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ABSTRACT 

This study operationalized and empirically tested the general 

propositions of Gottfredson and Hirschi's general theory of crime 

(1990). Specifically, the core concept of the theory, self-control, is 

operationalized using two data sets -- Richmond Youth Project and 

Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development -- and tested using 

criteria of reliability and validity. In this par;;: of the study, a 

methodological question focuses on the pattern of validity change 

across types of data, namely, cross-sectional and longitudinal data. 

In the following tests, causes and consequences of low self-control 

are tested using Richmond Youth Project data. Child rearing as early 

socialization and individual traits are tested as sources of self

control. Then the measure of self-control is related to crime, 

delinquency, and analogous behaviors that are, according to the 

theory, manifestations of low self-control. A research question here 

focuses on the generality of self-control theory. 

Overall, the test results support the claims of the general 

theory of crime. Findings from the validity tests of the self-control 

index show theoretically expected relations with important 

individual variables such as gender, race, and delinquent status. In 

particular, findings from two differently designed data sets are very 

similar. Test results also show that boys low on self-control are more 

likely than others to have committed crime, delinquency, and various 

analogous behaviors. 
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One possible research problem based on the theoretical 

assumption was also tested and empirically supported. Theory 

implies that respondents low on self-control are more likely than 

others to fail to answer questions in self-report survey. Empirical 

tests support this theoretical implication, revealing that respondents 

dropped from the index due to missing data are more likely than 

others to be delinquents. Further research implications are also 

discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

A Korean proverb says one's peculiarity at age three lasts to 

age eighty, which means that one develops stable individual traits 

early in life that last over the life course. An English proverb also 

says what is learned in the cradle is carried to the grave. These two 

proverbs indicate the existence, in both Oriental and Occidental 

societies, of stable individual traits established in early life that have 

long-lasting effects. Is there then a stable individual propensity 

toward misbehaviors (e.g., criminal, delinquent, and other dangerous 

acts)? If so, is this stable individual trait formed early in the life? 

What causes it? Is it really stable? What consequences can we 

expect frOln it at various stages of the life course? These are the 

questions that I try to answer and test empirically, adopting the self

control theory (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). 

General research in the field of crime and deviance shows the 

following three findings about offenses and offenders. First, some 

people are more likely to commit crimes, delinquencies, and other 

dangerous behaviors. Second, people who commit one form of 

deviant or criminal behavior are likely to commit others also. Third, 

individual differences in the propensity toward COIlllnitting crime 



and delinquency are stable over time. In sum, research findings 

show stable differences among individuals in the likelihood of 

offending and considerable variety in the kinds of offenses 

committed by them. 
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Most criminologists in the area of social science however have 

failed to try to find the underlying source of the above findings, 

focusing on specificity rather than generality. Instead, they have 

tried to find the causal relations between different deviant behaviors 

(Fagan and Pabon, 1990; Osgood, Johnston, O'Malley and Bachman, 

1988; White, Pandina, and laGrange, 1987). Likewise, they have 

studied the effects of a problem behavior in adolescence -- for 

example, school absenteeism, school dropping out, and temper 

tantrums -- on later life events (Kandel, Raveis, and Kandel, 1984; 

Thornberry, Moore, and Christenson, 1985; Caspi, Elder, and Bem, 

1987). They have at best tried to identify social processes, linking 

diverse acts together, but they have failed to produce a general 

explanation of the central findings of crime research. 

In an attempt to provide a general explanation of these 

findings, Michael Gottfredson and Travis Hirschi finally presented 

self-control theory (A General Theory of Crime, 1990), a theory 

derived from observations and assumptions about the nature of 

crime and offenders. Self-control theory incorporates the main 

research findings in the realm of crime and deviance and provides a 

theoretical frame to study underlying mechanisms in crime, 

deviance, and related behaviors. This theory claims generality by 
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identifying common characteristics of its dependent variables, crime, 

delinquency and other dangerous behaviors, and by assuming a 

differential individual tendency toward cOmmitting these acts as its 

independent variable. Compared to other criminal theories, self

control theory achieves excellent parsimony; differential individual 

criminality explains a wide range of acts. 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's self-control theory has generated 

controversies on important theoretical and methodological issues in 

the field of crime and deviance. Self-control theory focuses on early 

child rearing practices in the family as the primary source of self

control, which is in turn the general cause of crime. This theory is 

more micro-level than Hirschi's (1969) earlier work, social control 

theory. Some critics criticize self-control theory for its micro

orientation and for not including important sociological, macro-level 

variables.such as social class, culture, social organization, and 

discrimination (see Tittle, 1991; Polk, 1991). 

Self-control theory, as the title of Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

book implies, also claims to be a general theory of crime. The scope 

of theory is exceptional; it includes various kinds of criminal and 

deviant behaviors, as well as dangerous acts. Critics say that the 

generality of self-control theory goes too far, and argue that there 

are many crimes and forms of deviance the theory can not explain. 

For instance, white collar crimes are said to require specialized 

knowledge and elaborate planning, which is opposite to the 



characteristics of crime and criminal described in the self-control 

theory. 
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One good way to handle these controversies is to test the claims 

of the theory with empirical data. The self-control theory, as Akers 

points out (Akers, 1991, p. 203), especially needs general or specific 

empirical test because only a few empirical studies have been done 

(Grasmick, Tittle, Bursik, and Arneklev, 1993; Keane, Maxim, and 

Teevan, 1993; Polakowski, 1994). The goal of this study is to assess 

the key empirical implications of self-control theory. To put it 

concretely, the first task of this study is to operationalize the core 

definition of self-control theory, i.e., self-control, and to test its 

reliability and validity. The results of this effort are found in 

chapter 2. The second task is to examine sources of self-control with 

empirical data. Chapter 3 will present the results of this data 

analysis. The last task is to test empirically possible consequences of 

low self-control. Analysis of crime and delinquency as consequences 

of low self-control is reported in chapter 4. Chapter 5 will examine 

behaviors analogous to crime and deviance as consequences of lack 

of self-control. There follows in chapter 6 a summary of research 

findings and implications. For this test, I try to include as many 

consequences as possible, including a wide range of criminal, deviant, 

and dangerous behaviors. Of course, this study or any other single 

study can not solve all the controversies about self-control theory; 

however, it will hopefully contribute to the study of crime and 



deviance by providing empirical tests of important implications of 

self-control theory. 

The remainder of this chapter is composed of two segments. 
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The first describes the self-control theory as it will be tested here. 

The second explains why self-control theory will be tested in this 

study, and why other, more traditional theories of crime are ignored. 
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SELF-CONTROL THEORY 

Assumptions About Human Nature and Behaviors. Gottfredson 

and Hirschi's self-control theory (1990) starts from the classical 

image of human nature and the classical understanding of all human 

behaviors including crimes. In the classical tradition (Hobbes, 1957; 

Beccaria, 1963; Bentham 1970), humans a .. ~e seen as self-interested 

beings who pursue pleasures and avoid pains. All human behaviors 

including crimes satisfy such basic human desires. Therefore, the 

commission of crimes does not need any special motives or learning; 

it is rather spontaneous behavior. 

The classical tradition also assumes rational human beings who 

make free choices in their behaviors based upon calculation of 

possible benefits and costs. This assumption applies to both legal 

and illegal behaviors. Self-control theory however accepts empirical 

findings about variation of individual personal calculation. Some 

people tend not to consider or to discount remote costs, or perhaps to 

inflate immediate benefits. These individual differences in one's 

personal calculus also tend to be stable over one's life course1• The 

fact of such stable individual differences is incorporated into the 

self-control theory. 

Unlike other criminologists who start from the criminal and the 

causes of crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) focus first on crime 

1 These stable individual differences in "their propensity to engage in 
criminal or equivalent acts" (Hirschi, 1986, p. 114) are named "criminality" 
and are distinguished from crime (Hirschi, 1986; Hirschi and Gottfredson, 
1986). 
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and probe the nature of it. Thereafter, they derive characteristics of 

the criminal from their understanding of crime. 

Crime. The authors define crime as "acts of force or fraud 

undertaken in pursuit of self-interest" (p. 15). Since this is a general 

definition, independent of law, it applies over spatial and temporal 

boundaries, as well as across various kinds of offenses including acts 

that do not violate laws but still involve self-interested force or 

fraud. 

Most crimes are trivial and carnal acts with meager benefits, 

with almost no lasting or long-term benefits to offenders. Many 

criminal attempts end up without success; and even "successful" 

crimes ordinarily give only small gain to offenders. Crimes are 

usually committed against simple and easy targets, and require little 

or no planning, skill, or effort. Crimes thus can be generalized as 

results of the pursuit of immediate, short-term, and easy 

gratification of desires that include excitement, thrill, or risk. 

Any specific (form of) crime rarely repeats itself in an 

exclusive way. Instead, many different (forms of) criminal and 

delinquent acts tend to occur in an intermingled sequence to the 

same people. This is so because all kinds of crime and delinquency 

share a mechanism and utilities. Some noncriminal acts -- e.g., 

smoking, drinking, drug use and promiscuity -- also provide benefits 

similar in quality to those provided by crime such as immediate and 

easy pleasure. As a result, these "analogous acts" are 

interchangeable with crimes in terms of the underlying mechanism. 
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As a consequence of this interchangeability, specialization in specific 

crimes is hard to imagine and is hard to find empirically. 

The Criminal. The characteristics of criminals can be inferred 

from the nature of crime. Criminals seek immediate and easy 

gratification of desires through criminal actions. They also tend to 

commit analogous behaviors, looking for easy and immediate 

pleasures. Empirical findings show that there are differential 

individual tendencies to commit crimes and analogous acts; and, 

these tendencies tend to be stable over life courses (Farrington, 

Loeber, Elliott, Hawkins, Kandel, Klein, McCord, Rowe, and Tremblay, 

1990; Greenberg, 1991; Stattin and Magnusson, 1991; Nagin and 

Farrington, 1992). Therefore, some people are more vulnerable to 

crimes and analogous behaviors than others. 

Self-Control. Gottfredson and Hirschi explain these differential 

tendencies with the concept of self-control. They define self-control 

as "the differential tendency of people to avoid criminal acts 

whatever the circumstances in which they find themselves" (p. 87). 

People with low self-control are said to be "impulsive, insensitive, 

physical (as opposed to mental), risk-taking, short-sighted, and 

nonverbal" (p. 90). On the other hand, people with high self-control 

tend to delay gratification, and think. about long-term costs; in 

addition, they tend to be cognitive, cautious, verbal, and sensitive to 

others' interests and suffering. 

People with low self-control are more likely to commit crimes 

and analogous acts; however, they are not compelled to do so. Low 
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self-control people can avoid committing crimes, and even high self

control people can commit crimes. It is a matter of probability. 

Besides self-control, there are other important variables like age, 

gender, and opportunity that influence the probability of committing 

crimes and similar acts. 

Causes of Self-Control. Low self-control results from deficient 

diScipline or training. People who lack self-control are the ones who 

have failed to develop self-control over their behavior through 

(mainly early) socialization. They tend to ma...'<e poor calculation of 

their acts by being preoccupied by immediate benefits and, at the 

same time, by failing to consider long term costs of their behaviors. 

Individual differences in terms of impulsiveness, insensitivity and 

low intelligence can affect the effectiveness of socialization through 

which children develop self-control. 

Conversely, self-control is a product of effective socialization, 

especially effective child rearing. Effective child rearing requires 

someone who cares for the child, supervises the child's behavior, 

recognizes any wrongdoing and punishes such behaviors. As a result 

of such discipline, the child develops self-control so that he or she is 

able to avoid behaviors whose long term costs outweigh short term 

benefits. 

There are several factors that affect socialization in the domain 

of family, the primary social institution for socialization practice. 

First, parental criminality prevents parents from effective 

socialization of their children. Parents with low self-control are not 
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sensitive, patient, or far-sighted enough to teach self-control to their 

children. Second, large numbers of children in the family prevent 

parents from proper supervision, recognition, and punishment of 

children's deviant behaviors. Third, although one parent is in 

principle sufficient for proper child rearing, conditions of the single 

parent family in reality tend to prevent a single parent from 

effective socialization of his or her children. Reconstituted families 

also have child rearing problems similar to single parent families 

because both stepparents and stepchildren tend to be less attached 

to each other. Fourth, mother's employment outside the home tends 

to prevent working mothers from arranging supervision of her 

children. This is specially true in relatively deprived circumstances 

where external support is limited. 

There are two main elements of self-control, namely, stability 

of individual self-control differences and versatility of offenders. 

First, individual differences of self-control tend to be stable over the 

life course after one's self-control is established in the early stage of 

life. Second, people with weak self-control tend to commit not only 

various crimes without specialization, but also various analogous 

behaviors like smoking, drinking, drug use, and accidents. 

Consequences of Low Self-Control. Various manifestations of 

low self-control can be found in almost every phase of the life 

course. Those who lack self-control will tend to be all less successful: 

they are likely to show lower school performance and higher 

dropout; they are more likely to be unemployed; if employed, their 



job status will be lower; they are more likely to have difficulties in 

acquiring and maintaining long term relationships such as 

friendships and family relationships; they are more likely to have 

accidents and health problems; and, they are also more likely to 

commit various deviant and criminal acts. 

32 
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WHY ONLY SELF-CONTROL THEORY IS TESTED 

Only self-control theory is tested in this study. My reasons for 

-----_ch.Ll'oosing the sel£-controlt..h.P-Dr¥-8.nd for tp-sting this the01"¥-2J.onp--lJ.Ie-----

as follows: 

After finishing study here in the United States, I plan to return 

to my home country, Korea, and teach and conduct research on crime 

and deviance. For this reason, it is quite natural for me to be 

concerned about a theory's applicability to Korean society. Especially 

so in the light of local criticism about scholars with foreign academic 

degrees. Some Korean sociologists have criticized new sociologists 

who obtained their Ph.D. degrees in foreign countries, saying they fail 

to figure out Korean society's peculiarities because they apply foreign 

theories to Korean society, whose social structure, culture, and 

history are quite different. 

Cross cultural study of crime usually has many problems also. 

There are different definitions of crime, popular forms of crime, and 

unique criminal justice system across societies. We do not know 

whether these differences are due to causal factors or to political or 

cultural or historical differences. 

Positivistic crime theories focus on the differences across 

societies by asking "what are the causes of crime?". Positivists define 

crime as the product of forces or causes operating in the actor's 

environment that varies as time and place vary. For example, 

according to Merton (1938), crime is an instrumental behavior 
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directed toward achievement of culturally valued goals. Since each 

society is believed to have its own culture, values, and means to 

achieve culturally valued goals, there are many possible 

combinations of goals and means. Following the positivistic 

perspective, each society and culture may require its own theory of 

crime and deviance. There is no basis for generalization from one 

culture to another. 

In contrast, self-control theory focuses on similarities rather 

than differences between societies by asking "what is crime?". As I 

have mentioned earlier, self-control theory defines crime as the use 

of force or fraud for the pursuit of self interest, that is, the 

enhancement of pleasure and avoidance of pain. Because the 

definition of crime is deduced from the nature of the crime and from 

the characteristics of people who are likely to engage in it, crime is 

transcultural in self-control theory. 

As Hirschi and Gottfredson (1987) point out, self-control theory 

explains variations in the content, form, and frequency of crime 

across societies with opportunity variables. Each society has a 

different structure of opportunity for crime such as goods, service, 

and threats of immediate punishment, and these opportunity 

variables vary from time to time and from place to place. Hirschi 

and Gottfredson actually encourage cross national studies because 

opportunity variables can be distinguished from causes or 

consequences of crime through cross cultural or national studies. 

Cross cultural studies allow criminologists to distinguish a list of 
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correlates of crime that are culture dependent from other correlates 

that do not vary across cultures. The former correlates can be seen 

as opportunity variables, while the latter correlates tell about the 

causes and consequences of crime. 

To test competing theories is a good way to conduct research. 

However, since only a handful of empirical studies of Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's self-control theory has been done, there are strong needs 

for empirical tests of the claims of the theory, especially the causes 

of self-control, where no empirical study has yet been conducted2• 

Therefore, this study responds to an urgent need by testing 

important claims of self-control theory. 

2Lately Polakowski (1994) tested theoretically alleged sources of self-control 
using the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development data. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE CONCEPT OF SELF-CONTROL 

iNTRODUCTION 

The main question in this chapter is "How to measure the 

concept of self-control?" According to Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(1990), self-control is the differential individual tendency to refrain 

from committing crimes and deviant acts independent of 

circumstances. These authors provide theoretical guideline for 

measurement of the concept by listing the following elements of self-

control. People who lack self-control are characterized by (1) 

immediate gratification, (2) simple and easy gratification, (3) 

preference for exciting, risky, or thrilling activities, (4) lack of 

interest and preparation for long-term benefits, (5) lack of 

possession of and appreciation for cognitive or academic skills and 

planning, and (6) self-centered orientation. People with high self

control, on the contrary, are cognitive, cautious, verbal, and sensitive 

to others' interests and suffering. 

In the analyses below, I try to measure the concept of self

control with empirical data. As the first step of operationalization of 

the concept, indicators of self-control are selected from the empirical 

data with the guidance of theoretical reference. The final selection is 

made on the basis of reliability tests. Then an index of self-control is 



constructed by adding all selected items after individual 

standardization. Finally, the Validity of the index is tested. 
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Two separate data sets, the Richmond Youth Project (RYP) and 

the Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development (CSDD), are used in 

the following analyses l . Neither of these data sets was produced 

with the self-control theory in mind. Therefore, this study needs to 

be seen as a close approximation of a true test of the theory. One 

special reason for using the CSDD data is the fact that the data were 

collected in England. Test results from the CSDD data will show 

whether the self-control theory can be applied to a country other 

than the United States as a general theory of crime. 

One data set (Richmond Youth Project) represents cross

sectional data and the other data set represents longitudinal data. 

There are two reasons for using these two different types of data for 

the measurement of self-control. One is the recent controversy in 

crime and delinquency over the usefulness of longitudinal data in 

contrast to cross-sectional data (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983; 

Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1986, 1987; Blumstein, Cohen, Roth, and 

Visher, 1986; Blumstein, Cohen, Clnd Farrington, 1988a, 1988b). 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) claim that the very expensive and 

time consuming longitudinal studies of crime and deviance are not 

superior to cross-sectional studies. The results of the present study 

1 The Richmond Youth Project data set is used to test all the hypotheses that 
this dissertation as a whole plans to test. The Cambridge Study in Delinquent 
Development data set, however, plays a limited role in this dissertation. This 
data set is used for the measurement of self-control and for its reliability and 
validity tests. 



will clarify whether the fmdings from longitudinal research differ 

significantly from those produced by cross-sectional designs. 
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The other reason for using a longitudinal data set is that I need 

indicators of low self-control that are distinct from the dependent 

variables in the early stage of life. According to Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990), self-control is established in the early stage of one's 

life and is stable over the life course. Results from longitudinal data 

will show whether self-control is established in the early stage of 

one's life and stable over the rest of the life. This is also a way to 

avoid the tautology problem raised by Akers (1991). 

The remainder of this chapter consists of two parts. The first 

describes the two data sets, as well as their suitability to this study, 

and potential problems and limitations. The second measures the 

concept of self-control and reports results of reliability and validity 

tests. 
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THE DATA SETS 

Richmond Youth Project 

The Richmond Youth Project (RYP) survey was conducted by 

Alan Wilson, Travis Hirschi, and Glen Elder (1965) in 19650 The 

original stratified sample of 5,545 students was drawn from the 

population of 17,500 junior and senior high school students who 

were attending 11 public schools in Richmond, California in the fall of 

1964. Of the original sample, 1,466 (26.5%) are not included in the 

final sanple because of (1) failure to obtain permission from parent 

or guardian, (2) transfers or dropouts, (3) absentees during the 

survey administration period, and (4) errors in response. The 

reduced final sample includes 4,077 students who completed the 

questionnaire: 1,001 black boys, 1,588 other boys2 , 813 black girls, 

and 675 other girls. In addition to the data from the questionnaire, 

data were also collected from school and police records. In the 

following analyses, the white male sub-sample of the RYP data is 

used for comparative purposes. The other data set, the Cambridge 

Study in Delinquent Development, contains only males who are 

overwhelmingly white Caucasians. 

The RYP data have suitable items for this study. With RYP 

data, all of the follOwing tests can be conducted: tests of the concept 

of self-control (this chapter), sources of self-control (chapter 3), 

2 The currently available RYP data tape includes 1586 other boys. Two boys 
are missing from this group for unknown reasons. Two missing cases are 
however too small to affect the research findings in any direction. 
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crime and delinquency, and analogous behaviors as consequences of 

low self-control (chapter 4 and 5, respectively). 

More specifically, the RYP data include several indicators of the 

elements of low self-control, i.e., a preference for immediate 

gratification of desire, a preference for simple and easy gratification 

of desire, a lack of interest and preparation for long-term benefits, a 

lack of possession of and appreciation for (cognitive or academic) 

skills and planning, and a self-centered orientation. For tests of the 

sources of self-control, parental child rearing items and other factors 

that affect socialization are available: namely, parental care for child 

and their supervision, recognition, and punishment of child's deviant 

behaviors; and, size of the family, mother's employTIlent, and broken 

home. 

In these data, many and various offenses, in terms of number 

and seriousness, are available from both officially recorded and self 

reported data. These data include the full range of offenders and 

nonoffenders. Other available consequences of low self-control, 

including analogous behaviors, include school performance, 

attachment to school, school absence and dropout, educational 

attainment, characteristics of future employment, stability and 

quality of friendship, family relationships, autonomy or fatalism, and 

health. 

The data have a slight nonresponse bias problem. In the final 

sample, respondents who failed to complete the questionnaire are 

considerably more likely to be delinquents than those who 
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completed the questionnaire. Nevertheless, comparisons of the 

several variables from the fmal sample with their corresponding 

variables from police and school records of the original sample show 

substantially identical relations. Results from the fInal sample are 

also consistent with previous studies. In addition, subsequent 

research (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis, 1981) has established the 

validity of the self-reported data in the field of crime and deviance. 

Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development 

Data used in the analyses below were also taken from the 

Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development (CSDD) collected by 

Donald J. West and David Farrington. The CSDD is a prospective 

longitudinal survey of crime and delinquency in 411 males aged 8 to 

9 in 1961-1962 (West and Farrington, 1973, 1977). The population 

from which the sample was selected were boys living in a working 

class area of London, England in the early 1960s. The majority (399 

boys) of the sample was chosen by taking all the boys aged eight to 

nine who were registered to six state primary schools. In addition to 

the 399 boys from these six schools, 12 boys were added to the 

sample in order to make it more representative of the population. 

The sample was limited to males from a working class urban 

area. It is characterized as overwhelmingly white (399), urban, 

working class (based on fathers' occupations (385», and of British 

origin (371). 
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The boys were interviewed and tested in their schools when 

they were at age of 8,10, and 14 by psychologists. They were then 

interviewed again in the:~rf;;search office at about age 16, 18, and 21 
/t> 

by social scientists. Later, they were interviewed at their homes at 

age 24 and 313• In addition to interviews and tests with the boys, 

social workers visited their homes and interviewed their parents 

when the boys were 8, 10, and 14. When they were about 8, 10, 12 

and 14 years old, the boys' teachers also filled in questionnaires 

about their school behaviors. Moreover, official records were 

searched to find criminal records of the boys, their parents, their 

siblings and their spouses. 

Up to and including age 18, the researchers tried to interview 

the whole sample on each occasion, and their efforts were very 

successful. For example, 389 of the original sample of 411 boys were 

interviewed at age 18-19. When the boys were 14 to 15 years old, 

information was obtained from the parents of 399 boys (97.1%). 

Teachers also completed at least 94 percent of questionnaires at each 

occasion. Considering such a long time span, these percentages of 

interview or questionnaire completion are exceptionally high. There 

are various reasons for the loss of cases, including refusal, death, 

emigration, and failure to trace address, but the total loss of cases 

was so small that it could not result in significant bias. 

3 Although this interview was conducted between 1984 and 1987, these data are 
not yet available to the pUblic. 



The CSDD data cover a wide range of topics, including reports 

from parents, peers, teachers and interviewers, self reported 

delinquency, and official criminal records. 
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In the following analyses, the first five waves (from age 8 to 

18) are analyzed because later waves have problems of reduced 

sample size and relatively high attrition rate. At the sixth wave, at 

age 21, the sample was reduced to about half (241 males) of its 

original size. At the seventh wave, at age 24, the sample was once 

again reduced to about one fourth (113) of the original. Compared to 

prior waves, this wave has a relatively high attrition rate. Eighty

five out of 113 (75.2%) completed the interview. 



MEASURES 

1. Richmond Youth Project Data 

Reliability 

The RYP data include some of the components of self-control. 

44 

The items on smoking, drinking, and dating tap a preference for 

immediate gratification of desire. Both "Whatever I do, I try hard" 

and "I try hard in school" seem to capture the opposite side of a 

preference for simple and easy gratification of desire. "Do you finish 

your homework" and "On the average, how much time do you spend 

doing homework outside school" can be indicators of the other side of 

a preference for immediate gratification of desire and a possession of 

and appreciation for cognitive or academic skills. Two items 

regarding the importance of grades ("How important is getting good 

grades to you, personally" and "How important do you think grades 

are for getting the kind of job you want when you finish school") 

seem to measure an interest and preparation for long-term benefits, 

as well as possession of and appreciation for cognitive or academic 

skills and planning. "Do you care what teachers think of you" gauges 

a self-centered orientation. Lastly the item "I have a lot of trouble 

controlling my temper" can be an indicator of the element of 

immediate gratification of desire in a sense that to alleviate from 

temporary irritation is also a way to satisfy one's desire. 

Each selected item is trichotomized. In the case of smoking, 

drinking and dating, age of the first commitment of these acts is used 
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as a criterion for dividing such items Lllto three categories on the 

theoretical ground that offenses with large risk of public awareness 

are better measures of low self-control. Smoking at ail early age, to 

illustrate, is a better measure of low self-control than smoking at 

later ages. 

Under the assumption that self-control is an unidimensional 

and stable construct (Grasmick, Tittle, Bursick, and Arnek1ev, 1993), 

tests are made to identify the linear composite of these items that 

produces the most reliable unidimensional index. Reliability analysis 

suggests that Cronbach's alpha could be increased from 0.689 to 

0.715 and from 0.705 to 0.733 for all races and genders and for 

white males, respectively by eliminating the volatile temper item 

from the index. Further deletion of any of the other 10 items would 

result in a decrease in reliability of the index. 

One problem in selecting items for the building of a self-control 

index is that as more items are selected the smaller the number of 

cases available for the test. Any case that has any missing value or 

data among selected items is eliminated from the index construction. 

Only cases with no missing value or data in the selected items are 

retained for the test of self-control. When the above 10 items are 

chosen for the index, for example, the sample size is reduced from 

4,077 to 3,026 (74.2%) for all races and genders. As Table 2.1 

indicates, the worst sample size reduction happens to the black 

males. Only 61.5 percent of the original cases are retained for the 

self-control index. 
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The self-control theory implies that the lower the respondent's 

self-control, the higher their probability of not answering questions. 

If the theory is correct in its implication, I may end up with a biased 

sample that has a disproportionate number of high self-control 

respondents, as more cases are excluded from the self-control index. 

In order to test the above theoretical implication, the sample is 

divided into two groups, those with and those without missing data 

on the self-control index; then, they are related to the official 

delinquency status, self-reported official contacts, and the self

reported delinquency index. First, the splits between officially 

delinquent boys and non-delinquent boys are made for each race 

group. Official data for females are not available in the RYP data. 

Table 2.7 shows a correlation between missing data item status and 

official delinquency status. Boys with missing data are more likely 

than those without missing data to be official delinquents 

irrespective of race. The next tests are made in relation to the self

reported official contacts. Table 2.8 presents percentage tables, 

relating missing data status and self-reported official contact status 

for all four sub-groups of gender and race. In all four groups, 

respondents with missing data are more likely than those without 

missing data to have self-reported official contacts. Only a group of 

black girls fails to show a statistically significant relation. Very 

similar findings are also witnessed in Table 2.9 where missing data 

status is related to the self-reported delinquency index. Respondents 

with missing data are more likely to be delinquent on the self-
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reported delinquency index. Only the black female group once again 

shows a statistically insignificant association between missing data 

status and self-reported delinquency index, which can be due to the 

following two reasons: (1) black girls have low reliability (they have 

the lowest reliability score among the four groups) and (2) blacks as 

a whole produce relatively invalid self-report results (Hindelang et 

al., 1981). 

In sum, overall test findings support the theoretical implication 

that respondents with low self-control are more likely than others to 

fail to answer questions. 

As a result of compromise between the two conflicting goals, 

namely, higher reliability and a larger number of retained cases, the 

two items that contribute least to index reliability were dropped 

from the index construction. The two dropped items are "How 

important do you think grades are for getting the kind of job you 

want when you finish school" and "Whatever I do, I try hard4." The 

final reliability scores of Cronbach's alpha for the selected 8 items 

are 0.701 for all races and genders and 0.724 for white males. 

Compared to the 10 item index, reliability scores have decreased just 

a little bit (see Table 2.2). The number of retained cases, on the 

other hand, has increased from 3,026 to 3,078 (75.5%) and from 616 

to 633 (63.2%) for all the races and genders and black males, 

respectively. A subs ample of white males has the highest reliability 

4The eight remaining items are composed of 5 behavioral measures and 3 
cognitive or attitudinal measures. Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) prefer the 
usage of behavioral measure because delinquent people tend to provide less 
valid self-reports. 
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score, 0.724, and has retained 80.5 percent of the original sample for 

the self-control index made of 8 items. 

In order to create the index of self-control, I chose the linear 

composite of the z-score transformations of the items, thereby giving 

equal weight to each item's variance in the variance of the composite. 

The index of self-control for white males, a sum of z-score 

transformations, has a mean of O. The standard deviation is 4.71. 

The median is 0.37, reflecting the negative skewness (- 0.72) of the 

distribution. In other words, compared to the normal distribution, 

there are a few outliers at the left end (low self-control) of the index, 

which is in accord with a theoretical assumption about self-control 

distribution (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1993). In this self-control 

index, a high score means high self-control. 

An interesting investigation is to study the extent to which 

self-control is differentially reliable as a function of demographic 

characteristics of respondents. The RYP data enable me to examine 

reliabili ty in several ways. 

For instance, it is possible to examine the internal consistency 

of the 8 self-control items for several subgroups of subjects. Tables 

2.1 and 2.2 show some of these results in terms of Cronbach's alpha, 

the lower bound to the reliability of an unweighted composite of 

items and the mean of all possible split-halves of the component 

items. 

The data on alpha reliabilities shown in Table 2.1 and 2.2 

indicate that self-control scales are moderately reliable. The alpha 
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levels show that white respondents (both males and females) are 

more reliable than black respondents. Males (both whites and 

blacks) are a little bit more reliable than their female counterparts; 

yet, the differences are so small that I conclude that there is almost 

no variation as a function of gender. 

Validity 

1) Content Validity 

Content validity refers to the extent to which a measure covers 

the conceptual range (Babbie, 1992). The 8 item self-control index 

represents the following conceptual subdomain of self-control (see 

the beginning part of the reliability test for the full wording and 

detailed conceptual representation of each item): (1) immediate 

gratification of desires, (2) simple and easy gratification of desires, 

(3) possession of and appreciation for cognitive or academic skills, (4) 

interest and preparation for long-term benefits, and (5) self-centered 

orientation. The index, however, does not include items tapping the 

preference for exciting, risky, or thrilling activities. All in all, the 

index includes five of the six elements of self-control that the theory 

provides. Considering the fact that the RYP data set was not collected 

to test self-control theory, this 8 item self-control index has very 

good coverage of the conceptual domain of self-control. 

2) Construct Validity 

Construct Validity is based on the extent to which a measure is 

related to other variables in a way the theory expects it to be 



so 

(Babbie, 1992). For tests of construct validity, several important 

individual variables -- namely, gender, race, and delinquent status 

based on self-report data as well as official data -- are chosen; then, 

the relations between crime and gender and race are reviewed 

followed by the self-control theory's explanation and expectation 

about all of these variables. Finally, the empirical relation between 

selected variables and self-control are reported. 

(a) Gender 

One of the most enduring correlates to crime is gender. Males 

are more likely than females to commit offenses in general, and 

gender differences are more strongly revealed in more serious 

offenses. Such relations between gender and crime are documented 

regardless of time, place, age, data source, or crime type (Blumstein 

et al., 1986; Hindelang et al., 1981; Jensen and Eve, 1976). Gender 

differences are not limited to the area of crime. Very similar gender 

differences are also found in behaviors analogous to crime, e.g., 

accidents and alcohol and drug abuse. 

Self-control theory differentiates social-control which focuses 

on supervision or opportunity from self-control which focuses on 

socialization. Based upon this differentiation, the theory explains 

gender differences in crime and delinquency with external 

supervision differences and self-control differences that are not the 

result of direct supervision. In other words, the gender differences 

in crime and delinquency are due in part to the fact that parents, 

schools, and other social institutions more closely supervise females 



than males. It is, at the same time, due in part to females' higher 

level of self-control. 

In sum, self-control theory recognizes the independent and 

simultaneous effects of social and individual restraints on criminal 

acts. Accordingly, the theory expects females to have higher self

control than males. 

S1 

In order to test gender differences in self-control, males and 

females are contrasted on the self-control index in Table 2.3. The 

table presents a priori contrasts between male and female for each 

race group. T -test statistics show that girls' mean scores on the self

control index are significantly higher than those of boys, regardless 

of race. For more detailed description, the gender difference is more 

notable among whites than blacks. As the self-control theory 

predicts, both black and white males are found to have lower self

control than females. 

(b) Race 

Relatively stable racial and ethnic differences in crime and 

delinquency rates have been documented. Black crime rates are 

higher than white and Asian rates (Wilson and Herrnstein 1985). 

Such racial differences have been shown by both official and 

victimization data. Self report data, however, show results 

inconsistent with these two independent data sources, which may be 

due to the differential validity of the self report method by race, as 

Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis (1981) have asserted: 
... the self-report scores of blacks are not as valid as those 
of whites using the official record as the criterion (among 



both males and females) and blacks are less likely to 
report delinquent offenses at all levels of official 
delinquency (Hinde1ang et al., 1981: 175). 
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As with gender differences, self-control theory uses both 

opportunity factors and differences in levels of self-control to explain 

racial differences in crime and delinquency rates. The theory 

expects blacks to have lower self-control than whites and Asians, 

which in tum is due to differential child rearing practices between 

races. 

Table 2.3 shows that both black males and black females have 

on average a little bit lower self-control than their white 

counterparts. The comparison between black females and white 

females reveals the expected difference at 0.05 level. The race 

difference between males, however, is statistically significant only at 

the 0.1 level. 

The reason for such weak and insignificant race differences 

may be found at the differential percentage of retained cases for the 

self-control index by race. In the case of white females, 84.3 percent 

(569) of the original subsample are scored on the self-control index, 

while 73.6 percent (598) of black females are retained. This race 

difference is greater in the male samples. Only 63.2 percent (633) of 

the black males are retained compared to 80.5 percent (1,278) of 

the white males (see Table 2.2). 

Following the implication of self-control theory, respondents 

who were dropped from the index are more likely to have low self

control. In fact, test results from Table 2.7 through 2.9 indicate that 
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respondents with missing data are more likely to be delinquents. 

The other studies also show that delinquents are more likely not to 

answer to and complete simple instructions and questions because of 

their poor literacy skills, impatience, or low self-control (Erickson 

and Empey, 1963; Keane, Maxim, and Teevan, 1993). Therefore, 

because more black males are dropped from the self-control index 

and, at the same time, because black boys with missing data are 

more likely than other black boys to be delinquent, retained black 

males, are likely to be biased in favor of higher self-control people; 

and, this is an another good reason for using only the white male 

sample in the following analysis. 

In summary, although the magnitude of differences is vel)' 

small, race differences are found in the expected direction on self

control. Considering the differences in missing data for the self

control index, these tests seem to demonstrate the validity of the 

self-control index. 

(c) Delinquency Status 

Theoretically, crime and delinquency are seen as a part of the 

consequences of low self-control. This does not mean the low self

control person should commit crime. Even low self-control people 

can avoid committing crime if no criminal opportunity is available to 

them. However, because crime and delinquency are manifestations 

of low self-control, the theol)' expects criminal and delinquent 

people to show relatively lower self-control than others. This 

theoretical expectation holds across different types of data sources, 



across official data, self-reported official contact, and self-report 

datas. 
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First of all, splits between officially delinquent boys and non

delinquent boys are made for each race group. Table 2.4 brings out 

differences between official delinquents and non-delinquents on the 

basis of their self-control index mean scores6• Boys with official 

records reveal lower self-control than non-delinquent boys 

independently of race. The differences are greater among white 

boys than black boys. 

Second, Tables 2.5 and 2.6 present variances for the self

control index based upon the divisions of the self reported official 

contact status for each sex group, individually. Boys (both white and 

black) with self reported official contacts have lower self-control 

than those without official contacts. White boys demonstrate greater 

differences in this contrast than black boys. As can be seen in Table 

2.6, female samples display similar findings to those of male samples. 

Female differences are smaller than those of males, but still 

statistically significant at .000 level. 

The delinquent-nondelinquent contrasts are quite strong for 

the self-control index in both official data and self reported official 

contacts. Such strong contrasts are also true irrespective of race and 

sex. Test statistics relevant to the Validity of the self-control index 

5 Since there are several measures of self-reported crime and delinquency, 
the relationship between self-control and self-reported measures of crimes 
and deviant acts will be made in chapter 4. 
6Mean scores are obtained from the linear composite of the z-score 
transformation of the 8 selected items. 
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show that the index differentiates among males and females as well 

as it does among whites and blacks. Comparing official data and self

reported official contacts reveals that the latter is a better choice for 

the test of self-control theory because it allows greater variance in 

the delinquent-nondelinquent contrast. 

2. Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development Data 

Reliability 

The CSDD data include reports from peers, parents, teachers, 

and interviewers. The following items are selected from those 

reports in the first wave of study (when the boys were 8 - 9 years 

old) as measures of the components of self-control: (1) parents' 

report of their boy's adventurousness, (2) teacher rating of boys with 

categories of good, average, and naughty, (3) teacher rating of boys' 

laziness in contrast to hard working, (4) teacher rating of boys' 

concern to be a credit to parents, and (S) teacher rating of boys' lack 

of concentration. One item from the second wave (when boys were 

10 - 11 years old) is also selected in addition to the five items from 

the first wave: (6) peer rating of boys' honesty. 

Besides the six components of se1f-controF that the theory 

provides, there are mainly two criteria for choosing these six items 

from the first two waves of study. First, indicators of low self

control need to be chosen from the early stage of life so that I can 

7Immediate and simple and easy gratification of desires, self-centeredness, 
preference of risky and exciting activities, lack of academic skill, and lack of 
interest for long term planning and benefits. 
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test whether self-control is established in the early stage of one's life 

and is stable over the rest of life. Second, diverse sources of 

evaluation of the boy are needed for a valid measure of self-control. 

As was true for the RYP data, the more items selected the 

smaller the number of retained cases for the test. When the above 

six items are chosen for the test of self-control, sample size is 

reduced from 411 to 311 (75.7%). In an effort to increase the 

number of retained cases, peer rating of boys' honesty was dropped8• 

The final reliability score of Cronbach's alpha for the selected five 

items is 0.7434. Compared to the six item index (alpha score of 

0.7466), the reliability score barely declines, while the number of 

retained cases increases to 363 (88.3%). 

The final index of self-control is constructed as a linear 

composite of the z-score transformations of the items. The index of 

self-control has a mean of 0 with a standard deviation of 3.58. The 

distribution is skewed (0.38) toward the right end (low self-control) 

of the index. In this index, a high score means low self-control. 

Validity 

1) Content Validity 

Each selected item for the self-control index represents one or 

more of the conceptual components of self-control: (1) parents' 

reports of their boy's adventurousness measure the preference for 

8Th ere are two reasons for dropping this item. It has a large number of 
missing cases (58 cases or 14.1% of the original sample); and, peers are not 
good evaluators of their friends compared to parents and teachers. 
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exciting, risky, or thrilling activities; (2) teacher ratings of boys with 

categories of good, average, and naughty represent all six 

components; (3) teacher ratings of boys' laziness in contrast with 

hard working tap immediate, simple and easy gratification of desires 

and lack of interest in long-term benefits; (4) teacher ratings of boys' 

concern to be a credit to parents measure a self-centered orientation; 

and, (5) teacher ratings of boys' lack of concentration can tap simple 

and easy gratification of desires and lack of cognitive or academic 

skills. Although some items are not clear in tapping specific 

elements of self-control, the index as a whole seems to measure most 

of the six components of the concept. 

2) Construct Validity 

For construct validity tests, three conviction items are selected. 

They are conviction as a juvenile (age 10 through 16), conviction as 

an adult (age 17 through 24), and conviction during age 10 through 

24. The contrasts between convicted and non-convicted respondents 

are made for the three conviction items. Table 2.10 shows 

differences between the convicted and the non-convicted on the 

basis of their self-control index mean scores. The convicted reveal 

lower self-control than the non-convicted in all three conviction 

cases. All of those differences are statistically significant at .000 

level. 

In summary, an index of self-control built with five items from 

the early stage of life (at age 8 - 9) can differentiate the convicted 



from the non-convicted at a later stage of life. The index can even 

differentiate conviction as an adult (aged 17 through 24). 

S8 
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Table 2.1 RYP Alpha Reliabilities For Self-Control Index Based 

on 10 Items 

Race & Gender Retained Cases Ori~inal Cases Alpha 

All 3,026 (74.2%) 4,077 .715 

White Males 1,257 (79.2%) 1,588 .733 

White Females 564 (83.6%) 675 .725 

Black Males 616 (61.5%) 1,001 .677 

Black Females 589 (72.4%) 813 .665 

Table 2.2 RYP Alpha Reliabilities For Self-Control Based on 8 

Items 

Race & Gender Retained Cases Alpha 

All 3,078 (75.5%) .701 

White Males 1,278 (80.5%) .724 

White Females 569 (84.3%) .705 

Black Males 633 (63.2%) .657 

Black Females 598 (73.6%) .645 



Table 2.3 RYP One-Way Analysis and a Priori Contrasts of 

Gender and Race for Self-Control Index 

-
Race & Gender X* S N 

White Males 18.883 3.241 1,278 

White Females 20.148 2.870 569 

Black Males 18.673 3.207 633 

Black Females 19.871 2.841 598 

60 

* Mean scores are from the simple composite of the 8 selected 

items. 

A Priori Contrasts t-statistic s p 

White Females vs. White Males 8.01 .000 

Black Females vs. Black Males 6.93 .000 

White Males vs. Black Males 1.34 .1 

White Females vs. Black Females 1.66 .05 



Table 2.4 RYP Male One-Way Analysis and a Priori Contrasts 

of Official Delinquency Status for Self-Control Index 

-
Race & Delinquency Status X** S N 

White Non-delinquent 0.751 4.338 974 

White Police delinquent - 2.408 5.023 304 

Black Non-delinquent 0.842 4.047 325 

Black Police delinquent - 0.888 3.309 308 

** Mean scores are from the linear composite of the z-score 

transformation of the 8 selected items. 

A Priori Contrasts t-statistics p 

White Non-Delinquent vs. 

White Delinquent 10.661 .000 

Black Non-Delinquent vs. 

Black Delinquent 5.091 .000 
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Table 2.5 RYP Male One-Way Analysis and a Priori Contrasts of 

Self-Reported Official Contacts for Self-Control Index 

-
Race & Delinquency Status X** S N 

White Male Non-delinquent 1.325 3.960 865 

White Male Delinquent - 2.744 4.885 401 

Black Male Non-delinquent 1.169 3.827 381 

Black Male Delinquent - 1.837 4.525 240 

** Mean scores are from the linear composite of the z-score 

transformation of the 8 selected items. 

A Priori Contrasts t-statistics p 

White Male Non-Delinquent vs. 

White Male Delinquent 15.759 .000 

Black Male Non-Delinquent vs. 

Black Male Delinquent 8.872 .000 
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Table 2.6 RYP Female One-Way Analysis and a Priori Contrasts 

of Self-Reported Official Contacts for Self-Control Index 

-
Race & Delinquency Status X** S N 

White Female Non-delinquent 0.358 4.398 524 

White Female DelinJIuent - 4.617 4.713 42 

Black Female Non-delinquent 0.256 4.157 534 

Black Female Delinquent - 2.316 5.118 59 

** Mean scores are from the linear composite of the z-score 

transformation of the 8 selected items. 

A Priori Contrasts t-statistics p 

White Female Non-Delinquent vs. 

White Female Delinquent 7.016 .000 

Black Female Non-Delinquent vs. 

Black Female Delin~uent 4.400 .000 
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Table 2.7 Joint Contingency Table of Missing Data Items in The 

Self-Control Index and Official Delinquency Status 

White Males 

Missing Data Items in 

the Self-Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Black Males 

Missing Data Items in 

the Self-Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Offi . al Delin S ICI 19uency tatus 

Non-

Delinquent 

84.0 

16.0 

Delinquent 

71.4 

28.6 

l()()oA> 

426 

Official Delinquency Status 

Total 

80.6 

19.4 

100% 

1,586 

! I I Total Non- Deliriquent 

Delinquent 

69.3 

30.7 

100% 

469 

I 

57.9 

42.1 

100% 

532 

63.2 

36.8 

100% 

1,001 
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Table 2.8 Joint Contingency Table of Missing Data Items in The 

Self-Control Index and Self-Reported Official Contacts 

''''hite Males 

Missing Data Items in 

the Self-Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Black Males 

Missing Data Items in 

the Self-Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

SelfR dOff "al C - eporte leI ontaets 

Non-

Delinquent 

85.5 

14.5 

100% 

1,012 

Delinquent 

75.1 

24.9 

1000J6 

534 

Self-Reported Official Contacts 

INon-

I Delinquent 

71.8 

28.2 

100% 

531 

Delinquent 

59.1 

40.9 

100% 

406 

Total 

81.9 

18.1 

100% 

1,546 

Total 

66.3 

33.7 

100% 

937 
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Table 2.8 (Continued) Joint Contingency Table of Missing Data 

Items in The Self-Control Index and Self-Reported Official Contacts 

White Females 

Missing Data Items in 

the Self-Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Black Females 

SelfR - eporte 

Non-

Delinquent 

87.6 

12.4 

l()()oA> 

598 

dOff "al C ICI ontacts 

I 

Delinquent 

71.2 

28.8 

100% 

59 

Self-Reported Official Contacts 

Total 

86.1 

13.9 

100% 

657 

Missing Data Items in I Non- I Delinquent I Total 

I the Self-Control Index I Delinquent 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

77.1 

22.9 

100% 

693 

71.1 

28.9 

100% 

83 

76.4 

23.6 

l()()oA> 

776 
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Table 2.9 Joint Contingency Table of Missing Data Items :In The 

Self-Control Index and The Self-Reported Delinquency Index 

White Males 

Se If -Reported Delinquency Index 

Missing Data 

Items in Self-

Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Least 

Delinquent 

1 

84.6 

15.4 

1000A> 

442 

Black Males 

2 3 4 1 

87.2 81.8 77.0 

12.8 18.2 23.0 

100% 100% 100% 

351 319 209 

Most 

Delinauent 

5 

76.6 

23.4 

l()()oJ& 

171 

Self-Reported Delinquency Index 

Missing Data ! Least 

Items in self-I Delinquent 

Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

1 

73.6 

26.4 

100% 

242 

2 3 41 

71.9 70.7 61.4 

28.1 29.3 38.6 

100% 100% 100% 

185 157 145 

Most 

Delinquent 

5 

59.3 

40.7 

100% 

140 

Total 

82.6 

17.4 

100% 

1,492 

Total 

68.4 

31.6 

100% 

869 
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Table 2.9 (Continued) Joint Contingency Table of Missing Data 

Items in The Self-Control Index and The Self-Reported Delinquency 

Index 

White Females 

S IfR e - eporte 

Missing Data Least 

Items in Self-

Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

Delinquent 

1 

89.5 

10.5 

1000Al 

373 

Black Females 

dD lin e lquency Ind ex 

2 

82.0 

18.0 

100% 

161 

Most 

Delinquent , 

3 

82.6 

17.4 

100% 

115 

I 

Self-Reported Delinquency Index 

Missing Data 

I . S If terns In e -

Control Index 

No 

Yes 

Total 

N 

I 

I
I Least 

Delin tquent 

1 

78.4 

21.6 

100uiO 

403 

2 

77.1 

22.9 

100% 

188 

Most 

Delin tquent i 

3 

77.8 

22.2 

100% 

158 

, 

Total 

86.4 

13.6 

100% 

649 

Total 

78.0 

22.0 

100% 

749 



Table 2.10 CSDD One-Way Analysis and a Priori Contrasts of 

Self-Reported Official Conviction Status for Self-Control Index 

Criminal Status X*-k@ S N 

Not Convicted As Juvenile - 0.526 3.375 291 

Convicted As Juvenile (10 - 16) 2.125 3.611 72 

Not Convicted As Adult - 0.553 3.414 256 

Convicted As Adult (17 - 24) 1.287 3.739 94 

Not Convicted (Age 10 - 24) - 0.699 3.376 235 

Convicted During Age 10 - 24 1.283 3.659 118 

** Mean scores are from the linear composite of the z-score 

transformation of the 8 selected items. 

@ Lower score means higher self-control. 

A Priori Contrasts t-statistics p 

Not Convicted As Juvenile vs. 

Convicted As Juvenile (10 - 16) 5.883 .000 

Not Convicted As Adult vs. 

Convicted As Adult (17 - 24) 4.354 .000 

Not Convicted in Age 10 - 24 vs. 

Convicted During Age 10 - 24 5.059 .000 
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CHAPTER 3 

CAUSES OF SELF-CONTROL 

INTRODUCTION 

In most current criminological theories, offenses are seen as 

results of positive forces. The reason for this perspective can be 

found in the sociological assumptions about human nature: humans 

are moral beings who desire to conform to the rules and norms. This 

is why strain theorists emphasize motivation to crime and 

delinquency in order to neutralize moral constraints. Merton (1938), 

for example, views crime as a result of strain that results from the 

discrepancy between socially induced goals and legitimate means. 

When the individual is socialized to accept induced goals but, at the 

same time, is blocked from access to legitimate means, then strain 

arises and pressures himlher to commit crime and delinquency. In 

the instance of differential association theory (Sutherland and 

Cressey, 1980), committing crime is an outcome of learning criminal 

motives, techniques, attitudes, and rationalizations toward the legal 

norms in interaction with others. The individual becomes delinquent 

when definitions favorable to violation are in excess of unfavorable 

ones. 

In self-control theory, however, offenses result from lack of 

positive social or external forces. Low self-control that is the direct 
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cause of crime and delinquency is the product of ineffective or 

insufficient training, discipline, or socialization. In other words, se1f

control, the fruit of positive efforts or socialization, prevents rather 

than promotes crime and other dangerous behaviors. 

According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), it is appreciation 

of the consequences of criminal acts that distinguishes offenders 

from nonoffenders. Both offender and nonoffender perceive the 

pleasure that offenses will bring about. Offenders are more likely to 

fail to conceive the pain or consequences that offenses will produce. 

As the authors put it: "the dimensions of self-control are ... factors 

affecting calculation of the consequences of one's acts" (p. 95). 

There are two general sources of factors affecting such 

calculation. First, individuals are born different in ways that affect 

the calculation of the consequences of one's actions. Intelligence, and 

impulsiveness or near-sightedness are examples of such. Second, 

guardians differ in their recognition of children's wrongdoing and in 

their will and ability to correct them. Although Gottfredson and 

Hirschi acknowledge the effects of individual differences upon self

control, they claim that "effective socialization is ... always possible 

whatever the configuration of individual traits" (1990, p. 96). Their 

emphasis on socialization over individual traits, as a matter of course, 

leads them to focus on child-rearing in the family as the main cause 

of self-control. 
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CAUSES OF SELF-CONTROL 

Individual Differences: Causal Factors for Self-Control 

Intelligence. Hirschi and Hinde1ang (1977) reestablished the 

importance of intelligence, which had been ignored in the sociological 

explanation of crime and delinquency. They argued that intelligence 

is at least as significant as social class or race for the explanation of 

delinquency and their argument has been recognized and/or 

supported by subsequent research articles (Austin, 1978; Ouston, 

1984; Wilson and Herrnstein, 1985; Binder, 1988; lipsitt, Stephen 

and Lipsitt, 1990; Stattin and Magnusson, 1991). In a model 

presented by Hirschi and Hindelang, school performance and school 

adjustment intervene between intelligence and criminal and 

delinquent behaviors. 

The self-control theory expects low intelligence to impede 

effective socialization, resulting in low self-control. Hence, less 

intelligent people will be less likely to consider the negative 

consequences of their behaviors. As a consequence, I expect a 

positive relationship between intelligence and self-control. 

Impulsiveness. Impulsiveness is the degree to which 

individuals discount the negative or painful consequences of their 

actions. Individual differences in impulsiveness can be due to 

socialization differences; but, these differences are at least partially 

due to a personal trait. Wilson and Herrnstein (1985) argue that 

individual differences like impulsiveness affect perceived delay 



between rewards of crimes and punishments of crimes. More 

impulsive people will be more likely to discount the negative 

consequences of their acts. As a result, I expect a negative 

relationship between impulsiveness and self-control. 
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Aggression. Aggression is a part of criminality. This concept, 

however, can not be the whole of criminality because offenders show 

not only aggression but also non-aggression that is opposite to 

aggression (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). In most cases, the same 

offender exhibits both aggressive and withdrawing behaviors. A 

difficult task here is to access the degree to which aggression is 

product of personal traits by separating this effect from the effect of 

socialization. In addition, special cautions are needed for the 

measurement of aggression because many studies included crime 

and delinquency for the measurement of aggression (Faretra, 1981; 

Knight, Osborn, and West, 1977). 

For the proper test, I need to develop a measure of aggression 

that is independent of criminal and delinquent acts, or a measure 

from an early age when aggressive acts do not constitute crime or 

delinquency. If such a measure of aggression is available or possible, 

I expect that more aggressive people will be less likely to consider 

the negative consequences of their behaviors. I thus expect a 

negative relationship between aggression and self-control. 
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Child-Rearing: A Major Source of Self-Control 

Ineffective child upbringing is not the only cause but a major 

cause of low self-control. There are, according to Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, four necessary conditions for the development of self

control. First, there must be at least one guardian who "cares" for the 

child. The guardian's care for the child is a prerequisite condition 

for, and a source of all the time, energy, effort and patience needed 

for successful socialization of the child. The other three necessary 

conditions are built upon this first condition. To put it in negative 

terms, in the absence of care, all the efforts to prevent and to correct 

delinquent behaviors are ineffective like the State's effort towards 

crime. In this connection biological parents are usually expected to 

love their child more than nonbiological parents, such as stepparents, 

foster parents, and relatives. 

Second, the parent or guardian must "monitor" the child's 

behavior. Monitoring or supervising the child prevents crime and 

delinquency in two ways: first, supervision as a social-control 

increases the costs of crime, thereby restraining crime directly; 

second, supervision, especially in the early stage of one's life, trains 

the child to avoid immediate gratification of desire developing a 

tendency, thereafter to avoid criminal acts in disregard of 

circumstances. The self-control theory known also as a general 

theory recognizes the concurrent existence of social and self 

restraints on behaviors. 
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Third, the guardian must "recognize the child's deviant acts 

when they happen. Some parents do not know about the close 

connection between minor deviant acts and crime and delinquency. 

They therefore fail to perceive the child's deviation as a problem and 

do not take action against it. 

Fourth, the guardian must "punish" the child's deviant acts. 

Since a deviant act has its own rewards, self-control theory claims 

that the child will continue to do such behavior unless he or she 

receives punishment. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), however, 

disapprove of legal or corporal punishment, and argue that the most 

powerful and effective punishment is explicit disapproval of 

undesirable acts by people the child cares about. 

The four factors related to child-rearing are treated in this 

chapter as four necessary conditions for effective child rearing. 

Characteristics of the family are seen as having their effects on crime 

and delinquency through their effects on these necessary conditions. 

The characteristics of interest are parental criminality, family size, 

family intactness, and mother's occupation. 

First, a guardian with low self-control is less likely to succeed 

in instilling self-control into the child. As far as care for the child is 

concerned, the theory does not expect differences stemming from the 

guardian's level of criminality. Parents with criminal records do not 

encourage their children to commit criminal and delinquent acts 

(ibid., p. 101). However, to monitor the child's behavior and to 

recognize his or her deviant acts require persistence and sensitivity, 
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which are deficient in low self-control people by definition. 

Furthermore, the guardian with low self-control is expected to 

depend on easy, insensitive, and short-sighted punishment of the 

child. Abusive, harsh punishment, to illustrate, is an easy way to 

relieve the guardian from the annoyance caused by a crying child. 

An empirical study suggests that, as consequences of parental neglect 

and physical abuse, delinquent children of criminal parents are 

significantly more likely to have serious health problems than 

delinquent children of noncriminal parents (Lewis, Shanok, Balla, 

1979). In sum, the lower the guardian's self-control, the more he or 

she will fail to implant self-control in the child. 

Second, as family size increases, it is harder to infuse se1f

control in the child. This is more true when there is a large number 

of children in the family. It is more arduous with a large number of 

children for the guardian to monitor the child's behavior and to 

recognize and to punish deviant acts. In addition, in the family with 

a large number of children, each child is more likely to spend time 

with other children. In comparison with adults, children are less 

effective trainers and more generous to misbehavior. Therefore, the 

self-control theory expects that the large the family size, the more 

the guardian will fail to teach self-control to the child. 

Third, the intact family provides a better environment for 

training the child than a family broken through divorce or marital 

separation, a single-parent family produced by out-of-wedlock birth, 

or a broken family reconstituted by marriage. While the self-control 
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theory contends that in principle, "all else being equal, one parent is 

sufficient" (p. 103) in effective child-rearing, the theory also 

acknowledges that in reality the single-parent family is deprived of 

many resources for child-rearing. The single parent, usually the 

mother, does not get the father's fmancial contributions, help for 

household chores, and psychological and social support; consequently, 

she is less able to invest time and energy to monitor the child's 

behavior and to recognize and punish his or her deviant behavior 

(Davidson,1990). Reconstituted families may also have a problem of 

insufficient affection between stepparent and stepchild. Non

biological parents such as stepparents, compared to biological 

parents, are expected and observed to care less for their 

stepchildren. In conclusion, the intact family is expected to provide 

more effective child training and, accordingly, self-control than other 

families. 

Last, the children of employed mothers are less likely to 

receive proper socialization. The working mother is less able to 

spend her time and energy to monitor her child's behavior and to 

recognize and punish deviant acts. Moreover, the children of 

working mothers are more likely to spend their time with other 

children, getting less control and training. Thus, the employed 

mother is more likely than others to fail to teach self-control to the 

child. 
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THE CURRENT STUDY 

Richmond Youth Project 

A measure of intelligence is available in the Richmond Youth 

Project (RYP) for the test of a causal effect of individual traits upon 

self-control. RYP has also several items relevant to the source of 

self-control, namely, child-rearing. To begin, items are selected and 

described for the test of the above mentioned four hypotheses 

derived from the minimum conditions necessary for the 

development of self-control; then, items gauging the active side of 

child-rearing are listed and rationalized in connection to self-control 

development. These "active" items include parental acts or efforts 

made to develop positive behaviors from children rather than to 

prevent children from the commission of negative behaviors like 

delinquency. 

Although RYP does not have data on parents' criminal records, 

the best single item, for the measure of parental criminality, in this 

data set is mother's calling the child bad names as a way to punish 

the child. Mother's punishments of the child by slapping or hitting 

and by nagging or scolding were also selected because these items 

can tap parental dependence on easy, insensitive and short-sighted 

punishment. Second, family size is measured by the total number of 

siblings. Third, family intactness is gauged by two different ways: 

(1) living together with biological parents up to age 5, (2) biological 



parents at home acting as current parents. Last, mother's work 

classification reveals mother's employment. 
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Several items bearing on active parental actions or efforts in 

child-rearing are selected in order to test their causal relationship to 

the development of the child's self-control. Three selected items 

measure parent's careful attention to the child, parent's training the 

child to speak correctly and properly, and teaching the child to 

develop valuable skill and knowledge, individually. They are "Does 

your mother (father) ever ask about what you are doing in school?", 

"Does your mother (father) ever tell you that you have 

mispronounced or misused a word?", and "Did your mother (father) 

read to you when you were little?" The last two items are also able 

to tap parental self-control in the sense that training the child 

requires sensitiveness, effort for long-term benefits, and patience. 

The following item measures parental supervision over the 

child's behaviors that include not only delinquent behaviors but also 

positive behaviors that the parent wants the child to have: "Does 

your mother (father) check to see whether you have done what she 

or he tells you to do?" This item also indicates parental self-control 

because parent's checking about the child's acting upon the parent's 

orders requires more sensitiveness and effort than giving the initial 

order to the child. 

Additional items measuring the active side of child-rearing are 

selected from the items used to test the crime deterrent effect of 

"attachment to the parent," one of the elements of the social bond 



(Hirschi,1969). Hirschi (1969) attributed deterrent effects of 

attachment to the parent to social-control because, at that time, he 

did not recognize the age effect: 
Explanation of the effects of attachment to the parents on 
delinquent behavior by reference to the internalization of 
norms (or, as is common in social control theories, by 
reference to "internal" or "personal" control) creates 
difficulties in explaining variations in delinquent activity 
over time. If the conscience is a relative constant built 
into the child at an early age, how do we explain the 
increase in delinquent activity in early adolescence and 
the decline in late adolescence? (p. 87). 
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Self-control theory was built on the assumption that 

acknowledgment of the age effect on crime and delinquency can 

interpret the deterrent effect of attachment to the parent. Parental 

efforts and troubles resulting in attachment between parent and 

child can be seen as causes of self-control in the child, as factors that 

deter him or her from committing crime and delinquency. For this 

reason, this test includes two dimensions of attachment to the parent, 

"virtual supervision" and "intimacy of communication." 

"Virtual supervision" is measured by using two items: "Does 

your mother (father) know where you are when you are away from 

home?" and "Does your mother (father) know who you are with 

when you are away from home?" Parent's presence in the child's 

mental life is the result of parental effort to supervise the child not 

only through actual supervision but also through developing and 

maintaining an intimate relationship with the child. 
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One item selected among measures of "intimacy of 

communication" between L'1e parent and the child is "When you come 

across things you don't understand, does your mother (father) help 

you with them?" This item is very closely related to the above 

mentioned three items of (1) parent's asking about boy's school life, 

(2) parent's correcting child's words, and (3) training child through 

reading. The other segment of the "intimacy of communication" 

dimension, i.e., the flow of communication from the child to the 

parent, is not included because it is an indirect measure of a cause of 

self-control'! In addition, weak attachment to the parent can be due 

to in part one's low self-control. Lately Polakowski (1994) reports 

that people low on self-control are likely to have weak social bonds. 

lSome other items are dropped out of this test for the same reason. Items 
measuring "affectional identification with the parent" are good examples. The 
measurement of the child's feeling of affection for the parent is a product of 
complex relationship between two parties and is, at best, all indirect measure 
of child-rearing. For this reason, the following items are dropped from the 
test: "Would you like to be the kind of person your mother (father) is?" and 
"Would your mother (father) stick by you if you got into really bad trouble?" 
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FINDINGS 

Richmond Youth Project. 

intelligence As a Causal Factor of Self-Control 

I analyze the cross-classification of intelligence and self-control 

using a loglinear model of independence (Agresti, 1990). The chi

squared statistics are G2 = 32.58 and X2 = 31.84, based on degrees of 

freedom (df) = (5-1)(5-1) = 16. Both likelihood ratios of the chi

squared and of Pearson chi-squared statistics yield a P-value of O.Ol. 

These data show an association between intelligence and self-control. 

Thus, I test the following uniform association model (Agresti, 1990)2: 

log ~j= fA. + Alx + AjY + f3 ulvj 

where 

the {mij} are expected frequencies, 

J....l'represents log expected frequency for a cell at the ith level 

of X, the row variable, 

"A;Y is log expected frequency for a cell at jth level of Y, the 

column variable and 

lUi} and {Vj} are scores of the rows and columns, respectively. I 

assign UIS U2S ••• SUI and VI S V2S ••• S VJ to reflect category orderings. 

(3UiVj is regarded as a deviation of log mil from independence. A 

positive value of f3 indicates a positive linear relationship between 

the two variables. f3 is interpreted as the log odds ratio per unit 

distances on X and Y. The odds ratio equals eflwhenever rows are 

2 See Clagg, 1982; Hout, 1983; Sobel, Hout, and Duncan, 1985; Clogg and Shockey, 
1988; Alba, 1988 for understanding of the uses of these models. 



one unit apart and columns are one unit apart. For equal-interval 

scores, all local odds ratios are equal. 
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Table 3.1 summarizes goodness of fit. The likelihood-ratio 

statistic for the uniform association model equals G2 = 15.47, based 

on df = 15, giving a P-value of 0.42. The uniform association model 

has a better fit than the independence model, indicating an 

association between intelligence and self-control. Assuming the 

uniform association model holds, I assess the statistical significance 

of the association by testing Ho : ~ = O. One test statistic is the 

reduction in G2(1IU) = G2(1) - G2(U) based on df = 1, where the 

independence model and the uniform association model are denoted 

by I and U, individually. For the relationship of intelligence and self

control test, the deduction 32.58 - 15.47 = 17.11 results from adding 

the uniform association term to the independence model. The P

value is smaller than 0.0005 for testing Ho : ~ = O. This is a much 

stronger evidence of association than given by the test based directly 

on G2(1). 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is 13 = 0.075 (ASE = 0.018). The positive value suggests 

that self-control tends to be greater at higher intelligence levels. The 

estimated uniform local odds ratio is exp(0.075) = 1.08. A 95% 

confidence interval for uniform local odds ratio, ail = exp(~), is 

exp(0.075 ± 1.96 x 0.018) or (1.04, 1.12). The estimated odds that 

self-control is in category j+1 instead of j are multiplied by 1.08 for 

each category change in intelligence. Using the four corner cells 
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alone, the estimated odds of being the highest self-control category 

instead of the lowest self-control category is exp[0.07S(S-1)(S-1)] = 

3.32 times higher for the highest intelligence group (the 5th quintile) 

than for the lowest intelligence group (the 1st quintile). 

For the scores IVj = j}, the marginal mean and standard 

deviation for self-control are 3.25 and 1.36. The standardized scores 

are {(j - 3.2S)/1.36l, or (-1.65, -0.92, -0.18, 0.55, 1.28). The 

standardized equal-interval scores for intelligence are (-1.38, -0.66, 
" 

0.05, 0.77, 1.48). For the standardized scores, f3 = 0.143. By setting 

f3 = P/( 1 - P2), I obtain P = 0.140. If there is an underlying bivariate 

normal distribution, I estimate the correlation to be 0.140 for the 

white male sample. Although the uniform association model 

provides evidence of a positive association, the strength of the 

association appears to be rather weak. 

Parent's Criminality As a Causal Factor of Self-Control 

The item chosen to tap the parent's criminality is the mother's 

calling the child bad names. The relationship between this item and 

self-control was analyzed first, using a logUnear model of 

independence. The likelihood ratio of the chi-squared statistic for 

the independent model equals G2 = 24.66, based on elf = 8, yielding a 

P-value of 0.002. These statistics show very poor fit of the 

independence model. In addition, adjusted residuals demonstrate 

systematic lack of fit. Large positive residuals occur where both 

variables are at high levels and where both are at low levels. Large 
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negative residuals occur where one variable is high and the other is 

low. These residuals manifest lack of fit in the form of a positive 

trend. For this reason, the uniform association model is adapted and 

tested. 

According to the statistics of goodness of fit in Table 3.2, the 

uniform association model has much better fit than the independence 

model, indicating that there is an association between the mother's 

calling the child bad names and self-control. A statistical test of the 

reduction in G2 to assess the significance of the association reassures 

the existence of an association. The P-value is 0.000 for testing Ho : f:3 

= O. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is f:3 = 0.164 (ASE = 0.037), which indicates a positive 

relationship between the two variables. The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is exp(0.164) = 1.18. Using the four comer cells alone, the 

estimated odds of being the highest self-control category instead of 

the lowest self-control category is exp[0.164(5-1)(3-1)] = 3.71 times 

higher for a group of boys who were never called bad names by their 

mothers than for a group of boys whose mothers have often called 

them bad names. 

In sum, a positive relationship between the mother's calling the 

boy bad names and self-control is confirmed through a couple of 

tests; however, the strength of the association appears to be weak. 

The estimated correlation coefficient statistic for population 

parameters equals 0.128. 
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The other two items about the mother's punishment of the boy 

are also tested. Two items, the mother's punishment of the child by 

slapping or hitting and by nagging or scolding, are all found to be 

independent to the index of self-control. In case of nagging or 

scolding, the independence model has a moderate fit.with G2 =8.74 

based on df = 8 (Table 3.3). A statistical test for significance of the 

association also demonstrates weak evidence (with a P-value of 0.3) 

of independence between punishment by nagging or scolding and 

self-control. Test statistics for the punishment by slapping or hitting 

manifest strong evidence of its independent relationship to self

control. The independence model has a good fit with G2 = 5.69, based 

on df = 8, giving a P-value of 0.682 (Table 3.4). A test for the 

significance of the association supports the independence model. The 

P-value is 0.6 for testing Ho : P = o. 
The main reason fUI these independentTehrriorTh-m~-'-can---be'----------

found in the prevailing cultural prescriptions about spanking and 

scolding as right ways to discipline the cJ:lild. Abusive punishments 

or scolding done by parents who are frustrated and have lost control 

are, of course, not helpful and in many cases are rather harmful to 

the child's development of self-control. Some parents, however, 

make rules for their children based upon these prescriptions. If 

spanking or scolding is administered by self-controlled parents 

according to their rules, such punishments may help the children to 

develop self-control. Unfortunately, in the RYP data, I cannot 

distinguish boys who received spanking or scolding by self-



87 

controlled parents from boys who got abusive spanking or scolding 

by insensitive and short-sighted parents. Further studies are needed 

to make this matter clear. 

Family Size As a Causal Factor of Self-Control 

The total number of siblings measures family size in this study. 

A log linear model of uniform association is tested for an analysis of 

the cross-classification of the total number of siblings and se1f

control. This model has a better fit than the independence model, 

which shows an association between the two variables. The 

statistical significance of the association holds with a P-value of 

0.000 for testing Ho : (3 = O. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is 13 = - 0.066 (ASE = 0.015). The negative value indicates 

that self-control tends to decrease as the total number of siblings 

increases. The estimated uniform local odds ratio is exp( -0.066) = 

0.94. As an instance using the four corner cells alone, the estimated 

odds of being the highest self-control category instead of the lowest 

self-control category is exp[-0.066(S-1)(6-1)] = 0.27 times higher for 

a group of boys who had five or more siblings than for a group of 

boys who had no sibling. A weak association is found from the 
A 

standardized scores. The P equals - 0.129. 
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Family Intactness As a Causal Factor of Self-Control 

Three items are used to test the relationship between family 

intactness and self-control. They are (1) living together with 

biological parents up to age 5 and (2) having the biological father and 

(3) mother as a currently acting parent. By combining the last two 

items, I made a new item, measuring whether both real parents are 

living at home as acting parents. 

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 show that uniform association models have 

better fits than independence models in both tests relating family 

intactness and self-control. In each test, a statistical test of the 

reduction in G2 attests a statistically significant association between 

the two variables. 

In a relationship between living together with real parents up 

to age 5 and self-control, the estimate of the association parameter is 

(3 = 0.185 (ASE = 0.056) for unit-spaced scores. The estimated 

uniform local odds ratio is ex:p(0.185) = 1.20. For example, the 

estimated odds of being the highest self-control category instead of 

the lowest self-control category is exp[0.185(5-1)(3-1)] = 4.39 times 

higher for boys who had lived with both real parents up to age 5 

than for boys who had lived with either or neither of their real 

parents up to age 5. The strength of the association turned out to be 

weak. The P equals 0.092. 

The relationship between real parents as acting parents and 

self-control is stronger than this. The estimate of the association 

parameter is (3 = 0.221 (ASE = 0.049). The estimated uniform local 
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odds ratio is exp(0.221) = 1.25. The strength of this association is 

also stronger than the item of living with parents in the early stage 
A 

of life. The P equals 0.128. 

The reason for this differential strength of association between 

the two items may be found in the fact that the item of currently 

having acting real parents has greater variation than that of having 

parents up to age 5, along the family intactness dimension. Up to age 

5, about 91% of the boys had both parents whereas, at the time of 

survey, about 75% of them have both parents. Most of the boys 

(98%) who currently have real parents as acting parents had lived 

with both of the biological parents in their early life; therefore, they 

have received socialization from acting real parents in the present as 

well as in the past. Meanwhile, this item includes more boys from a 

broken family than the item for the early stage of life. 

Mother's Employment As a Causal Factor of Self

Control 

An item tapping mother's work classification was dichotomized 

into working mothers and others. The loglinear model of uniform 

association has a better fit than the independence model. The 

statistical Significance of the association between mother's 

employment and self-control is held with a P-value of 0.000 for 

testing Ho : ~ = o. 
The estimate of the association parameter for unit-spaced 

scores equals 0.156 (ASE = .043). The estimated uniform local odds 
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ratio is 1.17. For instance, the estimated odds of being the highest 

self-control category instead of the lowest self-control category is 

1.87 times higher for boys whose mothers are not working than for 

boys whose mothers are working. The strength of the association is 

weak (P = 0.103). 

Parent's Active Child-Rearing As a Causal Factor of 

Self-Control 

The measure of active child-rearing consists of two sub

dimensions: parent's active care for the boy and parent's active 

supervision. Items chosen for parent's active care include (1) 

parent's training the child to speak correctly and properly and (2) to 

develop valuable reading skill and knowledge through book reading, 

(3) parent's asking about boy's school life, and (4) parent's helping 

the boy to understand things. Reliability test results point out that 

the highest alpha scores (0.49 for mothers and 0.56 for fathers) are 

achieved after dropping the item of parent's book reading. For this 

reason, I made an index by summing three reliable items after 

individual standardization. Two separate tests are made to test the 

relationships of self-control to the index and to parent's book reading 

for the boy. 

In both tests, the uniform association models have better fits 

than independence models. Table 3.9 through Table 3.12 reveal, in 

each test based on the reduction in G2, statistically significant 

association between the two involved variables. 
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In tests relating the active child-care index and self-control, 

the estimates of the association parameter equal 0.150 (ASE = 0.018) 

for mothers and 0.178 (ASE = 0.019) for fathers. The estimated 

uniform local odds ratio is 1.16 for mothers and 1.19 for fathers. For 

example using the four comer cells, the estLl!1ated odds of being in 

the highest self-control category instead of in the lowest self-control 

category is exp[0.lS0(S-1)(S-1)]=11.02 times higher for boys whose 

mother was classified in the highest category of the child-care index 

than for boys whose mother was in the lowest category. The 

strengths of the associations appear to be moderate. The Ps equal 

0.243, and 0.290 for mothers and fathers, respectively. 

The second part of the test is about the relationship between 

parent's reading books for the boy and self-control. The estimates of 

the association parameter, for unit-spaced scores, are 0.067 (ASE = 

0.019) and 0.066 (ASE = 0.020) for mothers and fathers, individually. 

The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.07 for both parents. For 

instance using the four comer celis, the estimated odds of being in 

the highest self-control category instead of the lowest category is 

exp[0.067(S-1)(S-1)] = 2.92 times higher for a group of boys whose 

mother read many times on regular basis when they were little than 

boys whose mother did not read books for them at all. The strength 

of the associations is weak (for mothers, P = 0.116; and for fathers, P 

= 0.115). 

Parent's active supervision is the other sub-dimension of active 

child-rearing measurement. The foliowing three items are chosen for 
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measuring parental supeIVision: (1) parent's checking about the 

boy's acting upon the parent's orders, (2) parent's knowledge about 

boy's whereabouts, and (3) about whom he is with when he is away 

from home. I made an index by adding the last two items after 

individual standardization because they are highly correlated 

(correlation coefficients are 0.50 and 0.41 for mothers and fathers, 

respectively). Originally Hirschi (1969) grouped them toget..~er 

under the name of "virtual supervision". Reliability tests for "virtual 

supervision" items yield alpha scores of 0.67 for mothers and 0.73 

for fathers. Two separate tests are made to test the relationships of 

self-control to two measures of active parental supervision. 

In both tests, loglinear models of uniform association have 

much better fits than loglinear models of independence. In each test 

based on the reduction in G2, the statisticCtJ significance of the 

association holds with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho : () = 0 (Table 

3.13 through Table 3.16). 

The first two tests are about relationships between parent's 

checking about the son's obedience to his parent's orders. For unit

spaced scores, the estimates of the association parameter are () = 

0.159 (ASE = 0.037) for mothers and () = 0.163 (ASE = 0.037) for 

fathers. The estimated uniform local odds ratios are exp(0.159) = 

1.17 and exp(0.163) = 1.18 for mothers and fathers, respectively. As 

an example using the four corner cells alone, the estimated odds of 

being in the highest self-control category instead of the lowest self

control category is exp[0.159(S-1)(3-1)] = 3.57 times higher for boys 



whose mother usually checked her son's obedience to her orders 

than boys whose mother never checked. Weak associations are 

found from the standardized scores. The Ps equal 0.125 and 0.132 

for mothers and fathers, individually. 
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The last two tests are about I1virtual supervision" and self

control relationship. The estimates of the association parameter 

equal 0.161 (ASE = 0.015) for mothers and 0.133 (ASE = 0.013) for 

fathers. The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.17 for mothers 

and 1.14 for fathers. For instance using the four corner cells, the 

estimated odds of being in the highest self-control category instead 

of in the lowest self-control category is exp[0.161(5-1)( 4-1)] = 6.90 

times higher for boys whose mother was classified in the highest 

category of I1virtual supervision" than for boys whose mother was in 

the lowest category. The strengths of the associations appear to be 

moderate. The Ps equal 0.325, and 0.296 for mothers and fathers, 

respectively. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) claim that individual traits and 

parental child-rearing practice are two main sources of self-control 

and that the latter is more important than the former for the 

development of self-control. The analyses in this chapter have 

examined this claim with the Richmond Youth Project data. The 

findings overall support the claim. 

The RYP data show two items, the mother's punishment of the 

boy by slapping or hitting and by nagging or scolding, to be the only 

items not related statistically significantly to the dependent variable, 

self-control. I suggest future study needs to distinguish punitive 

punishment by self-controlled parents from punitive punishment by 

insensitive and short-sighted parents. Besides these two items, test 

results show that the four factors related to child-rearing -- parental 

criminality, family size, family intactness, and mother's occupation-

are related to the self-control index as the theory expected. 

However, the strength of these associations is weak. 

The measures of parenes active child-rearing show stronger 

associations than the four factors to the self-control index. 

Specifically, the "virtual supervision" index and the parental active 

care index reveal the strongest associations, meaning active parental 

actions and efforts in child-rearing are important sources of self

control. 



The relationship between intelligence and self-control is the 

only test of individual traits in the RYP data and it turned out as 

expected but with a weak association. 

9S 

The fmdings in this chapter thus support the claims of self

control theory. However, a relatively small amount of the variation 

in self-control is explained by the tested causes taken together. A r

square value of 0.14 is obtained from regression tests with dummy 

coded items. One reason for so much unexplained variation can be 

found in Gottfredson and Hirschi's (ibid., p. 94) acknowledgment that 

they know less about causes of self-control than about consequences 

of it. The other reason is in the indirect measurement of effective 

child-rearing. 

I suggest the following for future study in regard to sources of 

self-control. More personal traits need to be tested and compared to 

parental child-rearing practices, so that researchers can locate the 

role and importance of personal traits in one's self-control 

development. Second, direct measures of the four factors related to 

the development of self-control are suggested. For instance, parental 

criminal record is a direct measure of parental criminality. Mother's 

employment, for an another example, can be better measured by 

questions about whether mother is employed and about how much 

time she is working than by asking only her work classification. 

Last, I suggest that future researchers use not only direct but also 

indirect measures of parental child-rearing such as child's 

attachment to the parent as causes of self-control. I did not use 
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items like "intimacy of communication" and "affectional identification 

with the parent" because they are indirect measures of self-control; 

however, it is often hard to gauge the quality of child-rearing from 

questions about direct parental actions and efforts toward the child. 

The discussion of parental punishment is a good example: it is 

difficult to distinguish disciplinary spanking from abusive spanking. 

Although it is an indirect measure, for this reason, the child's 

response to parental spanking can tap effectiveness and propriety of 

such punishment. 

This chapter focused on causes of self-control and tested 

theoretically identified sources of self-control. In chapter 4, the 

focus changes to crime and delinquency, the main consequences of 

low self-control. 



Table 3.1 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing of the 

Relationship Between Intelligence and Self-Control 

97 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 32.58 16 .008 

Uniform association 15.47 15 .418 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 17.11 1 .000 

Table 3.2 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between the Mother's Calling the Boy Bad Names and 

Self-Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform association 

G2 df P-value 

24.66 8 .002 

4.65 7 .702 

Independence, given Uniform Association 20.01 1 .000 
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Table 3.3 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between the Mother's Nagging or Scolding the Boy As a 

Punishment and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 8.74 8 .365 

Uniform association 7.51 7 .378 

IndeEendence, given Uniform Association 1.23 1 .3 

Table 3.4 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between the Mother's Slapping or Hitting the Boy As a 

Punishment and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 5.69 8 .682 

Uniform association 5.34 7 .619 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 0.35 1 .6 
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Table 3.5 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between the Total Number of Siblings and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 39.70 20 .005 

Uniform association 19.33 19 .436 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 20.37 1 .000 

Table 3.6 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Living Together with Real Parents Up to Age 5 

and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 16.38 8 .037 

Uniform Association 5.31 7 .622 

Inde~endence, given Uniform Association 11.07 1 .001 
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Table 3.7 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Biological Parents As Acting Parents and Self

Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 20.65 4 .000 

Uniform Association 0.13 3 .988 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 20.52 1 .000 

Table 3.8 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between the Mother's Employment and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 19.96 4 .001 

Uniform Association 6.68 3 .083 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 13.28 1 .000 
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Table 3.9 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Mother's Active Child Care and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 95.53 16 .000 

Uniform Association 22.61 15 .093 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 72.92 1 .000 

Table 3.10 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Father's Active Child Care and Self-Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

127.91 16 .000 

30.33 15 .011 

Independence, given Uniform Association 97.58 1 .000 
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Table 3.11 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Mother's Reading Books for Son and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 25.17 16 .067 

Uniform Association 13.03 15 .600 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 12.14 1 .000 

Table 3.12 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Father's Reading Books for Son and Self-Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

32.82 16 .008 

21.18 15 .131 

Independence, given Uniform Association 11.64 1 .001 
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Table 3.13 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Mother's Checking About Son's Acting Upon Her Orders and Self

Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

28.84 8 .000 

9.91 7 .194 

Independence, given Uniform Association 18.93 1 .000 

Table 3.14 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Father'S Checking About Son's Acting Upon His Orders and Self

Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-val ue 

22.00 8 .005 

1.99 7 .960 

Independence, given Uniform Association 20.01 1 .000 
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Table 3.15 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Mother's "Virtual Supervision" and Self-Control 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

145.61 12 .000 

15.16 11 .175 

Independence, given Uniform Association 130.45 1 .000 

Table 3.16 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Father's "Virtual Supervision" and Self-Control 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 124.34 12 .000 

Uniform Association 14.17 11 0224 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 110.17 1 .000 
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CHAPTER 4 

CONSEQUENCES OF LOW SELF-CONTROL: 

CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

INTRODUCTION 

In the previous chapter, I tested the causes of self-control 

relating mainly parental child-rearing practices to self-control. A 

natural question to ask at this stage is, then, what is likely to happen 

when one fails to develop self-control. Self-control theory predicts 

that low self-control people are likely to commit crimes, delinquent 

acts, and analogous behaviors. This chapter focuses on criminal and 

delinquent behaviors as consequences of low self-control. 

Can a theory of crime explain all kinds of crime and 

delinquency? In positivistic sociological criminology, the answer is 

nolo General positivistic views about human behaviors including 

crimes assume that human beings are naturally social and that 

human behaviors are directly caused by social or group factors. For 

this reason, most positivistic Criminologists attribute different types 

and forms of crime to cfuLferent social causes and try to identify 

specific causes for particular criminal and delinquent acts on a social 

or group basis. Differences in criminal and delinquent behaviors are 

1 Cloward and Ohlin (1960), for example, in their book Delinquency and 
Opportunity, argue that a single theory cannot ex-plain diverse crime and 
delinquency. 
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justified by specific and unique differences on the level of the group 

or society. 

For example, Cohen (1955) focused on non-utilitarian 

delinquent acts of working class adolescent males. In this theory, 

working class boys' delinquency is seen as a collective solution to 

their common problems, i.e., maladjustment to the middle-class

value oriented society. In fact, Cohen explained only why some 

working class adolescents develop anti-middle class values that lead 

them to gang fighting and vandalism. He did not account for the 

delinquent behaviors of adolescents in other classes nor for the 

utilitarian delinquent acts of working class boys. 

Stinchcombe (1964), in contrast, focused on middle class boys. 

He claimed that high school rebellion occurs when one's future status 

is not clearly related to present performance. High school rebellion is 

seen here as active rejection of internalized goals of success. 

Stinchcombe expected this rebellion would be most high when one is 

failing in school and at the same time is under pressure to succeed. 

Accordingly, middle class boys who are most subject to success 

pressure should produce more rebellion than their female 

counterparts and working class adolescents. 

This tendency to specificity or to a typological approach is not 

limited to social strain theories. Cloward and Ohlin (1960) postulate 

different delinquent subcultures as the direct link to the different 

types of crime and delinquency committed by lower class 

adolescents. They identified three types of delinquent subcultures, 
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namely, criminal, conflict, and retreatist subcultures where members 

of each subculture are led to commit specific types of criminal and 

delinquent behaviors. In short, in cultural deviance theories, deviant 

acts are results of obedience to the norms of groups that endorse 

specific delinquent behaviors (Kornhauser, 1978: p. 29). 

Unlike these positivistic theories, self-control theory considers 

crime and delinquency as a unidimensional phenomenon. In order to 

understand this contrasting standpOint, it is necessary to clarify that 

self-control theory is grounded on the classical image of human 

nature and classical understanding of human behaviors. The classical 

tradition sees human nature as self-interested rather than social. In 

like manner, human behaviors are meant to satisfy not societal needs 

but basic human desires. Classical theories naturally tend to see 

similarities rather than differences in the motives of human 

behaviors. 

As the title of A General Theory of Crime (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi, 1990) points out, the main dependent variables in self

control theory are crime and delinquency. The title, at the same 

time, explicates that self-control theory is meant to explain all kinds 

of crimes as well as various delinquent acts with a single 

independent variable, that is, self-control. 

Self-control theory asserts that all crime and delinquency are 

results of the pursuit of easy and immediate pleasures, which 

enables self-control theory to be a general theory of crime. To put it 

another way, the theory maintains that all the criminal and 
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delinquent acts are homogeneous phenomenon and share the same 

cause. Self-control theory identifies that common cause as low self

control, a differential individual tendency to commit criminal acts. 

Finally, if the claims of self-control theory are correct, a single 

independent variable of self-control will account for all types of 

crime and delinquency. 
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THE CURRENT STUDY 

Self-control theory claims to be a general theory of crime and 

delinquency by identifying common characteristics of crime and 

deviance. Crime, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi, provides 

immediate, short-term, and easy pleasures to the offender. 

Criminals, in turn, are people who seek immediate and easy 

gratification of their desires through crimes. Crime and delinquency 

are, hence, manifestations of an underlying tendency to pursue 

short-term, immediate pleasure. 

The authors name the differential individual tendency to avoid 

committing crime and deviance "self-contro1." People with low self

control are more likely to commit criminal and deviant acts 

regardless of environmental circumstances. Still the relationship 

between self-control and crime is not deterministic but probabilistic. 

To conclude, the theory expects that low self-control people are more 

likely than others to commit all types of crime and delinquency. 

Sample 

Richmond Youth Project 

Both self-reported and official data about crime and 

delinquency are available in the Richmond Youth Project (RYP) to 

test the causal effect of low self-control on the commission of crime 

and deviance. To begin with the self-reported data, the RYF data 

have six measures of crime and delinquency: petty theft (less than 
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$2), medium value theft ($2-50), grand theft (more than $50), auto 

theft, vandalism, and battery (see Appendix A). Besides these, the 

data set has self-reported items relevant to the main purposes of this 

chapter: self-reported contacts with the police, being roughed up by 

the police, being on parole and probation, school suspension, cheating 

on a class test, and being ejected from class by a teacher. 

Official records were obtained from the Richmond and San 

Pablo Police Departments, and from the Contra Costa County Sheriff's 

Office in 1965 (Hirschi, 1969). These records include the total 

number of offenses. Boys with official records are subdivided by 

specific nature of records, namely, the presence of recorded 

probation and the total number of offenses, arrests or citations, 

school suspended days in an academic year, petty or grand thefts, 

burglaries, auto thefts, and assaults. 
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FINDINGS 

As in chapter 3, I analyze the cross-classifications of self

control and crime and delinquency using mainly a loglinear model of 

independence and the uniform association model (Agresti, 1990). 

Contingency tables are presented when I cannot use loglinear models 

because of sampling zeros2. 

An index of self-control was constructed in chapter 2 by adding 

the following eight items after individual standardization: smoking, 

drinking, dating, try hard in school, fInish homework, time spent 

doing homework, importance of getting good grades, and care what 

teachers' think of you. These items measure components of self

control, namely, immediate, simple, and easy gratification of desires, 

a possession of and appreciation for cognitive or academic skills, 

interest and preparation for long-term benefits, and a self-centered 

orientation. 

Self-Control As a Cause of Self-Reported Crime and 

Delinquency 

Six self-reported measures of crime and delinquency are 

available in the RYP data. They are petty theft (less than $2), 

medium value theft ($2-50), grand theft (more than $50), auto theft, 

vandalism, and battery. I analyze first the relationships between 

self-control and each one of these delinquency measures; then, I 

2 The maximum likelihood estimates for loglinear models do not exist when all 
cell counts are not positive (Agresti, 1990). 
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make an index of criminal and delinquent acts by adding up the six 

items after individual standardization and relate that index to self

control. 

Tests of Individual Delinquent Items. The relationship 

between self-control and petty theft is analyzed fIrst, using a 

loglinear model of independence. The likelihood ratio of the chi

squared statistic for the independent model equals G2 = 158.80, 

based on elf = 4, yielding a P-value of 0.000. These statistics 

demonstrate lack of fIt of the independence model. For this reason, 

the uniform association model is adapted and tested. 

Table 4.1 summarizes goodness of fIt. The likelihood-ratio 

statistic for the uniform association model equals G2 = 0.70, based on 

df = 3, giving a P-value of 0.873. The uniform association model has 

a much better fit than the independence model, indicating there is an 

association between self-control and petty theft. A statistical test of 

the reduction in G2 to assess the significance of the association 

reconfirms the existence of an association. The P-value is 0.000 for 

testing Ho : f3 = O. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is f3 = 0.557 (ASE = 0.047). The value indicates that 

probability of cOmmitting petty theft tends to be greater at lower 

self-control levels. The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 

exp(0.sS7) = 1.75. Using the four comer cells alone, the estimated 

odds of committing petty theft instead of not committing it is 
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exp[0.557(2-1)(5-1)] = 9.28 times higher for boys in the lowest self

control category than for boys in the highest category. 

In order to estimate the correlation coefficient statistic for 

population parameters, I standardize scores for both self-control and 
" 

petty theft. For the standardized scores, (3 = 0.379 (ASE = 0.032). By 

setting f3 = P/(1 - P2), I obtain P = 0.336. If there is an underlying 

bivariate normal distribution, I estimate the correlation to be 0.336 

for the white male sample. 

Self-control is, in much the same way, related to the other five 

measures of crime and delinquency, i.e., medium theft, grand theft, 

car theft, vandalism, and battery. Tables 4.2 - 4.6 demonstrate that 

the uniform association models have much better fits than 

independence models in all tests relating self-control and the five 

delinquent measures. In each test, a statistical test of the reduction 

in GZ evidences a statistically significant association between the two 

variables. 

For unit-spaced scores, the range of estimates of the association 

parameter is between 0.466 (vandalism) and 0.998 (auto theft), 

resulting in the estimated uniform local odds ratios ranged between 

1.59 and 2.71, correspondingly (see Table 4.7). For example, the 

estimated odds of committing grand theft instead of not committing 

it is exp[0.844(2-1)(5-1)] = 29.25 times higher for boys in the lowest 

self-control category than for boys in the highest category. The 

strength of the associations turned out to be moderate. The highest P 

values is 0.387 for medium value theft, followed by 0.364 (auto 
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theft), 0.301 (battery), 0.263 (grand theft), and 0.258 (vandalism) in 

order of strength. 

Test of Delinquent Index. I constructed an index of self

reported crime and delinquency by combining the above listed six 

items -- petty, medium, grand, auto thefts, vandalism, and battery-

after individual standardization. The correlation coefficients among 

the items ranged between 0.14 and 0.45. A reliability test for the six 

items yields an alpha score of 0.64. 

The loglinear model of uniform association has a much better 

fit than the loglinear model of independence. In a test based on the 

reduction in G~, the statistical Significance of the association is upheld 

with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho: ~ = 0 (Table 4.8). An ordinary 

percentage table is also presented in Table 4.9 to show the relation 

between the index of self-control and the index of self-reported 

delinquency. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is ~ = 0.353 (ASE = 0.022). The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is exp(0.353) = 1.42. As an example using the four corner 

cells alone, the estimated odds of being in the most delinquent 

category instead of being in the least delinquent one is exp[0.3S3(S -

1)(5 - 1)] = 283.72 times higher for boys in the lowest self-control 

category than boys in the highest category. A strong association is 

found from the standardized scores. The P equals 0.491. 

In summary, self-control is moderately related to all six 

measures of self-reported crime and delinquency and is strongly 
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related to the delinquency index. The directions of association are in 

accordance with theoretical expectations. 

Self-Control As a Cause of Self-Reported Delinquent 

Acts in School and Trouble with Authorities and the Legal 

System 

In addition to the six self-reported items of crime and 

delinquency, the following seven items were selected and tested: 

self-reported contacts with the police, harsh treatment by the police, 

experience of parole and probation, cheating on class tests, ejection 

from a classroom by a teacher, and school suspension (see Appendix 

A for details). 

In all seven Individual tests, the uniform association models 

have better fits than independence models. Tables 4.10 through 4.14 

and Tables 4.16 and 4.17 show, in each test based on the reduction in 

G2, a statistically significant association between the two involved 

variables. 

Trouble With Police. In tests relating self-control to troubles 

with the police, the estimates of the association parameter equal 

0.475 (ASE = 0.034) for contacts with the police and 0.384 (ASE = 

0.043) for rough treatment by the police. The estimated uniform 

local odds ratio is 1.61 and 1.47, accordingly. For example using the 

four corner cells, the estimated odds of having contacts with the 

police more than twice rather than having no contacts is 

exp[0.475(3-1)(5-1)] = 44.70 times higher for boys in the lowest self-
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control category than for boys in the highest self-control category. 

The strength of the associations appears to be moderate. The Ps 

equal 0.416, and 0.271 for contacts with the police and harsh 

treatment by the police, respectively. 

Trouble With The Criminal Justice System. The estimates of the 

association parameter equal 0.324 (ASE = 0.94) and 0.555 (ASE = 

0.80) for parole and probation experiences, respectively. The 

corresponding estimated uniform local odds ratios are 1.38 and 1.74. 

The strength of the associations is weak with P values of 0.101 for 

parole and 0.205 for probation. 

Delinquent Acts in School and Trouble With School Authorities. 

The last part of the test is about the relationship between self

control and delinquent acts and troubles with authorities in school. 

The estimates of the association parameter, for unit-spaced scores, 

are 0.316 (ASE = 0.030), 0.331 (ASE = 0.030), and 0.528 (ASE = 

0.045) for cheating on tests, ejection from classroom, and school 

suspension, individually. The estimated uniform local odds ratios are 

1.37, 1.39, and 1.70, correspondingly. The strength of the association 

is moderate in all three relationships (for test cheating, P = 0.298; for 
A A 

classroom ejection, P = 0.319, and for school suspension3, P = 0.375). 

3 Official records of school suspension are also tested (Table 4.15). Direct 
comparison between the two measures of suspension is not possible because 
the loglinear models can not be used for official data due to sampling zeros. 
However, an easily noticeable difference is the different case size: self
reported data contain 357 cases of suspension, whereas official data have only 
38 cases. The reasons for such a significant difference are mainly twofold; 
first, official data were collected for just one year period, while the self-report 
item had an "ever" reference period; second, official records are not complete. 
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In short, test results show that low self-control boys are more 

likely to commit delinquent acts in school and to have troubles with 

school and police authorities and with the criminal justice system. 

All in all, the strength of the tested associations is at least moderate 

except for two items measuring troubles with the legal system, 

namely, parole (P = 0.101) and probation (P = 0.205). These two 

items are however badly skewed. Especially in the case of parole, 

where there are only 64 (5.1%) cases of parole experience out of 

1,257 cases. There is indeed insufficient variation to allow 

meaningful statistical analysis. 

Self-Control As a Causal Factor of Official Measures of 

Crime and Delinquency 

One maiu item in official records is the total number of offenses 

for all white boys. In the other available items, boys with official 

records are specified by the nature of records: the presence of 

recorded probation, school suspension in 1964 - 1965, and the total 

number of offenses, arrests or citations, petty or grand thefts, 

burglaries, auto thefts, and offenses involving force and violence. 

First of all, self-control is related to the total number of 

offenses to see whether it can also differentiate delinquent boys 

from non-delinquent boys using official data. Next tests are targeted 

to see whether self-control can explain variations of officially 

recorded specifiC crime and delinquency among official offenders. 
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Test of The Total Number of Official Offenses. The loglinear 

model of uniform association is tested for an analysis of the cross

classification of self-control and the total number of official offenses. 

This model has a better fit than the independence model, which 

suggests an association between the two variables. The statistical 

significance of the association is held with a P-value of 0.000 for 

testing Ho : fl = 0 (Table 4.18). 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is fl = 0.309 (ASE = 0.033). As an instance using the four 

comer cells alone, the estimated odds of having two or more official 

offenses instead of having no official record is exp[0.309(3-1)(5-1)] = 

11.85 times higher for a group of boys in the lowest self-control 

category than boys in the highest self-control category. A moderate 

association is found from the standardized scores. The P equals 

0.280. 

Tests of Official Offenders' Specific Offenses. The total numbers 

of offenses and arrests or citation among official offenders are tested 

in relation to self-control. The total number of offenses is 

dichotomized into one and two or more offenses and total number of 

arrests is divided into no and one or more arrests. The loglinear 

models of uniform association have better fits than the independence 

models in both items (Table 4.19 and 4.20). The statistical 

significance of the association is confirmed in each test with P-values 

of 0.025 and 0.000 for the total number of offenses and arrests, 

respectively, for testing Ho : fl = O. 
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The estimates of the association parameter for unit-spaced 

scores equal 0.222 (ASE = .088) for the number of offenses and 0.522 

(ASE = .132) for the number of arrests. The estimated uniform local 

odds ratios are 1.25 and 1.69, correspondingly. For instance, the 

estimated odds of having been arrested once or more instead of 

having no arrest is 8.07 times higher for officially recorded boys in 

the lowest self-control category than officially recorded boys in the 

highest category. The strength of the association is weak for the total 

number of offenses (P = 0.148) and moderate for the total number of 

arrests (P = 0.266). 

The other item about the presence of probation is also tested. 

The log linear models are used and the uniform association model has 

a better fit than the independence model. The statistical Significance 

of the association is established with a P-value of 0.01 for testing Ho : 

j) = 0 (Table 4.21). The estimate of the association parameter equals 

0.481 (ASE = 0.190). The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.62. 

The strength of the association between self-control and probation 

appears to be weak. The P equals 0.193. 

The last four tests are about relationships between self-control 

and specific types of offense among official offenders. Three items, 

the total number of thefts, burglaries, and violent offenses, are all 

found to be independent of the index of self-control (Table 4.22, 

4.23, and 4.25; corresponding contingency tables are Table 4. 26, 

4.27, and 4.28, respectively). Statistical tests for significance of the 

association show evidence of independence (with P-values ranged 



120 

between 0.1 and 0.3). The item of total number of auto thefts has 

sampling zeros; for this reason, a contingency table is used to reveal 

the overall relationship (Table 4.24). The expected direction is 

observed but there are too few cases of auto theft (8 out of 303) for 

meaningful tests of statistical association. 

In a subsample of officially recorded white boys, there are 

disproportionately large number of low self-control boys and at the 

same time disproportionately small number of high self-control boys. 

Table 4.29 shows that 27.1 percent of the officially recorded white 

boys are in the lowest self-control category, while only 11.5 percent 

of all white boys are in that category. Reversely, only 10.6 percent 

of boys with official records are in the highest self-control category, 

whereas 29.6 percent of all white boys are in that category. Because 

of this disproportionate composition in officially recorded white boys, 

an association between self-control and total number of official 

offenses is weaker than that in all white boys; and, that is why three 

specific types of offense -- the total number of thefts, burglaries, and 

violent offenses -- turned out to be statistically independent of the 

self-control index. 

In brief, test results show that self-control can explain crime 

and delinquency with official data; furthermore, self-control can 

differentiate the total number of offenses and arrests and experience 

of parole and probation among official offenders. Because of 

disproportionate distribution along the self-control index among 
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official offenders, however, statistically significant relations could not 

be found in officially recorded specific types of offense. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Self-control theory pronounces crime and delinquency as the 

main consequences of lack of self-control. The theory also claims to 

be a general theory of crime by demanding that one independent 

variable of self-control explain all kinds of criminal and delinquent 

behaviors. Tests in this chapter related self-control to different 

criminal and delinquent acts to test the claims of self-control theory. 

Findings from both self-reported and official data of crime and 

delinquency support the theory. 

In self-reported data analyses, boys with low self-control are 

more likely than others to have committed petty, intermediate, 

grand, and auto thefts, vandalism, and battery. In addition, they 

were more likely to have committed delinquent acts in school like 

cheating, and more likely than other boys to have had troubles with 

school authorities, the police, and the legal system. 

Test results from official data also attest that boys who lack 

self-control are more likely than others to have official records of 

offenses. Moreover, self-control explained variations in the total 

number of offenses and arrests and probation experience among 

official offenders. In other words, self-control could even 

differentiate offenders who have committed offenses more than once 

or had experienced arrests and probation from offenders who have 

committed just one offense and had no records of arrests and 
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probation. However, self-control could not differentiate specific type 

of offense committed by official offenders. 

In conclusion, a single independent variable of self-control 

explained various kinds of criminal and delinquent acts and the self

control's associations with those acts are moderate in most cases. 

Especially, all six self-reported delinquent acts -- petty, intermediate, 

grand, and auto thefts, vandalism, and battery -- are moderately 

related to the self-control index, and the self-reported delinquency 

index composed of these six delinquent behaviors is strongly related 

to it. All in all, the empirical findings support the claims of the 

general theory of crime made by Gottfredson and Hirschi. Compared 

to other positivistic theories of crime, self-control theory is relatively 

parsimonious and there seems to be no trade-off for parsimony: the 

power of self-control for each specific crime and delinquency is as 

good as that of other theories targeting very specifiC criminal or 

delinquent act as a dependent variable. 

This chapter confined its focus to crime and delinquency as the 

main consequences of low self-control. Chapter 5 will test "analogous 

behaviors" as another consequence of low self-control. Analogous 

behaviors include a wide range of noncriminal acts that share the 

same mechanism with crime and delinquency. 



Table 4.1 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Petty Theft 

( s $2) 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

158.80 4 .000 

.70 3 .873 

Independence, given Uniform Association 158.10 1 .000 

Table 4.2 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Medium value 

Theft ($2 - $50) 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 208.41 4 .000 

Uniform Association 2.49 3 .478 

Independence, given Uniform Association 205.92 1 .000 



Table 4.3 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Grand Theft 

( C!: $50) 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

79.99 4 .000 

2.16 3 .539 

Independence, given Uniform Association 77.83 1 .000 

Table 4.4 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Auto Theft 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

156.37 4 .000 

1.48 3 .686 

Independence, given Uniform Association 154.89 1 .000 



Table 4.5 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Vandalism 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 90.57 4 .000 

Uniform Association 1.65 3 .648 

Inde~endencez given Uniform Association 88.92 1 .000 

Table 4.6 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Battery 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 128.46 4 .000 

Uniform Association .96 3 .810 

Inde2endence, given Uniform Association 127.50 1 .000 
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Table 4.7 Summary of the Estimates of the Association 
A A 

Parameters (~and ~) and of the Correlation Coefficient ( P ) for Six 

Self-Reported Crime and Delinquency Items 

~ ASE exp{~ ) ~ 
A 

ASE p 

Petty Theft 0.557 0.047 1.75 0.379 0.032 0.336 

Medium Theft 0.851 0.067 2.34 0.455 0.036 0.387 

Grand Theft 0.844 0.101 2.33 0.282 0.036 0.263 

Auto Theft 0.998 0.095 2.71 0.420 0.040 0.364 

Vandalism 0.466 0.051 1.59 0.277 0.030 0.258 

Battery 0.492 0.046 1.64 0.331 0.031 0.301 

Table 4.8 Goodness-of-Fit Tests of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Delinquency 

Index 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

375.01 16 .000 

22.32 IS .100 

Independence, given Uniform Association 352.69 1 .000 
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Table 4.9 Joint Contingency Table of the Self-Control Index and 

the Self-Reported Delinquency Index (Made of Petty, Medium, Grand, 

and Auto Thefts, Vandalism, and Battery) 

Self-Control 

The Index of Low High 

Delinquency 1 2 3 4 5 

I Delinquent 1 40.2 15.5 7.4 1.8 1.5 

Total 

10.6 

13.1 

21.2 

24.8 

30.3 

I 
! 2 

3 

4 

Nondelinquent 5 

Total 

N 

20.7 23.0 

19.0 24.5 

14.0 23.0 

6.1 14.0 

1000A> 1000A> 

179 200 

14.3 10.7 2.6 

27.5 20.2 15.7 

28.7 28.6 25.2 

22.1 38.7 55.1 

100% 100% 100.1% 100% 

244 336 274 1233 

Table 4.10 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Contacts with 

the Police 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 244.75 8 .000 

Uniform association 4.59 7 .710 

Inde,Qendence, given Uniform Association 240.16 1 .000 



Table 4.11 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Have Been 

Roughed Up by the Police 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 93.28 8 

Unifonn association 3.86 7 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 89.42 1 

Table 4.12 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Parole 

Experience 

.000 

.795 

.000 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 13.78 4 .008 

Unifonn association 1.67 3 .642 

Independence, given Uniform Association 12.10 1 .001 



Table 4.13 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Probation 

Experience 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 57.08 4 

Uniform association 3.21 3 

Inde~endence, given Uniform Association 53.87 1 

Table 4.14 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported School 

Suspension 

Model G2 df 

Independence 182.61 8 

Uniform association 5.01 7 

Inde~endence, given Uniform Association 177.60 1 

.000 

.361 

.000 

P-value 

.000 

.659 

.000 
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Table 4.15 Joint Contingency Table of Self-Control and Official 

School Suspension 

School 

Suspension 

0 

1+ 

Total 

N 

Low 

1 

97.4 

2.6 

l009·u 

192 

2 

98.5 

1.5 

100% 

206 

Self-Control 

3 

99.2 

0.8 

l000iU 

254 

4 

100.0 

0.0 

l000iU 

341 

High 

5 

100.0 

0.0 

100% 

285 

Total 

99.2 

0.8 

100% 

1278 

Table 4.16 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Cheating on 

Class Tests 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform association 

G2 df P-value 

126.81 8 .000 

4.24 7 .751 

Independence, given Uniform Association 122.57 1 .000 
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Table 4.17 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Reported Being Ejected 

from the Class by a Teacher 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 147.32 8 .000 

Uniform association 7.62 7 .367 

IndeQendencez given Uniform Association 139.70 1 .000 

Table 4.18 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total Number of Official Offenses 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 104.25 8 .000 

Uniform Association 5.82 7 .561 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 98.43 1 .000 
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Table 4.19 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total Number of Offenses Among Officially Recorded 

Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 9.65 4 .047 

Uniform Association 3.22 3 .359 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 6.43 1 .025 

Table 4.20 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total number of Arrests or Citations Among 

Officially Recorded Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 23.89 4 .000 

Uniform Association 5.52 3 .137 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 18.37 1 .000 
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Table 4.21 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Record of Probation Among Officially Recorded Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 12.86 4 .012 

Uniform Association 5.33 3 .149 

Inde:Qendencez given Uniform Association 7.53 1 .01 

Table 4.22 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total Number of Petty or Grand Thefts Among 

Officially Recorded Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 7.75 4 .101 

Uniform Association 4.69 3 .196 

Inde)2endence, given Uniform Association 3.06 1 .1 
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Table 4.23 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total Number of Burglaries Among Officially 

Recorded Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 2.96 4 .564 

Uniform Association .55 3 .908 

Inde,Qendence, given Uniform Association 2.41 1 .2 

Table 4.24 Joint Contingency Table of Self-Control and Total 

Number of Auto Thefts Among Officially Recorded Boys 

Auto 

Theft 

0 

1+ 

Total 

N 

Low 

1 

93.9 

6.1 

100% 

82 

Self-Control 

2 I 
98.6 

1.4 

1000;6 

74 

3 I 
96.8 

3.2 

4 

100.0 

0.0 

100% 

52 

High 

5 

100.0 

0.0 

100% 

32 

. Total 

97.4 

2.6 

1000;6 

303 
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Table 4.25 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Total Number of Violent Offenses Among Officially 

Recorded Boys 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 9.10 4 .059 

Uniform Association 7.90 3 .048 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 1.20 1 .3 

Table 4.26 Joint Contingency Table of Self-Control and Total 

Number of Thefts Among Officially Recorded Boys 

Theft 

0 

1+ 

Total 

N 

Low 

1 

69.5 

30.5 

1000A> 

82 

2 

71.6 

28.4 

100% 

74 

Self-Control 

3 I 

85.7 

14.3 

l000A> 

63 

4 

73.1 

26.9 

1000A> 

52 

High 

5 

84.4 

15.6 

100% 

32 

Total 

75.6 

24.4 
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Table 4.27 Joint Contingency Table of Self-Control and Total 

Number of Burglaries Among Officially Recorded Boys 

Burglary 

0 

1+ 

Total 

N 

Low 

1 

82.9 

17.1 

2 

87.8 

12.2 

100% 

74 

Self-Control 

3 

88.9 

11.1 

l000A> 

63 

4 

88.5 

11.5 

100% 

52 

High 

5 

93.8 

6.3 

Total 

87.5 

12.5 

100.1% 100% 

32 303 

Table 4.28 Joint Contingency Table of Self-Control and Total 

Number of Violent Offenses Among Officially Recorded Boys 

Violent 

Offense 

0 

1+ 

Total 

N 

Low 

1 

84.1 

15.9 

100% 

82 

2 

75.7 

24.3 

100% 

74 

Self-Control 

3 

93.7 

6.3 

100% 

63 

4 

84.6 

15.4 

100% 

52 

High 

5 

87.5 

12.5 

100% 

32 

Total 

84.5 

15.5 

100% 

303 
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Table 4.29 Self-control Frequencies in All White Boys (Top) 

and Officially Recorded White Boys (Bottom) 

Self-Control 

Low High 

All White Boys 1 2 3 4 5 

Frequency 171 209 319 351 442 

138 

I Percentage 11.5% 14.00Al 21.4% 23.5% 29.6% 

Total 

1,492 

100% 

I 

I 
I 
f 

! 

White Boys wi 

Official Records 

Frequency* 82 74 63 52 32 303 

Percentage 27.1% 24.4% 20.8% 17.2% 10.6% 100.1% 

* This frequency is for the total number of thefts, auto thefts, 

burglaries, and violent offenses among officially recorded whited 

boys. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONSEQUENCES OF LOW SELF-CONTROL: 

ANALOGOUS BEHAVIORS 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 4 tested a main hypothesis of self-control theory that 

low self-control people are likely to commit crime and delinquency 

at relatively high rates. Test results support the hypothesis. Lack of 

self-control explained various types and forms of criminal and 

delinquent acts. As documented earlier, a single independent 

variable of self-control explained crime and deviant behaviors in 

general, endorsing the theory's claim to be a general theory of crime. 

This chapter, as a next step, focuses on "analogous behaviors" as 

consequences of low self-control. 

Is the generality of self-control theory confined to the area of 

crime and delinquency? Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) claim that 

self-control theory can also explain noncriminal behaviors that share 

the same mechanism as crime and delinquency. Many noncriminal 

acts are conceptually or causally analogous to criminal and 

delinquent acts in the sense that these acts are also manifestations of 

an underlying tendency to pursue easy, certain, and immediate 

pleasures. In other words, the theory maintains that analogous 

behaviors share the same cause with crime and delinquency; for this 
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reason, people with low self-control are more likely than others to 

engage in crime and acts analogous to crime. This claim enables self

control theory to be more than a general theory of crime. Thus, if 

the claim of self-control theory is correct, a single independent 

variable of self-control will also explain analogous behaviors. 
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THE CURRENT STUDY 

Analogous behaviors are, according to Gottfredson and Hirschi 

(ibid., p. 92), so psychologically or theoretically approximate to crune 

as to provide immediate, risky or exciting, and easy gratification of 

desires. Such noncriminal pleasure-producing and reckless or 

imprudent behaviors include smoking, drinking, precocious sexual 

activity, promiscuity, reckless driving, avoiding homework as a 

school student, and so forth. 

Since the theory also assumes basic stability of individual 

differences in pursuing immediate, certain, and easy pleasures over a 

long period of time, I can expect low self-control people to commit 

the follOwing noncriminal pleasure-producing behaviors. First, in the 

area of education, people with low self-control are more likely than 

others to have poor school performance, school absenteeism, poor 

attitudes toward school, and low educational attainment such as low 

schooling and dropout. Second, in the territory of employment, low 

self-control people are expected more than others to have frequent 

unemployment, unstable job histories, economic dependency on the 

parent or social welfare, low income, and low job status characterized 

by low skill level and a secondary labor market. Third, in the course 

of family formation, the lower a person's self-control, the more likely 

he is to have premature sexual activities, promiscuity, unwanted 

pregnancies, unstable marriage and family relationships, and poor 

parenting. Fourth, in the aspect of friendship, low self-control people 
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are more likely than others to have unstable friendships, few close 

friends, and delinquent friends. Fifth, in the reahn of attitudes, 

people who lack self-control are more likely to have poor self

concepts and low aspirations than others; in addition, they are less 

likely to believe in the rules of society. Last, in the range of life 

mishaps, the lower self-control a person has, the more likely he is to 

have various kinds of accidents, poor health, and even relatively 

early death. 

All in all, I expect low self-control people are more likely than 

others to commit the above listed analogous behaviors and, on the 

whole, to have unstable, unsuccessful, and unhealthy lives. 

Sample 

Richmond Youth Project 

Because the RYP data were collected from high school students, 

this data set has many items related to education and friendship. By 

the same token, a small number of items that measure analogous 

behaviors in the other phases of life are also available. The 

instrument contains items about future employment classification 

and attitudes toward job, family formation and relationship, health, 

self-concept, orientation to and preparation for the future, trust of 

others, and fatalism (see Appendix B for details of selected items). 

Education. Lack of self-control is reflected in the domain of 

education, comprised of school performance, attitudes toward school, 

and educational attainment. Items tapping academic competence are 
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differential aptitude test (DAT) verbal scores, overall grade point 

averages (GPA), and average marks in English. Measures of self

perceived scholastic ability are also available. They are "grades you 

are capable of getting" and "rate your school ability compared with 

other students." Liking school measures attitudes toward school. 

Educational attainment is measured by items about school dropout, 

intention to graduate, and aspiration for and expectation of ultimate 

education. 

Employment. In the territory of employment, available items 

about future employment classification include expectation of the 

first full time job after finishing school, job ultimately desired, and 

job eventually expected. Besides, two items about attitudes toward 

job, namely, "My job should not have a lot of responsibility" and "The 

only reason to have a job is for money" are at hand. 

Family Formation and Relationshio. Items about dating and 

marital status and intended age at marriage are selected for the 

measurement of family formation. An item of sibling care taps 

family relationships. 

Friendship. Selected items measure having close friends, 

attachment to friends, characteristics of friends at school, and nature 

of friends. Specifically, items chosen for the first two listed aspects 

of friendship are "I have no really close friends," "How many best 

friends do you have," "Would you like to be the kind of person your 

best friends are," "Do you respect your best friends' opinions about 

the important things in life," and "Would your best friends stick by 
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you if you got into really bad trouble." In addition, characteristics of 

friends at school are measured by the following items: "Are your 

friends here at school active in school activities," "Would you say that 

your group of friends is the "top crowd" at this school," "How much 

do you think most students like the group of friends you go with," 

and "How much do you think most teachers like the group of friends 

you go with." Two items, "Have any of your close friends ever been 

picked up by the police" and "In general, what do your parents think 

of your friends," tap the nature of friends. 

Attitudes. This domain consists of measures of self-concept, 

orientation to and preparation for the future, trust of other people, 

belief in criminal justice, and fatalism. A self-image index is 

constructed by adding five items, as follows: "I often feel 

discouraged," "I do not have much to be proud of," "At times I think I 

am no good at all," "I certainly feel worthless at times," and "On the 

whole, I am satisfied with myself." An index of future orientation is 

composed of the following three items: "A person should live for 

today and let tomorrow take care of itself," "There is no sense looking 

ahead since no one know what the future will be like," and "Planning 

is useless since one's plans hardly ever work out." Trusting others is 

measured by two items stating that "Most people can be trusted" and 

"Most people don't care what happens to you." An item measuring 

belief in criminal justice is "People who break the law are almost 

always caught and punished1." Lastly, two items tapping fatalism 

1 Jensen (1969) and Jensen, Erickson, and Gibbs (1978) have used the same 
item for an "aggregate, qualitative measure of perceived risk of punishment." 
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are "What is going to happen to me will happen no matter what I do" 

and "I can't seem to stay out of trouble no matter how hard I try." 

Life Mishaps. Three items measuring health condition are 

available. They are "During the last two months did you need any 

help with health," "How many days have you been absent from 

school this year for health reasons," and "How good is your health." 



FINDINGS 

Self-Control As a Causal Factor in School Related 

Analogous Behaviors 
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Items measuring school related analogous behaviors can be 

divided into three groups: school performance, attitudes to school, 

and educational attainment. School performance is once again 

divided into two subgroups, that is, test performance and self

perceived scholastic abilities. The former includes differential 

aptitude verbal test score, English grade point average, and overall 

grade point average, while the latter includes self-perceived grades 

and school abilities. One item about liking school measures attitudes 

toward school. Items on educational attainment are school dropout, 

intention of high school graduation, and ultimate expectation and 

aspiration of schooling. 

Academic Competence. First of all, self-control is related to 

DAT verbal score. The relationship is, first, analyzed by loglinear 

model of independence. The likelihood ratio of the chi-squared 

statistic for the independent model equals G2 = 36.60, based on df = 

16, yielding a P-value of 0.002, which demonstrates very poor fit of 

the independence model. The uniform association model is used to 

examine association between self-control and DAT verbal score. 

According to the statistics of goodness of fit in Table 5.1, the 

uniform association model has much better fit than the independence 

model, indicating that there is an association between self-control 
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and the verbal score of the DAT. A test based on the reduction in G2 

reassures the existence of an association with the P-value of 0.000 

for testing Ho : ~ = o. 
For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is ~ = 0.079 (ASE = 0.016), which attests a positive 

relationship between the two variables. The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is exp(O.079) = 1.08. As an example using the four comer 

cells alone, the estimated odds of being the highest score group (the 

5th quintile) in the DAT verbal score instead of the lowest score 

group (the 1st quintile) is exp[0.079(S-1)(S-I)] = 3.54 times higher 

for boys in the highest self-control category than for boys in the 

lowest category. A weak association is found from the standardized 

scores. The P equals 0.1502 • 

The other two items of performed academic scores are also 

tested. In each individual test involving English score and GPA, the 

uniform association model has a better fit than the independence 

model. Tables 5.2 and 5.3 shmv', in each test based on tile-reductio'"n-----

in G2, statistically Significant association between the two involved 

variables. 

The estimates of the association parameter equal 0.197 (ASE = 

0.200) for English score and 0.270 (ASE = 0.019) for GPA. The 

estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.22 and 1.31, respectively. 

2 DAT verbal score is highly correlated with a measure of intelligence with a 
correlation coefficient of 0.74. The very similar strength of the ass"ociation 

between each item and the self-control index validates the index (P score 
from the intelligence test is 0.140). 



148 

The strength of the associations is stronger than the se1f-controllDAT 

verbal test relationship and appears to be moderate. The P s equal 

0.338, and 0.425 for English marks and GPA, respectively. 

The other measures of school performance are self-perceived 

grades and school abilities. In both tests, statistically significant 

associations between self-control and self-reported scholastic 

abilities are validated (Tables 504 and 5.5). The estimates of the 

association parameter equal 0.137 (ASE = 0.017) and 0.251 (ASE = 

0.037) for self-perceived grade and school abilities, individually. 

Corresponding estimated uniform local odds ratios are 1.15 and 1.2 9. 

The strength of the associations is weak with P values of 0.223 for 

self-reported grade ability and of 0.201 for school ability. 

Attitudes Toward School. An item, "In general, do you like or 

dislike school," taps attitudes toward school. Loglinear model of 

uniform association is tested for an analysis of the cross-classification 

of self-control and liking school. This model has a better fit than 

independence model, which points to an association between the two 

variables. The statistical significance of the association is established 

with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho : 13 = 0 (Table 5.6). 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is fl = 0.436 (ASE = 0.037). The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is exp(0.436) = 1.55. As an instance using the four corner 

cells alone, the estimated odds of disliking school instead of liking is 

exp[OA36(3-1)(5-1)] = 32.72 times higher for a group of boys in the 

lowest self-control category than boys in the highest category. A 
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moderate association is found from the standardized scores. The P 

equals 0.338. 
Educational Attainment. The last part of the test is about the 

relationship between self-control and educational attainment. School 

dropout, intention of high school graduation, and eventual 

expectation and aspiration of schooling are included here. Statistical 

tests uphold Significance of association in all four tests (Tables 5.7 

through 5.10). 

The estimates of the association parameter, for unit-spaced 

scores, are 0.474 (ASE = 0.033), 0.488 (ASE = 0.046), and 0.440 (ASE 

= 0.047) for school dropout, ultimate expectation of schooling, and 

eventual aspiration of schooling, individually. The estimated uniform 

local odds ratios are 1.61, 1.63, and 1.55, accordingly. As examples, 

using the four comer cells alone, the estimated odds of dropping out 

of school instead of staying is exp[0.474(4-1)(5-1)] = 295.30 times 

higher for a group of boys in the lowest self-control category than 

boys in the highest category; and, the estimated odds of not aspiring 

to college education instead of aspiring to it is 5.81 times higher for 

boys in the lowest self-control category than those in the highest 

category. The strength of the association is strong for dropout and 

moderate for ultimate expectation and aspiration of schooling (for 
A A 

dropout, P = 0.457; for eventual expectation of schooling, P = 0.303; 

and, for ultimate aspiration of schooling, P = 0.266). 

Compared to these three items, intention of high school 

graduation is weakly related to self-control with f3 = 0.185 (ASE = 
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0.060) and corresponding estimated local odds ratio of 1.20. The 

strength of the association is weak with p = 0.095. The main reason 

for a weak association is in a bad skewness. Only 32 (2.6%) out of 

1233 boys answered that they did not plan to graduate high school. 

In short, test results show that low self-control boys are likely 

to have poor test performance marks, low self-perceived academic 

abilities, and to dislike school. Moreover, they are more likely than 

others to drop out of school. They are also less likely than others to 

intend to graduate from high school and to expect and aspire to 

college education. 

Self-Control As a Causal Factor in Employment Related 

Analogous Behaviors 

Employment related items are divided into two groups, that is, 

future employment classification and attitudes toward job. Three 

available items about future job classification are first job expected 

after finishing school, job eventually aspired to, and job ultimately 

expected. Since these three items are measured by a nominal scale, a 

column effects model3 (Agresti, 1990; Goodman, 1979; Haberman, 

1974; and Simon, 1974) is adopted in order to examine the 

relationship between future job classification and self-control. 

3 A column effects model is a loglinear model that treats X as ordinal and Y as 
nominal. The model is log mij= fA. + At + "Y + UiVj' Because only the rows have the 
ordering, I take UtS UZS ••• SUI' The lUi} are fixed constants, and the column 
effects are {Vj} parameters. The column effect model has df = (I - 2)(1 - 1). 
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In all three tests, column effects models have better fits than 

independent models. Tables 5.12 through 5.14 reveal, in each test 

based on the reduction in (;2, strong evidence of an association. To 

illustrate, for the item of expecting fIrst job after finishing school, 

G2(1IC) = 24.71 - 3.35 = 21.35, based on df = 8 - 6 = 2 evinces the 

existence of an association with the P-value of 0.000. 

The first test is about the relationship between first job 

expected after finishing school, a nominal variable, and self-control, a 

ordinal variable. The estimated column effects parameters with ASE 

values in parentheses are VI = - 0.148 (0.033), v2 = 0.066 (0.036), and 

V3 = 0.082 for manual jobs, self-employ~d, and white collar jobs, 

respectively. The further Vj falls in the positive direction, the greater 

the tendency for the jth job category to locate at the high end of self

control index. Therefore, boys expecting ma..T1ual jobs as the first job 

after finishing school have the lowest self-control, and boys 

expecting white collar jobs have the highest self-control. For an 

example, V3 - VI = 0.230 means that the odds of being classified as 

expecting a white collar job instead of manual job are estimated to be 

exp(O.230)=1.26 times higher for the highest self-control group (the 

5th quintile) than for the 4th quintile. The column effects model 

with equal-interval scores predicts constant odds ratios for adjacent 

rows of self-control. 

A similar relationship is found from a comparison of boys 

expecting to have self-employed and manual jobs. The odds of being 

classified as expecting a self-employed job instead of a manual job 



are estimated to be 1.24 times higher for the highest self-control 

group (the 5th quintile) than for the 4th quintile. 
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In a test relating job ultimately expected and self-control, the 

findings match the above case. Manual jobs are related to low self

control, whereas white collar and self-employed jobs are related to 

high self-control. White collar jobs have a little bit greater tendency 

than self-employed jobs to be located at the high self-control end 

(Table 5.11). 

In the relationship between job ultimately aspired to and self

control, boys aspiring to manual jobs are the lowest self-control 

group, while boys aspiring to white collar jobs are the highest self

control group. Unlike the above two cases of job expectation, 

aspiring to a self-employed job is related to low self-control, though 

the tendency is very weak (Table 5.11). 

Items stating "My job should not have a lot of responsibility" 

and "The only reason to have a job is for money" measure attitudes 

toward the job relevant to the research question. Two separate tests 

are made, utilizing log linear models of independence and uniform 

association. In both tests, the uniform association models have 

better fits than the independence models. Table 5.15 and 5.16 

manifest, in each test based on the reduction in G2, statistically 

significant associations between self-control and measures of 

attitudes toward job. 

The estimates of the association parameter equal 0.069 (ASE = 

0.021) for rejecting much job responsibility and 0.099 (ASE = 0.018) 
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for taking job just for money. The estimated uniform local odds ratio 

is 1.07 and 1.10, correspondingly. For example, the estimated odds 

of expressing "strongly disagree" instead of "disagree" to rejecting 

much job responsibility are multiplied by 1.07 for each category 

change towards high self-control. The strength of the associations 
A 

appears to be weak. The Ps equal 0.097, and 0.155 for rejecting job 

responsibility and taking job just for money, respectively. 

All in all, boys with high self-control are likely to expect to 

have and to aspire to white collar jobs, and boys with low self

control are likely to expect and want manual jobs. Furthermore, low 

self-control boys are likely to reject job responsibility and to report 

being inclined to take a job just for the money. 

Self-Control As a Causal Factor in Family Related 

Analogous Behaviors 

The following three items are chosen to measure family 

formation and relationships: (1) having a steady relationship, being 

engaged or married, (2) intended age of marriage, and (3) taking care 

of siblings. Each is tested in relation to self-control. In all three 

tests, the loglinear models of uniform association have better fits 

than the independence models (Tables 5.17 through 5.19). The 

statistical significance of the association is confirmed in each test 

with P-value of 0.000, for testing Ho : f3 = o. 
In case of dating or marital status, for unit-spaced scores, the 

estimate of the association parameter is fJ = 0.581 (ASE = 0.061). As 
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an instance, the estimated odds of going steady or already being 

engaged or married instead of no relationship is exp[0.581(2-1)(S-I)] 

= 10.22 times higher for boys in the lowest self-control category than 

boys in the highest self-control category. A moderate association is 

found from the standardized scores. The P equals 0.276. 

For the test of intended age for marriage, the estimate of the 

association parameter for unit-spaced scores equal 0.202 (ASE = 

0.048). The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.22. The 

estimated odds of intending to get married as teenagers instead of no 

intention of marriage is 5.03 times higher for boys in the lowest self

control category than boys in the highest category. The strength of 

the association is weak (P = 0.149). 

An item about taking care of siblings is also tested. The 

estimate of the association parameter equals 0.137 (ASE = 0.033). 

The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.15. The estimated odds 

of taking care of siblings quite often or every day instead of not 

taking care of them is 2.99 times higher for boys in the highest self

control category than boys in the lowest category. The strength of 

the association between self-control and taking care of sibling 

appears to be weak. The P equals 0.128. 

In sum, low self-control boys are likely to date (or to be 

already engaged or married) and to intend to get married as 

teenagers. They are also less likely than others to take care of 

siblings. 
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Self-Control As a Causal Factor in Friendship Related 

Analogous Behaviors 

The domain of friendship is comprised of four parts, as follows: 

having close friends, attachment to friends, characteristics of friends 

at school, and nature of friends. 

Having Close Friends. The first test is about the relationship 

between self-control and having close friends. An item stating "I 

have no really close friends" is used for this test. It turns out that 

there is an association between the two. The statistical significance 

of the association is upheld with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho : ~ = 

o (Table 5.20). 

The estimate of the association parameter equals 0.081 (ASE = 

0.021). The estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.08. Thus, the 

estimated odds of expressing "strongly agree" to having no close 

friends instead of "agree" are multiplied by 1.08 for each category 

change toward low self-control. The strength of the association 

appears to be weak. The P equals 0.110. 

The next test is about relationship between self-control and 

number of best friends. The number of best friends is found to be 

independent to self-control (Table 5.21). The independence model 

holds with a P-value of 0.373. Furthermore, statistical tests for 

significance of the association show some evidence of independence 

with a P-value of 0.20. The test results therefore imply that high 

self-control boys tend to have close friends, but not necessarily many 

best friends. 
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Attachment to Friends. Three items, "Would you like to be the 

kind of person your best friends are," "Do you respect your best 

friends' opinions about the important things in life," and "Would your 

best friends stick by you if you got into really bad trouble," measure 

attachment to friends. For the fIrst two items, the uniform 

association models have better fits than independence models. Table 

5.22 and 5.23 evince, in each test based on the reduction in G2, 

statistically significant associations. 

The estimates of the association parameter equal 0.230 (ASE = 

0.035) for desiring to be like best friends and 0.144 (ASE = 0.029) for 

respecting friends' opinions. The estimated uniform local odds ratio 

is 1.26 and 1.15, correspondingly. As an instance, the estimated odds 

of desiring to be like best friends in most ways instead of not 

desiring is 6.3 times higher for boys in the highest self-control 

category than for those in the lowest category. The strength of the 

association appears to be weak. The P s equal 0.190 and 0.139 for 

desiring to be like best friends and respecting best friends' opinions, 

respectively. 

An item of "Would your best friends stick by you if you got 

into really bad trouble" turned out to be weakly related to se1f

control (Table 5.24). The direction, however, is opposite to the 

theoretical expectation with a P value of - 0.067. In other words, 

high self-control boys are likely to suspicious about friends' sticking 

by them if they got into really bad trouble. It seems that high self-
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control is related to realistic expectations about friends rather than 

idealistic expectations. 

Characteristics of Friends at School The four selected items are 

"Are your friends here at school active in school activities," "Would 

you say that your group of friends is the "top crowd" at this school," 

"How much do you think most students like the group of friends you 

go with," and "How much do you think most teachers like the group 

of friends you go with." 

Friends' activity in school is tested in relation to self-control. 

Table 5.25 shows the presence of statistically significant association. 

The estimate of the association parameter is 0.198 (ASE = 0.028). For 

example, the estimated odds of having very active friends in school 

instead of having not active friends is exp[0.198(4-1)(5-1)] = 10.76 

times higher for boys in the highest self-control category than those 

in the lowest category. The association is weak with a P value of 

0.205. 

An item of having "top crowd" friends is found to be 

independent to the index of self-control. A statistical test for 

significance of the association manifests weak evidence (with a P

value of 0.20) of independent relationship (Table 5.26). 

The other two selected items are about preference for friends 

by students and teachers. In both tests, statistically significant 

associations are found (Table 5.27 and 5.28). The estimates of the 

association parameter equal 0.130 (ASE = 0.042) and 0.395 (ASE = 

0.038) for liking of friends by students and teachers, respectively. 
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The corresponding estimated uniform local odds ratios are 1.14 and 

1.48. The strength of the association is weak with a P value of 

0.097 for liking of friends by students and moderate with a P value 

of 0.360 for liking of friends by teachers. 

In brief, friends of high self-control boys are likely to be active 

in school and to be liked by students and especially by teachers, but 

they are not necessarily the "top crowd" at school. 

Nature of Friends. The last part of the test is about the 

relationship between self-control and the delinquent or conventional 

nature of friends. "Have any of your close friends ever been picked 

up by the police" assesses their delinquent tendency, while "In 

general, what do your parents think of your friends"-gaugeVJ1eLljr~~~~~~_ 

conventional nature. Statistical tests reveal a significance of 

association in both tests (Tables 5.29 and 5.30). 

The estimates of the association parameter, for unit-spaced 

scores, are 0.236 (ASE = 0.044) and 0.284 (ASE = 0.020) for parents' 

approval of friends and friends' police contacts, respectively. The 

estimated uniform local odds ratio is 1.27 and 1.33, accordingly. As 

an example using the four corner cells alone, the estimated odds of 

having four or more friends with police contacts instead of no friend 

with police contacts is exp[0.284(5-1)(5-1)] = 94.07 times higher for 

a group of boys in the lowest self-control category than boys in the 

highest category. The strength of the association is strong for 

friends' police contacts and weak for parents' approval of friends (for 
A A 

police contacts, P = 0.477 and for parents' approval, P = 0.155). 
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As self-control theory would lead us to expect, low self-control 

boys are more likely than others to have friends with police contacts; 

and, their friends are not likely to be approved by their parents. 

Self-Control As a Causal Factor in Attitudes Related to 

Behavior Analogous to Crime 

Measures of relevant attitudes include self-image, orientation 

to and preparation for the future, trusting others, belief in criminal 

justice, and fatalism. 

Self-Image Index. An index of self-concept is constructed by 

combining the following five items after individual standardization: 

"I often feel discouraged," "I do not have much to be proud of," "At 

times I think I am no good at all," "I certainly feel worthless at 

times," and "On the whole, I am satisfied with myself." The 

correlations among the items ranged between 0.12 and 0.50. A 

reliability test for the five items yields an alpha score of 0.62. 

The log linear model of uniform association has a better fit than 

the loglinear model of independence. In a test based on the 

reduction in G2, the statistical Significance of the association is 

substantiated with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho : 13 = 0 (Table 

5.31). 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is 13 = 0.098 (ASE = 0.016). The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is exp(0.098) = 1.10. As an example, the estimated odds of 

being in the most positive category of self-image instead of being in 
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the most negative one is exp[0.098(S-1)(S-1)] = 4.80 times higher for 

boys in the highest self-control category than boys in the lowest 

category. A weak association is found from the standardized scores. 

The P equals 0.181. 

Future Orientation Index. The follOwing three items are chosen 

for measuring orientation to and preparation for the future: "A 

person should live for today and let tomorrow take care of itself," 

"There is no sense looking ahead since no one knows what the future 

will be like," and "Planning is useless since one's plans hardly ever 

work out." Correlation coefficients among these ranged between 0.26 

and 0.29. An index is made by summing all three items after 

individual standardization. The alpha score is 0.53 for the three 

items. In tests relating this future orientation index to self-control, 

the loglinear model of uniform association has a better fit than 

loglinear model of independence. In a test based on the reduction in 

G2, the statistical significance of the association is validated (Table 

5.32). 

The estimate of the association parameter is 0.082 (ASE = 

0.015) for unit-spaced scores. The corresponding estimated uniform 

local odds ratio is 1.09. Like the self-image index, the association is 

weak with a P value of 0.164. 

Belief in Criminal Justice. An item stating "People who break 

the law are almost always caught and punished" measures the extent 

to which boys believe in criminal justice and are aware of the costs 

of crimes. The loglinear model of uniform association has a better fit 
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than the independence model, which suggests an association between 

the two variables. The statistical significance of the association is 

held with a P-value of 0.000 for testing Ho : f3 = 0 (Table 5.33). 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimate of the association 

parameter is f3 = 0.122 (ASE = 0.018). As an instance using the four 

comer cells alone, the estimated odds of expressing strong 

disagreement to the statement instead of expressing strong 

agreement is exp[0.122(5-1)(5-1)] = 7.04 times higher for a group of 

boys in the lowest self-control category than boys in the highest self

control category. A weak association is found from the standardized 

scores. The P equals 0.187 (a percentage table is also presented in 

table 5.34). 

Fatalism. Two items are tested as measures of fatalism. They 

are "What is going to happen to me will happen no matter what I do" 

and "I can't seem to stay out of trouble no matter how hard I try." 

Tables 5.35 and 5.36 demonstrate that the uniform association 

models fit better than independence models in both tests. In each 

test, a statistical test of the reduction in G2 indicates a statistically 

significant association between the two variables. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimates of the association 

parameter is 0.079 for no control over happenings and 0.156 for no 

control over trouble, resulting in the estimated uniform local odds 

ratio of 1.08 and 1.17, correspondingly. As an instance, the 

estimated odds of expressing "strongly agree" instead of "agree" to no 

control over trouble are multiplied by 1.17 for each category 



descending to low self-control. The strength of the associations 

turned out to be weak with a P value of 0.123 for no control over 

happenings and of 0.204 for no control over trouble. 
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Trusting Others. Items stating "Most people can be trusted" 

and "Most people don't care what happens to you" measure attitudes 

toward others. Two separate tests are made, utilizing loglinear 

models of independence and uniform association. In both tests, the 

uniform association models have better fits than independence 

models. Tables 5.37 and 5.38 show, in each test based on the 

reduction in G2, statistically significant associations between self

control and measures of attitudes toward others. 

The estimates of the association parameter equal 0.141 (ASE = 

0.022) for the statement that people can be trusted and 0.145 (ASE = 

0.019) for people don't care about you. The estimated uniform local 

odds ratio is 1.15 and 1.16, accordingly. For example, the estimated 

odds of expressing "strongly agree" instead of "agree" to the 

statement that people don't care about you are multiplied by 1.16 for 

each category change towards low self-control. The strength of the 
A 

associations appears to be weak. The Ps equal 0.181 and 0.212 for 

the statements that people can be trusted and that they don't care 

about you, respectively. 

Low self-control boys are, on the whole, less likely than others 

to have a sound self-image, future orientation, and a sense of control 

over events. They are also not likely to trust others or to believe in 

criminal justice. 
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Self-Control As a Causal Factor in Life Mishaps 

The following three health related items are chosen for 

measuring life mishaps: "During the last two months did you need 

any help with health," "How many days have you been absent from 

school this year for health reasons," and "How good is your health", 

and are tested in relation to self-control. In two tests of sick school 

absent and health condition, the loglinear models of uniform 

association have better fits than the independence models (Table 

5.41 and 5.42). The statistical significance of the association is 

validated in each test with P-value of 0.000, for testing Ho : f3 = O. 

For unit-spaced scores, the estimates of the association 

parameter are 0.084 (ASE = 0.015) and 0.126 (ASE = 0.027) for 

school absence and health condition, respectively. For instance, the 

estimated odds of having missed more than 15 school days instead of 

no absence is exp[0.084(6-1)(S-1)] = 5.37 times higher for boys in 

the lowest self-control category than boys in the highest self-control 

category; and, the estimated odds of having very poor health instead 

of having excellent health is 7.51 times higher for boys in the lowest 

self-control category than ones in the highest category. Weak 
A 

associations are found from the standardized scores. The P s equal 

0.155 and 0.132 for school absence due to sickness and overall 

health, respectively. 

A test of help needed for recent health problems suggests that 

such need is independent of self-control. Statistical tests for the 

Significance of the association provide a P-value of 0.5 (Table 5.39). 
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This finding attests that there are no statistically significant 

differences in needing help with health. Boys need help with health 

at times regardless of their level of self-control. 

However, table 5.40 demonstrates that low self-control boys 

are less likely to get help when they need it. A statistically 

Significant association at a P-value of .005 is witnessed when 

response categories are recoded into (I) no help needed or help 

needed and got it and (2) help needed but didn't get it. The estimate 

of the association parameter for unit-spaced scores equals 0.031 

(ASE = .038). The estimated unifonn local odds ratio is 1.03. The 

strength of the association is weak. (P = 0.090). 

In short, low self-control boys are more likely to have been 

absent from school because of health problem and to have poorer 

health than others. In addition, they are more likely than others to 

fail to get help when they have health problems. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter tested various kinds of noncriminal behaviors that 

are conceptually or causally analogous to crime and delinquency. A 

general hypothesis in this chapter is that low self-control people are 

likely to engage in acts analogous to crime in various aspects of their 

lives, as well as in crime and delinquency. The analogous behaviors 

come from many different areas of one's life, including education, 

employment, family formation and relationships, friendship, 

attitudes, and life mishaps. Overall, the test results support the 

claims of self-control theory. 

In the area of education, low self-control people turned out to 

be likely to have poor performance test scores and low self

perceived scholastic abilities. They tend to dislike school and to drop 

out of school. Boys with low self-control are not likely to intend to 

graduate from high school and to expect and aspire to a college 

education. 

Test results as to employment substantiate that boys with high 

self-control are more likely to expect and want white collar jobs, 

while boys with low self-control are likely to expect and want 

manual jobs. Low self-control boys are also likely to reject job 

responsibility and to take a job just for money. 

Low self-control boys are likely to date or to be already 

engaged or married as high school students, or plan to get married 

before age 20; also, they are less likely to take care of their siblings. 
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Concerning friendship, boys with high self-control are likely to 

have close friends. But the number of best friends turned out to be 

independent of self-control, which may imply that it is not quantity 

but quality of friendship that is related to self-control. In fact, boys 

with high self-control are likely to want to be like their best friends 

and to respect their best friends' opinion. Their expectations about 

best friends seem however to be based on mutual exchange 

relationship. Boys with high self-control don't expect their best 

friends to stick by them if they got into really bad trouble. One 

implication is that high self-control is related to realistic rather than 

idealistic expectations of friends. 

Test results also reveal that friends of high self-control boys 

are likely to be active in school and be liked by students and 

especially by teachers. Their friends however are not necessarily in 

the "top crowd" at school. On the other hand, low self-control boys 

are likely to have friends with police contacts and to have friends not 

approved by their parents. 

Regarding attitudes, low self-control boys are, on the whole, not 

likely to have a sound self-image, future orientation, belief in 

criminal justice, or a sense of control over events or trouble. They 

are unlikely to trust others as well. 

Finally about life mishaps, low self-control boys are more likely 

to have been absent from school because of health problems and to 

have poorer health than others. In addition, they are more likely 

than others to fail to get help when they have health problems. 
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Self-control theory explains many behaviors and attitudes in 

addition to those normally associated directly with crime and 

delinquency. A single independent variable of self-control explains a 

broad range of dependent variables. 



Table 5.1 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Differential Aptitude Test 

Verbal Score 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 36.60 16 .002 

Uniform Association 11.39 15 .724 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 25.21 1 .000 

Table 5.2 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Average Marks in English 

Model Gz df P-value 

Independence 132.70 16 .000 

Uniform Association 20.08 15 .169 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 112.62 1 .000 
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Table 5.3 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Overall Grade Point Averages 

Model df P-value 

Independence 284.80 

Uniform Association 19.12 

Independence, given Uniform Association 265.68 

16 

15 

1 

Table 504 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Perceived Grade 

Capability 

.000 

.208 

.000 

Model G2 df P-val ue 

Independence 91.94 16 .000 

Uniform Association 25.72 15 .041 

Independence, given Uniform Association 66.22 1 .000 
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Table 5.5 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Self-Perceived School Ability 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 60.47 8 .000 

Uniform Association 11.79 7 .108 

Inde,Qendence, given Uniform Association 48.68 1 .000 

Table 5.6 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and liking School 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-val ue 

164.75 8 .000 

2.67 7 .913 

Independence, given Uniform Association 162.08 1 .000 



Table 5.7 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and School Dropout 
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Model df P-value 

Independence 328.08 

Uniform association 42.75 

Independence, given Uniform Association 285.33 

12 

11 

1 

.000 

.000 

.000 

Table 5.8 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Plan to Graduate from High 

School 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 21.34 8 .006 

Uniform association 11.44 7 .120 

Independence, given Uniform Association 9.90 1 .005 



Table 5.9 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Schooling Expected 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 126.82 4 .000 

Unifonn association 3.44 3 .329 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 123.38 1 .000 

Table 5.10 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Schooling Aspired to 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform association 

G2 df P-value 

94.39 4 .000 

2.25 3 .523 

Independence, given Uniform Association 92.14 1 .000 
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Table 5.11 Summary of the Estimated Column Effects 
A 

Parameters, vJ , and Differences Between the Parameters for Three 

Future Job Classification Items 

1 F tJ bE tdAft F °hin Sh I · IrS 0 D(peC e er lIDS Lg C 00 
A 

Job Classification v. ASE 
A A A 

Manual VI = - 0.148 0.033 V3 - VI = 0.230 ~(0.230)=1.26 
A 

~2 - ~I = 0.214Iexp(O.214)=1.24 Self-Employed v2 = 0.066 0.036 
A A A 

White Collar V3 = 0.082 V3 - v2 = 0.016 exp(0.016)=1.02 

2JbUlo I A ° dT · 0 timateLy spIre 0 

Job Classification I A 

Vi ASE 
A 

~3 - ~I = 0.229Iexp(O.229)=1.26 Manual VI = - 0.105 10.039 
A A A 

Self-Employed v2 = - 0.019 0.032 v2 - VI = 0.086 e~( 0.086)= 1.09 

1~3 = 0.124 I 
A A 

White Collar V3 - v2 = 0.143 exp(0.143)=1.15 

3 J bE · 0 ventu all E Ly !xpecte d 

Job Classification I A 

Vj ASE 
A A A 

Manual VI = - 0.141 0.037 V3 - VI = 0.224 exp(0.224)=1.25 
A A A 

Self-Employed v2 = 0.058 0.033 v2 - VI = 0.199 exp(O.199)=1.22 
A A A 

White Collar V3 = 0.083 V3 - v2 = 0.025 I~JO.025)=1.03 



Table S.12 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and First Job Expected 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 

Column Effects 

Independence, given Column Effects 

24.71 8 .002 

3.35 6 .764 

21.35 2 .000 

Table 5.13 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Job Ultimately Aspired To 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 21.52 8 .006 

Column Effects 6.19 6 0402 

Independence, given Column Effects 15.33 2 .000 
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Table 5.14 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Job Eventually Expected 

Model G2 df 

Independence 18.34 8 

Column Effects 3.44 6 

Inde,Qendence, given Column Effects 14.90 2 

Table 5.15 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Job Responsibility 

Model G2 df 

Independence 26.11 16 

Uniform association 14.58 15 

Inde12endence, given Unifonn Association 11.53 1 

P-value 

.019 

.752 

.001 

P-value 

.053 

.482 

.001 



Table 5.16 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Job For Just Money 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 46.29 16 .000 

Uniform association 15.76 15 .398 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 30.53 1 .000 

Table 5.17 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Dating Status 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-val ue 

110.44 4 .000 

7.96 3 .047 

Independence, given Uniform Association 102.48 1 .000 
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Table 5.18 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Intended Age of Marriage 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 32.31 8 .000 

Uniform Association 13.86 7 .054 

IndeQendencez given Uniform Association 18.45 1 .000 

Table 5.19 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Taking Care of Siblings 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

23.23 8 .000 

5.36 7 .617 

Independence, given Uniform Association 17.87 1 .000 
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Table 5.20 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Having No Close Friends 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

20.01 16 .220 

4.74 15 .994 

Independence, given Uniform Association 15.27 1 .000 

Table 5.21 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Number of Best Friends 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 8.65 8 .373 

Uniform Association 6.66 7 .466 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 1.99 1 .2 
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Table 5.22 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Desires to Be like Best Friends 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

54.52 8 .000 

9.15 7 .242 

Independence, given Uniform Association 45.37 1 .000 

Table 5.23 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Respecting Best Friends' Opinions 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 55.15 12 .000 

Uniform Association 30.17 11 .001 

Inde)2endence, given Uniform Association 24.98 1 .000 
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Table 5.24 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Confidence in Best Friends in Time of Bad Trouble 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 20.53 12 .058 

Uniform Association 10.24 11 .509 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 10.29 1 .005 

Table 5.25 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and School Activities of Friends 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 81.83 12 .000 

Uniform Association 27.29 11 .004 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 54.54 1 .000 
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Table 5.26 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Friends Being in The Top Crowd in School 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 22.99 8 .003 

Uniform Association 21.13 7 .004 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 1.86 1 .2 

Table 5.27 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Liking of Friends by Students 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 21.77 8 .005 

Uniform Association 12.09 7 .098 

Inde12endence, given Uniform Association 9.68 1 .005 
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Table 5.28 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and liking of Friends by Teachers 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 150.00 12 .000 

Uniform Association 19.95 11 .046 

IndeQendencez given Uniform Association 130.05 1 .000 

Table 5.29 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Parent's Approval of Friends 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 36.92 8 .000 

Uniform Association 7.29 7 .399 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 29.63 1 .000 
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Table 5.30 Goodness-of-Fit Tests for Loglinear Models Relating 

Self-Control and Friends' Contacts with the Police 

Model G2 df 

Independence 295.55 16 

Uniform Association 10.12 15 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 285.43 1 

Table 5.31 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and A Self-Image Index 

P-value 

.000 

.812 

.000 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 54.41 16 .000 

Uniform Association 16.10 15 .375 

Independence, given Uniform Association 38.31 1 .000 
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Table 5.32 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and A Future Orientation Index 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 48.09 16 .000 

Uniform Association 18.11 15 .257 

IndeQendencez given Uniform Association 29.98 1 .000 

Table 5.33 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and "People who break the law are 

almost always caught and punished." 

Model G2 df P-value 

' .. Independence 60.61 16 .000 

Uniform association 13.77 15 .543 

IndeQendence, given Uniform Association 46.84 1 .000 
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Table 5.34 Joint Contingency Table of the Self-Control Index 

and "People who break the law are almost always caught and 

punished. " 

Self-Control 

"Lawbreakers are Low 

almost always 

caught & punished" 1 2 3 

Strongly Disagree 10.5 9.9 7.2 

Disagree 30.9 19.2 21.6 

Undecided 17.3 11.8 13.2 

Agree 31.9 42.9 43.2 

Strongly Agree 9.4 16.3 14.8 

4 

3.2 

16.5 

15.3 

46.8 

18.2 

High 

5 

4.2 

15.1 

10.2 

47.7 

22.8 

Total 

6.4 

19.8 

13.5 

43.4 

16.9 

Total 

N 

1WA> 100.1% 100% 1WA> 100% 100% 

191 203 250 340 285 1269 

Table 5.35 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Lack of Control Over Events 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

37.03 16 .002 

17.34 15 .299 

Independence, given Uniform Association 19.69 1 .000 



Table 5.36 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Having Trouble No Matter 

What I Do 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 67.12 16 .000 

Uniform Association 15.27 15 .432 

Independence, given Uniform Association 51.85 1 .000 

Table 5.37 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Trusting People 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df 

55.96 16 

12.65 15 

Independence, given Uniform Association 43.31 1 

P-value 

.000 

.629 

.000 
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Table 5.38 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and People Don't Care About You 

Model 

Independence 

Uniform Association 

G2 df P-value 

76.17 16 .000 

16.09 15 .376 

Independence, given Uniform Association 60.08 1 .000 

Table 5.39 Goodness-of-Fit Tests of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Need of Help with Health 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 16.44 8 .037 

Uniform Association 15.78 7 .027 

Inde:Qendence, given Uniform Association 0.66 1 .s 



Table 5.40 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Need of Help with Health 

(Recoded) 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 

Uniform association 

12.85 4 .012 

2.55 3 .467 

Independence, given Uniform Association 10.30 1 .005 

Table 5.41 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and School Absence Due to Health 

Reasons 

Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 44.98 20 .001 

Uniform association 14.42 19 .759 

Independence, given Uniform Association 30.56 1 .000 



Table 5.42 Goodness-of-Fit of Models for Testing the 

Relationship Between Self-Control and Health 
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Model G2 df P-value 

Independence 34.48 16 .005 

Uniform association 12.59 IS .634 

Independence, given Uniform. Association 21.89 1 .000 
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CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

Most criminologists are well equipped with statistical and 

methodological knowledge and skills but in a comparative sense not 

much guided by theories. Therefore their research tends to focus on 

small and fragmented parts of criminological phenomena and to be 

evaluated by their statistical and methodological merits. 

Criminologists in many cases seem to be unable to see the forest for 

the trees. The general theory of crime (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 

1990) in this sense seems to provide a way to meaningful and 

theoretically guided research in criminology. 

This study operationalized and empirically tested the general 

propositions of Gottfredson and Hirschi's general theory of crime. 

Specifically, the core concept of the theory, self-control, is 

operationalized using two data sets and tested using criteria of 

reliability and validity. In this part of the study, a methodological 

question focuses on the pattern of validity change across types of 

data, namely, cross-sectional and longitudinal data. Child rearing as 

early socialization and individual traits are tested as sources of self

control in chapter 2. Then the measure of self-control is related to 

crime, delinquency, and analogous behaviors that are, according to 
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the theory, manifestations of low self-control. A research question 

here focuses on the generality of self-control theory, asking: "Is the 

index of self-control related to different kinds of criminal and 

delinquent activities, as well as diverse analogous behaviors? If yes, 

how strong are these relations?" 

This study is thus a general empirical evaluation of the major 

claims of the general theory of crime. The remainder of this chapter 

summarizes the major findings presented above and discusses the 

research and theoretical implications of this work. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Measurement of The Concept of Self-Control 

Two different data sets -- RYP and CSDD -- were used for the 

measure of self-control and for its reliability and validity tests. In 

the RYP data, self-control was measured by self-report items, which 

raised a possible problem of disproportionate loss of respondents low 

on self-control. This problem is based on the theoretical assumption 

that low self-control respondents are more likely than others to fail 

to complete questionnaires. Empirical tests support this theoretical 

implication, revealing that respondents dropped from the index due 

to missing data are more likely than others to be delinquents, as 

measured by official records, self-reported delinquency, and self

reported official contacts. 

Findings from the validity tests of the self-control index show 

theoretically expected relations with important individual variables 

such as gender, race, and delinquency status based on self-report 

and official data. Specifically, females have higher self-control than 

males; whites have higher self-control than blacks; and, delinquents 

have lower self-control than non-delinquents based on both self

reported official contacts and official status. 

In the CSDD data, self-control was measured by teacher and 

parents' reports made when boys were 8 and 9 years old. Test 

statistics relevant to the validity of the self-control index show that 

L~e index differentiates the convicted from the non-convicted as 
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juveniles as well as adults. These findings support, at least partially, 

the theoretical claims about self-control's early formation, its 

stability over the life course, and the theory's applicability to foreign 

countries. 

Finally, the findings from two differently designed data sets 

are very similar. Both measures of self-control from cross-sectional 

and longitudinal data are validated by shOwing theoretically 

expected and statistically significant relations to criminal and 

delinquent status. 

Causes of Self-Control 

According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), there are two 

main sources of self-control: individual traits and parental child

rearing practices. They claim that effective socialization in one's 

early years by parents or guardians is the main source of self-control 

development. In chapter 2, I tested theoretically alleged sources of 

self-control using the RYP data. Tests include a measure of a 

relevant personal trait, intelligence, and four family characteristics, 

parental criminality, family size, family intactness, and mother's 

occupation. In addition, measures of "active" parental child caring 

and supervision are included in the tests. Active parenting measures 

parental efforts and troubles to educate the child to develop positive 

things rather than to correct or prevent negative behaviors. The 

overall findings support the theory. 
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Test results show that intelligence and the four factors related 

to child-rearing -- parental criminality, family size, family intactness, 

and mother's occupation -- are related to the self-control index as 

the theory expected. However, the strength of these associations is 

weak. A need for further studies is noted for the relation between 

parental criminality and punitive punishment. 

Active parental child-rearing shows stronger associations than 

the other factors to the self-control index. Specifically, the "virtual 

supervision" index and the parental active care index reveal 

moderate associations. Therefore, researchers need to include active 

parental actions and efforts in child-rearing in addition to the 

minimum conditions that the theory provides as sources of self

control development. 

Consequences of Low Self-Control: Crime and Delinquency 

Self-control theory claims to be a general theory of crime by 

demanding that one independent variable of self-control explain all 

kinds of criminal and delinquent behaviors. Empirical tests in 

chapter 4 related self-control to different criminal and delinquent 

acts using both self-reported and official data. The findings support 

the theory. 

In self-reported data analyses, boys with low self-control are 

more likely than others to have committed petty, intermediate, 

grand, and auto thefts, vandalism, and battery. In addition, they 

were more likely to have committed delinquent acts in school like 
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cheating, and more likely than other boys to have had troubles with 

school authorities, the police, and the legal system. Moreover, all six 

self-reported delinquent acts are moderately related to the self

control index, and the self-reported delinquency index composed of 

these six delinquent behaviors is strongly related to it. 

Test results from official data also attest that boys who lack 

self-control are more likely than others to have official records of 

offenses. Moreover, self-control could even differentiate offenders 

who have committed offenses more than once or had experienced 

arrests and probation from offenders who have committed just one 

offense and had no records of arrests and probation. However, self

control could not differentiate specific type of offense committed by 

official offenders because of disproportionate distribution of the self

control measure in this subsample. 

Consequences of Low Self-Control: Analogous Behaviors 

Self-control theory expects that low self-control people are 

more likely than others to engage in acts analogous to crime in 

various aspects of their lives. This study tested analogous behaviors 

from many different areas of one's life, including education, 

employment, family formation and relationships, friendship, 

attitudes, and life mishaps. Overall, the test results support the 

claims of self-control theory. 

In the area of education, low self-control boys turned out to be 

likely to have poor performance test scores and low self-perceived 
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scholastic abilities. They tend to dislike school and to drop out of 

school. Boys Iowan self-control are not likely to intend to graduate 

from high school or to expect and aspire to a college education. 

Test results as to employment show that boys high on self

control are more likely to expect and want white collar jobs, while 

boys Iowan self-control are likely to expect and want manual jobs. 

Low self-control boys are also likely to reject job responsibility and 

to take a job just for money. 

Low self-control boys are likely to date or to be already 

engaged or married as high school students, or plan to get married 

before age 20. They are also less likely to take care of their siblings. 

Concerning friendship, boys high on self-control are likely to 

have close friends; but, the number of best friends turned out to be 

independent of self-control. Boys high on self-control seem to have 

quality friendships: they are likely to want to be like their best 

friends and to respect their best friends' opinion. One interesting 

finding is that boys high on self-control do not expect their best 

friends to stick by them if they get into really bad trouble. High self

control seems to be related to realistic mutual exchange relationships 

rather than idealistic expectations of friends. 

Test results also reveal that friends of high self-control boys 

are likely to be active in school and to be liked by students and 

especially by teachers. Their friends are however not necessarily in 

the "top crowd" at school. On the other hand, low self-control boys 
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are likely to have friends with police contacts and to have friends not 

approved by their parents. 

Regarding attitudes, low self-control boys are, on the whole, not 

likely to have a strong self-image, future orientation, faith in 

criminal justice, or a sense of control over events or trouble. They 

are unlikely to trust others as well. 

Finally about life mishaps, low self-control boys are more likely 

to have been absent from school because of health problems and to 

have poorer health than others. In addition, they are more likely 

than others to fail to get help when they have health problems. 

In summary, self-control theory explains most analogous 

behaviors and attitudes as well as crime and delinquency with a 

single independent variable of self-control. Documented findings in 

this study therefore endorse the theory's claims to be a general 

theory of crime and analogous behaviors. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

Research Implications 

As described in Chapter 2, respondents low on self-control are 

more likely than others to fail to answer questions in self-report 

survey. For this reason, I suggest future researchers use observation 

data collected from teachers, parents, or interviewers for the 

measure of self-control. This is especially so when the potential 

respondents have shown relatively low validity of self-reports. 

In the case of longitudinal data, there is "double jeopardy" in 

this matter. Researchers need to pay special attention to attrition 

rates between waves in addition to the missing data within waves. 

Low self-control respondents are also more likely than others to drop 

out of longitudinal surveys as they proceed. 

In regard to sources of self-control, I suggest the follOwing 

three points for future study. First, more personal traits need to be 

tested and compared to parental child-rearing practices. Second, 

direct measures of the four factors, namely, parental criminality, 

family size, family intactness, and mother's occupation, are 

suggested. Last, I suggest that future researchers include indirect 

measures of effective parenting in their tests as causes of self

control. For example, this study did not use such items as 

"affectional identification with the parent" because it is an indirect 

measure of effective parenting. However, self-report questions 

about direct parental actions and efforts toward the child are not 
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enough for the full measure of effective parenting. Reports from 

teachers and interviewers about effective parenting are also advised 

(Simons, Wu, Conger, and Lorenz, 1994). 
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APPENDIX A 

SELECTED CRIME AND DELINQUENCY ITEMS IN RYP 

Self-Report Items 
1] Have you ever taken little things (worth less than $2) that did 

not belong to you? 
2] Have you ever taken things of some value (between $2 and 

$50) that did not belong to you? 
3] Have you ever taken things of large value (worth over $50) 

that did not belong to you? 
4] Have you ever taken a car for a ride without the owner's 

permission? 
5] Have you ever banged up something that did not belong to you 

on purpose? 
6] Not counting fights you may have had with a brother or sister, 

have you ever beaten up on anyone or hurt anyone on 
purpose? 

All six items have identical response categories: 1. Never. 2. More 
than a year ago. 3. During the last year. 4. During the last year and 
more than a year ago. Response categories are dichotomized based 
on whether the respondent has ever committed asked delinquent act 
or not. 

7] Have you ever been picked up by the police? 
Recoded response categories: 1. Never. 2. Once. 3. Twice or 
more times. 

8] Have you ever roughed up by the Richmond police? 
Recoded response categories: 1. Yes, once or more. 2. No, but I 
know people who have been. 3. No, and I don't know anyone 
who has been. 

9] Are you on parole? 
10] Are you on probation? 
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Recoded response categories: 1. Yes including past experience. 
2. No. 

11] Have you ever been suspended from school? 
12] During the last year, did you ever cheat on any class test? 
13] During the last year, were you ever sent out of a classroom by 

a teacher? 
Recoded response categories: 1. A few times or often. 2. Once 
or twice. 3. Never. 
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APPENDIX B 

SELECTED ITEMS FOR ANALOGOUS BEHAVIORS IN RYP 

School Related Iterns 
1. Academic Competence. 
1] DAT verbal reasoning. 
2] English, weighted average mark, 1964. 
3] GPA. 

Data are divided into five almost equal categories. 
2. Self-Perceived Scholastic Abilities. 
4] What grades you are capable of getting? 

Recoded response categories: 1. C or lower grades. 2. B-C. 3. B. 
4. A-B. S. A. 

S] How do you rate yourself in school ability compared with other 
students? 
Recoded response categories: 1. Average or below. 2. Average. 
3. Above Average. 

3. Attitudes Toward School. 
6] In general, do you like or dislike school? 

Recoded response categories: 1. Dislike. 2. Equal. 3. like. 
4. Educational Attainment. 
7] During the last year, did you ever stay away from school just 

because you had other things you wanted to do? 
Response categories: 1. Often. 2. A few. 3. Once or twice. 4. 
Never. 

8] Do you plan to graduate from high school? 
Recoded categories: 1. No.2. Yes, but leave for a while and 
come back. 3. Yes, go strait through. 

9] How much schooling do you actually expect to get eventually? 
10] How much schooling would you like to get eventually? 

Recoded response categories: 1. Less than college. 2. College. 
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Employment Related Items 
1. Future Employment Classification. 
11] The first full time job you expect to have after fInishing school 

and military service? 
12] The job you want eventually? 
13] The job you really expect to have eventually? 

Recoded response categories: 1. Manual. 2. Self-employed. 3. 
White collar. 

2. Attitudes Toward Job. 
14] My job should not have a lot of responsibility. 
15] The only reason to have a job is for money. 

Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. S. Strongly disagree. 

Family Formation and Relationship 
16] Are you going steady, or are you engaged or married? 

Recoded categories: 1. Steady or engaged or married. 2. No. 
17] At what age do you plan to get married? 

Recoded response categories: 1. Already married or before age 
20. 2. 20 or later. 3. No plan. 

18] Do you spend any time taking care of your brothers and 
sisters? 
Recoded response categories: 1. Don't. 2. Once in awhile. 3. 
Quite often or every day. 

Friendship Related Items 
1. Having Close Friends. 
19] I have no really close friends. 

Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. S. Strongly disagree. 

20] How many best friends do you have? 
Recoded response categories: 1. None or one. 2.2-5. 3.5 or 
more. 
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2. Attachment to Friends. 
21] Would you like to be the kind of person your best friends are? 

Recoded categories: 1. Not at all. 2. A few way. 3. Most ways. 
22] Do you respect your best friends' opinions about the important 

things in life? 
Recoded categories: 1. Not at all. 2. A little. 3. Pretty much. 4. 
Completely. 

23] Would your best friends stick by you if you got into really bad 
trouble? 
Recoded categories: 1. Doubt it. 2. Don't know. 3. Probably. 
4. Certainly. 

3. Characteristics of Friends at School. 
24] Are your friends here at school active in school activities? 

Recoded categories: 1. Not at all. 2. Not very. 3. Somewhat. 4. 
Very. 

25] Would you say that your group of friends is the "top crowd" at 
this school? 
Recoded categories: 1. No.2. Near. 3. Yes. 

26] How much do you think most students like the group of friends 
you go with? 
Recoded categories: 1. Not at all or Not much. 2. Fairly well. 3. 
Very much. 

27] How much do you think most teachers like the group of friends 
you go with? 
Recoded categories: 1. Not at all. 2. Not much. 3. Fairly well. 4. 
Very much. 

4. Nature of Friends. 
28] Have any of your close friends ever been picked up by the 

police? 
Recoded categories: 1. 4 or more. 2.3. 3.2. 4. 1. 5. None. 

29] In general, what do your parents think of your friends? 
Recoded categories: 1. Disapprove or they don't know. 2. 
Approve. 3. Strongly approve. 



Attitudes 
1. Self-Image Index. 
30] I often feel discouraged. 
31] I do not have much to be proud of. 
32] At times I think I am no good at all. 
33] I certainly feel worthless at times 
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Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. 5. Strongly disagree. 

34] On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. 
Response categories: 1. Strongly disagree. 2. Disagree. 3. 
Undecided. 4. Agree. S. Strongly disagree. 

2. Future Orientation Index. 
35] A person should live for today and let tomorrow take care of 

itself. 
36] There is no sense looking ahead since no one know what the 

fu ture will be like. 
37] Planning is useless since one's plans hardly ever work out. 

Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. S. Strongly disagree. 

3. Fatalism. 
38] What is going to happen to me will happen no matter what I 

do. 
39] I can't seem to stay out of trouble no matter how hard I try. 

Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. 5. Strongly disagree. 

4. Trusting Others. 
40] Most people can be trusted. 

Recoded categories: 1. Strongly disagree. 2. Disagree. 3. 
Undecided. 4. Agree. 5. Strongly disagree. 

41] Most people don't care what happens to you. 
Response categories: 1. Strongly agree. 2. Agree. 3. Undecided. 
4. Disagree. 5. Strongly disagree. 



5. Belief in Criminal Justice 
42] People who break the law are almost always caught and 

punished. 
Recoded categories: 1. Strongly disagree. 2. Disagree. 3. 
Undecided. 4. Agree. 5. Strongly disagree. 

life Mishaps 
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43] During the last two months did you need any help with health? 
Recoded categories: 1. Yes, didn't got it. 2. Yes, got it. 3. No 

44] How many days have you been absent from school this school 
year for health reasons? 
Recoded categories: 1. lS or more days. 2. 10-14. 3. 5-9. 4. 3-
4. 5. 1-2. 6. O. 

45] How good is your health? 
Recoded categories: 1. Very poor. 2. Not very good. 3. Fair. 4. 
Quite good. 5. Excellent. 
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