent their time in certain areas. For example, Toronto’s “gay village” was a gathering 

place for many LGBT street youth, a certain large park was a gathering place for youth who 

preferred to identify themselves as “travelling kids”, and a limited number of street corners were 

popular places for a small group of youth identifying themselves as “squeegee kids” to spend 

their days. Additionally, certain city streets were frequented by street youth whose major daily 

activities were panhandling or busking, a section of Toronto known as “the stroll” was used at 

night by some street youth who worked in the sex trade, and a small, densely-populated area of 

the downtown core was a preferred location for street youth who identified themselves as 

refugees as well as those who were involved in gang activity. As a result of the separation of 

these different groups of street youth, the total geographic area covered was fairly large. In total, 

the data collection process covered an area approximately 4 km from East to West and 3 km from 

North to South. 

 Youth who met the sampling criteria were given a brief but informative description of the 

nature of the research project and the content of the survey. Specifically, the researcher informed 

the youth of the potential implications of the project and the importance of collecting accurate 

information. The researcher addressed the fact that certain questions were sensitive in nature. 

Youths were informed that it would be better to skip a question rather than give an inaccurate 

response and that they could also choose to skip any questions or withdraw from the survey at 

any time. For the most part, youths were very receptive to the goals of the project and were eager 

to offer their help by treating the survey as a serious endeavour that they could feel pride in 

completing. Youths were also informed that the survey was completely anonymous and that no 
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record was being kept that would link their participation to their answers. All youth were required 

to sign a consent form and were given a copy which they kept for themselves. 

 The survey instrument was a researcher-administered questionnaire. The researcher read 

aloud each question and then recorded the respondent’s answer. This technique eliminated 

potential problems with the respondent’s reading ability and also allowed the researcher and 

youth to discuss any confusion that arose due to the wording of the questions which sometimes 

used language with which the youth was unfamiliar. This survey utilised likert scales, yes/no 

questions, and other single-response questions which could be recoded for quantitative analysis. 

Each survey took approximately one hour and 15 minutes to complete on average. It was found 

that the survey could be completed in no shorter than 45 minutes, excluding the time it took to 

introduce the purpose and content of the survey, ensure that the youth met the research criteria, 

and complete an informed consent form. However, these 45-minute interviews were rare and the 

vast majority of respondents required about 75 minutes to complete the survey. There was also a 

substantial number or respondents who were unconcerned with completing the survey in any 

certain time period and insisted on replying to most questions with a full explanation or taking 

multiple breaks, sometimes requiring more than one meeting to complete the survey. At the 

completion of the survey respondents were given a $30 gift card to McDonald’s as a token of 

gratitude for their participation and as compensation for their time.  

 Due to the sensitive nature of many of the questions, surveys were conducted in a 

location where the respondent would have a maximum of privacy. At a minimum, this meant that 

the youth and researcher would complete surveys one-on-one while the youth’s companion(s) 

waited elsewhere. The researcher also ensured that curious members of the public were not within 

earshot of the interview, sometimes requiring relocating mid-interview. In the best-case scenario, 

interviews were conducted in the private offices of various social service agencies. It is hoped 
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that this overt focus on confidentiality underscored the importance of the research project to the 

youth and resulted in accurate responses to the most sensitive questions in the interview. Indeed, 

some respondents indicated that they had revealed certain information for the first time during the 

interview. 

 A number of challenges were presented during the data collection period. One significant 

obstacle was locating qualifying youth. One might think that recruiting qualifying street youth 

would not be a problem considering the sizeable population of that group that is thought to reside 

in Toronto, estimated to vary between 10,000 and 20,000 individuals per year21 (Kidd 2003:235), 

but several factors emerged that prohibited easily identifying and recruiting youth for the project. 

 One issue was the sheer number of people in Toronto during the daytime, estimated at 

nearly 6 million (TRRA 2010). To some extent, street youth tend to blend in with the crowds – a 

factor that may make downtown Toronto an appealing place for youth who often feel singled out 

or who are “on the run” from abusive family relationships, undesirable group homes, or the 

police. A related issue was discerning qualifying vs. non-qualifying youth based solely on 

appearance. This task was greatly simplified when a youth implied their status as homeless or 

jobless by panhandling, squeegeeing, sleeping in a public area, or carrying survival equipment 

such as a sleeping bag or large hiking backpack. These sorts of visual cues were found to be 

relatively rare, particularly for those under the age of 25. One reason for this may be the 

proliferation of youth-centric social services in Toronto attempting to eliminate the stigma that 

accompanies being identified as homeless based on outward appearance. Youth shelters aim to 

eliminate risky outdoor living by providing a comfortable and youth-centred place for those under 

25 to live. Government financial assistance (“personal needs allowance” for those living in 

                                                      

21 One long-time social service agency director familiar with this figure and who had worked with Kidd 
when his research was being conducted scoffed that the figure was wildly overestimated, remarking that 
perhaps Kidd arrived at this figure by standing on a squeegee corner during its heyday and multiplying the 
number of squeegee kids observed by the number of blocks in Toronto. 
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shelters and “street allowance” for those who choose not to live in a shelter) attempts to eliminate 

the need to panhandle or squeegee. In terms of negative reinforcement, panhandling and 

squeegeeing have been prohibited by Ontario provincial law through the Safe Streets Act (1999). 

Although technically panhandling is allowed under certain restrictions, even seemingly benign 

behaviour such as sitting or standing on the sidewalk with a sign soliciting money can be 

interpreted as grounds for arrest under the act and the researcher witnessed this occur more than 

once. According to local media coverage and scholarly research (Parnaby 2003) as well as 

anecdotal reports from some of the youth who have been street-involved for some time, 

enforcement of the safe streets act has increased over the years and most youth felt it best not to 

push their luck as repeat offenses are liable to result in a jail sentence. Even first-time offenders 

can find themselves in a nearly impossible situation as they can be fined up to $500. Youths with 

outstanding warrants or for whom a personal search would cause problems were even less 

inclined to advertise their vulnerability to the police. Indeed, squeegeeing is a behaviour that has 

all but disappeared from downtown Toronto. To the researcher’s knowledge, only two 

intersections in the downtown area were somewhat reliable locations for this behaviour (despite 

constant police enforcement). 

  Since most youth did not carry the telltale objects of survival gear, shopping carts, 

panhandling signs, or squeegees, clothing and personal appearance were usually the only visual 

cues left to identify potential candidates. This, too, was fraught with problems. Although the 

typical imagined image of a street youth was found to often be accurate in reality, the problem 

was that these images – punk, hardcore, grunge, hip-hop, and raver, to name a few – are often 

adopted by otherwise mainstream members of society. Of particular note in the late 2000s is the 

trend among high-school and university-aged students in Toronto and other large cities to shop 

primarily at thrift stores in a sort of throwback to the “grunge” look of the early 1990s to create a 
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look loosely referred to as “hipster”. Perhaps as a way of embracing the fiscal realities caused by 

the financial crisis beginning in 2007, this look eschews designer fashions in favour of used 

clothing and particularly items which are visibly worn-out. Even mainstream retailers have 

embraced the hipster aesthetic by offering misfitting clothing specially processed to be 

“threadbare”.  As a result, hipsters are often disparaged as looking as though they are homeless. 

For visual examples, one can visit the website HomelessOrHipster.com where one plays a game 

of sorts in which he or she guesses if photos are of individuals who are homeless or merely 

hipsters. A popular college website describes hipsters as follows: 

It becomes a difficult task to then differentiate between those 
who actually cannot eat, shower, or afford clothes. The hipster’s 
style aesthetic is influenced by the homeless. The hairstyles worn 
by the hipster is generally ragged, dirty, and has the appearance 
of a lack of care though often hours of care is put into the upkeep 
of said look... In main urban areas, like Manhattan, it becomes 
difficult to distinguish between “homeless” and “hipster” 
(College Candy 2007). 

 In an ironic reversal of appearances, as middle-class youths have tended towards 

aesthetics previously associated with homelessness, social services for street-involved youth in 

Toronto increasingly offer services designed to rid their clients of the stereotypically unkempt 

appearance assigned to street youth. For example, new (unused) clothing was available from 

several shelters and drop-in centres. Free dental work and haircuts were offered at the most 

central drop-in centre and elsewhere. Somewhat surprisingly, regularly-scheduled “foot care” 

clinics offered clients pedicures and their choice of different styles of new cross-trainer shoes, 

including popular styles by name brands like Nike and Adidas. Meals were provided at regular 

times throughout the city and allowed youth to maintain a healthy weight. In fact, some of the 

more portly youth were often observed to utilise more than one agency for meals, a service made 

easy by the clustering of agencies offering food in the downtown core. Far from luxurious, these 
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services nevertheless enabled inclined street youth to appear no different from their typical non-

street counterparts.  

 The consequence of the adoption of a homeless aesthetic by non-street youth and the 

enabling of a non-street appearance for homeless youth was that approaching youth based on 

appearance alone was seldom effective. After numerous embarrassing false-starts with middle-

class youth (some of whom played along for some time), the practise of approaching individuals 

based on a shabby appearance was mostly abandoned. Similarly, youth who dressed “gangsta” 

were almost always actually seeking a “hip hop” style and my inquiries about their housing 

and/or job status were perceived with equal measures of incredulous offense and ridiculous 

hilarity. 

 In time the best course of action for identifying street youth outside of social services was 

learned to be observing the youths’ more subtle behaviours. For instance, groups of youths 

spending time outside in the downtown core with seemingly no purpose but to pass time were 

prime candidates for the survey criteria. Additional behaviours such as asking passersby for 

cigarettes, drinking alcohol, or smoking marijuana were further tip-offs. Another novel way of 

identifying possible candidates was observing youths moving in and out of a number of “dollar 

stores” without going through the checkouts. These stores were commonly used as a way for 

youths to provide some of their basic needs through shoplifting with little risk of being caught 

and little or no consequence if they were. 

 The above paragraphs describe some of the difficulties encountered in identifying street 

youths. Recruiting the youths once identified remained another challenge. Many street youths 

strongly prefer to remain totally anonymous and avoid contact with unknown others, especially 

those that initiate contact with questions that could result in the youth’s background being 

discovered (Hagan and McCarthy 1997:240). There is good reason for this type of self-
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preservation. Many youths have fled homes that they feel are unsafe or have left group homes 

that they dislike. Other youths have outstanding arrest warrants or are in current violation of 

parole or probation conditions. Others still have learned through past naiveté that placing trust in 

strangers can result in various types of victimisation. As a result, street youths learn to be highly 

suspicious of even casual conversations initiated by strangers – particularly those who appear to 

be older and thus possibly in positions of authority. Such individuals may be perceived as 

undercover police officers who can physically detain the youth, sexual deviants who are seeking 

to employ or victimise the youth, or religious zealots who aim to save the youth’s soul. For these 

reasons the researcher’s efforts in cold-contacting seemingly qualifying youths were often 

rebuffed. 

 The most effective way of identifying and recruiting qualifying youths was to utilise the 

youth-centric social service agencies in Toronto. However, gaining access to the clients at most of 

these social services was found to be very difficult as the complicated hierarchy of front-line 

workers, managers, directors, executive directors, and executive boards were hesitant to entertain 

requests for access to their clients. This arrangement of “gatekeepers” has apparently become 

weary of frequent requests from innumerable groups who desire access to the much-studied 

population of street youth. This defence of their clients is understandable to the extent that social 

service professionals want to limit youths from feeling alienated by study after study as though 

they are being analysed like rats in a laboratory. Unfortunately, the researcher’s perceived youth, 

an asset in building rapport with the subjects of the project, was almost always perceived as 

inexperience and probably an indicator of academic frivolity by agency workers. The researcher’s 

race was also specifically cited as a reason for denial to access an agency’s clients due to 

concerns that the racial and cultural mandates of the agency would be undermined in the research. 

Fortunately, several directors were willing to evaluate the merit of the project and the burden that 
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participating would place on the agency. Several agencies decided to permit the researcher to 

spend considerable time on their premises. This allowed the researcher to become a familiar face 

among the youth and enabled his status as a graduate student and purpose in being there to 

become widely known. Additionally, access to the agencies facilities made conducting the 

interviews much more efficient; the ability to conduct surveys in the privacy and solitude of a 

furnished office was a striking contrast to the noisy and distracting scenes encountered when 

conducting the surveys on the street. 

 Despite the attractiveness of using social service agencies to recruit participants, it was 

important to collect a diverse sample by continuing to contact youths who rarely utilised street 

services. In order to facilitate this goal, the decision was made to not use public transportation in 

travelling throughout the downtown core. This allowed the researcher more opportunities to 

connect with qualifying youths on the streets. Although the site of contact was not recorded in the 

survey, it is estimated that half of the respondents were contacted on the street and half were 

contacted at various social service agencies. 

 The $30 fast-food reward for participating in the project was an invaluable way of 

enticing many youth to participate (as well as to placate the above-mentioned agencies). To put 

the amount of the reward into perspective, many of the youths’ sole source of legal income was a 

government-issued “personal needs allowance” of about $27 per week. The relative desirability 

of the reward by many youths turned it into somewhat of a double-edged sword; many youths 

attempted to complete the survey more than once and/or inquired if the survey was being 

conducted elsewhere in the city. This highlights the importance of somehow vetting participants 

in anonymous research who might attempt to participate more than once when an incentive is 

offered. In this case, a single researcher completed all interviews and could employ a visual 

vetting process to prevent repeat participation. The desirability of the reward also meant that 
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youths who did not meet all of the research criteria were nevertheless keen to participate. This 

resulted in many non-qualifying youths attempting to subvert the screening process. To prevent 

this from occurring, the researcher did not explicitly state the criteria for inclusion in the project. 

Instead, whether or not a youth qualified for the project was gleaned in an informal, 

conversational style. Only after the researcher was satisfied that the youth met all of the criteria 

did he present the option of participating in the project. Like Hagan and McCarthy’s experience 

in Toronto (1997), many youth were encountered who got a kick out of street life by day but 

returned to their home in the suburbs at night and thus did not meet the requirement of having 

experienced homelessness during the previous year. 

 The main activity engaged in during the data collection period was simply “hanging out”. 

This activity was ultimately proven to be an essential requirement of contacting certain members 

of this sometimes evasive population. The long-term commitment of the researcher to being a 

stable presence in Toronto’s street scene paid off in terms of referrals from past participants who 

came to trust the researcher. Also, the researcher was able to take advantage of the cyclic and 

transient natures of the street youth population as certain groups or individuals were recognised 

after being absent from the streets for some time due to finding and losing stable housing, 

entering and being released from custody, or returning to Toronto after having travelled to other 

areas of Canada. It should be noted that the researcher did not go so far as to develop meaningful 

relationships with the street youth beyond what was required for the purpose of completing the 

research project. This is probably evidenced by the fact that the researcher was known among the 

youth simply as “the McDonald’s guy” rather than a first-name basis. In other words, the 

researcher came to be well-known in his purpose, but not personally. 
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5.2 Measures 

 The survey covered a multitude of different measures relevant to studies of street youth. 

In the text that follows, each measure used in the current research will be described in more 

detail. At minimum, each measure will refer to the survey questions that were used in creating the 

measure. Alpha values are listed next to the measure headings where applicable and are based on 

non-missing (non-imputed) data. 

5.2.1 Controls 

 Three control variables were utilised: age, gender, and race. Age was measured in 

chronological years. Gender was coded as a dummy variable with 0 indicating male and 1 

indicating female. Race was coded as a dummy variable with 0 indicating Caucasian and 1 

indicating non-Caucasian. 

5.2.2 Strains 

 This thesis will analyse the effects of four types of strain on substance use: homelessness, 

childhood abuse and neglect, sex work, and criminal victimisation. As recommended by Agnew 

(2001:324), these four types of strain will be disaggregated into individual measures so that the 

unique effect of each type of strain on substance use may be determined. Individual measures will 

be discussed in more detail below. 

5.2.2.1 Length of homelessness 

 Length of homelessness was determined by asking respondents: “How many months in 

the last year did you live in a shelter, or have no fixed address?” 

5.2.2.2 Childhood abuse and neglect 

 The following four scales represent different types of childhood abuse and neglect and 

are based on the Childhood Trauma Questionnaire (Scher et al. 2001). The five items in each 
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scale were measured from one (never) to five (very often). The responses were averaged to create 

a measure with higher scores indicating more abuse or neglect. 

 Each type of childhood abuse and neglect was analysed separately. This is justifiable 

from the perspective that each type of abuse/neglect is qualitatively different from the rest and 

may therefore give rise to unique emotional responses and proclivity to engage in substance use. 

Sexual abuse (α = 0.9146) 

 The extent of sexual abuse was determined by asking respondents: “When you were 

growing up, how true is it that: Someone tried to touch you in a sexual way or tried to make you 

touch them? Someone threatened to hurt you or tell lies about you unless you did sexual things 

with them? Someone tried to make you do sexual things or watch sexual things? Someone 

molested you? You believe that you were sexually abused?” 

Physical abuse (α = 0.9041) 

 The extent of physical abuse was determined by asking respondents: “When you were 

growing up, how true is it that: You got hit so hard by someone in your family that you had to see 

a doctor or go to the hospital? People in your family hit you so hard that it left you with bruises or 

marks? You were punished with a belt, a board, a cord, or some other hard object? You believe 

you were physically abused? You got hit or beaten so badly that it was noticed by someone like a 

teacher, neighbour, or doctor?” 

Emotional abuse (α = 0.8466) 

 The extent of emotional abuse was determined by asking respondents: “When you were 

growing up, how true is it that: People in your family called you things like stupid, lazy, or ugly? 

You thought your parents wished you had never been born? People in your family said hurtful or 

insulting things to you? You felt that someone in your family hated you? You believe that you 

were emotionally abused? 
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Emotional neglect (α = 0.8668) 

 The extent of emotional neglect was determined by asking respondents: “When you were 

growing up, how true is it that: There was someone in your family who helped you feel important 

or special? You felt loved? People in your family looked out for each other? People in your 

family felt close to each other? Your family was a source of strength and support? 

5.2.2.3 Sex work 

 The extent of respondents’ involvement in the sex trade was determined by asking: “In 

the past year how many times have you been paid to have sex?” 

 The majority of youth had not engaged in sex work during the previous year (86% of 

males and 90% of females had not). Most of those that did engage in sex work did so relatively 

infrequently, with almost half reporting less than about once every two months. The 

approximately half of youths that reported sex work being a more regular event skew the average 

much higher with some individuals reporting many hundreds of events in the last year. To reduce 

this skewness, the values were logged. 

 One may argue that sex work should be a binary measure to simply indicate whether or 

not a respondent had worked in the sex trade during the previous year. However, Agnew has 

argued that both the duration and magnitude of strain are important factors in determining if they 

will push individuals to engage in crime and delinquency (1992:65). Frequency of engaging in 

sex work can be interpreted as an indicator of both duration and magnitude. That is, those who 

engaged in sex work more frequently have been exposed to this strain over a longer period of 

time and this should lead to the strain as being perceived as greater in magnitude. Therefore, 

those who engaged in sex work more frequently should be at higher risk of engaging in substance 

use to cope with their negative emotions. Consequently, sex work is measured as a continuous 

variable and not a binary variable. 
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5.2.2.4 Criminal victimisation 

 Agnew (2002:615) explained that experienced, vicarious, and anticipated strains are 

clearly distinct from one another but are closely related with each form of strain affecting the 

others. That is, as one form of strain is encountered, the others are likely to increase. For example, 

if an individual directly experiences strain and is also vicariously exposed to strain, he or she is 

likely to anticipate the same strain to occur again in the future. As a result, Agnew explains that it 

is vital to control for all three forms of strain so that unbiased estimates of the effect of each form 

of strain can be assessed. This thesis therefore uses a number of measures of criminal 

victimisation. In addition to a measure of directly experienced victimisation, two types of 

anticipated victimisation and two types of vicarious victimisation are measured. 

Experienced victimisation (index) 

 The extent to which respondents had directly experienced criminal victimisation was 

determined by asking: “In the past year how many times have you: Had physical force used 

against you (like twisting an arm or choking) to get your money or things? Been attacked by 

someone with a weapon or fists, injuring you so badly you needed a doctor? Been physically 

attacked for no apparent reason? Had something taken from you?” 

 The four items used to create this measure are reports of the frequency of different types 

of victimisation. To reduce skewness, the values were logged. The four types of victimisation are 

independent and therefore it is more appropriate to label this variable as an index rather than a 

scale. Therefore, no alpha value was calculated. 

Anticipated victimisation (index) 

 The extent to which respondents anticipated being victimised was determined by asking: 

“In the next 12 months how likely is it that you will: Be the victim of a serious assault? Be the 
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victim of a minor assault? Have something stolen? Have physical force used against you to get 

your money or things?” 

 This measure is based on the youths’ opinions of how likely it was that they would be the 

victim of various crimes in the next year. Responses ranged on a four-point scale from “very 

unlikely” to “very likely”. The responses were averaged to create a measure with higher scores 

indicating greater anticipation of victimisation. Since the crimes vary in type, it is more 

appropriate to label this measure as an index rather than a scale. Consequently, no alpha value 

was calculated. 

Fear of victimisation (index) 

 The extent to which respondents were fearful of being victimised was determined by 

asking: “How afraid are you of: Becoming the victim of a serious assault? Becoming the victim 

of a minor assault? Having something stolen? Having physical force used against you to get your 

money or things?” 

 This measure is based on the youths’ opinions of how fearful they were of becoming the 

victims of various crimes. Responses ranged on a five-point scale from “not at all afraid” to “very 

afraid”. The responses were averaged to create a measure with higher scores indicating greater 

fear of victimisation. Since the types of crimes vary in type, it is more appropriate to label this 

measure as an index of fear rather than a scale and no alpha value was calculated. 

 As Agnew noted when using a similar measure (2002:619), “fear of victimisation” 

confounds anticipated victimisation with the emotional reaction to such victimisation. Fear may 

be an emotion that is more conducive to “flight” than “fight” and may therefore be conducive to 

efforts to flee or hide. In particular, substance use may allow a psychological escape from what is 

feared (Agnew 2006a:35). Two previous studies have found that fear of victimisation is either 

negatively related or unrelated to outer-directed offending (violent crime). Baron (2009:449) 
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noted that “The failure of fear to remain a significant predictor in the full models suggest that 

perhaps fear of anticipated victimization in this population [homeless street youth] was more 

likely to lead to the use of drugs or alcohol in an attempt to reduce the negative emotions.”  The 

inclusion of this measure in this thesis will therefore allow an examination of the relationship 

between fear of victimisation and substance use. To the author’s knowledge this is the first time 

this relationship has been empirically examined in the GST literature. 

Vicarious victimisation 

 The following two measures are both indicators of vicarious victimisation. “Victimisation 

of friends” is a measure of the victimisation of those who were friends of the respondent, 

regardless of whether or not the respondent witnessed the victimisation. “Witnessing violent 

victimisation” is a measure of how often the respondent had personally witnessed someone being 

victimised, regardless of whether or not the respondent was friends with the victim. A rotated 

principal components factor analysis indicated that the two measures are distinct. 

Victimisation of friends (index) 

 The extent to which respondents’ friends had been victimised was determined by asking: 

“In the past 12 months, how many of your friends: Have been the victim of a serious assault? 

Have been the victim of a minor assault? Have had things stolen? Have had physical force used 

against them to get their things?” 

 This measure is based on the youths’ opinions of how many of their friends had been the 

victim of various crimes in the past year. Responses ranged on a five-point scale from “none” to 

“all”. The responses were averaged to create a measure with higher scores indicating greater 

vicarious victimisation. Since the types of crime vary in type, it is more appropriate to label this 

measure as an index rather than a scale. Consequently, no alpha value was calculated. 
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Witnessing violent victimisation (index) 

 The extent to which respondents had witnessed others being victimised was determined 

by asking: “How many times have you ever seen someone: Cut or stab someone else with a 

knife? Being mugged or robbed? Threaten someone else with a knife, gun, or some other 

weapon? Beaten up, hit or punched, or kicked such that they were hurt pretty bad?” 

 This measure is designed to indicate how often respondents had witnessed other people 

being violently victimised. Responses ranged on a four-point scale from “never” to “three or 

more times”. The responses were averaged to create a measure with higher scores indicating more 

frequent witnessing of victimisation. Because the types of violent victimisation vary in type, it is 

more appropriate to label this measure as an index rather than a scale and no alpha value was 

calculated. 

5.2.3 Negative affect 

 Agnew has specified that anger and depression are two of the most important types of 

negative emotions in GST (2006a:32-35). Therefore, measures of anger and depression are 

analysed separately. 

 Two measures of anger were compared to decide if they were measurements of the same 

construct and were found to have a low alpha value of 0.3766. This is not surprising considering 

the direction of anger captured by each measure. One asks respondents how often they feel angry 

with themselves (i.e., inward-directed anger) whereas the other asks how often they feel angry 

with society (i.e., outward-directed/other-directed anger). 

 The issue of the direction of anger has not been frequently addressed in the GST 

literature to date. However, Mazerolle, Piquero, and Capowich discussed the matter (2003:139). 

They noted that previous research (Spielberger et al. 1985) has found that the expression of anger 

has two major subcomponents: anger-in and anger-out. The former refers to anger that is directed 
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inward whereas the latter refers to anger that is directed outward. Therefore, separating measures 

of anger into two components on this basis is justifiable. It may be that inner-directed and outer-

directed anger will have unique effects on substance use. 

 This possibility seems likely when one considers that “more than anything else, anger is 

an attribution of blame” (Averill 1983:343). If this view is accurate, it follows that when one is 

angry with oneself that blame is accordingly placed inward. Thus, inner-directed anger may be 

very likely to lead to inner-directed behaviours such as illicit substance use whereas outer-

directed anger may be more likely to lead to outer-directed behaviours such as violent crime. 

 Some limited previous research suggests that this may be so. In the conclusion of their 

2003 study, Jang and Johnson state that, “our study suggests that the dimension of directedness be 

incorporated into the conceptualization of negative emotions and deviant coping in GST. In 

addition, both the significant effects of strain on inner- as well as outer-directed emotions and 

those of inner-directed emotions on deviance, especially drug use, indicate that negative emotions 

other than anger should not be neglected in future tests of GST” (ibid:97). 

 This thesis will therefore separately analyse inner-directed anger, outer-directed anger, 

and depression. For all three measures of negative affect, responses ranged on a five-point scale 

from “never” to “almost always”. 

5.2.3.1 Anger-in 

 The extent of respondents’ inner-directed anger was determined by asking: “How often 

do you feel angry with yourself?” 

5.2.3.2 Anger-out 

 The extent of respondents’ outer-directed anger was determined by asking: “How often 

do you feel angry with society?” 
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5.2.3.3 Depression (α = 0.8344) 

 The extent of respondents’ level of depression was determined by asking: “How often do 

you feel: Depressed?” Downcast, rejected, like you are a failure? Useless?” The responses were 

averaged to create a measure with higher scores indicating a higher level of depression. 

5.2.4 Conditioning factors 

5.2.4.1 Negative emotionality/low constraint (α = 0.7862) 

 In an extension of GST, Agnew stated that “The research on conditioning effects, 

however, has neglected what may be the most important set of conditioning variables: the 

personality traits of the individual” (2002:45). Specifically, Agnew identifies negative 

emotionality/low constraint as a conditioning factor that is especially pertinent to GST. This 

personality trait is said to be theoretically correct because it increases the likelihood that 

individuals will respond to strain with strong negative emotions, will have difficulty finding 

legitimate ways to cope, and will find delinquency as an effective way of reducing their strain 

and/or negative emotions. Agnew defined his criteria for the trait of negative emotionality/low 

constraint as follows: 

Individuals who are low in constraint are impulsive (tend to act 
without thinking), like to take risks, reject social norms or rules, 
and have little concern for the feelings or rights of others. 
Individuals who are high in negative emotionality are easily 
upset and quick to anger, tend to attribute their problems to 
others, and have an aggressive or antagonistic interactional style. 
In popular terms, we might describe people low in constraint and 
high in negative emotionality as “out of control” and “mean” 
(2006a:94). 

 For this thesis, the extent to which respondents possessed the personality trait of negative 

emotionality/low constraint was determined by asking how much they agreed with the following 

statements: I often act on impulse (spur of the moment) without stopping to think; I often devote 
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much thought and effort to preparing for the future; I often do whatever brings me pleasure here 

and now, even at the cost of some distant goal; I’m more concerned with what happens to me in 

the short run than in the long run; I try to look out for myself first (even if it means making things 

difficult for other people); I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a little 

risky; Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it; Excitement and adventure are more 

important to me than security; I’m not very sympathetic to other people even when they are 

having problems; If things I do upset people, it’s their problem not mine; I will try to get the 

things I want even when I know it’s causing problems for other people; I lose my temper pretty 

easily; Often, when I’m angry at people I feel more like hurting them than talking to them about 

why I am angry; When I’m really angry, other people better stay away from me; When I have a 

serious disagreement with someone, it’s usually hard for me to talk calmly about it without 

getting upset. 

 Responses ranged on a four-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. 

Some of the items were recoded so that higher values represent higher levels of negative 

emotionality and lower constraint. The responses were then averaged to create a measure with 

higher scores indicating that the respondent more strongly possessed the personality trait of 

negative emotionality/low constraint. 

 The items used to develop this measure were adapted from a 23-item scale of “low self-

control” created by Grasmick et al. (1993). A principle components factor analysis using this 

thesis’ sample of homeless street youth produced six factors with eigen values over one. Four of 

the factors broke quite cleanly into four of the criteria that Agnew listed as comprising the 

personality trait of negative emotionality/low constraint (2006:94): negative emotionality, risk 

taking, lack of regard for others, and impulsivity. Therefore, a new factor analysis was conducted 

including only these four factors. This resulted in four factors with eigen values over one. 
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According to the Kaiser Rule, all four of these factors should have been considered significant 

and further analysed. On the other hand, a scree plot suggested that only one factor should be 

considered since there was a fairly pronounced break in the magnitude of the eigen factors after 

the first. Other work using this scale has shown similar results and has found support for a single 

scale approach (Arneklev et al. 1993). Therefore, the current analysis used 15 items from the 

original 23 to create a single measure of low constraint/negative emotionality. 

5.2.4.2 Deviant peers 

 The extent to which respondents associated with deviant others was determined by 

asking: “Of your 10 closest friends, how many have used drugs?” Responses ranged on five-point 

scale from “none” to “all”. 

 Previous research has tended to use more comprehensive measures of deviant peers. 

However, since the current study is limited to dependent variables of substance use, other types of 

deviant behaviours by peers were not considered. That is, it is assumed that the strongest measure 

of deviant peers in the context of substance use is substance-using peers. 

5.2.4.3 Deviant values 

 The extent to which respondents held deviant values was determined by asking: “How 

morally acceptable to you is it to use drugs?” Responses ranged on a 5-point scale from “never 

acceptable” to “always acceptable”. 

 Previous research has tended to use more comprehensive measures of deviant values. 

However, the current study’s focus is limited to substance use and other types of deviant values 

were not considered. It is assumed that the strongest measure of deviant values in the context of 

substance use is whether or not one believes that this specific behaviour is acceptable or not. 
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5.2.4.4 Coping skills (index) 

 These survey questions were adapted from Broidy (2001). They are based on the three 

different types of legitimate adaptations to strain that Agnew specified: cognitive, emotional, and 

behavioural (1992:66-70). Since Agnew repeatedly specifies that the deviant act of substance use 

is an attempt to deal with the psychic toll of strain and act directly on negative affect in an 

attempt to reduce it (Agnew 1992:60, 2001:319, 2002:604, 2006a:3; Agnew et al. 2002:44), it is 

most appropriate to devise a “coping skills” measure that is limited to those strategies that can 

quickly alter an individual’s psychological state (i.e., emotional or cognitive coping skills). 

Accordingly, the extent to which respondents utilised legitimate coping skills was determined by 

asking: “How often do you use the following coping strategies when you are faced with 

problems: I come to realise that it’s not as bad as I first thought; I focus on the things in my life 

that are going well instead; I don’t get too upset because I know that it’s not my own fault; I 

know that I wouldn’t be in the situation if I had tried harder; I try to do some physical exercise to 

make myself feel better; I try talking to friends to make myself feel better; I do something to take 

my mind off the problem, like play video games or listen to music.” Responses ranged on a five-

point scale from “never” to “very often”. The responses were averaged to create a measure with 

higher scores indicating greater use of legitimate coping skills. 

 A rotated principal components factor analysis indicated that the above questions broke 

into two factors, both with eigen values over one and that these two factors broke cleanly into 

cognitive and emotional coping strategies. Consistent with previous research, a single measure 

was devised that combines both of these coping strategies (Broidy 2001). Since the different 

coping behaviours that comprise this measure differ in type, it is more appropriate to label this 

measure as an index rather than a scale. Consequently, no alpha value was calculated. 
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5.2.4.5 Self-esteem (α = 0.8417) 

 Respondents’ level of self-esteem was determined by asking to what extent they agreed 

with the following statements: “I feel that I am a person of worth. At least as good or on an equal 

plane with others; I feel that I have a number of good qualities; All in all, I am inclined to feel 

that I am a failure; I am able to do things as well as most people; I feel that I do not have much to 

be proud of; I take a positive attitude towards myself; On the whole, I am satisfied with myself; I 

wish I could have more respect for myself; I certainly feel useless at times; At times I feel that I 

am no good at all.” 

 These items were adapted from Rosenberg’s self-esteem scale (1965). Responses ranged 

on a four-point scale from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree”. Several of the items used for 

this measure were reverse coded so that a higher score indicates higher self-esteem. The 

responses were then averaged to create a measure with higher scores indicating higher self-

esteem. 

5.2.4.6 Emotional support (index) 

 Respondents’ satisfaction with the emotional support available to them was determined 

by asking: “Overall how satisfied are you with the emotional support [where you can share your 

thoughts and feelings] you get from: Street friends? Professionals (counsellors, shelter workers, 

etc.)? Family members, non-family members, non-related adults? 

 Responses ranged on a four-point scale from “very satisfied” to “very unsatisfied”. Items 

used for this measure were reverse-coded so that higher scores indicate more satisfaction with 

emotional support. The responses were then averaged to create a measure with higher scores 

indicating more satisfaction with emotional support. An alpha value for this measure is not 

calculated since the items that make up this variable are measuring independent levels of 

satisfaction with various others. 
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 This measure’s focus on satisfaction with emotional supports rather than a measure of 

actual receipt of support is consistent with the idea that the former plays a more important role in 

well-being (Kort-Butler 2010:499, Pearlin 1989, Thoits 1995, Turner and Lloyd 1999). 

Accordingly, individuals who responded that the question of “how satisfied are you” was “not 

applicable” to them (i.e., they felt that no support was available) were recoded to score the lowest 

value possible (one). 

5.2.5 Substance use 

 GST proposes that when individuals experience strain, they will feel various negative 

emotions. These negative emotions create pressure for corrective action and substance use is one 

possible way of temporarily managing negative affect. Of key importance to empirical tests of 

this aspect of GST is the supposition that substance use is a coping behaviour. However, it is 

widely recognised that substances can be used for reasons unrelated to coping with strain and the 

associated negative emotions. However, virtually all extant GST studies of substance use have 

neglected to distinguish between total substance use and substance use as a coping behaviour (for 

an apparent sole exception, see Swatt, Gibson, and Piquero 2007). As a result, most previous tests 

of GST have tested a slightly misspecified relationship between strain or negative affect and total 

substance use which has potentially led to incorrect conclusions. To correct this weakness found 

in most previous GST research on substance use, this thesis will utilise measures of substance use 

that are limited to substance use a coping behaviour rather than total substance use. 

 Additionally, GST research on substance use has tended to combine measures of various 

substances into a single composite measure. In fact, it appears that all tests in the GST literature 

which analyse multiple substances have done so. This may be problematic for several reasons. 

First, the consumption of certain substances can be argued as qualitatively different from the 

consumption of others. That is, individuals tend to transition from total abstinence to “soft” 
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substance use before progressing to increasingly “harder” substances (Andrews et al. 1991). GST 

research has thus far neglected to consider that the relationships between strain and substance use 

may be obscured by utilising composite measures of substance use. Second, it is likely that some 

individuals will tend to use a limited number of specific substances on a regular basis. For 

example, alcohol and marijuana are much more commonly used than other illicit drugs. For this 

reason, the most commonly-used substances should be measured separately from less-commonly 

used substances. Additionally, alcohol is a licit substance (for those over 19 years of age in 

Ontario) while marijuana is an illicit substance. This distinction suggests that these two 

substances should be measured separately. Finally, it has been noted that males and females tend 

to use substances with similar frequency. However, a possibility that remains unexplored in the 

GST literature is that males and females use different substances for different reasons. By using 

more discreet measures of substance use, this thesis will be able to assess if males and females 

differentially utilise certain substances in response to certain strains or negative emotions. 

 Not only is it important to develop discreet measures of alcohol, marijuana, and hard 

drugs for the methodological reasons discussed above, it is also important to develop discreet 

measures of substance use from a policy standpoint. That is, it is important to understand how 

different substances may be used to cope with strain and negative emotions so that effective 

interventions can be developed. 

 With the above justifications in mind, this thesis will use three separate measures of 

substance use: alcohol to cope, pot to cope, and other drugs to cope. Responses for all three 

measures ranged on a seven-point scale from “never” to “daily”. 

5.2.5.1 Alcohol to cope 

 Respondents’ use of alcohol as a coping behaviour was determined by asking: “How 

often did you use alcohol to cope with your problems in the last 30 days?” 
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5.2.5.2 Pot to cope 

 Respondents’ use of marijuana as a coping behaviour was determined by asking: “In the 

last year, how often did you use marijuana or hashish as a way of coping with your problems?” 

5.2.5.3 Other drugs to cope 

 Respondents’ use of other drugs as a coping behaviour was determined by asking: “In the 

last year, how often did you use any of the other drugs mentioned above, excluding marijuana or 

hashish, as a way of coping with your problems?” 

 This measure includes the use of psychedelics (LSD, mushrooms, ketamine, etc), 

cocaine, crack, amphetamines, barbiturates, tranquilisers, heroin or other narcotics, inhalants, and 

PCP. 

5.3 Statistical analysis 

 The statistical software package Stata 11.1 (Statacorp 2009b) was used to analyse the 

data for this thesis22. One of the reasons Stata is regarded as a premium statistical package is due 

to the hundreds of user-written programs that are available which improve and extend its abilities. 

Several of these user-written commands were utilised including fre (Jann 2009), misschk (Long 

and Freese 2010) and estout (Jann 2005, 2007). In addition, Yulia Marchenko at StataCorp 

provided a customised command, mibeta (2010), when it was found that Stata could not produce 

the output that the author was attempting to create with existing commands. 

5.3.1 Missing data 

 In total, 100 questions from the survey were used in creating the above measures. 

Missing data was not a major problem. Out of 400 respondents, 374 answered all 100 questions. 

                                                      

22 Reference material for operating Stata included texts by StataCorp (2009a) and Acock (2010). Additional 
instructions were provided via personal correspondence from Yulia Marchenko (Statacorp), Dr. Maarten L. 
Buis (Universitaet Tuebingen, Germany), and Dr. Nick Cox (Durham University, UK). 
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Listwise deletion was used for cases with more than 50% missing data, resulting in the loss of 5 

cases. The resulting dataset contains 395 cases of which 21 have some amount of missing data. 

Note that missing data includes both those questions which the respondent chose to skip as well 

as questions to which the respondent indicated were “not applicable” to them. 

 Although missing data was a minor issue for this dataset, the relatively small size of the 

overall dataset (N=395) would benefit from a treatment other than listwise deletion of those cases 

with missing data. Listwise deletion will result in a loss in statistical power due to a reduction in 

the sample size. One simple alternative would be replacing the missing values using a technique 

of mean substitution, but this technique has been shown to lead to, “biased estimates, distorted 

statistical power, and invalid conclusions” (Acock 2005)23. This fact is all the more important 

when it is observed that missing values are not missing completely at random (MCAR) as they 

are for this dataset; a small number of respondents refused to answer some of the more sensitive 

questions in the survey, including those regarding childhood abuse. Similarly, some respondents 

ended up with missing data due to the fact that they did not complete the entire survey – a factor 

that is most likely associated with a number of variables of interest in the survey (e.g., negative 

emotionality/low constraint). Since there is a strong argument that respondents with missing data 

are different from the average respondent, a more optimal method for treating missing data is 

multiple imputation (Rubin 1987, Schafer 1997). 

 Drechsler (2011:17) has recently noted that “More than 30 years after its initial proposal 

by Rubin (1978), multiple imputation has been widely accepted as the best practice to deal with 

item nonresponse in surveys.” The wide acceptance of multiple imputation techniques is reflected 

                                                      

23 This is due to the fact that mean substitution adds no new information to the data while increasing the 
sample size. In other words, the overall mean stays the same but the denominator for computing the 
standard error increases. The consequence is that the standard error is inevitably reduced. This is 
problematic from the perspective that confidence in the data should not inevitably increase in the absence 
of new data. A treatment of this issue using an empirical example is given by Cohen, Cohen, West, and 
Aiken (2003:437-444). 
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by the fact that most modern statistical software packages include the ability to multiply impute 

missing values in a dataset. Although Stata has long had the ability to utilise multiple imputation 

techniques through user-written commands, Stata’s newest release (version 11) incorporated a 

full suite of officially-supported multiple imputation methods. Therefore, Stata’s multivariate 

normal regression method (MVN) was used to create 20 complete multiply-imputed datasets for 

this thesis. Subsequent analyses used Stata’s multiple imputation estimation commands which 

pooled the results of these 20 complete datasets using Rubin’s Rules (Rubin 1987) except when 

this would result in substantive interpretations that would make little sense, for example, when 

reporting means. 

5.4 Analytical strategy 

 The analysis of this thesis’ research questions will begin by following the convention of 

numerous other GST researchers. First, descriptive statistics will be reviewed for the full sample 

as well as separately by gender in order to obtain a general picture of the data. Then, an analysis 

of the relationship between this thesis’ strain variables and negative emotions will be conducted 

(research question #1). This will begin with an examination of the zero-order correlations 

followed by OLS regressions and will conclude with an examination of gender differences. This 

same method of analysis will be repeated for the relationship between strains and substance use 

(research question #2) and will then be repeated once more for the relationship between negative 

emotions and substance use (research question #3). Next, the mediating role of negative emotions 

will be examined for the full sample and separately by gender (research question #4). Finally, an 

analysis of the conditioning variables will be conducted (research question #5). This is made 

possible by the creation of multiplicative interaction terms between this thesis’ strain and 

conditioning variables. Following the convention of numerous other GST researchers, these 

interaction terms were created by first standardising the lower order variables and then 
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multiplying the pertinent standardised variables together (Aiken and West 1991). That is, each 

strain variable (homelessness, sexual abuse, physical abuse, emotional abuse, emotional neglect, 

sex work, experienced victimisation, anticipated victimisation, fear of victimisation, friends’ 

victimisation, and witnessed victimisation) was multiplied by each conditioning variable 

(negative emotionality/low constraint, deviant peers, deviant values, coping skills, self-esteem, 

and emotional support). This resulted in the creation of 66 standardised interaction terms. These 

standardised interaction terms will be entered singly into OLS regression equations and their 

significance will be assessed. The significant interaction terms will then be examined together in 

a full model to assess if each term’s significance is retained. 

 Since GST makes directional predictions (Table 3.1), statistical significance will be 

determined by using one-tailed tests for hypothesised relationships and two-tailed tests for non-

hypothesised ones, including those relationships where the direction is opposite to theoretical 

prediction (see Jang and Johnson 2003, 2005; Baron 2004, 2007, 2009). In addition, statistical 

significance for differences in the coefficients between genders will be determined by coefficient 

comparison tests (Paternoster et al. 1998). When significant relationships are discussed in the text 

it is implied that they are in their predicted directions. When significant relationships are 

observed to be in the direction opposite to predictions this will be noted. 
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Chapter 6 

Results 

6.1 Descriptive statistics 

 Table 6.1 presents basic descriptive statistics for all independent and dependent variables 

for the sample full (n=395). Gender and race are the only dichotomous variables used. All other 

variables are continuous. Therefore, means, standard deviations, and minimum/maximum values 

are presented. 

 In terms of the basic demographics of the sample, 64% is male, 54% is Caucasian, and 

the average age is 20 years old. 

 Table 6.2 presents descriptive statistics by gender for all independent and dependent 

variables. T-tests indicate a number of significant differences in the reported means of the 

measures by gender. With respect to the control variables, males in the sample are significantly 

older than females (20.61 vs. 19.08 years old). 

 With respect to the strain variables, females measure significantly higher than males on 

all four childhood abuse and neglect scales (sexual abuse, physical abuse, emotional abuse, and 

emotional neglect). Females also measure significantly higher than males on three types of 

victimisation (experienced, anticipated, and fear) whereas males score significantly higher on a 

measure of witnessing victimisation. No significant gender differences exist for length of 

homelessness, sex work, and victimisation of friends. In short, females in this sample appear to be 

more highly strained on average than males. This suggests that, all else being equal, females 

should be somewhat more likely than males to use substances to cope. 
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Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics 

obs mean sd min max

Controls

Gender 395 0.36 0.48 0 1

Age 395 20.06 2.36 16 24

Race/Ethnicity 395 0.46 0.50 0 1

Strains

Homelessness 395 6.15 4.00 1 12

Sexual Abuse 392 1.76 1.14 1 5

Physical Abuse 394 2.29 1.23 1 5

Emotional Abuse 394 2.77 1.14 1 5

Emotional Neglect 394 2.70 1.10 1 5

Sex Work 395 0.31 1.02 0 7

Experienced Victimisation 395 1.64 1.23 0 5

Anticipated Victimisation 386 2.00 0.78 1 4

Fear of Victimisation 386 1.83 0.89 1 4

Friends' Victimisation 388 2.35 0.78 1 5

Witnessed Victimisation 387 2.84 0.94 1 4

Conditioning Factors

Negative Emo/Low Constraint 395 2.51 0.45 1 4

Deviant Peers 389 3.80 1.18 1 5

Deviant Values 394 2.84 1.46 1 5

Coping Ski lls 385 3.26 0.56 2 5

Self-Esteem 391 2.85 0.49 1 4

Emotional Support 386 2.73 0.63 1 4

Emotions

Anger In 389 3.00 1.03 1 5

Anger Out 391 3.39 1.16 1 5

Depression 391 2.65 1.05 1 5

Substance Use (Dependent Variables)

Alcohol to Cope 394 2.46 1.96 1 7

Marijuana to Cope 395 3.37 2.45 1 7

Drugs to Cope 395 1.75 1.73 1 7

Gender is coded 0 for males and 1 for females

Race/Ethnicity is coded 0 for white and 1 for minority

Sex Work and Experienced Victimisation are logged values
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Table 6.2: Descriptive statistics by gender 

    

obs mean sd min max   obs mean sd min max    t  p     

Controls

Age 253 20.61 2.29 16 24   142 19.08 2.15 16 24   6.49 0.000 ****

Race/Ethnicity 253 0.46 0.50  0  1   142 0.47 0.50  0  1   0.25 0.799     

Strains

Homelessness 253 5.98 3.99  1 12   142 6.45 4.03  1 12   1.11 0.267     

Sexual Abuse 251 1.48 0.88  1  5   141 2.25 1.35  1  5   6.88 0.000 ****

Physical Abuse 252 2.17 1.14  1  5   142 2.49 1.35  1  5   2.47 0.014 **  

Emotional Abuse 252 2.56 1.06  1  5   142 3.13 1.21  1  5   4.87 0.000 ****

Emotional Neglect 252 2.62 1.04  1  5   142 2.84 1.19  1  5   1.90 0.058 *   

Sex Work 253 0.34 1.11  0  7   142 0.25 0.84  0  5   0.87 0.382     

Experienced Victimisation 253 1.48 1.09  0  5   142 1.91 1.41  0  5   3.35 0.001 ****

Anticipated Victimisation 248 1.95 0.77  1  4   138 2.09 0.80  1  4   1.69 0.092 *   

Fear of Victimisation 249 1.67 0.82  1  4   137 2.11 0.95  1  4   4.74 0.000 ****

Friends' Victimisation 249 2.35 0.75  1  5   139 2.36 0.82  1  4   0.10 0.920     

Witnessed Victimisation 250 2.98 0.94  1  4   137 2.59 0.88  1  4   3.97 0.000 ****

Conditioning Factors

Negative Emo/Low Constraint 253 2.52 0.46  1  4   142 2.50 0.42  1  4   0.43 0.669     

Deviant Peers 250 3.82 1.14  1  5   139 3.78 1.25  1  5   0.31 0.755     

Deviant Values 253 2.92 1.47  1  5   141 2.69 1.41  1  5   1.50 0.134     

Coping Skil ls 247 3.31 0.55  2  5   138 3.16 0.56  2  5   2.53 0.012 **  

Self-Esteem 250 2.89 0.46  2  4   141 2.78 0.54  1  4   2.10 0.036 **  

Emotional Support 248 2.77 0.66  1  4   138 2.66 0.57  1  4   1.71 0.087 *   

Emotions

Anger In 249 2.92 1.02  1  5   140 3.14 1.05  1  5   1.98 0.048 **  

Anger Out 250 3.33 1.20  1  5   141 3.49 1.08  1  5   1.32 0.187     

Depression 250 2.46 0.97  1  5   141 2.98 1.12  1  5   4.84 0.000 ****

Substance Use (Dependent Variables)

Alcohol to Cope 253 2.37 1.87  1  7   141 2.62 2.10  1  7   1.23 0.221     

Marijuana to Cope 253 3.39 2.48  1  7   142 3.33 2.40  1  7   0.22 0.827     

Drugs to Cope 253 1.64 1.64  1  7   142 1.94 1.86  1  7   1.62 0.106     

* p<0.10

** p<0.05

*** p<0.01

**** p<0.001

Males Females Difference
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 When it comes to the measures of negative affect, females score significantly higher than 

males on measures of inner-directed anger and depression. In other words, females in this sample 

appear to have higher levels of inner-directed negatives emotions than males. In contrast, males 

and females did not report significant differences in their levels of outer-directed anger. This 

further suggests that, all else being equal, females should be somewhat more likely than males to 

use substances to cope. 

 With respect to the conditioning variables, males report being significantly better off than 

females for three of the six conditioning factors. Specifically, males report having better coping 

skills, higher self-esteem, and more emotional support compared to females. In contrast, females 

did not report being significantly better off than males for any of the conditioning factors. In other 

words, there are no gender differences on average for this sample for three of the six conditioning 

factors (negative emotionality/low constraint, deviant peers, and deviant values). This appears to 

indicate that males should be somewhat better off than females in this sample when it comes to 

dealing with strain using legitimate strategies and that females should be more likely to cope by 

using substances. 

 Finally, in line with much previous research, no significant differences exist between the 

genders in reported frequencies of using substances to cope.  

 In summary, for the current sample, females appear to be more highly strained, have 

higher levels of inner-directed negative emotions, and are less well-equipped to deal with strain in 

legitimate ways (i.e., are worse off with respect to the conditioning factors) compared to males. 

Interestingly, despite the significant gender differences in levels of strain, negative emotions, and 

conditioning factors, males and females for this sample do not significantly differ on average in 

reported levels of using substances to cope. However, it is important to remember that the 

descriptive statistics represent a snapshot of the data on average and that higher-order analyses 
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are needed to understand the more complex gender differences that may exist. But first, the 

analysis will proceed to an examination of the bivariate relationships for the full sample. 

6.2 Zero-order correlations 

 Before the various higher-order analyses are undertaken in this chapter, a review of the 

zero-order correlations that exist will be completed. Table 6.3 presents a matrix of zero-order 

correlations for the variables under investigation using the full sample and will be referred to 

throughout this section in order to discuss the bivariate relationships between strain and negative 

affect, strain and substance use, and negative affect and substance use. 

6.2.1 Bivariate relationships between strain and negative affect 

 One of the basic tenets of GST is that strain increases negative emotions. Table 6.3 

provides support for this assertion by indicating that five of the eleven strain measures are 

significantly associated with inner-directed anger, five are significantly associated with outer-

directed anger, and eight are significantly associated with depression. Additionally, all eighteen 

of these significant relationships are in the predicted positive direction. Specifically, sexual abuse, 

physical abuse, emotional abuse, anticipated victimisation, and fear of victimisation are 

significantly associated with inner-directed anger; emotional abuse, experienced victimisation, 

anticipated victimisation, friends’ victimisation, and witnessed victimisation are significantly 

associated with outer-directed anger; and sexual abuse, physical abuse, emotional abuse, 

emotional neglect, experienced victimisation, anticipated victimisation, fear of victimisation, and 

friends’ victimisation are significantly associated with depression. 

 Although most of these zero-order relationships are weak, two relationships are moderate 

in strength (sexual abuse/depression and physical abuse/depression) and one relationship is strong 

(emotional abuse/depression).  
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Table 6.3: Correlation matrix – pairwise correlations 

Gender c1 c2 s1 s2 s3 s4 s5 s6 s7 s8 s9 s10 s11 e1 e2 e3 f1 f2 f3 f4 f5 f6 d1 d2 d3

c1Age -.31* 1.00

c2RaceEthnic .01 .02 1.00

s01Homeless .06 .02 -.07 1.00

s02SexAbuse .33* -.10* .06 -.01 1.00

s03PhysAbuse .12* -.15* .08 .06 .42* 1.00

s04EmoAbuse .24* -.21* -.07 .05 .44* .64* 1.00

s05EmoNeglct .10 -.17* -.13* .18* .21* .43* .62* 1.00

s06SexWork -.04 .12* -.02 .05 .21* .13* .12* .08 1.00

s07ExperV .17* -.06 -.08 .03 .29* .23* .31* .08 .16* 1.00

s08AnticV .09 -.08 -.08 .01 .19* .17* .27* .17* .15* .39* 1.00

s09FearV .24* -.12* .06 -.00 .18* .11* .08 -.01 .04 .13* .23* 1.00

s10FriendsV .01 -.03 .02 .01 .20* .19* .20* .01 .12* .34* .30* .01 1.00

s11WitnessV -.20* .07 .03 .06 .03 .10 .04 .02 .05 .18* .20* -.21* .30* 1.00

e1AngerIn .10* -.13* .08 -.08 .18* .14* .23* .08 .09 .09 .15* .22* .06 -.02 1.00

e2AngerOut .07 -.14* -.13* .03 .10 .10 .13* .03 .02 .16* .24* .04 .15* .15* .24* 1.00

e3Depression .24* -.12* -.01 -.04 .38* .31* .41* .19* .08 .29* .21* .25* .23* -.07 .48* .23* 1.00

f1NegEmoLowC -.02 -.04 -.01 .06 .07 .14* .14* .18* .09 .09 .15* -.17* .10* .22* .06 .25* .07 1.00

f2DevPeers -.02 .05 -.16* .09 .04 .15* .17* .11* .06 .24* .17* -.02 .33* .25* .06 .18* .04 .24* 1.00

f3DevValues -.08 -.02 -.14* .07 -.02 -.01 .03 .04 .02 .04 .11* -.16* .13* .19* .03 .21* .09 .20* .39* 1.00

f4CopeSkil ls -.13* .07 -.06 -.01 -.05 -.07 -.11* -.21* -.02 .05 .00 -.03 .12* .06 -.03 .02 -.16* -.04 .07 .01 1.00

f5SelfEsteem -.11* .07 .05 .03 -.19* -.15* -.31* -.32* -.15* -.17* -.23* -.18* -.07 -.03 -.45* -.11* -.51* -.18* -.04 -.07 .28* 1.00

f6EmoSupport -.09 .14* -.06 .01 -.10* -.29* -.27* -.31* -.13* -.02 -.14* -.11* -.02 .07 -.10 -.15* -.20* -.04 .03 .01 .22* .23* 1.00

d1CopeAlc .06 .04 .06 .11* -.01 .05 .03 .01 .13* .07 .01 -.07 .20* .14* .13* .01 .14* .17* .18* .17* .03 -.05 -.08 1.00

d2CopePot -.01 .02 -.03 .03 .08 .06 .13* .11* .12* .10* .14* -.08 .08 .26* .13* .16* .12* .18* .29* .40* .06 -.16* .04 .19* 1.00

d3CopeDrugs .08 -.00 -.08 .09 .18* .16* .19* .11* .33* .21* .21* .10 .19* .06 .12* .08 .19* .19* .21* .13* .07 -.15* .00 .06 .19* 1.00

* p<0.05

|0.19|>|0.30| "Weak"

|0.30|>|0.40| "Moderate"

|0.40|>|1.00| "Strong"  
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 It is notable that all four measures of childhood abuse and neglect are significantly 

associated with depression and that three of these relationships are either moderate or strong. 

Similarly, three of the four measures of childhood abuse are significantly associated with inner-

directed anger. In contrast, only one of the four measures of childhood abuse and neglect is 

significantly related to outer-directed anger. In other words, the bivariate results suggest that 

inner-directed emotions may be more related to childhood abuse and neglect than outer-directed 

emotions. Another notable observation is that four of the five measures of victimisation are 

significantly related to both outer-directed anger and depression. This suggests that victimisation 

may not only be related to outer-directed negative affect (as some previous research has found), 

but that victimisation may also be quite pertinent in generating inner-directed negative emotions 

such as depression. 

 In contrast to expectations, neither homelessness nor sex work has a zero-order 

correlation with any of the measures of negative affect. It may be that higher-order analyses are 

needed to uncover a relationship between these strains and negative emotions. 

 In summary, at the bivariate level it appears that strain and negative affect are related as 

the theory predicts. In particular, all of the significant bivariate relationships are in the predicted 

positive direction. Also, with only two exceptions (homelessness and sex work), the strain 

measures are positively associated with at least one of the measures of negative affect. 

6.2.2 Bivariate relationships between strain and substance use 

 The bivariate analysis now proceeds to the central premise of GST which is that strain 

leads to crime and deviance. In particular, strain should be positively associated with substance 

use as a coping behaviour24. Supporting this assertion, Table 6.3 indicates that four of the strain 

                                                      

24
 For clarity, the text will henceforth refer to the dependent substance use variables by each substance’s 

name only (e.g., “alcohol use”), omitting the more accurate but verbose trailing description, “...as a coping 

behaviour”. 
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variables are significantly related to alcohol use, six are significantly related to marijuana use, and 

eight are significantly related to drug use. In addition, all eighteen of these significant 

relationships are in the predicted positive direction. Specifically, homelessness, sex work, friends’ 

victimisation, and witnessed victimisation are significantly associated with alcohol use; emotional 

abuse, emotional neglect, sex work, experienced victimisation, anticipated victimisation, and 

witnessed victimisation are significantly associated with marijuana use; and sexual abuse, 

physical abuse, emotional abuse, emotional neglect, sex work, experienced victimisation, 

anticipated victimisation, and friends’ victimisation are significantly associated with drug use. 

However, all of these zero-order correlations between strain and substance use are weak with the 

exception of sex work/drug use which is moderate in strength. 

 The only strain measure that is not related to at least one of the substance use variables is 

fear of victimisation. This is contrary to what some previous researchers have postulated. 

Specifically, this type of strain has been proposed as likely to lead to a “flight” response, like 

substance use, rather than a “fight” response, such as engaging in violence. It may be that higher-

order analyses are needed to more accurately assess the nature of this relationship. 

 It is notable that all four measures of childhood abuse and neglect are significantly 

associated with drug use, suggesting that this category of strain is especially pertinent to drug use 

as compared to other types of substance use. Another notable observation is that sex work is 

significantly related to all three substance use measures, suggesting that sex work may be a strain 

which is associated with all manner of substance use. 

 In summary, at the bivariate level it appears that strain and substance use are related as 

the theory predicts. The most support is found for a relationship between strain and drug use 

(eight strains are related to drug use) whereas the least support is found for a relationship between 

strain and alcohol use (four strains are related to alcohol use). The theory is also supported by the 

fact that all of the significant bivariate relationships between strain and substance use are in the 
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predicted positive direction. In addition, with only one exception (fear of victimisation), the strain 

measures are significantly and positively related to at least one of the measures of substance use. 

6.2.3 Bivariate relationships between negative affect and substance use 

 GST also proposes that negative emotions should be positively associated with substance 

use. Once more, Table 6.3 is used to investigate these relationships. The correlation matrix shows 

that all three negative emotions have significant, positive relationships with the substance use 

measures. Importantly, inner-directed anger and depression are significantly related with all three 

substance use measures (alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs). In contrast, outer-directed anger is 

related only with marijuana use. However, all of these relationships are weak. 

 In summary, at the bivariate level it appears that negative emotions and substance use are 

related as the theory predicts. Similar to limited previous research, the bivariate results suggest 

that inner-directed emotions may be more related to substance use than outer-directed emotions; 

in particular, the bivariate relationships provide unequivocal support (although weak) for a 

relationship between inner-directed negative emotions and all three types of substance use. 

6.2.4 Summary of zero-order correlations 

 This section examined zero-order correlations and found consistent preliminary support 

for some of GST’s main propositions. The analysis will now turn to higher-order analyses. 

6.3 Variance inflation factors 

 In preparation for multiple regression analyses, the bivariate relationships between the 

independent variables in Table 6.3 were examined to assess the degree of conceptual overlap. As 

expected, many of the strain measures do share overlap. For example, the childhood abuse and 

neglect measures are all significantly related to one another and all but one of these relationships 

are strong. Similarly, all but one of the measures of victimisation are related to one another. 

Variance inflation factors were therefore examined to ensure that multicollinearity would not 
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degrade regression estimates and the results are presented in Table 6.4. All factors are less than 

2.83 which indicates that multicollinearity is not a concern. Thus, the analysis now proceeds with 

multiple regression analyses. 

Table 6.4: Variance inflation factors 

Gender 1.39

Age 1.23

Race/Ethnicity 1.17

Homelessness 1.09

Sexual Abuse 1.58

Physical Abuse 1.98

Emotional  Abuse 2.83

Emotional  Neglect 2.06

Sex Work 1.15

Experienced Victimisation 1.46

Anticipated Victimisation 1.44

Fear of Victimisation 1.35

Friends' Victimisation 1.44

Witnessed Victimisation 1.36

Negative Emo/Low Constraint 1.26

Deviant Peers 1.48

Deviant Values 1.31

Coping Ski lls 1.21

Self-Esteem 1.81

Emotional  Support 1.27

Anger In 1.58

Anger Out 1.30

Depression 2.02

Maximum Value 2.83  

6.4 Strain and negative affect 

 To further test one of GST’s basic assertions – that strain increases negative emotions – 

OLS regressions were performed separately for inner-directed anger, outer-directed anger, and 

depression using the full sample as well as subsamples for each gender. The results of these 

regressions are presented separately for each measures of negative affect in Table 6.5, Table 6.6, 

and Table 6.7. Each of these tables will be discussed in order. Each discussion will begin with an 

examination of the full sample and will then move to the gender-specific equations. 
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Table 6.5: OLS regression models predicting anger-in 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? -0.048 0.12 0.694

Age ? -0.034 0.02 0.141 -0.033 0.03 0.233 -0.046 0.04 0.285 0.26  

Race/Ethnicity ? 0.162 0.10 0.122 0.137 0.13 0.290 0.193 0.18 0.292 -0.25  

Homelessness + -0.020 0.01 0.125  -0.050 0.02 0.002 * 0.030 0.02 0.167  -2.83 z

Sexual Abuse + 0.044 0.05 0.423  -0.033 0.09 0.702  0.090 0.07 0.226  -1.08  

Physical Abuse + -0.053 0.06 0.352  0.021 0.07 0.774  -0.160 0.10 0.096  1.48  

Emotional Abuse + 0.228 0.07 0.002 + 0.170 0.09 0.059 + 0.357 0.14 0.010 + -1.12  

Emotional Neglect + -0.054 0.06 0.384  0.029 0.08 0.712  -0.192 0.11 0.077  1.62  

Sex Work + 0.068 0.05 0.188  0.062 0.06 0.298  0.117 0.11 0.277  -0.44  

Experienced Victimisation + -0.028 0.05 0.558  0.015 0.07 0.820  -0.062 0.07 0.391  0.78  

Anticipated Victimisation + 0.088 0.08 0.253  0.032 0.10 0.737  0.186 0.12 0.138  -0.99  

Fear of Victimisation + 0.212 0.06 0.001 + 0.171 0.08 0.045 + 0.289 0.10 0.004 + -0.92  

Friends' Victimisation + -0.016 0.07 0.828  -0.005 0.10 0.960  -0.024 0.12 0.843  0.12  

Witnessed Victimisation + 0.011 0.06 0.849  -0.013 0.07 0.858  0.032 0.11 0.767  -0.35  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

z p<0.05 two-tai led coefficient comparison test

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.096 0.080 0.131

Both Genders Males Females

0.128 0.128 0.211
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Table 6.6: OLS regression models predicting anger-out 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? 0.045 0.14 0.745

Age ? -0.059 0.03 0.023 * -0.090 0.03 0.007 * 0.031 0.04 0.480 -2.42 z

Race/Ethnicity ? -0.281 0.12 0.018 * -0.446 0.15 0.004 * 0.000 0.19 1.000 -1.84  

Homelessness + 0.009 0.01 0.556  0.011 0.02 0.573  -0.001 0.02 0.950  0.42  

Sexual Abuse + 0.014 0.06 0.825  -0.069 0.10 0.499  0.031 0.07 0.677  -0.82  

Physical Abuse + 0.023 0.06 0.716  0.053 0.09 0.536  -0.063 0.10 0.513  0.86  

Emotional Abuse + 0.065 0.08 0.436  -0.012 0.11 0.908  0.332 0.14 0.017 + -1.93  

Emotional Neglect + -0.105 0.07 0.136  -0.038 0.09 0.677  -0.237 0.11 0.031 * 1.40  

Sex Work + -0.010 0.06 0.867  -0.000 0.07 0.995  -0.023 0.11 0.831  0.18  

Experienced Victimisation + 0.017 0.05 0.752  0.017 0.08 0.833  -0.033 0.07 0.649  0.47  

Anticipated Victimisation + 0.263 0.09 0.002 + 0.133 0.11 0.245  0.469 0.13 0.000 + -1.97 z

Fear of Victimisation + 0.010 0.07 0.890  -0.008 0.10 0.938  0.053 0.10 0.592  -0.43  

Friends' Victimisation + 0.041 0.08 0.628  0.113 0.11 0.321  0.033 0.12 0.788  0.49  

Witnessed Victimisation + 0.141 0.07 0.038 + 0.148 0.09 0.087 + 0.103 0.11 0.349  0.32  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

z p<0.05 two-tai led coefficient comparison test

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.078 0.068 0.148

Both Genders Males Females

0.111 0.116 0.226
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Table 6.7: OLS regression models predicting depression 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? 0.123 0.11 0.272

Age ? 0.003 0.02 0.876 0.008 0.02 0.731 -0.006 0.04 0.892 0.31  

Race/Ethnicity ? -0.015 0.10 0.873 -0.074 0.11 0.516 0.008 0.18 0.965 -0.39  

Homelessness + -0.014 0.01 0.240  -0.014 0.01 0.316  -0.016 0.02 0.459  0.09  

Sexual Abuse + 0.150 0.05 0.003 + 0.032 0.07 0.669  0.218 0.07 0.004 + -1.88  

Physical Abuse + 0.019 0.05 0.723  0.116 0.06 0.072 + -0.107 0.09 0.258  2.06 z

Emotional Abuse + 0.232 0.07 0.001 + 0.210 0.08 0.007 + 0.298 0.14 0.031 + -0.55  

Emotional Neglect + -0.018 0.06 0.747  -0.029 0.07 0.672  -0.029 0.11 0.786  0.00  

Sex Work + -0.020 0.05 0.679  -0.043 0.05 0.414  0.099 0.11 0.355  -1.18  

Experienced Victimisation + 0.087 0.04 0.050 + 0.064 0.06 0.276  0.105 0.07 0.143  -0.44  

Anticipated Victimisation + 0.029 0.07 0.679  0.075 0.08 0.378  -0.060 0.12 0.627  0.94  

Fear of Victimisation + 0.174 0.06 0.003 + 0.166 0.07 0.026 + 0.215 0.10 0.033 + -0.40  

Friends' Victimisation + 0.177 0.07 0.009 + 0.196 0.08 0.021 + 0.164 0.12 0.168  0.22  

Witnessed Victimisation + -0.099 0.06 0.078  -0.178 0.06 0.006 * 0.033 0.11 0.764  -1.68  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

z p<0.05 two-tai led coefficient comparison test

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.260 0.205 0.235

Both Genders Males Females

0.287 0.246 0.306
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6.4.1 Strain and inner-directed anger 

 Table 6.5 shows that emotional abuse and fear of victimisation are significantly 

associated with inner-directed anger in the predicted positive direction for the full sample. These 

results hold when the sample is separated by gender. However, the coefficients of these 

relationships are not significantly different by gender. Further, opposite to prediction, duration of 

homelessness is significantly and negatively related to inner-directed anger for males. The 

coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by gender. In summary, limited support is 

found for a relationship between the strain measures and inner-directed anger. 

6.4.2 Strain and outer-directed anger 

 Table 6.6 indicates that anticipated victimisation and witnessed victimisation are 

significantly associated with outer-directed anger in the predicted positive direction for the full 

sample. These results change somewhat when the regression is repeated by gender. Witnessed 

victimisation remains significantly associated with outer-directed anger for males only. However, 

the coefficient of this relationship is not significantly different by gender. Anticipated 

victimisation remains significantly associated with outer-directed anger for females only. The 

coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by gender, meaning that the relationship 

between anticipated victimisation and outer-directed anger is significantly stronger for females 

than for males. In addition, emotional abuse is revealed as being significantly associated with 

outer-directed anger in the predicted positive direction for females. However, the coefficient of 

this relationship is not significantly different by gender. Further, opposite to prediction, emotional 

neglect is significantly related to outer-directed anger for females in a negative direction. The 

coefficient of this relationship is not significantly different by gender. The control variables of 

age and race are also significantly related with outer-directed anger for the full sample as well as 

for the male-only sample; this emotion decreases with age and being a minority. In addition, the 
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coefficient of age is significantly different by gender, meaning that the relationship between age 

and outer-directed anger is significantly stronger for males than for females25. However, the 

coefficient of race is not significantly different by gender. In summary, limited support is found 

for a relationship between the strain measures and outer-directed anger. 

6.4.3 Strain and depression 

 Finally, Table 6.7 shows that five of the eleven strain measures are significantly related 

with depression in the predicted positive direction for the full sample: sexual abuse, emotional 

abuse, experienced victimisation, fear of victimisation, and friends’ victimisation. The results 

change slightly when the analysis is separated by gender. Emotional abuse, fear of victimisation 

and friends’ victimisation remain significantly associated with depression for males whereas 

sexual abuse and experienced victimisation do not. However, the coefficients of these 

relationships are not significantly different by gender. Physical abuse also emerges as 

significantly related with depression in the predicted positive direction for males and the 

difference of the coefficients between the genders is significant, meaning that the relationship 

between physical abuse and depression is significantly stronger for males than for females26. 

Witnessed victimisation also emerges as a predictor of male depression although the direction of 

the relationship is opposite to prediction. The coefficient of this relationship is not significantly 

different by gender. Sexual abuse, emotional abuse, and fear of victimisation remain predictors of 

depression for females whereas experienced victimisation and friends’ victimisation do not. 

However, the coefficients of these relationships are not significantly different by gender. In short, 

a fair amount of evidence is found for a relationship between the strain measures and depression. 

                                                      

25
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is negative for males but positive for females. 

26
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is positive for males but negative for females. 
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6.4.4 Coefficients of determination 

 A final observation in regards to the regressions for the three negative emotions analysed 

surrounds the coefficients of determination in the models. Namely, the adjusted R2 value for the 

depression model using the full sample is approximately three times that of the anger-in and 

anger-out full sample models. Additionally, the adjusted R2 values are marginally larger for the 

female models than for the male models for all three negative emotions analysed. 

6.4.5 Summary of strain and negative affect 

 The above results show that limited overall evidence is found for relationships between 

strain and all three measures of negative affect. However, it is notable that approximately twice as 

many significant relationships between strain and depression emerge when compared to the 

models for inner-directed anger and outer-directed anger. In other words, although the overall 

support for relationships between strain and negative affect is limited, the evidence found for 

relationships between the strains chosen for this thesis and depression is more substantial. This 

evidence for the depression models is further bolstered by the relatively higher adjusted 

coefficients of determination for the depression models compared to the anger models. It is also 

worth pointing out that, by extension, the limited overall support found for relationships between 

strain and negative affect necessarily limits the support that can be found for another one of 

GST’s hypotheses: that negative affect mediates the relationship between strain and substance 

use. Before this hypothesis is examined, the analysis will first turn to an investigation of GST’s 

main hypothesis: that strain leads to crime and deviance. 

6.5 Strain and substance use 

 The previous section found some limited evidence for GST’s assertion that strain 

increases various negative emotions. Highly related to this assertion is GST’s central premise, 

namely, that strain leads to crime and deviance. In particular, strain may increase the use of 
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psychoactive substances as a coping method. Therefore, the analysis now proceeds to the 

relationships between strain and substance use. 

 OLS regressions were performed separately for alcohol use, marijuana use, and drug use 

using the full sample as well as subsamples for each gender. The results of these regressions are 

presented in Table 6.8, Table 6.9, and Table 6.10. Each of these tables will be discussed in order. 

Each discussion will begin with an examination of the full sample and will then move to the 

gender-specific equations. Also note that these models control for the conditioning factors and the 

measures of negative affect. Significant associations between the conditioning factors and 

substance use will be described in this section, but the significant relationships between negative 

affect and substance use will be presented later in section 6.6. 

6.5.1 Strain and alcohol use 

 Table 6.8 shows that length of homelessness, sex work, friends’ victimisation, and 

witnessed victimisation are all significantly associated with alcohol use in the predicted positive 

direction for the full sample. Opposite to prediction, sexual abuse is significantly associated with 

alcohol consumption in a negative direction. 

 When the regression is repeated for males, sex work and witnessed victimisation remain 

significantly associated with alcohol use. However, the coefficients of these relationships are not 

significantly different by gender. 
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Table 6.8: OLS regression models predicting alcohol use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? 0.610 0.23 0.008 *

Age ? 0.039 0.04 0.369 0.068 0.05 0.211 -0.037 0.08 0.659 1.11  

Race/Ethnicity ? 0.254 0.20 0.209 0.120 0.25 0.631 0.631 0.37 0.091 -1.14  

Homelessness + 0.043 0.02 0.077 + 0.036 0.03 0.245  0.077 0.04 0.065 + -0.82  

Sexual Abuse + -0.215 0.10 0.039 * -0.267 0.16 0.097  -0.182 0.14 0.209  -0.40  

Physical  Abuse + 0.006 0.11 0.957  -0.017 0.14 0.906  0.088 0.18 0.625  -0.46  

Emotional Abuse + -0.132 0.14 0.337  0.088 0.17 0.604  -0.543 0.27 0.047 * 1.98 z

Emotional Neglect + -0.000 0.12 1.000  -0.015 0.15 0.920  0.093 0.23 0.681  -0.39  

Sex Work + 0.220 0.10 0.024 + 0.196 0.11 0.085 + 0.359 0.21 0.093 + -0.69  

Experienced Victimisation + 0.007 0.09 0.939  -0.097 0.13 0.452  0.117 0.14 0.399  -1.12  

Anticipated Victimisation + -0.182 0.14 0.204  -0.171 0.18 0.355  -0.001 0.27 0.997  -0.52  

Fear of Victimisation + -0.137 0.12 0.261  -0.127 0.16 0.435  -0.039 0.20 0.848  -0.34  

Friends' Victimisation + 0.336 0.14 0.020 + 0.160 0.19 0.394  0.497 0.24 0.042 + -1.10  

Witnessed Victimisation + 0.196 0.11 0.087 + 0.243 0.14 0.086 + 0.064 0.22 0.766  0.69  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint + 0.556 0.23 0.018 + 0.564 0.29 0.051 + 0.558 0.47 0.234  0.01  

Deviant Peers + 0.126 0.10 0.190  0.171 0.12 0.160  0.095 0.17 0.584  0.37  

Deviant Values + 0.132 0.07 0.071 + 0.025 0.09 0.781  0.371 0.14 0.011 + -2.08 z

Coping Skills - 0.141 0.19 0.447  0.150 0.24 0.527  0.061 0.33 0.851  0.22  

Self-Esteem - 0.344 0.25 0.176  0.132 0.34 0.703  0.695 0.41 0.092  -1.06  

Emotional Support - -0.322 0.17 0.055 + -0.178 0.21 0.387  -0.517 0.32 0.108  0.89  

Anger In + 0.225 0.12 0.054 + 0.212 0.15 0.145  0.171 0.21 0.412  0.16  

Anger Out + -0.200 0.09 0.030 * -0.127 0.11 0.266  -0.322 0.18 0.068  0.92  

Depression + 0.304 0.13 0.016 + 0.149 0.17 0.380  0.490 0.20 0.016 + -1.30  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.121 0.039 0.238

Both Genders Males Females

0.173 0.123 0.357
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Table 6.9: OLS regression models predicting marijuana use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? 0.211 0.27 0.434

Age ? 0.026 0.05 0.615 0.062 0.07 0.348 -0.104 0.09 0.230 1.46  

Race/Ethnicity ? 0.307 0.24 0.198 0.047 0.31 0.877 1.001 0.38 0.010 * -1.95  

Homelessness + -0.009 0.03 0.744  -0.039 0.04 0.310  0.053 0.04 0.211  -1.63  

Sexual Abuse + 0.051 0.12 0.675  0.144 0.20 0.464  -0.085 0.15 0.567  0.92  

Physical  Abuse + -0.092 0.13 0.464  0.151 0.17 0.385  -0.428 0.19 0.024 * 2.27 z

Emotional Abuse + 0.099 0.16 0.541  0.007 0.21 0.972  0.092 0.28 0.744  -0.24  

Emotional Neglect + 0.140 0.14 0.331  0.295 0.19 0.119  0.153 0.23 0.513  0.48  

Sex Work + 0.201 0.11 0.081 + 0.017 0.14 0.901  0.815 0.22 0.000 + -3.06 z

Experienced Victimisation + -0.019 0.11 0.863  -0.185 0.16 0.241  0.218 0.14 0.127  -1.90  

Anticipated Victimisation + 0.083 0.17 0.627  0.163 0.23 0.470  0.075 0.28 0.786  0.24  

Fear of Victimisation + -0.128 0.14 0.379  -0.041 0.20 0.836  0.053 0.21 0.805  -0.32  

Friends' Victimisation + -0.330 0.17 0.054  -0.344 0.23 0.135  -0.342 0.25 0.173  -0.01  

Witnessed Victimisation + 0.411 0.14 0.003 + 0.548 0.18 0.002 + -0.006 0.23 0.979  1.90  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint + 0.043 0.28 0.877  -0.197 0.35 0.577  0.328 0.48 0.498  -0.88  

Deviant Peers + 0.284 0.11 0.013 + 0.324 0.15 0.032 + 0.247 0.18 0.161  0.33  

Deviant Values + 0.511 0.09 0.000 + 0.412 0.11 0.000 + 0.732 0.15 0.000 + -1.72  

Coping Skills - 0.369 0.22 0.093  0.582 0.29 0.046 * -0.054 0.33 0.870  1.45  

Self-Esteem - -0.479 0.30 0.110  -0.723 0.43 0.091 + -0.129 0.42 0.757  -0.99  

Emotional Support - 0.282 0.20 0.154  0.471 0.25 0.064  0.297 0.32 0.360  0.43  

Anger In + 0.075 0.13 0.579  -0.049 0.18 0.784  0.156 0.21 0.456  -0.74  

Anger Out + 0.096 0.11 0.376  0.134 0.14 0.339  0.117 0.18 0.517  0.07  

Depression + 0.095 0.15 0.521  -0.026 0.21 0.899  0.176 0.21 0.398  -0.68  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.215 0.182 0.379

Both Genders Males Females

0.261 0.254 0.476
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Table 6.10: OLS regression models predicting drug use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p z

Gender ? 0.196 0.19 0.314

Age ? 0.001 0.04 0.979 -0.010 0.04 0.825 0.037 0.08 0.620 -0.53  

Race/Ethnicity ? -0.136 0.17 0.429 -0.065 0.20 0.752 -0.010 0.33 0.976 -0.14  

Homelessness + 0.020 0.02 0.328  -0.000 0.03 0.998  0.059 0.04 0.110  -1.18  

Sexual Abuse + 0.004 0.09 0.968  0.285 0.13 0.030 + -0.175 0.13 0.174  2.50 z

Physical  Abuse + 0.052 0.09 0.567  -0.051 0.12 0.661  0.130 0.16 0.422  -0.91  

Emotional Abuse + 0.019 0.12 0.871  0.026 0.14 0.852  0.086 0.24 0.723  -0.22  

Emotional Neglect + 0.035 0.10 0.735  0.009 0.13 0.945  -0.022 0.20 0.914  0.13  

Sex Work + 0.475 0.08 0.000 + 0.386 0.09 0.000 + 0.762 0.19 0.000 + -1.79  

Experienced Victimisation + 0.048 0.08 0.536  -0.045 0.11 0.667  0.137 0.12 0.268  -1.12  

Anticipated Victimisation + 0.131 0.12 0.286  0.212 0.15 0.161  0.224 0.23 0.340  -0.04  

Fear of Victimisation + 0.113 0.10 0.279  0.157 0.13 0.246  -0.002 0.18 0.993  0.72  

Friends' Victimisation + 0.106 0.12 0.391  -0.087 0.15 0.573  0.295 0.22 0.172  -1.43  

Witnessed Victimisation + -0.054 0.10 0.579  -0.056 0.12 0.626  -0.051 0.19 0.791  -0.02  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint + 0.473 0.20 0.018 + 0.491 0.24 0.038 + -0.136 0.42 0.746  1.30  

Deviant Peers + 0.134 0.08 0.105  0.182 0.10 0.070 + 0.115 0.15 0.450  0.37  

Deviant Values + 0.064 0.06 0.307  0.032 0.07 0.661  0.085 0.13 0.509  -0.36  

Coping Skills - 0.252 0.16 0.109  0.268 0.19 0.166  0.033 0.29 0.908  0.68  

Self-Esteem - -0.042 0.22 0.846  0.141 0.28 0.620  -0.472 0.36 0.197  1.34  

Emotional Support - 0.214 0.14 0.132  0.204 0.17 0.229  0.347 0.28 0.218  -0.44  

Anger In + 0.021 0.10 0.833  0.074 0.12 0.529  -0.143 0.18 0.439  1.00  

Anger Out + -0.054 0.08 0.489  0.082 0.09 0.385  -0.360 0.16 0.023 * 2.41 z

Depression + 0.151 0.11 0.161  0.190 0.14 0.172  0.157 0.18 0.387  0.14  

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.171 0.164 0.213

Both Genders Males Females

0.219 0.237 0.336
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 When the regression is repeated for females, length of homelessness, sex work, and 

friends’ victimisation remain significantly associated with alcohol use. However, the coefficients 

of these relationships are not significantly different by gender. Opposite to prediction, emotional 

abuse emerges as being significantly associated with alcohol use for females in a negative 

direction. The coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by gender, meaning that the 

relationship between emotional abuse and alcohol use is significantly stronger for females than 

for males27. 

 In summary, regressing alcohol use on the strain variables provides some support for 

GST’s assertion that strain may lead to alcohol use. 

 Table 6.8 also shows that three of the conditioning factors are significantly associated 

with alcohol use in their predicted directions for the full sample. Specifically, negative 

emotionality/low constraint and deviant values are associated with alcohol use in a positive 

direction whereas emotional support is associated with alcohol use in a negative direction. When 

the analysis is repeated by gender, emotional support ceases to be significantly related with 

alcohol use for either gender. Negative emotionality/low constraint remains significantly 

associated with alcohol use for males but  not for females. However, the coefficient of this 

relationship is not significantly different by gender. Deviant values remain significantly related to 

alcohol use for females but not for males. The coefficient of this relationship is significantly 

different by gender, meaning that the strength of the relationship between deviant values and 

alcohol use is significantly greater for females than males. 

6.5.2 Strain and marijuana use 

 Table 6.9 presents the results for marijuana use. The results indicate that sex work and 

witnessed victimisation are significantly associated with marijuana use in the predicted positive 

                                                      

27
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is negative for females but positive for males. 
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direction for the full sample. In the gender-specific analyses, only witnessed victimisation 

remains significantly associated with marijuana use for males. However, the coefficient of this 

relationship is not significantly different by gender. Only sex work remains significantly 

associated with marijuana use for females. The coefficient of this relationship is significantly 

different by gender, meaning that the relationship between sex work and marijuana use is 

significantly stronger for females than for males. In addition, physical abuse emerges as being 

significantly associated with marijuana use for females but in a negative direction which is 

opposite to prediction. Also, the coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by 

gender, meaning that the relationship between physical abuse and marijuana use is significantly 

stronger for females than for males28. In summary, limited support is found for a relationship 

between the strain measures and marijuana use. 

 Table 6.9 also shows that two of the conditioning factors – deviant peers and deviant 

values – are significantly associated with marijuana use in the predicted positive direction for the 

full sample. When the analysis is repeated for the male sample, both of these relationships remain 

significant. In addition, self-esteem emerges as being significantly associated with marijuana use 

in the predicted negative direction. Further, coping skills emerge as being significantly associated 

with marijuana use for males but in a positive direction which is opposite to prediction. However, 

none of the coefficients of these significant relationships in the male sample are significantly 

different by gender. When the female sample is analysed, only deviant values remain as being 

significantly associated with marijuana use. However, the coefficient of this relationship is not 

significantly different by gender. 

                                                      

28
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is negative for females but positive for males. 
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6.5.3 Strain and drug use 

 Table 6.10 shows that sex work is significantly associated with drug use in the predicted 

positive direction for the full sample. This relationship holds when the regression is repeated by 

gender. However, the coefficient of this relationship is not significantly different by gender. In 

addition, sexual abuse emerges as being significantly associated with drug use for males but not 

for females. The coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by gender, meaning that 

the relationship between sexual abuse and drug use is significantly stronger for males than for 

females29. In summary, limited support is found for a relationship between the strain measures 

and drug use. 

 Table 6.10 also indicates that negative emotionality/low constraint is significantly 

associated with drug use in the predicted positive direction for the full sample. This relationship 

holds when the male sample is analysed, but not for the female sample. However, the coefficient 

of this relationship is not significantly different by gender. In addition, deviant peers emerge as 

being significantly associated with drug use in the predicted positive direction for males. 

However, the coefficient of this relationship is not significantly different by gender. 

6.5.4 Coefficients of determination 

 An examination of the coefficients of determination for the above regressions reveals 

some interesting observations. First, the female models outperform the male models in every 

instance. In particular, the adjusted R2 value for the male alcohol use model is very small (0.04), 

especially as compared to the adjusted R2 for the female model (0.24) which is approximately six 

times larger. The most impressive adjusted R2 value (0.38) is obtained for the female marijuana 

use model. In summary, it appears that one of GST’s basic assertions – that strain can lead to 

substance use as a coping behaviour – may be more applicable to females than to males. 

                                                      

29
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is positive for males but negative for females. 
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Furthermore, this assertion appears to be quite well supported for female marijuana use in 

particular. 

6.5.5 Summary of strain and substance use 

 The above results show mostly limited support for a relationship between strain and 

substance use. Slightly more support is found for a relationship between strain and alcohol use 

compared to support found for relationships between strain and marijuana or drug use. Limited 

support is also found for gender differences in the way that strain and substance use are related. 

These results should not yet be interpreted as weak support for GST’s main assertion, however; it 

is important to remember that GST proposes that certain factors condition the effect of strain on 

crime and this means that strain does not inevitably lead to crime. Therefore, the relationship 

between strain and crime is implicitly investigated again later in this chapter when GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis is examined. But first, the analysis will turn to an examination of GST’s 

assertion that negative affective states may lead to crime and deviance. 

6.6 Negative affect and substance use 

 The previous section examined GST’s basic assertion that strain leads to crime and 

deviance (i.e., substance use). However, it is important to remember that GST does not specify 

that this relationship is direct. Rather, strain is said to increase various negative emotions and 

these negative emotions may lead to criminal coping. This section will therefore begin to 

investigate this assertion by analysing the effect of negative emotion on substance use and the 

next section will further investigate this assertion by analysing whether or not negative affect 

mediates the relationship between strain and substance use. 

 OLS regressions were performed separately for alcohol use, marijuana use, and drug use 

using the full sample as well as subsamples for each gender. The results of these regressions were 

presented previously in Table 6.8, Table 6.9, and Table 6.10. Each of these tables will now be 
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discussed with a focus on the relationships between negative affect and substance use. Each 

discussion will begin with an examination of the full sample and will then move to the gender-

specific equations. 

6.6.1 Negative affect and alcohol use 

 Table 6.8 indicates that all three measures of negative affect are significantly related to 

alcohol use for the full sample. Specifically, inner-directed anger and depression are both 

significantly associated with alcohol use in the predicted positive direction. Outer-directed anger 

is significantly associated with alcohol use but in a negative direction which is opposite to 

prediction. When the analysis is repeated by gender, none of the measures of negative affect 

remain significantly associated with alcohol use for males. Depression remains significantly 

associated with alcohol use for females. However, the coefficient of this relationship is not 

significantly different by gender. 

6.6.2 Negative affect and marijuana use 

 Table 6.9 indicates that none of the measures of negative affect are significantly 

associated with marijuana use for the full sample or for either of the gender-specific samples. 

6.6.3 Negative affect and drug use 

 Table 6.10 shows that none of the measures of negative affect are significantly associated 

with drug use in the full sample or male-only sample. Outer-directed anger is significantly 

associated with drug use for females but in a negative direction which is opposite to prediction. 

Furthermore, the coefficient of this relationship is significantly different by gender, meaning that 

the relationship between outer-directed anger and drug use is significantly stronger for females 

than for males30. 

                                                      

30
 Also note that the direction of this relationship is negative for females but positive for males. 
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6.6.4 Summary of negative affect and substance use 

 The above results show that very limited support is found for GST’s hypothesis that 

negative affect increases substance use. In particular, no evidence is found for a relationship 

between negative affect and substance use when the male-specific sample is analysed. 

6.7 The mediating role of negative affect 

 Not only does GST assert that negative affect has a direct effect on substance use, but it is 

maintained that the direct effect of strain on substance use should disappear once negative affect 

is accounted for. That is, negative affect is said to mediate the relationship between strain and 

substance use. This section will investigate this hypothesis. 

 In order to determine if the mediating hypothesis is supported, a number of significant 

relationships must exist: the strain in question must have a significant direct relationship with the 

negative emotion in question; the negative emotion in question must have a significant direct 

relationship with the substance in question; and the strain in question must have a significant 

direct relationship with the substance in question. Mediation can only exist if all three of these 

relationships are confirmed. Therefore, these relationships were examined for the full sample as 

well as for each gender. This process is described in detail below. 

 First, Table 6.5, Table 6.6, and Table 6.7 were examined to review which strains are 

significantly associated with any of the three measures of negative affect (inner-directed anger, 

outer-directed anger, and depression).  Note that the mediating model under consideration is only 

possible for those strains which have significant direct relationships with the measures of 

negative affect. 

 Second, Table 6.7, Table 6.8, and Table 6.9 were examined to review which measures of 

negative affect are significantly associated with which substances. Note that the mediating model 
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under consideration is only possible for those emotions which have significant direct relationships 

with the measures of substance use. 

 Third, models (not presented) which regress each substance use measure on the strains, 

controls, and conditioning factors (but not the measures of negative affect) were examined to 

assess which strains have a direct relationship with the measures of substance use prior to the 

measures of negative affect being added to the models. Note that the mediating model under 

consideration is only possible for those strains which have significant direct relationships with the 

measures of substance use. 

 The analysis proceeds only for those relationships which meet all of the above three 

criteria. Here models were examined which regress the substance use measure on the strains, 

controls, and conditioning factors with the stepwise addition of the measures of negative affect 

added; the first step added the non-significantly related measures of negative affect and the next 

step added the significantly related measure of negative affect. It was then determined if strains 

which were significantly associated with the dependent variable in the first step have their 

significance reduced when the significantly-related measure of negative affect was added to the 

equation in the subsequent step. If so, partial mediation exists. If the strain measures which were 

significant in the first step cease to be significant altogether in the subsequent step, then full 

mediation exists. However, note that mediation is only possible if the measure of negative affect 

added in the last step is significantly associated with the dependent substance use variable in the 

model. 

 An examination of all the above criteria for mediation using the full sample and the 

gender-specific samples revealed that only one relationship between strain and substance use 

could possibly be mediated by negative affect: the relationship between friends’ victimisation and 

alcohol use for the full sample. The method for determining this relationship is described in detail 

below. 



 

 

162

 First, recall from Table 6.7 that friends’ victimisation is significantly associated with 

depression in the predicted positive direction for the full sample. This allows an analysis of the 

mediation hypothesis to proceed for friends’ victimisation. 

 Next, Model 1 in Table 6.11 shows that friends’ victimisation is significantly associated 

with alcohol use in the predicted positive direction for the full sample. Since friends’ 

victimisation has previously been determined to have a significant direct relationship with 

depression for the full sample, it is possible that the relationship between friends’ victimisation 

and alcohol use for the full sample may be mediated by depression. Model 2 in Table 6.11 adds 

the two non-significantly related measures of negative affect (inner-directed anger and outer-

directed anger) to the model and shows that friends’ victimisation remains significantly 

associated with alcohol use. Model 3 in Table 6.11 adds depression to the model and shows that 

depression has a significant relationship with alcohol use. Thus, all the prerequisite relationships 

for mediation to occur exist; it is possible for depression to mediate the relationship between 

friends’ victimisation and alcohol use. 

 A comparison of the significance of friends’ victimisation in Model 2 with friends’ 

victimisation in Model 3 reveals that significance decreases from 0.005 to 0.020. In other words, 

depression partially mediates the relationship between friends’ victimisation and alcohol use for 

the full sample. It must be stressed, however, that the strength of this mediating effect is close to 

zero. 
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Table 6.11: The mediating role of negative affect for strains and alcohol use – full sample 

 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p

Gender ? 0.626 0.23 0.007 * 0.644 0.23 0.005 * 0.610 0.23 0.008 *

Age ? 0.042 0.04 0.336 0.046 0.04 0.299 0.039 0.04 0.369

Race/Ethnicity ? 0.348 0.20 0.084 0.237 0.20 0.242 0.254 0.20 0.209

Homelessness + 0.037 0.02 0.132  0.042 0.02 0.085 + 0.043 0.02 0.077 +

Sexual Abuse + -0.176 0.10 0.093  -0.179 0.10 0.084  -0.215 0.10 0.039 *

Physical Abuse + 0.025 0.11 0.819  0.026 0.11 0.811  0.006 0.11 0.957  

Emotional Abuse + -0.050 0.14 0.714  -0.089 0.14 0.513  -0.132 0.14 0.337  

Emotional Neglect + -0.039 0.12 0.752  -0.026 0.12 0.834  -0.000 0.12 1.000  

Sex Work + 0.217 0.10 0.028 + 0.199 0.10 0.042 + 0.220 0.10 0.024 +

Experienced Victimisation + 0.017 0.09 0.854  0.037 0.09 0.688  0.007 0.09 0.939  

Anticipated Victimisation + -0.227 0.14 0.118  -0.202 0.14 0.162  -0.182 0.14 0.204  

Fear of Victimisation + -0.079 0.12 0.519  -0.110 0.12 0.367  -0.137 0.12 0.261  

Friends' Victimisation + 0.388 0.14 0.007 + 0.403 0.14 0.005 + 0.336 0.14 0.020 +

Witnessed Victimisation + 0.141 0.12 0.222  0.161 0.11 0.159  0.196 0.11 0.087 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint + 0.453 0.23 0.052 + 0.544 0.23 0.021 + 0.556 0.23 0.018 +

Deviant Peers + 0.106 0.10 0.274  0.098 0.10 0.309  0.126 0.10 0.190  

Deviant Values + 0.141 0.07 0.055 + 0.155 0.07 0.035 + 0.132 0.07 0.071 +

Coping Skil ls - 0.145 0.19 0.438  0.096 0.19 0.608  0.141 0.19 0.447  

Self-Esteem - -0.117 0.22 0.600  0.160 0.24 0.511  0.344 0.25 0.176  

Emotional Support - -0.269 0.17 0.108  -0.330 0.17 0.050 + -0.322 0.17 0.055 +

Anger In + 0.303 0.11 0.007 + 0.225 0.12 0.054 +

Anger Out + -0.176 0.09 0.056  -0.200 0.09 0.030 *

Depression + 0.304 0.13 0.016 +

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

z p<0.05 two-tai led coefficient comparison test

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

Alcohol to Cope

0.091 0.110 0.121

0.138 0.160 0.173

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
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6.7.1 Summary of the mediating role of negative affect 

 The above results show that very limited support is found for GST’s hypothesis that 

negative affect mediates the relationship between strain and substance use. Only one relationship 

between strain and substance use is partly mediated by negative affect for the full sample and the 

strength of this mediating effect is close to zero. Furthermore, no support was found for the 

mediating model when the gender-specific analyses were performed. 

6.8 Conditioning factors – full sample 

 The analysis will now turn to an examination of GST’s conditioning hypothesis. This 

component of the theory is essential since it describes why strain does not unavoidably lead to 

crime and deviance. That is, GST proposes that certain factors condition the impact of strain on 

offending and this is why not all strained individuals will turn to crime. A common way of 

empirically testing this part of the theory is to create multiplicative interaction terms by 

multiplying the strain measures by the conditioning measures. These interaction terms are then 

entered into full regression equations one at a time to assess which interaction terms achieve 

significance. 

 The results are presented for the full sample beginning with Table 6.12 and finishing with 

Table 6.16. Note that only the significant interaction terms are presented. Table 6.12 presents the 

results when alcohol use is the dependent variable, Table 6.13 presents the results when 

marijuana use is the dependent variable, and Table 6.14 through Table 6.16 present the results 

when drug use is the dependent variable. Each table will be discussed in order.
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Table 6.12: OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – full sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Gender (z) ? 0.150 0.06 0.008 * 0.146 0.06 0.009 * 0.144 0.06 0.010 * 0.150 0.06 0.007 * 0.152 0.06 0.007 * 0.145 0.06 0.009 *

Age (z) ? 0.047 0.05 0.369 0.041 0.05 0.431 0.050 0.05 0.342 0.050 0.05 0.338 0.027 0.05 0.611 0.026 0.05 0.617

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.065 0.05 0.209 0.058 0.05 0.258 0.069 0.05 0.175 0.062 0.05 0.228 0.066 0.05 0.194 0.063 0.05 0.216

Homelessness (z) + 0.087 0.05 0.077 + 0.089 0.05 0.072 + 0.091 0.05 0.066 + 0.097 0.05 0.051 + 0.081 0.05 0.102  0.091 0.05 0.064 +

Sexual Abuse (z) + -0.125 0.06 0.039 * -0.122 0.06 0.044 * -0.131 0.06 0.030 * -0.124 0.06 0.040 * -0.120 0.06 0.047 * -0.121 0.06 0.043 *

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.004 0.07 0.957  0.004 0.07 0.955  -0.011 0.07 0.867  0.002 0.07 0.970  -0.007 0.07 0.917  -0.019 0.07 0.770  

Emotional  Abuse (z) + -0.077 0.08 0.336  -0.075 0.08 0.349  -0.059 0.08 0.459  -0.085 0.08 0.285  -0.087 0.08 0.275  -0.077 0.08 0.333  

Emotional  Neglect (z) + 0.000 0.07 1.000  -0.000 0.07 0.997  -0.008 0.07 0.910  0.009 0.07 0.895  0.001 0.07 0.986  0.001 0.07 0.987  

Sex Work (z) + 0.115 0.05 0.024 + 0.122 0.05 0.016 + 0.119 0.05 0.019 + 0.116 0.05 0.022 + 0.116 0.05 0.022 + 0.126 0.05 0.012 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.004 0.06 0.940  -0.002 0.06 0.969  0.015 0.06 0.793  0.006 0.06 0.921  0.003 0.06 0.955  0.008 0.06 0.895  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + -0.073 0.06 0.204  -0.075 0.06 0.192  -0.078 0.06 0.171  -0.077 0.06 0.180  -0.073 0.06 0.204  -0.081 0.06 0.155  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.062 0.06 0.263  -0.068 0.06 0.221  -0.051 0.06 0.356  -0.055 0.06 0.317  -0.057 0.05 0.296  -0.048 0.05 0.379  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.133 0.06 0.020 + 0.142 0.06 0.013 + 0.133 0.06 0.020 + 0.138 0.06 0.015 + 0.118 0.06 0.039 + 0.129 0.06 0.024 +

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + 0.095 0.05 0.085 + 0.093 0.05 0.089 + 0.093 0.05 0.088 + 0.093 0.05 0.091 + 0.105 0.05 0.056 + 0.102 0.05 0.063 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.127 0.05 0.018 + 0.125 0.05 0.019 + 0.132 0.05 0.013 + 0.139 0.05 0.009 + 0.134 0.05 0.012 + 0.146 0.05 0.006 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.076 0.06 0.190  0.077 0.06 0.186  0.080 0.06 0.165  0.076 0.06 0.190  0.064 0.06 0.266  0.068 0.06 0.238  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.098 0.05 0.070 + 0.095 0.05 0.081 + 0.091 0.05 0.094 + 0.099 0.05 0.068 + 0.106 0.05 0.052 + 0.097 0.05 0.072 +

Coping Skills (z) - 0.040 0.05 0.445  0.028 0.05 0.593  0.026 0.05 0.629  0.040 0.05 0.444  0.038 0.05 0.469  0.017 0.05 0.753  

Self-Esteem (z) - 0.087 0.06 0.175  0.084 0.06 0.188  0.082 0.06 0.201  0.081 0.06 0.208  0.085 0.06 0.183  0.074 0.06 0.242  

Emotional  Support (z) - -0.104 0.05 0.054 + -0.105 0.05 0.052 + -0.106 0.05 0.049 + -0.095 0.05 0.078 + -0.104 0.05 0.052 + -0.100 0.05 0.061 +

Anger In (z) + 0.119 0.06 0.054 + 0.127 0.06 0.040 + 0.115 0.06 0.061 + 0.113 0.06 0.065 + 0.110 0.06 0.073 + 0.108 0.06 0.076 +

Anger Out (z) + -0.118 0.05 0.030 * -0.119 0.05 0.029 * -0.107 0.05 0.050  -0.115 0.05 0.033 * -0.121 0.05 0.025 * -0.110 0.05 0.041 *

Depression (z) + 0.164 0.07 0.016 + 0.155 0.07 0.023 + 0.153 0.07 0.024 + 0.162 0.07 0.017 + 0.172 0.07 0.011 + 0.156 0.07 0.021 +

Homelessness (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.082 0.05 0.094 + 0.065 0.05 0.183

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.100 0.05 0.040 + 0.080 0.05 0.105

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.092 0.05 0.049 + 0.066 0.05 0.169

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.105 0.05 0.024 * -0.105 0.05 0.023 *

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.122 0.126 0.129 0.129 0.131 0.145

Model 6

0.173 0.179

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5

0.182 0.182 0.184 0.204
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Table 6.13: OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – full sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Gender (z) ? 0.041 0.05 0.434 0.032 0.05 0.548 0.036 0.05 0.493 0.036 0.05 0.501 0.042 0.05 0.426 0.028 0.05 0.592

Age (z) ? 0.025 0.05 0.616 0.029 0.05 0.553 0.021 0.05 0.676 0.028 0.05 0.572 0.028 0.05 0.573 0.030 0.05 0.547

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.062 0.05 0.198 0.059 0.05 0.222 0.070 0.05 0.147 0.063 0.05 0.190 0.060 0.05 0.218 0.062 0.05 0.199

Homelessness (z) + -0.015 0.05 0.742  -0.014 0.05 0.758  -0.013 0.05 0.786  -0.012 0.05 0.801  -0.006 0.05 0.896  -0.005 0.05 0.907  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.024 0.06 0.676  0.022 0.06 0.691  0.022 0.06 0.696  0.024 0.06 0.672  0.025 0.06 0.661  0.022 0.06 0.689  

Physical Abuse (z) + -0.046 0.06 0.464  -0.031 0.06 0.619  -0.073 0.06 0.255  -0.050 0.06 0.426  -0.047 0.06 0.452  -0.050 0.06 0.440  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.046 0.08 0.541  0.050 0.08 0.504  0.063 0.08 0.409  0.046 0.08 0.538  0.038 0.08 0.615  0.053 0.08 0.484  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.063 0.06 0.331  0.056 0.06 0.381  0.067 0.06 0.294  0.064 0.06 0.322  0.072 0.06 0.265  0.066 0.06 0.304  

Sex Work (z) + 0.084 0.05 0.080 + 0.072 0.05 0.132  0.085 0.05 0.074 + 0.089 0.05 0.064 + 0.086 0.05 0.073 + 0.078 0.05 0.104  

Experienced Victimisation (z) + -0.009 0.05 0.862  -0.009 0.05 0.864  -0.003 0.05 0.961  -0.006 0.05 0.911  -0.008 0.05 0.881  -0.003 0.05 0.949  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.026 0.05 0.628  0.019 0.05 0.719  0.023 0.05 0.676  0.022 0.05 0.690  0.023 0.05 0.674  0.014 0.05 0.793  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.046 0.05 0.381  -0.038 0.05 0.475  -0.033 0.05 0.536  -0.040 0.05 0.444  -0.039 0.05 0.453  -0.025 0.05 0.637  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + -0.105 0.05 0.054  -0.098 0.05 0.068  -0.106 0.05 0.050  -0.102 0.05 0.060  -0.099 0.05 0.066  -0.095 0.05 0.077  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + 0.158 0.05 0.003 + 0.150 0.05 0.004 + 0.161 0.05 0.002 + 0.157 0.05 0.003 + 0.156 0.05 0.003 + 0.151 0.05 0.004 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.008 0.05 0.878  0.008 0.05 0.877  0.010 0.05 0.846  0.014 0.05 0.776  0.020 0.05 0.690  0.020 0.05 0.694  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.136 0.05 0.013 + 0.132 0.05 0.015 + 0.142 0.05 0.010 + 0.149 0.06 0.007 + 0.136 0.05 0.013 + 0.141 0.05 0.010 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.304 0.05 0.000 + 0.304 0.05 0.000 + 0.315 0.05 0.000 + 0.303 0.05 0.000 + 0.304 0.05 0.000 + 0.310 0.05 0.000 +

Coping Skills (z) - 0.084 0.05 0.092  0.078 0.05 0.117  0.085 0.05 0.087  0.078 0.05 0.116  0.084 0.05 0.091  0.076 0.05 0.122  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.097 0.06 0.110  -0.105 0.06 0.081 + -0.097 0.06 0.106  -0.109 0.06 0.073 + -0.103 0.06 0.088 + -0.113 0.06 0.060 +

Emotional Support (z) - 0.073 0.05 0.154  0.079 0.05 0.122  0.075 0.05 0.139  0.072 0.05 0.157  0.082 0.05 0.109  0.084 0.05 0.096  

Anger In (z) + 0.032 0.06 0.579  0.030 0.06 0.599  0.027 0.06 0.630  0.019 0.06 0.740  0.026 0.06 0.650  0.019 0.06 0.743  

Anger Out (z) + 0.046 0.05 0.377  0.044 0.05 0.392  0.048 0.05 0.353  0.044 0.05 0.388  0.048 0.05 0.346  0.046 0.05 0.362  

Depression (z) + 0.041 0.06 0.519  0.033 0.06 0.605  0.045 0.06 0.478  0.036 0.06 0.567  0.040 0.06 0.534  0.033 0.06 0.604  

Sexual Abuse (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.115 0.04 0.010 + 0.098 0.05 0.032 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.094 0.04 0.036 + 0.049 0.05 0.304

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.082 0.04 0.065 + 0.035 0.05 0.488

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.092 0.04 0.036 + 0.060 0.05 0.218

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.233

Model 5

0.221 0.223

0.268 0.270

Model 4

0.286

Ful l ModelModel 1 Model  2

0.215 0.228 0.223

Model 3

0.261 0.275 0.270
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Table 6.14: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use I– full sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Gender (z) ? 0.055 0.05 0.314 0.059 0.05 0.274 0.053 0.05 0.324 0.048 0.05 0.373 0.050 0.05 0.353 0.039 0.05 0.466 0.044 0.05 0.411

Age (z) ? 0.001 0.05 0.979 0.007 0.05 0.883 0.002 0.05 0.966 0.004 0.05 0.932 0.007 0.05 0.896 -0.008 0.05 0.873 0.012 0.05 0.814

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.039 0.05 0.429 -0.040 0.05 0.415 -0.039 0.05 0.431 -0.033 0.05 0.499 -0.043 0.05 0.382 -0.038 0.05 0.446 -0.035 0.05 0.472

Homelessness (z) + 0.047 0.05 0.328  0.048 0.05 0.312  0.049 0.05 0.308  0.051 0.05 0.286  0.055 0.05 0.246  0.052 0.05 0.274  0.051 0.05 0.283  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.002 0.06 0.967  -0.003 0.06 0.962  0.006 0.06 0.914  -0.005 0.06 0.934  -0.011 0.06 0.853  -0.011 0.06 0.853  -0.004 0.06 0.946  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.037 0.06 0.567  0.036 0.06 0.579  0.028 0.06 0.664  0.019 0.06 0.768  0.046 0.06 0.477  0.082 0.07 0.213  0.040 0.06 0.537  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.013 0.08 0.871  0.014 0.08 0.857  0.017 0.08 0.823  0.034 0.08 0.662  0.022 0.08 0.779  0.005 0.08 0.946  0.011 0.08 0.884  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.022 0.07 0.735  0.022 0.07 0.743  0.022 0.07 0.742  0.013 0.07 0.843  0.017 0.07 0.801  0.012 0.07 0.852  0.021 0.07 0.745  

Sex Work (z) + 0.281 0.05 0.000 + 0.283 0.05 0.000 + 0.282 0.05 0.000 + 0.286 0.05 0.000 + 0.280 0.05 0.000 + 0.292 0.05 0.000 + 0.288 0.05 0.000 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.034 0.06 0.537  0.041 0.06 0.456  0.039 0.06 0.478  0.047 0.06 0.393  0.038 0.06 0.487  0.030 0.05 0.585  0.047 0.06 0.398  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.059 0.06 0.286  0.058 0.06 0.299  0.061 0.06 0.269  0.053 0.06 0.339  0.057 0.06 0.300  0.042 0.06 0.450  0.043 0.06 0.432  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.058 0.05 0.279  0.060 0.05 0.263  0.066 0.05 0.221  0.071 0.05 0.183  0.081 0.05 0.136  0.080 0.05 0.134  0.079 0.05 0.141  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.048 0.06 0.391  0.044 0.06 0.427  0.048 0.06 0.384  0.048 0.06 0.387  0.066 0.06 0.233  0.059 0.05 0.284  0.047 0.05 0.388  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.030 0.05 0.578  -0.028 0.05 0.605  -0.031 0.05 0.558  -0.031 0.05 0.553  -0.029 0.05 0.579  -0.022 0.05 0.676  -0.029 0.05 0.587  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.122 0.05 0.018 + 0.119 0.05 0.021 + 0.121 0.05 0.019 + 0.129 0.05 0.012 + 0.120 0.05 0.020 + 0.134 0.05 0.009 + 0.136 0.05 0.008 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.092 0.06 0.105  0.091 0.06 0.109  0.089 0.06 0.116  0.097 0.06 0.085 + 0.078 0.06 0.165  0.077 0.06 0.167  0.106 0.06 0.060 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.054 0.05 0.307  0.050 0.05 0.342  0.050 0.05 0.347  0.045 0.05 0.393  0.050 0.05 0.341  0.062 0.05 0.232  0.056 0.05 0.280  

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.081 0.05 0.109  0.072 0.05 0.158  0.075 0.05 0.137  0.064 0.05 0.210  0.067 0.05 0.184  0.059 0.05 0.245  0.067 0.05 0.183  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.012 0.06 0.845  -0.014 0.06 0.816  -0.012 0.06 0.844  -0.018 0.06 0.766  -0.010 0.06 0.868  -0.009 0.06 0.881  -0.012 0.06 0.844  

Emotional Support (z) - 0.078 0.05 0.132  0.081 0.05 0.121  0.078 0.05 0.133  0.076 0.05 0.141  0.086 0.05 0.096  0.051 0.05 0.323  0.075 0.05 0.146  

Anger In (z) + 0.012 0.06 0.832  0.008 0.06 0.894  0.005 0.06 0.936  0.007 0.06 0.900  -0.001 0.06 0.983  0.004 0.06 0.941  0.015 0.06 0.801  

Anger Out (z) + -0.037 0.05 0.489  -0.030 0.05 0.574  -0.032 0.05 0.548  -0.022 0.05 0.672  -0.025 0.05 0.637  -0.031 0.05 0.555  -0.027 0.05 0.606  

Depression (z) + 0.092 0.07 0.161  0.087 0.07 0.185  0.092 0.07 0.159  0.079 0.07 0.228  0.089 0.07 0.175  0.086 0.07 0.188  0.083 0.07 0.204  

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.090 0.05 0.049 +

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.075 0.05 0.095 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.121 0.05 0.011 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.116 0.05 0.011 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.150 0.05 0.002 *

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.136 0.05 0.003 +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Sex Work (z) x Coping Skills (z) -

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) -

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tai led test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tai led test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.189

0.238

0.191

0.219 0.228 0.225 0.233 0.233 0.241

0.171 0.178 0.175 0.184 0.183

Model  6Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model  4 Model  5 Model 7
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Table 6.15: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use II – full sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Gender (z) ? 0.051 0.05 0.342 0.046 0.05 0.392 0.044 0.05 0.411 0.055 0.05 0.300 0.050 0.05 0.347 0.050 0.05 0.348 0.053 0.05 0.324

Age (z) ? 0.009 0.05 0.851 -0.002 0.05 0.965 0.007 0.05 0.895 0.006 0.05 0.901 -0.000 0.05 0.993 0.009 0.05 0.859 0.008 0.05 0.869

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.044 0.05 0.370 -0.039 0.05 0.433 -0.038 0.05 0.444 -0.044 0.05 0.367 -0.041 0.05 0.410 -0.037 0.05 0.442 -0.050 0.05 0.315

Homelessness (z) + 0.058 0.05 0.225  0.051 0.05 0.282  0.053 0.05 0.262  0.063 0.05 0.187  0.050 0.05 0.290  0.063 0.05 0.180  0.053 0.05 0.272  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.001 0.06 0.991  0.002 0.06 0.973  0.003 0.06 0.960  0.004 0.06 0.941  0.007 0.06 0.904  0.009 0.06 0.868  0.009 0.06 0.875  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.038 0.06 0.554  0.041 0.06 0.519  0.030 0.06 0.641  0.035 0.06 0.583  0.058 0.06 0.366  0.035 0.06 0.579  0.040 0.06 0.537  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.017 0.08 0.828  0.031 0.08 0.687  0.013 0.08 0.865  -0.002 0.08 0.983  0.014 0.08 0.853  0.044 0.08 0.560  0.018 0.08 0.812  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.018 0.07 0.781  0.006 0.07 0.924  0.024 0.07 0.710  0.038 0.07 0.563  0.008 0.07 0.907  0.021 0.06 0.749  0.014 0.07 0.828  

Sex Work (z) + 0.283 0.05 0.000 + 0.292 0.05 0.000 + 0.289 0.05 0.000 + 0.284 0.05 0.000 + 0.290 0.05 0.000 + 0.294 0.05 0.000 + 0.291 0.05 0.000 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.038 0.06 0.492  0.024 0.06 0.663  0.040 0.05 0.463  0.037 0.05 0.504  0.025 0.05 0.650  0.026 0.05 0.626  0.033 0.06 0.554  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.055 0.06 0.324  0.059 0.06 0.288  0.051 0.05 0.353  0.053 0.05 0.331  0.041 0.06 0.459  0.035 0.05 0.525  0.051 0.06 0.355  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.077 0.05 0.157  0.071 0.05 0.184  0.068 0.05 0.200  0.070 0.05 0.191  0.054 0.05 0.311  0.052 0.05 0.318  0.053 0.05 0.327  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.059 0.06 0.291  0.051 0.06 0.352  0.053 0.05 0.336  0.057 0.05 0.301  0.055 0.05 0.317  0.073 0.05 0.180  0.051 0.06 0.361  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.031 0.05 0.562  -0.030 0.05 0.565  -0.032 0.05 0.550  -0.033 0.05 0.530  -0.037 0.05 0.481  -0.035 0.05 0.496  -0.021 0.05 0.696  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.130 0.05 0.012 + 0.127 0.05 0.014 + 0.134 0.05 0.009 + 0.144 0.05 0.005 + 0.127 0.05 0.013 + 0.106 0.05 0.036 + 0.113 0.05 0.030 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.089 0.06 0.112  0.084 0.06 0.138  0.113 0.06 0.045 + 0.091 0.06 0.102  0.083 0.06 0.141  0.089 0.06 0.106  0.079 0.06 0.164  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.054 0.05 0.300  0.064 0.05 0.226  0.052 0.05 0.315  0.055 0.05 0.292  0.070 0.05 0.179  0.062 0.05 0.228  0.058 0.05 0.266  

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.076 0.05 0.132  0.069 0.05 0.176  0.071 0.05 0.157  0.081 0.05 0.104  0.078 0.05 0.118  0.059 0.05 0.238  0.078 0.05 0.125  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.009 0.06 0.887  -0.015 0.06 0.802  -0.034 0.06 0.584  -0.023 0.06 0.707  -0.017 0.06 0.784  -0.019 0.06 0.753  -0.013 0.06 0.838  

Emotional Support (z) - 0.085 0.05 0.101  0.079 0.05 0.126  0.077 0.05 0.134  0.094 0.05 0.069  0.083 0.05 0.109  0.066 0.05 0.193  0.064 0.05 0.220  

Anger In (z) + 0.008 0.06 0.887  0.002 0.06 0.975  -0.010 0.06 0.863  0.002 0.06 0.967  0.015 0.06 0.794  0.013 0.06 0.826  0.017 0.06 0.770  

Anger Out (z) + -0.027 0.05 0.602  -0.040 0.05 0.452  -0.039 0.05 0.461  -0.032 0.05 0.542  -0.036 0.05 0.492  -0.050 0.05 0.335  -0.044 0.05 0.406  

Depression (z) + 0.091 0.07 0.165  0.090 0.07 0.171  0.084 0.07 0.198  0.090 0.06 0.168  0.086 0.07 0.187  0.052 0.06 0.424  0.085 0.07 0.198  

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.104 0.05 0.024 +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.109 0.04 0.013 *

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.144 0.05 0.002 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.157 0.04 0.000 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.154 0.05 0.002 *

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.178 0.04 0.000 +

Sex Work (z) x Coping Skills (z) - 0.084 0.04 0.049 *

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) -

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tai led test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tai led test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.210 0.1770.180 0.183 0.192 0.196 0.192

0.230

Model 13 Model  14Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

0.232 0.241 0.245 0.241 0.258 0.228
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Table 6.16: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use III – full sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Gender (z) ? 0.055 0.05 0.311 0.055 0.05 0.308 0.055 0.05 0.306 0.053 0.05 0.329 0.055 0.05 0.308 0.039 0.05 0.467

Age (z) ? 0.002 0.05 0.974 0.007 0.05 0.898 0.008 0.05 0.870 0.016 0.05 0.754 0.002 0.05 0.965 0.044 0.05 0.395

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.045 0.05 0.361 -0.036 0.05 0.464 -0.037 0.05 0.459 -0.041 0.05 0.413 -0.039 0.05 0.436 0.049 0.05 0.326

Homelessness (z) + 0.050 0.05 0.291  0.045 0.05 0.346  0.048 0.05 0.319  0.052 0.05 0.279  0.045 0.05 0.344  -0.003 0.05 0.957  

Sexual Abuse (z) + -0.002 0.06 0.968  0.001 0.06 0.991  -0.004 0.06 0.943  -0.001 0.06 0.981  0.010 0.06 0.865  0.016 0.06 0.786  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.037 0.06 0.568  0.043 0.06 0.509  0.034 0.06 0.604  0.045 0.06 0.489  0.034 0.06 0.597  -0.006 0.07 0.927  

Emotional Abuse (z) + -0.005 0.08 0.945  0.006 0.08 0.941  0.012 0.08 0.880  0.020 0.08 0.797  0.013 0.08 0.864  -0.002 0.08 0.979  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.033 0.07 0.616  0.038 0.07 0.571  0.035 0.07 0.601  0.022 0.07 0.744  0.027 0.07 0.682  0.087 0.07 0.190  

Sex Work (z) + 0.274 0.05 0.000 + 0.282 0.05 0.000 + 0.286 0.05 0.000 + 0.280 0.05 0.000 + 0.268 0.05 0.000 + 0.076 0.05 0.123  

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.035 0.06 0.527  0.033 0.06 0.556  0.033 0.06 0.548  0.035 0.06 0.526  0.042 0.06 0.446  -0.007 0.05 0.897  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.055 0.06 0.317  0.045 0.06 0.422  0.056 0.06 0.307  0.059 0.06 0.288  0.060 0.06 0.278  0.007 0.06 0.895  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.064 0.05 0.233  0.054 0.05 0.313  0.059 0.05 0.275  0.055 0.05 0.306  0.058 0.05 0.274  -0.041 0.06 0.462  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.068 0.06 0.228  0.055 0.06 0.325  0.043 0.06 0.435  0.059 0.06 0.294  0.041 0.06 0.463  -0.067 0.06 0.241  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.035 0.05 0.510  -0.029 0.05 0.587  -0.030 0.05 0.576  -0.037 0.05 0.486  -0.027 0.05 0.615  0.150 0.05 0.005 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.125 0.05 0.016 + 0.124 0.05 0.016 + 0.124 0.05 0.017 + 0.117 0.05 0.023 + 0.119 0.05 0.021 + 0.016 0.05 0.760  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.092 0.06 0.101  0.084 0.06 0.136  0.116 0.06 0.046 + 0.100 0.06 0.077 + 0.085 0.06 0.131  0.134 0.06 0.022 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.055 0.05 0.298  0.063 0.05 0.234  0.058 0.05 0.270  0.049 0.05 0.356  0.059 0.05 0.261  0.308 0.05 0.000 +

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.075 0.05 0.136  0.073 0.05 0.153  0.088 0.05 0.081  0.083 0.05 0.101  0.078 0.05 0.122  0.081 0.05 0.119  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.020 0.06 0.749  -0.010 0.06 0.872  0.002 0.06 0.980  -0.011 0.06 0.863  -0.009 0.06 0.878  -0.114 0.06 0.067 +

Emotional Support (z) - 0.082 0.05 0.113  0.078 0.05 0.134  0.082 0.05 0.115  0.079 0.05 0.130  0.087 0.05 0.096  0.083 0.05 0.124  

Anger In (z) + 0.016 0.06 0.784  0.013 0.06 0.821  0.014 0.06 0.804  0.019 0.06 0.743  0.031 0.06 0.594  0.039 0.06 0.509  

Anger Out (z) + -0.032 0.05 0.543  -0.030 0.05 0.572  -0.035 0.05 0.509  -0.034 0.05 0.514  -0.040 0.05 0.444  0.047 0.05 0.376  

Depression (z) + 0.088 0.07 0.179  0.085 0.07 0.196  0.102 0.07 0.121  0.086 0.07 0.191  0.078 0.07 0.234  0.026 0.07 0.691  

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.001 0.06 0.985

Sexual Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.013 0.06 0.841

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.125 0.08 0.104

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.099 0.07 0.160

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional  Support (z) - -0.003 0.07 0.969

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.137 0.09 0.109

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.129 0.08 0.123

Emotional Abuse (z) x Emotional  Support (z) - -0.045 0.07 0.542

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.010 0.07 0.884

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.127 0.07 0.063 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.042 0.07 0.539

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.009 0.05 0.868

Sex Work (z) x Coping Ski lls (z) - 0.020 0.05 0.701

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.105 0.05 0.035 + -0.085 0.05 0.092 +

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.081 0.05 0.083 + -0.004 0.05 0.936

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.090 0.05 0.048 + -0.042 0.05 0.439

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.077 0.04 0.088 + 0.067 0.05 0.211

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.093 0.04 0.026 + -0.002 0.05 0.969

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=395 (253 Male / 142 Female)

0.180 0.2140.179 0.176 0.178 0.175

0.295

Model 19 Full ModelModel 15 Model 16 Model 17 Model 18

0.229 0.226 0.228 0.225 0.230
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6.8.1 OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – full sample 

 Table 6.12 shows that 3 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when alcohol use is the dependent variable: homelessness x deviant peers, 

physical abuse x deviant peers, and emotional neglect x deviant values. In other words, the effect 

of homelessness on alcohol use significantly increases as the number of deviant peers increases, 

the effect of physical abuse on alcohol use significantly increases as deviant peers increases, and 

the effect of emotional neglect on alcohol use significantly increases as deviant values increase. 

An additional interaction term is significant but in the direction opposite to prediction: friends’ 

victimisation x deviant values. In other words, the effect of friends’ victimisation on alcohol use 

significantly decreases as deviant values increase. It is notable that these results indicate that only 

deviant peers and deviant values condition the effect of strain on substance use, although this 

conditioning effect is not always in the predicted direction. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms that are in the predicted direction (4.5%) 

is less than that which would be expected by chance. Additionally, only friends’ victimisation x 

deviant values remains significant – but in the direction opposite to prediction – when all 

interaction terms which were significant individually are simultaneously included in a full model. 

In summary, virtually no overall support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when 

analysing regression models for alcohol use using the full sample. 

6.8.2 OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – full sample 

 Table 6.13 shows that 4 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when marijuana use is the dependent variable: sexual abuse x negative 

emotionality/low constraint, emotional neglect x negative emotionality/low constraint, emotional 

neglect x deviant peers, and emotional neglect x deviant values. In other words, the effect of 

sexual abuse on marijuana use significantly increases as negative emotionality/low constraint 
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increases and the effect of emotional neglect on marijuana use significantly increases as negative 

emotionality/low constraint, deviant peers, and deviant values increase. It is notable that, similar 

to the alcohol use models, deviant peers and deviant values again emerge as one of the few 

conditioning effects to attain significance. This further suggests that deviant peers and deviant 

values may be one of the most pertinent conditioning effects. Negative emotionality/low 

constraint also emerges twice as a significant conditioning effect, suggesting that this 

conditioning factor may also be pertinent. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms that are in the predicted direction (6%) is 

about the same as would be expected by chance. Furthermore, only sexual abuse x negative 

emotionality/low constraint remains significant when all interaction terms which were significant 

individually are simultaneously entered into a full model. In summary, virtually no overall 

support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing regression models for 

marijuana use using the full sample. However, the evidence that is found suggests that emotional 

neglect may be a type of strain which has a somewhat conditional effect on marijuana use; 

individuals who experience this strain and who also score highly on negative emotionality/low 

constraint, have more deviant peers, and more deviant values may be likely to cope  by using 

marijuana. 

6.8.3 OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use – full sample 

 Table 6.14, Table 6.15, and Table 6.16 show that 14 out of 66 interaction terms are 

statistically significant and in the predicted direction when drug use is the dependent variable: 

sexual abuse x deviant peers, sexual abuse x deviant values, physical abuse x deviant peers, 

physical abuse x deviant values, emotional abuse x deviant peers, emotional abuse x deviant 

values, emotional neglect x deviant peers, emotional neglect x deviant values, sex work x deviant 

peers, anticipated victimisation x self-esteem, anticipated victimisation x emotional support, 
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friends’ victimisation x deviant peers, friends’ victimisation x deviant values, and friends’ 

victimisation x emotional support. In other words, the effect of sexual abuse on drug use 

significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values increase; the effect of physical abuse 

on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values increase; the effect of 

emotional abuse on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values increase; 

the effect of emotional neglect on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant 

values increase; the effect of sex work on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers 

increase; the effect of anticipated victimisation on drug use significantly decreases as self-esteem 

and emotional support increase; the effect of friends’ victimisation on drug use significantly 

increases as deviant peers and deviant values increase; and the effect of friends’ victimisation on 

drug use significantly decreases as emotional support increases. 

 These results clearly indicate the importance of deviant peers and deviant values as 

factors which condition the effect of strain on drug use. In particular, the effects of all four 

measures of childhood abuse and neglect on substance use are conditioned by deviant peers and 

deviant values. That is, individuals in the sample who reported experiencing childhood abuse and 

neglect are significantly more likely to use drugs when they have more deviant peers and more 

deviant values compared to individuals in the sample who reported experiencing childhood abuse 

and neglect but have fewer deviant peers and less deviant values. When one considers that the 

previous analyses of conditioning effects for alcohol use and marijuana use also found limited 

support for the pertinence of deviant peers and deviant values in conditioning the effect of strain 

on substance use, it may be concluded that these particular conditioning effects have a somewhat 

wide applicability in conditioning the effect of strain on substance use – at least as compared to 

the other conditioning effects analysed. 

 Table 6.14, Table 6.15, and Table 6.16 also show that 4 out of 66 interaction terms are 

statistically significant but in the direction opposite to prediction: physical abuse x emotional 
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support, emotional abuse x emotional support, emotional neglect x emotional support, and sex 

work x coping skills. In other words, the effect of physical abuse on drug use significantly 

increases as emotional support increases; the effect of emotional abuse on drug use significantly 

increases as emotional support increases; the effect of emotional neglect on drug use significantly 

increases as emotional support increases; and the effect of sex work on drug use significantly 

increases as coping skills increase. These results suggest that, opposite to prediction, emotional 

support may actually increase the use of drugs as a method of coping with childhood abuse and 

neglect. Interestingly, emotional support does condition the effect of strain on drug use in the 

predicted direction for another measure of strain (anticipated victimisation), suggesting that the 

direction of this particular conditioning effect may vary according to the type of strain in 

question. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms that are in the predicted direction (21%) is 

somewhat greater compared to the percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted 

direction found for the alcohol use and marijuana use models. However, only emotional neglect x 

deviant values and anticipated victimisation x self-esteem remain significant when all interaction 

terms which were significant individually are simultaneously entered into a full model. In 

summary, a fair amount of evidence is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing 

regression models for drug use using the full sample. In particular, deviant peers and deviant 

values emerge as consistent conditioning effects. 

6.8.4 Summary of conditioning factors for the full sample 

 The above results provide virtually no overall support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis 

when alcohol use and marijuana use are the dependent variables and fair support when drug use is 

the dependent variable. However, although the overall support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis 

is very limited, consistent support is found for two of GST’s conditioning factors: deviant peers 
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and deviant values. It may be the case that the conditioning factors operate differently by gender 

and this is why there is a dearth of overall support when examining the full sample. This 

possibility will be explored in the following two sections. 

6.9 Conditioning factors – male sample 

 To further investigate GST’s conditioning hypothesis, the analysis will now proceed to an 

examination of gender-specific models. The conditioning hypothesis will be investigated for the 

male-specific sample by examining the data presented in Table 6.17, Table 6.18, Table 6.19, and 

Table 6.20. Note that only the significant interaction terms are presented. Table 6.17 presents the 

results when alcohol use is the dependent variable, Table 6.18 presents the results when 

marijuana use is the dependent variable, and Table 6.19 and Table 6.20 present the results when 

drug use is the dependent variable. Each table will be discussed in order. 

6.9.1 OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – male sample 

 Table 6.17 shows that 4 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when alcohol use is the dependent variable: physical abuse x deviant values, 

emotional neglect x negative emotionality/low constraint, emotional neglect x deviant values, and 

witnessed victimisation x coping skills. In other words, the effect of physical abuse on alcohol 

use significantly increases as deviant values increase, the effect of emotional neglect on alcohol 

use significantly increases as negative emotionality/low constraint and deviant values increase, 

and the effect of witnessed victimisation on alcohol use significantly decreases as coping skills 

increase. 
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Table 6.17: OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – male sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? 0.081 0.07 0.212 0.070 0.06 0.278 0.076 0.06 0.242 0.068 0.07 0.296 0.066 0.06 0.306 0.062 0.06 0.343 0.072 0.06 0.270 0.026 0.06 0.691

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.031 0.06 0.631 0.029 0.06 0.642 0.042 0.06 0.508 0.025 0.06 0.698 0.031 0.06 0.623 0.036 0.06 0.566 0.039 0.06 0.537 0.049 0.06 0.432

Homelessness (z) + 0.074 0.06 0.244  0.086 0.06 0.175  0.075 0.06 0.238  0.089 0.06 0.163  0.074 0.06 0.239  0.076 0.06 0.227  0.087 0.06 0.172  0.103 0.06 0.101  

Sexual Abuse (z) + -0.154 0.09 0.097  -0.173 0.09 0.062  -0.165 0.09 0.076  -0.143 0.09 0.122  -0.135 0.09 0.143  -0.147 0.09 0.114  -0.138 0.09 0.137  -0.145 0.09 0.114  

Physical Abuse (z) + -0.010 0.09 0.906  -0.012 0.09 0.893  -0.049 0.09 0.587  -0.022 0.09 0.801  -0.023 0.09 0.791  -0.033 0.09 0.709  -0.030 0.09 0.733  -0.089 0.09 0.318  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.051 0.10 0.606  0.076 0.10 0.440  0.080 0.10 0.420  0.049 0.10 0.618  0.060 0.10 0.542  0.052 0.10 0.594  0.051 0.10 0.602  0.107 0.10 0.273  

Emotional Neglect (z) + -0.009 0.09 0.921  -0.026 0.09 0.759  -0.007 0.09 0.938  -0.009 0.09 0.916  -0.022 0.09 0.794  -0.010 0.09 0.904  0.012 0.09 0.889  -0.022 0.08 0.797  

Sex Work (z) + 0.102 0.06 0.085 + 0.110 0.06 0.061 + 0.113 0.06 0.057 + 0.110 0.06 0.064 + 0.089 0.06 0.132  0.101 0.06 0.086 + 0.094 0.06 0.111  0.103 0.06 0.077 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + -0.061 0.08 0.450  -0.059 0.08 0.465  -0.042 0.08 0.602  -0.073 0.08 0.365  -0.060 0.08 0.450  -0.066 0.08 0.411  -0.063 0.08 0.433  -0.053 0.08 0.505  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + -0.068 0.07 0.355  -0.070 0.07 0.337  -0.074 0.07 0.317  -0.072 0.07 0.325  -0.066 0.07 0.369  -0.056 0.07 0.449  -0.073 0.07 0.324  -0.064 0.07 0.371  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.058 0.07 0.435  -0.056 0.07 0.444  -0.048 0.07 0.512  -0.062 0.07 0.401  -0.053 0.07 0.468  -0.057 0.07 0.440  -0.053 0.07 0.468  -0.042 0.07 0.557  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.063 0.07 0.394  0.089 0.07 0.234  0.059 0.07 0.429  0.073 0.07 0.327  0.072 0.07 0.326  0.057 0.07 0.439  0.063 0.07 0.396  0.090 0.07 0.222  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + 0.117 0.07 0.085 + 0.111 0.07 0.098 + 0.127 0.07 0.061 + 0.113 0.07 0.093 + 0.131 0.07 0.053 + 0.132 0.07 0.051 + 0.122 0.07 0.073 + 0.147 0.07 0.029 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.128 0.07 0.051 + 0.125 0.06 0.056 + 0.142 0.07 0.031 + 0.140 0.07 0.034 + 0.122 0.06 0.062 + 0.138 0.07 0.035 + 0.125 0.07 0.057 + 0.138 0.06 0.033 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.103 0.07 0.160  0.086 0.07 0.240  0.109 0.07 0.135  0.104 0.07 0.153  0.073 0.07 0.321  0.090 0.07 0.219  0.113 0.07 0.121  0.062 0.07 0.395  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.018 0.07 0.781  0.023 0.07 0.727  0.025 0.07 0.709  0.029 0.07 0.662  0.011 0.07 0.868  0.021 0.07 0.749  0.018 0.07 0.787  0.026 0.06 0.683  

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.043 0.07 0.526  0.025 0.07 0.711  0.040 0.07 0.553  0.040 0.07 0.555  0.041 0.07 0.540  0.048 0.07 0.478  0.058 0.07 0.391  0.036 0.07 0.588  

Self-Esteem (z) - 0.033 0.09 0.707  0.042 0.09 0.629  0.043 0.09 0.624  0.039 0.09 0.652  0.006 0.09 0.941  0.033 0.09 0.703  0.022 0.09 0.802  0.023 0.09 0.787  

Emotional Support (z) - -0.058 0.07 0.385  -0.044 0.07 0.502  -0.064 0.07 0.333  -0.047 0.07 0.481  -0.060 0.07 0.358  -0.055 0.07 0.403  -0.055 0.07 0.404  -0.043 0.06 0.505  

Anger In (z) + 0.112 0.08 0.145  0.092 0.08 0.229  0.111 0.08 0.148  0.117 0.08 0.127  0.102 0.08 0.180  0.112 0.08 0.142  0.117 0.08 0.126  0.087 0.08 0.249  

Anger Out (z) + -0.075 0.07 0.266  -0.064 0.07 0.343  -0.071 0.07 0.291  -0.079 0.07 0.240  -0.070 0.07 0.297  -0.074 0.07 0.272  -0.074 0.07 0.271  -0.054 0.07 0.412  

Depression (z) + 0.080 0.09 0.381  0.071 0.09 0.430  0.084 0.09 0.355  0.081 0.09 0.370  0.074 0.09 0.413  0.082 0.09 0.363  0.071 0.09 0.431  0.065 0.09 0.463  

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.137 0.06 0.028 + 0.148 0.07 0.034 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.109 0.06 0.070 + 0.079 0.06 0.190

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.115 0.06 0.070 + 0.022 0.07 0.749

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.147 0.06 0.019 * -0.108 0.07 0.101

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.134 0.06 0.022 * -0.128 0.06 0.043 *

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Coping Skil ls (z) - -0.110 0.06 0.073 + -0.087 0.06 0.148

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=253

0.143

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

0.123 0.141 0.135 0.135 0.144

0.039 0.055 0.048 0.048 0.058 0.056 0.099

Model 7

0.135

0.048

Full  Model

0.199
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Table 6.18: OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – male sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? 0.060 0.06 0.349 0.046 0.06 0.468 0.056 0.06 0.378 0.042 0.06 0.504

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.010 0.06 0.876 0.004 0.06 0.954 -0.004 0.06 0.950 -0.010 0.06 0.871

Homelessness (z) + -0.063 0.06 0.310  -0.048 0.06 0.444  -0.068 0.06 0.271  -0.053 0.06 0.396  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.067 0.09 0.462  0.078 0.09 0.388  0.076 0.09 0.403  0.087 0.09 0.335  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.075 0.09 0.386  0.063 0.09 0.464  0.069 0.09 0.426  0.057 0.09 0.509  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.003 0.10 0.974  0.001 0.10 0.991  -0.019 0.10 0.847  -0.021 0.10 0.829  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.132 0.08 0.118  0.132 0.08 0.116  0.160 0.09 0.064 + 0.159 0.09 0.062 +

Sex Work (z) + 0.007 0.06 0.901  0.015 0.06 0.795  0.001 0.06 0.989  0.009 0.06 0.881  

Experienced Victimisation (z) + -0.093 0.08 0.240  -0.105 0.08 0.182  -0.098 0.08 0.213  -0.111 0.08 0.160  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.052 0.07 0.470  0.048 0.07 0.504  0.056 0.07 0.437  0.052 0.07 0.468  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.015 0.07 0.838  -0.019 0.07 0.792  -0.014 0.07 0.844  -0.018 0.07 0.798  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + -0.109 0.07 0.135  -0.100 0.07 0.171  -0.111 0.07 0.127  -0.102 0.07 0.161  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + 0.211 0.07 0.002 + 0.207 0.07 0.002 + 0.220 0.07 0.001 + 0.217 0.07 0.001 +

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + -0.036 0.06 0.576  -0.024 0.06 0.705  -0.040 0.06 0.537  -0.028 0.06 0.663  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.156 0.07 0.032 + 0.157 0.07 0.030 + 0.154 0.07 0.033 + 0.156 0.07 0.031 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.245 0.06 0.000 + 0.256 0.06 0.000 + 0.233 0.06 0.000 + 0.244 0.06 0.000 +

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.133 0.07 0.046 * 0.130 0.07 0.050  0.143 0.07 0.032 * 0.140 0.07 0.035 *

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.146 0.09 0.091 + -0.140 0.09 0.105  -0.189 0.09 0.037 + -0.182 0.09 0.043 +

Emotional Support (z) - 0.122 0.07 0.064  0.133 0.07 0.043 * 0.132 0.07 0.045 * 0.143 0.07 0.029 *

Anger In (z) + -0.021 0.08 0.785  -0.016 0.07 0.831  -0.028 0.07 0.706  -0.024 0.07 0.751  

Anger Out (z) + 0.064 0.07 0.339  0.060 0.07 0.367  0.075 0.07 0.263  0.071 0.07 0.286  

Depression (z) + -0.011 0.09 0.901  -0.010 0.09 0.913  -0.006 0.09 0.946  -0.005 0.09 0.959  

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.117 0.06 0.059 + 0.117 0.06 0.057 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.124 0.07 0.097 + -0.125 0.07 0.094 +

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=253

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Full  Model

0.254 0.266 0.263 0.275

0.183 0.192 0.189 0.198
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Table 6.19: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use I – male sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? -0.013 0.06 0.825 -0.023 0.06 0.706 -0.011 0.06 0.856 -0.015 0.06 0.806 -0.031 0.06 0.609 -0.035 0.06 0.555 -0.017 0.06 0.783

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.019 0.06 0.752 -0.016 0.06 0.782 -0.012 0.06 0.837 -0.026 0.06 0.659 -0.015 0.06 0.800 -0.029 0.06 0.621 -0.019 0.06 0.744

Homelessness (z) + -0.000 0.06 0.998  0.015 0.06 0.797  0.015 0.06 0.801  0.011 0.06 0.857  0.015 0.06 0.799  0.025 0.06 0.671  0.012 0.06 0.838  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.188 0.09 0.030 + 0.182 0.09 0.034 + 0.181 0.09 0.035 + 0.186 0.09 0.031 + 0.196 0.09 0.023 + 0.206 0.08 0.016 + 0.183 0.09 0.033 +

Physical Abuse (z) + -0.036 0.08 0.661  -0.004 0.08 0.964  -0.047 0.08 0.567  -0.028 0.08 0.729  -0.065 0.08 0.431  -0.056 0.08 0.493  -0.013 0.08 0.873  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.017 0.09 0.851  0.007 0.09 0.939  0.020 0.09 0.824  0.015 0.09 0.866  0.033 0.09 0.719  0.014 0.09 0.877  0.022 0.09 0.810  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.006 0.08 0.945  -0.004 0.08 0.957  0.005 0.08 0.947  0.001 0.08 0.994  0.002 0.08 0.979  0.005 0.08 0.951  -0.018 0.08 0.824  

Sex Work (z) + 0.228 0.05 0.000 + 0.241 0.05 0.000 + 0.248 0.06 0.000 + 0.235 0.05 0.000 + 0.247 0.06 0.000 + 0.241 0.05 0.000 + 0.237 0.05 0.000 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + -0.032 0.08 0.667  -0.032 0.07 0.664  -0.024 0.07 0.748  -0.033 0.07 0.662  -0.043 0.07 0.563  -0.052 0.07 0.479  -0.034 0.07 0.647  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.096 0.07 0.161  0.065 0.07 0.350  0.077 0.07 0.260  0.086 0.07 0.210  0.078 0.07 0.253  0.090 0.07 0.183  0.070 0.07 0.308  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.081 0.07 0.245  0.094 0.07 0.173  0.090 0.07 0.193  0.088 0.07 0.203  0.089 0.07 0.199  0.074 0.07 0.278  0.075 0.07 0.277  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + -0.039 0.07 0.573  -0.020 0.07 0.777  -0.039 0.07 0.565  -0.029 0.07 0.676  -0.031 0.07 0.653  -0.024 0.07 0.727  -0.025 0.07 0.718  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.031 0.06 0.628  -0.016 0.06 0.801  -0.036 0.06 0.560  -0.034 0.06 0.592  -0.029 0.06 0.643  -0.036 0.06 0.561  -0.044 0.06 0.480  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.127 0.06 0.038 + 0.133 0.06 0.029 + 0.144 0.06 0.019 + 0.132 0.06 0.031 + 0.142 0.06 0.021 + 0.146 0.06 0.016 + 0.122 0.06 0.045 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.124 0.07 0.070 + 0.112 0.07 0.098 + 0.163 0.07 0.021 + 0.122 0.07 0.075 + 0.157 0.07 0.024 + 0.126 0.07 0.061 + 0.119 0.07 0.080 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.027 0.06 0.661  0.042 0.06 0.498  0.027 0.06 0.654  0.047 0.06 0.451  0.024 0.06 0.697  0.044 0.06 0.464  0.049 0.06 0.423  

Coping Skills (z) - 0.087 0.06 0.166  0.063 0.06 0.312  0.075 0.06 0.225  0.083 0.06 0.183  0.071 0.06 0.255  0.082 0.06 0.184  0.083 0.06 0.179  

Self-Esteem (z) - 0.040 0.08 0.619  0.044 0.08 0.583  0.045 0.08 0.578  0.044 0.08 0.583  0.036 0.08 0.657  0.051 0.08 0.523  0.036 0.08 0.651  

Emotional Support (z) - 0.075 0.06 0.228  0.062 0.06 0.317  0.075 0.06 0.226  0.086 0.06 0.166  0.075 0.06 0.225  0.093 0.06 0.130  0.085 0.06 0.168  

Anger In (z) + 0.044 0.07 0.529  0.033 0.07 0.640  0.057 0.07 0.413  0.041 0.07 0.555  0.035 0.07 0.611  0.052 0.07 0.451  0.047 0.07 0.495  

Anger Out (z) + 0.055 0.06 0.385  0.056 0.06 0.372  0.056 0.06 0.372  0.058 0.06 0.362  0.041 0.06 0.513  0.049 0.06 0.432  0.057 0.06 0.363  

Depression (z) + 0.116 0.08 0.172  0.123 0.08 0.145  0.103 0.08 0.223  0.114 0.08 0.179  0.116 0.08 0.170  0.119 0.08 0.155  0.104 0.08 0.218  

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.128 0.06 0.028 *

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.138 0.06 0.026 +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.099 0.06 0.089 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.136 0.06 0.028 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.189 0.06 0.001 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.130 0.06 0.027 *

Sex Work (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) +

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) +

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Coping Skil ls  (z) -

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) -

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=253

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

0.237 0.253 0.253 0.246 0.253 0.271 0.253

0.1980.164 0.178 0.178 0.171 0.178 0.178
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Table 6.20: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use II – male sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? -0.012 0.06 0.845 -0.011 0.06 0.854 -0.012 0.06 0.843 -0.031 0.06 0.603 -0.021 0.06 0.728 -0.010 0.06 0.868 -0.049 0.06 0.395

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.023 0.06 0.699 -0.018 0.06 0.750 -0.013 0.06 0.827 0.007 0.06 0.909 -0.023 0.06 0.696 -0.025 0.06 0.672 -0.012 0.06 0.825

Homelessness (z) + 0.005 0.06 0.936  0.029 0.06 0.618  0.005 0.06 0.930  0.015 0.06 0.798  0.005 0.06 0.926  0.006 0.06 0.918  0.079 0.06 0.162  

Sexual Abuse (z) + 0.202 0.09 0.019 + 0.203 0.08 0.015 + 0.200 0.09 0.021 + 0.208 0.08 0.015 + 0.174 0.09 0.042 + 0.185 0.09 0.031 + 0.217 0.08 0.009 +

Physical Abuse (z) + -0.044 0.08 0.586  -0.047 0.08 0.551  -0.042 0.08 0.604  -0.037 0.08 0.651  -0.033 0.08 0.683  -0.038 0.08 0.641  -0.037 0.08 0.640  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.039 0.09 0.667  0.069 0.09 0.441  0.030 0.09 0.745  -0.005 0.09 0.960  -0.022 0.09 0.815  0.008 0.09 0.928  0.011 0.09 0.907  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.003 0.08 0.968  -0.004 0.08 0.959  0.005 0.08 0.949  0.008 0.08 0.922  0.026 0.08 0.747  0.010 0.08 0.897  -0.002 0.08 0.975  

Sex Work (z) + 0.232 0.05 0.000 + 0.259 0.05 0.000 + 0.250 0.06 0.000 + 0.236 0.05 0.000 + 0.222 0.05 0.000 + 0.214 0.05 0.000 + 0.259 0.05 0.000 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + -0.021 0.07 0.778  -0.036 0.07 0.616  -0.036 0.07 0.631  -0.038 0.07 0.610  -0.031 0.07 0.678  -0.013 0.08 0.863  -0.031 0.07 0.667  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.077 0.07 0.263  0.067 0.07 0.319  0.082 0.07 0.237  0.130 0.07 0.059 + 0.103 0.07 0.132  0.102 0.07 0.138  0.069 0.07 0.315  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.079 0.07 0.253  0.063 0.07 0.346  0.087 0.07 0.211  0.076 0.07 0.264  0.093 0.07 0.181  0.071 0.07 0.307  0.050 0.07 0.461  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + -0.035 0.07 0.612  -0.002 0.07 0.982  -0.028 0.07 0.686  -0.059 0.07 0.388  -0.022 0.07 0.748  -0.034 0.07 0.622  0.015 0.07 0.830  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.025 0.06 0.691  -0.044 0.06 0.472  -0.037 0.06 0.557  -0.036 0.06 0.567  -0.028 0.06 0.652  -0.034 0.06 0.584  -0.047 0.06 0.446  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.136 0.06 0.025 + 0.127 0.06 0.031 + 0.131 0.06 0.031 + 0.122 0.06 0.043 + 0.120 0.06 0.048 + 0.118 0.06 0.053 + 0.131 0.06 0.026 +

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.107 0.07 0.117  0.098 0.07 0.142  0.113 0.07 0.101  0.141 0.07 0.038 + 0.121 0.07 0.075 + 0.116 0.07 0.089 + 0.105 0.07 0.130  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.031 0.06 0.612  0.031 0.06 0.596  0.037 0.06 0.548  0.033 0.06 0.581  0.017 0.06 0.777  0.036 0.06 0.551  0.062 0.06 0.306  

Coping Skills (z) - 0.066 0.06 0.291  0.050 0.06 0.409  0.080 0.06 0.197  0.086 0.06 0.163  0.082 0.06 0.185  0.085 0.06 0.171  0.028 0.06 0.641  

Self-Esteem (z) - 0.032 0.08 0.692  0.035 0.08 0.655  0.046 0.08 0.571  0.026 0.08 0.747  0.000 0.08 0.996  0.042 0.08 0.604  0.017 0.08 0.833  

Emotional Support (z) - 0.067 0.06 0.277  0.053 0.06 0.384  0.067 0.06 0.279  0.056 0.06 0.361  0.080 0.06 0.193  0.086 0.06 0.164  0.063 0.06 0.299  

Anger In (z) + 0.030 0.07 0.666  0.048 0.07 0.474  0.041 0.07 0.556  0.057 0.07 0.416  0.047 0.07 0.503  0.078 0.07 0.273  0.104 0.07 0.137  

Anger Out (z) + 0.049 0.06 0.438  0.030 0.06 0.624  0.054 0.06 0.392  0.057 0.06 0.361  0.067 0.06 0.291  0.049 0.06 0.433  0.029 0.06 0.628  

Depression (z) + 0.095 0.08 0.260  0.050 0.08 0.550  0.102 0.08 0.229  0.107 0.08 0.204  0.119 0.08 0.159  0.095 0.08 0.263  0.031 0.08 0.713  

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.095 0.07 0.202

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.047 0.08 0.562

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.093 0.08 0.223

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.024 0.08 0.764

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.200 0.07 0.007 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.062 0.07 0.397

Sex Work (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.136 0.06 0.015 + 0.033 0.06 0.591

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.174 0.04 0.000 + 0.143 0.05 0.010 +

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.105 0.06 0.082 + -0.033 0.07 0.639

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Coping Skil ls  (z) - -0.175 0.06 0.004 + -0.125 0.06 0.047 +

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.146 0.07 0.034 + -0.061 0.07 0.390

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.104 0.05 0.034 + -0.118 0.05 0.017 +

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=253

0.377

Model 13 Full  Model

0.256

Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12

0.290 0.247 0.265 0.252 0.252

0.177 0.2800.182 0.219 0.171 0.192 0.177
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 Further, two interaction terms emerge as statistically significant but in the direction 

opposite to prediction: friends’ victimisation x deviant peers and friends’ victimisation x deviant 

values. That is, the effect of friends’ victimisation on alcohol use significantly decreases as 

deviant peers and deviant values increase. 

 These results suggest, consistent with the regression models using the full sample, 

deviant peers and deviant values are especially pertinent in conditioning the effect of strain on 

alcohol use.  

 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (6%) is about 

the same as that which would be expected due to chance. Furthermore, only physical abuse x 

deviant values and friend’s victimisation x deviant values remain significant when all interaction 

terms which were significant individually are simultaneously entered into a full model (although 

the latter interaction term is in the direction opposite to prediction). In summary, minimal overall 

support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing regression models for alcohol 

use using the male sample. 

6.9.2 OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – male sample 

 Table 6.18 shows that 2 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when marijuana use is the dependent variable: emotional neglect x deviant 

values and experienced victimisation x self-esteem. In other words, the effect of emotional 

neglect on marijuana use significantly increases as deviant values increase and the effect of 

experienced victimisation on marijuana use significantly decreases as self-esteem increases. 

Although only two interactions emerge as statistically significant, it is notable that one of these is 

deviant values – a conditioning factor which has consistently emerged in the other analyses as 

especially pertinent. Furthermore, both of these interaction terms remain significant when they 

are simultaneously entered into a full model. 
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 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (3%) is less than 

what would be expected due to chance. In summary, little overall support is found for GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis when analysing regression models for marijuana use using the male 

sample. 

6.9.3 OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use – male sample 

 Table 6.19 and Table 6.20 show that 10 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically 

significant and in the predicted direction when drug use is the dependent variable: emotional 

abuse x deviant peers, emotional abuse x deviant values, emotional neglect x deviant peers, 

emotional neglect x deviant values, sex work x negative emotionality/low constraint, sex work x 

deviant peers, sex work x deviant values, anticipated victimisation x coping skills, anticipated 

victimisation x self-esteem, and friends’ victimisation x emotional support. In other words, the 

effect of emotional abuse on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values 

increase; the effect of emotional neglect on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and 

deviant values increase; the effect of sex work on drug use significantly increases as negative 

emotionality, deviant peers, and deviant values increase; the effect of anticipated victimisation on 

drug use significantly decreases as coping skills and self-esteem increase; and the effect of 

friends’ victimisation on drug use significantly decreases as emotional support increases. 

 Further, two interaction terms emerge as statistically significant but in the direction 

opposite to prediction: physical abuse x emotional support and emotional neglect x emotional 

support. That is, the effect of physical abuse on drug use significantly increases as emotional 

support increases and the effect of emotional neglect on drug use significantly increases as 

emotional support increases. Similar to the results obtained using the full sample, the results 

obtained when analysing the male sample suggest that, opposite to prediction, emotional support 

may actually increase the use of drugs as a method of coping with childhood abuse and neglect. 
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Interestingly, emotional support does condition the effect of strain on drug use in the predicted 

direction for another measure of strain (friends’ victimisation), suggesting that the direction of 

this particular conditioning effect may vary according to the type of strain in question. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (15%) is slightly 

better than that which would be expected due to chance. Furthermore, four interaction terms 

remain significant when all interaction terms which were significant individually are 

simultaneously entered into a full model: emotional neglect x deviant values, sex work x deviant 

peers, anticipated victimisation x coping skills, and friends’ victimisation x emotional support. In 

summary, limited overall support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing 

regression models for drug use using the male sample. However, the support that is found 

suggests that deviant peers and deviant values may be the most pertinent conditioning factors 

analysed. 

6.9.4 Summary of conditioning factors for the male sample 

 The above results show that overall support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when 

analysing the male sample is similar to the overall support found when analysing the full sample. 

That is, minimal support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when alcohol use and 

marijuana use are the dependent variables and limited support is found when drug use is the 

dependent variable. However, although the overall support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis 

when analysing the male sample is very limited, consistent support is found for two of GST’s 

conditioning factors: deviant peers and deviant values. This is consistent with the results found 

when analysing the full sample. It should be noted that the reduced sample size encountered by 

limiting the analysis to the male sample poses a challenge to finding significant interaction terms, 

especially because the data are based on survey research and not experimental research 
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(McClelland and Judd 1993). Thus, the fact that some limited evidence of certain conditioning 

effects is found is encouraging for this aspect of the theory. 

6.10 Conditioning factors – female sample 

 The analysis of gender-specific conditioning effects will now proceed to an examination 

of the female sample. The conditioning hypothesis will be investigated for the female-specific 

sample by examining the data presented in Table 6.21, Table 6.22, Table 6.23, and Table 6.24. 

Note that only the significant interaction terms are presented. Table 6.21 presents the results when 

alcohol use is the dependent variable, Table 6.22 presents the results when marijuana use is the 

dependent variable, and Table 6.23 and Table 6.24 present the results when drug use is the 

dependent variable. Each table will be discussed in order. 

6.10.1 OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – female sample 

 Table 6.21 shows that 1 out of 66 interaction terms is statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when alcohol use is the dependent variable: friend’s victimisation x emotional 

support. In other words, the effect of friends’ victimisation on alcohol use significantly decreases 

when emotional support increases. Further, one interaction term emerges as statistically 

significant but in the direction opposite to prediction: physical abuse x coping skills. That is, the 

effect of physical abuse on alcohol use significantly increases when coping skills increase. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (1.5%) is less 

than that which would be expected due to chance. Furthermore, only friends’ victimisation x 

emotional support remains significant when both interaction terms which were significant 

individually are simultaneously entered into a full model. In summary, little overall support is 

found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing regression models for alcohol use using 

the female sample. 
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Table 6.21: OLS regressions with interactions predicting alcohol use – female sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? -0.045 0.10 0.658 -0.073 0.10 0.472 -0.047 0.10 0.640 -0.069 0.10 0.489

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.160 0.09 0.092 0.150 0.09 0.111 0.179 0.09 0.058 0.167 0.09 0.075

Homelessness (z) + 0.157 0.08 0.065 + 0.169 0.08 0.045 + 0.137 0.08 0.104  0.151 0.08 0.074 +

Sexual Abuse (z) + -0.106 0.08 0.208  -0.109 0.08 0.188  -0.084 0.08 0.314  -0.090 0.08 0.276  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.055 0.11 0.625  0.096 0.11 0.394  0.046 0.11 0.680  0.081 0.11 0.469  

Emotional Abuse (z) + -0.316 0.16 0.048 * -0.348 0.16 0.028 * -0.273 0.16 0.084  -0.306 0.16 0.053  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.052 0.13 0.681  0.068 0.12 0.588  0.048 0.12 0.703  0.061 0.12 0.623  

Sex Work (z) + 0.187 0.11 0.092 + 0.161 0.11 0.144  0.163 0.11 0.139  0.145 0.11 0.184  

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.073 0.09 0.399  0.049 0.09 0.572  0.056 0.09 0.514  0.039 0.09 0.651  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + -0.001 0.11 0.994  -0.002 0.11 0.987  -0.009 0.11 0.930  -0.009 0.11 0.933  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.017 0.09 0.852  -0.001 0.09 0.987  0.011 0.09 0.904  0.020 0.09 0.832  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.197 0.10 0.042 + 0.210 0.09 0.028 + 0.154 0.10 0.114  0.171 0.10 0.077 +

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + 0.033 0.10 0.754  0.043 0.10 0.674  0.065 0.10 0.535  0.068 0.10 0.509  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.127 0.11 0.234  0.160 0.11 0.134  0.132 0.10 0.211  0.158 0.11 0.135  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.057 0.10 0.588  0.041 0.10 0.694  0.045 0.10 0.664  0.034 0.10 0.743  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.276 0.11 0.011 + 0.258 0.11 0.016 + 0.288 0.11 0.007 + 0.271 0.10 0.011 +

Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.018 0.09 0.848  -0.025 0.09 0.794  0.012 0.09 0.894  -0.022 0.09 0.815  

Self-Esteem (z) - 0.176 0.10 0.091  0.199 0.10 0.056  0.193 0.10 0.062  0.208 0.10 0.043 *

Emotional Support (z) - -0.167 0.10 0.108  -0.190 0.10 0.065 + -0.179 0.10 0.082 + -0.196 0.10 0.055 +

Anger In (z) + 0.091 0.11 0.409  0.140 0.11 0.205  0.097 0.11 0.368  0.137 0.11 0.211  

Anger Out (z) + -0.191 0.10 0.068  -0.175 0.10 0.090  -0.200 0.10 0.052  -0.186 0.10 0.070  

Depression (z) + 0.263 0.11 0.016 + 0.255 0.11 0.018 + 0.250 0.11 0.021 + 0.245 0.11 0.022 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Coping Skil ls (z) - 0.155 0.07 0.041 * 0.127 0.08 0.097

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.183 0.09 0.037 + -0.153 0.09 0.085 +

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=142

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Full  Model

0.357 0.380 0.382 0.397

0.238 0.259 0.261 0.273
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Table 6.22: OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – female sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? -0.100 0.08 0.230 -0.090 0.08 0.275 -0.052 0.08 0.543 -0.152 0.09 0.077 -0.065 0.08 0.433 -0.113 0.08 0.175 -0.097 0.09 0.260

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.204 0.08 0.010 * 0.216 0.08 0.006 * 0.205 0.08 0.008 * 0.184 0.08 0.019 * 0.199 0.08 0.010 * 0.177 0.08 0.025 * 0.174 0.07 0.021 *

Homelessness (z) + 0.087 0.07 0.211  0.102 0.07 0.137  0.107 0.07 0.122  0.099 0.07 0.151  0.078 0.07 0.253  0.081 0.07 0.238  0.112 0.07 0.094 +

Sexual Abuse (z) + -0.039 0.07 0.566  -0.044 0.07 0.514  -0.044 0.07 0.520  -0.061 0.07 0.376  -0.049 0.07 0.468  -0.032 0.07 0.637  -0.066 0.07 0.317  

Physical  Abuse (z) + -0.214 0.09 0.023 * -0.176 0.09 0.061  -0.221 0.09 0.018 * -0.212 0.09 0.023 * -0.204 0.09 0.027 * -0.208 0.09 0.026 * -0.171 0.09 0.057  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.043 0.13 0.742  0.044 0.13 0.733  0.098 0.13 0.455  0.024 0.13 0.853  0.043 0.13 0.735  0.004 0.13 0.978  0.029 0.13 0.817  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.068 0.10 0.513  0.053 0.10 0.609  0.055 0.10 0.594  0.073 0.10 0.478  0.082 0.10 0.424  0.092 0.10 0.378  0.076 0.10 0.448  

Sex Work (z) + 0.339 0.09 0.000 + 0.257 0.10 0.008 + 0.321 0.09 0.001 + 0.382 0.09 0.000 + 0.312 0.09 0.001 + 0.379 0.09 0.000 + 0.306 0.10 0.002 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.109 0.07 0.127  0.094 0.07 0.181  0.105 0.07 0.137  0.125 0.07 0.077 + 0.117 0.07 0.096 + 0.113 0.07 0.109  0.115 0.07 0.091 +

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.024 0.09 0.787  0.043 0.09 0.624  0.038 0.09 0.657  -0.030 0.09 0.744  0.048 0.09 0.582  0.029 0.09 0.740  0.019 0.09 0.826  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.019 0.08 0.804  0.036 0.08 0.644  0.013 0.08 0.861  0.008 0.08 0.915  0.003 0.08 0.969  -0.015 0.08 0.852  -0.013 0.07 0.861  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + -0.108 0.08 0.173  -0.079 0.08 0.320  -0.060 0.08 0.458  -0.087 0.08 0.271  -0.095 0.08 0.223  -0.109 0.08 0.166  -0.029 0.08 0.716  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.002 0.09 0.981  -0.054 0.09 0.542  -0.012 0.08 0.889  0.010 0.09 0.910  0.015 0.08 0.857  -0.001 0.09 0.991  -0.032 0.08 0.708  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.060 0.09 0.499  0.018 0.09 0.834  0.058 0.09 0.505  0.041 0.09 0.642  0.038 0.09 0.659  0.061 0.09 0.484  -0.007 0.09 0.938  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.119 0.08 0.161  0.126 0.08 0.129  0.132 0.08 0.115  0.119 0.08 0.156  0.148 0.08 0.079 + 0.127 0.08 0.132  0.156 0.08 0.054 +

Deviant Values (z) + 0.434 0.09 0.000 + 0.421 0.09 0.000 + 0.420 0.09 0.000 + 0.424 0.09 0.000 + 0.480 0.09 0.000 + 0.414 0.09 0.000 + 0.418 0.09 0.000 +

Coping Ski lls (z) - -0.012 0.08 0.870  -0.039 0.07 0.597  0.008 0.07 0.918  0.007 0.08 0.921  -0.032 0.07 0.669  -0.050 0.08 0.515  -0.046 0.08 0.542  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.026 0.08 0.757  -0.058 0.08 0.489  -0.026 0.08 0.755  -0.034 0.08 0.684  -0.030 0.08 0.718  -0.014 0.08 0.871  -0.055 0.08 0.498  

Emotional Support (z) - 0.077 0.08 0.360  0.106 0.08 0.201  0.081 0.08 0.326  0.067 0.08 0.419  0.075 0.08 0.360  0.183 0.10 0.063  0.170 0.10 0.076  

Anger In (z) + 0.066 0.09 0.457  0.041 0.09 0.641  0.094 0.09 0.285  0.072 0.09 0.408  0.112 0.09 0.206  0.070 0.09 0.422  0.096 0.09 0.264  

Anger Out (z) + 0.055 0.09 0.517  0.036 0.08 0.666  0.062 0.08 0.464  0.073 0.08 0.390  0.049 0.08 0.555  0.051 0.08 0.547  0.050 0.08 0.534  

Depression (z) + 0.075 0.09 0.398  0.090 0.09 0.306  0.043 0.09 0.628  0.060 0.09 0.498  0.029 0.09 0.750  0.084 0.09 0.340  0.034 0.09 0.700  

Sexual Abuse (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.172 0.07 0.020 + 0.153 0.07 0.031 +

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.149 0.07 0.032 + 0.083 0.07 0.253

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - 0.146 0.06 0.027 * 0.130 0.06 0.040 *

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.180 0.07 0.015 + 0.111 0.08 0.168

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Emotional  Support (z) - 0.175 0.09 0.043 * 0.123 0.09 0.152

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=142

0.559

0.379 0.403 0.398 0.401 0.405 0.396 0.455

0.476 0.500 0.496 0.499 0.502 0.495

Full ModelModel 1 Model  2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model  6
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Table 6.23: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use I – female sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? 0.051 0.10 0.621 0.062 0.10 0.546 0.081 0.10 0.434 0.119 0.10 0.245 0.082 0.10 0.427 0.136 0.10 0.194

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? -0.003 0.10 0.977 -0.032 0.10 0.740 -0.030 0.10 0.758 -0.025 0.09 0.785 -0.018 0.10 0.848 -0.010 0.09 0.916

Homelessness (z) + 0.138 0.09 0.110  0.152 0.09 0.078 + 0.130 0.08 0.128  0.142 0.08 0.088 + 0.124 0.09 0.147  0.126 0.08 0.134  

Sexual  Abuse (z) + -0.115 0.08 0.174  -0.127 0.08 0.132  -0.116 0.08 0.168  -0.154 0.08 0.065  -0.125 0.08 0.137  -0.121 0.08 0.145  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.092 0.11 0.422  0.095 0.11 0.405  0.058 0.11 0.616  0.135 0.11 0.231  0.104 0.11 0.363  0.112 0.11 0.321  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.057 0.16 0.724  0.086 0.16 0.592  0.123 0.16 0.454  0.060 0.16 0.700  0.083 0.16 0.607  0.049 0.16 0.756  

Emotional Neglect (z) + -0.014 0.13 0.915  -0.021 0.13 0.869  -0.035 0.13 0.781  -0.017 0.12 0.888  -0.034 0.13 0.793  -0.013 0.12 0.915  

Sex Work (z) + 0.450 0.11 0.000 + 0.443 0.11 0.000 + 0.432 0.11 0.000 + 0.392 0.11 0.001 + 0.424 0.11 0.000 + 0.402 0.11 0.000 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.098 0.09 0.269  0.080 0.09 0.365  0.105 0.09 0.228  0.106 0.09 0.216  0.105 0.09 0.229  0.122 0.09 0.158  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.102 0.11 0.338  0.083 0.11 0.436  0.085 0.11 0.420  0.098 0.10 0.345  0.080 0.11 0.453  0.112 0.10 0.281  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + -0.001 0.09 0.992  -0.011 0.09 0.909  0.041 0.10 0.667  0.086 0.10 0.372  0.034 0.10 0.723  0.000 0.09 0.999  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.133 0.10 0.172  0.191 0.10 0.063 + 0.132 0.10 0.170  0.178 0.10 0.064 + 0.140 0.10 0.146  0.141 0.09 0.139  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.028 0.10 0.787  -0.034 0.10 0.743  -0.021 0.10 0.839  -0.025 0.10 0.803  -0.006 0.10 0.954  -0.031 0.10 0.762  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + -0.035 0.11 0.746  -0.040 0.11 0.709  -0.016 0.11 0.879  -0.010 0.11 0.927  -0.027 0.11 0.799  -0.034 0.11 0.748  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.079 0.10 0.449  0.064 0.10 0.535  0.053 0.10 0.611  0.064 0.10 0.524  0.051 0.10 0.628  0.090 0.10 0.383  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.071 0.11 0.510  0.055 0.11 0.610  0.074 0.11 0.493  0.027 0.11 0.795  0.085 0.11 0.431  0.082 0.11 0.439  

Coping Skills (z) - 0.011 0.09 0.910  -0.024 0.09 0.802  0.003 0.09 0.975  -0.009 0.09 0.919  0.007 0.09 0.938  0.018 0.09 0.840  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.135 0.10 0.197  -0.139 0.10 0.183  -0.153 0.10 0.142  -0.150 0.10 0.141  -0.143 0.10 0.169  -0.210 0.11 0.049 +

Emotional Support (z) - 0.127 0.10 0.217  0.101 0.10 0.328  0.104 0.10 0.311  0.098 0.10 0.330  0.098 0.10 0.346  0.103 0.10 0.309  

Anger In (z) + -0.085 0.11 0.439  -0.077 0.11 0.483  -0.098 0.11 0.374  -0.088 0.11 0.409  -0.097 0.11 0.380  -0.144 0.11 0.192  

Anger Out (z) + -0.242 0.10 0.023 * -0.228 0.10 0.031 * -0.217 0.10 0.040 * -0.234 0.10 0.023 * -0.226 0.10 0.032 * -0.235 0.10 0.023 *

Depression (z) + 0.096 0.11 0.387  0.082 0.11 0.456  0.084 0.11 0.445  0.114 0.11 0.290  0.096 0.11 0.383  0.082 0.11 0.448  

Homelessness (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.161 0.09 0.083 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.139 0.07 0.059 +

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.247 0.08 0.003 +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.135 0.08 0.080 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.211 0.07 0.005 +

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Sex Work (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) +

Sex Work (z) x Emotional Support (z) -

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) +

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) -

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=142

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

0.259

0.336 0.353 0.356 0.383 0.353 0.380

0.213 0.227 0.230 0.263 0.227

 



 

 

186

Table 6.24: OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use II – female sample 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p b se p

Age (z) ? 0.101 0.10 0.330 -0.023 0.10 0.819 0.013 0.10 0.901 0.083 0.10 0.425 0.078 0.10 0.447 0.148 0.10 0.159

Race/Ethnicity (z) ? 0.002 0.09 0.987 -0.046 0.09 0.623 -0.015 0.09 0.874 -0.008 0.09 0.936 0.008 0.09 0.932 -0.066 0.09 0.472

Homelessness (z) + 0.154 0.08 0.070 + 0.136 0.08 0.100  0.132 0.08 0.115  0.130 0.08 0.129  0.138 0.08 0.106  0.138 0.08 0.082 +

Sexual  Abuse (z) + -0.134 0.08 0.111  -0.077 0.08 0.349  -0.116 0.08 0.157  -0.124 0.08 0.142  -0.096 0.08 0.257  -0.135 0.08 0.095  

Physical Abuse (z) + 0.101 0.11 0.372  0.071 0.11 0.519  0.070 0.11 0.533  0.101 0.11 0.376  0.062 0.11 0.591  0.106 0.11 0.357  

Emotional Abuse (z) + 0.019 0.16 0.906  -0.010 0.16 0.951  0.034 0.16 0.829  0.057 0.16 0.720  0.068 0.16 0.669  0.018 0.15 0.909  

Emotional Neglect (z) + 0.027 0.13 0.833  0.018 0.12 0.885  -0.001 0.12 0.992  -0.001 0.13 0.994  -0.005 0.13 0.971  0.026 0.12 0.831  

Sex Work (z) + 0.415 0.11 0.000 + 0.984 0.20 0.000 + 0.661 0.13 0.000 + 0.425 0.11 0.000 + 0.394 0.11 0.001 + 0.715 0.20 0.001 +

Experienced Victimisation (z) + 0.121 0.09 0.167  0.106 0.08 0.214  0.080 0.09 0.348  0.105 0.09 0.231  0.099 0.09 0.253  0.104 0.08 0.206  

Anticipated Victimisation (z) + 0.099 0.10 0.344  0.106 0.10 0.302  0.115 0.10 0.264  0.124 0.11 0.244  0.121 0.11 0.251  0.138 0.10 0.170  

Fear of Victimisation (z) + 0.023 0.09 0.806  -0.032 0.09 0.725  -0.026 0.09 0.778  -0.016 0.09 0.865  0.003 0.09 0.978  0.013 0.09 0.892  

Friends' Victimisation (z) + 0.144 0.10 0.133  0.101 0.09 0.282  0.145 0.09 0.125  0.145 0.10 0.135  0.139 0.10 0.149  0.225 0.10 0.022 +

Witnessed Victimisation (z) + -0.043 0.10 0.670  -0.010 0.10 0.922  -0.008 0.10 0.936  -0.013 0.10 0.900  -0.056 0.10 0.587  -0.026 0.10 0.790  

Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.011 0.11 0.916  -0.076 0.10 0.468  0.004 0.11 0.973  -0.055 0.11 0.613  -0.043 0.11 0.690  -0.025 0.11 0.811  

Deviant Peers (z) + 0.094 0.10 0.361  0.086 0.10 0.391  0.077 0.10 0.445  0.106 0.10 0.312  0.113 0.10 0.279  0.118 0.10 0.244  

Deviant Values (z) + 0.036 0.11 0.739  0.033 0.10 0.752  0.048 0.11 0.649  0.112 0.11 0.306  0.080 0.11 0.452  0.018 0.10 0.861  

Coping Skills (z) - 0.016 0.09 0.857  0.029 0.09 0.750  0.015 0.09 0.871  -0.008 0.09 0.936  -0.012 0.09 0.899  -0.039 0.09 0.663  

Self-Esteem (z) - -0.184 0.10 0.080 + -0.055 0.10 0.594  -0.108 0.10 0.291  -0.139 0.10 0.182  -0.181 0.11 0.088 + -0.182 0.11 0.095 +

Emotional Support (z) - 0.137 0.10 0.177  0.084 0.10 0.399  0.156 0.10 0.120  0.126 0.10 0.218  0.111 0.10 0.277  0.066 0.10 0.513  

Anger In (z) + -0.119 0.11 0.279  -0.041 0.11 0.702  -0.049 0.11 0.650  -0.043 0.11 0.700  -0.094 0.11 0.387  -0.056 0.11 0.602  

Anger Out (z) + -0.226 0.10 0.030 * -0.214 0.10 0.036 * -0.205 0.10 0.048 * -0.247 0.10 0.019 * -0.255 0.10 0.015 * -0.197 0.10 0.046 *

Depression (z) + 0.102 0.11 0.347  0.114 0.11 0.284  0.103 0.11 0.337  0.053 0.11 0.640  0.068 0.11 0.536  0.061 0.11 0.563  

Homelessness (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.120 0.09 0.183

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.015 0.11 0.897

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.209 0.10 0.041 +

Emotional Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.036 0.13 0.782

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.162 0.10 0.116

Emotional Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.186 0.08 0.018 + 0.012 0.10 0.904

Sex Work (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + -0.435 0.13 0.002 * -0.197 0.15 0.197

Sex Work (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.427 0.15 0.004 * 0.325 0.16 0.044 *

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.164 0.09 0.076 + 0.102 0.09 0.245

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.169 0.08 0.044 + -0.111 0.09 0.206

R-Square

Adjusted R-Square

Only significant interactions are presented

* p<0.05 two-tailed test (for unpredicted or opposite of predicted direction)

+ p<0.05 one-tailed test (for predicted direction)

n=142

0.356

0.367 0.390 0.380 0.354 0.359 0.502

0.243 0.271 0.259 0.228 0.234

Full ModelModel 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11
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6.10.2 OLS regressions with interactions predicting marijuana use – female sample 

 Table 6.22 shows that 3 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically significant and in the 

predicted direction when marijuana use is the dependent variable: sexual abuse x negative 

emotionality/low constraint, friends’ victimisation x deviant values, and witnessed victimisation x 

deviant values. In other words, the effect of sexual abuse on marijuana use significantly increases 

as negative emotionality/low constraint increases, the effect of friends’ victimisation on 

marijuana use significantly increases as deviant values increase, and the effect of witnessed 

victimisation on marijuana use significantly increases as deviant values increase. These results 

are consistent with those previously presented in this thesis which suggest that deviant values 

may have an especially pertinent conditioning effect on the relationship between strain and 

substance use. 

 Further, two interaction terms emerge as statistically significant but in the direction 

opposite to prediction: friends’ victimisation x self-esteem and witnessed victimisation x 

emotional support. That is, the effect of friends’ victimisation on marijuana use significantly 

increases as self-esteem increases and the effect of witnessed victimisation on marijuana use 

significantly increases as emotional support increases. These results provide further support for 

emotional support increasing rather than decreasing substance use, at least for certain types of 

strain. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (4.5%) is less 

than that which would be expected due to chance. Furthermore, only sexual abuse x negative 

emotionality/low constraint and friends’ victimisation x self-esteem remain significant when all 

interaction terms which were significant individually are simultaneously entered into a full model 

(although the latter of these interaction terms is in the direction opposite to prediction). In 
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summary, minimal overall support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing 

regression models for marijuana use using the female sample. 

6.10.3 OLS regressions with interactions predicting drug use – female sample 

 Table 6.23 and Table 6.24 show that 8 out of 66 interaction terms are statistically 

significant and in the predicted direction when drug use is the dependent variable: homelessness x 

deviant values, physical abuse x deviant peers, physical abuse x deviant values, emotional abuse 

x deviant peers, emotional neglect x deviant peers, emotional neglect x deviant values, witnessed 

victimisation x deviant values, and witnessed victimisation x self-esteem. In other words, the 

effect of homelessness on drug use significantly increases as deviant values increase; the effect of 

physical abuse on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values increase; 

the effect of emotional abuse on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers increase; the 

effect of emotional neglect on drug use significantly increases as deviant peers and deviant values 

increase; the effect of witnessed victimisation on drug use significantly increases as deviant 

values increases; and the effect of witnessed victimisation on drug use significantly decreases as 

self-esteem increases. Consistent with previous findings, deviant peers and deviant values again 

emerge as two of the most pertinent conditioning factors. 

 Further, two interaction terms emerge as statistically significant but in the direction 

opposite to prediction: sex work x negative emotionality/low constraint and sex work x emotional 

support. That is, the effect of sex work on drug use significantly decreases as negative 

emotionality/low constraint increases and the effect of sex work on drug use significantly 

increases as emotional support increases. These results further suggest that emotional support 

may actually increase rather than decrease substance use, at least for certain types of strain. 

 The percentage of significant interaction terms in the predicted direction (12%) is slightly 

better than that which would be expected due to chance. Furthermore, only physical abuse x 
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deviant values and sex work x emotional support remain significant when all interaction terms 

which were significant individually are simultaneously entered into a full model (although the 

latter of these interaction terms is in the direction opposite to prediction). In summary, very 

limited overall support is found for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing regression 

models for drug use using the female sample. 

6.10.4 Summary of conditioning factors for the female sample 

 The above results show that overall support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when 

analysing the female sample is somewhat similar to the overall support found when analysing 

both the full sample and the male-specific sample. That is, little support is found for GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis when alcohol use and marijuana use are the dependent variables and 

limited support is found when drug use is the dependent variable. However, although the overall 

support for GST’s conditioning hypothesis when analysing the female sample is limited, 

consistent support is found for two of GST’s conditioning factors: deviant peers and deviant 

values. This is consistent with the results found when analysing both the full sample and the 

male-specific sample. As noted in the previous section which analysed conditioning effects for 

the male sample, it be should be noted that the reduced sample size encountered by limiting the 

analysis to the female sample poses a challenge to finding significant interaction terms, especially 

because the data are based on survey research and not experimental research (McClelland and 

Judd 1993). This point is all the more important considering the female sample (n=142) is 

somewhat smaller than the male sample (n=253). Thus, the fact that some limited evidence of 

certain conditioning effects is found when analysing a somewhat small female sample based on 

survey data is encouraging for this aspect of the theory. 
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6.11 Conditioning factors – coefficient comparison tests by gender 

 The analysis of gender-specific conditioning effects will now proceed to an examination 

of coefficient comparison tests. Interaction terms which were significant for either gender (see 

sections 6.9 and 6.10) are presented in Table 6.25, Table 6.26, and Table 6.27. Table 6.25 

presents the results when alcohol use is the dependent variable, Table 6.26 presents the results 

when marijuana use is the dependent variable, and Table 6.27 presents the results when drug use 

is the dependent variable. Each table will be discussed in order. 

6.11.1 Coefficient comparison tests for alcohol use 

 Table 6.25 shows that the coefficient of one interaction term is significantly different by 

gender when alcohol use is the dependent variable: physical abuse x coping skills. In other words, 

the effect of physical abuse on alcohol use significantly increases as coping skills increase for 

females and the magnitude of this effect is statistically different by gender. It is notable that this 

conditioning effect is in the direction opposite to prediction (positive) for females but in the 

predicted negative direction for males (although it is not statistically significant for males).

 In summary, conditioning effects appear to operate virtually the same for both genders 

when alcohol use is the dependent variable. 

6.11.2 Coefficient comparison tests for marijuana use 

 Table 6.26 shows that the coefficients of two interaction terms are significantly different 

by gender when marijuana use is the dependent variable. First, the coefficient of experienced 

victimisation x self-esteem is significantly different by gender. In other words, the effect of 

experienced victimisation on marijuana use significantly decreases as self-esteem increases for 

males and the magnitude of this effect is statistically different by gender. It is notable that the 

direction of this conditioning effect is in the predicted negative direction for males but in the 

direction opposite to prediction (positive) for females. 
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Table 6.25: Gender differences in conditioning factors – alcohol use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p z

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.137 0.06 0.028 + -0.047 0.08 0.575  1.84  

Physical Abuse (z) x Coping Skills (z) - -0.032 0.06 0.599  0.155 0.07 0.041 * -2.03 z

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.109 0.06 0.070 + -0.035 0.09 0.694  1.33  

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.115 0.06 0.070 + 0.041 0.08 0.607  0.74  

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + -0.147 0.06 0.019 * -0.017 0.08 0.828  -1.30  

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.134 0.06 0.022 * -0.098 0.08 0.249  -0.36  

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.002 0.05 0.974  -0.183 0.09 0.037 + 1.76  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Coping Ski lls (z) - -0.110 0.06 0.073 + -0.015 0.07 0.846  -1.03  

Males Females
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Table 6.26: Gender differences in conditioning factors – marijuana use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p z

Sexual Abuse (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.062 0.06 0.332  0.172 0.07 0.020 + -1.19  

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.117 0.06 0.059 + 0.019 0.06 0.773  1.15  

Experienced Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.124 0.07 0.097 + 0.045 0.05 0.405  -1.96 z

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.005 0.06 0.931  0.149 0.07 0.032 + -1.56  

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.087 0.06 0.168  0.146 0.06 0.027 * -2.75 z

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.029 0.06 0.645  0.180 0.07 0.015 + -1.64  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.039 0.05 0.465  0.175 0.09 0.043 * -1.32  

Males Females
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Table 6.27: Gender differences in conditioning factors – drug use 

Predicted

Direction b se p b se p z

Homelessness (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.039 0.06 0.507  0.161 0.09 0.083 + -1.13  

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.068 0.07 0.312  0.139 0.07 0.059 + -0.72  

Physical Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.047 0.06 0.417  0.247 0.08 0.003 + -2.00 z

Physical Abuse (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.128 0.06 0.028 * 0.126 0.09 0.173  0.02  

Emotional  Abuse (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.138 0.06 0.026 + 0.135 0.08 0.080 + 0.03  

Emotional  Abuse (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.099 0.06 0.089 + 0.131 0.09 0.134  -0.30  

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.136 0.06 0.028 + 0.211 0.07 0.005 + -0.81  

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.189 0.06 0.001 + 0.186 0.08 0.018 + 0.03  

Emotional  Neglect (z) x Emotional Support (z) - 0.130 0.06 0.027 * 0.163 0.09 0.086  -0.31  

Sex Work (z) x Negative Emo/Low Constraint (z) + 0.136 0.06 0.015 + -0.435 0.13 0.002 * 3.99 z

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Peers (z) + 0.174 0.04 0.000 + 0.051 0.22 0.814  0.55  

Sex Work (z) x Deviant Values (z) + 0.105 0.06 0.082 + -0.192 0.16 0.230  1.74  

Sex Work (z) x Emotional  Support (z) - -0.012 0.05 0.787  0.427 0.15 0.004 * -2.78 z

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Coping Skills (z) - -0.175 0.06 0.004 + 0.048 0.09 0.599  -2.06 z

Anticipated Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - -0.146 0.07 0.034 + -0.056 0.08 0.510  -0.85  

Friends' Victimisation (z) x Emotional Support (z) - -0.104 0.05 0.034 + -0.007 0.09 0.941  -0.94  

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Deviant Values (z) + -0.063 0.06 0.290  0.164 0.09 0.076 + -2.10 z

Witnessed Victimisation (z) x Self-Esteem (z) - 0.059 0.06 0.313  -0.169 0.08 0.044 + 2.28 z

Males Females
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 Second, the coefficient of friends’ victimisation x self-esteem is significantly different by 

gender. In other words, the effect of friends’ victimisation on marijuana use significantly 

increases as self-esteem increases for females and the magnitude of this effect is statistically 

different by gender. It is notable that the direction of this conditioning effect is in the direction 

opposite to prediction (positive) for females but in the predicted negative direction for males 

(although it is not statistically significant for males). 

 In summary, conditioning effects appear to operate virtually the same for both genders 

when marijuana use is the dependent variable. 

6.11.3 Coefficient comparison tests for drug use 

 Table 6.27 shows that the coefficients of six interaction terms are significantly different 

by gender when drug use is the dependent variable. First, the coefficient of physical abuse x 

deviant values is significantly different by gender. In other words, the effect of physical abuse on 

drug use significantly increases as deviant values increase for females and the magnitude of this 

effect is statistically different by gender. 

 Second, the coefficient on sex work x negative emotionality/low constraint is 

significantly different by gender. In other words, the effect of sex work on drug use is 

significantly conditioned by negative emotionality/low constraint for both genders and the 

magnitude of this effect is statistically different by gender.  It is notable that this interaction term 

is statistically significant for both genders. However, the direction of the interaction term is in the 

positive predicted direction for males whereas it is in the direction opposite to prediction 

(negative) for females. To state it another way, the effect of sex work on drug use significantly 

increases as negative emotionality/low constraint increases for males whereas the effect of sex 

work on drug use significantly decreases as negative emotionality/low constraint increases for 
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females and the magnitude of the effect of sex work on drug use as negative emotionality/low 

constraint changes is significantly different by gender. 

 Third, the coefficient on sex work x emotional support is significantly different by 

gender. In other words, the effect of sex work on drug use significantly increases as emotional 

support increases for females and the magnitude of this effect is statistically different by gender. 

It is notable that the direction of this conditioning effect is in the direction opposite to prediction 

(positive) for females but in the predicted negative direction for males (although it is not 

statistically significant for males). 

 Fourth, the coefficient on anticipated victimisation x coping skills is significantly 

different by gender. In other words, the effect of anticipated victimisation on drug use 

significantly decreases as coping skills increase for males and the magnitude of this effect is 

statistically different by gender. It is notable that the direction of this conditioning effect is in the 

predicted negative direction for males but in the direction opposite to prediction (positive) for 

females (although it is not statistically significant for females). 

 Fifth, the coefficient on witnessed victimisation x deviant values is statistically different 

by gender. In other words, the effect of witnessed victimisation on drug use significantly 

increases as deviant values increase for females and the magnitude of this effect is statistically 

different by gender. It is notable that the direction of this conditioning effect is in the predicted 

positive direction for females but in the direction opposite to prediction (negative) for males 

(although it is not statistically significant for males). 

 Lastly, the coefficient on witnessed victimisation x self-esteem is statistically different by 

gender. In other words, the effect of witnessed victimisation on drug use significantly decreases 

as self-esteem increases for females and the magnitude of this effect is statistically different by 
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gender. It is notable that the direction of this conditioning effect is in the predicted negative 

direction for females but in the direction opposite to prediction (positive) for males (although it is 

not statistically significant for males). 

 In summary, conditioning effects appear to operate differently to a small degree when 

drug use is the dependent variable. 

6.11.4 Summary of gender differences in conditioning effects 

 The above results show that gender differences in how conditioning effects operate are 

rather limited. In particular, the conditioning factors appear to operate mostly the same by gender 

when it comes to alcohol and marijuana use. More support is found (although still minimal 

overall) for significant differences in the way that certain factors condition the effect of strain on 

drug use. It is notable that, with only one exception, coefficient comparison tests do not yield 

significant gender differences in the conditioning effect of deviant peers or deviant values despite 

the frequency with which these conditioning factors emerged as significant in the gender-specific 

analyses. In other words, it appears that deviant peers and deviant values are not only especially 

pertinent conditioning factors, but that they seem to operate the same for both genders. 

6.12 Conclusion 

 This chapter presented the results of a number of tests of GST. The results provide 

overall support for some of GST’s main propositions. However, certain results did not unfold as 

expected. Nevertheless, the results provide additional support for certain aspects of GST. In some 

cases, these results have not been found in previous research within the GST literature. The next 

chapter will discuss the results in more substantive detail. 
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Chapter 7 

Discussion and conclusion 

 This thesis set out to test some of GST’s main propositions as they relate to substance 

use. In order to do so, this thesis has reviewed the current state of GST, summarised relevant parts 

of the GST literature, and presented the methodology and results used to test the theory. Overall 

this thesis finds support for the theory. Many of the results are in line with GST’s expectations 

although certain other results inspire questions. This chapter will conclude this thesis by 

discussing the research findings, noting the limitations of the research, summarising the 

contributions to the GST literature, making recommendations for future work, and suggesting 

policy implications in light of the knowledge gained by this study. 

7.1 Review of research questions 

 The previous chapter presented results which address some of GST’s main propositions 

as outlined in this thesis’ six general research questions. Many of the results are in line with 

GST’s expectations but certain other results inspire questions. This section will discuss the 

findings in the context of this thesis’ six research questions. Each of these research questions will 

be discussed individually with the exception of the issues surrounding gender which will be 

discussed throughout. 

7.1.1 Strains and negative affect 

 The first research question analysed by this thesis concerns whether or not certain strains 

lead to negative affect. Although many previous tests of GST have utilised a measure of anger in 

order to test this aspect of the theory, depression has tended to be subject to less attention by GST 

researchers. Accordingly, a measure of depression was utilised. The inclusion of a measure of 
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depression is especially important for this thesis since Agnew has specified this emotion is 

especially pertinent in explaining substance use (Agnew 2006a:34-35), which is the major focus 

of this thesis. On a related note, Agnew has also specified the importance of inner-directed as 

opposed to outer-directed emotions as they relate to substance use (Agnew 1992:60). Thus, in an 

attempt to differentiate inner-directed emotion from outer-directed emotion, anger was separated 

into two distinct measures: inner-directed anger and outer-directed anger. 

 This thesis utilises a number of measures of strain which should theoretically be linked to 

negative emotions. These strain measures were chosen with a particular focus on those strains 

which should theoretically be linked to depression since Agnew has asserted that this emotion 

should be more likely to lead to substance use compared to anger (Agnew 1992:60). Thus, this 

thesis anticipated that the strain measures should bear a stronger relationship with depression 

compared to inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger. 

 When using multiple regression techniques to assess relationships between the strain 

measures and the measures of negative affect, the results show overall support for GST’s 

assertion that strain leads to negative affect. Specifically, three of the four measures of childhood 

abuse and neglect (sexual abuse, physical abuse, and emotional abuse) and all five of the 

measures of victimisation (experienced victimisation, anticipated victimisation, fear of 

victimisation, friends victimisation, and witnessed victimisation) are significantly associated with 

at least one of the measures of negative affect (inner-directed anger, outer-directed anger, and 

depression) in the predicted positive direction for at least one of the three gender subsamples 

analysed (both genders, male only, and female only). Thus, most of the measures of strain behave 

according to theory. That is, most of the strain measures are positively associated with at least one 

type of negative affect. 
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 One of the more interesting anticipated findings concerns the relationships between fear 

of victimisation and the different types of negative affect. Recall that Agnew has suggested fear 

of victimisation may be more likely to lead to a “flight” rather than a “fight” response (2002:619) 

and also that fear is similar to depression in that they are both related to withdrawal rather than 

action (2006a:35). In other words, fear of victimisation should be more likely to lead to inner-

directed negative emotions than outer-directed negative emotions. However, this idea has not 

been investigated by GST researchers to date. This thesis corrects this neglect and finds 

unqualified support for a relationship between fear of victimisation and inner-directed negative 

emotions. Specifically, fear of victimisation is significantly associated with both inner-directed 

anger and depression in the predicted positive direction for each of the full and gender-specific 

samples, meaning that out of six possible relationships, all six are significant in the predicted 

positive direction. In contrast, fear of victimisation is not significantly associated with outer-

directed anger for any of the three samples analysed. In short, Agnew’s assertion that fear of 

victimisation should lead to withdrawal (i.e., inner-directed negative emotions) is supported by 

this thesis. 

 Vicarious victimisation and anticipated victimisation do not appear to have been 

investigated as potentially associated with negative affect in previous GST research. This thesis 

corrects this neglect and finds that both of these strains are significantly associated with negative 

affect as GST predicts. Specifically, anticipated victimisation and witnessed victimisation are 

significantly associated with outer-directed anger in the predicted positive direction for at least 

one of the gender subsamples analysed (full sample, male only, and female only), and friends’ 

victimisation is significantly associated with depression for at least one of the gender subsamples 

analysed. It is notable that perhaps the most commonly studied form of strain – experienced – did 
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not emerge as significantly related to either inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger in this 

thesis. This finding seems to support Agnew’s admonition that researchers should control for all 

three forms of strain in their analyses (rather than focus solely on directly experienced strain) in 

order to gain unbiased estimates. 

 The only strains that do not behave according to expectations are homelessness, 

emotional neglect, and sex work. These unexpected results will be discussed in order. First, 

homelessness is significantly associated with inner-directed anger in the non-predicted negative 

direction for males. It is somewhat surprising that homelessness is not significantly associated 

with any type of negative affect in the predicted positive direction considering that Agnew (2001) 

has singled this strain out as especially relevant to GST. However, this lack of support is 

consistent with previous research that has not found a relationship between length of 

homelessness and any type of negative emotion. It may be the case that increasing duration of 

homelessness may result in this strain becoming normalised as the initial shock of street life 

wears off, resulting in a non-linear relationship with negative feelings for some individuals. It 

may be more appropriate to test for a relationship between homelessness and negative affect by 

using a dichotomous measure of homelessness rather than a continuous measure. However, that 

was not possible for this thesis since all respondents had been homeless at some point during the 

previous year. 

 Counter to expectations, emotional neglect is significantly associated with outer-directed 

anger in the non-predicted negative direction for females. This finding is interesting considering 

that three other types of childhood abuse (sexual, physical, and emotional) are controlled for. 

That is, the indicated relationship between emotional neglect and outer-directed anger for females 

should be unbiased. To potentially explain the intriguing negative direction of this relationship, 
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recall from the methodology chapter that emotional neglect is characterised by a lack of positive 

emotional connections in childhood. It may be the case that when some females experience a lack 

of positive emotional relationships in childhood that they become somewhat emotionally 

indifferent. This emotional indifference may sometimes be manifested by not showing anger 

towards others even when such an emotion may be expected. Regardless of how one theoretically 

explains the negative direction of this relationship, this finding is important because previous 

GST research tends to use combined measures of childhood abuse and neglect. To the author’s 

knowledge, this is the first time that a distinct measure of childhood neglect has been included in 

a test of GST. Future tests would do well to include this measure of strain in their analyses in 

order to ascertain whether or not this strain behaves as GST assumes. 

 Sex work is the only strain measure that does not exhibit a statistically significant 

relationship with any type of negative affect for any of the subsamples analysed (both genders, 

male only, or female only). A possible explanation for this unexpected finding is that there were 

simply not enough respondents in the sample that reported engaging in sex work for these 

statistical tests to have the power needed to achieve significance; only 14% of males and 10% of 

females reported that they had engaged in sex work during the previous year. Moreover, those 

that did report engaging in sex work indicated that this was a relatively rare occurrence. It may be 

that the low involvement in sex work combined with infrequent engagements for the sample used 

in this thesis explains the lack of correlation between this strain and negative affect. In short, it is 

probably safer to label these results as inconclusive rather than negative evidence. Future research 

may well find that sex work is indeed related to negative affect. 

 As expected, the strain measures chosen for this thesis bear more significant relationships 

with depression compared to inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger. Specifically, 
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depression is significantly associated in the predicted positive direction with three of the four 

measures of childhood abuse and neglect (sexual abuse, physical abuse, emotional abuse) and 

three of the five measures of victimisation (experienced victimisation, fear of victimisation, and 

friends’ victimisation) for at least one of the three gender subsamples analysed (full sample, male 

only, and female only). In contrast, inner-directed anger is significantly associated in the 

predicted positive direction with one of the measures of childhood abuse and neglect (emotional 

abuse) and one of the measures of victimisation (fear of victimisation) for at least one of the three 

gender subsamples analysed. Furthermore, outer-directed anger is significantly associated in the 

predicted positive direction with one of the measures of childhood abuse and neglect (emotional 

abuse) and two of the measures of victimisation (anticipated victimisation and witnessed 

victimisation) for at least one of the three gender subsamples analysed. The fact that 

approximately three times as many types of strain are significantly associated with depression 

compared to inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger seemingly confirms that the strains 

chosen for this thesis are better at explaining depression than inner-directed anger or outer-

directed anger. This idea is further supported by the fact that the adjusted coefficients of 

determination for the depression models are approximately three times larger than the adjusted 

coefficients of determination for the inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger models. These 

finding suggests that researchers would do well to carefully consider which strains are included in 

tests of GST depending on the type of negative affect which is thought to operate in their model. 

That is, strains which are thought to generate anger may not be as likely to generate depression 

and vice versa. This finding may explain why some previous tests of GST have not found support 

for a relationship between certain measures of strain and depression. 
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 As mentioned, consistent support is found for relationships between strain and 

depression, suggesting that the measures of strain included in this thesis are more related to 

depression than either inner-directed anger or outer-directed anger. This finding was expected 

since the strain measures were devised with depression in mind; note that the main focus of this 

thesis is substance use, an inner-directed act of deviance which, according to GST, is an outcome 

of inner-directed negative emotions such as depression. As with previous tests of GST (Carson et 

al. 2009; Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible 2009; Piquero and Sealock 2000), depression emerged as 

significantly associated with childhood abuse in the predicted positive direction. In fact, three of 

the four measures of childhood abuse and neglect are significantly associated with depression for 

at least one of the gender subsamples analysed (both genders, male only, and female only). This 

is especially impressive given that each of the measures of childhood abuse is strongly correlated 

at the bivariate level. In addition, four out of the five measures of victimisation are significantly 

associated with depression. This finding is important given that previous GST research has not 

found that vicarious victimisation is significantly associated with any type of negative affect. 

 Another important observation is that the measures of inner-directed and outer-directed 

anger used in this thesis differ in their significant relationships with the measures of strain. In 

other words, different strains appear to have independent effects on inner-directed anger and 

outer-directed anger. For example, fear of victimisation emerged as significantly associated with 

inner-directed anger (but not outer-directed anger) in the predicted positive direction whereas 

anticipated victimisation and witnessed victimisation emerged as significantly associated with 

outer-directed anger (but not inner-directed anger) in the predicted positive direction. This finding 

suggests that it may be unwise for GST researchers to utilise a unidimensional measure of anger; 

inner-directed anger and outer-directed anger may have independent relationships with different 
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types of strain. This idea is consistent with Agnew’s original conception of GST (1992:60) 

wherein Agnew proposes that there are qualitative differences between inner-directed and outer-

directed negative emotions. With this in mind, the fact that the directional component of anger 

has not been investigated in previous GST research can possibly be viewed as an oversight rather 

than an issue that needs theoretical clarification before researchers are justified in attempting to 

further investigate this interesting possibility. 

 Few gender differences emerged in the relationships between strain and the different 

types of negative affect, suggesting that males and females respond with similar emotions to the 

strains analysed in this thesis. Coefficient comparison tests indicate that only one relationship 

between strain and negative affect is significantly different by gender for each type of negative 

affect. Specifically, the relationships between homelessness and inner-directed anger, anticipated 

victimisation and outer-directed anger, and physical abuse and depression are all significantly 

different by gender. On one hand, this finding is counter to the predictions proposed by Broidy 

and Agnew (1997). However, it is important to keep in mind that Broidy and Agnew’s main focus 

was to explain substantial gender differences in crime, whereas this thesis is focussed on a 

deviant behaviour which is similar for both genders. From this perspective, the fact that the 

relationships between strain and negative affect are mostly the same across gender in the sample 

used for this thesis suggests that this is a partial explanation for similar rates of substance use for 

males and females. That is, a partial explanation for similar rates of substance use regardless of 

gender may be that males and females do not greatly differ in their emotional response to certain 

strains. In particular, males and females may be similar when it comes to strains which generate 

feelings of depression. An examination of the adjusted coefficients of determination for the 
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depression models provides further support for this idea; the adjusted coefficient of determination 

for the male and female depression models are very similar. 

 In summary, the results provide overall support for GST’s claim that strain and negative 

affect are positively correlated. The most support is found for relationships between the strain 

measures and depression, supporting the idea that certain strains may be more associated with 

particular emotions. The results also suggest that the relationships between the strains and 

negative emotions analysed in this thesis are mostly similar by gender. 

7.1.2 Strains and substance use 

 The second research question analysed by this thesis concerns whether or not certain 

strains lead to substance use. Recall that the strain measures were chosen with a particular focus 

on those strains that should theoretically be linked to depression due to the fact that Agnew has 

asserted that this emotion should primarily mediate the relationship between strain and substance 

use (Agnew 2006a:34-35). Therefore, it was anticipated that the strain measures would be 

consistently associated with substance use. 

 Multiple regression analyses provide overall support for GST’s assertion that strain leads 

to substance use. However, more support is found for some of the models analysed compared to 

others; approximately twice as many significant relationships between the strain measures and 

substance use are found for the alcohol use models compared to the marijuana use and drug use 

models. Specifically, homelessness, sex work, friends’ victimisation, and witnessed victimisation 

are significantly associated with alcohol use in the predicted positive direction for at least one of 

the gender subsamples analysed (both genders, male only, and female only); sex work and 

witnessed victimisation are significantly associated with marijuana use in the predicted positive 

direction for at least one of the gender subsamples analysed; and sexual abuse and sex work are 
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significantly associated with drug use for at least one of the gender subsamples analysed. The 

greater number of strains which are significantly associated with alcohol use in the predicted 

positive direction compared to either marijuana use or drug use suggests that alcohol may be the 

most commonly used substance to cope with the strains analysed in this thesis. This makes sense 

from the perspective that alcohol may be more widely available to youths due to the fact that it is 

the only substance of those analysed that can be legally purchased. Moreover, alcohol is the only 

substance of those analysed that can be legally consumed for those of age. 

 Perhaps the most important findings for the current research question are the relationships 

found between sex work and substance use. Previous GST research has not studied sex work as a 

source of strain. This thesis finds nearly unqualified support for a relationship between sex work 

and substance use, even when controlling for other stressors which are known to be associated 

with individuals’ involvement in sex work (e.g., childhood abuse and homelessness) and other 

relevant stressors which are typically experienced in the course of working in the sex trade (e.g., 

criminal victimisation). Specifically, sex work is significantly associated with all three measures 

of substance use in the predicted positive direction for all of the gender subsamples analysed but 

one (male marijuana use). This suggests that individuals involved in the sex trade are very likely 

to use all manner of substances to cope with strain. The fact that other important sources of strain 

are controlled for in these analyses suggests that sex work in and of itself is a potent source of 

strain. A possible reason why this source of strain is so consistently associated with substance use 

is due to the fact that individuals engaging in sex work are not only likely to be strained by the 

experience, but that sex work is a form of employment which can facilitate access to substances. 

That is, sex work can provide substances as direct payment for services or by allowing sex 

workers to raise the money needed to purchase substances. The results obtained by this thesis are 
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encouraging for the theory, but clearly more research is needed to ascertain the temporal ordering 

of the relationship between sex work and substance use as well as whether or not sex work is a 

relevant strain in the context of other kinds of offending. 

 This thesis finds support for a number of relationships between other measures of strain 

and substance use that have not been found in previous GST research. First of all, previous GST 

research has not investigated the relationships between vicarious or anticipated victimisation and 

substance use. This thesis does not find any significant relationships between anticipated 

victimisation and substance use, but it does find that vicarious victimisation is significantly 

associated with both alcohol use and marijuana use in the predicted positive direction. 

Specifically, friends’ victimisation and witnessed victimisation are significantly associated with 

alcohol use and witnessed victimisation is significantly associated with marijuana use. These 

findings support Agnew’s assertion that different forms of strain may have independent effects on 

crime and deviance (Agnew 2002:615). In this case, it is observed that the most commonly-

studied form of victimisation – experienced – is not significantly associated with any of the 

measures of substance use, whereas vicarious victimisation is. This highlights the importance of 

controlling for the different forms that strain can take in order to gain unbiased estimates of the 

effect of each form of strain on offending. 

 Another relationship that GST researchers have not previously found support for is the 

effect of youth homelessness on substance use. The results obtained in this thesis find limited 

support for such a relationship; length of homelessness is significantly associated with alcohol 

use in the predicted positive direction for two of the three gender subsamples analysed (both 

genders and female only), even when controlling for other strains which are known to be 
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associated with homelessness. This supports Agnew’s assertion that strains which are long in 

duration and high in magnitude should increase crime and deviance (Agnew 2001:332-334). 

 Several of the strain measures do not behave as expected. First, several of the measures 

of childhood abuse and neglect are significantly associated with substance use in the non-

predicted negative direction31: sexual abuse is significantly associated with alcohol use in the 

non-predicted negative direction for the full sample; emotional abuse is significantly associated 

with alcohol use in the non-predicted negative direction for females; and physical abuse is 

significantly associated with marijuana use in the non-predicted negative direction for females. 

These findings are surprising considering that previous GST research has found that childhood 

abuse and neglect is significantly associated with substance use (Carson et al. 2009; Gallupe and 

Baron 2009; Hollist, Hughes, and Schaible 2009; Neff and Waite 2007). These findings become 

all the more perplexing considering that previous analyses in this thesis indicate that three of the 

four measures of childhood abuse and neglect are significantly associated with depression in the 

predicted direction; it was thought that since childhood abuse and neglect are often positively 

associated with depression, substance use should also be positively associated with these 

measures of strain. However, it is important to remember that Agnew has specified that strain 

does not inevitably lead to substance use. That is, certain factors condition the effect of strain on 

crime. So although sexual abuse, physical abuse, and emotional abuse do not always behave as 

expected, recall from the previous chapter that all three of these strains are frequently conditioned 

by the conditioning factors. In other words, it appears that childhood abuse and neglect may not 
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 Note that the relationships between childhood abuse and neglect are not uniformly negative. Recall 

that earlier in this section it was noted that sexual abuse is significantly associated with drug use for males 

in the predicted positive direction. 
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necessarily be associated with substance use as expected on average, but when conditional 

analyses are examined, these strains do behave as expected. 

 Some gender differences are observed in the relationships between strain and substance 

use. These differences suggest that the variables affecting substance use differ by gender. First, 

coefficient comparison tests show that several of the relationships between the strain measures 

and substance use significantly differ by gender. Specifically, the relationships between 

emotional abuse and alcohol use, physical abuse and marijuana use, sex work and marijuana use, 

and sexual abuse and drug use are all significantly different by gender. Second, the adjusted 

coefficients of determination for the male and female models are often quite different. The female 

models outperform the male models in every instance. In the case of the alcohol use models, the 

difference is striking: the independent variables explain less than 4% of the variance in alcohol 

use for males32 whereas they explain about 24% of the variance in alcohol use for females. This 

suggests that alcohol use among males is not well explained by the independent variables used in 

this thesis, whereas alcohol use among females is moderately explained by the same independent 

variables. Moreover, the marijuana use models suggest that the independent variables are 

somewhat relevant in explaining this behaviour for males but very relevant in understanding this 

behaviour for females: the adjusted coefficients of determination show that the independent 

variables explain approximately 18% of the variance in marijuana use for males and an 

impressive 38% of the variance in marijuana use for females. Recall that the dependent variables 

here are not simply substances used but substances used to cope. These results suggest that the 

problems that bring males to cope with alcohol and marijuana are substantially different from 

those that bring females to cope with the same substances. In contrast, the coefficients of 
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 Note that the male model is significant at the 0.10 level. 
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determination are much more similar for the drug use models: the adjusted coefficients of 

determination for the drug use models are 0.16 for males and 0.21 for females. This suggests that 

the independent variables used in this thesis contribute in a mostly similar way to male and 

female coping behaviour in the form of drug use. 

7.1.3 Negative affect and substance use 

 The third research question analysed by this thesis concerns the relationships between 

negative emotions and substance use. Multiple regression analyses show very limited support for 

such relationships. The only model analysed that shows all three measures of negative affect 

(inner-directed anger, outer-directed anger, and depression) as significantly associated with 

substance use is the alcohol use model using the full sample. However, one of these relationships 

(outer-directed anger) is in the direction opposite to prediction. None of the models using the 

male-specific sample show that any of the measures of negative affect are significantly associated 

with substance use. Only two significant relationships between the measures of negative affect 

and substance use emerge for the female models, but one of these is in the direction opposite to 

prediction. Specifically, depression is significantly associated with alcohol use for females in the 

predicted positive direction and outer-directed anger is significantly associated with drug use for 

females in the non-predicted negative direction. Furthermore, a comparison of models (not 

shown) which regress substance use on the independent variables without the measures of 

negative affect with full models (including the measures of negative affect) indicate that the 

addition of negative emotions to the models add very little to, and often reduce, the adjusted 

coefficients of determination. This observation is true for the full models as well as the gender-

specific models. These results suggest that, counter to expectations, the measures of negative 
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affect included in this thesis are only weakly associated with the use of substances as a coping 

behaviour. 

 Coefficient comparison tests show that only one relationship between negative affect and 

substance use is significantly different by gender. Specifically, the relationship between outer-

directed anger and drug use is significantly different by gender. This suggests that the 

relationships between negative affect and substance use are mostly the same for males and 

females. 

7.1.4 The mediating role of negative emotions 

 The fourth research question examined by this thesis addresses the extent to which 

negative emotions mediate the relationship between strain and substance use. The previous 

discussion in this chapter has shown that limited support is found for the conditions necessary for 

mediation to occur. Namely, limited support is found for relationships between strain and 

negative affect as well as for relationships between negative affect and substance use. 

Consequently, very little evidence is found for GST’s mediation hypothesis; only one relationship 

between strain and substance use is mediated by negative affect: the relationship between friends’ 

victimisation and alcohol use for the full sample is partially mediated by depression. 

 The lack of strong evidence found for the role of negative affect in this thesis mirrors the 

results found in many other tests of GST; researchers often find much support for direct 

relationships between strain and crime but much less evidence for relationships between strain 

and negative affect, relationships between negative affect and crime, and relationships between 

strain and crime mediated by negative affect. It is critical for the long-term viability of the theory 

that this paucity of support be explained considering the fact that negative emotions are the 

primary way in which GST is differentiated from competing theories of crime. 
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 One potential explanation for the lack of evidence found surrounding the role of negative 

affect in GST is quite fascinating: it may be the case that engaging in crime and deviance reduces 

the negative emotions that strain generates to such an extent that individuals engaging in 

offending as a coping behaviour do not report feeling negative emotions as strongly as would be 

expected. Agnew has implied that this may be the case by stating, “crime may provide a partially 

effective, short-term solution to the strains experienced by some individuals” (2006a:48). Limited 

research provides some support for this idea. For example, Brezina (1996) found that strains 

increased negative emotions to a smaller degree for individuals that engaged in delinquency. This 

finding suggests that engaging in delinquency may help strained individuals feel better – at least 

in the short-term. This possibility seems especially plausible when it comes to substance use from 

the perspective that there is often very little separating the psychoactive effects of substances 

which are prescribed by a doctor to manage negative feelings (i.e., anti-depressants, anti-anxiety 

medications, etc) and those consumed on the street for similar reasons. In other words, it may be 

the case that the consumption of alcohol, marijuana, and drugs in response to strain is effective at 

reducing negative emotions to such an extent that statistical tests correctly find only weak 

relationships between negative affect and strain or crime. 

 Another possible explanation for the inconsistent evidence found surrounding the role of 

negative affect in GST is that certain factors may condition the effect of strain on the generation 

of negative emotions the same way that certain factors are said to condition the effect of strain on 

crime. Few researchers have explored this possibility (see Aseltine, Gore, and Gordon 2000; 

Baron 2008; Kort-Butler 2010). That is, researchers typically assume that strain must, on average, 

lead to feeling bad. But it may be the case that individuals will only report depression (for 

example) when they also report low emotional support or low self-esteem (for example). 



 

 

 

213

Although some support has been found for this idea in regards to the generation of anger 

(Aseltine, Gore and Gordon 2000; Baron 2008) and depression (Kort-Butler 2010), this 

interesting possibility has not yet been given theoretical backing by Agnew. 

7.1.5 Conditioning Factors 

 The fifth question examined by this thesis concerns the issue of GST’s conditioning 

hypothesis. That is, do certain factors condition the effect of strain on substance use as GST 

asserts? This question is important because it potentially explains why not all strained individuals 

turn to substance use. The results from this thesis provide overall support for conditioning effects. 

Specifically, homelessness, all four measures of childhood abuse and neglect (sexual abuse, 

physical abuse, emotional abuse, and emotional neglect), sex work, and four of the five measures 

of victimisation (experienced victimisation, anticipated victimisation, friends’ victimisation, and 

witnessed victimisation) are found as part of a significant interaction term for at least one of the 

three gender subsamples analysed (both genders, male only, and female only). In other words, 

only one strain measure is not found as part of a significant interaction term: fear of victimisation. 

 On one hand, the fact that all but one of the strain measures are found as comprising 

significant interaction terms suggests that GST’s conditioning hypothesis is very well supported 

by this thesis. However, the results also show that certain conditioning factors emerge as 

significant more often than others. Specifically, deviant peers and deviant values consistently 

emerge as part of significant interaction terms in the predicted directions; 69% (34 of 49) of the 

significant interaction terms which are in their prediction direction are comprised of deviant peers 
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or deviant values33. This finding suggests that deviant peers and deviant values are of primary 

importance in understanding the relationship between strain and substance use. In addition, more 

significant interactions emerge for the drug use models compared to the alcohol use and 

marijuana use models for all samples analysed. This suggests that more than strain alone is 

needed to push individuals towards drug use as a coping method compared to alcohol use and 

marijuana use. 

 It is encouraging for GST’s conditioning hypothesis that the addition of interaction terms 

to the models substantially increases the explained variance once the models are fully-specified. 

In particular, once all the interaction terms that were significant individually are added to a fully-

specified model, the adjusted coefficients of determination for the female marijuana use and drug 

use models increase from 0.38 to 0.46 and from 0.21 to 0.36, respectively. This suggests that 

marijuana and drug use as coping behaviours among females in the sample may be understood 

quite well by focussing on a relatively limited number of strains and conditioning factors. This 

finding is all the more impressive when one considers that the method of testing for interactions 

used here is very conservative (McClelland and Judd 1993) and the sample size for females is 

somewhat small (n=142). 

 Counter to expectations, emotional support sometimes emerges as a significant 

conditioning effect in a positive prediction. That is, emotional support increases the effect of 

strain on substance use. Specifically, emotional support significantly increases the effect of 

physical abuse, emotional abuse, and emotional neglect on drug use for the full sample; emotional 

support significantly increases the effect of physical abuse and emotional neglect on drug use for 
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 Deviant peers and deviant values comprise the significant interaction terms with similar frequency; 

fifteen of the significant interaction terms are comprised of deviant peers and nineteen of the significant 

interaction terms are comprised of deviant values. 
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males; emotional support significantly increases the effect of witnessed victimisation on 

marijuana use for females; and emotional support significantly increases the effect of sex work on 

drug use for females. These unanticipated findings raise questions about how emotional support 

conditions the effect of strain on substance use. It may be the case that the nature of the source of 

one’s emotional support may determine whether or not this conditioning factor behaves as GST 

predicts. For example, perhaps non-conventional others are apt to provide emotional support by 

encouraging substance use as a method of coping with problems. In contrast, perhaps 

conventional others are likely to discourage using substances as a way of coping with problems. 

If so, it may be the case that homeless street youths that are apt to use substances may feel more 

satisfied with the emotional support of non-conventional others and less satisfied with the 

emotional support of conventional others.  

 Coefficient comparison tests indicate that there are few gender differences in the way that 

conditioning effects operate for alcohol and marijuana use and slightly more evidence for gender 

differences in the way that conditioning effects operate for drug use. Specifically, physical abuse 

x coping skills is significantly different by gender for the alcohol use models; experienced 

victimisation x self-esteem and friends’ victimisation x self-esteem are significantly different by 

gender for the marijuana use models; and physical abuse x deviant values, sex work x negative 

emotionality/low constraint, sex work x emotional support, anticipated victimisation x coping 

skills, witnessed victimisation x deviant values, and witnessed victimisation x self-esteem are 

significantly different by gender for the drug use models. It is notable that, with only one 

exception (physical abuse x deviant values for the drug use models), significant gender 

differences do not emerge in the way that deviant peers and deviant values condition the effect of 

strain on substance use. In other words, deviant peers and deviant values appear to be a key 
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component in understanding how both males and females are pushed toward substance use as a 

coping method. 

7.1.6 Gender 

 The last question examined by this thesis concerns the role of gender in GST. That is, do 

males and females differ in their use of substances to cope with strains and negative emotions? 

This question has been addressed throughout the preceding sections of this chapter. This section 

will summarise these findings. 

 The results suggest that, for the most part, GST seems to apply to males and females in a 

similar way; few significant gender differences exist in the relationships between strain and 

negative affect. Similarly, few significant gender differences exist in the relationships between 

negative affect and substance use. Also, since only one relationship between strain and substance 

use is partially mediated by negative affect, little opportunity exists for gender differences to 

emerge for the mediating role of negative affect. Finally, few significant differences exist in the 

way that certain factors condition the effect of strain on substance use. 

 Despite the overall lack of gender differences found in this thesis, it is notable that the 

main relationship examined in this thesis does appear to differ by gender. That is, some important 

gender differences are observed in the relationships between strain and substance use. As noted in 

section 7.1.2, coefficient comparison tests show that a limited number of relationships between 

strain and substance use are significantly different by gender. However, an examination of the 

adjusted coefficients of determination shows that the female models outperform the male models 

in every case, and the magnitude of these differences is quite substantial for the alcohol use and 

marijuana use models. This suggests that the problems that bring males to cope with alcohol and 
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marijuana are substantially different from those that bring females to cope with the same 

substances. 

 In summary, previous research on substance use typically finds that this behaviour is one 

of the few types of deviance committed with somewhat equal frequency by males and females 

(Broidy and Agnew 1997:277). The results of the gendered analyses in this thesis suggest that 

although males and females in the sample do not significantly differ in their frequency of using 

substances to cope, the relationships between strain and substance use are somewhat different for 

each gender. However, the relationships between strain and negative affect, negative affect and 

substance use, and the role of conditioning factors are all very similar for males and females in 

the sample. 

7.2 Limitations 

 Overall this thesis uses a strong dataset and sound measures. However, a few limitations 

should be noted. First, as do most empirical tests of GST, this thesis uses cross-sectional data. As 

a result, it is not possible to make the causal inferences required to fully support GST’s 

hypotheses. Second, the sample size, although adequate when taken as a whole, is somewhat 

small to conduct certain gender-specific analyses. The consequence of this fact is that some type 

II errors may have been made when the gendered analyses were conducted. Third, the purposive 

sampling method utilised means that the results cannot be generalised to the homeless street 

youth population. However, the common lack of population lists for homeless individuals 

combined with the transient nature of this population means that random sampling is essentially 

impossible and purposive sampling is the next-best option. Fourth, the criteria for inclusion in the 

survey may have restricted the ability to find some relationships due to a lack of variation among 

the respondents. For example, substance use as a coping behaviour is nearly a uniform behaviour 
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among the sample used in this thesis. Perhaps future work could include a subsample of more 

conventional youths that may nevertheless often report some of the same strains as homeless 

street youth (i.e., childhood abuse and neglect) but differ on many of the conditioning factors and 

the dependent variables. Utilising such a sampling technique may allow the tails of the variable 

distributions to be filled in more completely. This may be especially beneficial to tests of GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis which typically relies on interaction terms (see McClelland and Judd 

1993). 

7.3 Summary of contributions 

 This thesis has attempted to improve upon some previous research on GST in terms of 

investigating previously neglected relationships as well as improving upon certain 

methodological issues. The results suggest that this work has been mostly successful in achieving 

these goals. First and foremost, this thesis represents one of the more thorough pieces of GST-

specific research to investigate substance use; strains were chosen with a specific focus on those 

that are thought to be associated with substance use, that is, those strains which should be more 

related to inner-directed negative emotions than outer-directed negative emotions. Moreover, this 

thesis’ focus on substance use as a coping behaviour rather than substance use in general is 

possibly the most focussed attempt to date in investigating Agnew’s proposed theoretical linkage 

between strain and substance use. Also, few previous tests have attempted to separately 

investigate the use of qualitatively different substances. 

 Second, this thesis is one of only a few studies that have investigated gendered patterns of 

substance use within a GST framework.  The results are important because they suggest that 

although males and females are mostly the same in their overall use of substances to cope with 
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strain, some important differences may exist in the causal pathways to this maladaptive 

behaviour. 

 Third, a number of previously neglected relationships are analysed by this thesis and 

support for these relationships are often found. In particular, this thesis represents the first attempt 

to investigate sex work within a GST framework. The results suggest that sex work may be a 

strain which is strongly associated with substance use as a coping behaviour. This thesis also 

finds that different forms of victimisation (experienced, anticipated, and vicarious) have 

independent relationships with substance use. Of note is the finding that fear of victimisation is 

consistently associated with both inner-directed anger and depression, confirming Agnew’s 

assertion that this strain is associated with withdrawal (i.e., flight rather than fight). Furthermore, 

it is observed that different types of childhood abuse have independent effects on substance use 

although these relationships are not always in the direction that the theory anticipates. In addition, 

it is observed that inner-directed and outer-directed negative emotions operate somewhat 

differently from each other. Anger, in particular, may not be a unidimensional emotion as 

typically operationalised in GST research. 

7.4 Recommendations for future work 

 Although this thesis has made several contributions to the GST literature on substance 

use, some improvements could be made by future research. First, a strain which was identified in 

the course of this work on homeless street youth that has not yet been studied are those strains 

which are experienced due to “shelter life”. In many ways, shelter life can be similar to prison 

life. Blevins et al. (2010) have recently demonstrated how GST can explain prisoner misconduct 

due to the strains experienced by imprisonment. For example, prisoners lose much of their 

autonomy, must often adhere to monotonous schedules with little flexibility, and are often 



 

 

 

220

exposed to the threat of victimisation by dangerous others. In short, prisoners are often blocked in 

achieving positively valued goals, experience various negative stimuli, and have many forms of 

positive stimuli removed. If some of these strains are also experienced by youths living in 

shelters, it may be that shelter life itself is conducive to crime and deviance by homeless street 

youths. For example, youths staying in shelters must often adhere to strict curfews and schedules 

regarding sleep, showering, and eating, are exposed to negative stimuli such as substandard living 

conditions and the threat of victimisation by others, have little privacy, and are constantly 

threatened with the prospect of losing their accommodations should they break the shelter’s rules. 

Research which investigates the outcomes of homeless youths utilising various shelter services 

and/or living conditions may provide interesting support for GST as well as important policy 

implications for the best treatment of this population. 

 Another issue that was identified in the course of the data collection period may be 

important in future work conducted on the homeless street youth population. Namely, it was 

observed that a sizeable minority of youths identified as LGBT. Often this was reported by the 

youths as a factor in the reasons that they became homeless. For example, these youths’ parents 

sometimes disapproved of their identification as LGBT and this may be an important reason that 

they had left home. If the proportion of homeless street youth which identify as LGBT continues 

to grow, it may be important for researchers to collect information on respondents’ sexual 

orientation. Just as gender is often a significant predictor of outcomes for homeless street youth, it 

may be that sexual orientation plays a role in determining the outcomes of these youths. 

 Another suggestion for future work is in regards to the methods used to test the theory. 

Tests of GST have consistently improved in their level of statistical sophistication since the 

theory was introduced nearly twenty years ago. At the same time, statistical methods, software, 
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and processing power have all markedly improved during the same period. Statistical methods 

which were not adequately refined or simply not feasible due to processing limitations when GST 

was first introduced in 1992 are reasonably accessible for most researchers to utilise today. 

Despite the increasing number of statistical techniques available to researchers, the variety of 

methods utilised to test GST’s hypotheses are rather limited. It may be the case that some of the 

aspects of GST which are often poorly supported (i.e., the role of negative affect and conditioning 

factors) simply need more sophisticated analytical methods to reveal the nature of more complex 

relationships. Complex suggestions for advanced statistical methods are beyond the scope of this 

thesis, but one potentially novel suggestion can be proposed in regards to how GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis is typically tested. Conditioning effects in GST research are almost 

exclusively tested by adding multiplicative interaction terms to regression equations. The 

significance of this interaction term is the sole means used to determine whether or not a 

conditioning effect exists. Note what the statistical significance of the interaction term means: the 

explained variance of the model without the interaction term is compared to the explained 

variance of the model with the interaction term included. If the difference in the explained 

variance of the model is significantly improved by introducing the interaction term to the 

equation, the interaction term is labelled as statistically significant and it is concluded that a 

conditioning effect exists. This test for conditioning effects can probably be described as very 

conservative. To be sure, it is quite possible that the lack of evidence found for GST’s 

conditioning hypothesis may be because this test is simply too conservative, particularly because 

interaction effects are already difficult to ascertain when using survey data rather than 

experimental data. On this topic, Mazerolle and Maahs have noted: 

Multiple regression analyses and structural equation modeling, 
although methodologically defensible, can create obstacles to 
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finding statistically significant relationships even when 
substantive relationships exist (2000:758). 

A possible way of gaining a better understanding of how certain factors may condition the effect 

of strain on crime is to use marginal effect plots. Marginal effect plots indicate the effect of the 

marginal effect of the independent variable x on the dependent variable y across all relevant 

values of the moderating variable z. Thus, rather than assess whether or not an interaction term is 

relevant to a model based on whether or not the term significantly improves the explained 

variance of the model overall, marginal effect plots allow the analyst to ascertain if the effect of x 

on y is significant for only certain relevant values of the moderating variable z. In other words, it 

may be that conditioning effects only exist at very high or very low values of the moderating 

variables. For example, perhaps it is the case that negative emotionality/low constraint is 

unrelated to whether or not strain has an effect on crime for low to middling values of negative 

emotionality/low constraint, but that high values of negative emotionality/low constraint do 

significantly condition the impact of strain on crime. This analytical method is not complex 

theoretically, but it is probably too overwhelming for analysts to conduct on a large scale unless 

automated statistical tools are utilised for this task. In the absence of pre-packaged tools for 

developing marginal effect plots, some programming is required to produce such data. 

Researchers that investigate this possibility may discover that conditioning effects may not 

operate in their sample overall, but that conditioning effects operate more consistently for 

respondents who score very high or very low on the conditioning factors. 

7.5 Policy implications 

 One of the strengths of GST is that it offers several points of intervention that can be 

quite easily understood and implemented by laypeople, politicians, and policy makers. Thus, the 



 

 

 

223

theory is not relevant to criminology alone, but also to criminal justice and social work, among 

other disciplines. The results observed in this thesis suggest that a few policy suggestions may be 

effective in reducing substance use by homeless street youth. 

 First, the gendered analyses suggest that the reasons that males and females use 

substances to cope may be different. In other words, the types of strain that bring males to cope 

with substances may be quite different from the types of strain that bring females to cope with 

substances. In particular, the strains analysed by this thesis seem to explain female substance use 

better than male substance use. This finding suggests that programs designed to reduce substance 

use may need to consider that unique motivations exist for male compared to female substance 

use. Thus, “one size fits all” substance abuse programs may fail to adequately address the 

underlying reasons that males and females are pushed towards substance use as a maladaptive 

method of coping with their problems. 

 Furthermore, the results suggest that in some cases emotional support may increase rather 

than decrease substance use. This may be because homeless street youth are often lacking close 

associations with conventional others and have an excess of contact with deviant others. 

Therefore, the primary sources of emotional support may be from deviant others. It may be the 

case that increasing the emotional support available to street youths from conventional others that 

discourage youths from using substances will result in this conditioning factor operating as 

expected. 

 The results also suggest that deviant peers and deviant values are of primary importance 

in understanding why homeless street youths turn to substances as a coping behaviour. This 

finding may have wide applicability for those that work in social services. For instance, providing 

substance education which demonstrates some of the harms associated with unchecked substance 
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use may help youths to develop more responsible values regarding substance use. Mentor 

programs that pair homeless street youths with a conventional adult may allow youths to gain 

contact with caring others that will discourage the use of substances to cope in favour of more 

effective solutions. 

7.6 Conclusion 

 This purpose of this thesis was to investigate six general research questions regarding 

substance use in a general strain theory framework. The results yielded support for some of 

GST’s main propositions but failed to find adequate support for certain others. The supportive 

results add important knowledge to the GST literature on substance use. In the case of 

unsupportive results, suggestions were made as to why this may have occurred and suggestions 

for future work that may better support these aspects of the theory were made. Overall, general 

strain theory appears to be a novel way of explaining substance use by homeless street youth in 

Canada. 
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