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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation critically analyzes control theories of delin­

quency, but concentrates on Hirschi's version. The bonds of control 

reduce to two concepts, "belief" and "attachment, II since "involvement" 

and "commitment" appear to be redundant. An analysis of the dimen­

sionality of both belief and attachment is made in order to provide indi­

cators to test control theory, but no adequate empirical means of reduc­

tion is found. A review of deterrence and an analysis of the meaning 

of sanctions suggest that "fear of sanctions" should also be tested in 

a control framework, but in order to accomplish this it is necessary to 

make the distinction between cognitive measures of fear and emotional 

measures of fear. A measure, "anxiety," based on emotional response 

is tested and located in a passive aversive conditioning framework. 

Consideration is also given to the institutional referents of "fear of 

sanctions" and it appears that legal institutions have the least effective 

sanctions. The test of control theory uses the general linear model 

with the three general concepts, in blocks of unspecified causal order, 

regressed on five specific measures of delinquency and three general 

indices of delinquency. Some support for control theory is found for 

belief variables across all acts, but attachment has a lower and less 

consistent effect. The fear of sanction measures are not relevant to 

all acts, and where they are, it generally is in a direction opposite to 

that predicted. An argument is made that control theory most likely 

x 



xi 

reduces to existing theories of socialization, and that there is some 

support for thinking of it in a passive aversive framework of learning. 



CHAPTER 1 

A CONTROL MODEL OF DELINQUENCY 

Control theories differ from other theories in that they' seek 

to explain delinquency by identifying causes of conformity rather than 

causes of deviance. But the general question "how is behavior con­

trolled" has produced numerous research strategies, and working defi­

nitions of control have been developed in a variety of ways. Gibbs 

(1972, 1968) pointed out that social control has been described as con­

formity to norms, a stimulus-response process, as deliberate attempts 

to manipulate environment, or conscious attempts to regulate behavior. 

The development of social control theory must first proceed by 

analysis of the variations in theory and by developing a strategy for 

simplification. This dissertation starts with Travis Hirschi's (1969) 

conception of control and will expand his version of the theory by the 

addition of the notion of "fear of sanctions." The decision to add this 

concept to social control is actually made by reference to several theo­

retical traditions. Control theory has many different forms, and some 

of these suggest that "fear" should be incorporated in the model, but 

the literature on deterrence and the literature on moral development 

also appear to support this addition. This chapter explores the mean­

ing of social control and provides a model that incorporates the notion 

of fear; in the process it is necessary to review the types of control 

theory, the developments in deterrence theory, and the literature on 

1 
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social learning. The point will be made that all of these traditions are 

basically suggesting the same things about the role of fear. 1 

General Overview of Control Theories 
of Criminologists 

Sociologists commonly cite Reiss (1951), Nye (1958), Reckless 

(1961), and Hirschi (1969) as the major proponents of control theory. 

Sometimes the list is expanded to include Becker (1960), Karacki and 

Toby (1962), Toby (1957a, 1957b, 1964), Toby's (967) report to the 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Delinquency, and Briar 

and Pillia vin (1965), but it is rare to include psychological accounts 

such as Eysenck (1964) and Trasler (1962). General statements of the 

theory are found in Box (1971), Toby (1974), Schrag (1971), and 

Nettler (1978). 

Actual attempts to test control are few in number, with major 

work done by Hindelang (973), Linden and Hackler (1973), Jensen 

(1973), Minor (1977), and Linden (1978). Specific predictions derived 

from control theory have been tested by other authors (e. g., Hepburn, 

1976; Conger, 1976; Aultman, 1979), but the major purpose of these 

works was not development of control theory. Considerably more empir-

ical work on psychological statements exist, but these remain relatively 

1. In this dissertation the terms "fear" and "anxiety" are 
generally treated as distinct. However, the distinction is not entirely 
clear due to interchangeable use of the terms in the literature. This 
confusion is found even in psychology, but it appears that anxiety is 
the more general term and fear the more specific referent. This dis­
tinction between general and specific is intended here. Unfortunately, 
even where sociologists have described general processes, it appears 
that they used the term fear: e. g., fear of sanctions in deterrence 
Ii tera ture . 
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unknown to sociologists and in some cases are not classified as control 

theory (cf. Nettler, 1978). 

In spite of the initial promises of control theory, there is little 

basis for claiming superiority over other 'theories of crimininogenesis. 

Walter Reckless (1961) proclaimed it to be a ~ theory of delinquency 

and crime, but given the ambiguity in theoretical statements (e.g., 

Reckless) and the variety of forms it is questionable to call it "theory," 

and a feeling that it may actually be old theories dressed in new words. 

As mentioned above, one primary objective in evaluating control 

theory should be an analysis of the various forms of control. Included 

in this should be an exploration of the possibility of integrating these 

various statements, but one major stumbling block to this has been the 

relative scarcity of empirical tests. 

A Lack of Research Evidence 

Compared to other competing theories of crime (e. g ., Strain 

or Differential Association) there has been a relative paucity of empiri­

cal testing. In retrospect, there appears to have been no major time 

delay in testing Cohen (1955), Cloward and Ohlin (1960), or labelling 

theory. Once these statements appeared in the literature there was 

a number of empirical follow-ups evaluating these ideas. It is not pos­

sible to say the same thing about control theory for there has been no 

proliferation of studies. 

It might also be argued that the sheer scope of control theory 

(e.g., Hirschi) precluded any immediate systematic test, but this can­

not explain why selected statements are not tested or why little attempt 
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has been made to integrate control theory elements with other theories 0 

It might also be suggested that Hirschi's evidence provided conclusive 

support for control theory, but this is negated by a major difference in 

later findings (Hindelang, 1973) or low levels of explained variance 

reported by Hirschi (1969) 0 The axiomatic style of presentation in 

"Causes of Delinquency" (Hirschi, 1969) emphasizes single indicator 

relationships and support is claimed through the number of tests 

rather than through the magnitude of relationships within anyone 

test 0 

The fact that there are a large number of tables and that they 

all generally support control theory is impressive, but it is also possi­

ble to explain the patterns within these tables. The question "what is 

unique" to control theory is not directly addressed 0 

What Is Unique about Control Theory? The basic assumption 

of control theory appears to be different from the assumptions of other 

major theories of crime because it does view man as basically "antiso­

cial," but control theory has few theoretical terms leading to unique 

empirical predictions 0 Presently, the best that can be said of control 

theory is that it is a heuristic device facilitating comparison and con­

trast with other broad classifications of theory (do Schrag, 1971, for 

this view) 0 Even though control is identified as singular in its assump­

tion about "the need to hold individuals in check" (Nettler, 1978:307), 

there are few predictions critical to control theory and therefore there 

are no real means of judging its relative merit vis a vis other accounts 0 

Although several people have made note of the fact that control theory 
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appears to have a different starting assumption, there is no guarantee 

that this starting assumption will lead to operational measures that are 

different from the other competing theories. 

To complicate the matter, there are variations in how this "cen-

tral assumption II of control theory is actually worded, and there is the 

possibility that each statement of it leads to different operation defini­

tions. This can be illustrated by exploring a variety of statements of 

the control theory assumption. An analysis of these statements can 

only lead to the conclusion that, in fact, there are different forms of 

control theory. 

Variety of Assumptions. Cohen (1966:1-2) linked control 

theory to an assumption of the naturalness of mankind to misbehave. 

Hirschi (1969: 16) believed it unnecessary to assume specifics a bout 

human nature, but described how bonds might hold individuals in 

check. Reckless (1961:745) did not make a clear statement of the under­

lying assumption but nevertheless speculated that there may be "ele -

ments within the self and within the person's immediate world that en­

able him to hold the line against deviancy or to hew the line of social 

expectations. II Nettler (1978: 376) identified the assumption as IIhigher 

organisms require training if they are to behave socially. 

In these examples Cohen (1966) and Hirschi (1969) emphasized 

externality of control more than Reckless (1961) or Nettler (1978), but 

all suggested the need to provide direction and regulation to social 

actors. Presently, these assumptions do lead to different operational 

definitions of social control, and there is no current schema for 



integrating these versions of reality into one common theory of con­

trol. 2 

6 

When one speaks of control theory generally, it is best to keep 

in mind that there are several varieties of it. Four distinct types of 

control theory are explained and elaborated in more detail here. 

Four Models of Control Theory: An Evaluation 

Analytically, it is possible to describe four distinct models of 

social control theory. There are obvious points of emphasis within 

each type, and the first task of this dissertation is to outline these. 

For each of these types, major proponents can be identified and the 

supporting research can be evaluated. The types of control theory 

will be labelled as: 

1. The Pure Structural. 

2. The Idealized Structural. 

3. The Internal Structural. 

4. The Pure Internal. 

Hirschi (1969) is a Type 2 model and considerably more attention is 

given to this classification. The final type is rare to sociological discus-

sions of social control, but there are elements here that might be use-

fully incorporated. To a degree, the choice of Hirschi's version as 

the starting point is arbitrary, but it ca~not be denied that his work 

2. Appendix A contains a diagram that cross-classifies types 
of control theory by relative emphasis on structural and personality 
level variables. This is a rough classification, but it serves to demon­
strate how the variety of assumptions of control might lead to emphasis 
on different operational measures. 



is still the benchmark for evaluating control theory. If one starts 

with his ideas, it is possible to add ideas from the other versions of 

control theory. 

7 

In the next section of this chapter, I will review these ver­

sions of social control theory, and then I will turn to the literature on 

moral development for supporting insight. Ultimately, I will reconstruct 

Hirschi's version of social control and test a number of these ideas. 

Pure Structural Control 

Albert Cohen (1966) best represented what is here labelled as 

pure structural control theory. Cohen assumed that man has a natural 

tendency to deviate and suggested that external structural forces hold 

this tendency in check. Relying on his interpretation of existing stud­

ies, he described a variety of control processes. His starting assump­

tion led to the conclusion that both individual level variables and social 

level variables are necessary to understand control. Of course his con­

clusion was not unique and emulated standard sociological explanations, 

but this view makes it very difficult to distinguish control theory from 

other broad theoretical perspecties (cf. Gibbs, 1972: 3). It should not 

really surprise us to find that there is a lack of tests pitting control 

theory against other ideas. 

Cohen (1966: 1) in fact down played differences between control 

and other etiological approaches and argued that they are slightly dif­

ferent ways of addressing the same problem: "There are many ways 

of classifying human actions, but insofar as we classify them this way 

and try to develop a theory to explain why actions fall in the one 
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class or the other, we are concerned with a theory of deviant behavior, 

which is also a theory of conformity. II 

It is not practical to use Cohen to derive critical tests of con­

trol theory since he did not see a need f or developing such tests. 

However, the role of structural effects on control was clearly defined 

so that there is a resistance to behavior that would occur given the 

natural man assumption. 

Toby's (1967) early statement of social control also called for 

inclusion of structural and personality level variables, but was dissimi­

lar to Cohen (1966) in the emphasis that it gave to the relationship 

between these levels (cf • Jensen, 1970b). He was primarily interested 

in those individuals who could resist normative patterns. Thus, his 

statement is not as inclusive a discussion of control theory as Cohen's, 

but at least it admits the possibility of the interaction of structural 

and personality levels. 

Both of these versions are grand theoretical statements and 

there really is no overall test of these ideas. But, nevertheless, they 

are rather comprehensive statements of one type of control theory. 

The next type of control theory, Type 2, downplays the 

natural man assumption and attempts to take a more lIexternal ll 

approach. In this sense it lIidealizes ll the role of personality level 

variables and limits their potential contribution. But, furthermore, 

in the examples I will review, only selected strucural forces are iden­

tified and the theory is thus an lIideal ll representation of the social 

world. 
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Unlike the first type, there are tests of Type 2 versions and 

it is possible to comment on these findings. But the testing of control 

theory does reflect the limited priorities and selectively limits the num­

ber of variables. 

Idealized Structural Control 

Hirschi's (1969) model of social control emphasized the bonds 

of attachment to society (attachment, involvement, commitment, and 

belief) and defined these to avoid individual level analysis. He negated 

the possibility of measuring personality whereas the first type of con­

trol at least admitted this (i.e., Cohen, 1966; Toby, 1967) 

Hirschi (1969: 19) believed that "attachment of the individual 

to others" had a conceptual advantage over "internalization" because it 

could be measured independently of deviant behavior and explained 

variation in behavior where notions of internalization and super ego did 

not. This was an important argument, since he (1969: 18) rejected 

traditional definitions of internalization and traditional links with "com­

mitment to morality." Hirschi justified this innovative idea by refer­

ring to Reiss's (1951) inability to provide a non tautological definition 

of internalization. In addition, he (1969: 19) believed he could better 

explain changes over time by locating the bond in attachment alone 

and not in a personality profile. 

Where necessary, the other elements of Hirschi's bonds were 

also externalized and these are reviewed next. 

"Commitment" was defined in terms of bonds and detached from 

the personality level. In his defining this component, Hirschi used 
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Hobbes' (1957) notion that men on "occasion obey the rules simply 

from fear of consequences," and he called this the rational component 

in conformity. But he chose to measure neither fear nor rationality 

and assumed, following Becker (1963), that anyone who invested time, 

energy, and self In an activity had more to lose and was committed to 

con ventional lines of activity. Personality level variables. fear or con­

duciveness to fear, were assumed away and not included in his final 

model of social con trol. 

In the case of involvement, there was no need to deny individ­

ual level measurement because it is by definition measured externally. 

However, even with "belief" Hirschi (1969) felt compelled to remove 

individual level implications and it is here that he had the most diffi­

culty making a case for an external bond. The keystone of his argu­

ment was the assumption of variable moral beliefs and the statement 

that each individual could have a different moral stance. He was unwill­

ing to assume that actors had equally' internalized the goals of society 

and had a built-in moral obstacle to rule breaking. According to 

Hirschi, this was the major flaw of strain theory and was the reason 

that it was necessary to develop neutralization ideas (25). He argued 

for a variation in beliefs and he stated that there is no common set of 

values. If one assumes common values, as strain statements do, then 

it is necessary to measure personality level variables (motivation) or 

internal processes (neutralization). However, by avoiding this assump­

tion about common goals he made variation in belief an empirical ques­

tion. 
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There are two major problems with Hirschi's strategy of elim­

inating personality levels from theory. One obvious difficulty is that 

his statement of control theory may be removed from reality if it con­

tains only elements of selective interest; empirical evaluation is rele­

vant only for those specified conditions. It is clear that every theo­

retical model is an abstraction of reality, but there is also the tendency 

to reify tested models so that other potential variables remain perma­

nently excluded on a priori grounds. 

Because Hirschi's approach was innovative and a break with 

previous theories, a second type of criticism can be made about his 

conceptualizing. There is no clear rationale provided for the limitation 

to four elements of the bond, and personal preference must be consid­

ered to be a major part of the choice. He may have assumed away the 

most important variables, or he may have included more variables than 

he needed. Having too many variables is not as great a problem as not 

having the relevant ones, since most analytical techniques do permit 

the evaluation of magnitude or significance. But Hirschi also chose 

multiple indicators for each bond, and rather than talking about mag­

nitude or significance, he impresses us with the number of tests in 

the predicted direction. Whereas this strategy is acceptable and does 

provide support for his general theory, it does not easily permit the 

elimination of redundancy. More will be said on this below, but for 

now it should be noted that tabular analysis is not the most efficient 

methodology for eliminating redundancies. 
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On the Nature of the Evidence. Hirschi's (1969) model of con­

trol emphasizes structural accounts and predictions and employs a tabu­

lar analysis that is generally restricted to ordinal level data. Support 

was impressive because of the number of different indicators for each 

conceptual bond associated in the predicted direction. However. this 

analysis does not easily permit interpretation of the relative importance 

of variables. A s mentioned above. there are relatively few points at 

which critical comparisons can be made, and Hirschi's methodology does 

not permit a rejection of alternative theories. However, the weight of 

evidence is impressive and most of his tests are in fact in the predict­

ed direction. Later tests of control theory (e.g., Hindelang, 1973) 

are also generally supportive when the same indicators are used. 

R ural Replication. Michael Hindelang (1973) replica ted some of 

Hirschi's items using a rural New York sample of males and females. 

It was necessary for him to code the "recency index," the major depen­

dent variable, using different cutting points in order to duplicate the 

distribution of Hirschi's males. Support for Hirschi was found on all 

items except the association with companion items. The patterns of 

association are close to Hirschi's, and this test in a different social 

context confirms support of the control theory elements belief and 

attachment, even though Hindelang made qualifications to Hirschi's 

notion of attachments to delinquent peers. 

Hindelang's study did not attempt to add new variables, but 

the next one I will examine did reconceptualize control theory. 
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Affective Ties versus Simple Contact. Linden and Hackler 

(1973) also provided support for control theory and suggested that 

there may be no critical difference between differential association and 

control theory. They argued that by focusing on affective ties, spe­

cifically the closeness of attachments as opposed to simple contact, it 

was possible to reconcile conceptual disagreement. Their data pro­

vided evidence that intensity of ties is inversely related to delinquent 

involvement, and therefore social control and differential association 

may have common conceptual links. Both the Linden and Hackler 

study and the Hindelang study attempted to replicate part of Hirschi's 

study, and both studies generally provide support for the general 

ideas of control theory, but neither one of these studies describe a 

parsimonious model of social control. 

A Recursive Model of Control. Neither of the previous two 

studies commented on the relative effectiveness of theoretical variables, 

but the next study does permit an examination of this. In addition, it 

adds a concept to Hirschi's version of control by making reference to 

deterrence. Below, I will examine this literature more completely and 

evaluate its impact on control theory, but for now I will present a dis­

cussion of how this Type 2 social control was specifically extended. 

William Minor (1977) collected interval level data on five acts 

committed by adults and employed path analysis to evaluate relative 

contributions. He carefully mentioned the assumptions underlying the 

specification of variables, and he clearly pointed out that there were 

no feedback loops. Since he entered the variables recursively, he did 
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not partial variables added in later steps; the variables added first 

(belief) may attain some magnitude as a result of these uncontrolled 

variables. Path analysis is not a test of the best-fitting empirical 

model but is an evaluation of such an a priori theoretical statement. 

Although Minor is to be commended for providing a theoretical time 

ordering, it can also be argued that specification of exact relationships 

in a recursive model is premature. 

Minor reduced Hirschi's version by describing a conceptual 

ambiguity in involvement and chose to think of it as a dimension of 

commitment. Since the recursive model will use only one indicator for 

each concept, involvement was not included in the final version. Minor 

also explored the link between deterrence and control theory and 

chose to include a measure of "fear" of sanctions in his model. This 

measure was based on the estimated chances of official reaction. 

When he actually tested the model, there were different fits 

for each act and for the "general crime" test. For specific offenses 

(speeding, drunk driving, shoplifting, and tax fraud) he found little 

support, except for marijuana use. In four of the five tests, only 

about 5% of the variation was explained, but marijuana reached 22%. 

The majority of explanation lay with the belief variable, and attach­

ment was the only other path above .10. When a general model of 

criminal beha vior is tested, the explained variance rose to .29. 

Minor argued that the general model may fit simply when spe­

cific ones do not for simple methodological reasons; for instance, the 

specific acts had smaller numbers of offenders in non-normal distri­

butions, there might have been multicollinearity, and discrepancies 



between ordinal and interval levels of measurement might have 

appeared in the specific tests. 
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Two things are worth noting at this point. First, Minor's model 

does not prove commitment or involvement are irrelevant to control 

theory. There are three reasons: (a) involvement is not specified 

in tests, (b) there are difficulties in making generalizations across 

samples when path analysis is employed (Schoenberg, 1972), and 

(c) the sample is of adults and measures different offenses. The sec­

ond thing to note is that in fact attachment and belief do explain vari­

ance in this model. 

In addition, Minor's new variable, "fear," contributes to con­

trol. We should note that this measure of fear focuses on perception 

of activity in the criminal justice system, and that this is only one 

possible dimension of fear. One major purpose of this dissertation is 

to explore the meaning of fear, and it will be argued below that this 

is actually a narrow definition. In fact, it will be argued that this 

item is more closely linked with belief than with fear, but this point 

will be elaborated in the section on deterrence and punishment. Minor 

has pointed us toward deterrence literature, and as we shall see below, 

deterrence literature is blending into control theory. 

In summary, there is some support for pursuing the meaning 

of belief, attachment, and fear in a control model. But Type 2 models 

have been limited and idealized and other variables may be useful. 

There are other conceptions of control that must be reviewed and 

these are described below. The remaining two models are more psy-
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psychologically oriented than are the first two, and although they con­

tain elements left out of Types 1 and 2, they tend to downplay the 

structural elements emphasized in the first two. 

Internal-Structural Control 

The third general type of control theory assumes that internal 

and external factors interplay to produce control. However, the em­

phasis is on the ability of internal factors to resist specific crimino­

genic forces. In this sense, the structural component is not a true 

variable. Thus even though external factors are included, they are 

not really measured. The most cited example of a Type 3 model is 

Walter Reckless' (1961) theory of inner and outer containment. 

Inner and Outer Containment. The emphasis in this theory is 

on the explanation of what will happen when external forces are push­

ing towards delinquency or deviance. Although it may be true that 

Reckless realized that "environments" could vary, he nevertheless 

focused his attention on constant external forces. By examining the 

qualities of the good boy in bad neighborhood, he in effect produced 

a model of control with no variation in the external variable. In con­

trast, he might have proposed a stable model such as Reiss's (1951) 

in which internal and external forces are in balance. But he empha­

sized the constant external environment and then argued that equi­

librium could occur only if there was an internal stabilizing force. 

In his terms, these are the variables of inner and outer containment. 

Delinquency could occur in at least two separate ways. He 

argued that there may be push factors within an individual that may 
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make it impossible to control deviant actions, but he felt that these 

are likely rare. The largest proportion of delinquency occurs because 

there is a lack of internal forces resisting external pushes towards 

delinquency. 

Criticism of Containment. Reckless (1961) and Reckless, 

Dinitz, and Murray (1956) argued that they were successful in iso­

lating internal variables, but critics such as Jensen (1970b, 1973) 

countered that there were no adequate measures of internal constraints. 

Jensen (1973 :465) concluded that Reckless was not justified in making 

"clear conclusions about the buffering or insulating role of inner con­

tainment variables." But he also felt that the ideas were worth test­

ing further. 

Using Hirschi's data, Jensen showed that positive self-esteem, 

self-control, and conventinal belief are in fact negatively related to 

delinquent behavior. He further described patterns in the magnitude 

of relations and argued that this was evidence of a connection to social 

context. Jensen believed that socialization operated so that outer con­

trol mechanisms (Le., environmental influences) became synonymous 

with internal controls. In a sense, the fourth type of social control 

that we will explore below accepts this argument. The notions of fear 

and anxiety that are mentioned below are based on the same premises 

as Jensen's argument. 

However, Jensen was not able to explain all variation in the 

inner control variables by identifying the appropriate environmental 

factors. He would have liked to link most of this variation to external 
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variations, but the magnitude of the associations did not permit this 

argument. His conclusion regarding an independent inner containment 

must be made cautiously, and he stated (1969:469): 

The· very existence of variable inner containment, as acknowl­
edged by containment theorists, seems to be proof that the 
environments are not, or at least were not identical. A more 
appropriate conclusion would be that variable inner contain­
ment processes can be explained by variable external control 
processes, but such that internal controls can come to oper­
ate independently or in combination with external controls. 

So the door was left open for independent or interacting effects 

of social (structural) and individual levels of control. The individual 

variables of self-esteem, self-control, and conventional belief should 

be included in future tests of control theory. Further, there is a sug-

gestion that there is a variation in lIexternal containment II and any test 

of control should take into account a number of structural variables 

such as sex, age, or race. These are attributes that are convention-

ally thought of as subject to different social forces. 

For pragmatic reasons, only conventional belief will be tested 

here, and measures of external variations are limited to sex and age. 

Thus, Type 3 versions of social control do suggest that the 

link between the environment and the actor needs specification. As 

much as some sociologists may resent discussion of types of people, 

there appears to be no easy way of eliminating types of people con-

cerns from theory. In the next section, I will review the most psy-

chological versions of control theory. 
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Internal Models of Control 

There are few sociological theories using this final approach, 

but Toby's (1974) later statement is one example. The work of Nettler 

(1978), Eysenck (1962), and Trasler (1962) are more typical of this 

fourth type of control theory. 

Toby: Later Conception of Control. Toby assumed a consen­

sus model of society and that external forces are in equilibrium. Any 

problem in control is the result of individual failure in adjustment to 

the normal pressures of the family, the peer group, the educational­

occupational control system, or the formal control system. There is a 

similarity to Reckless, but there is more emphasis on the normality of 

external forces. To Toby (1974:86), the question becomes "(h)ow 

does deviant motivation develop in a society in which consensus exists 

about what is right and wrong?" His answer was drawn from sociali­

zation literature, and in two simple words it is "socialization failure." 

Failure can result from anyone of three processes--inariequate sociali­

zation, inappropriate socialization, or ambivalent socialization--but the 

fact remains that the cause of delinquency is within the individual. 

Toby here used a review of literature to make his point about 

socialization failure, but in an earlier study he and Karacki (1962) felt 

that members of gangs were candidates for inappropriate socialization. 

A constant fheme in Toby's work is the notion of the pathological inabil­

ity of the individual to rationally react to the environment (d. 1957a, 

1957b, 1964). He did not measure the forces in the environment and 

assumed them to be operational. 
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There are two major lessons to take from Toby if we wish to 

. integrate these separate types of control theory into one overall state-

ment. First, socialization as a concept should be linked to control 

processes. Hirschi as a Type 2 theorist and Jensen as a Type 3 

critic would argue that this is redundant, since both of these authors 

see internalization as the end product of a socialization process. How-

ever, we might explore this notion further and will do so in a discus-

sion of psychological versions of Type 4 theories below. 

The second thing to note is that Toby also emphasized the 

formal legal control system. This supports other opinions that deter-

rence should be added to control in some form. This idea is also 

elaborated below under the discussion of deterrence and punishment. 

Nettler: On Control Theory. Nettler's (1978) conception of 

control is similar to Toby's, except that he was more interested in how 

the production of conformity is successfully completed. He recognized 

that external structures are associated with conforming behavior, but 

his major interest was in describing how these come to be important 

in the training repertoire. As he (1978:314) stated, 

While all of the correlates variously called 'belief', 'self­
control', 'frustration tolerance", and 'attachment' seem 
plausible as both cuase and accompaniment of criminality, 
these correlates do not themselves explain how these 
attributes are acquired or how they come to characterize 
us differently. Psychologists attempt to answer these 
questions. 

Nettler described three major types of social training--training 

conditioning, operant conditioning, and modeling. Classical condition-

ing occurs through associational training where a stimulus previously 
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inadequate to product a response becomes capable of action through 

simultaneous or nearly simultaneous association with an adequate 

stimulus. Operant conditioning occurs when the organism is trained 

by what follows upon its action--roughly speaking, through the opera­

tion of rewards and punishments. Modeling occurs through imitation. 

Nettler pointed to the vast body of literature which indicates 

that punishment and rewards are efficacious in moving people toward 

adequate moral conduct. On the other hand, modeling can move peo­

ple toward immoral conduct. Effects of conditioning and modeling vary 

with personality, and the most famous distinction is the introversion­

extraversion dimension noted by Eysenck (1964). It is not a major 

purpose to discuss the adequacy of these theories of training as state­

ments of control, because the data available for this dissertation will 

not support detailed tests of any statements. But it is clear that the 

end product of conditioning is moral behavior, and this moral behavior 

can be produced through the operation of reward and punishment 

(among other things). Even though it may not be possible to actu­

ally measure the process of changing characteristics of individuals 

(since there is no time series data), it is nevertheless possible that 

there are residual end products of this process; for instance, moral 

stance. These may be measurable and possible to include in a model 

of control in future tests. 

Trasler: Model of Control. The work of Gordon Trasler 

(1964) illustrates in more detail the value of the learning approach 

to control. 
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Trasler's model of passive aversive conditioning is an exten­

sion of Mowrer (1950). Trasler (1962: 43) argued that the purpose of 

training is not to teach a child skills, but to "instill in him attitudes, 

values, or principles which he must have if he is to become an accep­

table member of the social group." He pointed out that in a. labora­

tory it is possible to condition a rat to avoid a particular behavior 

by application of punishment; but he (1962:45) drew particular atten­

tion to the fact that after application of a shock, a rat will engage in 

an "oddly undecided, approach and retreat pattern." Trasler (1962: 

45) argued that something besides the actual fear of shock is opera­

tional, and that "the fear reaction is obviously stimulated before the 

punishment would have occurred if the rat had completed the behav­

ioral sequence; it is reasonable to suppose that it is called out by 

signals which in previous trials have preceded the suffering of pain." 

Trasler (1962: 47) noted that the model cannot be considered 

to be the same for human behavior since "social training does not only 

result in the eradication of undesireable habits; it causes the individ­

ual to acquire new drives." However, he did argue that in humans, 

the fear of penalty for any action, including crime, is not governed 

by the immediate anticipation of penalty but is actually governed by 

an anxiety reaction which was a function, i.e., was produced, at the 

time of the initial conditioning. In other words, at some time in the 

training, punishment, among other methods of training, might have 

been used and produced a residual anxiety mechanism. 

This has consequences for future criminal behavior and as 

Trasler (1962: 50) noted, "a child who has been brought up to regard 
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stealing as wrong will continue throughout his adult life to feel uneasy 

and uncomfortable at the thought of committing a theft, and will be 

effectively deterred from doing so, even in circumstances in which there 

is little chance of detection and punishment." He further pointed out 

that the social training of children relies on ideas as signal-stimuli; 

that is, contemplation of prohibited action is usually part of the condi­

tioning. The end result is that ideas are enduring end products of 

passive aversive conditioning. Trasler commented that different indi­

viduals are susceptible to differences in fear conditioning. This is 

assumed to be the case because individuals may have a variation in 

the underlying physiological mechanism permitting training. This 

assumption received later support from Gray (1978). 

Implications for Cont~ol. If Trasler (1962) is correct, then 

there are implications for control theory and the process of events is 

quite clear. He argued that we learn our attitudes towards moral 

behavior when we are young and have an anxiety mechanism closely 

aligned with these attitudes. More importantly, punishment is only one 

means for producing a conforming outcome, but note that what became 

important is not only chances of actual reaction but the anxiety associ­

ated with anticipation of sanctions. If he is correct, then it is to mea­

sure the perception of specific legal sanctions. At this point it is 

possible to refer back to Minor's (1977) study to see why his measure 

of fear is of a different dimension than Trasler's conception. 

Minor, in his extension of Hirschi, measured the actual opera­

tion of the legal sanction (certainty), but his variable may not 
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adequately tap Trasler's general notion of anxiety. Fear is perfectly 

reasonable to include in a control statement, but the problem becomes 

one of measuring it adequately. In order to measure it more ade­

quately, a further analysis of the meaning of sanctions and punishment 

must take place. To emphasize this distinction between a "generalized 

fear" and the specific referents of fear, the term "anxiety" will be 

used here to represent the conditon of being receptive to stimuli. In 

the next section of this dissertation this argument is made in depth. 

Perceived Certainty As Belief. Moral beliefs should be closely 

linked with a generalized anxiety variable, and perceptions about the 

criminal justice system might be thought of as belief variables rather 

than measures of fear. As a result of a series of social processes and 

social interactions, these beliefs may be learned without contact with 

the criminal justice system. Recent evidence indicates that there is 

actually little relationship between objective measures of certainty and 

subjective measures of certainty of punishment (Erickson and Gibbs, 

1978, 1979a). Furthermore, earlier studies indicate that those with 

the most involvement in the criminal justice system are likely to have 

the most accurate perception of the actual punishment (cf. Dorothy 

Miller et aI., 1968). Studies of subjective impressions do indicate that 

those who assign the highest certainties and the largest severities are 

the least likely to engage in deviant behavior (e. g ., Tittle and Rowe, 

1973). But it is still necessary to account for the link between fear 

of penalties and conformity; what is the mechanism that produces this 

effect if it is not the operation of the criminal justice system? In 
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operational terms, what types of independent variables operate to pro­

duce beliefs or anxieties? 

Trasler argued that human beings use ideas as signal stimuli, 

and the end result is that these ideas are also enduring end products 

of conditioning. Following this, it seems likely that impressions about 

the criminal justice system are beliefs rather than a simple transferal 

of objective probabilities. Beliefs take on status as a driving force in 

conformity. Trasler argued that "a well-conditioned" human being 

would not only avoid temptation, such as a wallet lying in the street, 

but would remove the wallet and try to find its owner. Beliefs about 

arrest and certainty are more likely to be an enduring signal stimuli 

rather than the result of actual experience with criminal justice sys­

tems. 

It has been argued that an anxiety system is linked with a 

belief system to produce conformity. However," socialization" and 

"internalization" clearly imply a role for others. 

Hirschi (1969) referred to this role relationship as attachment, 

but social psychological literature refers to it as identification. For 

instance, Campbell (1964) demonstrated that identification with others 

and internalization of beliefs are both related to conformity. Further 

more, he argued ~hat the internalization of beliefs is more important 

as a predictor than is identification with others. 

In conclusion, research suggests that attachment, beliefs, and 

fear of some form are important to include in control theory. The 

processes by which control is established may produce a particular 

meaning to fear. To indicate this special meaning, the term "anxiety" 



will be used to describe the product of passive-aversive conditioning 

in the remainder of this dissertation. 
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In the psychological literature, the terms II fear II and lIanxietyll 

are frequently interchanged, although a general consensus is that 

fear is much more specific a concept than is anxiety. There are three 

terms used in this dissertation, and caution must be used in interpre­

tation. Anxiety refers to a general process, and fear refers to a spe­

cific referent. The other term that appears below is II worry II and this 

is seen to be closer to anxiety in meaning than it is to fear. It is 

used because it has also appeared in the literature. 

A review of social control theory has indicated that there are 

a variety of forms emphasizing different levels of analysis and attrib­

uting importance to different types of variables. Ultimately, the task 

of this dissertation is to integrate some of these forms into one over­

view. But before attempting this type of task, we will look at three 

other general research traditions that have addressed the question of 

control. Deterrence research has directly addressed the question of 

control, and in fact it appears to be increasingly willing to add II social 

controlll variables into its tests. We can also look at the general place 

of punishment in sociological theories and approach the notion of sanc­

tions from a broader persepctive. Finally, it is worthwhile to explore 

the literature on moral development. After reviewing these three tra­

ditions, a general model of control can be described. The strategy 

here is to provide a brief description of each theory and then to con­

sider the implications for control theory. 
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Deterrence Theory As Social Control 

Developing and extending social control theory should not be 

done without reference to research done on deterrence. A current 

wave of research is notable in its attempt to include variables and 

explanations beyond the standard "certainty" and IIseverityli measures. 

Deterrence literature now makes reference to much more than legal 

sanctions and specifically has addressed the relationship between 

sanctions and moral variables. 

Morality and Sanctions 

Meier and Johnson (1977) and Tittle (1977) specifically tested 

the production of conformity through sanctions and other variables 

and addressed the relative contributions of deterrence vis a vis other 

variables. Tittle (1977). for instance. concluded that the fear of legal 

sanctions proved to be of moderate or only minor importance in relation 

to other variables such as interpersonal loss of respect. moral commit­

ments. reinforcement value of behavior. and differential association. 

The relationship between morality and sanctions is specifically interest­

ing and important for control theory and studies focusing on this rela­

tionship are examined further. 

Moral A ppeal and Taxes. Schwartz and Orleans (1967) examined 

the relationship between moral commitments and sanctions. concluding 

that moral appeal had greater impact than threat of sanctions (sever­

ity) in violations of income tax reporting. Their methodology. even 

though experimental. did not permit a test of the interrelationsh'ip and 

interaction of sanctions and morality. Their measure of sanctions 
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was a severity estimate, and later research showed this to be not as 

important as certainty estimates. The general conclusion seems to sup­

port Minor's (1977) description of general control theory based on pat­

terns of marijuana use. 

Exam Cheating and Moral Appeal. Tittle and Rowe (1973) 

examined the relationship between moral appeal and certainty of sanc­

tions on examination cheating. They reported that certainty, as mea­

sured by threats of spot checks, had a limited effect. They differed 

from Schwartz and Orleans (1967) in finding that sanctions had more 

impact, but they were unwilling to make sweeping statements regarding 

the relationship of morals and sanctions, since they examined only one 

form of deviance. Many authors, including Andrenaes (1952), sug­

gested that the impact of sanction is related to degree of moral sup­

port for acts. Cheating may be highly supported in the population 

and is not likely affected by sanctions. 

Implications. Any further test of control theory should be con­

ducted across a variety of acts if a general statement of the relation­

ship between sanctions and morality is to be made. Minor's conclusions 

about the variable explanation across acts are supported by this l::lst 

study. 

Other Variables and Sanctions 

Three other studies have added more than mor.ality of belief 

items to models of deterrence, and these are examined here. 
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Deterrence and Moral Appeal. Silberman (1976) used moral 

commitment in conjunction with deterrence variables, but he examined 

whether the impact of punishment depended on level of moral commit­

ment to a norm. His analysis was a complex correlational and multi­

variate analysis exploring interrelationships among the variables. At 

the marginal level, his findings replicated other research results. 

However, he concluded that offenses which are situation ally viewed as 

unregulated (shoplifting, premarital sex, marijuana use, drinking 

under age) were unaffected by offense-specific threat of punishment 

even though two of these offenses (shoplifting and marijuana use) were 

affected by a general threat of punishment. This suggests that "there 

is a general deterrence effect that cannot be reduced to the threat of 

punishment for specific offenses (1976:446). Furthermore, he (1976: 

447) provided evidence that impact of sanctions (certainty), morality, 

and peer involvement are stronger predictors of general criminal 

involvement than they are predictors of specific acts. This generalized 

but nonspecific effect seems to share the characteristics of a passive­

aversive conditioning system. Silberman's findings suggest that threat 

of sanctions has the greatest effect when morality is low and criminal 

involvement is more likely when morality is low. 

When units of analysis were changed and offenses became the 

basis for comparison instead of individuals, there was a straightfor­

ward relationship between morality and certainty. Moral commitment 

was negatively associated with deviance on both levels; at the individ­

ual level it interacted with sanctions and -at the aggregate level there 

was an additive relationship. Silberman (1976: 451) concluded that 
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moral commitment to a given norm appears to be the mechanism by 

which the threat of punishment effectively constrains those who might 

be inclined to __ ~iolate any norm." When there is relatively little legal 

or moral regulation the concept of legal deterrence becomes meaning­

less. 

Implications. The implications for control are straightforward. 

A variety of acts with varying degree of moral support would help 

provide a more broadly based test of control. Furthermore, there is 

the possibility that there will be effects at a specific level or a general 

level that may differ. Chapter 2 describes a procedure for selecting a 

variety of acts and also for providing a· general index as well. 

It also appears that this generalized effect may be described 

by the model of passive-aversive conditioning proposed by Trasler 

(1962) and this will be explored in the analysis section. 

The three studies just reviewed can be interpreted in terms 

of coritrol implications for morality and sanctions. Two other studies 

of deterrence have provided a broader context for addition of nonlegal 

variables, and they are also reviewed here. 

Deterrence As Compliance-influence. Meier and Johnson (1977) 

also indicated that extralegal variables must be taken into account. 

In fact they argued that deterrence should actually be rooted in a 

theory of compliance-influence. When they used different measures of 

extralegal and legal variables they concluded that nonlegal variables 

are more important in explaining marijuana use. Severity of punish­

ment did have an effect, but in the wrong direction, and certainty of 
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punishment had a very negligible effect. However, there was an indi-

rect effect, indicating that fear of legal sanctions operates through 

other variables. Age, occupation, social support (significant other 

friends, number of friends), moral belief, and perception of physical 

consequences all had higher direct impact on marijuana use. Further-

more, moral beliefs and physical impact beliefs interacted with legal 

threat and these factors jointly inhibit marijuana use. 

Implications. Meier and Johnson's (1977) study indicates that 

attachment to others may play an important role vis a vis fear. There 

are problems in generalizing from this study since there was an exam-

ination of only marijuana, but it appears that a methodology testing 

interaction effects would be necessary to uncover the "true pattern" 

of influence for some variables. 

Informal Social Control. Tittle (1977) extended the analysis of 

Meier and Johnson (1977) to nine different acts. Findings indicated 

that the reinforcement value of behavior, the probability of losing 

respect, moral commitments, and differential association were primary 

determinants of conformity. Although traditional measures of deter-

rence were not found to be important, some types of fear of sanctions 

were. For instance, fear of "loss of self-respect of personal acquaint-

ances" was the second greatest predictor. Comparison of mean betas 

indicated that sanction fear had less independent effect than several 

other variables, ranking about fourth in importance of the eight inde-

pendent variables used to explain the nine types of deviance. The 

variables utility, moral commitment, norm legitimacy, and differential 
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association generally ranked higher. Tittle argued that this was evi­

dence of general support for status as an important motivator of con­

formity. Furthermore, he argued that any general theory of social 

order must reserve a prominent place for informal social control. 

Even though sanction fear showed little effect, Tittle stated that sanc­

tions may come into play when the usual ordering process is not main­

tained. There may be an interaction effect with other variables such 

as moral commitment or differential association to enhance the influence 

on conformity. Tittle recognized that no interaction effect was tested 

and suggested that if there were tests for interaction, sanction fear 

may have an impact. 

Implications. One major explantory variable that Tittle 

included, but is not directly measurable in the data available for this 

dissertation, is "utility." However, it can be argued that this utility 

notion is very similar to the general anxiety variable described by 

Trasler (1962). Tittle derived "utility" from learning theory and noted 

the differences in positive and negative sanctions. He argued that pos­

itive sanctions are considered to be more important; his utility measure 

estimated positive sanctions by asking how often the subject would have 

liked to engage in the behavior. "Anxiety" is derived from the same 

literature, but focuses on the negative aspects of sanctioning. Instead 

of measuring impact of punishment. Tittle chose reward. It is argued 

here that Tittle's "utility" and the concept of "anxiety" can be thought 

of as the same variable with different valences. 
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General Conclusions from Deterrence 

It appears that we arrive at the identification of the same gen­

eral variables using either deterrence or control literature. The prob­

lem will be to provide measurements of all of these variables. 

Even though deterrence research appears to be expanding 

toward the same conclusion that is made by social control theory, 

there is a need to elaborate the meaning of punishment and sanctions. 

In the next section, we will do this. Above, I described a relative 

neglect of "fear of sanctions" in theories of social control. It was 

common to assume that fear of sanctions did not have to be measured 

since internalization explained conformity. Even when direct tests of 

"fear" were included through the introduction of deterrence notions, 

these tests used particular measures of legal sanctions. But the general 

meaning of fear of sanctions remains undeveloped, and it is to this 

problem that we now turn. If the general hypothesis of control theory 

is correct, then social sanctions play on "anxiety" to raise "fear" in 

individuals, and the result is the production of conformity. 

The Meaning of Punishment 

There is no one general theory of punishment accounting for 

the production of fear and conformity, but there are established tra­

ditions within sociology and psychology that use the concept of punish­

ment and explain parts of the process. These traditions will be exam­

ined for suggestions on how to include anxiety or fear in a control 

theory of delinquency. 
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Blake and Davis (1964) disagreed with Wrong's (1961) conclu-

sion that sociology only identified "internalization of norms" as the 

producer of conformity. They argued that he reached this conclusion 

by concentrating on the many "unfortunate examples" of research that 

did stress internalization; they suggested that four other factors--

desire for approval, anticipation of formal punishment, anticipation of 

nonreward; and lack of opportunity for deviant behavior--act along 

with socialization to inhibit deviance. 

In spite of the fact that they did not give specific hypotheses, 

or a general theory of sanctions, Blake and Davis (1964) did provide a 

summary of how they are assumed to operate in a social system. In-

formal sanctions operate in the majority of cases, and in fact these 

informal reactions are designed to make formal sanctioning necessary 

in only the most difficult cases. Mechanisms of informal sanctioning 

operate to educate the actor on both cognitive and emotional levels, 

for the actor "must feel that behavior they are punishing or rewarding 

(either in themselves or in others) is at least roughly the same as 

other people would punish or reward in similar situations" (1964: 466) . 

They provided no list of mechanisms of control, but it is clear that 

these are formal institutions, informal social arrangements, and individ-

ual level factors. Which particular mechanism operates is a function 

of type of deviant motivation, type of group, and social context. They 

concluded that since all of these factors may vary, there could be no 
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justification for the conclusion that punishment does not playa role in 

the production of conformity 0 

Nevertheless. before the resurgent interest in deterrence. 

- sanctions were rarely discussed or treated as an empirical question 

except in a few cultural anthropological studies 0 Julia Brown (1952). 

using Human Relations Area Files. concluded that punishment techniques 

vary across groups and roles. and she fur~her pointed out that factors 

in the social context influenced the severity of punishment 0 When she 

compared supernatural and human sanctioning agents. she concluded 

that "mores are actively upheld by human agents 0" Whiting (1950) 

also concluded that it is important to analyze the agents of control 

and their role in the sanctioning process, for she discovered that 

there were important divisions of responsibility in Paiute society 0 In 

her analysis of sorcery, she observed that the administration of sanc­

tions was divided between those exercising superordinate justice (i. eo, 

judgment makers) and those exercising superordinate punishment 0 

Thus, the application and management of sanctions is spread across 

several institutional arrangements 0 

A description of one possible impact of sanctions was intro­

duced to sociological theory when labelling criticisms suggested that 

sanctions might have negative effects through an interaction with indi­

vidual level variables (do Jensen, 1973) 0 Labelling also suggested 

that there· is a variety of sanctioning agents and social mechanisms 

available and defined a role for the actor in responding to sanctions 0 

However, these ideas were themselves criticized for failure to specify 

the content of sanctions (do Gibbs, 1966a)o Thus, while raising the 
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possibility that sanctions may operate through the self-concept, this 

was not clearly elaborated. 

Deterrence also outlined a causal role for sanctions. But as 

Henshel (1974) argued, deterrence actually overlooked a number of 

claims about the role of sanctions; deterrence presented a partial anal-

ysis of the role of sanctions (cf. also Henshel and Silverman, 1975). 

His basic argument was that individual level processes, such as "fear," 

ha ve been overlooked but must be included in tests of deterrence. He 

pointed out that the assumption of a direct link between sanctions and 

fear is not without criticism. The expected inverse relationship between 

sanctions and deviant behavior could result through other recognized 

social processes. For instance, the application of sanctions may operate 

to strengthen normative commitment to a group, and this in turn might 

lower deviance (i. e., the Durkheimian boundary maintenance argument). 

This possibility of completing explanations is schematically outlined in 

Figure 1. 

Group solidarity 
Interpretation 
(requires public 
knowledge but 
not indhidual 
correlation) 

+ + 

~ NORMATJ)~!LIC.'~."EOG}. ~I COMMITMENT "FEAR" 
BY GROUP 

11 
- 1-1 ~O~EV~I A~N~CE:-TI -

Figure 1. A model of control 

Deterrence 
Interpretation 
(requi res pub 11 c 
knowledge and 
i ndi vidual 
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It is clear that there is a number of intervening variables 

between behavior and sanctions that have received little attention and 

are not included in deterrence theory. Any omission of these varia­

bles (cases of punishment, public knowledge, and fear) makes it impos­

sible to evaluate deterrence arguments against consensus arguments. 

Later tests of deterrence focused on some of these intervening 

variables. In particular, emphasis was placed on "risk of sanctions" 

or "fear of sanctions" and the consequent effect on behavior. The par­

ticular operationalizations of this "fear" were derived from aggregate 

level measures, and it is argued here that these individualized struc­

tural variables do not adequately deal with several parts of the causal 

chain suggested by Henshel. For instance, aggregate tests computed 

certainty by using arrest rates; the individual level tests then compute 

the individual's estimation of being arrested. Referring to Henshel's 

model (Figure 1), it appears that this particular measure will vary not 

only with fear, but with "public knowledge" and "cases of punishment." 

Fear is confounded with other types of variables and there are concep­

tual limitations in the measures of sanction fear introduced into control 

theory (cf. Minor's measure, 1977). These operationalizations derive 

from legal sanctions, they are confounded with other variables, and 

they contain an implicit rational model of man. These three shortcom­

ings will be examined in more detail. 

Only Legal Sanctions? Aggregate deterrence studies examined 

sanctions situated in the legal system, and individual deterrence stud­

ies have done the same. If the intent is to test the hypothesis that 
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legal sanctions inhibit nonconforming behavior, then this is acceptable. 

But Minor (1977) wished to test the role of general fear of sanctions 

in control theory, and by using deterrence measures he has limited 

the range and scope of theory. If a theoretical model of control is to 

include sanction impact, it would do well to note Blake and Davis's 

(1964) claim that informal sanctions play a more active role than formal 

sanctions. Thus operationalization of sanctions should include more 

than legal sanctions for use in control theory. 

Newman (1978, but cf. Sellin, 1976) reminds us that formal 

punishments are not limited to the criminal justice system. In fact, he 

argued that historically the legal locus of punishment is a late occur­

rence, and the prime institutional referents of punishment were the 

family and religion. He argued a need to explore the meaning of pun­

ishment and fear of punishment in these other institutions to better 

understand the meaning in a social system. His argument lends support 

to the present claim that attempts to include fear of sanctions in a con­

trol theory of delinquency may be unnecesarily restrictive, for there 

may be sanctions available in other institutins. It is interesting to 

note that Newman's analysis of formal sanctions is an aggregate descrip­

tion, but he did imply that there is a variety of meanings at the indi­

vidual level. 

This narrow institutional referent of "punishment II and IIfear of 

consequences ll is noted by Jensen and Erickson (1978). Their explora­

tory study concluded that further studies on the social meaning of 

sanctions should concertedly move towards the specification of the dif­

ferential relevance of different institutional control mechanisms over 
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time and social space. Their conclusions came from an analysis indi­

cating that the major perceived consequences of sanctions for adoles­

cents came from their self-image, their concern about the future, and 

the effect of significant others, and not from the possibility of legal 

responses (e. g., reformatory sentences, probation, or harm from the 

police) • This relationship varied positively with social class, and nega­

tively with age and minority status, and there are clear gender differ-

ences. 

In conclusion, few have followed the observation of Blake and 

Da vis (1964 ) that sanctioning is more likely to be informal and that it 

will vary with social groups and contexts. A ttempts to include fear of 

sanctions in control theory should use more institutional referents than 

the legal system. 

Confounded Measures? The second major flaw in adapting 

aggregate measures of deterrence to test a control model is the fact 

that parts of the causal chain are overlooked and not developed. If 

we start from the claim that socialization operates on both the cognitive 

and emotional levels to prime individuals for sanctions, then measures 

such as Minor's are emphasizing the cognitive aspect. There is more 

emphasis placed on public knowledge than on other aspects of the chain. 

Blake and Davis (1964) suggested that the emotional aspect, here inter­

preted as close to anxiety, is also differentially primed and and as 

psychological evidence (cf. below) shows, there is some basis for em­

pirically analyzing this production of anxiety. This leads to the third 

general criticism of present measures. 
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Rational Emphasis. Current measures emphasize the rational 

element element of the process. Henshel (1974: 53-54) noted that the 

new deterrence theorists claimed to reject the earlier mechanistic 

model of functionalists. but he also pointed out that non inclusion of 

perceptual data produces limits in this new approach: 

If the earliest criminologists and penologists assumed a cal­
culating hedonistic man and if their reformist replacements 
assumed a pre-programmed non-calculating man. the new 
penal positivists. even while rationally contrasting the two 
above. have taken the perfectly -informed ~. or at least 
his cousin the adequately informed ~. as the only alterna­
tive to mechanism. 

Only a part of Henshel's criticism of the "new penal positivists" was 

answered when subjective measures were finally included in tests of 

deterrence. The operationalization of "fear" continued to assume that 

man is perfectly or adequately informed and capable of accurately 

judging estimates of certainty of arrest. or the severity of sanctions. 

Specifically. these measures assume that public knowledge. sanctions. 

and fear are part of a rational process and thus there is an emphasis 

on the cognitive aspects of santioning. This has led to a priori 

assumptions that emotional elements are not necessarily involved. 

In summary. a reading of the sociological literature indicates 

that attempts to test sanctions in a control context have been unnec-

essarily restricted. Sanctions are not limited to legal institutions and 

they are not necessarily rationally received. Further tests of control 

theory must make these distinctions if there is to be an adequate test 

of the meaning of punishment in a control context. The effects of 

fear as a causal variable are not adequately elaborated. 
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Interestingly, the meaning of punishment and fear as a pro-

ducer of sanction? is not clearly specified within psychological theories. 

Newman (1978) has argued that negative sanctions have been down-

played within psychology due to the influence of Skinner and his 

emphasis on positive reinforcements. Whether this claim is true or not, 

it is evident that the ontological meaning of sanctions is not defini-

tively provided, nor are psychological accounts useful in providing 

clear suggestions about the role of sanctions in control theory. There 

are two broad sources of literature using sanctions and fear of sanc-

tions, but both traditions are suggestive and not definitive. The 

clinical approach has measured "fears," but has done so for individual 

pathologies; the learning approach has focused on general processes 

rather than specific accounts of behavior. But both traditions clearly 

indicate that there is an emotional aspect 3 of fear overlooked in sociol-

ogy. 

Clinical Discussions of Fear. Clinical discussions of fear have 

concentrated on broader types of fears than social fears and sanctions 

(e.g., fear of snakes vs. social humiliation) and these discussions of 

fear have emphasized the ipsative nature of data rather than the 

3. This is meant to indicate a general arousal on a "sub­
conscious" level. The term is vague and problematically measured. 
However, it is taken from Blake and Davis (1964) and appears to 
represent one end of a continuum. On one end are specific behaviors 
and on the other are general processes. That is, one is measuring 
the central state and the other measures the stimuli. 
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normative. Fear survey schedules (Lang and Lazovick, 1963; Wolpe 

and Lang, 1964; Geer, 1965) have been used in diagnosing fears and 

in devising behavior therapy programs for individual patients. The 

emphasis is thus on classification of phobias with little concern for 

generalization. Some movement in this direction was suggested by 

Fischer and Turner (1978) when they converted common phobias into 

z-scores and analyzed them by gender. They argued that this is the 

first step in permitting comparison across "clinical populations," but 

there have not been any broad comparisons, nor have there been 

attempts to engage in data reduction (e. g., through factoring). 

Because this data is ad hominen it is difficult to understand what the 

implications might be for analysis of sanctions and fear of sanctions in 

a control model. Ideally, analysis of phobias might provide insight 

into institutional referents of sanctions, formal or informal, and thus 

identify more specifically the types of mecahnisms suggested by Blake 

and Davis (1964). 

Learning Approaches. Learning approaches also study sanc­

tions, but have done so within a specific context. The most common 

strategy is to treat all emotions (such as fear or anxiety) as central 

states elicited by instrumentally reinforcing stimuli, or elicited by 

stimuli which have become associated with such reinforcing stimuli 

(cf. Gray, 1978, 418 ff.). This r' '''urs in a two-stage process; clas­

sical conditioning occurs when COL.rete stimulus events are associated 

with goal-directed behavior (Le., some "natural" punishment is 

applied soon after a behavior occurs), and a second stage, operant or 



43 

instrumental conditioning occurs by establishing behavior patterns 

which expose the individual organism to a stimulus event. Experimen­

tal evidence suggests that there are two different but successful pat­

terns of this second type (operant). On one hand, use of positive 

rewards or omission of punishment is demonstrably successful in acqui­

sition of new responses. On the other hand, application of punishment 

or termination of established rewards are both successful in inhibition 

of behavior (d. Gray, 1978, for an elaboration). 

This pattern of inhibition precisely describes two of the factors 

that Blake and Davis (1964) suggested are part of social control-­

anticipation of non reward and anticipation of formal punishment. The 

learning approach further asserts that new stimuli can be added to the 

repertoire by mixing classical conditioning and operant conditioning; 

secondary or conditioned stimuli are the product of this procedure, 

and these new stimuli acquire the same reinforcing properties possessed 

by unconditioned stimuli. 

Trasler (1962) applied these general concepts to his analysis 

of criminal behavior. He suggested that IIfear of consequences II most 

likely results when secondary stimuli interact in a passive aversive 

pattern. Although he was not specific about the content of these stim­

uli, it appears that legal consequences are learned during socialization 

when presented concurrently with other stimuli. 

Other evidence suggests that legal punishments acquire mean­

ing through a learning process and are not naturally abhorrent (Le., 

there is little chance that they are classical stimuli). Newman (1978) 

suggested that the institutionalization of punishment in the legal 



system was a late occurrence, and that if there is any "classical" 

source of punishment it is religious. His analysis further suggested 

that punishment has been "humanized" by moving away from earlier 

more abhorrent forms. 

Summary and Implications of 
Punishment Studies 

There is a possibility that sanctions associated with the legal 

system may not arouse a fear response. One wonders how punish-
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ments, especially more abstract ones such as probation or parole, can 

operate through fear to produce deterrence. Clearly, if deterrence is 

to work, there must be a social process involved that teaches individ-

uals the "reinforcement value" of legal sanctions and that "primes" 

them for potential reaction to these stimuli. These types of social 

processes are not specifically included in Henshel's (1974) model (Figure 

1), but they operate on this "fear" variable to produce different levels 

of sensitivity to public knowledge and actual cases of sanctioning. 

Fear in this sense becomes a variable and supports Blake and Davis's 

(1964) claim that there is a "priming" of actors. 

This receptivity to messages has been treated as a cognitive 

process by sociologists. For instance, Strodbeck and Short (1964) 

emphasized the rational element in judging aleatory risk. But there is 

a recognition in psychological research that response to these stimuli 

may be emotional and even physical. Trasler and others (cf. Mowrer, 

1950; or Stevens, 1970) made assumptions about underlying physiologi-

cal responses accompanying external stimuli. One common assumption 

was a "fight/flight" mechanism which responded to both identified 
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danger and novel situations. These premises have recently received 

empirical support suggesting an actual biological basis for response to 

stimuli. Gray (1978) reviewed the data and points to specific areas of 

the brain. 

But obviously. the concern here is with sociological implications 

of response stimuli. including response to legal sanctions. The model of 

passive aversive conditioning suggests that the stimuli inhibiting behav-

ior are most likely to be conditioned stimuli and are not necessarily 

't' 4 cognl Ive processes. But measures of sanctions employed in deter-

rence and applied to control theory assume cognitive response because 

they demand an ability to summarize (e. g .• estimated chances of get-

ting caught). 

There are general conclusions that may be made from the 

review of the psychological accounts of sanctions and fears. First of 

all. there is no specification of social mechanisms applying punishments 

or reinforcements. But there is evidence that there may be variability 

in the "fear" response of individuals. and a suggestion that legal sanc-

tions must acquire their stimulus quality through a learning process. 

In the next section I will briefly review theories of moral devel-

opment, since it is within these accounts that there is a deliberate 

attempt to specify the causal chain leading to the production of a 

"moral individual." Included in these accounts are ideas about the 

role of sanctions. 

4. Cf. Trasler (1962) for an account of the difficulties in 
describing "fear" as rational. especially pages 44-45. 



46 

Moral Development 

In brief, there are two major theories of moral development, 

the cognitive-developmental theory of Kohlberg (1976) and the social 

learning approach of Aronfreed (1976). Although these theories differ 

with respect to the emphasis given to variables, both of these theories 

describe the interrelationships among the key variables of control 

theory. 

Kohlberg 

Kohlberg developed a Piagetian model of moral development in 

which reasoning is linked to logical reasoning ability and to role-taking 

beha vior. According to this theory, the basic motivation for moral 

beha vior is generalized need for acceptance, competence, self-esteem, 

or self-realization. The end products are a series of age-related stages 

of reasoning. Although there are six stages identified and measurable 

with an "aspect scoring system," only three are usually operation ali zed . 

The first organized pattern of moral thought focuses on rewards or 

punishments. This is followed by an intermediate stage which justifies 

choice of conduct by reference to the maintenance of authority or con­

ventional requiremetns of social approval. Finally, the most advanced 

type of moral thinking employs abstract principles of justice which are 

oriented toward the welfare of others in terms of a social contract or 

concern. There is a clear assumption of a move from one stage into 

the next through supercession. 

Although it is logical to apply this to control, the data avail­

able for this dissertation is inadequate to classify individuals into 



47 

"types" of moral reasoners. However, any model specifying the pro-

duction of conventional behavior, including moral beliefs, should move 

from an anxiety base to an attachment base to a belief base if Kohlberg 

is correct. Since Kohlberg suggested that the second stage is the 

most prevalent, most of the control should be produced by the "attach­

ment aspect" of moral reasoning. 5 Because there is a time factor 

involved, this causal chain is unfortunately not testable with the data 

set available here. 

However, another implication of this theory makes it important 

to consider age in control theory. There is a distinct possibility of 

suppressor effects in any test of control theory using high school stu-

dents. Specifically, if there is a variation in logical reasoning ability, 

and if this variation is chronological, then the effect of anyone vari-

able may be lowered in models not specifically including age. If part 

of the sample is in the "attachment to others" stage, and part of the 

sample is in the "belief internalization stage," the total effect would be 

lowered marginals for both stages. Minor (1977) in fact found that 

increased explained variance results from the inclusion of age and sex 

in his model of control. 

Aronfreed 

Even though he disagreed with Kohlberg (1976) about distinct 

and successive stages, Aronfreed (1976) also predicted interaction 

among variables suggested by control theorists. He described a devel-

opmental relationship among sanctions, attachments, and beliefs, but he 

5. It is assumed that the causal chain is ANXIETY + 
ATTACHMENT -r MORAL BELIEF. 
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did not think that one stage replaced and cancelled out the prior modal 

respons,e. He also believed that anxiety plays a key part and empha-

sized the role that social interaction plays in moral reasoning. In 

effect, he (1976: 601) denied that beliefs as moral guidelines are the 

most important indicator of conformity, "although moral judgement may 

bear on some choices of conduct for most human beings, it may actu-

ally represent a very small part of the total range of !=ognitive and 

affective resources through which socialization induces the child's inter-

nalized control over his conduct." However, some resources are ver-

balizations which at the time of conditioning may lead to stronger inter-

nalization. Aronfreed (1976: 68) refused to accept replacement of 

stages and suggested a combination effect: 

All evidence points to one conclusion: that although the 
child's structures of moral value may be successively reorga­
nized around the different rules or principles in the course 
of develpment, he nevertheless remains able to draw on more 
than one type of evaluative structure. Since the different 
structures appear to be able to displace one another to some 
extent (even after some have been subordinated to others 
over developmental time) it would seem that none of them is 
actually lost as a result of cognitive development. 

Aronfreed did not specify the exact content of affective and 

cognitive structures, but one might speculate that the measures of 

attachment, belief, and anxiety are close to what he had in mind. If 

he is correct and if his theory is applicable beyond childhood, there 

should be no expectation of a time relationship among the control vari-

ables, and they are best thought of as covariates. However, like 

Kohlberg, there is a possibility that a suppression effect will occur 

if there are mixed levels of importance in a population. Unlike Kohlberg, 

Aronfreed would not expect that age might partial out suppression, but 



the possible existence of "modalities" makes statistical control neces­

sary. This suggests that recursive models may be problematic con­

ceptualizations. 

. The conclusions from Kohlberg also suggest that age should 

be included in the general test of the model. 

General Summary from Theoretical Analysis 
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At this point, it is convenient to summarize the major conclu­

sions derived from the review of these diverse theoretical traditions. 

For the sake of convenience, this will be done in point form. 

1. There are actually many versions of control theory, and each 

type chooses to emphasize some types of variables at the 

expense of others. 

2. Recently, it has been common to try to expand control theory 

or integrate the versions of control theory by incorporating 

the variable "fear" into empirical tests. 

3. A parallel development has occurred in deterrence theory 

where there have been attempts to move beyond a concern 

with legal variables through the use of social control variables. 

4. The use of fear in social control theory relies very heavily on 

cognitive definitions. On the other hand, there are sugges­

tions that perhaps a more "emotional" definition would produce 

distinct results. Consequently, a distinction between "anxiety" 

and "fear" was outlined in the literature. 
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5. Measures of fear in deterrence and control theory are not pure 

measures of fear because they are confounded with estimates of 

public knowledge and cases of punishment. 

6. Recent tests of control theory have dropped reference to the 

notion of involvement and choose to think of this as concep­

tually close to commitment. 

7.. Tests of control theory have indicated that it may not operate 

uniformly for all types of deviant acts. Consequently, it 

would be wise to test control theory across a variety of acts. 

8. Tests of control theory have indicated that there is a general­

ized effect even when there is no identifiable specific offense 

effect. Consequently, tests of control theory should also con­

sider the possibility that level of analysis is important. 

9. Tests including the notion of "fear" have not produced a clear 

set of findings regarding its importance. However, none of 

these tests are specifically designed to test for interactive 

effects of fear. That is, there is still the possibility that fear 

has not been adequately tested because the methodologies did 

not test for interaction effects. 

10. Tittle's notion of lI u tility ll proved to be a relatively strong 

contributor to control models. However, it was argued here 

that this is conceptually similar to lIanxiety, II but anxiety is 

seen as a conceptually better measure. 

11. Fear of sanctions in control theory has been narrowly defined 

in terms of institutional referents. Little consideration is 

given to the idea that there are informal and personal 



sanctions available. Furthermore, there is little consideration 

given to the idea that formal sanctions may be situated in 

institutions besides the legal system. 
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12. A review of the psychological literature gave us no clear defi­

nition of how general anxiety is actually produced. However, 

the notion of a passive aversive conditioning system appears 

to be potentially useful. 

13. A review of moral development theory suggests that control 

theory variables may be related in a series of modal arrange­

ments. Thus age is important to consider as a control vari­

able. 

This dissertation will attempt to use these summary statements 

to test various aspects of control theory. Specifically, the major effort 

will be on the exploration of the effect that a generalized anxiety vari­

able has on general control theory. Because there have been a number 

of assertions about the distinctiveness of "generalized anxiety" from 

fear, the first empirical tests will explore measurement and sources of 

anxiety. After a number of these tests, an overall test of control 

theory will be conducted and evaluated across a variety of acts. How­

ever, before moving on to the empirical evaluation of anxiety, I would 

like to reduce the concepts of control to Attachment and Belief. This 

is done in the next section. 

Further Reduction of Control Theory 

A ttachment and belief are both linked to anxiety in the social 

psychological literature, and they should be included in the final 
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version of model for testing .. However, commitment and involvement will 

not be tested here because it is felt that "anxiety" is closely linked to 

these two operational measures and is more conceptually distinct. 

Hirschi's measure of commitment has links with Hobbes' notion 

of fear and Becker's notion of rationality. Anxiety, as conceptualized 

above, may be an indication of a "rationalizing process," and its inclu­

sion in control makes it unnecessary to include commitment in a test of 

control. The present study therefore does not consider commitment. 

Involvement will also be excluded from the model since major 

found it to be conceptually confounded with attachment and commitment. 

However, an ambiguous interpretation of involvement also extends to the 

dependent variable. Involvement measures participation n "normal 

beha vior," and when one acts normally one is not acting deviantly. 

Involvement, as defined by Hirschi, may be considered to be at one 

end of the behavioral dimension he hoped to predict. Adding it to the 

equation creates a tautology. 

At this time, it is appropriate to specify a model of control 

that will be tested, and this is outlined in Figure 2. This figure treats 

the variables as covariates and not recursive. This has important 

implications for the evaluation of the model since it is now necessary 

to control for partial effects contributed by each other variable. In 

this model, there is also a set of generalized variables, labelled here as 

"passive aversive conditioning processes" linked causally prior to anxi­

ety. There is the possibility that attachment and belief are also 

"primed" by this same set of variables or another set of variables that 

could be included here, but this possibility will not be directly tested. 
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PASSIVE AVERSIVE 
CONDITIONING PROCESSES 

Figure 2. A model of social control 

Since the major assertions in this dissertation are about the role of 

generalized anxiety, the link between these variables and anxiety will 

be empirically explored in more detail. 

Many other variables could have been included in a statement 

of control theory, but they will not be tested here. However, the 

recognition that it is necessary to account for the production of anxiety 

means that some control variables are necessary. Age and sex are seen 

to be necessary variables. Choice of which variables to add is a matter 

of presentation more than anything else, and other variables could be 

easily added as relevant empirical questions. For instance, Jensen 

(1973) clearly demonstrated the link of self-esteem, self-control, and 

conventional beliefs with delinquency. But self-:-esteem and self-control 

are not included here since it is felt that they are linked with beliefs, 

and beliefs are specifically defined by Hirschi as key variables. 
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Conventional beliefs were the best predictors in Jensen's sample, which 

was almost entirely white. Since this present sample is also predomi­

nately white, the same results for this variable should be found. 

Next Steps 

Instead of deriving specific hypotheses, this dissertation will 

attempt to test the general model of control described in Figure 2. 

Although this is a clear statement of the problem, the mechanics of 

accomplishing this test are more ambiguous. Since a claim has been 

made that anxiety or fear should be included, an extra effort will be 

made to develop and elaborate its possible effect. 

The next chapter will provide a description of the methodology 

and offers both general and specific measures of delinquency. Chapter 

3 analyzes general anxiety and specific fears in more detail and takes 

into account Tittle's suggestion that the institutionalization of fear may 

be broader than the legal system. This chapter also attempts to 

describe the generalized anxiety that Trasler suggested. This involves 

examining the causal forces producing anxiety and the production 

effects E.Y anxiety. Thus even though Figure 2 describes anxiety as 

an independent variable, a consideration will be given to this variable 

as something to be explained (i. e., the link between anxiety and a pas­

sive aversive conditioning process is of primary interest). The social 

forces producing anxiety are explored in more detail here. Chapter 4 

describes the measures available for commitment and belief and explores 

their relatinship with delinquency. Finally. the model including anxi­

ety, attachment, and belief will be evaluated. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE METHODOLOGY FOR TESTING 

CONTROL THEORY 

The general purpose of this chapter is to describe a general 

methodology for testing control theory, but special attention is given 

to development of the dependent variable, self-reported delinquency. 

There are three major descriptive tasks: 

1. A description of the sample and its generalizability. 

2. Measures of the dependent variable and problems of validity. 

3. A general strategy for analysis of the components of control. 

Measures and theoretical discussion of the independent variables will 

be described in the following two chapters. 

Sample Description 

Four separate issues are covered in the description of the sam-·· 

pIe: the general project, the high school survey, the representativeness 

of the findings, and the sampling frame. Each is elaborated below. 

The Overall Project 

Present data were taken from a larger study of II Community 

Tolerance and Measures of Delinquencyll supported by a grant from the 

United States National Institute of Mental Health (MH 22350). Principal 

investigator was Maynard L. Erickson, Ph. D. and he was assisted by 

Jack P. Gibbs, Ph. D. and Gary F. Jensen, Ph. D. The overall 
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purpose was to evaluate how "community tolerance" interacts with official 

measures of delinquency. A four-city sample was studied over a 3-year 

period using official police and court data, random samples of adult 

respondents, interviews with police force personnel, and high school 

questionnaires. Erickson, Gibbs, and Jensen (1977 a , 1977b) , Jensen, 

Erickson, and Gibbs (1978), Jensen and Erickson (1977a, 1977b, 1978) 

provided further and more detailed description of the data and Erickson 

and Gibbs (1979a) specifically tested the community tolerance hypothesis. 

High School Survey 

This dissertation relies on survey data gathered in three metro-

politan and three small town high schools. The metropolitan high 

schools (one of which is parochial) are located in Tucson SMSA which 

had a county population of over 400,000 and one of the highest official 

crime rates in the United States at the time of data collection. The 

three other schools are located in an adjacent county in towns ranging 

from less than 1,000 to 8,400; one is principally a mining town, one a 

tourist town, and one a farming-ranching center. The high school 

questionnaire was a lengthy instrument and it covered many more 

aspects than those discussed in this dissertation. 

Participation changed over the 3-year project and substantially 

larger data sets are available for the final 2 years. The first year has 

a smaller student sample 'size because conditions for cooperation were 

restrictive. Intense public relations and negotiations were necessary 

to obtain the initial cooperation of school districts, but in turn these 

districts imposed a number of conditions on the project that affected 
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levels of participation and the logistics of administration. These condi­

tions may have had an effect on sample sizes obtained in each location. 

In all schools a letter of explanation was sent home with students, 

and some had consent forms attached. Two urban schools insisted that 

letters contain a paragraph giving parents the right to refuse permis­

sion which we labelled as "negative consent forms. II The three rural 

schools insisted that participation occur only if parents signed the con­

sent forms and we called these "positive consent forms II ; if parents' 

signatures did not appear on letters, then the student could NOT volun­

teer. The positive consent form produces a sample which may over­

represent those having good relations with parents and which may be 

nondelinquent! One urban school did not request parental consent. 

Thus there may be a lack of representativeness built into first-year 

data. Tests of control theory will use third-year data as collaborative 

information wherever possible. 

Table I describes the various conditions of administration, and 

the resultant sample size for each school. 

In addition to demanding certain styles of consent, some school 

districts insisted that certain questions be omitted from some of the 

questionnaires (cf. below). At the actual administration of the instru­

ment, an announcement was made to all of the students that participa­

tion was voluntary, and that if particular questions were disturbing 

omit them. Research staff described the general purpose of the study, 

the questionnaire's contents, a set of general instructions, and then 

emphasized the fact that everything was completely anonymous. Stu­

dents were told not to place names on any part of the questionnaire. 



Table 1. Various facts about the sample and concHtions of administration 

--:-. =--==-==-=:=o:..=.=.---=-===~~-==::......==-~ 

Paren tal Role 
Population BaRe a Sample Size in Volunteering 

Administration 
School County City/Town Year 1 Year 3 Year 1 Year 3 Conditions 

Urban 

School 1 351,67 284,139 483 703 negative none classrooms 
consent 

School 2 341 898 negative none classrooms 
consent 

Parochial 449 583 none none classrooms 

Rural 

Mining town 8,328 290 595 positive negative cafeteria-
consent consent classrooms 

Ranching town 61,910 2,939 57 110 positive negative cafeteria-
consent consent classrooms 

Tourist town <1,000 80 379 positive negative cafeteria-
consent consent library 

Total 1,700 3,268 

a. Source: U.S. Bureau of Census (1970). 
\.TI 
00 
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During the period of participation, teachers were not present and there 

was a minimum of two researchers' research settings. Upon completion, 

the instrument was placed in a box at the front of the room. 

After Year 1, a number of factors permitted us to make changes 

in some of the conditions of administration. School boards were favor­

ably impressed with the lack of negative experiences resulting from 

administration, but were also grateful for the series of reports from ini­

tial findings that we gave to them. Two of the rural schools permitted 

us to shift to letters of negative consent, and the sample size increased 

from 290 to 595 in the mining town and from 80 to 379 in the ranching 

town by the third-year of data collection. The other rural school also 

increased from 57 to 110, but this increase is attributable to the increased 

solicitation of student cooperation, in particular through classroom visits 

to discuss the overall project. The sample size at two of the urban 

schools increased dramatically by the third year of the project. The 

research staff sought the active support of the district superintendent 

and he in turn encouraged the principal to promote cooperation. In 

this school district, one school increased from 483 to 703 and the other 

one increased from 341 to 898. The final urban school, the parochial 

school, had the most liberal conditions of cooperation from Year 1, but a 

simple increase in school population meant that the sample grew from 

449 to 583 by Year 3. 

Ther~ is a possibility that populations ~ different from year to 

year. However, in studies comparing the results no differences have 

been noted (cf. Jensen and Erickson, 1977b, 1977c; Jensen et al., 1978; 

Erickson and Gibbs, 1979a, 1979b). Furthermore, no differences have 
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been found between schools with letters of positive consent and schools 

with letters of negative consent! 

Table 2 lists the 18 acts common to all schools and describes the 

percentage of students in each school admitting each act one or more 

times; in addition, the acts are rank ordered. Overall, the percentage 

admitting the acts one or more times is very close between a number of 

the schools, including those schools with different letters of consent. 

An indication of the overall similarity is found in Table 3, which de­

scribes Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients for the 18 acts 

across all six schools. The range of agreement is from a low of .88 to 

a high of .99. I conclude from this that there are no major differences 

between schools with different conditions. of participation. However. 

there is the possibility that there are in fact true population differences 

and that these have been "disguised" by sampling error. Much of the 

analysis of general control theory relies on Year 1 data for a variety of 

reasons (d. below), and there is therefore a need for caution in gener­

alizing the findings. Any descriptions may underestimte differences 

that "truly" exist since I here assume that the "most delinquent" are 

not likely to have brought letters home to their families. This assump­

tion cannot be tested here, and there is need for caution when specu­

lating on the link between the family and delinquency. There mayor 

may not be differences, and generalization should proceed with caution 

(d. Wilkinson, 1974). 



Table 2. Percentage of students in 1974 reporting acts one or more times 

Rural Urban 

Mining Tourist Farming Parochial Public 1 Public 2 

Act %1+ Rank %1+ Rank %1+ Rank %1+ Rank %1+ Rank %1+ Rank 

Break & Enter 19 1] 14 12.5 17 9 11 12.5 14 12.5 11 13 .0 

Shoplifting 55 4 39 7 24 7.5 30 7 38 7 28 7 

Grand theft 6 17 0 18 8 15 4 16 8 15.5 7 16 

Petty theft 25 9 23 9.5 13 11. 5 17 19 19 10 16 10.5 

Assault 16 12 14. 12.5 16 10 11 12.5 14 12.5 11 13.5 

Fights & brawls 13 14 23 9.5 24 7.5 22 8 25 8 25 8 

Vandalism 27 8 16 11 11 13 18 9 23 9 16 10.5 

Smoking 51 5 45 6 47 4.5 38 5 43 5 40 6 

Runaway 9 15 13 14.5 5 16.5 8 15 8 15.5 10 15 

Truant 47 6 56 2.5 54 2 50 4 60 2 70 2 

Auto theft 15 13 13 14.5 10 14 10 14 12 14 11 13 .5 

Armed robbery 3 18 4 17 2 18 1 18 2 18 2 18 

Defy pareNts 71 
., 56 2.5 48 3 55 3 56 3 60 4 (., 

I 

Drinking 81 1 58 1 61 1 73 1 73 1 77 1 

Drunkenness 65 3 5] 4 47 4.5 58 2 55 4 65 3 

Marijuana 46 7 47 5 30 6 33 6 39 6 " 49 5 

Other drugs 21 10 27 8 13 11. 5 13 11 15 11 21 9 

Robbery 7 16 8 16 5 16.5 3 17 5 17 4 17 
C' 
f-' 
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Table 3. Spearman correlation coefficients of delinquent acts between 
schoolsa 

Mining Tourist Ranching Parochial School 1 School 

Mining 1. 00 .92 .88 .93 .91 .90 

Tourist 1.00 .93 .96 .97 .98 

Ranching 1.00 .94 .95 .94 

Parochial 1.00 .99 .98 

School 1 1.00 .99 

School 2 1.00 

a. Source: Table 2. 

Representativeness of Findings 

While the metropolitan high schools do not represent a true 

random sample of schools, the two public schools include students from 

2 

census tracts with juvenile court referral rates typical for the city (cf. 

Jensen et al., 1978). The parochial school draws students from such 

widely scattered census tracts that a meaningful overall court referral 

rate cannot be computed, but the rate for the immediate vicinity is not 

significantly different from that of Tucson as a whole. All three small-

town schools are the only one in each community, and a sizeable propor-

tion of the entire school-age population was obtained in these schools. 

This is especially true of the two larger rural schools. 
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A nalysis Base 

In spite of smaller sample size, many tests of control theory in 

this dissertation will rely on first-year data. The analysis hegan before 

the second- and third-year data were available and funds were simply 

not available to redo the analysis using the larger sample. However, 

the most compelling reason for using Year I data is that it minimizes the 

percentages of missing cases on key variables. 

It appears that missing data is more likely in Year 3, especially 

in final parts of the questionnaire. Each questionnaire was 12 pages 

long, had in excess of 350 items, and required 45-60 minutes to com­

plete. The second-to-last page of each questionnaire contained items 

measuring the "severity of penalties" which are used here to measure 

the dimension of fear sug gested by Minor (1977) and also used to mea­

sure the notion of general anxiety. This page of the Year I question­

naires had 34 different items, and Year 3 contained 39 items. Out of 

1,700 cases in Year I, these 34 items had a range of 145 to 218 missing 

estimates! This represents from 9% to 13% missing, and effectively 

reduces the sample by 13% when these items are included in analysis 

without resorting to substituting means for missing cases. On the 

other hand, of the 3,268 cases available for Year 3, there were 776 

to 1,147 with missing responses, or a range of 24% to 35%. For this 

page the "average" missing data for Year I was 11%, but for Year 3 it 

was 30%! 

Substitution of means was not seen as a practical possibility, 

since there were generally a large number of missing items for anyone 

respondent if there were any at all. Furthermore, the means for these 
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items were skewed because they were magnitude estimations, and the 

substitution of arithmetic means produces further departures from nor-

mality. The substitution of other estimates of central tendency is not 

a straightforward procedure. 

Even though the overall sample size of Year 3 is larger, there 

is no guarantee that it is more reliable than Year 1. It was hypothe-

sized that those students not participating in Year 1 but participating 

in Year 3 were more likely to contribute missing data. By Year 3 there 

were fewer options to not volunteer. This is not a panel data set and 

therefore this cannot be tested directly since conditions of anonymity 

were strictly provided.. A n overview of the effects of "new partici­

pants" in Year 3 is described in Appendix C. 6 In any event, neither 

Year 1 nor Year 3 can be considered to be a representative sample, and 

Year or Year 3 are equally far away from the ideal. Cost considera-

tions and missing data concerns therefore swung the choice toward Year 

1 samples. However, none of this rationale is an excuse for a voiding 

great caution in generalizing the results. 

6. This table shows that there is a larger contribution to miss­
ing data for all new participants (within column comparisons), and total 
error is greater than found in Year 1. This table presents a breakdown 
by school of respondents "participating in Year 111 and IInot participating 
in Year 1. II This new group consists of both non volunteers and students 
new to the schools. In no school does the group which participated in 
the first year have higher percentages of students with missing data for 
all 39 items. For example, the ranching town, which had the largest 
increase in sample size, has a very large difference between students 
filling out two questionnaires and those filling out only one. The tourist 
town does not exactly conform to the pattern, since it has more missing 
data for some of the items in Year 3. 

There is danger of committing the ecological fallacy if too much of 
this pattern is attributed to letters of consent. However, the point is 
that Year I may be smaller in size, but does have higher completion 
levels. 
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Levels and Quality of Measurement 

All questionnaire data was obtained using self-administered tech­

niques with project staff present during all administrations. A variety 

of questions were presented in many different ways, and the result is 

a data base with mixed measurement levels. 

The items measuring belief and attachments were clearly ordinal 

in format; specific items and suggestion for their summary are described 

in Chapter 4. 

Questions measuring a number of other items, including "fear 

of punishment," relied on magnitude estimation techniques (cf. Hamblin, 

1974). The major problem in producing magnitude estimates was the 

inability to randomize the stimuli as suggested by Hamblin (l971b). 

Questions were presented in fixed format to all respondents, and there 

may be an effect bias due to the placement of items. Any such effect 

is nontestable here. 

In general. questionnaires had been pretested and research 

staff had been alerted to possible difficulties. A general overall impres­

sion was that most participants cooperated fully and sincerely, and 

there is confidence in the items at the intuitive level. No particular 

problems were noted with the magnitude estimation parts of the question­

naire in spite of their apparent complexity. 

The Measure of Delinquency 

Measures of the causal variables are described in the following 

two chapters, and the dependent variable is described more fully here. 

In particular, two questions about delinquency are examined here: 



1. Which items should be used, and what criticisms are there of 

these items? 

2. How should these be summarized, and what are criticisms to 

expect? 
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The Types of Delinquencies. Eighteen different delinquent acts 

were measured in all schools. In some cases, permission was not given 

to ask sex questions (four schools) and other acts were substituted 

(fish and game laws, false information). All questionnaires asked for 

frequency of commission during the past year, information about IIbeing 

arrested and taken to court, II and IIgroupli violations and arrests. The 

frequency totals are studied here. All acts had appeared in II official 

records II for the two counties, although admittedly the frequencies for 

some charges, such as for smoking cigarettes, were small. 

Traditional measures used in control theory are much narrower 

in range than the behaviors available here and do not necessarily pro­

duce frequency counts. The studies by Hirschi (1969) and Hindelang 

(1973) use the six acts measured by Nye and Short (1957); there are 

three types of theft, car theft, vandalism, and fighting. Measures 

used by Minor (1977) applied to adults and are different than available 

here; he included speeding, drunk driving, mairjuana use, shoplifting, 

and tax fraud. Other studies testing control notions (e. g., Hepburn, 

1976) have also been restricted to limited types of acts. The 18 behav­

iors described in Table 2 are common to each school. 

Self-reports and Validity. All of the studies testing control 

theory have used self-report data, and questions of validity have been 
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raised regarding this method (for one view, see N ettler, 1978). Hirschi 

(1969) was unique in having both official and self-report available to 

test control theory, but the bulk of his analysis used volunteered infor-

mation. When direct comparisons were made between measures, few 

major differences reported, except for those variables where the "reac-

tion process" is noted to have an effect (e. g ., social class, race). 

The question of validity will not be solved with this particular 

data set because circumstances made it impossible to cross-check with 

official records. There is some reason for confidence in the general 

method and a recent study by Hardt and Peterson-Hardt (1977) sug-

gests that the self-report technique yields reasonably valid data for 

most respondents. 

There is no interest here in estimating the "dark figure of 

crime," or in making external comparisons, and therefore this study 

avoids the major criticisms about self-report methodology. The tech-

nique is used here to separate people along a continuum of delinquency, 

and this use is less subject to criticism. An assumption is made that 

possible biases affecting self-report data are distributed equally across 

students who volunteered, and comparison of relative differences within 

the sample is less subject to criticisms than studies making comparisons 

7 to other data sources. 

7. However, it should be noted that there are attempts to 
create interval levels of measurement, and this could introduce more 
error than found in simple ordinal coma prisons. However, the reader 
can judge possible effects since all data is presented and summaries of 
measures are described. 
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Criticisms of self-reported data are shared by all studies testing 

control theory, and if Hardt and Peterson-Hardt (1977) are correct in 

their assertion that anonymity produces more valid reponses, then this 

study suffers less from validity than others. 

Summary Measures. However, there are a variety of ways to 

summarize self-report measures for analysis. The bulk of Hirschi's 

(1969) analysis relied on a Recency Index, and Hindelang (1973) dupli­

cated it even though he used different cutting points. Minor (1977) 

analyzed 5 acts but took their frequncy as the empirical referent; he 

also produced a general frequency summary based on 31 different acts. 

Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) suggested an S-W index that would 

take into account both frequency of acts and the seriousness with which 

they are held. This measure is widely used although it is not without 

criticism (cf. Wagner and Pease, 1978). Since estimates of seriousness 

are available here, a question arises regarding its potential use in pro­

ducing an S-W index for testing control. In view of coding procedures 

to produce indices (cf. below), it may be preferable to multiply fre­

quency by seriousness and add products. However, it is here argued 

that the range of seriousness scores and the large number of acts con­

tributing to the total index make this an unnecessary manipulation of 

data. 

Measurement Caution. A variety of measurement criticisms have 

been raised and must be taken into account. I decided that a general 

index is necessary in order to make comparisons with other theoretical 

statements, but also that the theory should be tested across a variety 
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of specific acts. Since Minor (1977) and Silberman (1976) found a gen­

eral effect, indices will be created fer comparison. The problems of 

trying to assume additivity may create additional criticisms of the tests 

reported here, but a specific act analysis will concurrently be used to 

moderate conclusions. 

Delinquency Measures 

The determination of the acts and the best method of summa­

rizing these acts are described in this section. Emphasis was placed on 

the question "how many times in the past year did" the respondent com­

mit the act. 

Inter-correlations Analysis. Since respondents were . likely to 

admit large frequencies of offenses for some types of acts (e. g., defi­

ance of parents), an initial arbitrary decision was made to limit the 

maximum number of acts to 365 and the inter-correlation matrix of 

Pearson's r's was analyzed. All 18 acts were compared to each other 

act, and clusters of acts were visually identified using the criteria of 

.30 r and a .05 significance level. 

Three groupings of acts were found as a result of this analysis: 

1. Group I: burglary, grand theft, armed robbery, and vandalism. 

2. Group II: petty theft, shoplifting, assault, and fighting. 

3. Group III: marijuana use, truancy, defiance, drinking, drug 

use, and smoking. 

Drunkenness, running away, and robbery were not significantly 

related to the other acts. 
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On the basis of this analysis, a limited number of acts from the 

major groupings was selected by using the frequency counts, the esti-

mated severity of acts, and reference to typologies noted in the litera-

ture. 

Group I seems to refer to property offenses, with the possible 

exception of armed robbery. A decision was made to use grand theft 

since the frequency of this act was larger than other serious offenses, 

and since its severity estimate was higher than vandalism. In Group II, 

petty theft and fighting were chosen in order to have a property and a 

personal offense. Fighting was chosen above assault because there were 

more respondents admitting this, and petty theft was chosen because it 

is directly comparable to Hindelang (1973) and Hirschi (1969). In 

Group 3, defiance of parents and marijuana use were chosen in order 

to have representative acts from status and criminal categories. The 

acts chosen from the matrix analysis, the median participation incidence 

for the entire population, and median range of severity assigned to 

these acts are reported in Table 4. Also included are the mnemomic 

variable names that will appear in the tables reported in this disserta-

tion. 

General Index. Besides using these five acts in all analyses as 

"typical delinquencies," a series of general indices were divided into 

index acts and status acts, and three separate indices were created. 
/ 

A total index, serious crime index, and status index were created in a 

series of steps. First of all, the maximum number of acts (i. e., fre-

quency) was coded to 50 for status offenses and 365 for serious offenses. 



Table 4. Incidence and seriousness estimates for the five individual 
acts, Year I 

Median Median 
Act Participation Severity 
(Mnemonic Name) Type Incidence Estimate 

Grand theft Major property .037 146.2 
(GTHEF) 

Petty theft Minor property .128 100 
(PTHEFT) 

Fighting Violence to others .126 75.95 
(TFITE) 

Marijuana Victimless .237 96.67 
(TGRASS) 

Defiance of Status 1. 81 50.15 
Parents 
(TDEFY) 
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Secondly, if respondents refused to give an exact number or were una-

ble to give a number, they were counted as having done the act at 

least once. After this recoding procedures, acts were added together 

as described in Table 5. 8 The Pearson correlation coefficients are an 

indication that each of these measures is relatively independent, although 

although the status offenses are more closely linked with the general 

index than is the serious crime index. 

8. The particular measures created are summarized in Appendix 
C. The consistency of results among items between Year I and Year 3 
is rather encouraging. The most substantial difference is found in the 
idex crime delinquency, but this is not a major difference. 
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Table 5. Self-report delinquent behaviors, number of schools permit­
ting these questions, median frequencies, and items used in 
general index construction 

Act 

Burglary 
Shoplifting 
Grand theft 
Petty theft 
Assault 
Fights 
Sex with males 
Sex with females 
Tobacco use 
Runaway 
Truancy 
Auto theft 
Armed robbery 
Robbery 
Defying parents 
Drinking 
Drunkenness 
Marijuana use 
Other drug use 
Vandalism 
Violation of fish and 

game laws 
Giving false 

information 

Number Median 
Schools Frequency 

with This for 
Item Year 1 

6 0.075 
6 .282 
6 .037 
6 .128 
6 .10] 
6 .216 
4 
4 
6 .249 
6 .066 
6 .743 
6 .063 
6 .013 
6 .035 
6 1.811 
6 3.117 
6 .742 
6 .237 
6 .079 
6 .148 

2 

2 

Total 

:x 
x 
x 
x 
xb 
x 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 

b 
xb 
x 

Delinquency Index 

Serious 
Crime 

x 
x 
x 
x 
x 

x 
x 
x 

Statusa 

x 
x 
x 

x 

R (Total-serious) = .71; R (Total-status) = .78; R (Serious 
Status) = .32. 

a. Includes those admitting act but not giving an exact number. 

b. No acts greater than 50. 
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Unit of Analysis 

The data are treated as one population even though:it comes 

from six different schools. The lack of differences between schools has 

been noted in several studies using this data set, and therefore there is 

some empirical justification for this decision (d. Jensen et aI., 1978; 

Jensen and Erickson, 1978). 

General Analysis Strategy 

The remainder of the study proceeds by first analyzing the 

meaning of anxiety and its relationship to delinquency. The particular 

operationalization of anxiety and its possible productiorr 1'5 described 

and then its relationship to delinquency will be explored in depth in 

Chapter 3. The fourth chapter examines measures of belief and attach-

ment and offers descriptions of their dimensionality. 

Once the questions relating to all measures have been con sid-

9 ered, they will be included in a regression test of control theory. 

Using the idea of "auxiliary theory" (Blalock, 1969a, 1969b), the 

various components of control theory can be compared to each other. 

Essentially, the notion of auxiliary theory recognizes a distinction be-

tween theoretical language and operational language, and suggests that 

tests of theories need not rely on specifically defined measures. An 

argument is made that the operational language of control theory leaves 

much to be desired, and that relations among indicators are ill-defined. 

9. Although there are ordinal level measures involved, it has 
been demonstrated that regression can be confidently employed with 
ordinal data without introducing bias in the results (Labovitz, 1970, 
1971; Kim, 1975). 
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However, in order to test control theory the various indicators can be 

added in II blocks II to a regression analysis (Costner, 1969) .. 

In order to apply this general analysis model, a number of 

major questions about relationships among indicators must be answered. 

In fact, in the case of anxiety a number of questions regarding its pro­

duction must be raised. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE MEANING OF THE FEAR OF SANCTIONS 

IN A CONTROL CONTEXT 

The first chapter described the trend to include the concept 

of "fear of sanction" in tests of control theory and made two criticisms 

of this development. On the one hand, it was argued that the measures 

of "fear of sanction" were too cognitive and relied too heavily on actual 

knowledge of sanctioning events. On the other hand, it was also 

argued that "fear of sanction" was usually operationalized u~ing criminal 

justice system referents. 

The major purpose of this chapter is to offer an empirical mea­

sure of "fear of sanction" that is not as cognitively based as previous 

indicators. I will also address the issue of whether or not "fear of 

sanctions" should be defined only by reference to the criminal justice 

system. Specifically, this chapter will do the following things: 

1 • Construct a measure of anxiety and compare this to other 

measures of fear. 

2. Explore the covariates of anxiety in order to make the argu­

ment that this indicator is linked to socialization patterns and 

more specifically to a passive aversive conditioning framework. 

3. Explore how cognitive measures of fear that are based on knowl­

edge of criminal justice operation and how emotional measure of 

fear (Le., anxiety) might act to reduce delinquency. 
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4. Explore the institutional sources of sanctions and compare legal 

justice referents to others. 

Operationalization of Anxiety 

In an attempt to provide a measure that does not assume direct 

public knowledge of actual sanctioning processes, but yet provides a 

sense of "receptivity" to messages regarding sanctions, the analysis 

here will focus on the meaning of punishments. The underlying assump-

tion is that through the action of stimuli in the socialization environment 

individuals are differentially primed to respond to sanctions. Included 

in this environment is information about the criminal justice system and 

the sanctions available to this system. Some respondents will find these 

messages "emotionally" fearful, but others may not. In Trasler's (1962) 

terms, I am assuming a passive aversive model of socialization, and 

thus I shall address the relationship between environmental stimuli 

(i. e., messages about legal sanctions) and the emotional effect these 

have on the actor. 

Table 6 summarizes the various legal penalties from Year I and 

39 penalties from Year 3. Both sets of penalties cover a range of pro-

cedures a vaila ble to legal reactors. In each year respondents were 

given a baseline standard10 and were asked to evaluate all other penal-

ties against a baseline score of 100 units of "dislike." The fact that 

penalties were presented in a magnitude estimation format means they 

are treated as stimuli capable of arousing other modalities of response. 

10. "Arrest by police" in Year 1 and "being sent to the county 
jail" in Year 3. 
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Table 6. Types of penalties presented to respondents by year 

Type Year 1 Yea'!" 3 

Standard Being arrested County jail, 1 year 

County Jail 1 month 
1 year 
2 months 
6 months 

Mental HosEital Commitment to 1 year 
5 years 

100 years 
50 years 
10 years 
25 years 
75 years 

Prison (State) 100 years 
10 10 years 

75 years 
1 1 year 
5 5 years 

25 years 
50 years 

15 
Life 

Reformatory 50 
25 
10 

1 
75 

5 
100 

Commitment to 

Probation 75 years 
10 10 years 

25 years 
5 5 years 

50 years 
100 years 

1 1 year 
15 
Life 



Table 6. Types of penalties--Continued 

Type 

Fines 

Death Penalties 

Processual 

Other 

$ 

Year 

100 

2,000 
10,000 

300 
1,000 

1 

Loss of spending money 

Death penalty 

Interrogation 
Indictment 
Trial 

Special work assignment 
Expulsion from school 
Loss of reputation 

Year 3 

$ 100 
500,000 

2,000 
10,000 
50,000 

100,000 
5000 

Electric chair 
Hanging 
Firing squad 

1 week in detention cen ter 
Placemen t in foster home 

Counselling once a weeka 

Curfew 

a. Counselling once a week was asked twice. 
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That is, following the work of Stevens (1970), human beings are 

assumed capable of assigning a response score to various stimuli, and 

the application of such numbers will produce a meaningful pattern. 
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Ham blin (1974), as well as Shinn (1969), provided evidence that social 

phenomena can be evaluated with analagous techniques. Ideally, the 

presentation of penalties should be randomly assigned, but these ques­

tionnaires used a fixed order. 

Although measures of "certainty of punishment" have employed 

magnitude estimation (cf. Erickson and Gibbs, 1979a; Erickson et al., 

1977a, 1977b), it is asserted that those uses of ratio scaling of fear con­

found public knowledge, or even pressures of normative integration 

with the measures of fear. They have measured an overall response to 

sanctions, but if one is interested in elaborating the effects such as 

those diagrammed in Figure 1 then they create a problem in interpreta­

tion. 

The magnitude responses are traditionally used to estimate 

population parameters. For instance, to construct a severity summary 

for rape, estimates of the severity of this act are collected from a sam­

ple and these individual are summarized by some unbiased measure 

of central tendency. Since magnitude estimation techniques frequently 

produce logarithmic distributions it has been popular to use the median 

or the geometric mean as the summary of the individual estimates. 

Here the task is not to describe parameters but to focus on the over­

all impact of legal occurrences on individual respondents. The litera­

ture provides no guidelines for summarizing the various stimuli when 

used this way. 
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Psychophysical measurements assume that each individual reacts 

with a personal metric so that a mathematical constant descr~bing the 

ratio between any ~ adjoining stimuli can be calculated. For instance, 

if there are four stimuli such that sl > s2 > s3 > s4 in magnitude, then 

for each respondent there will be a constant, K, which is the average 

f 11 d ' t t' 11 H hI' f K 1 o a a Jacen ra lOS. owever, t e actua compu ta bon 0 rare y 

occurs since it is difficult to find stimuli, especially social stimuli, that 

ha ve a known ordinal effect. The geometric mean, or the median, are 

close approximations of the actual K, as demonstrated by the following 

examples: 

If one person has reported the values 1, 2, 3, 4 as his re-

sponses to four stimuli, sl, s2, s3, s4, then the constant 

representing this is 1/2 (l/2=2/4=4/8=Kl=I/2). This median 

is 2.5 for this set, and the geometric mean is 2.21336. 

If another respondent gives the values 1, 4, 16, 64 as his 

responses to the same sitmuli, sl, s2, s3, s4, then the con-

stant representing this set is 1/4 (l/4=4116=16/64=K2=1/4). 

The median is 8 for this set, and the geometric mean is 

7.9999. 

The person who has a higher K value will always have a higher median 

value; the respondent who has a larger K will also have a higher geo-

metric mean for his response set. 

11. That is the ratio s1/s2, s2/s3, s3/s4 will produce numbers 
that can be summarized with an arithmetic mean. 
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Because of the expense in computing the constant, 12 and since 

there is a functional relationship between K and these two r~ported mea-

sures of central tendency, it was decided not to compute the constant. 

Each respondent was assigned the geometric mean of all responses to 

legal penalties since this is most cost efficient, and since it does pro-

vide a measure of dispersion that is useable in linear analysis. That 

is, the responses of each student were treated without reference to 

other students, and the 35 (or 39) punishments were used for calculating 

t . 13 a geome rIC mean. These geometric means did produce a non-normal 

distribution. Since there is no available literature to guide us, two 

other summary measures were calculated to aid in making an intuitive 

interpretation. The first alternative summary measure involved compu­

tation of z-scores, 14 and the second was computed using principal 

12. To compute the constant for each individual, it is 
necessary to order (sort) responses to the stimuli, compute all adjacent 
ratios, and then compute the mean. Ordering routines are, generally 
speaking, the most expensive to perform since they require large 
amounts of core space and are relatively slow. 

13. This was accomplished by converting each response to 
the logged value, adding the logs into a grand sum, dividing by the 
number of stimuli, and converting to the antilog value. 

14. Each penalty was summarized for the population and all 
respondents' scores were transformed into z's. Then the 35 (or 39) 
z's for each respondent were averaged to calculate a mean. The distri­
bution of the mean z scores also indicated a nonlinear distribution. 
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f 
. 15 

component actormg. Table 7 summarizes the interrelationships of 

these three summary measures of "response to legal sanctions." The 

high correlations among the various summary measures are encouraging, 

even if they are not particularly surprising, Even though Factor 3 

(interrogation, expulsion, and probation for one year) is negatively 

correlated with the geometric mean summary and the mean z score sum-

mary, it was felt that the use of the geometric mean would provide an 

adequate representation of the effect of all punishments. In the follow-

ing tables, the geometric mean is the measure of "anxiety reaction to 

punishment"; the other measures were used in similar tests, and none 

of them indicated different patterns than the ones that are reported 

here. 

This geometric mean is the measure of anxiety about sanctions. 

It is distinct from a more cognitive fear of these same represents the 

general "emotional" anxiety to legal sanctions in the sense that there is 

less rationality involved in assigning the magnitude estimates. Below, 

15. Factoring indicated that there were six underlying factors, 
but the first three accounted for 89% of all variation. Analysis was re­
done with a limitation to three factors. Results are presented in Appen­
dix D for Year 1. 

Analysis of the factor matrix indicates that the serious penalties 
such as the "death penalty' and "imprisonment for life" group with "as­
signment to a mental hospital" in the second factor. The third factor is 
primarily composed of "the possibility for expulsion," "probation for one 
year," and dislike of the process of "interrogation." But these three 
punishments also contribute to the variation in the first factor, which 
accounts for more than 67% of all variation. The fact that the distribu­
tion of respondents' scores is nonlinear should make one cautious in 
interpreting this factoring, but it is interesting to note that 32 of the 
35 items do appear to be measuring one uniform factor of legal punish­
ment. Factor scores were calculated for each respondent and are used 
for analysis. 



Table 7. Intercorrelation matrix for various operational measures of 
anxiety, Year 1 

Arithmetic 
Geometric Mean of 
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Mean z scores Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

Geometric means 1.0 .93 .99 .44 -.65 

Arithmetic mean 
of z scores 1.0 .92 .73 -.61 

Factor 1 1..0 .45 .37 

Factor 2 1.0 .16 

Factor 3 1.0 

an attempt is made to explore fear in a variety of social contexts and 

the term IIworryli appears. Worry is closer to anxiety in meaning than 

it is to fear, but it is felt to contain more cognitive elements than 

anxiety. 

Comparison with Other Measures 

It is argued here that this geometric mean response to legal 

stimuli will provide a less confounded measure of fear of sanctions than 

do other measures (e. g., certainty). The argument is difficult to em-

pirically verify and to a large extent must remain an assertion. How-

ever, it is possible to demonstrate that this measure taps different 

dimension of reactions to legal sanctions than do other measures. This 

data set permits some comparison with other types of measures since 
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there were questions about the certainty of arrest and questions about 

severity of acts. 

A generalized estimate of IIchance of arrest ll was calculated 

using the 18 acts common to all versions of the questionnaire. 16 The 

other measure computed is the perceived severity of acts. 17 

Tables 8 and 9 indicate that the measure of anxiety about legal 

punishment is tapping a different aspect of response to legal sanctions 

than IIcertainty of punishment. II Table 8 shows an overall negative rela-

tionship with certainty of arrest. Table 9 breaks these correlations 

down by sex and there is clearly interaction between severity of punish-

ment and fear of punishment; there is a positive relationship only for 

girls. On the other hand, certainty of punishment and fear are not 

related for either sex. The current theoretical context offers no ex-

planation for these findings, but there are some intriguing suggestions 

contained in this pattern. It appears that the socialization of girls 

more closely links severity of acts and severity of penalties. Whatever 

the cause, it is clear that the measure of anxiety differs from deter-

rence estimates of IIperceived risk. II 

16. Each respondent was asked to estimate IIhow many people 
out of 100 11 would be caught if committing an act and this was summa­
rized with the arithmetic mean. 

17. This was calculated for this data set by taking the geo­
metric mean assigned to 21 acts (the common 18, plus murder, bribes, 
and price-fixing); the sex questions were not included. 



Table 8. Correlation matrix of estimates of punishment. severity of 
acts. and certainty of arrest. Year 1 
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Geometric Mean 
of Penalties 

Geometric Mean 
of Severity 

Certainty 
of Arrest 

Geometric Mean 
of Penalties 

Geometric Mean 
of Severity 

Certainty 
of Arrest 

1 -.02 -.03 

1 .12 

1 

Table 9. Partial correlations of anxiety by certainty and severity by 
gender. Year 1 

r 't 't -anXle y-severl y !.anxiety-certain ty 

Males -.02 -.04 

Females .52 -.05 
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Passive Aversive Conditioning 

Ideally, the question of how cognitive and emotional reactions 

to sanctions are produced should be studied with longitudinal data since 

time is clearly a factor. At some point during socialization, a behavior 

may generate the application of a sanction; when a sanction is applied, 

other events in the environment may gradually acquire the characteris­

tics of secondary stimuli. According to moral development models of 

socialization, "background characteristics" such as ideas or social con­

tact would come to be associated with actual "physical punishments." 

This suggests that environments have variable qualities, and implicitly 

states that there will be a variable power inherent in some stimuli. In 

such a passive aversive framework. the question becomes one of iden­

tifying the stimuli and describing their power. 

It is the geometric mean that is taken as the "emotional" compo­

nent to fear of legal sanctions (anxiety). Although it is recognized 

that there is a variety of stimuli available for sanctioning and that fear 

may be institutionalized in other locations in the social order. the legal 

ramifications will be first tested. The first question to explore is 

whether this geometric mean varies across different passive aversive 

contexts. Thus, it is necessary to find a means of identifying variable 

contexts. and since this data is cross-sectional it will be necessary to 

make an assumption that certain social roles have in fact had different 

patterns of passive aversive conditioning operaint at some prior time. 

The tests that can be performed are ultimately inadequate but it is 

nevertheless instructive to demonstrate that there are different recep­

tivity levels to anxiety. 
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Tables 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15 are presented here to show 

this possibility of variation and the variety of social forces that covary 

with anxiety. 

Each of these tables presents the geometric mean broken down 

by specific social conditions or roles. Each of these social contexts can 

be assumed to have placed varying emphases on punishment. Thus, 

these tables test the general hypothesis that individual receptivity to 

legal punishment will vary with the degree of emphasis that sanctions 

receive in an environment. 

Table 10. Mean anxiety by response to religious items, Year 3. -­
n = 3,202. 

Item 

Do you believe there is a 
life after death? 

Do you believe that the 
devil actually exists? 

SA 

146 

153.4 

Mean Anxietya 

A u 

367.1 .32 

401.7 .31 

a. Multiply by 10,000 to calculate actual mean. 

D 

.24 

.14 

SD 

.03 

.20 



Table 11. Mean at;txkty_py religious affiliation, Year 3 

Religious Affiliation n 
Geometric Mean a 

of Anxiety 

Catholic 1,554 223.2 

Jewish 15 .156 

Mormon 101 .053 

Protestant 1,005 3.4 

Other 228 411 

None 236 .1 

a. Multiply by 10,000 to obtain actual geometric mean. 

Table 12. Mean anxiety by estimates of father's education, Year 3 

Estimated Level of Geometric Mean a 

Father's Education n of Anxiety 

Never went to school 27 .01 

Some grade school 181 .15 

Junior high school 273 .87 

Some high school 484 .43 

Completed high school 886 391. 2 

Trade or business degree 183 651.3 

Some college or completed 391 40.3 
junior. college 

Completed college 423 2.09 

Graduate work 320 1.59 

a. Multiply by 10,000 to obtain actual geoMetric mean. 
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Table 13. Mean anxiety by type of home, Year 3 

. a 
Geometric Mean 

Type of Home n of Anxiety 

"Normal" 

Still with mother and father 2,219 157.06 

"Broken by Death" 

Mother's death 62 .076 

Father's death 147 .951 

Death of both 10 .314 

"Broken by ~1arriage" 

Separated 92 6.35 

Divorced 488 244.26 

a. Multiply by 10,000 to obtain actual geometric mean. 

Table 14. Median anxiety by gender, Year 1 

Gender n 

Male 550 

Female 554 

a. Multiply by 10,000 to obtain actual median. 

Median Anxietya 

318.9 

.17 
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Table 15. Mean anxiety by age. Year 1 

Geometric Mean a 

Age n of Anxiety 

14 50 .05 

15 241 .14 

16 409 428.82 

17 297 .17 

18 98 .05 

a. Multiply by 10.000 to obtain actual geometric mean. 

Table 10 presents the breakdown of geometric means by two 

religious items that were included in the third-year questionnaire. In 

an attempt to test the Hellfire and Delinquency Hypothesis (Hirschi 

and Stark. 1969; Burkett and White. 1974) these two items were added 

to the third-year survey. but they are used here to judge whether the 

presence of one type of sanction. "fear of the devil." and one possible 

loss of reward. "life after death." correlate positively with other insti-

tutional representations of sanctions. Learning theory suggests that 

the sanctioning stimuli do interrelate with each other to act as controls. 

and anthropological studies such as Brown's (1952: 146) suggest that the 

supernatural and the human both act to punish. but that "supernatural 

sanctions ordinarily supplement. rather than supplant. social sanctions." 

As seen here. there is a clear relationship between these religious 

beliefs and the geometric mean summary of the punishment scores. 
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Even though the IIStrongly Agree ll category has a smaller value than the 

II Agree, II there is nevertheless a substantial difference when. the other 

categories are considered. Furthermore, if one considers the IIbelief 

in the devil ll item to be more indicative of the presence of negative 

sanctions than is the lllife after death ll item, it appears that the average 

I I " h" h 18 ega response IS even Ig er. 

Table 11 tests the same general hypothesis, but in a more indi-

rect fashion. It was postulated that Catholic theological tradition places 

more emphasis on punishment and damnation than the other formal reli-

gions coded here. Consequently, it was predicted a priori that Catho-

lics would be likely to have a high receptivity to anxiety. This table 

demonstrates that Catholics are indeed high scorers, but not the high-

est. The highest average geometric mean was found among lI others," 

which was a default coding category containing several "fundamentalist" 

groups. 

Table 12 further evaluates the general hypothesis that environ-

ments that stress sanctions have higher values of anxiety about legal 

sanctions. This table contains a breakdown of the geometric means by 

an estimate of socioeconomic status. It is common to assume that styles 

of socialization vary with social class, and several studies (e. g ., Miller 

and Swanson, 1958) provide empirical support. Lower class families are 

usually seen as placing more emphasis on negative sanctions than do 

18. Significance tests are not reported here because of the 
logarithmic distributions, but the differences reported here all reach 
the .0001 level. The fact that there is a large N in most of the tables 
also contributes to the difficulties in interpreting "significance. II But 
it is clear that there is a pattern of change here supportive of the gen­
eral hypothesis that anxiety covaries with social contexts. 
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upper level families. Higher classes emphasize withdrawal of love more 

than application of overt negative sanctions. In this table, education 

level of the father is the measure of socioeconomic status, and there is 

variation in the summary geometric means across education levels. How­

ever, it is not perfect l.y linear, and lower levels share similar scores 

with upper levels; the highest scores are found in the middle ranges 

indicating a "blue-collar" effect. Perhaps the low scores for the lowest 

grade levels should not be surprising, since other studies have shown 

, a similarity between the lowest and highest classes on other variables 

(e. g ., political liberalism). Again, even if the exact meaning cannot be 

definitively applied, the fact remains that there is a differential "recep­

tivity of individuals" to sanctions from legal sources. 

Variations in the family environment may not be adequately mea­

sured by social class, and other indicators of variation in family envi­

ronment could be considered. Table l3 provides a breakdown of anxiety 

scores by the "type of family." It was hypothesized a priori that in 

close-knit families there would be less of a tendency to rely on overt 

negative sanctions. It was further argued that this would produce 

lower scores in the geometric mean of legal penalties. There is clear 

variation associated with the type of family, but the interpretation of 

the results is not clear. The lowest average scores are found in fami­

lies in which there has been a death (or deaths) and highest scores are 

found in families where there was a divorce. The normal family is lower 

than the divorced family, but higher than the other groupings. The 

most puzzling score is for the "separated" families. With ad hoc theo­

rizing it is possible to "construct" explanations consistent with the 
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general hypothesis of variable passive aversive contexts. For instance, 

it appears that in divorced families there is little threat left, in IIwith­

drawal of lovell and that sanction or sanction threat must be more direct. 

In IInormal ll families there are possibly wide ranges of lIaffective" atmos­

pheres and some families are close while others are very distant. In 

the case of the 1I0rphan II families, it might be that the meaning of social 

sanctions becomes trite in face of the other experiences. This form of 

reasoning is analytic and inductive and non falsifiable here, so it is best 

to be cautious in constructing a rationale. In any event, the geometric 

mean variation is clearly demonstrated as linked with type of family. 

Tables 14 and 15 explore the variation of legal punishment 

scores by age and sex. The data in Table 14 shows that th'ere is a gen­

der difference in the anxiety scores, and intuitively this seems to tap 

the general notion that negative sanctions are more likely to be stressed 

in socialization of boys. There is also a variation across age categories. 

Kohlberg (1976) implicitly led us to believe that sanctioning is more 

physical at younger ages, since he did predict that the chain of sanc­

tioning moved from sanctions to use of identification to use of moral 

ideas. However, in fairness to his argument, this does not test it 

directly, nor did he state the literal age at which changes in moral 

development occur. Table 15 indicates that fear of sanctions, as mea­

sured by the anxiety summary, does lower with age as he predicted. 

These last five tables have demonstrated the variability of 

anxiety about legal punishments across social environments, and have 

lent modest support to the notion that environments where sanctions 

are stressed covary with increased IIreceptivityll to legal sanctions. 
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Eysenck (1966) and his colleagues emphasized that there are 

also individual variations in the response to training environments. 

That is, within each one of the social environments such as those 

analyzed above, there are other factors at the individual level that 

account for learning or response to these stimuli. One particular mea-

sure of "learning receptiveness" empirically developed by Eysenck is 

the introversion-extraversion personality dimension; introverts are more 

easily trained and appear to be more receptive to stimuli. 

The high school data allows an approximated test of this hy-

pothesis. Table 16 presents average anxiety score broken down by a 

rough measure of introversion-extraversion. The actual classification 

into introvert-extrovert categories is made through the application of a 

battery of instruments, but these were not included in the question-

naire. One item on the third-year questionnaire asked respondents to 

classify themselves by choosing any number of descriptive adjectives 

found on a fixed list. One of the choices was "gentle and sensitive" 

and is taken as an approximation of introversion. One other choice 

was "adventurous and aggressive," and is taken as an approximation 

t . 19 ex ra versIon. An introvert is defined here as a respondent who 

chose only "gentle and sensitive," and an extrovert is one who chose 

"adventurous and aggressive" ~ if. in combination with other choices. 

The results indicate that the differences are in the direction suggested 

19. This operationalization is further complicated by the fact 
that there were two other choices available ("self-confident and inde­
pendent" and "quiet and well-mannered"), and by the .fact that respon­
dents could offer more than one choice. 



Table 16. Mean anxiety by introversion-extraversion. Year 3 

Personality Type 

Introvert 
(gentle and sensitive) 

Extrovert 
(aggressive and adventurous) 

n 

413 

315 

Geometric Mean a 
of Anxiety 

5.06 

3.99 

a. ~1ultiply by 10 t 000 to obtain actual geometric mean. 

by Eysenck (1966); introverts are more receptive to legal punishment 

as indicated by the higher geometric means. 

Passive A versive Training 

There is a need for caution in interpreting these results. but 
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there is evidence of variability in "anxiety" responses across structural 

role and individual level measures. All things considered. Tables 10 to 

16 suggest that there is some merit in thinking of "learning the meaning' 

of legal punishment" as a passive aversive training system. Specifically. 

the meaning of sanctions occurs through the interplay of stimuli in the 

socialization context. It further suggests that there may be an "emo-

tional" as well as "cognitive" response training identified in deterrence 

studies. 

In the next section I will try to unravel some of the complexities 

of such a passive aversive framework by exploring two general questions: 
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1. Are these anxiety scores related to cognitive information about 

the criminal justice system? In general, the issue is! whether 

or not information about criminal justice will act to raise anxi­

ety scores. 

2. Are these anxiety scores related to actual application of legal 

penalties? In general, the issue is whether or not actual crim­

inal justice sanctions are related to anxiety. 

These two questions will be raised in the context of Henshel's (1974) 

model of deterrence described in Figure 1. 

Does Anxiety Lower Delinquency? 

As Henshel (1974) has pointed out, a deterrence perspective 

assumes that the operation of sanctions depends on a fear response. 

To analyze whether "emotional fear" is associated with delinquency 

reduction a series of regression analyses were done. Referring back 

to Figure 1 (p. 36), deterrence arguments have suggested that sanc­

tions operate through "cases of punsihment," "public knowledge," and 

then through "fear" to reduce criminal participation. Above it was 

argued that there is variability in receptiveness to these sanctions 

since anxiety does in fact show a distribution of scores. In passive 

aversive terms, cases of punsihment are actual instances of the appli­

cation of stimuli, and public knowledge is a more indirect stimuli 

relating to the passing of information about applied stimuli. In order 

to look at the relative effects of these two types of stimuli, I will 

answer two types of questions in this section. 
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First of all, I will examine whether there is a negative relation-

ship between "anxiety" and behavior. Secondly, I will test how public 

knowledge and cases of arrest act on anxiety to influence behavior. 

Reg!ession analysis is used here in an analysis of covariance format. 

A word of caution must be introduced since the distribution of anxiety 

is log-normal. The absolute results in the regression breakdowns 

should not be interpreted as providing estimates of parameters. The 

regression will be used here to examine directional increases or 

decreases by various breakdowns. 20 

Is Anxiety Negatively Related to Delinquency? 

The relationship of penalties and fear will be examined for a 

number of acts. There is every reason to believe that the types and 

degree of stimuli will vary with the type of act; the notion of commu-

nity tolerance and evidence of variation in severity estimates across 

acts give indirect support to the idea of variation in passive aversive 

contexts. Table 17 describes anxiety for the five different acts and 

three general indices. For each act, a bivariate regression was calcu­

lated using the geometric mean as the predictor variable. 21 Since there 

20. Several attempts were made to find non-lienar fits but with 
no noticeable increase in fit. For instance, the square root of the geo­
metric means were :taken and this equation produced no significant 
changes in direction or slope. The square root has a larger "reducing 
ef fect" on the extreme numbers but did not improve the linear 
model. It was therefore decided to employ linear regression and this 
provides a consistency with the analysis in the next chapter. 

21. Regression is reported here instead of Pearsonian correla­
tion coefficients to permit comparability with analyses in the following 
chapter. 
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Table 17. Delinquent behavior by anxiety for population, age, and 
sex--Year 1. --Continued 

Delinquency R2 b Beta F Significance 

General Index 

1. Population .024 • 16E-6 .15 24.07 .0000 
2. l-.!ales .035 .15E-6 .19 17.59 .0000 
3. Females .000 -.51E-4 -.01 .09 .77 
4. 15 years .000 -.12E-3 -.01 .02 .9 
5. 16 years .067 .16E-6 .26 26.25 .0000 
6. 17 years .0001 -.47E-4 -.01 .04 .85 

Serious Crime Index 

1. Population .002 .121:-7 .05 2.3 .13 
2. Males .002 .10E-7 .05 .97 .33 
3. Females .00007 .31E-5 .01 .04 .85 
4. 15 years .000 -.72 -.11 .08 .73 
5. 16 years .01 .12E-7 .11 4.13 .04 
6. 17 years .0001 -.83E-5 -.01 .03 .87 

Status Offence Index 

1. Population .005 .56E-7 .07 5.04 .08 
2. Males .007 .52E-7 .09 3.7 .05 
3. Females .001 -.99E-4 -.03 .5 .5 
4. 15 years .0002 -.13E-03 -.02 .05 .82 
5. 16 years .01 .56E-7 .11 5.2 .02 
6. 17 years .001 -.l1E-3 -.04 .38 .54 



were indications of sex and age differences (cf. Tables 9 and 14) 

results are reported for these "sub-populations. ,,22 In several cases 
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the tolerance level, significance level, or correlations were so low that 

anxiety was not even entered into zero-order equations, and these 

cases a.re reported as "n Is. " 

There is no overall pattern indicating support for the prediction 

that "anxiety" is negatively associated with delinquency. Of the 30 

breakdowns for the individual acts, only 11 slopes (bls) are in fact 

inversely related. For the general indices, as expected (since these 

include the same acts) the pattern is the same; only 8 of 18 slopes are 

negative. Defying of parents has the largest number of negative slopes 

(4 of 6, with the remaining 2 effectively zero). Grand theft also has 

3 of 6 slopes negative, but it is clear that there is little fit (low 

explained variance, or low betas). The fact that the majority of signs 

are positive is an indication that the anxiety is not ordinarily associated 

with delinquency reduction, at least on the zero-order and when mea-

sured using cross-sectional data. When we examine the case of the 

positive slopes an interesting observation can be made. There are a 

number of these slopes that are significant fits in spite of the fact that 

the distribution of geometric mean s1:lmmaries of penalties is log normal. 

Furthermore, some of these betas are greater than .10. The case of 

marijuana is an interesting example; there is a population beta of .138 

(Row 1), but when analyzed for males only it climbs to .165 (Row 2), 

and when analyzed for 16-year olds it reaches .23 (Row 5). The effect 

22. There were relatively few cases of 14- or 18-year olds 
and they are not included. 
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on marijuana use among females is in the right direction (as predicted 

by Henshel (1974», but it is nonsignificant. The "16-year olds" (Row 

5) have significant fits for three of the five acts (marijuana, petty 

theft, and grand theft). 

Overall, the relationship between anxiety and delinquent beha v­

ior appears to work in an unexpected direction. The direction of the 

relationship is correct under only some circumstances, and even here 

the strength of association is quite weak. To try to summarize the 

conditions where anxiety actually works to deter, it is more likely to 

control females, it is more likely to control the least serious acts, and 

it is most likely to deter the yougner groups. In more cases, the sign 

is actually in the wrong direction and many of the slopes are actually 

significant. Males are most likely to have positive slopes, the older 

respondents are more likely than the younger ones, and acts with 

strong legal sanctions (e. g., marijuana use or grand theft) are more 

likely to be in the wrong direction. 

Implications. In earlier tables, there were indications that 

anxiety was working in a different direction than expected. For in­

stance, there was an earlier description of anxiety being negatively 

related to certainty estimates. But this pattern of positive relationship 

with delinquency calls for explanation. 

I would suggest at this point that anxiety is measuring the 

existence of a passive aversive conditioning system, but that the direc­

tion originally predicted was wrong. In a sense, the causal ordering 

of the most recent table is backwards, and what has happened is that 
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the commission of delinquent acts has brought home the message that 

the respondent has done something to make it necessary to worry about 

legal sanctions. In other words, the commission of a serious delin­

quency serves to add relevancy to the stimuli in the environment. 

Those who have the highest scores do in fact have the most need to 

worry about punishments being applied. Sixteen-year old boys smoking 

marijuana do in fact stand a greater risk of being prosecuted under the 

criminal code than do younger boys. In another sense, the anxiety 

measure proposed here taps something analogous to guilt. 

The fact that negative signs, i.e., the original prediction, works 

in general for the girls, and for the younger respondents, and for acts 

like defying parents also can be interpreted in a passive aversive frame­

work. Actuarily speaking, the chances of having a court or police inter­

vention for defying parents are low; these legal stimuli are rarely called 

on when the delinquency occurs, and thus they take on no meaning in 

this context. 

All of these findings are in a direction opposite to that origin­

ally predicted and in this sense are somewhat shocking. At this point 

it is possible to actually anticipate the failure of "anxiety" when it is 

matched against other control variables. Already it appears that the 

observation that formal sanctions will only come into play when other 

mechanisms of control fail (cf. Blake and Davis, 1964) is correct. 

But there still are many questions regarding the operation of anxiety, 

and we will turn to some of these in the next sections. 

The first issue we shall turn to is the relationship of anxiety 

to other measures of deterrent effects. 
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Anxiety and Deterrence? 

In Henshel's (1974) model of deterrence, "cases of arrest" and 

"knowledge of sanctions" operate through "fear." The geometric mean, 

our fear measure, does not necessarily take the degree of knowledge 

about criminal justice, nor information regarding the application of 

penalties into account, and in light of the previous findings it becomes 

theoretically interesting to explore the interplay of these three vari­

abIes. The argument was made earlier that other measures of fear 

probably confound fear, knowledge, and efficiency of operation together, 

and we now have empirical evidence for this claim. 

A general deterrence model assumes that the application of 

sanctions to others affects individual behavior if there is public knowl­

edge of that punishment. Thus, it is entirely possible that there was 

no demonstrable effect on zero-order anxiety and delinquency because 

there were ~ cases of sanctioning using these punishments, or no 

public knowledge of sanctions. In the passive aversive framework, it 

might be the case that the commission of acts raised the anxiety scores 

about punishment, but the failure to punish does not produce a control 

effect for these stimuli. Sg.ecifically, we shall have to look at the case 

of the people who have committed delinquencies and who have been 

punished. 

A similar but competing explanation for our findings might be 

that the cases of punishment that came to the attention of the respon­

dents were ~ weak that they deflated any impact that fear acquired 

through socialization experiences. This normative erosion hypothesis 

is thus an alternate explanation for zero-order findings. To express 
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this in learning terms, it is possible that socialization experiences have 

in fact "primed" individuals receptivity to legal stimuli, but once there 

is more direct contact with legal punishments the content of the stimuli 

wears off and another meaning is learned. If there are no "effective" 

stimuli involved in applying legal penalties, the actual meaning of the 

stimuli can be reversed. 

These ideas cannot be tested with this data directly since the 

process does imply a time ordering. But there are means of "esti-

mating" the effect of actual sanctioning and knowledge on fear. Items 

on the questionnaire permit a measure of general knowledge of the 

legal system and also a self-report measure of reaction ~ courts. Stu-

dents were asked whether th~y had ever been lIarrested and taken to 

court" for each act, and thus we have a specific measure of "cases of 

punishment. " Thus it is possible to cross classify how contact with 

legal system varies with anxiety. 

Table 18 provides the breakdown of the bivariate relationship 

for the general population and for subpopulations vary,ing in degrees 

of knowledge and arrest. These subpopulations were identified in the 

followi~g way. 

Four items on the questionnaire (Year 1) asked respondents 

whether they knew what "indictment meant," what IIprobation was, II 

whether "a juvenile could be tried in adult court," and whether "a 

juvenile could be sent to state prison. II If the student stated that 

they knew the meaning of any two of these terms, they were classified 

as "knowledgeable" about criminal justice. Thus this is a measure of 

cognitive reponse to criminal justice. If there was at least one arrest 



105 

Table lB. Delinquent behavior by anxiety for population a, "knowledge 
of law," and punishment by law categories, Year 1 

Delinquency R2 b B F Significance 

Defiance of Parents 

1. Population n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
2. Knowledge n/a n/a n/a n/a- n/a 
3. No knowledge .01 51 .12 2.96 .09 
4. Punished !002 -.13E-l -.05 .11 .74 
5. Not punished .17 11502.32 .42 190.6 .0000 
6. Knowledge & punished.002 -.97E-7 -.04 .OB .77 
7. Knowledge & not 

punished .014 51.24 .12 2.65 .11 

Marijuana Use 

1. Population n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
2. Knowledge n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
3. No knowledge .002 306.1 .05 .43 .51 
4. Punished .003 -1150.6 -.06 .1B .67 
5. Not punished .0002 1.3 .004 .02 .90 
6. Knowledge & punished. 0005 -.12E-4 -.02 .02 .BB 
7. No knowledge & not 

punished .OOB 444.B .09 1.61 .21 

Grand Theft 

1. Population .003 .16E-B .06 3.24 .07 
2. Knowledge .01 .16E-B .10 B.02 .005 
3. No knowledge n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
4. Punished .002 -.15E-4 -.05 .12 .72 
5. Not punished .0002 .7BE-6 .02 .24 .62 
6. Knowledge & punished. OOB .13E-B .09 .44 .51 
7. No knowledge & not 

punished .01 .4E-4 .10 1.B9 .17 

PettI: Theft 

1. Population .006 • 53E-B .OB 6.2 .01 
2. Knowledge .OOB • 53E-B .09 7.1 .OOB 
3. No knowledge .0001 -.31E-4 -.01 .02 .BB 
4. Punished n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
5. Not punished .0001 -.23E-5 -.01 .05 .B3 
6. Knowledge & punished.04 .45E-B .21 2.4 .12 
7. Knowledge & not 

punished n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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Table 18. Delinquent behavior by anxiety for population a, "knowledge 
of law," and punishment by law categories, Year l--Continued 

Delinquency R2 b ! F Significance 

Fighting 

1. PopUlation n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
2. Knowledge n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
3. No knowledge .003 -.47E-4 -.06 .66 .42 
4. Punished .0003 -.67E-4 -.02 .01 .90 
5. Not punished .00001 .79E-6 .003 .01 .91 
6. Knowledge & punished. 0008 -.88E-9 -.03 .04 .84 
7. Knowledge & not 

punished' .0007 .81E-4· -.03 .14 .71 

General Deliguency Index 

1. Population .02 .16E-6 . .15 22.6 .0000 
2. Knowledge .03 .16E-6 .18 26.2 .0000 
3. No knowledge .005 35E-2 .07 1.07 .3 
4. Punished .03 -.14E-3 -.17 1.5 .22 
5. Not punished .000 • 14E-3 .03 .77 .38 
6. Knowledge & punished. 1 12E-6 .31 5.8 .02 
7. No knowledge & not 

punished .015 .49E-2 .12 .27 .10 

Serious Crime Index 

1. Population .002 .12E-7 .04 1.99 .16 
2. Knowledge .003 .12E-7 .06 2.39 .12 
3. No knowledge .0003 -.22E-3 -.02 .06 .80 
4. Punished .000 -.25E-3 -.02 .02 .88 
5. Not punished .0001 • 14E-4 .01 .11 .74 
6. Knowledge & punished. 003 .69E-8 .06 .19 .67 
7. No knowledge & not 

punished n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Status Offense Index 

1. Population .004 .56E-7 .07 4.86 .03 
2. Knowledge .006 .5E-7 .08 5.4 .02 
3. No knowledge .002 .14E-2 .04 .38 .54 
4. Punished .08 -.19E-l -.28 4.15 .05 
5. Not punished .002 .16E-3 .04 1. 76 .19 
6. Knowledge & punished. 01 .26E-7 .11 .66 .42 
7. No knowledge & not 

punished .007 .24E-2 .08 1.31 .25 
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reported for any act they were c1assifed as upunished. U' Since the 

explained variance is low, and since there is no clear theoretical state­

ment predicting the exact nature of the links among the three variables, 

- only some of the subpopulations are presented here. 

It was predicted that those respondents who had more knowl­

edge and who had been punished would have the greatest probability 

of a negative relationship between delinquency and anxiety. 

Table 18 contains no overall pattern indicating that the relation­

ship between fear and delinquency is negative or large. Only 6 of 35 

breakdowns are significant fits, and only 10 are inverse for the five 

acts; the relative size of these betas is lower than those found when 

the anxiety-delinquency relationship was analyzed by age or sex. The 

pattern in the indices are the same, even though some of the betas are 

large; only 4 of 21 breakdowns are significant or produce negative 

slopes. Thus it appears that there is E.2. general evidence that deter­

rence produces an effect when anxiety is used and when we control for 

knowledge and punishment. However, the analysis of covariate slopes 

indicates that there are some patterns providing mild support for the 

general deterrence argument and some support for the passive aversive 

framework of control. Those who have been punished, when measured 

by arrest, do have a negative relationship for anxiety and delinquency. 

Knowledge and Punishment Effects 

The breakdown of those types with punishment and knowledge 

(Row 6 in each act) indicates that there is a negative slope for three 

of the individual acts (fighting, defying parents, and marijuana use). 
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The betas are low but in the direction predicted by deterrence. On the 

other hand, the effect of knowledge and arrest has been a larger posi­

tive beta (than the population beta, Row 1) for grand theft and petty 

theft. The beta for petty theft rises to .21 from the population figure 

of .06. It thus appears that knowledge and punishment have different 

effects for different types of acts, but all effects are nevertheless 

quite small. As we shall see below, those effects that support the con­

trol and deterrence hypotheses (i.e., negative signs) are effects due 

primarily to punishment. 

Punishment versus Knowledge. When the breakdowns for those 

students claiming knowledge are observed (Row 2), it becomes apparent 

that knowledge does not operate to increase the zero-order fear­

delinquency relationship. In no case does the breakdown by knowledge 

produce a negative slope; the breakdown of those claiming no-knowledge 

indicates mixed results, with two negative slopes (fighting, petty theft), 

two positive slopes (defying with a beta of .12, and marijuana). Grand 

theft can be interpreted as effectively a zero relationship. Knowledge, 

especially as it operates in the indices, has no overall effect in the pre­

dicted direction. For specific acts, the largest changes occur in the 

wrong direction for marijuana use and defying parents. 

Punishment breakdowns on the other hand indicate that there 

is an effect supporting specific deterrence notions. Four of the five 

individual acts have negative slopes when those who have been arrested 

at least once are treated as .a subsample, but none of these are large 

nor reach significance. The only act that does not have a negative 
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slope is petty theft, and this is effectively zero. For the general 

indices, all three. measures are negative and relatively large, but only 

the status offense index (Item 3) reaches a .05 significance. 

Thus, in general, those having been punished do have the 

highest anxiety scores in the predicted direction. On the other hand, 

those who appear to be most knowledgeable about the criminal justice 

system have anxiety and delinquency operating in the opposite direction . 

. This pattern becomes clearer through the next set of comparisons. 

Punishment versus Knowledge and Punishment. By comparing 

the patterns of the population (Row 1), the punishment only category 

(Row 4), and the knowledge and punishment category (Row 6), it 

becomes clearer that knowledge and punishment work at cross purposes 

with each other. The slopes for the anxiety-delinquency relationship 

are the largest when punishment operates alone, or act to move closer 

to a negative relationship when acting alone. When knowledge is also 

included, the slopes are larger than the po pula tin slopes, but smaller 

than the punishment alone slopes. 

Conclusions from the Henshel Model Test 

It appears that legal sanctions do not provide a large nor sig­

nificant deterrent effect through anxiety. But there is some basis for 

concluding that there are some "deterrence related patterns" present in 

a passive aversive model. That is, legal sanctions may play some role 

in the raising of anxiety and deterrence behavior. But in order to 

claim this, it is necessary to make a relative salience argument. 
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Relative Salience. In short, legal sanctions will only take on 

the power to be negative stimuli under specific situations; they must be 

made salient through overt use of legal sanctions. The patterns evident 

here seem to indicate that anxiety and the commission of delinquency are 

positively related, and in fact it makes sense to claim that these are 

stimuli that have meaning for those who have engaged in actions which 

makes them salient sanctions. When the stimuli are actually applied, 

i.e., to our respondents claiming to have been punished, there is a 

negative relationship between anxiety and delinquency scores, and thus 

the salience of legal stimuli apparently has been made meaningful to 

some respondents. 

Again, it is necessary to remind the reader that the size of 

effects are generally small, and rarely significant, and thus caution in 

interpretation is wise. But we shall return to this theme of salience 

later in this dissertation. 

Knowledge has not been a valuable concept here, but in fair­

ness the measure of knowledge I have used is quite weak. An actual 

objective measure of knowledge might show entirely different patterns, 

and I would recommend that the Henshel model be evaluated with a more 

defensible measure than the one available here. 

The measure of anxiety that I have used is based on criminal 

justice stimuli, and in Chapter I it was argued that this may be too 

narrow an institutional referent for sanctions. In the next section I 

will consider the variety of sources of stimuli, and thus I will address 

the final question posed at the beginning of this chapter. 
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Although the geometric mean summary is argued to be a general 

measure of anxiety, it is nevertheless defined in terms of legal sanc-

tions. It is, however, methodologically different from other fear of 

sanction variables because of its magnitude estimation format. This 

section will explore the impact that a variety of social institutions have 

on anxiety. The items used to measure this variety include the term 

"worry" and present Likert choices, and I judge to be more "cognitive" 

in content than the geometric mean. To emphasize these distinctions, 

I will use the term "worry" to refer to these items. However, they 

represent a broad set of institutional referents and are useful to the 

study of the location of sanctioning power. There has been little evi-

dence that legal sanctions do contribute to control except under direct 

application of punishment, but there is still the possibility that fear of 

other institutional sanctions may operate to control behavior. An ear-

lier study by Jensen and Erickson (1978) is consistent with this claim. 

Here, an attempt will be made to further address the questions raised 

directly by them. 

They provided an analysis of nine items tapping the element of 

"worry." Students were asked to respond on a Likert scale for the 

hypothetical occurrence of "arrest and being taken to jail" by reporting 

how much they would worry about nine separate things: 

1. That the police might hurt them (WORYCOP) 

2. That they would be sent to reform school (WOR YREF) 

3. That they would be put on probation (WORYPRO) 
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4. That their parents would think badly of them (WORYPAR) 

5. That their friends would think badly of them (WORYKID) 

6. That their teachers would think badly of them (WOR YTCH) 

7. That they would think badly of themselves (WOR YEGO) 

8. That they could not get a good job (WOR Y JO B) 

9. That they could not get into college (WORYCOL) 

The Jensen and Erickson analysis used third-year data and concluded 

that the legal responses (1, 2 and 3) had little relative effect. Here, 

I employ the first-year data to analyze the same questions in light of 

findings using the geometric mean of legal punishment. 

Scalogram of Worry 

Attempts were made to create a Guttman scale for these items 

using a variety of cutting points. Since agreement was generally 

skewed towards the II worry end ll (d. Jensen and Erickson's distribu-

tions) , points were chosen to create a breakdown as close as possible 

to 50%. When all nine choices were included, the maximum coefficient 

of reproducibility was .75 and represents only a 17% improvement over 

, d' 'd I 't 23 In IVI ua 1 ems. The general conclusion is that these items approach 

unidimensionaltiy but not consistently enough for further use. There 

is more than one dimension of IIworryll and legal measures are the poor-

est. Kendall's Tau intercorrelation matrix was used to generate a 

factor analysis of these items. Table 19 presents the results of this 

23. Using tau, the lowest correlations were gradually elim­
inated (the legal ones were all removed) and further attempts were 
made to scale; with only four items left, the coefficient of reproduci­
bility was .84 and there is a 21% improvement. 
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Table 19. Factor matrix of worry items using Kendall's tau, Year 1 

Factor a 

b Item' 1 2 3 

WORYCOP -.06 .18 .23 

WORYREF .24 .11 .58 

WORYPRO .21 .16 .60 

WORYPAR .39 .14 .27 

WORYKID .16 .74 .18 

WORYICH .25 .69 .16 

WORYEGO .32 .69 .16 

WORYJOB .77 .14 .11 

WORYCOL .68 .22 .12 

Variation explained 70% 17% 12.6% 

a. Factors were derived using varimax rotation of principal 
componen ts • 

b. See pages 111-112. 
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analysis. Three separate factors were identified) but Factor 1 accounts 

for 70.5% of the variation) Factor 2 accounts for 17%) and Factor 3 for 

12.6%. Factor 1 is primarily an effect of worrying about college and 

worrying about jobs) although worrying about one's .parents and about 

one's self-image also contribute. There is a negative contribution 

toward Factor 2 from worrying about the police. Factor 2 is primarily 

the variation of worrying about teachers and friends) but worrying 

about one's self-image contributes to this. The third factor contains 

two legal processes) worrying about reform school and worrying about 

probation. On the basis of this table) it appears that the nonlegal 

referents of sanctions contribute less to "worry" than do the other 

institutions. 

In terms of passive aversive conditioning) it would appear that 

stimuli relating to legal institutions have less relative salience than do 

other institutional arrangements. 

Summary of Scaling Attempts 

These two attempts to scale have suggested that there are 

indeed separate sources of worry) and the analysis of sanctions and 

fear of punishment in control may be wrong in limiting the test to legal 

measures. Fear (or "worryll) may operate through other institutions) 

and the messages emanating from these sources may have more salience 

to an individual actor. 

Worry and Delinquency 

Jensen and Erickson (I 97 8) analyzed these same worry items 

and their relationship to delinquency using the third-year data. 



Zero-order results were essentially the same using first-year data. 

However, there are interesting variations by sex and age that have 

implications for control theory if fear is to be included. 
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Worry by Sex 'and Delinquency. Table 20 provides the break­

down by sex and the results are similar to Jensen and Erickson's find­

ings. There is an ivnerse relationship between worry items and delin­

quency even when broken down by sex. Only 6 of 144 correlations 

are in the wrong direction. However, all six of these are for females 

and are for legal penalties (reformatory and probation). But on the 

whole there are no real noticeable differences in male-female patterns 

as can be seen by comparing differences within punishments. Most 

male-female comparisons are close to each other for all institutional 

soruces of worry with the exception of grand theft, especially in the 

legal response categories. Overall, males have higher coefficients in 

54% of the categories (39 of 72 comparisons). Females have higher 

scores within college and jobs concerns, but the males generally have 

stronger relationships within most responses. The male-female differ­

ence across acts indicates that males have higher correlations for grand 

theft, but the other acts show no clear patterns. Higher correlations 

for males tend to show up for worries about legal matters. 

As far as significance, there are a number of nonsignificant 

correlations and the majority of these are found for females (58 of 144 

are nonsignificant, with 38 from females). This non significance is likely 

due to low incidence for acts and from a lack of variability on agreement 

for the items (cf • Jensen and Erickson for their breakdown). The 



Table 20. Delinquency by worry items by sex, Year I 

Worry about 

Police Reformatory Probation Parents Other Kids 

M F M F M F M F M F 

Defiance y -.01 -.08 -.02 +.08 -.07 +.06 -.05 -.03 -.18 -.16 
sig· .97 .33 .86 .37 .37 .47 .58 .77 .22 .11 

Marijuana use y -.13 -.10 -.17 -.11 -.04 -.10 -.19 -.32 . -.48 -.45 
sig .08 .22 0.02 .18 .0004 .18 .01 .000 .000 .000 

Grand theft y -.48 -.03 -.36. -.04 -.49 -.23 -.41 -.55 -.54 -.30 
sig .0000 .80 .002 .82 .0000 .72 .0001 .13 .12 .88 

Petty theft y -.19 -.19 -.17 -.21 -.22 -.14 -.19 -.02 -.28 -.30 
sig .01 .15 .03 .11 .005 .31 .02 .99 .13 .15 

Fighting y -.17 -.14 +.01 -.07 -.18 -.12 -.08 -.15 -.01 -.25 
sig .02 .29 .96 .63 .01 .38 .26 .36 .96 .19 

GenerC\1 Delinquency Y -.16 -.14 -.21 -.06 -.21 +.04 -.12 -.24 -.37 -.40 
sig .002 .01 .0001 .30 .0001 .47 .02 .000 .0001 .00 

Serious Delinquency Y -.10 -.14 -.17 -.10 -.12 +.05 -.02 -.12 -.32 .31 
slg .16 .09 .02 .20 .09 .5 .82 .26 .02 .003 

Status Delinquency .y -.J6 -.15 -.20 -.08 -.24 -.01 -.ll .23 -.34 -.41 
sig .001 .005 .0001 .19 .0000 .94 .03 .000 .0006 .000 

Teacher Se]f 

M F M F 

-.17 -.19 -.29 -.25 
.02 .01 .0000 .002 

-.40 .44 -.46 -.57 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

-.46 -.13 -.65 -.65 
.0003 .95 .000 .04 

-.25 -.28 -.41 -.37 
.001 .02 .00 .002 

-.12 -.25 -.09 -.15 
.11 .04 .23 .28 

-.37 -.32 -.44 -.47 
.00 .000 .000 .000 

-.29 -.36 -.39 -.50 
.0001 .000 I 0 0 

-.36 -.32 -.39 -.45 
.000 .000 .000 .000 

- ------ --.- . 

Worry about 

Job Loss 

M F 

-.05 -.08 
.53 .33 

-.19 -.19 
.005 .009 

-.30 -.48 
.01 .24 

-.12 -.19 
.13 .15 

-.03 -.12 
.66 .38 

-.07 -.18 
.17 .0007 

-.06 -.31 
.41 .0001 

-.07 -.15 
.13 .004 

ColJege 

M F 

-.19 -.15 
.01 .08 

-.42 -.35 
.000 .000 

-.60 -.49 
.00 .20 

-.34 -.36 
.000 .003 

-.14 -.19 
.05 .14 

-.35 -.34 
.000 .000 

-.25 -.38 
.0005 .000 

-.35 -.34 
.000 .000 

..... ..... 
0' 



direction of signs is, however, supportive of the general claim that 

there are "fears" institutionalized in several locations. 
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The strength of fit can be "estimated" by the significance level 

attained within acts. This comparison is not literally correct, but makes 

use of the fact that the larger a relationship, the more likely significance 

will be attained (other factors such as N determine this also). On this 

basis, it appears that fighting and defying parents are not affected by 

"worry" since only 4 of 18 fighting breakdowns reach significance 

(probation, college, and police for males; teachers for females), and 

6 of 18 reach significance for defying parents (college, teachers, and 

self for both males and females). Of the possible consequences, it 

appears that teachers, college, and self have the largest impact with 

only 2 nonsignificant fits found for each of these three. 

Male-female differences are found, but the overall conclusion is 

generally similar for both: legal consequences are not the primary 

institutional referents of worry. 

Worry, Delinquency, and Age. Table 21 breaks the relationship 

down by age. This table summarizes a great deal of information, so a 

general conclusion helps in interpretation. First of all, the table sup­

ports the conclusion that worry affects delinquency in the predicted 

direction. Only 26 of 380 correlations are in the wrong direction 

(7.2%). The number of "nonworking worries" found in the legal possi­

bilities are higher than the others (1.1%) but still legal worries are 

generally in the predicted direction. The significance levels are a 

problem in this table since 192 of 360 (53%) are nonsignificiant. The 
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Table 21. Delinquency by worry items by age, Year 1 

Age 

14 15 16 17 18 

Worrying about Police 

Defiance y -.09 -.02 -.06 -.06 +.01 
sig .87 .95 .56 .59 .94 

Marijuana Use y -.36 -.19 -.06 -.04 -.36 
sig .16 .09 .54 .75 .04 

Grand Theft y -1.0(1) -.57 -.33 -.52 -.50 
sig .99 .04 .08 003 .20 

Petty Theft y -.45 -.26 -.26 -.02 -.36 
sig .16 .06 .O? .97 .17 

Fighting y -.15 -.08 -.12 -.31 -.38 
sig .66 .55 .25 .007 .07 

General Delinquency Index Y -.33 -.10 -.10 -.21 -.37 
sig .03 .21 .12 .004 .003 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.30 -.07 -.12 -.13 -.28 
sig .23 .6 .18 .22 .13 

Status Delinquency Index y -.34 -.12 -.14 -.20 -.21 
sig .02 .12 .02 .005 .10 

Worrying about Reformatory 

Defiance y +.07 +.02 .0 +.01 +.04 
sig .96 .94 .93 .97 .94 

Marijuana Use y -.10 -.24 -.02 -.18 -.19 
sig .84 .04 .87 .07 .32 

Grand Theft y -1.0(1) -.14 -.51 -.29 -.39 
sig .95 .78 .006 .15 .39 

Petty Theft y -.31 -.08 -.31 -.18 - .11 
sig .39 .61 .005 .16 .79 

Fighting y +.04 -.17 +.01 +.05 +.16 
sig .96 .18 .98 .75 .53 

General Delinquency Index Y -.31 -.13 -.08 -.17 -.17 
sig .05 .11 .19 .02 .19 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.66 -.02 -.13 -.19 -.30 
sig .00 .96 .14 .07 .10 

Status Delinquency Index y -.16 -.10 -.11 -.15 -.21 
sig .3 .21 .06 .04 .11 
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Table 2l. Delinquency by worry items by age, Year l--Continued 

Age 

14 15 16 17 18 

Viorrying about Probation 

Defiance y -.18 -.05 +.12 -.16 -.02 
sig .62 .76 .19 .14 .95 

Marijuana Use y -.12 -.11 -.24 -.28 +.0 
sig .76 .34 .005 .005 .87 

Grand Theft y +1.0(1) -.47 -.43 -.64 -.41 
sig .87 .10 .02 .0003 .36 

Petty Theft y -.26 -.26 -.39 -.12 +.18 
sig .50 .05 .0003 .36 .57 

Fighting y -.26 -.29 -.20 -.15 -.17 
sig .35 .01 .04 .20 .51 

General Delinquency Index y -.31 -.04 -.07 -.17 -.05 
sig .05 .63 .24 .02 .69 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.12 -.11 -.03 -.16 +.01 
sig .76 .36 .74 .12 .91 

Status Delinquency Index y -.34 -.05 -.13 -.17 -.10 
sig .03 .55 .04 .02 .43 

Worrying about Parents 

Defiance y -.69 -.23 -.02 -.09 +.11 
sig .16 .11 .94 .49 .64 

Marijuana Use y -.19 -.16 -.26 -.34 -.08 
sig .77 .25 .005 .002 .77 

Grand Theft y +1.0(1) -.46 -.64 -.47 -.38 
sig .31 .09 .000 .005 .38 

Petty Theft y +.06 -.23 -.36 -.29 -.04 
sig .79 .13 .0007 .02 .96 

Fighting y -.17 -.35 -.29 -.22 - .1 
sig .82 .006 .003 .08 .76 

General Delinquency Index Y -.29 -.17 -.18 -.31 -.13 
sig .20 .06 .007 .0003 .33 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.19 -.20 -.12 -.21 -.18 
sig .74 .13 .24 .07 .38 

Status Delinquency Index y -.35 -.10 -.18 -.23 -.14 
sig .10 .28 .006 .005 .28 
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Table 21. Delinquency by worry items by age, Year l--Continued 

Age 

14 15 16 17 18 

Worrying about Other Kids 

Defiance y -.33 -.22 -.19 -.11 -.14 
sig .46 .19 .17 .61 .85 

Marijuana Use y -.19 -.35 -.53 -.62 -.17 
sig .83 .38 .0002 .0001 .74 

Grand Theft y -1.0(1) -1.0(16) -.64 -.37 -1.0(10) 
sig .28 .17 .18 .43 .60 

Petty Theft y -.04 -.69 -.33 -.54 +.20 
sig .75 .004 .14 .03 .85 

Fighting y -.18 -.52 -.35 -.21 +16 
sig .85 .007 .05 .36 .86 

General Delinquency Index Y -.32 -.42 -.48 -.48 -.36 
sig .17 .0001 .0000 .0000 .09 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.46 -.34 -.48 -.51 -.25 
sig .21 .03 .0009 .0014 .55 

Status Delinquency Index y -.05 -.37 -.42 -.52 -.40 
sig .89 .0007 .0000 .0000 .05 

Worrying about Teachers 

Defiance y -.29 -.27 -.07 -.37 -.12 
sig .30 .02 .49 .0002 .63 

Marijuana Use y -.44 -.48 -.34 -.48 -.41 
sig .06 .0000 .0001 .0000 .02 

Grand Theft y -1.0(1) -.87 -.47 -.25 -.51 
sig .94 .002 .017 .26 .26 

Petty Theft y -.24 -.45 -.30 -.36 -.04 
sig .54 .0005 .009 .005 .94 

Fighting y -.27 -.35 -.16 -.36 .01 
sig .31 .003 .12 .003 .89 

General Delinquency Index Y -.39 -.37 -.24 -.53 -.39 
sig .01 .0000 .0001 .00 .002 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.43 -.4 -.24 -.53 -.29 
sig .06 .0001 .005 .0000 .12 

Status Delinquency Index y -.49 -.38 -.24 -.48 -.34 
sig .0009 .000 .0001 .0000 .006 
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Table 21. Delinquency by worry items by age, Year l--Continued 

Age 

14 15 16 17 18 

Worrying about Self 

Defiance y -.38 -.32 -.30 -.21 -.33 
sig .20 .006 .0008 .04 .10 

Marijuana Use y -.73 -.55 -.43 -.57 -.43 
sig .0002 .00 .000 .0000 .02 

Grano Theft y 11.(1) -.76 -.67 -.78 -.41 
sig .78 .001 .0000 .0000 .36 

Petty Theft y -.46 -.45 -.55 -.46 -.08 
sig .12 .0002 .00 .0001 .91 

Fighting y +.04 -.21 -.18 -.35 -.22 
sig .96 .09 .07 .0016 .40 

General Delinquency Index Y -.62 -.44 -.42 -.57 -.54 
sig .0001 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.61 -.53 -.40 -.47 -.65 
sig .008 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0001 

Status Delinquency Index y -.44 -.37 -.41 -.51 -.57 
sig .005 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 

Worrying about Job Loss 

Defiance y -.29 -.17 +.01 -.12 -.05 
sig .33 .15 .96 .29 .89 

Marijuana Use y -.29 -.32 -.17 -.24 +.06 
sig .28 .003 .05 .02 .87 

Grand Theft y +1.0(1) -.68 -.54 -.17 -.21 
sig .87 .01 .003 .44 .76 

Petty Theft y -.05 -.17 -.29 -.15 -.15 
sig .92 .23 .008 .24 .68 

Fighting y +.51 -.23 -.25 -.09 -.34 
sig .. 04 .05 .01 .98 .12 

General Delinquency Index Y +.19 -.22 -.16 -.24 +.03 
sig .65 .11 .001 .08 .08 

.. 
Serious Delinquency Index y -.15 - .18 -.27 -.18 -.32 

sig .65 .11 .001 .08 .08 

Status Delinquency Index y +.07 -.15 -.15 -.17 -.02 
sig .68 .05 .01 .02 .89 
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Table 21. Delinquency by worry items by age, Year l--Continued 

Age 

14 15 16 17 18 

Worrying about College 

Defiance y -.02 -.13 - .19 -.32 -.06 
sig .84 .36 .04 .0003 .89 

Marijuana Use y -.61 -.26 -.44 -.47 -.03 
sig .02 .02 .0000 .0000 .98 

Grand Theft y +1.0(1) -.68 -.71 -,47 -.55 
sig .42 .002 .000 .008 .14 

Petty Theft y -.41 -.36 -.47 -.37 -.12 
sig .29 .006 .0000 .0011 .75 

Fighting y -.05 -.28 -.26 - .19 -.15 
sig .92 .02 .008 .11 .57 

General Delinquency Index y -.45 -.23 -.37 -:47 -.13 
sig .02 .007 .0000 .0000 .33 

Serious Delinquency Index y -.36 -.21 -.39 -.44 -.20 
sig .31 .08 .0000 .0000 .33 

Status Delinquency Index y -.36 -.19 -.3.9 -.45 -.17 
sig .06 02 .0000 .0000 .18 
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majority of these nonsignificant results are found for the 14-year olds 

and 18-year olds and is likely due to the small N. There is also a large 

number of nonsignificant results for defying parents, probably as a 

result of the distribution for this act. 

Summary of Institutional Contexts by Age. There are general 

conclusions to apparent in spite of the diffkulties of significance. It 

appears that the largest effects are "worry about seW' (only 10/40 are 

nonsignificant), teacher (13/40 nonsignificant), and college (14/40 non­

significant). The poorest effects are found for reformatory since 31 of 

40 are nonsignificant. Of the 26 signs in the wrong direction, 13 are 

found for the 3 legal responses; worrying about a job is the next with 

4 reversals. The pattern of age response across these categories is not 

linear as Jensen and Erickson (1978) have suggested. There are 

different patterns for each type of response: 

1. Response to legal worry is high at younger ages, drops off 

in middle, and climbs again (U shaped). Generally, the level 

does not get back up to the level evident at 14. 

2. Response to loss of job and respect of peers is low at 14, high­

est in the middle, and drops back down at the older ages 

(inverse U shaped). 

3. Response to teacher shows the same pattern as the legal 

response, but the effects are slightly higher (U shaped). 

4. Response to self is an inverse effect, with the highest scores 

at early ages. The effect at 18 is still relatively high, but not 

as high as at 14. 
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5. Worrying about college is high at the younger ages, drops in 

the middle, climbs at 17 but drops at 18 (S shaped). 

6. Worrying about parents is low at 14, climbs, drops, climbs and 

drops in its effect (M shaped). 

Thus it is an oversimplification to say that the effects increase with age. 

There is a clear shifting pattern of concerns with various institutional 

referents taking turns at being strong "inhibitors." 

Acts Inhibited by Worry and Age. It is also clear that the 

response to worry varies by acts and age. 

1. Fighting and marijuana use are inverse U shaped across age. 

The correlations are low at 14, highest in the middle, and drop 

in the older respondents. Defying parents generally shows this 

pattern, but does not rise in the middle as much and, conse­

quently, is approximating an inverse relationship for some acts 

(e.g., look at parents). 

2. The pattern for petty theft is a U-shaped one for the legal 

responses only, and the highest relationship is at the lowest 

ages and the oldest. For all other situational responses there 

is an inverse U, with the middle ages recording the highest 

scores • 

. 3. The pattern for the most serious act is to start low, climb, 

drop and begin to climb again for most acts. Thus there is 

evidence of a maturational effect in grand theft. 
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General Conclusion from Worry Items 

The general conclusion to make from the analysis of the nine 

worry items suggests that "fear" does operate on delinquency reduction, 

but that the largest reduction is likely to occur when there are institu­

tional referents other than the legal. Furthermore, there is likely to be 

a different pattern of fear for each act, for each sex, and for each age. 

There is evidence of a shifting of "sensitivity" among institutional refer­

ents of worry. All of this is consistent with a passive aversive model of 

social conditioning. Stimuli in the environment do not always have an 

effect, but may come into salience at different times. 

Due to a lack of a clear-cut pattern, there appears to be sup­

port for the Aaronson model of moral development rather than the 

Kohlberg model, but again this is not conclusive. It does appear that 

the test of fear incorporated into Minor's (1977) model has tested only 

a limited aspect of fear, and its meaning should be expanded. 

Summary of Fear and Control 

The analysis to this point has suggested several things: 

1. The limited institutionalization of fear of sanctions in the legal 

system is probably too narrow a procedure for inclusion in con­

trol theory. There is evidence that other institutions playa 

role in producing worry, fear, or anxiety. 

2. There is evidence to suggest that the fear in other institutional 

forms is more important than the fear in legal institutions. 

3. There is evidence that the meaning of fear and its relative 

importance is a function of social learning mechanisms. Most 
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likely these mechanisms operate i~ a passive aversive framework. 

Fear stimuli take on salience only under specific conditions, such 

as the commission of an act for which there is a sanction. That 

is, stimuli may move from a passive form to a salient form. 

4. The relationship between these general stimuli and delinquency 

may actively shift in valence depending on the conditions preva­

lent. When there is :I. potential for application the stimuli are 

likely to be positively related to delinquency, but when they 

have actually been applied there is a negative relationship to 

delinquency. 

5. There is some evidence that the reaction to "worry" and "fear" 

is unnecessarily narrow when limited to rational cognitive mea­

sures. Control does not have to be conscious to be effective, 

and in fact some of the patterns reported here suggest that it 

is not rational or conscious. 

6. If sanctions are to be included in a control model, a preferred 

strategy for analysis would be to compare the contributions of 

different institutions directly in a test with other control 

variables. 

In brief. if there is to be a general theory of control incorpora­

ting the notion of fear, there is evidence that this should be a general 

measure that is not restricted to specific and limited aspects of fear. 

The next chapter provides a description of belief and attachment and 

this general measure of anxiety developed here can be tested in relative 

terms against the other indicators. 



CHAPTER 4 

A MULTIVARIATE TEST OF CONTROL THEORY 

This chapter will examine a complete model of control using the 

variables attachment, belief, worry, and anxiety about punishment. 

Previous tests measured the components of control as single and sepa­

rate indicators (Hirschi, 1969) or as constructed unidimensional indices 

(Minor, 1977). 

The various indicators and their interrelationships are critically 

examined for the five delinquencies and three indices identified in Chap­

ter 2. There are three questions at issue before a general test of con­

trol theory can be made. 

1. What are appropriate measures of belief and attachment to use in 

control theory? The conceptual dimensions of each variable and 

the level of measurement to use are considered. 

2. What is the relationship of belief and attachment to delinquent 

acts? Are zero-order relationships for each mediated by other 

variables such as sex and age? 

3. Is there support for control when belief, attachment, worry, 

and fear of punishment are included in one test? 

Measures of Belief and Attachment 

In a general sense, both belief and attachment are intuitively 

understandable. However, in considering the range of behaviors or 

attitudes possibly encompassed by each concept, it is surprising that 
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there is a relative scarcity of definitional literature. In particular, dis­

cussions of their dimensionality are rare or limited. Hirschi's (1969) use 

of multiple indicators in an axiomatic format does not lend itself to dis­

cussions of dimensionality for either concept. Later studies (e. g. , 

Minor, 1977) created scales by addition of the separate indicators, but 

no evidence is provided for the validity of this unidimensional treatment. 

It appears that this study was simply concerned with the possibility of 

reaching interval level measurement so that linear analysis techniques 

could be used. 

"Belief" and "attachment" are commonly used in sociology, but 

are poorly developed typologies that are inadequately measured. Both 

of these concepts have been used within a variety of perspectives, but 

there are few cases of empirical conclusions useful for development of 

control theory. It is necessary to reconsider each concept separately. 

Conceptual Treatments of Belief 

Hirschi (1969) has argued "beliefs" are central to sociological 

work, but in spite of this they remain relatively undefined. Borhek 

and Curtis (1975:19) noted that a "useful general typology of beliefs 

seems both necessary and impossible" and further pointed out that 

attempts to construct a system of beliefs may not conform to empirical 

reality (cf. 29). A typology of beliefs relevant to control theory would 

be useful, but probably impossible to construct! In some cases, there 

are well-defined attempts to construct typologies for some types of 

beliefs, and these may provide some suggestions for use in control 

theory. Control theory would greatly benefit from further discussions 
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of possible dimensions of belief. At a minimum, what would result is a 

variety of measures and a clearer understanding of belief! 

Even though many authors have dealt with beliefs, few studies 

have empirically addressed the dimensionality of belief (cf. William 

Scott, 1959, for one exception). One possible general product of con­

trol theory is a contribution to the understanding of belief. 

Measures of Belief 

In this section, the "belief" items and their dimensionality will 

be described. Attempts were made to determine the dimensionality of 

items through both scalogram and factor analysis. 

Items Measuring Belief. Year 1 and Year 3 contained different 

questions tapping belief, but each of these items was based on Hirschi's 

(1969) conceptualization. There were eight different items presented as 

Likert choices, but only four overlapped the 2 years. The particular 

items are: 

1. It's OK to break the law if you can get away with it. 

(EVBRAKE) 

2. People who break the law are almost always caught and pun­

ished. (PERCEP) 

3. To get what you want in this world, you have to do some things 

which are against the law. (EVAHEAD) 

4. Most things which get teenagers into trouble with the law 

don't really hurt anyone. (EVNHURT) 

5. Suckers deserve to be taken advantage of. (SUCKERS) 



6. Criminals are just people fighting for what they believe in. 

(CRIMFITE) 

7. I have a whole lot of respect for the police in my town. 

(RESPECT) 

8. Laws are made for just the good of a few. (GOOD) 

The first four appeared on all questionnaires, but the last four were 

limited to the third year. 24 
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Of the four items available on both years,two of them, Item 1 

(EVBRAKE, "OK ••• if you can get away with it II ) and Item 2 

(PERCEP, ". • • always caught and punsihed ") appear to measure cog-

niti ve estimates of II effecti veness II of legal reaction. This raises the 

question of the link between fear of sanctions and beliefs that will be 

addressed later. Item 3 (EVAHEAD, liTo get what you want. 

break the law II ) appears to measure the morality of the law when a 

II utility II dimension enters into consideration. The fianl common item, 

mumber 4 (EVNHURT, "Most things ••• don't really hurt anyone"), 

measures the degree of II harm II and its influence on belief, 

Year 3 questionnaires contain two further measures of "harm-

utility" in Item 5 (SUCKERS, ", •• deserve to be taken advantage 

of II ) and Item 6 (CRIMFITE, ", , • fighting for what they believe II) • 

There is also one measure of "legitimacy" of authority (RESPECT, 

24. The mnemomic variable name is included in parentheses 
and it is this name that appears in the tables and appendices. 
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" 

for police") and one measure of "conflict," Item 8 (GOOD, 

25 just for good of a few"). 
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As Hirschi (1969: 198) has noted: "Conflicting claims, vague and 

shifting 'definitions, and limited empirical data have left in their wake 

deep and abiding confusions about the place of beliefs in the causation 

of delinquency." Hirschi himself did not address the specific question 

of types of belief, nor did he attempt to directly categorize them. 

Rather, he saw beliefs as linked to attachments, and he explored the 

sources of beliefs (cf. 200). Other studies in delinquency have noted 

the difficulty in trying to measure the importance of beliefs (e. g. , 

Short, 1957), and still others have concentrated on the processes by 

which beliefs can be neutralized (Sykes and Matza, 1957). 

It is not suggested that a complete list of the conceptual 

dimensions of belief will come out of this rather quick review, but 

it is argued that there is a variety of beliefs and that these may 

operate differentially. A thorough conceptual analysis of the various 

dimensions of belief would surely uncover more types than are included 

here. 

25. Minor's measures were slightly different, although appar­
ently similar: "I feel a moral obligation to obey the law," "Sometimes 
people get in situations where they have to break the law even if they 
don't want to," IIIf you have a problem, the law won't help you unless 
you have a lot of money, II "People should always obey the law, even if 
they don't agree with it." On the face value of the wording, these 
items appear to be closely linked with CRIMFITE, GOOD, and 
EVAHEAD. 
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However, there is also an empirical question since these eight 

items ~ in fact commonly used. One may ask whether there are 

empirical links between these indicators, and whether they may be sum­

marized by indicators or scales? 

Steps were taken to evaluate this general question. The fre­

quency distribution of the various items are not normal, and few res­

pondents can be classified as "morally lacking" since few chos~ any­

thing except "Strongly Agree" or "Agree." 

CorreIa tion s 

The intercorrelation matrix of Yules-Q for collapsed categories 

was first analyzed. For Year 1, all of the items were related to each 

other, but there was a major difference between Items 1 (EVBRAKE), 

2 (EVAHEAD), 4 (EVNHURT), and Item 2 (PERCEP, " •.• most are 

caught and punished"). The range of Q's for 1, 3, and 4 was .52 to 

.65, but the range for Item 2 was .25 to .27. Thus, it appears that 

the statement "People who break the law are almost always caught and 

punished" measures a different dimension of belief than do the other 

items. Even though both this Item 1 (". • • get away with it") 

appear to measure beliefs about "risk." EVBRAKE (Item 1) is more 

related to the two other items than to PERCEP. 

On the other hand, the item that appears to be the "central" 

question is Number 4, EVNHURT, "Most things that teenagers do to 

get them into trouble don't really hurt anyone." Although it is diffi­

cult to attribute exact meaning to all of these correlations, it appears 
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that items relating to punishments (EVBRAKE, PERCEPT) are not 

strongly related to other dimensions. 

Year 3 data is essentially the same; Item 2 (PERCEP) is not as 

strongly related to the other items, but all it~ms ~ related. In addi­

tion, the statement "criminals are just people fighting for what they 

believe in (CRIMFITE) is characterized by lower relationships with the 

other items, although it does reach .49 with Item 5 (SUCKERS, " 

deserve to be taken advantage of"). As in Year 1, Question 4 

(EVNHURT) has a strong relationship with the other items, although 

Question 5 (SUCKERS) appears to be even more strongly related. 

Items four and five were both characterized as possessing a "degree of 

harm" property. 

The range of correlations indicate possible multidimensional char-

acteristics, and this possibility was tested by applying tests of scaling. 

Scaling Belief 

Two attempts were made to scale these items for purposes of 

index construction. Guttman scalogram analysis was performed on the 

collapsed correlations. The results indicate that items used to measure 

belief approximated a unidimensional scale, but did not reach levels of 

d 'b'l't t bl f 1 ,26 repro UCI I I Y accep a e or sca e constructIon. Furthermore, 

26. Analysis was performed using several cutting points and 
through elimination of items, but results remained relatively stable. 
Year 1 data (four items) reached a maximum coefficient of reproduci­
bility of .77, with a .08 % improvement and a coefficient of scalability of 
.27. Year 3 data (eight items) reached a maximum coefficient of scala­
bility of .78, percent improvement of .06 and a coefficient of scalability 
of .21. Simple addition of the items is not completely justified and may 
be misleading. There is an unknown causal relationship among the 
indicators. 
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principal component factoring identified only one principal factor, but 

th 'd f l't 27 ere were varyIng egrees 0 communa 1 y. 

It is prudent to avoid scaling these itel!ls of belief. Although 

there appears to be an underlying link, scaling might obscure effects. 

It appears that "belief" items tapping punishment ("being caught and 

punished") are not as strongly related to the other items. 

Analysis will assume that there is a causal ordering among 

these variables, but that is unknown. 28 

Conceptual Treatment of Attachment 

The general concept of "attachment" is also widely used in 

sociology. However, there are two major limitations generall'y found: 

on one hand, types of "attachments" are limited in scope, and on the 

other hand do not lead to empirical measures. Fore example, in the 

1960s, several authors argued that a youth culture existed in opposi-

tion to adult society (e. g., Coleman, 1961); specifically, there was a 

claim made that attachment to peers was more important than attachment 

to parents or to school. But critics (e.g., Jensen, 1970a) pointed 

out that the contrast between parents and peers is an unfair test of 

the competing attachment hypothesis since it is limited in scope. 

27. Item 2, PERCEP, was least related to the others, and the 
two strongest were EVBRAKE (Item 1) and EVAHEAD (Item 3). This 
analysis provides another estimate that the items of belief do not act 
in a uniform manner. 

28. The examination of the relationships will make use of both 
ordinal and interval levels of measurement. Ordinal analysis will use 
gammas, and the interval level will use the notion of "auxiliary theories" 
and blocking (d. Blalock, 1969a, 1969b). 
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Furthermore, the existence of strong attachments to peers is in doubt 

because these links are considered to be poorly measured. 

Rigsby and McDill (1972;306) pointed out that a variety of 

theories have considered how lithe behavior, attitudes, and values of 

one or a small group of persons impinge on another to influence his 

cognitive or affective values. But most general theories are not con­

cerned with describing the exact way in which groups impinge on 

actors, rather they are concerned with studying the relationships 

between these groups, their value systems, and impact on individual 

actors. Although there is a variety of theories available, the general 

question addressed in these theories is IIhow do particular reference 

groups act between the individual and larger value systems?" This 

is also a relevant question for control theory, but there is a greater 

need to analyze the notion of "competing" attachments. Thus the 

general question for here is "how does the nature of the group affect 

the quality of attachment?" These broad theories suggest a strong 

link between attachment and belief, and Hirschi (1969) has also noted 

this link. Ideally, the measures used to represent attachment should 

be "separated" from beliefs as much as possible, and I will explore 

this possibility below. 

Measures of Attachment 

In particular, the treatment of "attachments" in control 

theory has paid little attention to dimensionality. In general, there 

should be a concern with the object of attachment (i.e., the institu­

tional sources) and with the nature of attachments. Hirschi (1969) 
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did specify that attachment to a variety of institutions (parents, peers, 

schools) was possible, and in the case of parents he further provided 

measures for intimacy of communication, attachment, supervision, and 

disciplinary techniques (cf. page 103). But the theoretical treatment 

does not generalize to all institutions since he used these dimensions to 

explore the relative importance of fathers vs. mothers. He concluded 

that "either" can play a role, and that knowing the attitudes towards 

both parents added nothing to knowledge of bonds. He has thus sug­

gested that there should be no overall effect when the specific ques­

tions about attachment vary. This particular conclusion is worth test­

ing again, and therefore a variety of questions for measuring attach­

ment are considered here. 

Items Measuring Attachment? 

There are seven items measuring aspects of attachment asked 

on both Year 1 and Year 3 versions of the questionnaire. Three of 

the questions required responses from "Strongly Agree" to "Strongly 

Disagree" (the last three questions below), and the other four required 

responses estimating the degree of imitation ("In All Ways," "In Most 

Ways," "In Some Ways," "In a Few Ways," "Not at all"). The items 

were: 

1. Would you like to be the kind of person your father is? 

(BLIKDAD) 

2. Would you like to be the kind of person your close friends are? 

(BLIKBUD) 



3. Would you like to be the kind of person your mother is? 

(BLIKMOM) 
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4. Would you like to be the kind of a person your teachers are? 

"(TEACHID) 

5. I feel very close to my father. (CLOSDAD) 

6. I feel very close to my mother. (CLOSMOM) 

7. I care what my teachers think of me. (CLOSTCH) 

There was generally a high level of agreement with the items, and for 

further analysis they were collapsed into bivariate categories. 

Types of Attachments. These items specify attachments to a 

variety of institutions (fathers, mothers, teachers, and peers) and 

thus represent each of the institutional referents of attachment sug­

gested by Hirschi (1969). For the parents and teachers there are two 

types of questions classifying the degree of attachment of identifica­

tion ("being like" vs. "feeling close to"). The question raised for 

belief items also applies here; "is there an underlying set of relation­

ships among these items?" Because no one has specified an exact 

model, the relationship among the indicators must be treated as an 

empirical unknown. Analysis here focuses on the dimensionality of 

these items. 

Correlations 

Analysis of the correlation matrix of Yules-Q indicates that all 

of the items are related to each other, but there is a range of variation 

which suggests problems in treating items as one dimension. For 

instance, in Year 1, Item 2 ("relation to friends") is not highly related 
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to the other items since it has negative Q's with Item I (father), and 

Item 3 (mother). Year 3 data also describes the low relationship of 

this "friend" item with mother and father, but there al'e no negative 

correlations. In addition, Item 5 ("close to father") also has a lower 

set of correlations with the other items, especially with Items I ("be 

like father") and Item 3 ("be like mother"). This is especially strange 

in the case of fathers, since the only difference is phrasing, "close-

ness" v s. "being like." The multidimensionality for these items is 

clear and suggests a need to elaborate underlying causal relationships. 

Hirschi's (1969) answer was too simple, and it is not enough to argue 

that the two parental variables act the same. The pattern of correla-

tions suggests that other institutional referents may also affect the 

operation of attachments. 

Scaling Attachment 

Two attempts were made to scale these attachment items for 

purposes of index construction. Scalogram analysis with these items 

f ' d 1 k f 'd' , l't 29 con lrme a ac 0 unl ImenslOna 1 y. A varimax factor matrix with 

orthoganal rotation indicated that these seven items should be consi-

dered as two separate factors. Factor 1 consisted of Item 6 ("close 

to mother"), Item 5 ("close to father"), Item 1 ("be like father"), and 

29. By using different cutting points and eliminating items, 
various tests for Guttman scaling were conducted. The results remained 
stable over a variety of tests. Year 1 data attained a maximum coeffi­
cient of reproducibility of .74, coefficient of scalability of .16, and per­
cent improvement of .05. Year 3 data had comparable figures of .77 
(reproducibility), .24 (scalability), and .07 (percent improvement). 
The items approach unidimensionality but do not attain it. 
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Item 3 ("be like mother"). This provides a further suggestion that 

other referents besides parents should be examined for effects on the 

bonds. Hirschi (1969) is correct in his conclusion that there is an 

"identical effect" of fathers and mothers, but there may be a large 

difference between the common effects of these parental variables and 

the effects of other types of attachments. The institutional referent 

of the family is apparently acting uniformly, and accounts for 71.8% of 

the variation. The other factor is based on two items, Item 2 (be like 

friends) and Item 4 (be like teachers). Thus it appears to be tapping 

the II identification II (llbe like II ) dimension when others are involved 

(i.e., nonfamily). The remaining item (Item 7, II care what teachers 

think") did not contribute to either factor, although it did reach a 

higher eigenvalue in Factor 2 than it had in Factor 1. 30 There is also 

a suggestion that the most important differences in effect will come from 

comparison of family and others. 

Summary of Attachment I terns 

The major conclusi?n derived is empirical, that there is no real 

justification for adding the items together in one index. They are not 

unidimensional and factor scores are unlikely to be stable representa-

tions due to the poor distribution of responses and limited categorical 

choice. In analyses reported here, each item is treated as belief items 

are, and any particular relationship with other attachment items is 

30. Since the questions were designed for ordinal level mea­
surement, they do not meet the necessary assumptions of Factor analy­
sis but nevertheless it is clear that items are not acting in an unidi­
mensionalfashion. 
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assumed to be unknown and part of auxiliary. theory. This is primarily 

a mechanical procedure since it means that all attachment variables will 

be entered as a block into analysis, and no causal ordering is assumed. 

It does appear from the analysis that there are "types" of 

attachments to parents, and "types" of attachments to others. Refer-

ence to others becomes important only if "identification" (i. e., "being 

like") is used in the question, 31 but the parental items do not have 

distinct patterns for "closeness to" and "being like." Empirically, it 

should be expected that all of the questions relating to parents would 

have a uniform effect, and these four questions will act differently 

than the other three relating to others. 

The argument suggested here supports the conclusion made by 

Linden and Hackler (1973). That is, the nature of the ties to others 

must be considered if attachments are to make any sense. The notion 

of "affective" ties is most likely to apply to others, and not to parents. 

Belief and Delinquency 

A series of stepwise regressions32 were calculated for the four 

belief items and are summarized in Table 22. The general question 

31. In social psychological approaches the term "identification" 
is used more than attachment. See Campbell (1964) for his discussion 
of internalization of norms. 

32. An ordinal analysis was also done. The delinquent acts 
were collapsed; the five acts were transformed into bivariate attributes 
(zero, one plus), and the three indices were collapsed into five (gen­
eral delinquency), two (serious delinquency), and three categories 
(status delinquency). 



Table 22. Regression on deliquency using belief items, Year 1. -- df 4/1269 

Measure of Belief Measures of Fit 

Act EVBRAKEEVAHEADPERCEP EVNHURT RZ Constant F Sig. s.e. 

Fighting 

Beta -.13 -.07 -.00 -.01 
F 16.3 4.5 .013 .39 .03 3.97 9.1 .0000 4.0 
Significance >.0001 >.0001 ns ns 

Marijuana Use 

Beta -.19 -.11 -.14 .04 
F 38.2 13.3 27.4 1.8 .11 139.9 42.59 .0000 83 
Signifiance >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 ns 

Defying Parents 

Beta -.15 -.08 -.05 -.02 
F 22.2 7.5 3.5 .6 .04 9R.8 15.18 .0000 73.7 
Significance >.0001 >.0001 >.001 ns 

Grand Theft 

Beta -.08 -.05 -.08 -.02 
F 5.9 1. • ] 8.1 .65 .018 1.4 6.36 .0000 1.8 
Significance >.0001 ns >.001 ns 

Petty Theft 

Beta -.09 -.07 -.03 -.04 
F 8.8 4.7 1.5 2.1 .018 9.08 6.3 .0001 9.1 
Significance >.004 >.001 n8 ns 

~ 

"" ~ 



Table 22. Regression on deJiquency using belief iterns--Continued 

Measure of Belief 

Act EVBRAKE EV AHEAD PERCEP EVNHUR T Tt2 

General Delinguency 

Beta -.27 -.16 -.12 -.09 
F 90.1 30.8 21.5 9.982 .21 
Significance >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 

Serious Delinguency 

Beta -.18 -.17 -.04 .02 
F 35 33 2.6 .7 .104 
Significance >.0001 >.0001 >.025 ns 

Status Delinguency 

Beta -.22 -.10 -.08 .II 
F 56 12.3 II.9 17.61 14.6 

>.0001 >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 

Measures of Fit 

Constant F 

148.04 88.66 

40 27.42 

87 58.68 

Sig. 

.0000 

.0000 

.0000 

s.e. 

59 

16.7 

43.7 

...... 
~ 
N 
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being explored here is whether these items can be reduced on the basis 

of redundancy. Although there are a maximum of five points for each 

indicator, and although these are not normally distributed, regression 

analysis permits a test of the relative effect of these items on each mea-

sure of delinquency. The results here are likely to be conservative 

tests of the "true" relationships. 

Betas are reported for purposes of discussion of relative con-

tributions. It is clear that two items, EVBRAKE ("It's OK to break the 

law if you can get away with it") and EVAHEAD ("To get the things 

you want • • . sometimes it is necessary to do things against the law") 

are consistently related to measures of delinquency (EVAHEAD just 

fails to reach a significant level for grand theft). The item EVNHURT 

("most things ••• don't hurt anyone") has the fewest number of sig-

nif icant betas, and has signs in the opposite directions for fighting, 

33 defiance, petty theft, and grand theft. In conclusion, the dimension 

of "harm" might not act as an insulator in control theory when all of 

the other variables are taken into account. Whether this is the result 

of the "pure" effect of the indicator, or the result of a "neutralization 

process" (cf. Sykes and Matza, 1957) involving beliefs about breaking 

laws is unclear. It is true that the marginals of EVNHURT change 

when EVBRAKE enters into the regression (not shown here), but to 

33. In all of these acts, the marginal relation (i. e., the simple 
r) was in the expected direction, but the effect is suppressed when 
controlling for the other three indicators. (It is EVBRAKE which is 
most responsible for suppression.) Only for fighting at the marginal 
level, when gamma analysis was performed, were there "hints" that 
EVNHURT might not operate to insulate. 
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imply a neutralization process requires a temporal specification that is 

simply not available here. What is clear is the existence of complex 

causal links, and summary measures of separate items might be mis­

leading. 

It should be noted that the explained variances for the individ­

ual acts are low with the exception of marijuana use, and for the three 

general indices. Other tests of control theory have described a larger 

effect for general than for specific acts (Minor, 1977), and studies in 

deterrence have also noted this general vs. specific act effect 

(Silberman, 1976). 

On the basis of this analysis, there is no real justification for 

eliminating items or for direct scaling. There are contexts when all 

indicators may contribute, and other contexts in which only some may 

contribute to explained variance. The impact of EVNHURT does vary 

with the type of act and clearly shows variability by context. 

In conclusion, there is no empirical means of reducing the belief 

items, and in order to avoid a priori theorizing, all will be used in a 

test of control theory. 

A ttachment and Delinquency 

A stepwise regression was performed using all of the attachment 

items and all of the indicators of delinquency. The results are pre­

sented in Table 23. Again, the question is whether or not it is pos­

sible to eliminate redundancy of items by analyzing their relative contri­

butions to explained variance. 



Table 23. Regression on delinquency using attachment items. Year 1. -- df 7/1266 

f.leasure or Attiicnmerit Measures of Fit 

Art CLOSTCH BLIKDAD BLIKMOM BLIKBUD TEACHID Cr.OSMOM CLOSDAD R2 Constant ~ Sig s.e. 

Fighting 

Beta -.06 .06 -.06 .03 -.02 .01 .01 
F 4.8 2.78 3.6 1.7 .56 .221 .104 .01 1.45 2.07 .04 4.1 
~Igniflcance >.001 >.001 >.001 >.1 ns ns ns 

Marijuana Use 

Beta -.17 .05 -.07 .01 -.05 .05 -.09 
F 37.6 1.7 3.7 .151 2.9 1.9 5.5 .05 111.3 10.2 >.0000 8.6 
Significance >.0001 ns >.0001 ns >.01 .~5 >.0001 

Defying Parents -
Beta -.04 .04 -.03 .09 -.09 -.09 -.09 
F 2.2 .88 .69 9.5 8.1 7.1 6.1 .04 81 9 >.0000 73 
Significance >.05 ns ns >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 >.0001 

Grand Theft 

Beta -.09 .05 .03 -.01 -.04 -.O!! .06 
F 9.8 2.1 .73 1.05 2.3 2.4 2.4 .02 .7 3.8 >.0003 1.84 
Significance >.0001 >.05 ns ns >.05 >.05 >.05 

Petty Theft 

Beta -.07 .06 .04 -.03 -.04 -.07 -.02 
F 6.2 2.1 1.28 .97 1.89 3.7 .45 .02 6.2 3.2 >.002 9.1 
Significance >.0001 >.05 ns ns >.05 >.0001 ns 

General Dellnguency 

Beta -.24 .04 -.06 .006 -.06 .0 -.09 
F 74.7 1.147 4.06 .045 4.4 .0 8.02 .09 136 23.6 >.0000 63.136 
Significance >.0001 >.3 >.001 ns >.001 ns >.001 

Serious Dellnguency 

Beta -.12 .05 -.02 .01 -.07 -.02 -.03 
F 16.3 1.8 .349 .145 5.74 .24 .72 .03 17:9 5.55 >.0000 17.4 
Significance >.0001 >.05 ns ns >.0001 ns ns 

Status Dellnguency 

Beta -.25 -.007 -.05 .004 -.05 .003 -.08 
F 78 .038 2.6 .024 2.89 .01 5.4 .10 102 20.9 >.0000 45 
Significance >.0001 ns >.01 ns >.01 ns >.0001 

~ 

~ 
\J1 
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These results should be interpreted as a conservative test of 

the relationships among the variables. Overall, the levels of explained 

variance are low, even lower than the levels attained for belief. The 

two items that appear to consistently operate in the direction expected 

by control theory are TEACHID and CLOSTCH, since all of these betas 

are in the right direction and are significant. The "failure" of some of 

the items is an indication that the notion of attachment involves more 

than the specification of relevant groups. The nature or the quality of 

the attachments is important to develop. Perhaps, the inclusion of 

affective ties (Linden and Hackler, 1973) would lead to regression equa­

tions that includes other social types. The two items measuring rela­

tions with mothers are interesting in that they appear to operate in 

opposing directions for fighting, marijuana use, grand theft, and petty 

theft. Only for defiance do these operate in the same direction. How­

ever, there is no competition between these items for the index crimes. 

Fighting is apparently not related to parental attachments since all four 

of these betas have positive signs. The general index items show a 

generally strong relationship with CLOSTCH, and CLOSMOM is strong 

for serious delinquency. 

The value of regression becomes evident if we consider the 

zero-order relationships and the partials (betas). In several cases 

there has been a suppression of effects when allother indicators are 

"controlled." The item BLIKDAD is generally related in a manner 

expected by control theory at the marginal level although not at the 

partial level; all correlations except for grand theft are negative, but 

all betas are positive. The item BLIKB UD also changes signs from the 
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marginal to the partial for marijuana use and two index items. Further­

more, there is a change from a postive mrginal to a negative partial in 

the case of grand theft. CLOSMOM is also suppressed. All of these 

changes are very close to zero and could simply reflect changing distri­

butions. But even if these suppressions are not substantial, it is very 

clear that there is a shifting pattern of importance among the items; 

there are acts where all items support each other, and acts where some 

are not important, and acts where they "compete" against each other. 

The content of attachments is not always the same across all acts, and 

an exploration of the variation in contexts would be instructive for 

understanding control processes. 

Worry Items and Zero-Order Effects 

Table 24 presents the zero-order regression of worry items for 

comparative purposes. In the previous chapter, it was argued that 

there are a variety of referents of worry, and a tabular analysis of the 

results supported this conclusion (cf. also Jensen and Erickson, 1978); 

no regression analysis was presented for these items. Table 24 demon­

strates that the relationship among these indicators is complex, for 

there are a number of suppressor effects not evident in the marginals. 

It is true that a number of the changes in direction are at a non­

significant level, but there are rather substantial changes to be found 

in the general index items. For instance, the marginal for worrying 

about jobs, WOR Y JOB, and status delinquency is - .17; in the regres­

sion, where the beta is partialled by all other indicators, the compara­

tive value is + .10. Marijuana use and defiance each have four 
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suppression effects (marijuana for probation. jobs. parents and police; 

defiance for teachers. jobs. probation. and reformatory). Worrying 

about jobs is suppressed in 7 of the 8 measures of delinquency. In 

fact. the only items not suppressed are IIworrying about one's seli ll and 

IIworrying about other kids. II 

A general model of the relationship among these indicators is 

beyond the scope of present analysis. but it is clear that there are 

shifting worries. and that the particular measures bear a relationship 

with each other. The auxiliary theory approach is justified if we are 

interested in answering questions about general support for control 

theory. 

Control Theory Tested 

In the previous chapter. it was demonstrated that there are 

rather puzzling findings that emerge when IIfear of sanctions ll is 

regressed with delinquent behavior. Those notions of sanctions that 

are based on criminal justice procedures are weakest in their effect. 

but there are still indications that they might be called into affect 

under some conditions (e. g.. they appear to work for punishment). 

The question then is. how can we test control theory so that all poten­

tial effects of fear are included. 

The decision was made to include the nine IIworry items. II the 

lIanxietyll item. the four IIbeliefll items. and the seven lIattachment 

items II intests of control theory. The variables must be entered in 

blocks since the causal ordering internal to each concept is not clear 

and are best thought of as unspecified auxiliary theories. The 
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variables of age and sex will also be included since the ordinal analysis 

showed that they do effect interpretation. 

The strategy for analysis is quite simple. A stepwise regres­

sion with all 23 variables is performed for each delinquency. The step­

wise results are presented here, and no attempt is made to test recur­

sive models. That is, there is no particular specification of theoretical 

links between these blocks, for it is felt that it is too preliminary to 

specify an exact model such as Minor (1977) did. 

The evidence from zero-order regressions has suggested a 

shifting pattern of controls across acts within each block of variables, 

and there is no apparent ~ priori basis for specifying a model incorpo­

rating links between blocks. 

Stepwise Regression of Control Theory 

Table 25 summarizes the regressions for each of the acts. This 

stepwise regression was limited to the best indicators derived from the 

zero-order analysis, and further includes sex and age. 

It is apparent that different indicators, and different numbers 

of indicators have reached F ratios sufficient for inclusion. 

The range of explained variances is extensive; marijuana use 

is high with .17 (Minor reports .22), and grand theft is low at .04. 

This can be taken as an indication that there are degrees of effective­

ness of control attributable to these items for each type of act. When 

the delinquency indices are considered, the explained variance is quite 

high, especially for individual level data gathered by survey; the 

status offenses are the most "explained" by these control variables. 



Table 25. Simple regression on delinquency of all indicators, best indicators only, 
Yea r 1. -- All are significant. 

Act 

Defying Parents 

Variable 

Beta 
F 
Simple! 

Marijuana Use 

Variable 

Beta 
F 
~Imple ! 

Grand Theft 

Variable 

Beta 
F 
Simple! 

Petty Theft 

Variable 

Beta 
F 
Simple! 

Fighting 

Variable 

Beta 
F 
Simple! 

When Entered {Final Beta} 

Step I Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 

EVBRAKE CJ.OSMOM EVAHEAD WORYKID WORYREF EVNHURTWORYPARBLIKBUO RLKMOM 

-.12 -.08 -.n -.09 .07 -.07 -.05 .06 -.066 
9.826 4.328 9.46 6.93 4.55 3.562 2.576 3.77 2.966 
-.18 -.14 -.17 -.13 .021 .056 -.09 .037 -.126 

AGE 

-.05 
2.045 
-.031 

WORYEGOWORYCOLPERCEP ANXIETY EVBRAKE WORYTCHEVAHEAD WORYPROCLOSMOM WORYPAR CLOSTCH 

-.07 
3.499 
-.26 

-.14 
17.368 
-.25 

WORYPAR PERCEP 

-.10 -.08 
8.14 5.38 
-.12 -.09 

-.±3 
17.368 
-.20 

.11 -.09 -.12 -.06 .07 .06 -.06 -.05 
15.288 6.725 11.508 3.544 4.648 3.567 3.375 2.092 

.14 -.24 -.25 -.20 -.05 -.03 -.14 -.14 

ANXIETY EVAHEAD BLIKDAD CLOSTCII EVNHURT WORR YCOL 

.06 -.07 .07 -.06 -.06 -.05 
3.69 3.56 3.83 2.69 2.7 2.13 

.07 -.09 .03 -.08 -.002 -.09 

EVAHEAD WORYCOLRLIKOAD EVBRAKE ANXIETY AGE WORYTCHWORYKID 

-.14 -.12 .10 -.10 .07 -.06 .11 -.08 
16.68 11.76 10.14 7.76 4.66 3.164 6.43 4.4 
-.198 -.13 -.07 .17 -.10 .06 -.02 -.09 

SEX 

-.16 
23.77 
-.21 

EVAHEAD EVBRAKE BLIKDAD BLIKBUD WORYREF WORYPRO 

-.09 -.08 .09 -.08 .07 -.06 
6.12 5.37 7.3 5.5 4.5 2.7 
-.15 -.13 .07 -.06 .03 -.05 

Final Fit 

R2 F df 

.079 7.97 10/934 

.079 7.97 

.17 18.66 

10/934 

.04 4.74 
8/936 

.08 10.76 
8/936 

...... 
U"l 
...... 



Table 25. -- Continued 

When Entered (Final Beta) 

Act Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Step 9 Step 10 Step 11 

General Delinquency 

Variable 

Beta 

WORYEGO WORYCOL EVAHEAD EVBRAKE ANXIETY WORYKID PERCEP 

-.09 -.18 -.13 -.13 .12 -.10 -.08 
F 
Simple! 

5.63 32.132 14.637 14.823 17.121 9.5 8.207 
-.36 -.33 -.30 -.35 .16 -.31 -.20 

Serious Delinquency 
Variable EVAHEAD SEX WORYCOLEVBRAKEAGE WORYKID WORYPAR 

Beta -.13 -.14 -.12 -.11 -.07 -.01 .01 
F 14.4 18.7 12.6 9.73 5.76 5.16 4.186 
Simple! -.23 -.19 -.17 -.22 -.06 -.06 -.016 

Status Dellnguency 

AGE 

.01 
5.21 

.11 

CLOSTCH SEX 

-.07 -.05 
4.88 2.958 
-.24 -.16 

Variable WORYEGO WORYCOL EVBRAKE AGE WORYKID CLOSTCH EVNHURTWORYJOB EVAHEAD PERCEP 

Beta 
F 
Simple! 

-.10 
1.23 
-.3425 

-.21 
30.916 
-.31354 

-.10 
8.13 
-.296 

.11 
14.6 

.15 

-.10 
8.8 
-.28 

-.09 
7.7 
-.25 

.07 
5.045 

.25 

.08 
4.962 
-.16 

-.06 
3.211 
-.23 

-.05 
2.589 
-.16 

Final Fit 
R% F df 

.26 31.58 
10/934 

.12 17.72 
11937 

.23 27.026 
10/934 

!-' 
..." 
N 
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A maximum of 11 items contribute to explained variance (marijuana) and 

a minimum of seven (fighting) 0 

Table 26 is designed to show which particular items do in fact 

contribute to explanation of each act. Year 1 data is presented since 

it loses fewer cases for the fear of punishment item (cf. Chapter 2). 

All 23 of the items with the exception of TEACHID, WORYCOP, and 

CbOSDAD contribute to "control" for at least one act. The belief item 

EVAHEAD ("to get the things you want you have to do some things 

against the law") contributes to every type of delinquency. The worry 

items, and the fear items each contribute to several contests, although 

there is a shifting pattern of contributing indicators. 

In spite of the variation, the equations indicate a general sup­

port for control theory. For instance, if control theory is based on a 

rational, calculational component (cf. Hirschi, 1969: 11) then the com­

plete inclusion of the "utility" dimension (EVAHEAD) in all of the 

regressions supports the general premise. Furthermore, most of the 

indicators entered in the regressions have an insulating effectd. They 

may not have a uniform impact across all of the acts, and sometimes 

may even act as push factors rather than protection factors, but there 

are at least some contexts in which they do insulate. 

The failure to support control comes from items that never act 

as insulators, even though there are theoretical expectations that they 

should. The general anxiety item always has a positive beta even 

though a control theory would expect a negative sign. Thus the pattern 

first encountered in Chapter 3 is maintained even when the effects of 

beliefs and attachments are measured. If we are willing to think of 



Table 26. Summary of significant contribution to explained variance by each indi-
cator for each act, Year 3. -- (Betas) (based on simple stepwise 
regressions) • 

Act 

Defying Use Grand Petty General Serious 
Item INDICATOR Parents Marijuana Theft Theft Fighting Index Index 

SEX -.05 -.16 -.05 -.14 
AGE -.06 .07 -.07 
ANXIETY .11 .06 .07 .12 

Attachments BLIKBUD .06 -.08 
TEACHID 
BLIKDAD .07 .10 .09 
BLIKMOM -.07 
CLOSDAD 
CLOSMOM -.08 .06 
CI,OSTCH -.05 -.06 -.07 

Worry WORYCOP 
WORYREF .07 .07 
WORYPRO .07 -.06 
WORPAR -.05 -.06 -.10 .07 
WORYCOL -.14 -.05 -.12 -.18 -.12 
WORYJOB 
WORYKID -.09 -.08 -.10 -.07 
WORYTCH -.12 .11 
WORYEGO -.07 -.09 

Beliefs EVBRAKE -.12 -.09 -.10 -.08 -.13 -.11 
PERCEP -.13 -.08 -.08 
EVAHEAD -.11 -.06 -.07 -.14 -.09 -.13 -.13 
EVNHURT -.07 -.06 

SUMHARY 
R2 .08 .17 .04 .08 .07 .26 .12 

Status 
Index 

.10 

-.09 

-.21 
-.08 
-.10 

-.10 

-.10 
-.05 
-.06 

.07 

.23 

..... 
U1 
~ 
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anxiety as a back-up stimuli that must be made salient, then it is 

possible to maintain support for control theory. This reversal of signs 

is also evident in some of the worry items when they measure legal pro­

cesses. The "worry about reformatory" beta is not as predicted, and 

"worry about probation" is not in the right direction for marijuana use 

but is for fighting. None of these items were included in Hirschi 

(1969). 

This pattern of non expected findings is not restricted to fear 

items, however, the BLIKDAD, BLIKBUD, and CLOSMOM also fail to 

support control theory. Here there is a difference from Hirschi's find­

ings that must be explained. "Being like friends" insulates for fight­

ing, but not for defiance. "Worrying about friends" (WORYKID), on 

the other hand, does insulate against defiance, petty theft, and all 

index delinquencies. The parental items do not generally act as strong 

insulators. There are only two negative betas, both for defiance 

(BLIKMOM, CLOSMOM). The signs are in the opposite direction to 

the expected for CLOSMOM and marijuana, and BLIKDAD and grand 

theft, petty theft and fighting. This effect is partly the result of 

the controls for age, but the fact of failure to support control theory 

for these items of attachment is apparent. 

Arguments may be made which would support control theory in 

spite of the failure of some of these attachments. For instance, it may 

be argued that at the time of the delinquencies, there was a lack of 

attachment towards the parents, and one of the results of reaction may 

be an increase in the need for attachment. This is possibly true (but, 

untestable here), but even if it is, the fact that there are positive 
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betas when negative betas are expected indicates that attachment pro­

cesses are much more complex than previously described. If control is 

effected through attachment, the exact processes still need specifica­

tion. 

The results for attachment are similar to anxiety in this rever­

sal of signs. The meaning of attachments and the nature of associated 

stimuli are very puzzling and need elaboration. The same argument 

that was made about anxiety might also be made here; attachments can 

reflect a potential reinforcement in the environment. They take on 

salience under certain conditions, and acquire more relevancy to some 

actors. For instance, the youth who commits a delinquency. may become 

quite concerned about the loss of parental attachment, and the result 

may be a heightened sense that they should be more like their parents. 

But toreiterate what has been said several times, this shifting pattern 

of attachments cannot be adequately measured with this cross-sectional 

data. Furthermore, this chapter started by pointing out that all of 

the dimensions of attachment and belief are not included here, and it 

nowappears important to deal with the dimensionality issue raised 

initially. 

But we cannot overlook the fact that some of the measures 

ha ve contributed to reducing delinquency, and to make general conclu­

sions about the existence of controls it is necessary to make summary 

statements about each block of variables. The task then becomes one 

of describing a general parsimonious model of control from the multiple 

indicator regression. One way of doing this is to examine the relative 

contribution to explained variance by each set of measures. Since the 
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total explained variance is equivalent to the sum of all item betas multi­

plied by item zero-order correlations, it is possible to calculate the 

~ contributed by each block of variables. Simple r's and betas for 

each item were multiplied together, and this product is the proportion 

of total explained variance contributed by this particular indicator. 

Furthermore, if more than one item from a "block" is included in the 

final regression, all such items can be added together. This is possible 

because betas are partial r's and represent only "direct" effects on the 

dependent variable. Thus the partials (i. e., betas) and marginals 

(Le., simple r's) from Table 26 were multiplied, and the separate prod­

ucts within blocks were added together if more than one indicator had 

been added into the final equation. If there are different signs for 

betas and simple r's, the product was subtracted from the block effect. 

Table 27 and Figure 3 present summaries for these transforma­

tions and it is evident that there are "shifting" impacts among blocks 

of control variables. For instance, in defying parents the belief items 

(in particular EVBRAKE and EVAHEAD) are the most important contribu­

~ to explained variance. In this particular act, fear of punishment 

does not enter into the explanation. However, for other delinquencies 

the referents of control change and belief no longer is ascendant. 

This is demonstrated in Figure 3; each act is ordered in terms of its 

perceived seriousness, and each block of variables is described as a 

fraction of 1. O. The lines plotting the relative contribution of each 

type of control variable across acts have "slopes" moving in different 

directions. It was expected that there might be a patterned change of 
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Table 27. Contribution of blocked variables to explained variance 

Belief Attachment Worry Anxiety Sex Age 

Defiance of 
parents .566 .273 .235 0 0 .018 

Marijuana .351 .012 .542 .01 0 0 

Grand theft .328 .166 .401 .106 0 0 

Petty theft .543 .09 .25 .08 0 .04 

Fighting .33 .15 .0 0 .45 0 

Total delin-
quency index .37 .06 .45 .07 .03 .03 

Serious delin-
quency index .46 0 .27 0 .23 .04 

Status delin-
quency index .311 .10 .645 0 0 .08 
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form in each plot but this is clearly not the case. This expectation of 

a smooth relationship appeared to follow from Hamblin's (1979) descrip-

tionof choice and reinforcers in human behavior. His basic argument is 

that there are environments with variations in manipulanda available to 

actors, and that the majority of these environmental or social rein-

forcers fit a matching equation. Since the acts had been ordered in 

terms of severity, even though not linearly, it was expected that the 

meaning of control variables might follow an increasing or decreasing 

pattern. However, at the individual level there is no evidence of this, 

and there is even a suggestion of a step-function for marijuana and 

34 petty theft. Figure 4 plots the same products for status offenses 

and serious offenses and further illustrates the range of contribution 

by each "type" of variable. 35 In the general indices, the punishment 

items (anxiety) do not enter, but they had entered in the explanation 

of some individual acts (marijuana, grand and petty thefts). With 

Minor's measure, there was no contribution at the specific act level, 

but was one at the general level. As occurred in the marginals there 

is a positive relationship found for punishment. Although this was not 

predicted by theory, it nevertheless is one of the best contributors to 

explained variance for these acts. Its presence in theequations is hard 

to reconcile with control theory, since there is clearly the implication 

that the more afraid one is of legal penalties, the more delinquent one 

will be. 

34. With only five points caution must be taken. 

35. The pattern here is linear, but with two points this always 
occurs. 
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Discussion and Conclusions 

The description of control theory by Travis Hirschi and exten­

sions of it by Minor (1977) have emphasized a static picture of "com­

ponents.·" The results of the present analysis has left a picture of 

control much more dynamic than either, especially the version described 

by Minor. Hirschi (1969) treated his variables as separate indicators, 

and avoids reifying his model by constantly reminding the reader that 

he is testing a "bond" and that these indicators are simply another form 

of testing this bond. However, Minor specified the exact links in the 

theory in order to do a recursive analysis. The present approach 

appears to reject the picture of general control suggested by Minor, 

and raised some questions about Hirchi's descriptions of control and 

attachments. 

Furthermore, the results here do not generally support the 

models described by Minor (1977). Fear of punishment (Le., anxiety) 

does not operate in the sense that he describes fear, there is a clear 

positive effect when the measure described in Chapter 3 is used. 

The items identified as "insulators" do generally operate as 

expected, with the exception of punishment, BLIKB UD, BLIKDAD, and 

CLOSMOM in some acts. However, there is a shifting importance of 

their direct contributions. When measuring general indices, the power 

of these variables of control is rather large. When applied to specific 

acts however, the explanation is somewhat lower. This same type of 

conclusion has been generally noted for empirical works in deterrence, 

where the general operation of deterrence variables will explain the 

general case better than the specific acts. 
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However, there are two types of general conclusions that can 

be made about control theory, and both are criticisms about its unique­

ness. On one hand, it appears that the general statement of control 

theory shares much in common with exchange-learning theories! On 

the other hand, the pattern of changing contributions among blocks 

across acts seems to indicate that the operative components of control 

need to be described by more particular explanations. 

First of all, this analysis provides further evidence· for an argu­

ment that control theory may best be thought of as an exchange­

learning process that acts in a passive aversive framework of condition­

ing. In the previous chapter, evidence suggesting that socialization 

into anxieties and fear of punishment occurs in a passive aversive 

pattern; this chapter offers support for Homans' (1958) observation 

that human organisms work their natural and social environments for 

reinforcers and concentrate on those that have the highest return. 

There are strong suggestive links to Homans and what others 

describe as "behavioral choice." However, it is important to realize 

that the present study cannot be directly described by such theories 

for several reasons: 

1. The reinforcers suggested here are both negative and positive, 

and reinforcers typically described in behavioral choice are 

positive. 

2. The reinforcers suggested here prevent behavior from occur­

ring. Most studies in exchange focus on acquisition of 

behavior. 
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3. Reinforcers here are placed in a multivariate context, but the 

models described by Hamblin (1979) are at best two variable 

models. He claimed that no one has ever proposed a multi­

variate model of choice. 

4. No effect over time and in actual "manipulanda" situations can 

be derived from this cross-sectional test. Furthermore, there 

is no real choice involved since the data here is measuring 

hypothetical situations. 

However, in spite of these noted differences, there are a number of 

parallel conclusion. A major observation is that there are possible 

overlaps of control and learning theory. 

Another suggestion is that components of control may need a 

elaboration along different lines. More specification about the dimensions 

of each component of control is clearly necessary. The worry items 

appear to be measuring some of the same things as the attachment items. 

For instance, WaR YPAR appears similar to four attachment items through 

its reference to parents. It enters equations when other parent items 

won't. Likewise, worrying about teachers shares the common reference 

with CLOSTCH. It is difficult to say what import this has on the 

general theory of control, for it is ultimately impossible to say whether 

this is a fear item or an attachment item. Perhaps it may be more par­

simonious to identify the institutional referents first (e., g. EGO, 

VALUE SYSTEMS, LAW, RELIGION, FAMILY, PEERS, TEACHERS) and 

then develop ways of measuring the intensity of attachments along 

different dimensions. Such a strategy might include measures developed 

by Hackler and Linden for attachment to peers, and other dimensions 
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for other referents. In a general sense, Hirschi has operated in the 

other direction and specifies the second part first. 

Control appears to work, but it is impossible to say how it 

works specifically through institutional referents. It is also difficult 

to see how it differs from learning approaches, and efforts should be 

made to define the areas of overlap and areas of differences. 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide review of the major 

research question and an overall summary of the findings. Further­

more, suggestions for continuing research in control are outlined. 

Review of the Problem 

The major purpose of this dissertation was a critical analysis 

of control theory. This analysis began by conducting an investigation 

of the possible redundancies in theory, but also explored the need to 

add variables. Specifically, it was argued that control theory, espe­

cially the popular version developed by Hirschi, reduces to two major 

variables, IIbeliefll and lI a ttachment." It was further argued that there 

is a rationale for including the notion of lI anxiety-fear. 1I An argument 

was made that it is important to specify the II mechanisms ll by which fear, 

belief, and attachments operate to effect control, and it was suggested 

that this might be best thought of as a IIlearning process, 11 and that 

the most likely model was seen to be a passive aversive conditioning 

system. 

A major difficulty encountered for all three general concepts 

was an ambiguity of operational measures. In the case of both belief 

and attachment, it was argued that there are many possible dimensions 

of the general concept, and complex models using these dimensions 

should probably be used in testing control theory. Even though there 
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were a variety of tests for dimensionality, our particular measures of 

attachment and belief could not be satisfactorily summarized. The 

problem became one of choosing among many reasonable alternative mea­

sures, and discovering the specific dimensions of belief and attachment 

active in control. In the case of "anxiety-fear, II there is a key con­

ceptual dichotomy involved in choosing a measure. It appears that some 

measures of fear more closely linked to cognitive processes, and some 

that are more emotional or visceral. A review of the literature also 

discovered the tendency to use only legal referents of sanctions even 

though there are different institutional referents for fear available. 

Because it was not possible to limit the measures, a decision was made 

to employ them in blo.cks of unspecified links. 

Support for Control Theory 

Belief and attachments generally appear to play the role that 

Hirschi and others have described, but attachments are weaker. These 

two concepts are insulators against delinquency, but not all specific 

indicators are constraints to the same degree. For instance, when 

belief is conceptualized in pragmatic terms (EVAHEAD) or in acceptance 

of moral authority (EVBRAKE), then there is a clear belief effect. The 

other items used to measure belief operate in a control direction, but 

do not act as strongly. Again, it should be noted that there is a need 

to treat belief more broadly than is handled here. Any further test of 

control theory should explore the dimensionality of beliefs and construct 

items to test these dimensions. 
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II A ttachment II has a generally low effect across all acts and in 

some cases its effects are suppressed. Although it works at the zero­

order, when other variables are added to the model the effect lowers or 

even disappears. The general conclusion is that attachment works to 

insulate, but under some circumstances attachment to parents is directly 

linked to delinquency. This finding was completely unexpected and 

needs development, and the peer relationship needs further explanation 

since it acts in the same way. Thus it is not possible to use control to 

argue against other general theories since this particular finding is sup­

portive of some general theories (e. g., differential association). 

The concept of fear does insulate, but not necessarily through 

fear of legal consequences. The worry items (Le., the more cognitive 

measures) operate in the direction expected, but low explanatory power 

is found for those items relating to police and law enforcement. There 

is evidence that on some levels (Le., the emotional levels) the notion 

of fear does not act as an insulator, and may even be a push factor. 

The geometric means of the punishment are all positive, and seem to 

support this last point. However, the lack of time data makes this a 

difficult point to support. 

There is a possibility that the worry items are just another way 

of measuring belief, and may be confounded with measures of fear. 

The interchangeability of the worry and the belief items in the overall 

test seem to support this claim. 

It is important to note that control seems to work better for 

the general acts, and for marijuana as a specific act. This claim can be 

made if explained variance is the criteria for comparison. This 
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variation in explanation power across acts is important to recognize, 

and it may be that the theoretical usefulness of control is restricted to 

certain types of acts or to certain conceptualizations of crime. 

Shape of Control Theory 

The conceptualization of control, especially that of Minor (1977) 

is too rigid. The findings here clearly suggest that control operates 

through different mechanisms for different acts, and that the particular 

relevance of control will vary with individuals. It appears best to 

think of control as a fail-safe system with a number of interrelated 

checking systems ready to intervene. The activation of each particular 

system will depend on the specific background training, experiences, 

sex and age of the individual, as well as the act which needs control. 

It appears that actors work environments for reinforcements, and conse­

quently the relevance of reinforcements are contextually varied. The 

notion of control could be called a theory of the personal relevance of 

reinforcement, and may be most promisingly developed along these lines. 

Next Steps for Control Theory 

The direction of future research should go in a direction differ­

ent than that followed to the present. It may be more useful to start 

by identifying institutions that play a role in maintaining order, and 

then specifying the nature of individual links to these institutions. 

These "links" would involve various beliefs about these institutions, 

types .of attachments through individuals (or social roles) to these 

institutions, and the nature of the sanctions available to each institu­

tion. It may turn out that this suggestion is too broad to condense in 
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one set of theoretical statements, or that the nature of the conclusions 

will be too general to be useable in any practical way. However, if 

control is to be thought of as a unique theory, then these comparisons 

are necessary to make. 

The implications of taking this direction is that control theory 

may be shown to be not unique. It does owe a general historical debt 

to other general approaches to the social world (such as learning 

theory) . It may be that ultimately the generality of the theory is too 

broad and that it is impossible to verify or measure accurately. Thus 

the potential usefulness will be reduced. 

Support for Deterrence 

It is clear that the measure of fear of punishment as used here 

does not support deterrence notions. In all cases, the direction of the 

relationship was in a direction that was not expected by the principles 

of deterrence. Only by exploring the notion that there are flaws in 

the organization of justice do we come to a conclusion that there are 

possible deterrent effects. Certainly, compared to other types of 

sanctions and variables, the notion of the deterrent effect of punish­

ment has low explanatory power. 

In conclusion, this research has provided support for the 

notion of control, but questions the uniqueness of the predictions, and 

perhaps more importantly, questions the utility. 
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PERSONALITY LEVEL 
VARIABLES 

POSITIVE ASSOCIATION 
(produces conformity) 

NEUTRAL ASSOCIATION 
(no effect or no 
specified effect) 

NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION 
(psychopathic person­
ality traits) 

Structural Level Variables 

POSITIVE ASSOCIATION 
(produces conformity) 

REISS (personal and social 
control) 

RECKLESS (inner and outer 
containment) 

TOBY (inadequate social­
ization and social 
control) 

COHEN (individual and social) 

NYE (family), LINDEN and 
HACKLER (affective ties) 

HIRSCHI (bond: attachment 
commitments, belief, 
involvement) 

NEUTRAL ASSOCIATION 
(no effect or no 
specified effect) 

BECKER (commitment) 

JENSEN (self-esteem, self­
control, belief) 

TRASLER (passive aversive 
conditioning) 

TANGRI and SCHWARTZ 
(se If-concept) 

HATZA and SYKES 
(neutralization) 

HINDELANG (bond: attachment HATZA (drift) 
commitment, involve-
ment bel ief) 

HINOR (Bond: attachment, 
belief, commitment, 
sanctions) 

DETERRENCE (legal sanction) 

Hobbes 

PSYCHODYNAMIC THEORIES 
e.g., Bandura and Walters 
(psychopathcs) 

NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION 
(produces strain and 
deviance) 

TOBY 

KARACKI and TOBY 
(candidate for gang 
social ization) 

BRIAR and PILLIAVIN 
(situational inducements) 

I-' 
-J 
N 
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MINING 

Negative 
Missing to Positive 
Data Level Consent 

No missing 67.3 
Some missing 11.9 
All missing 20.8 

(n) (419) 

No missIng 76.3 
Some ml ss I ng 6.6 

All missing 17.1 

(n) (152) 

Gamma .19 
Significance .06 

School and Condition Chan~ 

TOURIST RANCHING SCHOOL I SCHOOL 2 

Posi tive Positive 
Negative Negative to no to no 
to Positive to Positive Parental Parental 
Consent Consent Consent Consent 

Reseondent Particieation Exeerience--Year 3 onl~ 

74.4 63.5 61.7 62.7 

5.6 17.2 14.4 17.6 
20.0 19.3 23.9 19.7 

(90) (285) (590) (834) 

Reseondent Particieation Exeerience--Year and Year 3 

53.8 17.8 69.9 17.8 

30.8 12.3 17.5 ILl 

15.4 9.9 12.6 ILl 

(13) (81) (103) (64) 

-.26 .31 .19 .32 

.33 .02 .06 .05 

PAROCHIAL 

No 
Change 

58.7 

19.6 
21.7 

(446) 

73.4 
12.1 

14.5 

(124) 

.37 

.006 

~ 
-J 

"'" 
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Year I Year 3 

Total Delin9uenc~ 

Mean 46.33 43.396 
Standard Deviation 66.35 75.584 
Median 15.98 17.98 
Minimum 0 0 
Maximum 436 933 
Skewness 2.148 3.609 

% Zero Scores 15% 14% 

Index Crime De I i n9uenc~ 
Mean 6.50 9.42 

Standard Deviation 19.451 31.396 

Median .446 .544 

Mi n i mum 0 0 

Maximum 221 585 

Skewness 5.503 7.655 

% Zero Scores 53% 50% 

Status Crime Delin9uenc~ 

Mean 37.27 36.12 

Standard Deviation 47.243 44.05 

Median 14.00 15.003 

Minimum 0 0 

Maximum 298 209 

Skewness 1.549 1.438 

% Zero Scores 17% 17% 
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Probation for one year 

Expulsion from school 

Interrogation by police 

1 month in county jail 

10 years in prison 

Convi ct i on 

1 year in county jail 

$300 fine 

Tri al 

5 years in prison 

15 years probation 

Loss of good reputation 

Li fe probat i on 

$10,000 fine 

Placement in a foster home 

Death penalty 

15 years in prison 

Counselling once a week 

2 months in county jail 

Li fe in p rison 

Prison for 1 year 

6 months in county jail 

7 p.m. curfew for one month 

Indictment 

$10,000 fine 

10 years probation 

$100 fine 

Commitment to a mental hospital 

One week in detention center 

Counselling once a week 

Factor 
1 

.61 

.61 

.62 

.91 

.58 

.66 

.76 

.84 

.91 

.62 

.74 

.51 

.53 

.71 

.59 

.28 

.53 

.71 

.74 

.36 

.73 

.85 

.40 

.85 

.76 

.86 

.68 

.36 

.91 

.91 

Factor 
2 

-.51 

-.48 
-.47 

-.30 

.37 

.27 

.21 

.02 

-.22 

.23 

• 17 

· 19 
.36 

.09 

.39 

.55 

.45 

.01 

· 13 
.57 

· 18 
.05 

· 16 
-.03 
-.32 

.09 

-.13 

.56 
-.29 
-.30 
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Factor 
3 

.60 
.. 61 

.61 

-. 18 

.10 

-.00 

-.03 
-.08 

-. 17 

.08 

-.00 

-.03 

.23 

.05 

· 13 
.22 

· 18 
-.68 

-.06 

.21 

.01 

-.07 
-.44 
-. 14 

-.06 

.07 
-.31 

.18 

· 19 
-.18 



Factor Factor 
1 2 

$2,000 fine .89 -.34 

Speci a 1 work assignment .95 -.33 

Commitment to a reformatory .67 .38 

Loss of all spending money or one 

5 

month .68 .01 

years probation .88 -.06 

Note: This analysis was restricted to three factors. 
Analysis using Z-scores was essentially the same; 
analysis using different factoring conditions 
showed the same pattern. 
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Factor 
3 

-.04 

-.06 

• 17 

-.00 

.06 
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