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ABSTTRACr 

Examinations of juvenile violence have largely been limited in both the scope of 

behaviors studied and the variety of theories used to explain these actions. This study 

addresses these issues by applying a test of Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general 

theory of crime to an examination of a wide range of violent and intimidating acts. 

Specifically, the effects of self-control and opportunity on bullying, fighting and weapon 

related behaviors are tested. This analysis finds that greater self-control, as measured by a 

combination of attitudinal and behavioral items, significantly decreases all forms of 

intimidation and violence examined. Similarly, greater opportunity, operationalized as a 

combination of parental supervision, participation in unstructured activities, and peer 

deviance, increases each form of behavior. In addition, each model provides support for 

the theoretically based hypothesis that greater self-control decreases opportunity. 

Therefore, this study provides a great deal of support for self-control theory. 



II 

CHAPTER I 

JUVENILE INTIMIDATION. VIOLENCE AND SELF-CONTROL 

Introduction 

Concern over juvenile violence has generated a great deal of interest in the public 

and media, as well as among criminologists. However, the majority of research focuses on 

extreme forms of juvenile violence, such as gang related incidents, while largely ignoring 

the wider range of intimidating and violent behaviors in which juveniles engage. In 

addition, a great deal of this work is not tied to any criminological or social theory (Devine 

1995: 171). Those studies that have incorporated theory have predominantly turned to 

subcultural theories of crime as explanations of these types of problem behaviors (Felson, 

Liska, South and McNulty 1994; Wolfgang and Ferracuti I%7; Cloward and Ohlin I960; 

Cohen 1955; Sellin 1938). However, cultural theories have been strongly criticized since 

many empirical tests have generally found that the basic assumptions of these theories are 

"without foundation" (Komhauser 1978: 242). 

The current study broadens the understanding of juvenile intimidation and violence 

by focusing on two issues. First, in contrast to examining one specific form of behavior, 

this study encompasses juvenile behaviors ranging from name calling and school-yard 

bullying to physical assaults involving the use of weapons. This wide approach is 

employed in order to provide data on forms of juvenile behavior that have been largely 

ignored within the literature, as well as to determine if there is one consistent underlying 

predictor of a variety of forms of juvenile violence and intimidation. 

The second purpose of this study is to provide an alternative to culturally based 

explanations of these forms of behavior. Specifically, self-control theory, as outlined in 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's General Theory r>f Crime (1990), will be examined in the 

analysis of my data. In order to develop a meaningful understanding of Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's theory, I will begin by examining the fimdamental differences between self-

control and subcultural theories. Next, I will elaborate the basic components of the general 
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theory of crime, specifically addressing how the crucial concept of self-control can and 

should be measured and what the role of the family is in the development of this 

characteristic. Finally, I will present a test of this theory by examining survey data 

obtained from middle and high school students in Fayetteville, Arkansas. This examination 

will seek to determine whether or not Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) general theory of 

crime is capable of predicting juvenile use of intimidation and violence. 

Human Nature and Criminological Theory 

Within the field of criminology, one of the longest debates is based on the 

theoretical assumptions about the nature of human beings. The conception of human nature 

is one of the most important differences between self-control theory and the bulk of modem 

criminological work. An explanation of these different assumptions is essential to 

understanding the controversy and debate surrounding self-control theory. Therefore, the 

following presents an overview of how human nature assumptions have evolved through 

the history of criminological theory. 

In the eariiest criminological theories, Hobbes (1651), Beccaria (1764) and 

Bentham (1789) presented what has come to be known as the classical school of 

criminolo^. These theories were based on the assumption that humans are naturally 

hedonistic, self-interested actors behaving in rational patterns in order to maximize their 

pleasure and minimize their pain in a life that is nasty, brutish, and short. In other words, 

people act in rational, calculated, patterns of behavior that are designed to gratify the desires 

of the individual. With this picture of human nature, there was no need to uncover the 

causes of crime. The motivation for crime was considered to be the same as the motivation 

for any behavior; the gratification of pleasure and the avoidance of pain. 

Crime in itself is considered to be pleasurable because it is capable of providing 

immediate gratification of desires or needs. Criminal acts provide gratification, either in the 

feelings of power generated or through the acquisition of desired material goods, with 

much less effort and time than legitimate behaviors. In general, behaviors such as crime 
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that have immediate consequences are considered to be more pleasurable than activities that 

provide delayed gratiflcation (Gottfredson and tfirschi 1990: 12). Therefore, early 

criminologists did not search for the cause of criminal and deviant behavior but instead 

worked to prevent crime through the imposition of strict penalties that would cause more 

pain to the individual who engaged in crime than the pleasure produced by the act. The 

possibility of having to endure these penalties would therefore deter the rational actor from 

engaging in behaviors that would result in more pain than pleasure. 

In contrast to these classical images, the advent of positivism in the social sciences 

heralded a shift in criminological assumptions of human nature. Instead of assuming the 

motivation for crime existed within everyone, and that free will was the driving factor in all 

human behavior, positivism replaced free will with "scientific determinism" (Roshier 1989: 

21). Individuals' behaviors were no longer seen as the outcome of rationally weighing 

options and choosing the best course of action. Instead, all behavior, including criminal 

behavior, was thought to be caused by biological, psychological or social factors. Since 

crime was a determined behavior, individuals were considered to be unable to control or 

choose whether or not they engaged in such actions. This shift in thinking away from free 

will and rationality toward determinism led to two additional assumptions in criminology. 

Rrst, criminals are somehow different from others in society and second, criminals are 

viewed as pathological (Roshier 1989: 21-23). These three assumptions of positivist 

thought, determinism, differentiation and pathology, led criminologists to develop research 

and theories that sought to answer the question of why individuals commit crime. 

This search for a cause of crime changes the image of individuals dramatically from 

classical views. No longer is everyone equally motivated to engage in crime for its own 

sake, but must be pushed or pulled into this undesirable activity through forces beyond the 

individuals' control. Various criminologists through the years have alternately argued the 

cause of crime is located in biology (Wilson and Hermstein 1985; Goring 1972; Lombroso 

1918) or individual psychology (Moffit 1990; Eysenck 1964; Qeckley 1955). However, 

the majority of research has concentrated on a variety of social causes of crime. 

Positivism ruled the field for a considerable time and was the foundation for many 
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theories of crime. However, the basic assumptions of this perspective began to be 

questioned in the 1960's and I970's. This time period was witness to a great deal of social 

ufAeaval. The Vietnam War, civil rights movement, and the "hippie" culture all produced a 

great deal of conflict between citizens and the law. These confrontations led some 

criminologists to question if'^crimes" were actually the universally negative or pathological 

actions that positivists claimed. Instead, it appeared that many *'crimes'^ were simply 

prescriptions against behaviors that were defined as harmful by certain, powerful, 

segments in society. This refocusing of attention on the definition of crime seriously 

questioned positivisn's claim that crime was a distinct category of naturally pathological 

behavior. Instead, crime, and therefore criminals, were seen as being defined by the legal 

system that was controlled by a small segment of elites within society (Roshier 1969:40-

46). 

Due to this reexamination of positivist assumptions about crime, the question for a 

significant portion of criminological research once again shifted from attempts to explain 

not why people deviate, but why people conform to the social norms and rules. This shift 

in the question being asked heralded a return to the classical assumptions of human nature. 

Although there are many similarities between the original classical school and the new 

classical theorists, there have also been modifications made to the key ideas. 

One of the main distinctions between classical theories and neoclassical theories is 

the treatment of the justice system. For Beccaria (1963) and Bentham (1970), the justice 

system was the key to controlling crime. Making punishments outweigh the benefits of 

crime was the only way to prevent rational actors from engaging in crime. In a radical 

alteration of this idea, several theorists within neoclassical criminology argue that the 

processes of the justice system actually cause further deviance. The official label of 

''deviant" being applied to an individual has serious consequences for the person who is 

labeled and ultimately leads to further deviance (Lemert 1967; Tannenbaum 1938). While 

not all neoclassicists view the justice system in such a damning light, the general renewed 

interest in how the justice system d^nes crime permeates this group of theories. Instead 

of claiming that crime was an objective category of behavior, neoclassical theorists 
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acknowledge that crime is a legal category and therefore that it is necessary to examine the 

ways that various behaviors are defined as crimes (Roshier 1989; 76-77). 

While this attention to the justice system is an important element of the return to 

classical ideas, the main difference between neoclassical and positivistic theories in 

criminology are the assumptions about human nature. Positivism views human nature as 

completely malleable and essentially social. Individuals are therefore dependent on others 

to teach them appropriate behaviors. Criminal involvement is either due to an anomaly 

within the individual's biology or psychology, or due to socialization practices that teach 

deviance instead of conformity. In sum, the individual must be pushed or pulled into 

deviance. Neoclassical theorists, in contrast, argue that the individual is naturally 

hedonistic and self-serving. Therefore, why people engage in crime is no mystery, and we 

must instead examine why so many people conform to societies prescribed behaviors. 

Today, there exists a mix of positivist and neoclassical theories within criminology. 

Two theories are particulariy relevant for the examination of juvenile intimidation and 

violence. A great deal of research on juvenile deviance has been conducted using 

subcultural theory. This theoretical perspective is firmly embedded within the positivistic 

traditions. In contrast, self-control theory is neoclassical in orientation. These two theories 

will be examined in more detail below. 

Subcultural Theory as an Fxplanation of Juvenile Intimidation and Violence 

Subcultural theories of crime have been popular within criminology since the work 

of Sellin (1938) in the late 1930's. The concept of subcultures existing within society 

finds its way into a variety of different criminological theories. Miller's idea of a culture of 

poverty (1958), Cohen's delinquent subcultures (1955), Qoward and Ohlin's adaptations 

to strain (I960), and Wolfgang and Ferracuti's subculture of violence (1967), all 

incorporate various conceptions about the development and importance of subcultures for 

explaining crime. However, within all culturally based theories, there are three main 

assumptions; "man has no nature, socialization is perfecdy successful, and cultural 
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variability is unlimited" (Korahauser 1978:34). Therefore, every individual is a blank 

slate that is entirely created by the socializing forces with which he or she comes into 

contact. Since there are unlimited subcultures within society, the values and norms that are 

being taught to the individual can vary radically depending on the contacts with these 

cultures. 

While the exact definition of a subculture varies across theorists, this concept 

typically "implies that there are value judgments of a social value system that is apart from 

and a part of a larger or central value system" (Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1967:99). 

Subcultures are not completely separate or different, but actually share many of the same 

values as the larger culture. However, although subcultures are a part of the larger society, 

some of the values may actually be in conflict with the dominant culture (Wolfgang and 

Ferracuti 1967: 100-101). Generally it is argued that these subcultural norms and values 

either actively support or at least condone law violation (Komhauser 1978: 181). In most 

work employing subcultural theory to examine juvenile intimidation or violence, the main 

concern is with subcultures that condone violence. 

Most subcultural theories assume that class is a major determinant of culture. Miller 

(1958) argued that a distinct culture of poverty is perpetuated among those who are the 

poorest members of society. This culture embraces a certain set of values and focal 

concerns that actually lead to poverty itself as well as to a variety of other social problems. 

Specifically, those in the lower class are concerned with excitement, toughness, smartness, 

fate, autonomy and trouble (Miller 1958). Members of this culture of poverty participate in 

activities that serve to meet these subcultural concerns. Criminal and delinquent acts can 

fulfill many of these concerns and are therefore the result of the individuals' "natural 

cooumtment to lower-class culture" (Korahauser 1978:204). 

Other cultural theorists argue that the formation of delinquent subcultures arise out 

of conflict generated when lower class individuals fail to live up to middle class standards. 

Cohen (1955) is generally considered to have presented the first actual theoretical analysis 

of class conflict and delinquent subcultures. In Delinquent Bovs. Cohen (1955) locates 

class conflict, and therefore the formation of delinquent subcultures, within schools. He 
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argues that schools are based on middle class standards and that juveniles from lower 

economic backgrounds find it difficult to compete and gain any form of status in such a 

setting. As a response to the inability to succeed in this setting, working class juveniles 

form distinct delinquent subcultures. The delinquent subculture provides a different means 

of status attainment for working class juveniles. Active violation of middle class values 

such as property offenses, school delinquency and violence serve to provide status within 

this peer based subculture (Cohen 1955). 

The importance of status is also crucial within the work of Qoward and Ohlin 

(1960). According to these theorists, juveniles chose to become a part of various 

subcultures as a way of adjusting to a discrepancy between cultural aspirations and the 

ability of the lower class individual to employ legitimate means of attaining these goals. 

This is typically considered to be one of the main elaborations of strain theory but is also 

important to cultural theories due to the focus on juveniles' various adaptations to strain. 

Thuse adaptations take the form of creating three distinct subcultures: criminal, conflict, and 

retreatist (Qoward and Ohlin 1960). 

While all three subcultures lead juveniles to become involved in various forms of 

delinquency, it is only the conflict culture that would lead to juvenile violence. It is this 

subculture in which juveniles may "endanger their own lives and the lives of others" 

(dHoward and Ohlin I960: 171) in an attempt to achieve status among their peers. 

Another subcultural theory that focused explicitly on violence oriented groups was 

developed by Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967). This theory is an attempt to integrate various 

ideas from a variety of subcultural and learning theories of crime to present a unified social 

psychological theory of a subculture of violence. Like other subcultural theorists, 

Wolfgang and Ferracuti argue that there are social groups smaller than the whole society 

that have normative systems that are at least partly in conflict with the larger society 

(1967:99-104). In particular, they propose that there exists a distinct "subculture of 

violence". This subculture contains "a potent theme of violence" that influences "the life

style, the socialization process, [and] the interpersonal relationships" (Wolfgang and 

Ferracuti 1967: 140) of those who become part of this culture. Since these violent themes 
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are learned through the socialization process, Wolfgang and Ferracuti argue that the 

subculture is a "learning environment'* (1967:140) within which individuals are taught the 

limits of acceptable behavior as defined by that particular segment of society. Within this 

subculture of violence, therefore, violence is an acceptable, and at times necessary, form of 

action. 

Culturally based theories of crime have long been an integral part of criminology. 

From Sellings (1938) examination of culture conflict, Sutherland's (1939) work with 

differential association, to more recent work such as that by Felson et al. (1994) or Akers 

(1996), the idea of culture as a cause of delinquency continues to remain an active area of 

interest However, there are many fundamental criticisms of cultural theories. 

All cultural theories are first and foremost based on the assumption that there exist 

distinct groups in society that socialize individuals to accept the norms and values of that 

group. While all still a part of the larger culture, some groups can have radically different 

orientations toward criminal activity. However, support for this assumption is very weak. 

Komhauser (1978; 214-218), reviews studies testing this assumption from the late 1950's 

to the mid 1970's and concludes that the research '^provides no support at alF (214) for this 

most basic assumption of the theory. Instead, these studies indicate that there are almost no 

differences in the valuation of delinquent activities between different segments of the 

population. Such comparative groups have included immigrant versus native bora groups, 

lower, working, middle and upper classes, urban and suburban areas, and high through 

low delinquency areas (Komhauser 1978: 214-215). In fact, in some cases, such as the 

study by Conklin (1971), the relationship between class and crime appeared to be opposite 

of that predicted by subcultural theories, with the lower classes being more opposed to 

delinquent activities. Therefore, many studies indicate that there are no distinct subcultures 

that embrace norms of crime and particulariy none that condone and accept violence (Ball-

Rokeach 1973). 

In addition to lack of empirical support for this key assumption, subcultural theories 

also suffer due to their emphasis on class as the determinant of cultural values. 

Examinations of official crime data established social class as one of the major demographic 
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characteristics that could predict criminal involvement In fact, a review of 46 different 

studies examining official arrest data found that the crime rates among the poor were 

consistently higher than among the middle class or wealthy (Braithwaite 1981). However, 

work using unofficial data, such as that generated by self-report studies, has discovered 

that the class differences in criminal and delinquent involvement are minimal or 

nonexistent, with the middle and upper classes reporting similar amounts of deviant 

involvement as the lower classes (Hindelang 1963; Tittle, Villemez and Smith 1978; 

Hirschi 1969; Akers 1964; Nye, Short and Olson 1958). 

Some of the discrepancy between these two types of data could be due to the type 

of offenses being examined. Official data are drawn from police arrest records and 

therefore pertain only to behaviors that are officially classified as crimes. In addition, 

official data are limited to providing information only about the general socioeconomic class 

of the location where a crime occurs. Self-report data, in contrast, can incorporate a much 

broader range of behaviors, from criminal offenses to acts of school deviance or rebellious 

behaviors, and can gather detailed information about the socioeconomic class of the 

individual. The different findings from these two types of data continue to generate debate 

concerning the overall importance of social class in predicting criminal participation. 

Therefore, theories dependent on demonstrating class differences between offenders and 

non-offenders, such as subcultural theories, are subject to criticism on the basis of the 

contradictory evidence of the relationship of class to delinquency. 

Even those studies that claim to find support for subcultural theory admit to 

problems and limitations. One study by Austin (1980), concluded that subcultural theories 

are supported due to his discovery that juveniles participating in delinquent groups or 

subcultures, namely gangs, are more likely to be involved in delinquency. In his study, 

those with a greater number of delinquent contacts or friends are more deviant themselves. 

Therefore, group memberships, and by implication group cultural values, do seem to 

matter. However, conmiitment to subcultural values or beliefs appears to be weak or only 

present in a small percentage of the subcultural group members (Austin 1980:559). 

Contradictory, weak and statistically insignificant relationships between approval of 
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violence and participation in violence are also common findings of studies (Kennedy and 

Baron 1993; Hartnagel 1980; Ball-Rokeach 1973). 

In sum, culturally based theories are rooted within the positivistic tradition due to 

the emphasis on the malleable nature of human beings as well as the argument that some 

groups within society are predisposed toward criminal behavior due to their socializing 

influences. These individuals essentially have no choice or will of their own but their 

behaviors are determined by those whom they come into contact. In addition, one of the 

strongest claims of cultural theories is that there are different and pathological groups that 

exist within society. This differentiation and pathology may stem from poverty or other 

causes, but the end result is a subculture that develops values and behaviors in conflict with 

those of the larger society. 

Such theories are still actively tested today. However, the lack of empirical 

support for even the most basic of these assumptions is highly problematic. In contrast to 

claims of subcultural theories, differences in values between deviant and non-deviant 

groups are '^ew in number, small in magnitude and not consistent" (Ball-Rokeach 

1973:742-743). Therefore, these theories are "at best incomplete and at worst invalid" 

(Ball-Rokeach 1973:748). Due to these problems, 1 believe it is necessary to break with 

these explanations of delinquent involvement and search for a theory based on an entirely 

different set of assumptions. 

Self-Control Theory as an Explanation of Juvenile Violence 

Instead of trying to find differences between deviants and non-deviants, one place 

to begin a new approach to the study of crime is to revert to the assumptions of classical 

criminology; namely that the motivation for crime is a constant across all individuals. 

Therefore, the question changes from what causes crime to what leads to conformity. The 

search is thus not for pushes or pulls into crime but for sources of control imposed on the 

individual. 

The idea of control, either in the form of external forces working on the individual 
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or as an internalized personality trait, has been prevalent in criminology for over 40 years 

and has generated several distinct theories. The basic premise of all control theories is that 

"human motives are naturally diverse and self-seeldng" (Roshier 1989:46) and that 

individuals will engage in behaviors legally classified as '^crimes'^ when they believe it will 

benefit them to do so. Since the assumption is that individuals are rational actors exercising 

free will, control theories emphasize the '^prevention of crime through consequences painful 

to the individual" (Gottfredson and Krschi 1990:85). Such consequences can be actual 

punishments meted out by some social authority structure, or they can be social 

consequences such as the loss of friendships. 

The basic assumption of these theories is that people act in ways that benefit them 

and only conform to lawful acts when it is in their best interests to do so. Therefore, 

individuals have to be prevented from violating laws through either external bonds or 

constraints being placed on their behaviors, or through internalized control. Most control 

theories of crime situate control in sources that are external to the individual and claim that 

the possible negative consequences of crime depend on one's bonds to society 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:87). Therefore, it is necessary to examine the degree of 

social control exerted on the individual to determine whether or not they will engage in 

crime. 

Early Control Theories 

Early control theorists (Nye 1958; Reckless 1953; Riess 1951) argued that social 

groups and institutions control individuals both directly and indirectly. Direct control 

consists of the limits or constraints imposed on individual behavior by the society, family 

and other groups that surround the individual. They are external to the individual. Indirect 

controls are internal; they prevent the individual from engaging in deviance even when 

external controls are absent Therefore, both internal and extemal sources of control were 

discussed among early control theorists. 

The most popular and widely known theory based on ideas of control is Hirschi's 
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social control or social bonding theory (1969). This theory located the source of control in 

four bonds that link the individual to conventional society; attachment, commitment, 

involvement and belief. The first of these, attachment, is the degree to which the individual 

is sensitive to and values relationships with others. The second control identified by 

Hirschi (1969) is the commitment the individual has made toward investing in conventional 

goals. This conunitment involves the energy and effort that the individual has expended in 

pursuit of conventional activities. Involvement, the third source of social control, is the 

actual time the individual spends engaged in conventional activities (Hirschi 1969). The 

last of Hirschi's social controls is that of belief. In direct contrast to subcultural claims, 

Hirschi argues that people within a conunon society all share similar moral values and 

norms. These include sensitivity for others and respect for the legal doctrines of the 

society. These shared beliefs prevent individuals from engaging in activities that could 

cause discomfort or pain to others or that are in violation of the law. 

For social control theory, these four bonds of attachment, commitment, 

involvement and belief are what keep individuals from engaging in crime. Attachment and 

involvement are both external sources of control while commitment and belief are both 

internal controls. When these four ties to conventional society are present, the individual's 

bond to society is strong and he or she is sufficiently controlled to prevent participation in 

deviance. Engaging in deviant behaviors would risk these bonds, either through a loss of 

affection or attachment with others, the loss of the time and energy that has been invested in 

conventional pursuits, or the psychological discomfort from acting in ways that violate an 

individual's own beliefs. It is the absence of these social controls that free individuals to 

engage in criminal acts. If the individual has no close ties, has not conunitted to any course 

of conventional activity and does not even believe in the validity of the norms that are 

imposed, there is no reason to abide by society's rules. Therefore, when these bonds to 

society are weak, the individual is free to pursue criminal or delinquent acts. 

Overall, Hirschi's social control theory has met with considerable success. 

Attachments to conventional others have been found to be very important for preventing 

delinquency (Elliott, Huizinga and Ageton 1985; Agnew 1985; Hindelang, Hirschi and 
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Weis 1981; Hindelang 1973; Hirschi 1969). The bonds of commitment (Krohn and 

Massey 1980; Hirschi 1969; Qark and Wenninger 1962) and belief (Wiatrowski, 

Griswold, and Roberts 1982,1981; Silberman 1976; Hepburn 1976; (firschi 1969) are 

also predictive of delinquency. The only social bond of the four identified by Hirschi 

(1969) that has not met with a great deal of empirical support is that of involvement. 

Hirschi's own research indicated that crime takes so little time that anyone can find time to 

be deviant, regardless of how much they are involved with legitimate behaviors. Based 

solely on the amount of empirical support, it appears that control theory, and the 

assumptions upon which it is based, are a more plausible approach to studying delinquency 

than subcultural theory and positivistic assumptions. 

In spite of the relative success of social control theory, there were some consistent 

findings that indicated that some changes were necessary. By locating the source of control 

in largely external constraints, (firschi was criticized for ignoring literature that argued that 

individual personality characteristics were vital in understanding crime (Wilson and 

Hermstein 1985). Individual characteristics are argued to be important due to the 

consistency in an individual's propensity to commit crimes across time and situations. 

Data indicate that there is a "differential tendency of people to avoid criminal acts 

whatever the circumstances in which they find themselves" (Gottfredson and Ffirschi 1990: 

87). This tendency remains fairly stable regardless of changes in the actual social bonds 

that an individual may have at any given moment. For instance, an individual with a high 

level of attachment to their parents does not turn to crime the moment that this attachment is 

broken by the death of a parent Therefore, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) reexamined 

the ideas in social control and shifted the focus from external sources of control to a purely 

internalized setf-control. 

Self-Control Theory 

Instead of starting with standard measures of crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi began 

their examination by making a clear distinction between crime, criminality, and self-control. 
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Crime is defined as any "act of force or fraud undertaken in pursuit of self-interest" 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 15). By using this definition, Gottfredson and Hirschi are 

able to avoid problems encountered by positivistic theories that simply use legal definitions 

of crime. Legal definitions change over time and place and are subject to the whims of 

political and social upheaval. Instead of simply adhering to sociopolitical definitions of 

'^crime" Gottfredson and Hirschi construct their own definition based on the actual 

characteristics of the range of behaviors criminologists attempt to explain (1990; 3). 

Therefore, crime is an act that is dependent upon a particular set of characteristics of the 

moment, such as the coming together of an opportunity, motivated offender, and suitable 

target (Polakowski 1994:43-44; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 24; Cohen and Felson 

1979; 590). 

In contrast to the event of crime, "criminality" indicates the tendency of individuals 

to engage in crime, or more specifically the "extent to which they are compelled to crime" 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 88). However, this presents an image of an individual 

who is required to engage in crime due to this criminal propensity. Instead of using 

criminality within their own theory, Gottfredson and Hirschi employ the use of "self-

control" to indicate the degree to which an individual is "viilnerable to the temptations of the 

moment" (1990:87). Therefore, in contrast to arguing that individuals are compelled into 

acts of crime by their degree of "criminality", Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that 

individuals vary widely in their ability to resist participation in acts of force or fraud (1990; 

87). Self-control is therefore characterized as an individual trait that prevents participation 

in crime. 

One of the biggest challenges to those seeking to test this theory is to develop 

measures of the key concept of self-control. Although Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) do 

not present a measure of self-control, they develop a detailed description of the individual 

who lacks this characteristic (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 89-90). By examining this 

characterization, it is possible to develop a relatively clear image of the concept of self-

control. Self-control is the ability and willingness to resist temptations of the moment that 

could hinder the pursuit of long-term, deferred gratification. Those with a high degree of 
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self-control will pursue their long-term goals in a cautious manner, employing cognitive 

and verbal skills while considering the consequences of their actions on both their own 

ultimate goals and on others around them. Therefore, an individual with a high level of 

self-control will not engage in behaviors that would either jeopardize their own plans or 

harm other individuals. In contrast, an individual who does not posses an adequate level of 

self-control will engage in a wide variety of acts that provide inunediate gratification 

without consideration of the long term risks for themselves or the possible harm to others. 

Although the image of self-control may be fairly clear, how to measure it is not. 

Researchers have attempted to tap into this characteristic in a variety of ways. Most 

commonly, six different components or segments of this characteristic are identified from 

Gottfredson and (firschi's overview of this concept: impulsiveness, simple tasks, risk 

seeking, physical activity, self-centeredness, and temper (Gibbs and Giever 1995; 

Ameklev et al. 1993: Grasmick et al., 1993; Wood, Pfefferbaum and Ameklev 1993). 

Each of these segments of self-control are then measured by a series of questions to gage 

the respondents attitudes or opinions. A smaller segment of researchers have attempted to 

measure self-control through observation of behaviors (Keane, Maxim and Teevan 1993). 

Instead of limiting the measure of self-control to either of these options, the current study 

integrates these approaches by arguing that both attitudes and behaviors can be used as 

measures of self-control. Discussion concerning strengths and weaknesses of this 

approach, and the development of the measure of seif-control used in the present study are 

elaborated in Chapter 3. 

Development of Self-control 

There have been many studies that have examined the socialization practices that 

influence whether or not the individual will be likely to engage in delinquency (Rutter and 

Giller 1984; West and Farrington 1977; McCord and McCord 1959; Glueck and Glueck 

1950). Overwhelmingly, these studies point to three key elements for the successful 

rearing of a non-deviant child; affection, supervision and discipline. 
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Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) elaborate on these three basic elements of parenting 

to apply the same principles to the development of self-control. Specifically, they claim 

that three '*miaimum conditions" must occur to teach a child self-control; monitoring the 

child's behavior, recognizing deviant behavior when it occurs and correcting or punishing 

deviant behavior (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:97). In addition, for any of these three 

actions to occur, there must be a sense of affection toward, or sense of investment in, the 

child. The adherence to these practices should result in the development of adequate self-

control within the individual. 

Although this formula appears to be rather straightforward, there are many ways 

that this system can fail. In fact, each step is rife with possible problems. Rrst of all. in 

order for this system to even begin, parents must be willing and able to devote time and 

energy to the individual child. Generally we hope and assume that parents will naturally 

want to protect and care for their children. However, as numerous studies of child abuse 

and neglect remind us (Buchanan 1996; Frehsee, Horn and Bussmann 1996; Straus and 

Gelles 1990; Zuravin 1987), this is not always the case. Estimates indicate that nearly 7 

million children in the United States are abused every year by their parents (Straus and 

Gelles 1990). Putting aside this extreme lack of parental interest or concem for children, 

more subtle differences in the level of parental support and affection for children have also 

been found to be extremely important for predicting deviance (Kakar 1996; Baumrind 

1991, 1978). 

In addition to this first stumbling block of affection or vested interest in the child, 

there is also the requirement that the parent be able to adequately supervise the child. 

Supervision has consistently been found to be very important, with juveniles who are 

adequately supervised by an adult being much less likely to be involved in deviance (Laub 

and Sampson 1988; Wilson 1987; Wilson 1980; Hirschi 1969; Glueck and Glueck 1950). 

However, the ability of parents to supervise and monitor their children is mediated by many 

factors. 

One of the longest acknowledged of these is the number of children present in the 

family. The larger the family, the more likely it is that the children will be involved in 
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delinquency (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 102-103; Glueck and Glueck 1950). This is 

due to the fact that the attention of the parents must be divided among the children and, as a 

consequence, parents have fewer resources of time and energy to invest in any one child. 

In addition to the number of children present in a family, another important element 

of family structure is the number of adults and their relationship to the child. The 

controversy about the impact of intact compared to broken families on juvenile delinquency 

has been a heated issue within criminology for many decades. In fact. Wells and Rankin 

(1991) provide an extensive review of 50 different studies, ranging in time from 1926 to 

1988, that all examine the role of broken homes on delinquency. Although there is a great 

deal of diversity in the findings of these studies, overall this review indicates that there is a 

consistent pattern of relationship of'^broken'' families and increasing delinquency in 

juveniles. This finding was consistent across a wide variety of methods, ranging from the 

kind of sample used to how delinquency and broken homes were measured. In addition, 

the effect of broken homes on delinquency remained even when controlling for a wide 

variety of possible spurious causes such as race and class, sex of the juvenile, age when 

the break up occurred, reason for breakup, and the presence of stepparents (Wells and 

Rankin 1991). 

In their own consideration of the effects of intact and broken homes, Gottfredson 

and Hirschi (1990; 1(B-105) argue that it is not the actual number of parents, nor which 

parent is present, that are key to developing self-control, but rather the ability of the 

caretaker to adequately monitor and correct deviance. If one caretaker, of any sex or 

relationship to the child, is able to devote the necessary time and energy to monitoring and 

correcting the child's behavior, self-control will be adequately developed. However, it is 

acknowledged that in cases where there is only one caretaker (typically the biological 

mother), it is simply more difficult to give adequate time and resources to fully monitor the 

child's movements and activities (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990; 104). Therefore, it is less 

important to determine who is available to monitor children, but the extent to which the 

caretaker is capable of monitoring her or his children. 

Even in cases where monitoring is consistent, it is still possible that parents or other 
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caretakers simply do not recognize a deviant act when it occurs. This is most likely under 

situations when the parents themselves are actively engaged in deviant behaviors 

(Gottfiredson and Hirschi 1990; 100-102; Laub and Sampson 1988; Patterson 1980). For 

example, an alcoholic parent is unlikely to acknowledge the deviant nature of their child's 

occasional drinking behaviors. Generally, when parents are deviant, the degree of control 

that the family is able to exert on the child is severely curtailed (Laub and Sampson 1988). 

The final point of possible failure in the development of self-control is with the 

correction or punishment of deviant behaviors. Punishments are crucial for the child to 

learn self-control but the form of punishment must walk a thin line between being too 

lenient and too harsh. Different degrees of punishment greatly effect the child's future 

deviance. Studies indicate that punishments that are either too severe or too lax will both 

produce greater deviance (Hawkins, Catalano and Brewer 1996:49; Baumrind 1991; 

Loeberand Stouthamer-Loeber 1986; West and Farrington 1977; Reiss 1951; Glueck and 

Glueck 1950). Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that the most effective form of behavior 

correction to produce self-control is the explicit disapproval of unacceptable behaviors 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 99-100). 

Even though there are many points where this parenting strategy can fail, it is most 

often successful in developing self-control for the majority of the population. Therefore 

self-control is a characteristic that is developed in early childhood and that differs radically 

across individuals by the time the child first enters school (Polakowski 1994:44). If 

adequate self-control has not been developed by this time, it is still possible that the 

individual can leam self-control through other sources, such as other primary groups or the 

schools (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 105-107). However, the most effective location of 

self-control formation is within the early childhood home. 

The importance of the development of such a characteristic has been emphasized in 

a variety of studies that have examined different crime prevention strategies. Several 

studies in the 1970's found that children who exhibited aggressive behaviors were from 

"families in which there was no cohesion; fathers were either too strict, too lax, or 

inconsistent in discipline; mothers were inadequate in their supervision; physical 
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punishment was used, parents lost their temper and were indifferent or hostile to the child" 

(Harootunian 1966: 126). In other words,these families had none of the requirements for 

developing self-control within their children. 

Due to the consistent Hndings linking early family environment to later delinquency 

or criminal involvement, several early family intervention programs have been 

implemented. Both within the United States and in other nations, the goals of most of 

these programs has been to teach parents to define acceptable behaviors, instruct care givers 

in positive reinforcement and punishment, and suggest various problem solving techniques 

(Brewer et al. 1995:90-92). Most such programs use experimental or quasi-experimental 

designs by providing in home family training or therapy for specific groups of families 

with either aggressive or anti-social children, or simply families deemed to be at "high risk" 

for later anti-social children (Brewer et al. 1995:90-92). As a group, this parent training 

approach has been found to be '^clearly effective in reducing antisocial behavior^ both in 

short term and long term measures (Brewer et al. 1995:90). 

In addition to attempts at early family intervention, focus on developing self-control 

or self-discipline has also been a target of those attempting to rehabilitate juvenile 

delinquents. Glasser (1965) argued that self-discipline is one of the four basic needs in 

order to engage in socially acceptable and responsible manners. In order to successfully 

rehabilitate juvenile offenders, particularly ones that have been engaged in violent behavior, 

a significant degree of resocialization would have to take place (Glasser 1965). One of the 

most important steps in developing this discipline is to teach the delinquent '*good decision 

making by looking at the consequences of their decisions both from themselves and for 

others" (Agee 1986:85). 

Although most of these parental training programs or rehabilitation ideas have not 

explicitly attempted to develop individual self-control, the methods and foci of the 

programs are consistent with creating the necessary requirements for the development of 

this characteristic. Consistency in punishments, clear boundaries, good supervision, and a 

consideration of the consequences of actions would all serve to increase a juvenile's self-

control development Once this trait is developed, the individuals's ability to resist 
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momentary temptations would apply across a wide variety of situations. 

The pathway to the successful development of self-control is an important element 

of self-control theory. However, tracing this development would require in depth, 

longitudinal research and is therefore out of the scope of this particular project. Instead of 

examining this process, the stability of individual self-control enables cross sectional 

examination of the relationship between this characteristic and various behaviors. 

Versatility 

According to Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990), individuals with high levels of self-

control defer gratification of their desires, are cautious, and are more cognitive than they are 

physical. Alternately, those with low self-control focus on immediate, short term 

pleasures, are impulsive, take risks, are less sensitive to the pain of others, and are more 

physical (89-90). Therefore, individuals with low self-control are more likely to engage in 

a wide variety of behaviors that are risky, exciting, and that provide some immediate 

pleasure, without considering the negative consequences of their actions. 

Some of these actions are instances of force or fraud and therefore fall under the 

category of "crime" as defined in this theory. Others, however, are not in themselves 

crimes, but are reflections of the individuals' lack of self-control. For instance, tobacco 

use is not an act of force or fraud and can therefore not easily be classi^ed as crime within 

self-control theory. However, this is a behavior that provides some immediate 

gratification, in the form of a nicotine rush, at the risk of the long term health of the 

individual. Tobacco use, and other similar types of activities, therefore are behaviors that 

are considered to be analogous to crime; although not crime themselves, they are similar in 

their characteristics and therefore linked to the same underlying trait Specifically, 

Gottfredson and Hirschi argue that all such analogous behaviors and acts of crime are both 

indicative of the self-control of the individual. 

The scope of behaviors that Gottfredson and Hirschi claim self-control can explain 

is relevant to the issue of versatility of deviance. Versatility is the tendency for offenders to 
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engage in a wide variety of delinquent, criminal, and imprudent behaviors. In contrast to 

this assumption, many researchers within criminolo^ have argued that criminals and 

delinquents specialize in one form or pattem of criminal activity. For instance, Qoward 

and Ohlin (1960) claim that there are specific subcultures that differentially value property 

crime, violence, or drug use. Another area in which some have claimed there is 

"specialization" is that of white-collar crime. The claim is that these offenders, who differ 

significantly from their street criminal counterparts in terms of education and 

socioeconomic background, confine their deviance to the board rooms and corporations 

(Sutheriand 1940; 1983). 

However, while a great deal of empirical woilc has tried to identify such specialists, 

there has been very little evidence that these specialized career criminals actually exist. 

Indeed, the majority of the evidence indicates that offenders are veiy versatile in their 

deviant behaviors (Gable 1986; Klien 1984; Rojeck and Erickson 1982; Hindelang, 

Hirschi, and Weiss 1981; Wolfgang, Rglio, and Sellin 1972; Hindelang 1971; Hirschi 

1969). Individuals do not confine themselves to just one form of theft, or one form of 

violence, but are more likely to engage in a wide spectrum of deviance and crime. 

Therefore, explanations of crime and deviance need to be able to explain a wide variety of 

criminal and delinquent behaviors in order to account for the diversity of actions engaged in 

by deviant individuals. 

Although deviants are diverse in their actions, and therefore examining specific 

types of behavior excludes the richness or completeness of the deviant experience, 

encompassing every form of deviance within each study would be a daunting project. 

Instead, since deviants are versatile, it should be possible to study one type or category of 

crime or deviance and expect that explanations for those behaviors would also be adequate 

in explaining other types of deviant activities. However, some studies focus exclusively on 

one narrow form of behavior without allowing for the possibility that their findings might 

be consistent over a range of similar behaviors. 

Within this study, I attempt to avoid both the problems of being too specific in my 

investigations or being stretched too thin by examining one theory over a range of juvenile 
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activities. Specifically, this study tests the ability of self-control theory to explain juvenile 

use of intimidation and violence in three major forms; bullying behaviors, physical fights, 

and incidents involving weapons. This range spans actions that have been considered to be 

a "normal" and "harmless" part of growing up to rare and obviously serious acts of deadly 

potential. Although there is a fairly broad range of behaviors being examined as dependent 

variables in this study, they are all acts that are intended to create fear or a hostile 

environment or actual harm to the victim. 

Juvenile Intimidation and Violence 

Nearly every study of juvenile delinquency in the United States has found appalling 

increases in this problem throughout the 1980's and into the early 1990's. Violent crimes 

have increased at greater rates than other crimes committed by juveniles (Pulkkinen and 

Saastromoinen 1986). From 1988 to 1992, arrest rates of juveniles for violent crimes 

increased by 47% while adult violent crime arrests increased only 19% (Howell, Krisberg 

and Jones 1995: 1-2). In 1992, juveniles under the age of 18 made up 13% of the total US 

population and accounted for 18% of the violent crime arrests (Howell et al., 1995:3). 

Although those who are arrested still make up a small percentage of the total juvenile 

population, major national longitudinal studies indicate that over half of the juvenile 

population has been involved in some form of violence (Thomberry, Huizinga and Loeber 

1995:218). Other research indicates that gang activity has significantly increased (Huff 

1996; Huff and Trump 19%; Klein 1995), and that easier access to guns for juveniles has 

meant that gang and nongang youth violence is becoming more deadly (Elikann 1996; 242-

254; Howell, Krisberg and Jones 1995; Lowry et al. 1995: 29; Harootunian 1986). In 

fact, cross-cultural comparisons find that the homicide rate for males between the ages of 

15 and 24 within the United States is four times greater than the nearest competing nation 

(Hawkins, Catalano and Brewer 1995:47). Problems of juvenile violence are no longer 

limited to the inner city streets. Schools have also become "a dominant source of violence 

in the lives of many children" (Reed and Strahan 1995:323). Although statistics from the 
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mid to late 1990's have shown a decrease in this trend (Snyder, Sickmond and Poe-

Yamagata 1996) juvenile participation in violence remains a serious problem. 

In many studies, violence is defined to include only behaviors that require physical 

contact that cause or are intended to cause death, injury or other forms of physical harm 

(Bradby 1996: 1; Htzclarence 1995:25; Lowry et al. 1995:8). However, this approach 

can be problematic because it fails to consider the difference between intentional and 

unintentional violence, implies violence must be physical (Bradby 1996: 2-5), and 

generally does not address the wide range of actions that can be considered to be violent 

(Htzclarence 1995:25). For instance, many actions that do not include any form of 

physical force often result in severe emotional or psychological damage to the victim (Fried 

and Fried 1996:33-38; Zevin 1973: 13), or serve to create an atmosphere of fear or 

intimidation (Batsche and Knoff 1994: 165). 

Instead of limiting my dependent variable to physical violence, 1 am examining 

behaviors that are intended to either create fear or cause physical harm to the victim. The 

inclusion of actions of intimidation allows me to examine behaviors that may be a starting 

point or early indicator for later, and more destructive forms of physical violence. 

Within this project, three different types of intimidation and violence will be 

examined; school bullying, physical fights, and weapon use. Although past studies have 

examined each of these topics, the existing literature is lacking in several areas. First, a 

great deal of the literature doesn't tie these forms of behavior to any criminological theory. 

Second, most of the studies focusing on more mundane behaviors, such as bullying, have 

been conducted in other countries, leaving the picture of this form of intimidation and 

violence within the United States very unclear. Rnally, literature concerning more serious 

behaviors focuses largely on these activities within gangs or other high risk and problem 

populations instead of the general juvenile population. These problems, and the existing 

knowledge concerning different forms of juvenile intimidation and violence will be 

discussed below. 
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Bullying Behaviors 

Intimidation and violence among school aged juveniles takes many forms. While 

large fights and tragic instances of shootings make for dramatic headlines, other more 

common behaviors are also gaining attention. One of the most conmion, and most often 

neglected problem, is bullying. Bullying is a phenomenon that can encompass a wide 

range of behaviors. Studies of bullying have examined behaviors such as simple name 

calling and starting rumors about certain students, as well as more serious forms of 

physical bullying such as slapping and kicking. Therefore, the definition of bullying has 

varied widely. The current study draws on the definition of bullying elaborated by Olweus 

(1993; 9) that states that bullying is repeated and intentional '^negative actions'^. Such 

negative actions can include verbal behaviors, such as teasing or name calling, purposefully 

excluding individuals from play and friendship groups, and certain forms of physical 

contact such as pushing or shoving. All these behaviors create a situation in which the 

victimized students experience fear and intimidation (Batsche and Knoff 1994; 165). 

While these behaviors may not appear as serious as fist fights and juveniles 

carrying and using guns, bullying is an important form of intimidation in our schools due 

to its frequency and consequences. Bullying disrupts the learning environment, affects 

schos^; attendance, affects the feeling of safety within the school, and causes fear among 

both actual and potential victims (Wheeler and Baron 1994:49-58). Bullying is the most 

common form of victimization experienced by juveniles (Fried and Fried 1996; Batsche and 

Knoff 1994:166). While the exact number of students who are involved in bullying varies 

across studies, the range is typically between 10% to 30% of the student population 

reporting that they have been either victims or perpetrators of these activities. These figures 

indicate that within schools in the United States, there are over 2.1 million bullies and 2.7 

million victims (Wheeler and Baron 1994:50). 

Beyond those who are actively involved in bullying, many other students report the 

existence of bullying in their schools. A 1993 national study of 6th to 12th graders found 

that while only 8% of the surveyed students had actually been a victim of bullying, 18% 
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were worried about this form of intimidatioii or violence, 42% had been a wimess to 

bullying and 56% were at least aware of these behaviors taking place in their schools 

(Snyder et al. 1996: 5). In a 1984 study, 35% of students indicated that their most serious 

concern was the fear of bullies (Wheeler and Baron 1994: 58). In contrast to these large 

numbers, the supposedly more serious instances of youth violence that grab the media 

attention are much rarer (Snyder et al. 1996: 14). Thus, simply by the sheer number of 

young people involved, bullying is a problem that needs to be subjected to serious 

investigation. 

Oue to the high percentage of children who have been involved in bullying, this has 

often been considered just a routine part of growing up and thus not something to be overly 

concerned about. However, bullying can have serious consequences both for the victim 

and the bully. For the victims, bullying can lead to emotional problems that conunonly 

result in the victim growing to hate school (Olweus 1993:32). Being bullied at younger 

ages makes it more likely that the victim will have continual problems adjusting to both 

middle school and high school. As a result, these students more frequently have academic 

problems and are more likely to drop out of school (Fried and Fried 1996:99-100). 

Bullying also has a significant effect on the victim's self-esteem. In a study conducted by 

Boulton and Underwood (1992), it was discovered that a full 80% of bullying victims had 

felt significantly better about thenriselves before the incidents occurred (85-86). The most 

tragic outcome of bullying is when the victim actually takes his or her own life. While such 

cases have been more common in Japan (Crystal 1994: 250), they are sadly on the rise in 

the United States (Fried and Fried 1996:100). 

Concern over bullying tends to focus on the consequences to the victim. However, 

there are also long term effects on the actual bullies. Unfortunately, the most common 

response of teachers and other adults to bullying is to do nothing (Batsche and Knoff 

1994:172). In addition, victims typically don't fight back and often don't tell anyone about 

the incidents (Junger 1990:68). Therefore, the bully experiences no negative consequences 

from his or her actions. One of the most obvious results of this lesson is continued 

delinquency. As bullies continue to get away with simple these behaviors, these youths 
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often escalate their actions to other forms of violence (Fried and Fried 1996:33). There is 

a fairly '*strong relation between bullying behavior and delinquency at a later age'^ (Junger 

1990:68). In one study, approximately 60% of individuals who had been bullies had been 

convicted of a crime at least once by the age of 24 (Junger 1990:68). In a similar study of 

30 year olds who had once been bullies, 1 out of 4 of these participants bad a criminal 

record in comparison to only I out of 20 of those who were never bullies (Wheeler and 

Baron 1994:53). In addition, this same group of past bullies were more likely to have 

dropped out of school, be working in jobs that were below their skill level, and be 

physically abusive to their wives and children (Fried and Fried 1996:91). In sum, there 

are serious consequences for both bullies and their victims after they leave the school 

grounds. 

Considering the widespread nature and consequences of bullying, there is relatively 

little scholariy research that considers this form of violence. The most extensive research 

on bullying has been conducted in the Netheriands (Olweus 1993; Junger 1990; Olweus 

1978) and the United Kingdom (Boulton 1995; Boulton and Smith 1994; Siann at al 1994; 

Smith and Sharp 1994; Whitney and Smith 1993; Boulton and Underwood 1992). 

Research in the Netheriands, particulariy that conducted by Olweus, pioneered the 

academic interest in bullying. In perhaps the most well known study on bullying, Olweus 

(1978) conducted a study of 12-16 year old boys in five different schools in Switzeriand. 

Through interviews with teachers and classmates, Olweus identified distinct groups within 

the class: bullies, "whipping boys" who are the victims of bullying, and "well-adjusted" 

boys who were not involved in these activities in either capacity. Approximately 5% of the 

school boys fit into a category of "pronounced bullies", who were often and repeatedly 

demonstrating aggressive behaviors against others in their class and another 5% were 

identified as "pronounced whipping boys" (1978:50-51). In addition to these extreme 

bullies and victims, another 5% were identified as occasional or less pronounced bullies 

and an additional 5% as occasional whipping boys (1978: 51). Thus, a total of 

approximately 20% of the population under investigation were directly involved in at least 

occasional bullying behavior. 
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Once these populations of bullies and victims were identified, 01 weus attempted to 

deteraune what could lead an individual to become either a bully or whipping boy. While 

he did not present an actual theory, Olweus does present a variety of possible important 

concepts or issues in an informal "theoretical sketch" (1978; 15-16). In this sketch, 

Olweus considers factors such as background and home variables, the school setting, 

psychological characteristics, physical characteristics, and the level of tensions or potential 

problems within the classroom (1978:11-15). One explanation for bullying that Olweus 

specifically mentions that is particularly relevant for the present study is the ^weakening of 

the control or inhibitions against aggressive tendencies'^ (1978: 145). In other words, the 

lack of self-control is one thing that was pointed out early on as a source of bullying 

behaviors. Throughout his discussion of the data, Olweus continues to stress the 

importance of considering both individual and situational variables. 

Although this was a very important investigation, there were some serious 

limitations. First of all, since Olweus employed intensive interviewing techniques, the data 

were only collected for a fairly small number of boys. Specifically, the results that are 

reported in his 1978 text are based on the data for one group of 299 sixth grade boys. 

After administering a survey to these students, he identified three different groups from 

which to collect more extensive data; 21 whipping boys, 21 bullies and 22 well-adjusted 

boys (1978: 25). Although he also included 60 randomly selected boys for a control group 

in his study, many of the key variables in his theoretical sketch were only gathered for the 

groups of special interest (1978:25-27). Therefore, both the low total numbers and the 

lack of consistent controls is one fairly serious problem with this investigation. In 

addition, the statistical methods employed were limited to basic ANOVA procedures, with 

heavy emphasis on correlations and cross-tabulations. Finally, Olweus completely 

excluded girls from the analysis. He claimed that this exclusion was necessary because 

giris are not as involved in these behaviors as boys are and he implied that girls would 

require different measures and explanations of their behaviors (1978: 17-18). However, he 

did not provide any justification or data to back up these assumptions. 

Although it had its problems, the publication of Olweus' study precipitated a 
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heightened awareness and concern about bullying behaviors within several other countries, 

particulaiiy within the United Kingdom. Most of these studies have followed Olweus' 

approach of observations and interviews and have largely found very similar proportions of 

students involved in these behaviors (Boulton 1995; Boulton and Smith 1994; Siann at al 

1994; Smith and Sharp 1994; Whitney and Smith 1993; Boulton and Underwood 1992). 

Although bullying research has grown in other countries in recent years, there is 

still very little or no work that specifically considers bullying in the United States. Even 

though bullying has been largely ignored within the US scholastic community, it has been 

increasingly recognized as a problem by the popular media. Popular talk shows, such as 

Jenny Jones' program on February 7,1997, dramatize the problem by bringing bullies and 

their victims onto TV. Newspaper stories highlight increasing numbers of incidents of 

bullying that are especially violent or that have tragic consequences (Managan 1995; 

Pressley 1995; Trainor 1992). Beyond the popular media dramatization, bullying has 

become recognized as a problem within the schools and political systems as well. The 

California Assembly has implemented legislation that makes bullying, in the forms of 

harassing, threatening or intimidating other students, grounds for suspension and 

expulsion (Furlong et al. 1995:282). Such policies indicate an increase in the interest in 

bullying within the United States. 

Beyond the fact that there has been relatively little attention to bullying within the 

United States, a further problem with work on this subject is the lack of theoretical focus. 

The majority of studies are attempts to provide descriptive information on the incidence and 

prevalence of bullying (Epp and Watkinson 1997; Boulton 1995; Furlong et al. 1995: 

Batsche and KnofF 1994; Boulton and Smith 1994; Junger 1993; Boulton and Underwood 

1992), talk about the negative consequences of bullying (Fried and Fried 1996; Hoover and 

Juul 1993; Grealy 1979), or evaluate school or national programs set up to combat bullying 

(Goldstein and Conoley 1997; Charach 1995; Goldstein, Harootunian, and Conoley 1994). 

However, there is practically no attention to the sources or causes of this bullying behavior. 

Without a theoretical focus, there is no real explanation for why kids bully other kids and 

prevention programs continue to be developed without any clear idea what really needs to 
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be addressed to eliminate this behavior. 

The study that has come closest to proposing a theory to actually explain bullying is 

that conducted by Olweus in 1978. Olweus found bullies to be impulsive and aggressive 

with negative attitudes toward school and relatively poor or hostile relationships with their 

parents. These characteristics are very similar to some of the key concepts in self-control 

theory. However, Olweus never explicitly states any theory and essentially includes every 

possible source of bullying behavior he is able to think of in an attempt at an early, 

exploratory attempt at explaining this behavior (1978: 12-13). Thus, although this early 

piece did include some of the elements of theory, Olweus did not expand this theory in this 

later work (1993), and there has been very little testing of criminological theories by any 

author examining the issue bullying. 

Rst Hghts and Weapons 

While the literature on bullying is disappointing in its scope and lack of theoretical 

rigor, research on other forms of youth violence, such as fighting and weapon related 

incidents, is even more limited in some ways. The most serious limitation is simply the 

low number of studies that include juvenile fighting or assault within their analysis. 

Typically studies that examine fighting or juvenile assaults include this form of behavior in 

more general measures of delinquency (Berton and Stabb 1996; Hartless et al. 1995; Salts 

et al. 1995; Rhodes and Fischer 1993; Freidman, Mann and Adelman 1976). While this 

approach does show that fighting is just another form of delinquency, it is difHcult to 

determine how much of this behavior actually occurs separate from other forms of 

deviance. For instance. Salts et al. (1995) include two questions concerning the juvenile's 

use of "any part of their body" to inflict harm on someone else as part of a 16 item 

delinquency measure, but do not give individual statistics for these different types of 

offending. A similar problem exists in the study by Spaccarelli, Coatsworth and Bowden 

(1995), that also includes several "violent offenses" including specific questions about 

"hitting someone / minor assault" and "gang / fighting / physical assault" (168). Hartless et 
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al. (1995) is one exception in that they include three forms of physical attacks, ''fighting in 

street", '^assaulting someone" and "'mugging someone", in a study of 14 different forms of 

juvenile offending and victimization among inner city juveniles in Glasgow, and actually 

provide data for each of the 14 forms of violence. 

Although not the sole focus of these studies, physical Hghting and assaults are 

important and a relatively common form of juvenile violence. In fact, in the Hartless et al. 

study, 50% of the respondents reported having conmiitted the offense of "fighting in street" 

(1995: 125). The high percent of juveniles being involved in fights appears consistently 

across several other studies. Schubiner, Scott and Tzelepis (1993) found that 32% of 

juveniles surveyed in Detroit had been in at least one physical fight in the past three months 

(216). 

Fights are not con^ned to streets but also are fairly common in school. Recent 

studies by the Departments of Education and Justice have measured fights or attacks 

without weapons within schools. One such study found that 12% of students reported 

being intentionally injured in an attack that did not involved a weapon in the past 12 months 

while they were at school. (Kaufman 1998:8-9). These percentages were nearly equal for 

boys and girls (13% and 11% respectively). Physical attacks without weapons were also 

the most common type of criminal incident reported to police by schools. In the 1996-97 

school year, 55% of high schools, 51% of middle schools and 12% of elementary schools 

reported physical attacks or fights without weapons to the police (Kaufman 1998: 16). Out 

of every 1,00 public school students, 8.0 high school students, 8.7 middle school 

students, and 1.0 elementary school were involved in physical attacks or fights without 

weapons. This is the highest rate of any other type of criminal activity, with the closest 

rates being for larceny theft (Kaufman 1998: 17). 

Some research has attempted to determine if fighting is a ''normal" activity engaged 

in by juveniles, or if this behavior was instead a sign of mental instability or mental illness 

(Bauermeister 1980). Within this study, it was determined that approximately 30% of the 

165 delinquent and non delinquent adolescent white males in Brockton, Massachusetts had 

been in a physical fight that resulted in injuries either to themselves or their opponents 
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(153-154). In addition, neariy ail the subjects reported some form of fighting behavior. 

Due to the commonality of this behavior, Bauermeister concluded that fighting was indeed 

a "normal" part of adolescence (1980: 160). 

Even though most forms of juvenile deviance, including fighting, are typically the 

realm of boys, girls are also heavily involved in fighting behaviors. A study by Campbell 

(1986) compared three samples of British giris and women. These three groups are from 

schools, a borstal (a penal institution for juvenile offenders), and a prison. Of these three 

groups, a surprisingly high number of girls reported having ever been in a fight Most 

surprising is that the most obviously deviant groups, those in prison or juvenile facilities, 

did not have substantially more involvement in fights than those in schools. While 88.8% 

of school girls reported having been in a fight, 96.7% of borstal giris and only 81.8% of 

prison inmates reported the same (Campbell 1986:31). Although a surprisingly high 

percentage of ail these groups had been involved in fights, a minimum of damage actually 

occurred in these instances. The most frequent injuries were bruises, cuts or scratches 

among all these groups (Campbell 1986:37-38). One dramatic difference between these 

different groups fighting behaviors was concerning the use of weapons. School girls were 

much less likely to use a weapon of any kind (813% using no weapon) than either borstal 

or prison populations (583% and 69.8% respectively having used no weapon) (Campbell 

1986: 37-38). 

This study by Campbell (1986) demonstrates that it is not only boys that become 

involved in physical fights. However, this does not mean that girls and boys share similar 

patterns of fighting beiiavior. Studies that compare boys and girls fighting behaviors, such 

as that conducted by Rhodes and Rscher (1993), find significant differences between boys 

and giris behaviors, with boys being significantly more involved in "aggressive offenses" 

(883-884). Significant sex differences were also found in the Hartless et al. study for both 

"fighting in street" and "assaulting someone" (1995:125). Therefore, although both girls 

and boys appear to be highly involved with physical fighting, it is not accurate to say both 

sexes are similariy or equally involved. 

While fighting behaviors appear to be very common, fights involving weapons or 
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weapon use more generally only afTects a small segment of the juvenile population. In 

fact, one of the most consistent findings among the literature is that most juveniles are not 

often involved in extremely serious forms of violence and that only about 5% of all 

juveniles are violent offenders (Howell, Krisberg and Jones 1995; Elliott, 1994; Elliott, 

Huizinga and Morse 1986). Possibly due to the assumption that gang members are more 

likely to be involved in serious violence, a great deal of work on these instances of violence 

has focused on gang related problems (Covey, Menard, and Franzese 1997; Huff 1996; 

Parks, 1995). Other studies examining non gang members still focuses on "^problem" 

juveniles, such as those involved in drugs (Sheley 1994a), who live in the larger inner 

cities (McNabb et al. 1996; Sheley 1994b; Schubiner, Scott, and Tzelepis 1993), or who 

are incarcerated either in prisons or reform schools (Sheley 1994a; Rawlings 1972). 

Due to the high visibility of gangs in our society, a great deal of work on juvenile 

weapon use and general deviance has been performed on gang members. In general, it is 

argued that gangs have a strong effect on the delinquent activities of their members. 

Beyond voluntary participation in assaults and weapons violations of members, gangs are 

also able to intimidate or coerce members to engage in various forms of deviance. A study 

by Freidman, Mann and Adelman (1976) found a great deal of coercion of gang members 

to engage in very serious forms deviance. Of those participating in the study, 44% of gang 

members reported that they were coerced into participating in a fight, 22% that they had 

stabbed or injured someone with a weapon under coercion and 25% had actually been 

coerced into shooting at someone (Friedman et al. 1976:529). Although these numbers are 

very high, more frightening is that 9% of non gang juveniles reported that they had also 

been coerced into shooting at someone by gang members. Therefore, gangs exert influence 

not only on members but also on others around them. 

Although some deviant activity within the gang may be coerced, gang members are 

found to be heavily involved in all kinds of deviant behaviors. In comparisons to other non 

gang but high risk juveniles. Huff (1996) found that being in a group identified as a gang 

signiAcandy increased juveniles deviant and criminal activities. This was the case in many 

nonviolent offenses as well as violence, (jang members were more significantly more 
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likely to engage in various forms of assaults, including general '^assault in the streets" than 

non gang high risk juveniles (29.8% vs 10.2%) and a much higher percent of gang 

members reported having or using weapons (Huff 1996:84-85). Specifically, 40.4% of 

gang members and 10.2% of non gang juveniles had taken a gun to school and 383% of 

gang members had taken a knife to school as compared to only 4.2% of non gang 

juveniles. One interesting point to be made here is that a higher percentage of both groups 

had taken a gun to school than had taken the less deadly weapon of a knife (Huff 1996:84-

85). This is in direct contrast to findings that knifes are much more common weapons than 

guns. For example, in the first 7 months of the 1992 school year, the New York City 

School District confiscated 1,713 weapons. Of these, only 214 were any type of gun 

(including imitation pistols) while 870 were classified as "dangerous knives" (Wheeler and 

Baron 1994: 17). The emphasis on guns among gangs relates to the finding that the largest 

differences between gang and non gang juveniles was the percent who had committed a 

"drive by shooting" (40.4% and 2.0% respectively) (Huff 1996: 84-85). 

One of the reasons gangs have received so much attention is the fear that this type 

of violence generates. These juveniles are assumed to be involved in all sorts of violence 

and crime by the general population. Most studies tend to support these assumptions. 

Gang related juveniles are highly involved in fighting behaviors (93.6% vs 20-5% of non 

gang juveniles) (Huff, 1996:83), gang homicide has increased in recent years (Fagan 

1996:44), and the number of juvenile gang members gaining access to and using firearms 

has also increased (Fagan 1996; Sheley, Wright and Smith 1993). 

In addition to gang members, guns are also very common among incarcerated 

respondents. When asked about their gun ownership, carrying and use of firearms prior to 

their incarceration, Sheley found that 65% had owned at least 3 firearms immediately prior 

to their incarceration (1994a: 369). Only 17% had owned no guns just prior to their 

incarceration (Sheley 1994a: 370). Revolvers were the most popular type of gun, with 

58% of the subjects repotting that they owned one at the time of their incarceration. 

Automatic or semiautomatic weapons came in a close second favorite, with 55% owning 

one at the time of their incarceration (Sheley 1994a: 369). In addition, 55% routinely 
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carried their weapons most or all of the dme and 76% stated that they had '^actually fired a 

gun at someone" (Sheley 1994a: 369). 

Among more general populations, weapon use is much less common. In a sample 

of inner city school boys, Sheley (1994b) found that 78% owned no gun, while only about 

6% owned three or more firearms (312). The most common firearm among these students 

was an automatic or semiautomatic handgun with a total of 18% of the sample owing one. 

Sheley (1994b) also asked about gun-carrying behavior and found that 12% of the sample 

reported carrying their guns "routinely", "most" or "all" of the time (312). Rnally, and 

arguably more important than simple ownership or carrying behaviors, a total of 9% of 

these students reported that they had used their weapon to commit a crime. 

However, even though many general population students do not actually own guns, 

a frightening number say that they could easily acquire a weapon if they wanted to. 

Schubiner, Scott and Tzelepis (1993) found that while only 18% of the sample had carried 

a gun in the past 3 months, 30% said that they could "acquire a gun within and hour, and 

another 31 % indicated that they could get one within a few days" (216). That is a total of 

61% of the sample who reported easy access to guns even if they bad not actually ever 

carried or owned one themselves. 

Although weapon use is less common for juveniles than either fights or bullying, 

the recent increases in violent crime involving firearms necessitate continued attention to 

this problem. In 1993,70% of teenaged homicide victims were killed with firearms 

(Howell, Krisberg and Jones 1995:4). From 1987 to 1993, juvenile arrests rates for 

weapons violations more than doubled, but since that time, there has been a decline with 

1996 figures dropping slighdy below 1991 figures (Snyder 1997:8). However, firearms 

continue to have serious impacts on juvenile crime. Howell, Krisberg and Jones argue that 

over the past decade, "the single most important impact on youth violence in general and 

juvenile homicide specifically has been the availability of firearms" (1995:5). 

This accessibility has lead to juveniles taking weapons to school. In 1996, nine 

percent of male and slightly over two percent of female high school seniors reported 

carrying a weapon to school at least once within the 4 weeks prior to the study (Kaufman et 
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al. 1998). Estimates nationwide indicate that about 135,000 students take guns to school 

every day (^Gller 1993:158). Although the number of fatal shooting incidents over the 

1997-98 school year were very disturbing, the number of male students taking weapons to 

school has actually decreased. In 1993,14% of male seniors reported taking a weapon to 

school within the past 4 weeks as compared to the reported 9% from 19% (Kaufman et al. 

1998: 28-29). 

Most reports of weapons incidents do not involve an actual shooting or injury. 

Much more common is simply a discovery of a weapon with a corresponding punishment 

for the student. In the 1996-1997 school year, 85 students in Oregon alone were expelled 

from schools for bringing a gun to school (Egan 1997). In an Oregon state-supported 

study in 1997, it was found that 6% of 32,000 students in middle and high schools in that 

state had carried a gun as a weapon in the last month (Egan 1997). Nationally, about 6,000 

students were expelled for bringing guns to school during the 1996-1997 school year 

(Goldberg 1998). The 1995 Youth Risk Behavior Survey found that 10% of high school 

students had carried any weapon, such as a gun, knife or club, on school property in the 

past 30 days (Sickmund et al. 1997: 14). 

All of the above studies on fights and weapon use among juveniles provide a fairly 

consistent picture of juvenile involvement in these forms of activities. A large percent of 

both boys and girls are involved in physical Hghts and much smaller numbers of the 

general juvenile population use or carry weapons than do gang members or those who have 

been incarcerated. However, most of these studies have focused on at-risk, inner-city, 

gang, or incarcerated juveniles instead of juveniles in the more general population. This 

type of high risk setting may over represent the amount of intimidation and violence 

engaged in by juveniles. 

Schools as a Setting for Violence 

Juvenile intimidation and violence takes place in many settings. Although the 

different forms of violence that takes place in the streets, such as gang related incidents. 
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have been considered to be the most serious problems, the environment of the school has 

also been examined as a source of violence for juveniles. An increase in recent years of 

violence in schools and particularly instances of school shootings (Wheeler and Baron 

1994) have once again highlighted school as a setting where juveniles may experience 

violence. 

The school has been considered a source of potential problems of juvenile 

intimidation and violence for a long time. Schools have been seen as a source of deviance 

due to the inability of some students to gain status and achieve socially valued goals within 

schools (Cohen 1955). Those who fail within this setting develop their own subcultures 

and »:t out against the middle class values that permeate the school setting. Schools 

encourage the development of deviant subcultures due to conditions such as the existence 

of a large number of individuals who all share the same position the social system as well 

as who share common problems like finishing homewoilc, passing exams, dealing with 

adult authority and general issues connected to adolescence (Coleman 1980: 144-146). In 

an extensive examination of school subculture, Coleman (1961), found that across schools 

with different demographic compositions, status and the means of attaining it within the 

school is very limited. Within this peer oriented society, rewards come from a status 

system based on the activities of the students. Speciilcally, participation in athletics, for 

boys, and involvement with school based clubs, for giris, along with popularity with the 

opposite sex for both boys and giris, were found to be the main sources of social reward or 

status within this adolescent culture. If a student has no chance of attaining status within 

this system, they are likely to look for status from deviant subgroups (Coleman 1961: 

229). Schools can therefore create deviance due to the limited sources of status available to 

students. 

Schools are also environments where deviance and violence can erupt between 

students due to issues beyond student's desires for status. A study by Gottfredson and 

Gottfredson (1985), indicated that a wide variety of factors can influence the level of 

victimization of both students and teachers within schools. One of the most consistent 

findings was that school size and resources can contribute to incidents within schools. 
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Specifically, larger schools and lack of resources to provide teachers with necessary 

equipment for teaching increases social disorder, and particularly victimization of teachers, 

within schools. On the other hand clear, firm, and fair enforcement of school rules and 

regulations decreases victimization for both teachers and students (Gottfredson and 

Gottfredson 1985; lanni 1978). Therefore, some degree of control over disruptive 

incidents can be asserted through actions of administrators and teachers within the schools. 

Other influences, however, are beyond the scope of control of the schools. Specifically, 

the community where the school is located has a great deal of impact on the level of 

victimization. Areas with high levels of poverty and unemployment, high crime rates, and 

a high proportion of female headed households in the community all increase victimization 

of both teachers and different groups of students (Gottfredson and Gottfredson 1985: 133-

134). Therefore, although some factors that influence victimization in schools can be 

managed by school administrators, others caimot. 

The inability of schools to absolutely protect their students generates a sense of fear 

among students and their families. In response to violent incidents, many schools have 

turned to security guards and technology such as metal detectors, alarm systems and other 

security equipment to ensure the safety of students (Devine 1996:75-82). In fact, a 1992 

report indicated that one quarter of the major school districts in the United States used metal 

detectors to reduce the number of weapons taken to schools (Wheeler and Baron 1994:27) 

in order to improve safety within school grounds. Although such measures may prevent 

some instances of intimidation and violence, they are generally incapable of stopping more 

common acts of bullying and fighting and do not address the underlying causes of juvenile 

intimidation and violence. 

Hypotheses: Testing Self-Control Theory 

H1: Various types of intimidation and violence will load heavily on 
a single factor. 

Bullying behaviors may look very different from fights and weapons use on the 
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surface. Indeed, the standard approach to the study of juvenile violence has been to focus 

on those actions that appear threatening to the general public, such as gangs and guns, and 

relegate teasing behaviors to the realm of normal, and therefore harmless, childhood 

processes. If these types of behaviors are fundamentally different, they should only be 

weakly related to one another and should therefore load onto multiple factors. I 

hypothesize that this will not be the case. In contrast, I expect that all these different types 

of behaviors will form one factor of intimidation and violence. 

H2: Self-control will have a direct and significant negative effect 
on juvenile violence and intimidation. 

Although the different types of juvenile intimidation and violence in this study vary 

widely, from verbal teasing to the use of guns, measures of self-control are expected to 

significantly predict all of these activities. In The Generality of Deviance. Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1994:7) argue that looking for different explanations for specific types of crimes 

overlooks similar underlying causes of a wide variety of behaviors. Although the search 

for a general explanation of many types of crimes may be the preferred method, it is logical 

that the examination of any one type of crime should yield similar findings as would 

examining a wide variety of acts. Specifically, since self-control should be able to predict a 

wide range of criminal and imprudent behaviors, it should be able to predict participation in 

specific types of criminal or delinquent behavior. Therefore, in examining acts of juvenile 

intimidation and violence, I expect that the measures of self-control developed by this study 

will predict the various subsets of behavior under investigation, as well as a combined 

measure of intimidation and violence. Specifically, this relationship is expected to be 

negative, meaning that those with higher self-control will be less likely to participate in 

these acts. 

H3: Generalized opportunities for deviance will have a direct and 
signiAcant positive effect on participation in juvenile intimidation 
and violence. 

While Gottfredson and Hirschi emphasize the importance of personal, internalized 
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characteristics, they also argue that the situation or environment impacts the likelihood of 

criminal involvement (1990:22-24). In fact, the situation is crucial to the act of crime since 

it requires a motivated offender, the lack of a capable guardian and a suitable target 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:22-24; Cohen and Felson 1979). Opportunity is found 

therefore both in the presence of targets and in the lack of guardians. In this case, 

opportunities to participate in the specific acts of intimidation and violence under 

investigation are almost unlimited. Teasing or hitting someone does not require any 

specific skills or abilities, and can be done at any time. Therefore, instead of looking at 

specific opportunities, a more general opportunity measure is (teveloped. It is predicted 

that greater opportunity, in the form of less parental supervision, greater participation in 

unstructured activities, and possible deviant peer influences, will serve to directly increase 

participation in intimidation and violence. 

H4: Individual self-control will have a direct and significant 
negative effect on opportunities to engage in crime. 

Criminal opportimities can take many forms, from an untended wallet to the simple 

presence of two intoxicated potential combatants. Many of these opportunities are 

independent of the actions of the individual. In fact, opportunities for crime exist in many 

of the normal daily activities of an individual (Cohen and Felson 1979). However, it could 

also be argued that the types of activities juveniles participate in, or the set of friends that 

they associate with, can increase or decrease their opportunity to engage in crime. These 

choices of what to do and who to associate with can be linked to individual self-control. 

This hypothesis is based on the idea that those with high self-control will be less likely to 

engage in activities that lead to criminal opportunities. The types of lifestyles and activities 

that open the individual to a greater number of criminal opportunities are not consistent with 

someone with high self-control (Messner and Tardiff 1985; Cohen, Kluegel and Land 

1981; Cohen and Felson 1979). For instance, those with low self-control will be more 

likely to associate with deviant peers, thus opening greater opportunity for excitement and 
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risks. Therefore, I expect there to be a negative structural relationship between self-control 

and generalized opportimity measures. 

H5: The effect of self-control on juvenile acts of intimidation 
and violence will be partially indirect through opportunity. 

Due to the relationship of self-control and opportunity, 1 expect part of the 

relationship between self-control and intimidation and violence will be indirect through 

opportunity. Therefore, in addition to the direct relationships between self-control and 

opportunity to involvement in intimidating and violent acts, analysis of each model of the 

effects of self-control and opportunity on different forms of intimidation and violence will 

indicate a significant indirect effect of self-control through opportunity. 

Oudine of Dissertation 

In order to develop measures of the key concepts and test the theory of self-control, 

survey data were collected from four schools in Fayetteville, Aiicansas. Chapter two 

presents an overview of this data collection process, as well as a summary of sample 

characteristics. 

Chapter three examines the measurement of the key concepts of self-control and 

opportunity. How should these concepts be measured? This chapter will examine and 

compare a variety of different measures that have been used to test self-control theory as 

well as present the measures that will be used in the current test. Factor analyses, reliability 

tests, and measurement models for each of these concepts will be presented here. 

One of the most important claims of Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory (1990) is that 

self-control is a general trait that can explain a wide range of behaviors. Indeed, the theory 

argues that there is no need to present separate explanations for different types of criminal 

behaviors because they all are a manifestation of this latent characteristic of self-control. 

Therefore, self-control theory should be able to predict everyday forms of crime and 

deviance, such as speeding or shoplifting, as well as the more extreme acts of violence in 
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our society. I propose to test this claim of the versatility of this theory by examining a very 

broad range of juvenile acts of intimidation and violence. 

Chapter four begins this test by examining the relationship between various forms 

of intimidation and violence. Are acts of teasing and exclusionary practices related to acts 

of gang fights or weapons use? The results of factor analyses and reliability tests on 

combined measures of intimidation and violence will be presented in the first section of this 

chapter. 

The heart of the analyses is shown in the remainder of chapter four. Structural 

equation modeling is used to determine if self-control theory is able to predict very low 

levels or "ordinary" forms of juvenile intimidation and violence, such as teasing and other 

forms of bullying, as well as more serious acts, like involvement in drive-by shootings. 

Bullying behaviors, fighting, and carrying and using weapons are all examined to 

determine if self-control and opportunity measures do significantly predict these different 

behaviors. A final model predicting a combined measure of intimidation and violence is 

tested. 

Rnally, chapter five presents a summary of the findings of this dissertation as well 

as a discussion of the implications for future research on juvenile intimidation and violence 

and the continued use of self-control theory. 
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CHAPTER2 

DATA COLLECTION AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Stadv Design 

The data for this study were collected as part of a larger project supported by the 

National Science Foundation, with principal investigators N/fichael Gottfredson and Travis 

Hirschi. The project began in the fall of 1994, and the data being used in this paper were 

collected in the late spring of 1997. The purpose of the full project is to develop measures 

of the key elements of social control and self-control and to test these two theories. In 

addition, several other topics of interest to the members of the group working on this grant 

were added to the survey at different points. One of these areas that I was interested in was 

that of various forms of juvenile violence. 

The instrument used for the current research contained a total of 200 self-report 

items dealing with topics ranging from diet and exercise habits to participation in gang 

violence. These items were broken up into two distinct sections. The first was a 150 

question survey which had been developed by the group working with Gottfredson and 

Hirschi. This component included extensive questions concerning elements of both social 

control and self-control theories as well as providing information on general background 

characteristics and the individuals' participation in a variety of deviant and criminal 

behaviors. The second component, which consisted of 50 questions, was developed by 

administrators in the schools where the final data was being collected. This component 

was being used as part of a state-wide survey focusing on Youth at Risk, and focused 

largely on the frequency of use, and age at first use, of a wide variety of drugs. Although 

most of the data for the current study are taken from the first component, there were several 

questions on the second component which dealt specifically with juvenile violence so these 

are also included in analysis. 

Self-report data was utilized in order to collect data from the largest sample of 

juveniles possible within the constraints of time and available funds. Since some 
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researchers have criticized this method (Nettler, 1974; West 1973), a brief justification for 

this choice is elaborated below. 

When Short and Nye (1957) first introduced the self-report method as a way of 

measuring delinquency, serious discrepancies between their findings and more established 

methods called into question the validity of self-report data. One of the most consistent 

criticisms of self-report data is that it does not tap into the serious forms of delinquency or 

crime which are studied by other methods such as the Uniform Crime Reports 

(Cemkovich, Giordano, Pugh 1985). Due to this focus on less serious offenses, even 

basic correlates of crime, such as race and class, are inconsistent across the types of 

methods (ffindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 1979). However, when only serious items in self-

report data are considered, comparisons to official data find a much higher degree of 

similarity between the essential findings of these two sources than comparisons of less 

serious forms of delinquency (Hindelang, ffirschi, Weis 1979). 

In addition, self-reports have generally been found to be highly reliable due to 

respondents consistency in reporting of their behaviors (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 

1981; 1979). Those who report participation in specific acts do so fairly consistently 

within the same survey and across different seif-reporting instruments. In addition, several 

studies have attempted to establish the validity of self-report data for crime by comparing 

self-reports to school data, peer evaluations, and official police data. Overall, self-report 

data do appear to fall into medium to high validity ranges (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 

1981,1979; Hirschi and Selvin 1967;Qark and Tifft 1966; (jold 1966; Dentler and 

Monroe 1961). Therefore, according to the basic tests and statistical standards, self-report 

data is consistently found to be a sound research method. 

In addition, self-report data is particularly suited for some types of research. 

Reliance on official data is problematic if the behaviors one wishes to study are not 

traditionally classified as ^crimes'*. In essence, self-report data is able to bypass this 

problem by asking about any type of behavior which is under investigation, thereby 

reaching a wide range of behavior which is missed by official data (Hindelang, Hirschi and 

Weis 1979). Due to the nature of the range of behaviors which I am investigating in this 
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project, self-report data was the optimal method to employ due to the fact that a great 

number of the behaviors, particularly those of bullying and fights, simply are not found in 

official data. In addition, the more serious offenses, such as being involved in drive by 

shootings, have most likely gone undetected since the data were being collected from 

students who were in school. If their serious offenses had been detected and punished, 

they would most likely not be attending classes in these schools. 

Finally, the age range of this sample, with the majority of the students surveyed 

being in the 9th to I Ith grades with a few additional respondents in 8th and I2th grades, is 

ideal for the study of these forms of behavior. As many studies have shown (see 

Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 123-144 or Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983 for discussion), 

criminal behavior rapidly increases in childhood and reaches a peak in the late teens. 

Therefore, the group under investigation is on the upward trajectory or just reaching the 

peak of their delinquency. This provides the most possible variation in delinquent or 

criminal involvement while still being able to address activities such as school yard 

bullying, which are typically limited to school aged children.' 

Thft Arifan.«as Sample 

The data for this project were collected from four schools in a mid sized University 

town in Arkansas during May of 1997. The selection of this location was based on 

convenience and accessibility to a large population of junior and senior high school 

students. SpeciHcally, the instnmient was administered to approximately 1200 

students in grades 9 through 11. School administrators excluded the participation of eighth 

graders by arguing that the survey was inappropriate for this age of students and also 

' One of the main criticisms of self-report data from students Is still a problem in this data Namely, 
those who are most deviant are more likely to be excluded from the data, either due to their 
absence from skipping school, suspension or expulsions, or refusal to participation in the study. 
However. 22.7% of the sample reported that they had been suspended or expelled at least once, 
thereby indicating that this sample does include some of the more deviant groups that are often 
excluded from this type of research. In addition, the distribution of students participation in the 
various forms of intimidatkin and violence (which will be discussed in chapter 4), is sufficiently 
varied for analysis. 
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excluded twelfth graders on the grounds that they were already involved in a second, 

unrelated study. These restrictions limited access to younger students, who are possibly 

more likely to be currently involved in some forms of the behaviors under study (such as 

bullying). However, since the wording of the questions on the survey ask if the 

respondents had ever been involved in these behaviors, the available sample was 

considered to be adequate. In addition, a few younger and older students were included in 

the survey due to their presence in some of the classes surveyed. 

The data collection from the four schools was conducted over a period of three 

days. The four schools consisted of two junior high schools and two senior high schools, 

divided into the east and west sections of the city. The first day of the data collection was 

spent at the East Senior High school. The surveys were administered by two members of 

the research team, with some assistance from the local teachers. 

At the first location, the administration took place in the school auditorium during 

the students' study hall or free periods. The size of the group at any one point ranged 

approximately from 50 to 100 students. Both the schools in the west side of the city were 

surveyed during the second day of data collection. For West Senior High, surveys were 

administered in the school library and were monitored by the school principal and the 

project researchers. In this situation, there were 35 or fewer students present at any given 

point during the day. Since data was being collected from two schools on the same day, it 

was necessary to enlist the aid of the teachers for the data collection in the West Junior 

High school. Therefore, these surveys were administered in the students' English courses 

by the individual instructor who had received prior information and instructions from the 

researchers in Aikansas. The final day was spent gathering data from the East Junior High 

students. In this case, ail the students (approximately 3(X)) were surveyed at one time in 

the school cafeteria. While the exact setting of data collection varied across these settings, 

it was reasonably assured that the same instructions were given at each setting and the 

instrument was exactly the same across the situations. 

Each student recorded their responses to the 200 smvey questions on a computer 

scantron form which was provided to them. Due to the method of administration, with 
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either a researcher or schools authority figure encouraging students to complete the survey, 

there were a minimal number of incomplete or unusable surveys. Unusable surveys were 

classified as those where the student was obviously not actually answering the questions. 

These included several scantrons which were filled out in order to create words with the 

patterns of darkened circles such as "HF and "THIS SUCKS", or pictures such as a 

smiling face. The exclusion of these unusable surveys left a total sample of 1139 students. 

Incomplete surveys, from respondents who had simply not completed the entire form, were 

included in the data. In general, the great majority of incomplete surveys were missing 

information from the second segment that asked repeated questions concerning the 

students' drug, tobacco, and alcohol experience. The usable scantrons were electronically 

scanned and compiled into a raw data file. This method significantly cut down on errors 

due to human entry of the data as well as provided a much faster method of data entry. 

Although this technique provided a great deal of data in a relatively short period of 

time, there are a couple limitations which should be mentioned. First of all, since we were 

employing a scantron form, responses were limited to a maximum of five possibilities for 

each question. There was no possibility for open ended responses and only a few of the 

items were designed to read more than one answer to a question. Therefore, students who 

tried to give additional information by filling in more than one blank for a question, were 

often dropped in the analysis as missing data. However, since most of the items were 

based on Likert-type responses, this was not seen as a substantial problem with the data. 

Sample Characteristics: Age, Sex and Race 

This sample was taken from both the junior and senior high public schools in 

Fayetteville, Arkansas. Table 2.1 displays the sample age, race and sex distribution. Due 

to the previously mentioned restrictions concerning which grades were included, the 

majority of the respondents were between the ages of 15 to 17. Only an approximate 12% 

of the respondents fell out of this age category, with 9% reporting that they were 14 or 

younger and 3.2% reporting their age as 18 or older. The sex distribution is fairly even 
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with 49% male and 50.2% female respondents. The vast majority of this sample was 

white, with only 133% reporting any other race. The largest minority group was that of 

Black which composed 4.7% of the sample. Hispanic was the next most common minority 

group, with 3.2% of the sample reporting this as their primary racial group. Race was one 

item where students were able to indicate more than one racial category. This allowed 

students to indicate mixed heritage. A total of 1.1% of the respondents indicated mixed 

racial heritage. 

TABLE 2.1: Demogia^Iac diaracteiistics of Sample; Age, Sex and Race 

6s§. 6s§. 
Freaiiencv Percent 

14 of younger 102 9.0 
15 382 33.5 
16 379 33.3 
17 236 20.7 

18 or older 37 3.2 

Sex Sex 
Freaiiencv Percent 

Male 558 49.0 
Female 572 50.2 

Race 
Fieanencv Percent 

White 971 85.3 
Hispanic 36 3.2 
Black 54 4.7 
Asian 24 2.1 
Native American 25 2.2 
Mixed 12 1.1 

Social Oemographics: Religion, Family Structure and Class 

In addition to these basic demographic characteristics. Table 2.2 provides additional 

social demographic information about this sample. Although there was a considerable 
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degree of religious diversity, the three largest identified religious groups were Baptist 

(26.1%), Methodist (11.2%), and Catholic (9%). Responses of **None of These" and 

missing responses accounted for another 33% of the sample. 

TABLE 2.2: Social Demogiaphics; Religioii 

ReKgion 
Fxeawncv Percent 

Afncan Methodist 1 0.1 
Assemblies of God 18 1.8 
Baptist 297 26.1 
Catliolic 102 9.0 
Clraicli of Chnst 40 3.5 
Cliaxcliof God 4 0.4 
Congiegationaljst 7 0.6 
Episcopalian 34 3.0 
Jeirisli 12 1.1 
Lutbeian 30 2.6 
Islam 15 1.3 
Methodist 128 11.2 
Monnon - latter day saints 18 1.6 
Pentecostal 25 2.2 
Piesbytenan 31 2.7 
None of tiiese 258 22.7 

The influence of family on delinquency has been one of the most popular topics in 

criminology. For self-control theory, family structure may be important for two reasons. 

Hrst of all, the structure of the family in early childhood may impact the adequate 

development of self-control. Self-control is developed through the continuous monitoring 

and correction of children's behaviors. If there are a large number of children that need 

supervision, or if there is only one adult present, it is more likely that this process was less 

successful than in a situation with fewer children and two active parents. The second way 

that family structure may be important to self-control theory is the opportunity that may be 

created for juveniles to misbehave in situations where their parents are unable to supervise 
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them adequately. Thus, family structure is important in early childhood due to the possible 

influence on the development of self-control and remains important in later adolescence 

because of the delinquent opportunities that may arise through lack of supervision. Table 

23 provides data on the family structure of the respondents in this study. 

In this data, most of the respondents lived in a home with both their biological 

parents present. However, if a parent was absent, it was more likely to be the father. 

Within this sample, 9.6% of the sample reported that '^no one" acts as a father to them, 

while only 1.9% of students reported that they had "^no one'' acting as a mother. The 

presence of a male step parent was also more common than a female step parent, 10.4% in 

comparison to 3%. 

Another element of family structure that was included in the data is the number of 

siblings. Most students in this sample had at least one sibling, and the mean number of 

siblings was 238. When these numbers are divided into brothers and sisters, the mean 

number of sisters was slightly lower than the mean number of brothers (2.151 as compared 

to 2.229). Most families, 58%, had between 2 and 3 children (including the respondent). 

6.1% of the respondents were only children and 21.8% of the respondents reported that 

there were 4 or more children in their family. 

The data for this project is being collected at a time in the respondents lives that is 

considered to be after the key years of development of self-control. Therefore, although 

the family structure may have had an influence on the self-control of the individual, the data 

available is cross sectional and therefore provides no information about the family structure 

during childhood. Due to the form of this data, the issue of self-control development is 

beyond the scope of this analysis. 

In addition to being a fairly homogeneous group in terms of race, this sample was 

also very similar in social economic status or class (see Table 2.4). Qass is measured in a 

variety of ways in the literature and within the current study. Family income, parents 

educational level, and whether the family had ever been on welfare were all included in the 

current survey to attempt to find the most accurate measure of class. Independently, each 
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TABLE 2.3; SocialDeroogiaphics; Famfly Structoxe 

Who ctaaenttvactg as afafter/ moftertp tou? 
FaHier Mother 

Freuuencv Percent Fieaixencv Percent 
real at home 710 62.3 986 86.6 
seal not home 149 13.1 62 5.4 
step 118 10.4 34 3.0 
odier 42 3.7 30 2.6 
no one 109 9.6 22 1.9 

Hn-wrtnan^ hlPfters / SiSteg dO von haro half and 3tBT) 
Brothers Ssters 

Freauencv Percent Freauencv Percent 
None 347 30.5 376 33.0 
One 428 37.6 425 37.3 
Two 196 17.2 197 17.3 
Three 87 7.7 66 5.8 
Four or more 79 6.9 73 6.4 

Total Siblinsrs * 
Fieauencv Percent 

Zero 69 6.1 
One 371 32.6 
Tvo 290 25.5 
Thrw 158 13.9 
Four 100 8.8 
Fire 68 6.0 
Six 42 3.7 
Seven 16 1.4 
Eight or more 22 1.9 

Stoce ̂  lesponse categoiies veie limited, more than 4 of eidier sisters or 
brothers irould be counted as 4. Theiefoie, die total number is not completely 

accurate. Any total number of four or h^her could reflect a higher number of 
total siblings. Those ^vnth a total of 8 or more siblings indicated "four or more" 
forbodibrodieis and sisteis. 
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of these items can be problematic as a proxy for class. For instance, although family 

income seems the most logical, the possible response categories only ranged from 

"$10,000 or less" to "$66,000 or more". In addition, during the administration of the 

survey, this was the item that seemed to generate the most problems for students. Many 

students asked the monitors what to put if they didn't know their parents income and many 

others simply left this item blank. 

TABLE 2.4: Social Deniogiapbics: Socioeconoinic Status 

Fanulv Income 
Fieauencv Percent 

Less than $10,000 83 7.3 
$10-25,000 160 14.0 
$26-39,000 248 21.8 
$40-65,000 247 21.7 
Moie than $65,000 284 24.9 

Paxental Education 
Fatter Mother 

Fieauentrv Percent Freauencv Percent 
some HS 126 11.1 108 9.5 
Finish HS 219 19.2 262 23.0 
Trade / Voc 51 4.5 52 4.6 
Some Colege 177 15.5 204 17.9 
Finished College 524 46.0 490 43.0 

Ever on Welfare 
Freauencv Percent 

Yes, cTinently 45 4.0 
Yes, but not new- 149 13.1 
No, never 914 80.2 

Although this item could be problematic, according to the students, the parents in 

this sample were fairly well off, with 24.9% of respondents reporting their family income 

of $66,000 or more. An additional 43 reported incomes of at least $26,000. Only 
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73% of the sample classified their family income in the lowest category of less than 

$10,000. 

The "ever been on welfare" item is useful to differentiate the extremely poor 

families in the sample but again, this item has problems. First of all, only 45 students, or 

4% of the sample reported that their family was receiving welfare benefits currently. 

However, an additional 149 students, or 13.1% of the sample reported that their family had 

received benefits but were not doing so currently. It was not clear if the families of these 

13.1% had substantially improved their economic situation or if they were just surviving 

above the cut off point for assistance. Therefore, a crosstabulation was run to determine 

the current family income of those who reported receiving welfare benefits. 

Table 2.5 provides the result of this analysis. 

TABLE 2.5; Crosstahnlation of Family Locome and Welfaie Benefits'" 

Receive Welfare Benefits 

Yes, Yes, but No, 

cmren% not no V never 
Famflv Income 
Under $10,000 42.9 16.4 4.6 
$10-25,000 23.8 33.6 12.3 
$26-29,000 9.5 30.6 23.9 
$40-65,000 4.8 14.9 27.0 
Over $65,000 19.0 4.5 32.3 

* Number ntdicates mv percent, or the precent of respondants reporting a certain 
income level for each category of 'velfare benefits. 

The most interesting finding from this crosstabulation was that those who reported 

currently being on welfare also reported a wide variety of family income levels. Although 

67.7% of those reporting that their family was currently receiving welfare indicated that 
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their family income was in the range of eligible income benefits (the lowest two categories 

of less than 10,000 and 10-25,000 would both include incomes that would make a family 

eligible for welfare benefits), 19% reported a family income in the highest category of 

$66,000 or more. For those who reported receiving benefits at some time, the range of 

family incomes was distributed fairly evenly over the lower end of the income levels. The 

greatest percent appeared to be in the income categories that were very close to benefit 

eligibility levels. For those who had never been on welfare, there was a definite trend to 

reporting higher levels of income. Therefore, although there does appear to be some 

agreement between the receipt of welfare benefits and reported family income, there are 

also some glaring inconsistencies. Overall, this comparison is an indication that students 

do not posses accurate information regarding their families' financial status. 

The final possible measure for social class is the educational level of parents. In 

this sample, only 11.1% of fathers and 9S% of mothers did not finish high school. In 

comparison, a very large percent, 46% for fathers and for mothers, finished college. 

Therefore, this appears to be a fairly homogeneous sample of middle to upper classes. 

Data Analysis 

The goal of this project is to determine if self-control theory does predict 

participation in various forms of intimidation and violence. Data analysis will be performed 

using structural equation modeling. Specifically, FRELIS 2, SIMPLIS, and LISREL 8 are 

employed for this analysis (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993, 1986; Smith and Patterson 1985). 

This form of analysis was selected primarily because the key variables in the analysis, self-

control and opportunity, are not directly measured but are considered to be latent constructs 

indicated by sets of directly measured variables. Structural equation modeling also allows 

me to simultaneously estimate a measure of a latent variable from a series of observed 

variables and estimate the coefHcients for the paths between factors in a structural model. 

This simultaneous computation minimizes the error associated with bivariate tests of 

association (BoUen 1989). 
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Although the main relationships of interest are between self-control, opportunity 

and various forms of intimidation and violence, two other types of controls are included in 

the analysis. Since the majority of studies on juvenile violence and intimidation approach 

the problem from a subcultural perspective, several of these types of items are included in 

the analysis. Specifically, four items measuring family violence and a measure of 

socioeconomic status are included. 

The existence of violence within the family could be seen as strong indicator of 

subcultural norms of violence. Wolfgang and Ferracuti's conception of a subculture of 

violence implies that the socialization process which takes place within the family or other 

primary socializing settings, is where individuals develop their conceptions of the 

acceptable behaviors in society (1967). Since the family is one of the major sources of 

cultural socialization, parents hitting each other or their child would be seen as acceptable or 

normative models for future violent behavior for the juvenile. Therefore, according to 

subcultural or learning theories, there would be a direct tie between violence within the 

subculture of the family and latter acts. In this analysis, family violence is measured with 

four different items; if the respondent has seen their father hit their mother, their mother hit 

their father, has been hit by one of their parents, or hit one of their parents. 

A second type of variable relating to subcultural theories is that of class. Miller 

(1958), along with Cohen (1955) and Cloward and Ohlin (1960), all indicate that class is 

crucial in the development of subcultiu^s within society. Whether class impacts the 

possibility of success and status attainment in school or society, or creates a specific set of 

focal concerns, those of the lower classes are thought to be more inclined to participate in 

deviance due to the subcultures to which they belong. Qass in the present study is 

measured according to the educational level of the parents. These variables appeared to be 

the least problematic of the variables designed to measure social class in the earlier analysis. 

The measure of family income was unacceptable due to the high number of missing values 

and confusion on the part of the students, and whether or not the respondents family had 

ever received welfare would only distinguish between very low income families and all 

others. 
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Both measures of family violence and family social economic status are included to 

address concerns of spuriousness within the models. The possibility of a spurious 

relationship between self-control and acts of intimidation and violence is due to the fact that 

violence within the home and parental education, as proxies or results of class, could, 

according to subcultural theories, predict violence as well as influencing self-control. In 

the absence of these class-related controls, I might attribute causal effects to self-control 

that are spurious. Self-control development depends on the adequate monitoring of 

behavior, recognition of deviant behavior when it occurs, and adequate punishment of such 

behavior (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:97-101). All these steps require parents, or other 

primary socializing influences, that themselves possess an adequate level of self-control. 

Low social economic status, indicated by low parental education, implies that the parents 

were not able or willing to stay in school. Higher levels of self-control are required to 

sustain participation in higher education which will likely provide benefits at some future 

point but which at the time require many financial and personal sacrifices. Therefore, while 

parents' education may be an indicator of a subculture, it can also be an indicator of lack of 

self-control in parents and therefore have a significant impact on both the self-control of the 

juvenile and acts of intimidation and violence. Thus, any relationship between self-control 

and intimidation and violence could be spurious through parental education if this variable 

were not controlled. 

The link between self-control and family violence is also linked to the self-control 

of the parents and the steps for developing self-control in children. Resorting to violence to 

solve conflicts may indicate a lack of self-control in the parents, thus leading to lack of self-

control in the child or serving as a model of behavior for juveniles. In addition, physical 

violence within the family may imply that parents would not recognize physical violence in 

their child as deviant. Therefore, the second requirement for the development of self-

control would not be met. If parents don't recognize a behavior as deviant, they will not 

correct such behaviors. 

In sum, both family violence and social economic status can be indicators of a 

subculture of violence as well as being important causes of a juvenile's self-control. 
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Therefore, in a model lacking these controls any apparent relationship between self-control 

and intimidating and violent behaviors may be spurious through subcultural variables. In 

order to control for any spurious relationship between self-control and the acts under 

investigation that may be generated by such subcultural issues, measures of family violence 

and social economic status are included in the models. Therefore, the final models, which 

are presented in Chapter 4, attempt to detennine the nature of the relationship between the 

two latent concepts of self-control and opportunity and various measures of intimidation 

and violence while controlling for subcultural types of variables. Issues of bow to measure 

the key concepts of self-control and opportunity, as well as the final measurement models 

for these latent variables are presented in Chapter 3. 
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CHAPTERS 

MEASURING THE KEY CONCEPTS OF SELF-CONTROL AND OPPORTUNITY 

In order to test self-control theory, the first necessary step is to develop measures of 

the key concepts. This requires measures of both self-control and opportunity. Various 

operationalizations of self-control have been used throughout this literature. Before 

discussing the operationalization used for this study, a comparison and evaluation of 

alternative measures is presented. 

Alternative Measures of Self-Control 

Since the publication of Gottfredson and Hirschi's General Theory of Crime, 

researchers attempting to test this theory have had to develop measures of self-control. 

Most of these measures have been created from a large number of responses to attitudinal 

types of questions or statements (Longshore, Tumer and Stein 1996; Hquero and Tibbetts 

1996; Gibbs and Giever 1995; Ameklev et al. 1993; Brownfield and Sorenson 1993; 

Grasmick et al. 1993; Wood et al. 1993). In contrast, very few have focused exclusively 

on behavioral measures of self-control (Keane et al. 1993). Both of these approaches have 

a basis in the theory and both have possible problems. 

In describing the characteristics of crime. Gottfredson and Hirschi provided a guide 

to deflning self-control. Specifically, the characteristics of crime were first examined and 

then compared to characteristics of the trait of self-control. According to Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990:89-90), crime provides immediate satisfaction or gratification of some desire 

through easy or simple means that require very little in the way of skill or planning. 

Criminal acts also provide excitement or thrills due to their risky nature of the behaviors. 

Although crimes may be providing some iaunediate pleasure or benefit, the long term gains 

from crime are minimal. Rnally, crimes can result in pain or discomfort for the victim. 

Once the nature of crimes was outlined in this maimer, it was possible to identify a trait that 

is internally consistent with the characteristics of crime. The characteristics of self-control. 
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or more accurately the lack thereof, fit closely with the conception of the nature of crime. 

This approach to identifying self-control as consistent with the nature of crime led 

several researchers to divide the concept of setf-control into distinct categories of traits. 

Generally, six different components of self-control are defined (Ameklev et al. 1993; 

Grasmick et al 1993; Wood et al. 1993; Barlow 1991). The first of these is the 

impulsiveness of the actor. Individuals with low self-control will seek out activities that 

result in immediate gratification of their desires instead of engaging in activities that would 

result in long-term, but deferred gratification. In addition, those with low self-control are 

more inclined to take the easy route to fulAlling their desires. This indicates that simple and 

unskilled tasks are more attractive to those with low self-control. Involvement in risky 

activities is yet another component of this characteristic. Crime and other risky behaviors 

provide a form of immediate gratification in the thrill or adventure inherent in these acts. 

Fourth, physical activity is more pleasurable to those with low self-control than is cognitive 

activity. Insensitivity or self-centeredness is also a characteristic of these individuals. The 

main concern is one's own desires, without consideration of the consequences of the acts 

to others. Finally, those lacking self-control will have a very low threshold of tolerance for 

frustrations, thus resulting in a volatile temper. Many studies testing this theory have 

developed individual items to tap each of these, or similar, dimensions (Gibbs and Giever 

1995; Ameklev et al 1993; Grasmick et al 1993; Barlow 1991). Although these different 

dimensions are typically combined into a unidimensional measure of self-control, some 

research has also argued that these different elements should be left to reflect different 

personality characteristics (Wood et al. 1993). 

This approach of identifying and measuring different elements of self-control has 

been used by the majority of tests of self-control theory. However, it does have some 

problems. Measures based on attitudes or opinions about a variety of questions are 

problematic due to different perceptions or ideas of how to interpret the question. For 

instance, most of these scales have included items such as am usually pretty cautions'^, 

or "Sometimes I like to take a risk just for the fun of it". However, what one person 

considers **risky" may be considered to be relatively boring and safe for another person. 
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Therefore, the individual's definition of words like '^risk" or '^cautious'' may depend on 

their own range of experieiK:e and perceptions. In essence, an individuals self-controi may 

actual color the interpretation d these types cf statements. Those with low self-control 

may not consider what they do to be risky so would rate themselves as less of a risk taker 

than someone with high self-control who has a different perception of what would 

cmstitute risky behavior. 

By measuring self-control only with attitudinal responses, there is no way to 

account for this type of difference in interpretation. One alternative is to employ behavioral 

measures to judge self-control not by reports of attitudes bat by what respondents say they 

have actually done. There are many actims that could be used as an indication of the 

respondents level of self-control. Unlike the concept of "criminality'', lack of self-control 

does not requite participation in criminal acts. Instead, there are many type of behaviors 

that are considered to be "analogous" (Gottfredson and Ffirschi 1990; 91) to crime, due to 

the types of perceived benefits or characteristics of the acts, that would be just as attractive 

to an individual with low self-control as criminal acts. For instance, engaging in risky and 

dangerous forms of recreation, such as the new fad of "extreme sports", share many of the 

same characteristics of criminal activity. They provide immediate gratification with very 

few or no long term benefits, are exciting and thrilling, are physical rather than cognitive, 

and many do not require any extenave training or skill. These types a( analogous 

bebaviors thus stem from the same source as do criminal acts, the lack of self-control. 

Because of this, participation in imprudent or criminally analogous acts can be used as a 

measure or indicator of the individuals level of self-control. 

Behavioral measures or self-control, while less subject to individual interpretation, 

are possibly problematic when they are used to predict deviance because, in essence, one 

form of deviant behavior is being used to predict other deviance. This possible tautology 

was one of the earliest and most common criticisms of this theory (Akers 1991). 

However, while some analogous acts are more similar to criminal behaviors than 

others, they generally do not fit Gottfredson and Hirschi's definition of crime as acts 

force or fraud. In addition, Ffirschi and Gottfredson (1993) argue that the charge <rf 
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tautology is not unique to this theory. Most theories in the field begin with a conception of 

the criminal: a reason why people engage in crime. Crime is then deflned in ways that fit 

with this conception. Hirschi and Gottfredson present the example of economic or strain 

based theories. These theories argue that economic deprivation or strain from other sources 

leads the individual to engage in crime. Therefore, crimes for these theories are defined as 

acts that serve to lessen this deprivation or strain (Hirschi and Gottfredson 1993:52). 

Therefore, people engage in acts that serve to lessen their strain, that are defined as crimes 

or deviance, because economic deprivation or blocked goals generates strain that needs to 

be relieved. 

In addition to arguing that most theories of crime are tautological, this critique is 

taken as a type of backhanded support for the theory. Gottfredson and Hirschi set out to 

develop a theory that was internally consistent with the characteristics of crime (Hirschi and 

Gottfredson 1993:52; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990: 15-16). Therefore, arguments 

claiming that their causal factor, lack of self-control, is measurably no different from their 

dependent variable, indicate that this goal of internal consistency was highly successful. 

Although Hirschi and Gottfredson view the critique of tautology as a form of 

compliment for the theory, they also agree with Akers (1991) that the best way to avoid this 

problem in tests of the theory is to clearly define the dependent variable separately from the 

independent variable of self-control. By identifying behaviors that are distinct from the 

forms of dependent variables under investigation, it is possible to use behaviors as a 

measure of self-control. 

Such behavioral measures are argued to be preferable by Hirschi and Gottfredson 

(1993:47-48) because of more serious methodological problems with the use of attitudinal 

constructs. However, very few smdies have employed behaviors to measure self-control. 

One such study that did was conducted by Keane et al. (1993) in an analysis of drinking 

and driving. In this study, self-control was measured through a variety of self-reported 

behaviors, such as use of a seat belt and the number of alcoholic drinks that had been 

consumed in the past 7 days. These measiues were operationalized as indicators of self-

control. These measures were then compared to the dependent variable of blood alcohol 
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level of drivers who had been stopped at random check points. Overall, those exhibiting 

lack of self-control, either in the general patterns of alcohol consumption or the failure to 

wear seat belts, had higher blood alcohol levels (Keane et al., 1993:42). 

Instead of exclusively using either attitudes or behaviors to measure self-control, 

more recent authors have employed both types of measures (Gibbs, Giever and Martin 

1998; Evans et al. 1997; Polakowski 1994). I believe that these combined measures are 

more accurate because they are able to combine activities that the individual has already 

engaged in with their general orientation toward items reflecting self-control. This 

minimizes problems of individual interpretation due to the inclusion of actual behaviors 

while also allowing for the possibility that someone with an inclination toward low self-

control has not had the opportunity to engage in specific analogous acts, or in the case of 

accidents, has simply been lucky in their avoidance of the harmful consequences of their 

actions. Therefore, the current study develops a measure of self-control based on 

respondents attitudes toward statements indicating high or low self-control as well as a 

variety of self-reported analogous acts which are indicative of self-control. 

Operationalization of Self-Control and Opportunity 

Self-Control 

Gottfredson and Hirschi did not include a measure of their key concept of self-

control in their elaboration of self-control theory. Therefore, a great deal of work on this 

theory has focused on how to measure self-control. For the current study, a wide variety 

of possible measures were included in a serious of focus tests. These measures included 

items from other studies attempting to measure self-control (Gibbs et al. 1998; Longshore 

et al. 1996; Grasmick et al. 1993), as well as items from studies designed to measure 

similar personality characteristics (Caspi et al. 1994; Zuckerman 1989; Eysenck 1977). In 

addition, items developed independently by Hirschi, Gottfredson, and other team 

researchers were also included in a number of focus tests. 
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Due to the common charge of tautology being leveled when any behaviors are used 

as measures of self-control, my combined measure is careful to distinguish conceptually 

between behavioral indicators of self-control and the types of deviant acts being predicted. 

Instead of following the common approach of identifying various subsets of self-control 

elements, a broader definition is used in the current study. Specifically, it is argued that 

people are differentially controlled by the possible long term consequences of their actions 

(Hirschi and Gottfredson 1993:53). Therefore, self-control is defined as resisting 

temptations of the moment that could hinder the pursuit of long term, deferred gratification 

or other goals. The operationalization of this concept will adhere to this definition by 

reflecting attitudes and behaviors that indicate an orientation to long term goals and the 

unwillingness to engage in acts or behavior that would risk such perceived future benefits. 

This definition allows me to include items indicating the respondents willingness to work 

hard and gain an education, their attitudes toward risk taking, and their participation in acts 

that put them at either physical or economic risk. 

In contrast, my dependent variables are all acts that serve to create feelings of fear 

and intimidation or actual harm. This broad definition of intimidation and violence 

incorporates verbal and non-verbal behaviors that create hostile environments, such as 

teasing, excluding others from friendship groups, or carrying weapons. In addition, it 

includes more traditional measures of violence such as physical fights and assaults, or more 

serious involvement with weapons. By limiting my dependent variable to such behaviors, 

I attempt to avoid problems of tautology within this test of self-control theory. 

The final measure of self-control for this study is made up of a total of 20 items. 

Table 3.1 lists each item and the corresponding coding. All items were coded so that a 

higher score reflects an increasing amount of self-control. These items were selected for 

inclusion into the scale due to their fit with the concept of self-control being used in this 

study and with Gottfredson and Hirschi's original definition. Some were taken from 

previous measures of self-control, while others were new items developed specifically for 

this study. The attitude or opinion items range from issues such as enjoying taking risks to 
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TABLE 3.1: Items and Coding for Self-ControI Measure * 

Have vou ever... 
(coding: l=many times, 2=several times, 3=once or twice, 4=never) 

1. Stayed away from school because yon had better things you wanted to do? 
2. Shot dice for money? 
3. Bet money on sporting events? 
4. Played cards for money? 
5. Drank alcohol? 
6. Smoked cigarettes (or used smokeless tobacco)? 
7. Smoked marijuana 
8. Used other dixigs (cocaine, ecstasy, heroin, LSD, steroids)? 
9. Been hurt riding your bike, skateboard or roUerblades? 

10. On average, how many hours per week do you spend studying or doing 
homework? 
(coding: l=less than 1/2 hour a day, 2= about 1/2 hour a day, 
3=about 1 hour a day, 4= about 2 hours a day, 5=about 3 hours a day) 

Please indicate how strongly vou AGRFF. or PfSAGRFF, with the following statements. 
(coding: I=stiongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3= undecided, 4=agree, 5=strongly agree) 

11. I am usually pretty cautious. 
12. Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me. 
13. I try hard in school. 

(coding: l=strongly agree, 2=agree, 3=undecided. 4= disagree, 5=strongly disagree) 

14. I lose my temper easily. 
15. Sometimes, I take a risk just for the fun of it 
16. I try to get things I want even when I know that it's causing problems for other 

people. 
17. I live for today and let tomorrow take care of itself. 
18. An easy life is a happy life. 
19. I see no need for h^ work. 
20. I don't devote much thought or effort to preparing for the future. 

* All items coded to indicate increasing self-control 

preparing for the future. Behavioral items consist of gambling, school related behaviors, 

and drug and alcohol use. While some forms of gambling and drug use are technically 

illegal for juveniles, they are not acts of force or fraud and therefore do not fit Gottfredson 
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and Hiischi's definition of crime. More importantly, they are conceptually difTerent from 

the dependent variables in this study of acts of intimidation or violence. However, they are 

behaviors which may provide immediate gratification, in the form of a "high'^ or easy 

money, while endangering long term health or risking monetary loss. 

The 20 items selected to measure self-control are equally divided between 

behavioral and attitudinal items. If only a few behaviors are used with many attitudes, the 

measure would be more of a reflection of general tendencies only and thus subject to varied 

criticisms addressed above. A measure dominated by behaviors could also be criticized on 

the basis of the relationship of opportunities necessary for these behaviors to occur. 

Therefore, the measure used in this analysis is balanced between behaviors and attitudes. 

As a preliminary determination of the appropriateness of these measures, Pearson 

Correlations and principal components factor analysis were conducted. Table 3.2 provides 

the correlations of the items in the current self-control measure. Only one of these 

relationships was not significant, that between losing temper and believing that hitchhiking 

was too dangerous. All other relationships were significant at p< .05 and the vast majority 

were significantly correlated at the .001 level. The highest correlations were between the 

various forms of alcohol and drug use. Alcohol use is correlated with tobacco use at .65 

and with marijuana use at .69. Use of other drugs has a slightly lower correlation with 

alcohol use, at only .43. These results indicate that as use of one substance is very 

strongly associated with use of others. 

Although correlations provide some information about the relationships between 

these measures, they do not address the question of the unidimensionality of self-control. 

Therefore principal components factor analysis was the next step in this examination of my 

measure of self-control. Figure 3.1 and Table 33 provide the scree plot and eigenvalues 

generated by this analysis. These are two possible ways to determine the unidimensionality 

of the concept of self-control. One standard test of unidimensionality is to use the Kaiser-

Guttman rule that defines the number of meaningful factors as the number with eigenvalues 



Table 3.2; Comelatlons between Measures of Self-Control 

2. J. 

1 Study 0.32 0.11 O.H 0.15 0.19 
2 SkipSch 0.17 0.31 0.22 0.32 
3 Bike 0.20 0.18 0.22 
A ShoOice 0.57 0.58 
5 BetSpoit 0.60 
6 Carls 
7 Alcohol 
8 Tobacco 
9 Marijuana 

10 OQiDrugs 
11 Cautious 
12 Hitchiking 
13 Try School 
H Temper 
15 Risks Fun 
16 Get Want 
17 Live Today 
18 Easy Life 
19 Hard Work 
20 Prep Futre 

_7 J. iQ 11 i2 13 

0.24 0.22 0.23 0.16 0.18 0.19 0.38 
0.50 0.43 0.46 0.38 0.22 0.23 0.34 

0.14 0.13 0.15 0.17 0.10 0.13 0.09 

0.32 0.24 0.35 0.31 0.13 0.28 0.20 

0.27 0.14 0.21 0.18 0.19 0.25 0.17 

0.33 0.23 0.27 0.27 0.15 0.26 0.21 

0.65 0.68 0.43 0.13^ 0.19 0.21 
0.68 0.48 0.09 0.18 0.21 

0.58 0.12 0.23 0.23 
0.11 0.23 0.20 

0.22 0.31 
0.25 

d N ranges from 1061 to 1127. All coefficients significant at p<.001 unless otherwise indicated 
d p<.01 
c p<.05 
d Not Significant 



Table 3.2; Conelations between Measures of Self-Control; Continued ^ 

15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 Study 0.10 0.12 0.15 0,14 0.18 0.22 0.22 
2 SkipSch 0.11 0.25 0.20 0.15 0.14 0.19 0.12 
3 BiKe 0.09 ^ 0.15 0.11 0.06 '• 0.07 '• 0.11 0.10 
4 ShotDice 0.13 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.17 0.18 0.16 
5 BetSpoit 0.11 0.20 0.19 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.11 
6 Canls 0.13 0.25 0.19 0.13 0.18 0.16 0.12 
7 Alcohol 0.16 0.28 0.17 O.H 0.17 0.15 0.10 
8 Tobacco 0.13 0.20 0.12 0.15 0.16 0.13 0.09 
9 Marijuana 0.12 0.17 0.12 0.12 0.16 0.12 0.09 

10 OthDrugs 0.08 '• 0.16 0.09 ^ 0.13 0.\4 0.19 0.13 
11 Cautious 0.13 0.15 0.18 0.08^ 0.08 ^ 0.18 0.17 
12 Hitchiking 0.04" 0.15 0.12 0.09 ^ 0.08 ^ 0.19 0.12 
13 TcySchool 0.07 '• 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.14 0.29 0.25 
14 Temper 0.15 0.29 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.19 
15 Risks Fun 0.25 0.17 0.12 0.18 0.10 
16 Get Want 0.16 0.22 0.33 0.21 
17 Live Today 0.37 0.22 0.23 
18 Easy Life 0.27 0.22 
19 HaidWork 0.40 
20 Prep Futre 

i N ranges from 1061 to 1127. All coefficients significant at p<.001 unless otherwise indicated. 
6 p<.01 
c p<.05 
d Not Significant 
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greater than 1. In this case, there would be a total of five different factors. However, this 

rule is somewhat dependent on the number of items in the scale and can result in factors 

that are substantively meaningless. Therefore, a second test of conceptual dimensionality is 

employed for this data. 

FIGURE 3.1; Sciee Plot of E^envalnes for Self-Contiol Measuxe 
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An examination of the scree plot indicates that there is only one factor before a 

substantial decline in the eigenvalues occur. This drop is then followed by a more gradual 

decline in eigenvalues. In this data, the difference between the first and second eigenvalues 

(5.170 and 1.879 respectively) represents a 64% drop between these two factors. In 

comparison, the difference between the 2nd and third eigenvalues only represents a 16% 

decline. Therefore, this analysis indicates that the indicators of self-control used in this 

study can meaningfully be seen as one dimension. 

This test of unidimensionality was considered to be a necessary first step in this 

analysis due to the nature of the items being used to measure self-control. If there were 

instead two dimensions, one predominantly based on attitudes and one on behaviors, this 



78 

TABLE 3.3 ; Eigenyaloes £rom Pmtcipal Components Facior 
Anal3?3i3 of Self-ConHDl 

Eisenvalae Change 
5.170 
1.879 63.66% 
1.571 16.39% 
1.294 17.63% 
1.104 14.68% 
0.912 17.39% 
0.874 4.17% 
0.844 3.43% 
0.802 4.98% 
0.745 7.11% 
0.702 5.77% 
0.638 9.12% 
0.573 10.19% 
0.562 1.92% 
0.534 4.98% 
0.506 5.24% 
0.381 24.70% 
0.362 4.99% 
0.300 17.13% 
0.247 17.67% 

would indicate that these two types of items were indeed measuring fundamentally different 

characteristics. If such was the case, it would be more difficult to justify the argument that 

they are both simply interchangeable measures of self-control. At the very least, this 

finding would have necessitated a two dimensional model of self-control. Since this 

preliminary analysis indicates the unidimensionality of this measures of self-control, such 

concerns are not a problem. 

Although principal components factor analysis was used to test whether or not this 

concept was unidimensional, these results are not used in the final measure of self-control. 

Instead, maximum likelihood estimates generated by LISREL from a confirmatory factor 

analysis are used to provide information about the impact of each variable on self-coatrol. 

The hypothesized measurement model for self-control is displayed in Rgure 3.2. 



FIGURE 3.2; H^potbesized Measmement Model of Self-Control 
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In the first estimation of this model, all measurement errors were left uncorreiated. 

This would imply that there is no non-random relationship between the variables measuring 

self-control other than their association to each other through the latent concept. However, 

a low Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of .64, and various modification indices indicated that 

several measurement errors between the items were in fact correlated. As a result, the 

measurement errors between logical groups of items were allowed to correlate through a 

series of steps intended to develop the best fitting, yet theoretically consistent, measure of 

self-control. The reasoning behind error correlation is that there is some unmeasured 

concept, beyond self-control, that similarly affects variables within one of the groups of 

items within which correlated measurement error is allowed. For example, the four alcohol 

and drug use items may be influenced by self-control. However, they may all also be 

influenced by factors such as exposure to these substances in the home or with peers, age 

and sex of respondents, or the availability of drugs and alcohol in the different 

neighborhoods. Therefore, the errors would not be randomly distributed among the 

population but would instead be correlated due to the unmeasured factors that influence 

similar items. In order to account for the possibility of unexamined error correlation, a 

series of models measuring self-control were run. Table 3.4 provides the fit data for the 

different models that were attempted. 

The initial model with no error correlation, indicated that this was a very poor fit 

with the covariance matrix. Not only was the chi-square extremely high, relative to the 

degrees of freedom, but the root mean residual and goodness of fit index also indicated a 

poor fit. The root mean residual (RMR) is a measure of fit generated by LISREL that 

indicates the average amount of difference between the sample and hypothesized covariance 

matrix generated by the model (Byrne 1989:55). Preferably, this indicator should be less 

than .05 to indicate a good fit. The goodness of fit index (GFI), also generated by 

LISREL, indicates the amount of covariance explained by the model relative to no model at 

all. Specifically, this statistic is based on the squared discrepancies to the observed 

variance of the data (Joieskog and Sorbom 1993; Hayduk 1987) and ranges from zero to 

one. Levels in the 90th percentile are considered to indicate a good fit (Hayduk 1987). 



TABLE 3.^; Compeiiisons of Pit St&tlstics of Solf-Control Mesauroment Modeb 

Differonce 
Model Deaciiptton X df Infit Indf X/df GPI RMR 

20 indicator, 1 latent factor, 3170.63 170 — — 18.65 0.65 0.120 
no enor coxxelation 

6 enor coiwlations alloved 1797.7 164 1372.93 6 10.96 0.78 0,087 
betveen indicators of drug 
aiul alcohol use 

3 additional error coirolations 1255.6 161 542.1 3 7.60 0.85 0.070 
allowed between gambling items 

1 additional error correlation 1231.91 160 23.69 1 7.70 0.86 0.070 
allowed between school 
behavior indicators 

10 additional error correlations 950.32 150 281.59 10 6.34 0.89 0.058 
allowed between indicators 
of easy life attitudes 

35 additional error correlations 691.52 115 258.8 35 6.01 0.93 0.047 
between all indicators of 
respondents attitudes 

00 
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According to this analysis, the best measure of self-control appears to be the sixth 

model. In this version, the measurement errors between the four items tapping drug and 

alcohol use were allowed to correlate with each other. The measurement errors for the 

three items associated with gambling behavior, and the group of two school related 

behaviors were each allowed to correlate with their related items. In addition, the error 

terms of all ten attitudinal items were correlated. This model still has an unacceptably high 

chi-square. However, due to the large sample, the chi-square was not the primary statistic 

of fit being used in this analysis. In the final model, both the RMR and GFI indicate that 

this model is a good fit with the data. This is the only model where the GFI rises above the 

recommended .90 and the RMR is below .05. Table 3.5 lists the estimates for all correlated 

error terms in this model and Figure 33 shows the final model for self-control that will be 

used in the remainder of this analysis. 

In addition to the fairly favorable fit statistics, the loadings of each item on self-

control were highly significant (p<.001 in all cases) and in the expected direction (all 

positive). Table 3.6 lists the maximum likelihood estimates and r-square vales of each of 

the 20 items measuring self-control. One observation that can be made from this data is 

that the behavioral items have higher loadings, and better reliability, in the form of r-square 

values, on average, than attitudinal items. This may indicate that behaviors are a stronger 

measure of self-control then self-reported attitudes. In addition, the better reliability of 

behaviors than attitudes demonstrates that self-control measures relying only on attitudes 

may be faulty. Although this type of item may be measuring respondents stated attitudes or 

orientation to self-control, these attitudes may not actually translate into real actions. 

Opportunity 

While self-control is the main element of Gottfredson and Hirschi's general theory, 

a second important element is that of opportunity. In the case of this study, specific 

opportunities for the different kinds of violence were difficult to identify. Intimidation and 

violence in schools may be influenced by the amount of opportunity in the school setting. 
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FIGURE 3.3: Estiinales for Measmement Model of Self-Control 

5. 
' 1  

52 

5, 

Stodj 

S e -

8 7 .  

6 8 -

6 9 -

610-

6„-

6.2-

6.3-

Si4-

S,5-

516-

517-

518-

519-

520" 
GFI=.93 

SldpScli 

BikeAcc 

SlioOice 

BetSpoxts 

Pla^K^axds 

Alcohol 

Tobacco 

Maiquana 

CQieiDxags 

Cautbus 

HiichliOfie 

TtyScbool 

Temper 

Risk 

GetWant 

LireToday 

EasyLife 

HaidWoik 

Piepace 

\ 

( Self-Control ] 

z 7 
Conelated ErrorTexms: 81 and82^ 84>afth85and86^85and8$/ 87.. 810,811.. 820 

AU estimates conelatni at p<.001. 



TABLE 3.5: Estimates of Conelated Measurement Enors for Self-Contcol Measurement Model 

Gambling 
12 3 

1 ShotDice 0.37 0.34 **• 
2 BetSport 0.77 *** 0.39 
3 Cards 0.63 •** 

Drug / Alcohol Use 
12 3 4 

1 AJcohol 0.55*** 0.40*** 0.37*** 0.18*** 
2 Tobacco o.71 *** 0.45*** 0.32 • • •  

3 Marijuana 0.56 *** 0.51 *** 
4 OtherDiug 0.51 *** 

Educational Behaviois 
1 2 

IHrs Study o!79*** 0.12'k#* 
2 Skip 0.52 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

2 



TABLE 3.5; Estimates of Conelated Measurement Errors for Self-Control Measurement Model, continued 

Attitudes 
1 2 3 A _5 6 7 8 9 10 

, _ r, M n \ A ^0.0. n 1 o n nc n ns • Q 1 n ** 0.03 n no n 1 i iiuinii n < i 1 Caut 0.92*** 0.14*** 0.19*** 0.05 0.08* 0.10** 0.03 q.OO 0.11 **• 0.15*** 
2 Hitch 0.79*h«h< 0.10*** -O.O?-^ *0.04 0.02 -0.05 -0.06* 0.09** 0.01 
3 TrySch 0.76*** -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 o.04 0.18*** 0.15*** 
^ jgjjjp 0.95*** 0.07 * 0.21*** 0.13 ••• q.II^** 0.10** 0.12*** 
5 Rjgjj 0.77 0.12**» 0.07 •* .Q qi 0.03 0!00 
g 0.86*** 0.08* 0.10 •• 0.25*** 0.13*** 

7 Liye 0.93 ••• 0.34*** 0.19*** 0.23*** 

8 gagy 0.88*** 0.23 *** 0.15 *** 

9 Ham 0-85 *** 0.35 *** 

10 Prep 0.91 *** 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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TABLE 3.6: Maxlmmm LikelihDod Estimales axd R-Squaie Tallies 
for Measmement of Self-Control 

Items MLE* R-Sanare 
Study 1.00 0.21 
Sk]^ 1.52 0.48 
Bike 0.78 0.13 
ShDice 1.47 0.46 
Bet 1.04 0.23 
Caids 1.33 0.37 
AfcohDl 1.46 0.45 
Tobacco 1.19 0.29 
Maxqnam 1.44 0.44 
OfljeiDiug 1.53 0.49 
Cantioijs 0.60 0.08 
imcbbike 1.01 0.21 
Tr^hool 1.06 0.24 
Temper 0.49 0.05 
Risk 1.05 0.23 
GetWant 0.81 0.14 
LiveToday 0.56 0.07 
EasyLife 0.74 0.12 
HariWork 0.85 0.15 
PiepFTitaiB 0.64 0.09 

* AQ significant at p<.001 

such as the amount of unsupervised recess or between class times, or the student to adult 

ratio. However, since this measure of opportunity would be constant across ail the 

students in each particular school, such measures were not seen as viable opportunity 

measures. In addition, the opportunities to engage in these behaviors off school grounds 

are essentially limitless. However, a generalized opportunity measure, considering peer 

and family influences as well as juvenile participation in unstructured and unsupervised 

activities, was developed as a general oppoitimity measure for all forms of intimidation and 

violence. 
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A great deal of research has indicated that a key influence in the opportunity to 

engage in delinquency is the amount of supervision imposed by the family (Cemkovich and 

Giordano 1987; Wilson 1987; Patterson and Disbion 1985; Gove and Cnitchfield 1982; 

Patterson 1980; Wilson 1980; McCord 1979; West and Farrington 1977; Hirschi 1969; 

Glueck and Giueck 1950). Juveniles that are more closely supervised have less 

opportunity to engage in deviance. 

Similarly, the impact of peers has also been highlighted as a key to creating 

opportunities for crime. If the juveniles' peers are involved in deviant activity, the 

opportunities for the juvenile to engage in such activities increases. This is true in the case 

of drug use (Fagan, Weis and Cheng 1990; Johnson, Marcos and Bahr 1987), and 

deviance in general (Warr 1993; Erikson and Jensen 1977). Therefore, association with 

delinquent peers may influence the juvenile's own deviance simply by supplying greater 

opportunities. 

For this study, opportunity is being measured with the use of seven different items. 

The full list of items and coding is on Table 3.7. Although ail seven items are intended to 

indicate one cohesive measure of opportunity, there are three general categories of 

opportunity within these items. The first set consists of two items pertaining to the 

activities of the juveniles' peers. Specifically, the items ask if the juvenile has any friends 

that have been arrested or if the juvenile's friends are involved in after school activities. 

These two items are each coded to indicate less opportunity to engage in deviance. The 

second set of items addresses the supervision of the parents. If parents know where the 

juvenile is when she or he is away from home, know who the juvenile is dating and likes 

his or her friends, this indicates a high level of parental supervision and thus a low degree 

of opportunity. Rnally, the last two items pertain to unsupervised, unstructured time. If 

juveniles are engaged in activities that have a set plan or structure, such as playing sports or 

going to the movies, they generally would have less opportunity to deviate from the 

legitimate activity and engage in crime. However, if the juvenile spends his or her time just 

"^hanging out" or "driving around", there are many opportimities to engage in deviance. 

Therefore, the last two measures of opportunity relate to such unstructured and 
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TABLE 3.7: Items and Coding for Opportunity Measure * 

1. Have you ever gone looking for someone to bang around with at night? 
(coding: 1= Never, 2= Once or Twice, 3= Several Times, 4= Many Times) 

2. How many hours per week do you spend riding around in a car with friends? 
(coding: l=none, 2= one to two, 3=three to four, 4=five to six, 5=seven or more) 

Please indicate how strongly you AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements... 
(coding: 1= Strongly Agree, 2= Agree, 3= Undecided, 4= Disagree, 
5=Strongly Disagree) 

3. My parents know where I am when I am away from home. 
4. My parents always know who I am dating. 
5. In general, my parents like my friends. 
6. My friends participate in school activities. 

7. Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 
(coding: 1= no, 2=One friend has, 3= two friends have, 4= three friends have, 
5= four or more friends have) 

* All items coded to increasing opportunity. 

unsupervised time. 

Once again, preliminary examination of this measure involved the use of 

correlations and principal components factor analysis. Correlations between all pairs of the 

seven opportunity items were significant at the .001 level (see Table 3.8) and there were 

not dramatic or obvious splits between the three different general types of opportunities. 

However, the highest correlations of .41, .47 and 38 were between the three parental 

supervision items. Table 3.9 and Rgure 3.4 provide the eigenvalue results for the factor 

analysis. Similariy to the findings for the self-control measure, these items appear to 

consist of one unidimensional construct. The change between the first and second 

eigenvalue is approximately 60% while the second decline is only 29%. In addition, the 

second eigenvalue is just slightly above the cut off point of 1.00. Therefore, these seven 

items are used together as one measure of opportunity. 
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TABLE 3.8: CtoirelationshetveenOpportnnx^IterQs 

2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 FrSchool 0.27 0.10 0.22 0.33 0.31 0.28 
2 FiPickUp 0.27 0.31 0.34 0.29 0.28 
3 RMeArotmd 0.34 0.26 0.13 0.14 
4 HangOat 0.32 0.20 0.22 
5 ParAway 0.41 0.47 
6 PaxLikeFr 0.38 
7 PaxOates 

Ancone]alionss%mficantatp<.(X)l 

TABLE 3.9; Eigenvalues and Percent Change 
for Opportnni^ Measures 

Eisenvaloes Chansre 
2.703 
1.093 59.56% 
0.775 29.09% 
0.697 10.06% 
0.641 8.03% 
0.609 4.99% 
0.481 21.02% 

The final step in the examination of this opportunity measure was to put these items 

into a confirmatory factor analysis or measurement model. The hypothesized model is 

presented in figure 3-5. Although the basic hypothesized model, with no error correlation, 

had a fairly high GFI of .93, it is very likely that each of these groups of opportunity 

variables could be related in ways other than self-control. For example, the existence of 

gangs or other deviant groups in the different schools, or the availability of after school 

activities could influence the activities of the juveniles' peers. Therefore, the measurement 
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FIGURE 3.4: Scree Plot of Oppoittmity E^extrolnes 

3 n 

1 
1 
\ 

w 1 -

^— 

1 1 1 1 II 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Component Number 

errors of each set of variables was allowed to correlate in a series of measurement models. 

Table 3.10 provides the fit statistics for each model. The final GFI for this model was an 

extremely high .98, indicating that this set of relationships very closely resembles the actual 

covariance matrix. Rgure 3.6 displays the final measurement model of opportunity used in 

the following analysis. Table 3.11 provides the covariance estimates of the correlated 

measurement errors in the final mode and table 3.12 lists the maximum likelihood estimates 

and the r-square values for each of the seven opportunity items. 

Summary of Measurement Issues 

As a first step in this test of self-control theory, it was necessary to develop 

measures of self-control and opportunity. Past research has focused on measuring self-

control, either as a composite measure of attitudes or through specific behaviors. The 

measure for the current study combines 20 items designed to included both attitudes and 

behaviors. Analysis indicates that these items predominantly reflect one underlying 

concept. Therefore, these 20 items are included in a confirmatory factor analysis or 

measurement model of self-control. Although the fit of this model was fairly poor when 



91 

FIGURE 3.5; Hypotiiesized Measmement Model for Opportnni^ 

RideAiomtd 

Opportani^ 

n 

FiPickUp 

FrSchool 
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FIGURE 3.6: Estimates for Measmement Model of Oppoitani^ 

RideAiound 

Opportani^ 

FiPickUp 

FrScliool 

GFI=.98 

Conelated EnorTeims: G1 and S2, S3 with €4 and €5, S4 and €S, S6 and S7. 

* Estimates aU significant at p<.001. 



TABLE 3.10; Compaiisons of Fit Statistics of Opportunity Measurement Models 

Difference 
Model Description X df In fit Indf X /df QFI RMR 

Vindicators, 1 latent factor 197.51 14 14.11 0.93 0.070 
no error correlations 

2 error correlaitions aUoved 197.46 13 0.05 I 15.19 0.93 0.072 
betveen indicators of 
peer influences 

2 additional error correlations 105.96 12 91.5 1 8.83 0.96 0.053 
allowed between indicators 
of unstnictured activities 

3 additional error correlations 58.58 9 47.38 3 6.51 0.98 0.038 
alloved between indicators of 
parental supervision 



TABLE 3.11; CoTOdance Estimates of Conelated Measmement Enois * 

UnsiXDeivised Actt?iles 

i 2 
1 RMeAioixnd 0.87 0.24 
2 HangOnt 0.74 

Paiental Stmeivision 
1 2 3 

1 PaiA^y 0.58 0.14 0.24 
2 PaiDaie 0.67 0.20 
3 PaiLifeeFr 0.72 

Peerlnflaence 
1 2 

1 FrSchool 0.66 •0.10 ** 
2 FiPickUp 0.57 

* An esttooates significant at .001 except vbeie indicated. 
**p<.05 

TABLE 3.12; Maximum. Likelihood Estinuites and R-Squaie Values 
for Measmement of Oppomtni^ 

Iienis MLE* R-Saiiaie 
HangOvt 1.00 0.26 
RideAiDund 0.69 0.13 
PaiAway 1.26 0.42 
PazDate 1.11 0.33 
PaiLikeFr 1.04 0.28 
FiPickUp 1.27 0.43 
FrSchool 1.14 0.34 

* An maximum least squaieestiiQaiessignficant at p<.CK)l. 
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assumptions of no measurement error were applied, the fit improved greatly when 

measurement errors for logical groupings of items were freed to correlate. Therefore, the 

remaining analysis for this study will be conducted employing the 20 item measure of self-

control allowing for correlated measurement errors. 

Although self-control is a concept that has been measured in past research, 

opportimity has been largely ignored. One possible reason for this neglect could be due to 

the difficulty of determining specific opportunities to engage in crime. Therefore, this 

study develops a measure of general criminal opportunity based on parental supervision, 

participation in unstructured and unsupervised activities, and the deviance of peers. This 

measure, composed of seven different items, represents a very good fit with the data with a 

final GFI of .98 when certain error terms were allowed to correlate. 

Since each of these measurements of self-control and opportunity represent good 

fits with the data, the next step in this analysis is to determine if these key concepts in self-

control theory do predict participation in various forms of intimidation and violence. 

Chapter 4 presents a series of structiiral equations models designed to determine the 

relationship between self-control, opportunity and different forms of intimidation and 

violence. 
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CHAPTER4 

STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEUNG: 

PREDICnNG INTIMIDATION AND VIOLENCE WITH SELF-CONTROL THEORY 

In chapter one, I hypothesized that ail the different forms of intimidation and 

violence under consideration would heavily load onto one latent concept and that they all 

would be affected by opportunity and self-control. However, before considering the effect 

of self-control and opportunity on a combined measure of these behaviors, separate 

examinations of the effects on the different forms of intimidation and violence are 

conducted. This approach will allow me to determine if the self-control theory measures 

developed in this study do significantly impact each of the different types of behaviors 

under investigation. Combining all the behaviors initially may mask if there are differences 

in the ability of self-control as a predictor of these types of deviance. According to the 

theory, self-control should predict a wide range of behaviors, from mundane types of crime 

and deviance to very serious acts. This claim is tested by separately examining bullying 

behaviors, fighting, and juvenile possession and use of weapons. If measures of self-

control theory do significantly impact ail these types of behaviors, tliis result would indicate 

tlrnt tliis is indeed a general theory capable of explaining a very broad range of behaviors. 

The hypotheses in this study will be tested by analyzing a structural equation model 

for each type of intimidation and violence under investigation. Patiis from self-control and 

opportunity to each form of violence and intimidation will provide a test of the second and 

third hypotheses in ttiis study, which state that self-control and opportunity each have a 

direct and significant effect on intimidation and violence. In addition, a structural path from 

self-control to opportimity will allow a test of both hypotheses four and five. Hypothesis 

four predicts a significant negative effect of self-control on opportunity and hypothesis five 

predicts an indirect relationsiiip between self-control and forms of intimidation or violence 

through opportunity. Coefficients for direct, indirect and total effects of self-control on 

each form of intimidation and violence are generated through a LISREL procedure. 



Bullying 

In the literature, bullying has often been divided into different types, or dimensions, 

ranging from verbal to sexual abuse (Fried and Fried 1996; Goldstein 1996: 109-110: 

Olweus 1993). Three of these types, verbal, emotional, and physical bullying, are 

included in the present study. The most common form of bullying has generally been 

classified as verbal (Fried and Fried 1996:31). These are cases that involved one or more 

bullies persistently taunting, teasing, or in other ways verbally harassing the victim 

(Olweus 1993:9). Such instances are intended to cause harm or pain or can serve to gain 

power over the victim. This is accomplished by focusing on vulnerabilities of the victim 

and creating feelings of isolation and exposure (Fried and Fried 1996:32-37). 

A second form of bullying focuses on emotional abuse. This type of behavior is 

intended to reject and isolate the individual who is the target of the bullying. Such actions 

can be making faces or obscene gestures at the victim or purposefully and consistently 

ignoring the desires or wishes of an individual (Olweus 1993:9). The main form 

emotional bullying takes is to withhold friendship or exclude an individual from social 

groups (Fried and Fried 1996:45-50). This type of behavior is more indirect in 

comparison to either verbal or actual physical attacks and is generally thought to be more 

common among girls (Goldstein 1996: 110; Olweus 1993: 18-19). Emotional bullying can 

extend to threats of either physical harm or the threat of causing intense embarrassment or 

exposure to public ridicule (Fried and Fried 1996: 50-12). 

Finally, physical bullying is a third form of behavior that is included in this study. 

Shoving, pushing, pinching, poking, tripping, and even the isolated slap or kick are all 

forms of physical bullying. In contrast to fighting, which implies two combatants actively 

engaged in the behavior, physical bullying is typically one-sided, with the victim being 

somewhat helpless or unable to defend themselves (Olweus 1993: 10). 

The present study attempted to incorporate all three types of bullying by including 

one question designed to address each different form. These items, their coding and 

distribution in the sample are listed in Table 4.1. The items measuring verbal and 
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TABLE 4.1: Distributioa and coding for Bullying Measures 

Have you ever... 

Coding: I =Never, 2=Once or Twice, 3=Several Times, 4=Many Times 

1. Repeatedly teased, called names or picked on another student at school? 

2. Intentionally excluded another student at school? 

3. Slapped, shoved, or hit another student at school? 

Distribution of Bullying in Sainple (percent): 

Tease 
Never 51.9 
Once or Twice 31.4 
Several Times 7.4 
Many Times 7.5 

Exclude 
Never 46.0 
Once or Twice 41.6 
Several Times 6.4 
Many Times 5.1 

Physical 
Never 47.5 
Once or Twice 31.5 
Several Times 11.2 
Many Times 8.5 

emotional bullying incciporate the key ideas of intentional and repeated actions that are 

thought to be important to classify behaviors as bullying (Olweus 1993). However, the 

item designed to address physical bullying is not as specific. Ideally, measures of physical 

bullying would indicate the relative power of the victim and perpetrator. Such information 

may improve the ability to distinguish between bullying and fighting that takes place 

between relatively equally matched juveniles. Such information is not available in the 

present study so it is possible that the measure of physical bullying may more accurately 



indicate a brief fight or assault However, results of a principle components factor analysis 

indicated that these three items did load very evenly onto one factor, indicating that these 

items are all tapping one underiying concept (see Table 42). 

TABLE 4.2; Factor Analysis of Verbal, Emotional and Physical Bullying Items 

Loading Bgenvalues rhange 

Slap 

Tease 
Exclude 

.803 

.850 

.784 

1.982 
.584 
.434 

70.53% 
25.68% 

The distribution of these behaviors is fairly consistent across the three types of 

bullying. Verbal teasing was the least conunon of the three types, with 51.9% of the 

sample indicating that they had never engaged in this behavior. This is in direct contrast to 

previous findings that this is the most common form of bullying. This may be due in part 

to the age of the sample. Bullying is a behavior that is more common in the younger ages 

corresponding to elementary school grades. In fact, the majority of studies on bullying 

limit themselves to elementary and middle school aged children (Batsche and Knoff 1994; 

Boulton and Smith 1994; Oiweus 1993; Boulton and Underwood 1992). It is not clear 

from past studies if verbal bullying continues to be the most conmion form of bullying as 

the students age. Therefore, the findings in this smdy concerning bullying may differ due 

to the older ages of the students involved- However, although verbal bullying was the least 

conunon, it was still reported by nearly half of the sample. This is a greater percent than 

typically reported in the literature. Emotional bullying, in the form of excluding individuals 

for social groups, was slightly more conomon than verbal bullying, with only 46% 

reporting having never engaged in this behavior. For both verbal and emotional bullying, 

most respondents who reported engaging in this behavior indicated that they had only done 
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so "once or twice." The percent who reported participation in these activities "several" or 

"many times" was under 15% (11 S% for emotional and 14.9 for verbal). The distribution 

of physical bullying was somewhat different from the other two types. Although 47.5% 

reported never engaging this this behavior, 19.7% reported having done so "several" or 

"many" times. This was the largest percent reporting these top two categories of any of the 

three forms of bullying. 

The model predicting bullying is displayed in Rgure 4.1.' This model indicates 

that both self-control and opportunity have highly significant effects on bullying and 

influence this behavior in the predicted directions. Specifically, higher self-control 

decreases bullying while greater general criminal opportunity increases bullying. The effect 

FIGURE ^.1: Stmctoial Model of Effects on BiillTiiigBehaviois 

SES 

-.02 

Self-control 

' Only the estimates for the structural paths and correlations between the independent, 
control and dependent latent concepts are included in this figure. A listing of all 
coefficients of the measured variables to their related latent concepts appears in Table 4.4. 
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of self-control on bullying is signi^cant at p<.01 and the effect of opportunity is significant 

at p<.001. Therefore, hypotheses two and three of this study are supported in this 

examination of bullying behaviors. These effects are significant even though this model 

controls for b<^ socioeconomic status and family violence. However, the effects of both 

of these culturally based items are also significant 

In addition, this model also provides support for hypotheses four. Self-control has 

a significant negative effect on criminal opportunity. This indicates that opportunities to 

engage in crime, as measured in the current study, are influenced by self-control. Finally, 

hypothesis five predicts that there Mdll be significant indirect effects of self-control on 

bullying through opportunity. Table 43 lists the coefficients generated through LISREL 

indicating the direct, indirect and total effects of self-control on bullying. As this data 

indicate, there is a significant indirect effect of self-control on bullying. In fact, the indirect 

effect of self-control on bullying is greater than the direct effect. Part of this indirect effect 

is due to the correlation of self-control with measures of socioeconomic status and family 

violence. In this model, self-control is significantly related to family violence but not 

socioeconomic status. However, the greater portion of the indirect effect of self-control on 

bullying is through general crime opportunity. 

TABLE 43: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects on Bullying 

SES 

DirectCGamma) 

-0.81 »»* 

Indirect Tntal Effect 

Fam Violence 1.43*** 
Opportunity 1.11*** 
Self-control -0.47** -0.66*** -1.14*** 

The full list of the coefficients from the observed to the latent concepts for the 

model in Figure 4.1 are listed on Table 4.4. In addition, the correlated measurement errors 

between the observed variables can be found in Table 4.5. For each latent variable, the 
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coiresponding coefficients for the observed variables were all significant at p<.001. Table 

4^ lists the theta-epsilon values generated from LISREL which indicate the correlation 

between the measurement errors for the observed variables. 

TABLE 4.4: Maxioxam Likeiliood Esttaoates of Measmes of Latent 
Vambjies (LamMa-T): Biiltjnng 

Items 
SES 

FEduc 
MEdtic 

FamViol 
FhitM 
MhitF 
PhitC 
ChitP 

Setf-control 
Study 
Skip 
Bjlse 
SM 
Bet 
Caxds 
Ale 
Tob 
Man 
OthD 
Cant 
Hitch 
Tiysch 
Temper 

mtt?* 

1.00** 
0.78 

1.00** 
0.98 
0.77 
0.63 

1.00** 

1.47 
0.79 
1.31 
0.93 
1.20 
1.46 
1.30 
1.46 
1.56 
0.63 
0.89 
1.02 
0.55 

Items MLE* 
SeIf-ContioI(con:0 

Risk 0.98 
Get 0.83 
Live 0.55 
Easy 0.72 
Haid 0.89 
Piep 0.62 

OppoxtDni^ 
Hang 1.00** 
Ride 0.79 
FPickUP 1.34 
FSch 0.83 
PAvay 1.14 
PDate 0.84 
PLikeFr 0.91 

BuDying 
Tease 1.00** 
Exclude 1.22 
Slap 1.60 

* aU estimates significant at p<.001 
** coefficient set to 1.00 



TABLE 4.5: Estimates of Coxxelated Measurement Errors Between Oliserved Varialiles, Bu]l3ring Model 

Opportunity 

Unstructured Time Peers 
i 2 

1 Hang 0.70 0.19'•w 1 FPickUp 1 2 
2 Ride 0.81 •«<* 2 FSchool 0.46»«®w -0.05 ̂  

0.79 n«w« 
Parental Supervision 

12 3 
1 PAvay 0.61'•®w 0.23 •••«" 0.28 •w®" 
2 PDales 0.79 *** 0.27*** 
3 PLikeF 0.75 *** 

Self-ContiQl 

Educational Behaviors 
i 

1 Hrs Study 0.78*** 
2 Skip 

Drug / Alcohol Use 

1 Alcohol 
2 Tobecco 
3 Marijuana 
4 OfterDrug 

1 
0.52 *** 

a 
0.11 >W0»« 
0.51 

1 
0.34 *** 
0.62 >WeH 

Oambling 

1 ShotDice 1 2 3 
2 BetSport 0.62 **^ K 0.42 -w f 0.39 'W®*' 
3 Cards 0.81 **" f 0.43 •••W' 

0,68 *^ 

3 
0.34 
0.39 
0.52 

0.14 
0.25 
0.31 *** 
0.46 



TABLE '1.5 Continued; Estimtes of Conelated Measurement Enors Betveen Observed Variables, Bull34ng Model 

Attitudes 

12 3 
1 Cautious 0.91 ••••* 0.14 •W'f 0.18 ••"w 
2 Hitch 0.82 *** 0.12 "•w 
3 "TcySch 0.77 -w. 
4 Temper 
5 Risk 
6 OetWant 
7 LiveToday 
0 EasyLife 
9 HardWork 

10 Prepare 

4 5 6 1 8 9 m 
0.04 0.07* 0.08 ><«i( 0.02 -0.01 0.10 '•'W 0.14 

-0.07 -0.01 0.02 -0.04 -0.05 0.09 ** 0.02 

-0.05 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 0.04 0.17 0.15 OAIBII •ff—1' 

0.93 **• 0.05 0.19 0.12*** 0.10 0.08 )M< 0.11 

0.78 *** 0.12 *** 0.07 ** -0.01 0.03 0.01 
0.85 0.08 * 0.10 0.23 ><aw< 0.13 iinlnlf 

0.93 Howt 0.34 HeW< 0.18 HeW* 0.23 Unlnii 

0,88 0.22 0.15 
0.82 >w«t< 0.34 

0.91 Wefl 

Mxfelg 12 3 
1 Tease 0.85'••W' 0.25 o.23''®w< 

2 Exclude 0.78*** 0.17 •«<* 
3 Physical 0.62 **• 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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In sum, an examination of bullying behaviors provides support for self-control 

theory and supports the hypotheses in this study. The measure of self-control has 

significant negative direct, indirect and total effects on bullying and the measure of general 

opportunity has a significant positive effect on bullying. However, the fit of the model is 

only fair, with a GFI of .83, indicating that the imposed structure in this model only 

represents a fair fit with the observed variance covariance matrix. 

Fighting 

Within the data, there were several items that indicated juveniles' participation in 

different kinds of fighting. The distribution and coding of these items are displayed in 

Table 4.6. The first of these items asks if the respondent has ever beaten someone up or 

hurt anyone purposefully who is not a sibling. A total of 41.7% of the sample reported 

having done so at least once. However, only 5.9% reported engaging in this behavior 

"many times." In order to get a more recent measure of general fighting, respondents were 

also asked to report how many fights they had been in over the past year. In this case, only 

24.1% reported being in a fight at least once and only 8.9% reported more than three fights 

in the past year. When the setting of fights is restricted to school grounds, the percent of 

students reporting this behavior in the past year drops to only 14.7%, implying that the 

majority of fights do not happen on school grounds. The last setting or environment of 

fighting that was of interest was that which takes place in gangs. Although this was the 

least common form of fighting, 133% of the subjects indicated that they had been in a 

gang fight at least once. A total of 4.0% reported being in gang fights "many times." 

Although gang fighting was the least frequent type of fighting reported, it is 

interesting to note that only 3.7% of the sample reported that they were currently in a gang, 

and 7% reported that they have ever belonged to a gang. In contrast, those reporting at 

least one involvement with gang fights was 133% of the sample. This finding implies that 

individuals who do not belong to gangs are involved in gang fights. Although the question 

asks if the individual had ever "taken part" in a gang fight, indicating some level of active 
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participation, it is possible that some students indicated involvement if they had been a 

victim in a gang related fight. One possible situation where non-gang members could be 

involved in gang fights is when the individual is asked to join a gang. A total of 16.6% of 

TABLE 4.6; Distribution and Coding Fighting Items 

Have you ever... 
Coding: I =Never, 2=Once or Twice, 3=Several Times. 4= Many Times 

1. Beaten up on someone (not a brother or sister) or hurt anyone on purpose? 

2. Taken part in gang fights? 

3. In the past year, how many times have you been in a physical fight? 
Coding: l=Zero, 2=One to Three. 3=Four to Rve, 4=SLx to Seven, 5=More than Seven 

4. In the past year, how many times have you been in a physical fight on school grounds? 
Coding: l=Zero, 2=One to Three. 3=Four to Six, 4=Seven to Nine. 5=Ten or more 

Distribution of Fightiny Behaviors f percent): 

BeatUp 
Never 
Once or Twice 
Several Times 
Many Times 

57.9 
27.2 
8.6 
5.9 

GangFight 
Never 
OnceorTwice 
Several Times 
Many Times 

86.0 
6.8 
2j5 
4.0 

YearFight 

One to Three 
Four to Five 
Six to Seven 

Zero 

MOTe than Seven 

65.7 
15.2 
4.6 
1.8 
2_5 

SchFight 

One to Three 
Four to Six 
Seven to Nine 
Ten or More 

Zero 74.7 
10.4 
2.2 
1.1 
1.0 
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the sample reported that they had been asked to join gangs and 2.9% reported that they had 

been a victim of violence when asked to join a gang. 

Since these fighting measures do take place in different settings, a factor analysis 

was performed to check if they were all indicative of one factor. In Table 4.7. there is 

some indication that gang fighting may be tapping a second form of behavior than the other 

fighting variables. Although gang fighting loads heavily on the first factor, it has a slightly 

higher loading value for the second factor. In addition, the percent change in eigenvalues 

from the first to second value and the second to third is nearly equal. This does indicate 

that there may be more than one underlying latent concept for these four items. However, 

the second factor was only slightly above the required value of 1.00 and this second factor 

would have only been composed of the "gang fight" item. In addition, the substantive 

question pertains to all forms of fighting, and gang fighting did in fact load heavily on the 

first factor. Therefore, the analysis was conducted including the measure of gang fighting 

along with the other three measures of fighting. 

TABLE 4.7: Factor Analysis of Fighting Items 

I ^dino 

GangFight 
BeatUp 
Year-fight 
SchFight 

Ei 

.574 

.608 

.888 

.869 

F2 

.643 

.594 
-394 
-.438 

Sgenvalues 

2.242 
1.114 
.535 
.110 

Change 

5031% 
51.97% 
79.44% 

A structural equation model identical to that used to predict bullying was used in the 

prediction of fighting. Figure 4.2 provides the structural effects and fit of this model. The 

list of estimates between the observed and latent variables and the measurement error 

correlations that are included in this analysis are listed in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9 

respectively. This analysis indicates that there are significant effects of both self-control 
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FIGURE 4.2: Stnictinal Model of Effects on F^Iilmg Bebaviois 

Family 
Violence 

-.02*. 

Self-Contcol 

GFI=.80 

* p<.05, **p<.01, *** p<.001 

and opportunity on fighting behaviors. These effects are both significant at p<.001 and in 

the expected directions, with greater self-control decreasing fighting and greater 

opportunity increasing fighting participation. In addition, the effects of both 

socioeconomic status and family violence on fighting are significant. In this analysis, 

higher socioeconomic status decreases fighting behaviors and the experience of family 

violence increases fighting. In this case, hypothesis four is again supported as 

demonstrated by the significant negative effect of self-control on opportimity. 
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TABLE 4.8; Maxinium Likelihood Estixoales of Measmes of Latent 
Vambles (Lambda 7): Fightizig 

Items MLE» Items MLE* 
SES 

FEdnc 1.00 ** Self-Control (continaed) 
MEduc 0.77 Tenqier 0.57 

Risk 0.94 
FamViol Get 0.83 

FMtM 1.00 ** Live 0.59 
MMfi' 0.98 Easy 0.73 
PhilC 0.75 Haid 0.95 
ChitP 0.62 Piep 0.68 

Self-control Opportuni^ 
Study i.oo»* Hang l.ro** 
Sldp 1.48 RMe 0.78 
Bike 0.77 FPickUP 1.34 
SM 1.46 FSch 0.83 
Bet 0.99 PAvay 1.13 
Cards 1.27 PDate 0.83 
Ale 1.55 PLikeFr 0.90 
Tob 1.33 
Man 1.55 Fighting 
OthD 1.64 GangFight 1.00** 
Cam 0.56 BeatUp 0.90 
Hitch 0.96 YeaiFight 0.73 
Tr3?sch 0.99 SchFight 0.62 

* AH estimates significant at iK.OOl 
** These estimates set to 1.00. 

In addition, this model also provides support for hypotheses five. Table 4.10 lists 

the coefficients generated through LiSREL indicating the direct, indirect and total effects of 

self-control on this set of fighting behaviors. There is a significant indirect effect of self-

control on fighting. Similarly to the findings in the bullying model, the indirect effect of 

self-control on fighting is greater than the direct effect. 



TABLE 4.9: Estimates of Correlated Measurement Eirors Betveen Observed Variables, Fighting Model 

2 
•0.05 • 
0.79 ••• 

Parental Supervision 

i 2 3 

1 PAmy 0.61 *•* 0.23 0.29 

2 PDates 0.79 ••• 0.27 ••• 

3 PLikeF 0.79 

Qppoytvff^ty 
Unstructured Time Peers 

12 i 
1 Hang 0.82 0.I9 *** 1 FPickUp 0.45 
2 Ride 0.70 *•* 2 F School 

Self-Control 

Gambling 

1 ShotDice 
2 BetSport 
3 Cards 

1 

0.58 *** 
2 

0.41 
0.81 

3 
0.38 *** 
0 43 ***  

0.67 

Drugs/Alcohol Use 

1 Alcohol 
2 Tobacco 
3 Marijuana 
4 OtherDrug 

1 
0.50 ••• 

2 
0.34 
0.63 •** 

3 
0.32 *** 
0.38 *** 
0.50 *** 

4 
0.12 *** 
0.25 *•* 
0.29 **• 
0.44 

Educational Behaviors 
2 

1 Hrs Study 0.79 *•* 0.13 *** 
2 Skip 0.53 **• 



TABLE 4.9 Continuied; Estimates of Conelated Measurement Errors Betveen Observed Variables, Fighting Model 

Attitudes 
12 3 

1 Cautious 0.94*** 0.15*** 0.21 *** 
2 Hitch 0.81 0.13 
3 TiySch 0.80 **• 
4 Temp 
5 Risk 
6 Get 
7 Live 
6 Easy 
9 Hard 

10 Prep 

Fighting 

1 OangFight 
2 BeatUp 
3 YearFight 
A SchFight 

d 5 6 2 & a m 
0.05 0.10 >!*>•* 0.10 ** 0.03 0.01 0.11 0.15 ••• 

-0.08 f 0.00 0.02 -0.05 -0.05 0.08 iK>K 0.01 
-0.04 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.18 0.16 
0.93 0.06 0.20 0.12 ••• 0.10 •••I 0.08 0.11 Xi>ti 

0.82 0,13 0.08 0.01 0.04 0.01 
0.86 *** 0.08 • 0.10 ••• 0.23 0.12 *** 

0.93 ••• 0.34 ••• 0.17 0.22 
0.89 ••• 0.21 

0.81 ••• 
0.14 
0.33 
0.90 

••• 
XMtdtC 

I 2 3 d 
0.29 0.00 0.16 0.10 

0.43 *** 0,13 0.16 
0.62 **• 0.43 ••• 

0.73 

• p<.05, ** p<.01, p<.001 
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TAK£ 4.10: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects on Fighting Behaviors 

Fighting 

Direct Effects Indirect Effect Total Effect 

Fam Violence 
Opportunity 
Self-Control 

SES -0.40 
0.71 **• 
0.46 *** 

-0.17 -0.29 •** -0.46 *** 

*** p<.001 

This analysis of fighting behaviors overall provides strong support for self-control 

theory and the hypotheses in this study. Self-control has significant negative direct, 

indirect and total effects on fighting and opportunity has a significant positive effect on 

bullying. Self-control also has a negative effect on opportunity. However, similarly to the 

findings from the analysis of bullying, the fit of the model is only fair, with a GFI of .80. 

Juvenile possession and use of weapons is arguably the most serious form of 

intimidation and violence in the present study. Three different items are used to measure 

juvenile weapon related behaviors. Two of these deal with student possession of weapons, 

and the third indicates firearm use, in the form of being involved in a drive by shooting. 

The specific items, coding and distribution are listed in Table 4.11. 

Possession of weapons, although not necessarily indicating use of the weapon, is 

included in this study because it is considered to be a form of intimidation. Although the 

number one reason juveniles cite for carrying guns is protection, this is closely followed by 

reasons such as using the weapon in a crime, scaring someone, or getting back at someone 

(Sheley and Wright 1998:6; McNabb et al 1996). Therefore, carrying weapons is to some 

Weapons 
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degree intended to intimidate and scare other students. 

TABLE 4.11: Distribution and Coding of Weapon Related Behaviors 

1. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you carry a weapon such as a gun. 
knife or club? 
Coding: l=Zero, 2=C)ne, 3=Two to Three, 4=Four to Rve, 5=More than Rve 

2. During the past 30 days, on how many days did you carry a weapon such as a gun. 
knife or club on school property? 
Coding: l=2^ro, 2=One, 3=Two to Three, 4=Four to Rve, 5=More than Rve 

3. Have you ever participated in a drive by shooting? 
Coding: l=Never, 2=Once or Twice, 3=SeveraI Times. 4=Many Times 

Distribution of Weapon Related Behaviors (Percent): 

CarryWeap 
Zero 72.2 
One 63 
Two or Three 4.2 
Four or Rve 2.4 
More than Rve 23 

WeapSch 
Zero 76.8 
One 3.8 
Two or Three 2.6 
Four or Rve 1.4 
More than Rve 7.2 

DriveBy 
Never 91.5 
OnceorTwice 3.6 
Several Times .9 
Many Times 3.0 

The first item, relating to carrying a weapon in the past month, is the most conmion 

among this sample. 15.2% of the respondents indicated that they had carried a weapon 

during that time. This is actually lower than other findings of juvenile weapon carrying. 

One study found that 30% of subjects reported having carried a knife in the past 3 months, 

and 18% had carried a gun (Schubiner et al, 1993:3). Very similar findings to Schubiner 
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et al. (1993) have been found in other studies of weapon use among juveniles (Kingery et 

ai 1991). However, simply carrying a weapon does not necessarily indicate that the 

juvenile was intending to use the weapon, either for intimidation or other purposes. Due to 

the fact that this is a rural area of Arkansas, it is possible that students were carrying 

weapons in the process of hunting or other firearm sports. Of the students surveyed, 

54.9% reported that there was a gun in their homes. This indicates a very strong firearm 

culture in this community. However, the second question limits the situation to actually 

carrying a weapon on school property. In this case, it would be very difficult to argue that 

the student brought the weapon to school for any legitimate purpose of hunting or sport. A 

total of 15% of the sample reported they bad carried a weapon to school in the past month. 

Since this is nearly identical to the percent of students who reported just carrying a weapon, 

it appears that students are not engaged in legitimate use of weapons but are instead taking 

them to school where they can served to create a feeling to intimidation and fear. 

Although carrying weapons can lead to fatal accidents or other incidents, the more 

serious issue is the intentional use of a weapon against another person. In order to measure 

actual use of weapons, students were asked if they had ever participated in a drive by 

shooting. Although this is by far the least common form of any act of intimidation or 

violence in the study, 13% claimed that they had been involved in such an act. In 

addition, it appeared that of those who had participated in a drive by shooting, about 40% 

had done so ~many times." 

Since this form of intimidation or violence was by far the most serious act included 

in this analysis, extra tests were conducted to determine how well the responses to this 

question fit with the respondents answers to other indicators of participation in serious 

offenses. Initially, Pearson correlations were conducted between this item and other forms 

of intimidation and violence. Although significant at p<.00l, participation in a drive by 

shooting was only correlated with carrying weapons at .220 and carrying a weapon to 

school at .217. This may indicate that carrying weapons on a regular basis does not 

correspond directly to the likelihood of actually using such weapons in a violence manner. 

However, the correlation between drive by shootings and participation in gang fights was 
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very high, at .733. This was the bishest correlation between anv tvnes of intimidation anH 

violence used in this study. Therefore, gang involvement appears to be the driving force 

behind both these activities. 

In order to further examine the relationship of gangs and drive-by shootings, a 

cross tabulation of gang membership and drive by shootings was performed. This analysis 

indicated that those who reported participation in drive by shootings were also active with 

gangs. Approximately 48% of those who reported having participated in a drive by 

shooting indicated that they had at some point belonged to a gang. Therefore, although 

gangs and participation in drive by shootings may be related, there are still a great number 

of juveniles reporting drive by activity who are not active in gangs. 

In addition to the link between gangs and drive bys, a cross tabulation was 

conducted between drive by shootings and having been picked up by the police. Of those 

who had engaged in drive by shootings, 71% reported having been picked up by the police 

at least once or twice and a total of 35% reported having been picked up "several" or 

"many" times. In comparison, only 20% of the individuals who reported they had never 

been involved in a drive by shooting reported having ever been picked up by the police and 

only 4% of this group reported being picked up "several" or "many" times. These fmdings 

indicate that the majority of those that reported involvement in drive by shootings had come 

to the attention of the police, and that this group was more likely to be picked up than the 

remainder of the sample. Therefore, this segment of the respondents appear to be the most 

deviant, or at least are more likely to engage in types of deviance that gain official attention. 

Although there are two types of weapon related behaviors included in this analysis, 

carrying and actual use, a factor analysis indicated that these items tap one underiying 

construct. However, the factor loading for being involved in a drive by shooting was less 

than half of the loadings for the two types of weapon carrying behaviors (see Table 4.12). 

This may indicate that the underlying concept is more closely related to possession of 

weapons, which could include items such as knives, clubs or other weapons, than to actual 

use of firearms. However, there is only one factor with an eigenvalue greater than one and 

the shift in eigenvalues is greatest between the first and second values. Therefore, all three 
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weapon related items are used in the structural model predicting general weapon related 

behavior. 

Figure 43 presents the results of the structural analysis of weapon related 

behaviors. Tables 4.13 and 4.14 list the coefficients for the measurements of the latent 

TABLE 4.12: Factor Analysis of Weapon Related Behaviors 

Loading Sgenvalues rhange 

DriveBy .424 1.977 
Carry .948 .903 54.3% 
CarrySch .948 .120 86.7% 

FIGURE 4.3; Structaial Model of Effects on Weapon Related Behadviois 

SES 

Weapon 
Behavior 

Family 
Violence 

-.02* 

Self-Control 

GFI=.79 

* p<.G5, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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TABLE 4.13; Maxiainm I.iketihnod Estimates of Measures of Latent 
Yaoables (Lambdst-T); Weapons 

Items MLE* Items MLE* 
SES 

FEduc 1.00 Self-Control (continued) 
MEdnc 0.38 *• Temper 0.60 

Risk 0.98 
FamViol Get 0.84 

FMtM 1.00 Live 0.65 
MhitF 0.99 Easy 0.87 
PhitC 0.74 Hard 1.24 
C!hitP 0.63 Prep 0.78 

Self-control OpportoniQ? 
Stady 1.00 Hang 1.00 
Slop 1.50 Ride 0.74 
Bilse 0.73 FPickUP 1.30 
SM 1.62 FSch 0.81 
Bet 1.10 PAvay 1.13 
Caids 1.37 PDate 0.82 
Ale 1.67 PLiUeFr 0.87 
Tob 1.45 
Man 1.63 Weapons 
OthD 1.86 DriveBy 1.00 
Caut 0.50 CanyWeap 0.65 
Hitcli 1.04 WeapSch 0.68 
Tiyscli 0.99 

* aU coeffeients signficant at p<.001 except as indicated 
** p<.01 

variables in this analysis and the correlated measurement errors respectively. These 

findings once again indicate support for self-control theory. Self-control has a significant 

negative effect on both weapon related behaviors and crime opportunity. The effect of self-

control on weapon behaviors is significant at p<.C)Ol and the effect of self-control on 

opportunity is significant at p<.OI. In addition to the effects of self-control, the measure of 

opportunity has a significant positive effect on weapon related behaviors. In this model, the 



TABLE 4.14: Estimates of Conelated Measuiemuent Enors betveen Observed Variables, Weapon Model 

Opportunity 
Unstructured Time 

12 12 
1 Hang 0.67 0.20 ••• 1 FPlckUp 0.46 -0.02 
2 Ride 0.84 2 FSchool 0.83 

Parental Supervision 

i 
1 PAway 0.61 
2 PDates 
3 PLitoF 

I 3 
0.24 **• 0.29 *** 
0.80 0.28 *•* 

0.76 *** 

Gambling 

1 ShotDice 
2 BetSport 
3 Cards 

0.54 ••• 0.38 
0.78 *•* 

s 
0.36 ••• 
0,42 
0,68 ••• 

Educational Behaviors 

1 a 
1 Hrs Study O.eSf** 0.19 ••• 
2 Skip 0.63 

Drug / Alcohol Use 

1 I 
1 Alcohol 0.51 0.34 
2 Tobacco 0.64 
3 Marijuana 
4 OtherDrug 

I 4 
0.35 0.12*** 
0.41 0.24 
0.55 ••• 0.31 *•* 

0,41 



TABLE A.\A Continued; Estimates of Coixelated Measurement Exxors betveen Obseived Variables, Weapon Model 

Attitudes 

1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 m 
1 Cautious 0.96 0.18 h<>k* 0.25*** 0.07* 0.13 *** 0.14 *** 0.05 0.02 0.12 *** 0.16 *** 
2 Hitch 0.82 0.16*** -0.07 • 0.02 0.05 -0.05 -0.06* 0.04 ** 0.00 
3 TcySch 0.85*** -0.02 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.06 0.16*** 0.16 *** 
A Temp 0.94 0.08 * 0.22 *** 0.13 *** 0.10 ** 0.06* 0.11 ** 
5 Risk 0.84 *** 0.16 *** 0.09 •• 0.00 0.01 0.01 
6 Get 0.89 *** 0.09 ** 0.11 *** 0.21 *** 0.13 *** 
7 Live 0.92 *** 0.32 *** 0.14*** 0.21 *** 
8 Easy 0,86 *** 0.16 *** 0.12 *** 
9 Hard 0.71 *** 0.28 *** 

10 Prep 0.88 *** 

Weapon Beahviors 

1 ^ 3  
1 DriveBy 0.51 **'•' 0.28 0.33 
2 Cany 0.82 *** 0.73 **• 
3 CanySch 0.81 

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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effect of opportunity on weapon behaviors is significant at p<.00l. 

As was the case with both bullying and fighting behaviors, this analysis of weapon 

related incidents also indicates that there is a significant indirect effect of self-control on 

these behaviors. Table 4.15 lists the direct, indirect and total effects of this structural 

model. 

TABLE 4.15: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects on Veapon Behaviors 

Veaoon Behaviors 

Direct Effects Indirect Effect Total Effect 

SES 
Fam Violence 
Opportunttii 
Self-Control 

-0.36 *** 
0.87 *** 
0.57 *** 

-0.54 -0.14 ••• -0.68 

p<.001 

Overall, this analysis of weapon possession and firearm use behaviors indicate 

support for self-control theory and the hypotheses in this study. However, the fit of this 

model (GFI=.79) is the lowest of any of the specific types of juvenile intimidation and 

violence in this study. This indicates that the hypothesized structure only somewhat fits 

with the observed variance covariance matrix from this data. 

Summary of Results from Models Predicting Separate Tvpes of Deviance 

By looking at each form of intimidation and violence as a separate group, I had 

expected to find data that would support the claim of self-control theory that this theory can 

in fact predict a wide range of behaviors. The three separate models, predicting different 
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specific forms of intimidation and violence, all supported self-control theory. Self-control, 

as measured in this study, did have significant negative effects on each form of behavior in 

the models. In addition, the effect of opportunity in each model was highly significant and 

positive, indicating an increase in opportunity also increases a wide variety of forms of 

intimidation and violence. These findings support self-control theory and both hypotheses 

one and two of this study. 

In addition, in each model, the structural path from self-control to opportunity was 

significant and negative. This indicates that an individual with higher self-control has 

fewer general crime or deviance opportunities. This fmding is again consistent with the 

theory. Logically, an individual who has developed self-control in the early developmental 

years will be less likely to seek out situations that may open opportunities to engage in 

crime. This significant relationship between self-control and opportunity also supports 

hypothesis four of this study. 

The final hypothesis in this study, that part of the effect of self-control of the 

various forms of intimidation and violence would be indirect, is also supported by these 

findings. In the analyses for both bullying and fighting behaviors, the indirect effect of 

self-control on the form of intimidation and violence being examined was actually greater 

than the direct effect. Although part of the indirect effects of self-control were through 

correlation between self-control with the measures of family violence and socioeconomic 

status, most of this effect is through the effect of self-control on opportunity. 

One finding of interest in these analyses was the nature of the correlations of self-

control with socioeconomic status and family violence. It would be expected that family 

violence would indicate lack of self-control of the parents and would therefore lead to lower 

self-control within the respondent. Therefore, as family violence increased, self-control 

should decrease. If this assumed relationship is correct, there should be a negative 

correlation between these two items. However, for all three of these analyses, the 

correlation between these items was measures. This indicates that the experience of family 

violence actually increases self-control. However, since this data is not longitudinal, it is 

impossible to determine when the events of family violence occurred. If these did not 
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happen until later in the juveniles life, they may have had no impact on the development of 

self-control within the juvenile. Another interesting finding from these correlations is that 

the correlation between socioeconomic status, measured by parents education, and self-

control is significant for both the fighting and weapon models. In this case, the 

relationship is in the expected direction, indicating that as parents education increases, the 

juveniles self-control increases. This was expected because the education of the parents is 

an indicator of their own self-control. Self-control theory would argue that parental self-

control is necessary to develop this trait within the child. Finally, the correlations between 

the two measures of subculture, socioeconomic status and family violence, were significant 

and negative for each model. Therefore, as parents education increased, the incidents of 

family violence decreased. 

Although this analysis indicates a great deal of support for self-control theory, one 

point to note is the fit of these models with the underlying variance covariance matrices. 

The fit of these models ranged from a goodness of fit index of .79 for weapons to .83 for 

bullying. This finding suggests that the imposed structure of these models represents only 

fair fits with the data. Therefore, this analysis indicates that there is strong support for self-

control theory but that these models may be in need of modifications. 

Combined Measure of Intimidation and Violence 

As a further step in the examination of intimidation and violence, a measure that 

combines all the different types of this behavior was developed. Self-control theory states 

that a wide variety of forms of deviance and crime all have the same underlying cause, the 

lack of self-control (Hirschi and Gottfredson 1994; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). 

Therefore, a wide variety of acts that are all caused by lack of self-control should be closely 

related. Hence, it is expected that all the different forms of intimidation and violence in this 

study should, as predicted by hypothesis one, relate to one underlying factor. In order to 

test this hypothesis, a principle components factor analysis was conducted. The results of 

this analysis are on Table 4.16 and Rgure 4.4. 
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TABLE 4.16: Factor Analysis of all Intimidation and Violence Items 

Loading 

F1 F2 Eisenvalues Change 
Tease .513 .447 4.548 
Exclude .550 .529 2343 48.48% 
Physical .616 .453 .786 66.46% 
BeatUp .590 333 .740 5.85% 
GangFight .644 .493 .474 35.95% 
Yearfn^t .801 -.511 .409 13.71% 
RghtSch .772 -.530 .253 38.14% 
DriveBy .581 .515 .244 3.56% 
CarryWeap .788 -.474 .109 5533% 
WeapSch .804 -.521 .094 13.76% 

In the analysis, two factors were initially indicated by eigenvalues greater than one. 

In addition, a plot of the eigenvalues indicated that there were significant drops between 

both the first and second factor and the second and third factor. Therefore, according to 

both tests to determine the number of factors driving the individual items, two distinct 

noURE 4.4: Sciee Plot of Intimidation and Violence Items 
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factors should have been present. However, an examination of the factor loadings found 

that all 10 of the intimidation and violence items loaded most strongly on the first 

factor.Factor two was therefore substantively meaningless. This finding indicates support 

for my first hypothesis; all the different forms of intimidation and violence in this study do 

load onto one factor. Due to the unidimensionality of these types of behavior, a combined 

measure of intimidation and violence is used for the remainder of this analysis. 

As a further check of the relationships between these items. Table 4.17 provides the 

Pearson correlation coefHcients. All the items are significantly correlated with all other 

forms of intimidation and violence at p<.001. Correlation coefficients ranged from a low 

of. 168 between excluding behavior and school fighting, to a high of .889 between being 

in a fight in the past year and being in a fight at school. Another very strong correlation 

that anyone can be involved in a drive by shooting, this is largely considered to be a gang 

related crime (Sheldon, Tracy and Brown 1997). However, one important finding in the 

TABLE 4.17: Conelations between Measures of Intimidation and Violence * 

2 3 4 
1 Tease 0.542 0.418 0.382 
2 Exclude 0.511 0.466 
3 Slap 0.519 
4 GangFighl 
5 BeatUp 
6 YearFight 
7 SchFight 
8 DiireBy 
9 Cany 

10 WeapSch 

5 6 7 8 9 ifi 
0.334 0.192 0.169 0.396 0.185 0.200 
0.375 0.169 0.168 0.473 0.186 0.188 
0.538 0.260 0.233 0.431 0.269 0.235 
0.464 0.267 0.222 0.733 0.278 0.260 

0.291 0.266 0.365 0.291 0.255 
0.889 0.204 0.809 0.879 

0.174 0.780 0.856 
0.220 0.217 

0.880 

* AU conelations signficant at p<.001. 
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was between gang fighting and participating in a drive by shooting (.733). One obvious 

connection between these two items is being a member of a gang. Although it is possible 

current study is that a higher percentage of students reported engaging in both these 

activities than reported ever belonging to a gang. Another cluster of highly correlated 

activities that is somewhat alarming is between school or past year fighting activity and 

weapons carrying. Increases in fighting, on or off school grounds, correlates in the range 

of .809 to .879 to carrying weapons both in general and to school. Therefore, it appears 

that those who are often in fights also carry weapons with some regularity. This has the 

potential of leading to escalation of physical fighting to more deadly instances of employing 

weapons in the course of a fight. 

The results of the structural equation analysis is presented in Rgure 4_5. The 

estimates of the observed to latent variables can be found in Table 4.18 and the correlated 

FIGURE ^.5; Stractoral Model of Effects on Combined Measme of Intimidation and 
Violence 

SES 

Family 
Violence 

•**p<.001 
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measurement errors are listed in Table 4.19. As with the earlier models testing separate 

forms of intimidation and violence, the effects of self-control and opportunity on this 

combined measure are highly significant and in the expected directions. Greater self-

TABLE 4.18: Maximimi LikeHhood Estimates of Measuxes of Latent 
Variables (LambdarY): Combined 

Iteins MLE* Items MLE* 
SES 

FEdiJC 1.00 SeW-Control (continued) 
MEduc 0.79 Live 0.64 

Easy 0.79 
FamViol Haid 1.03 

FhiM 1.00** Prep 0.71 
MMtF 1.00 
PhitC 0.78 Opportimi^ 
ChiiP 0.67 Hang 1.00 

Ride 0.79 
Self-conUDl FPickUP 1.33 

Study 1.00 FSch 0.89 
Slap 1.12 PAvay 1.13 
Bilse 1-38 PDate 0.85 
SM 1.38 PLikeFr 0.89 
Bet 0.93 
Cards 1.22 Combined 
Ale 1.48 Tease 1.00 ** 
Tob 1.36 Exclude 1.15 
Man 1.49 Physical 1.64 
OthD 1.64 GangFight 2.06 
Cant 0.55 BeatUp 1.96 
Hitch 0.91 YeaiFight 2.00 
Trysch 0.96 SchFight 1.53 
Temper 0.64 Cany 1.57 
Risk 0.90 WeapSch 1.71 
Get 0.83 Driveby 2.04 

• aUestimtes significant at p<.001 

Estnnate set to 1.00 



TABLE 4.19: Estimates of Conelated Measurement Enors between Observed Variables, Combined Model 

OpDoituidtv 
Unstructuxed Tune 

1 2 
1 Hang 0.71*** 0.19*** 
2 Ride 0.83 ••• 

Parentei Supervision 

1 
1 PAvay 
2 PDates 
3 PLikeF 

2 3 
0.61 *** 0.22 *** 0.28 *** 

0.79 ••• 0.27 *** 
0,77 **• 

Peers 

1 FPickUp 
2 FSchool 

1 I 
0.48*** -0.05* 

0.79 *** 

Self-Control Drug / Alcohol Use 

Gambling 

1 ShotDice 
2 BetSpoxt 
3 Cards 

i 2 
0.55 0.38 *** 

0.80 *** 

3 
0.36 *** 
0.42 *** 
0.67 *** 

Educational Behaviors 

1 2 
1 Hrs Study o.82 *** 0.l6 
2 Skip 0.60 **« 

12 3 4 
1 Alcohol 0.53*** 0.35*** 0.34 *** 0.13*** 
2 Tobacco 0.65*** 0.40 *•* 0.25*** 
3 Marijuana 0.54 0.30*** 
4 OfterDrug 0.43*** 



TABLE 4.19 Continued: Estimtes of Conelaled Measurement Eiiois betweenObseived Variables, Combined Model 

Attitudes 

1 Cautious 
2 Hitch 
3 TcySch 
4 Temp 
5 Risk 
6 Get 
7 Live 
8 Easy 
9 Hani 

10 Prep 

0.82 •** 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

0.22 0.05 0.11 ** O.ll 0.03 0.01 O.ll 

0.14 -0.09 ** -0.01 0.03 -0.05 -0.06* 0.06 * 

0.82 HMdKt -0.05 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.05 0.17 
0.93 0.05 0.19 >»«*• 0.11 *** 0.09 ** 0.05 

0.84 *>«*« 0.14 0.08 * 0.00 0.02 
0.87 0,08 * 0.10 *** 0.21 

Combined Measure of Intimidation and Violence 

1 Tease 
2 Exclude 
3 Physical 
4 GangFight 
5 BeatUp 
6 YearFlght 
7 SchFight 
8 DriveBy 
9 CanyWeap 

10 WeapSch 

i 2 
0.83 *•* 0.22 •** 

0.77 ••• 
0.19*** -0.14*** 
0.12*** O.llHf# 
0.56*** -0.03*** 

0,19h<*H< 

ifl 
O.IB**"! 
O.Ol 
0.16 **" 
0.10** 
0.01 

0.93*** 0.33 *** 0.15 *** 0.22*** 
0.88 *** 0.19 *** 0.13*** 

0.78 *** 0.31 *** 
0.91 *** 

5 
0.03 
-0.02 
0.12 ** 
-0.10 ** 
0.35 

6 7 9 10 
0.01 0.02 -0.12*** -0.04 -0.04 
-0.07* 0.00 -0.09 *• -0.05 -0.03 
0.08 * 0.10*)i< -0.06 0.02 -0.04 
0.07 • 0.02 -0.01 0.05 0.01 
0.06 0.09 ** -0.26*** -0.04 -0.12 
-0.02 0.02 0.20 *** 0.02 0.04 

0.69 *** 0.02 0.14 *** 0.20 
0.20 *** 0.02 

0.63 '«*'« 
0.04 
0.51 
0.58 

* p<.01, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
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control decreases participation in intimidation and violence and increased opportunity 

increasese these activities. Therefore, the combined model also provides supp>ort for the 

second and third study hypotheses and self-control theory generally. 

In addition, there is a significant and negative estimate between self-control and 

opportunity. Therefore, as self-control increases, opportunity decreases. This supports 

hypotheses four of this study. Rnally, hypothesis five is supported by the findings 

presented in Table 4.20. Similarly to the analyses for both bullying and fighting behaviors, 

the indirect effect if almost double the direct effect of self-control. 

TABLE 4^0: Direct, Indirect and Total Effects on Combined Measure 
of Intimidation and Violence 

Direct Effects Indirect Eff^ci Total Effect 

SES 
Faim Violence 
Opportunthj 
Self-Control 

-0.54 *•* 
1.06 *** 
0.75 

-0.29 -0.51 *** -0.80 *** 

***p<.001 

In sum, all five hypotheses of this study and self-control theory are supported. The 

ten different items measuring different forms of intimidation and violence all loaded onto 

one underlying factor, indicating that these diverse types of behaviors are all similar in 

nature as would be predicted by self-control theory. These behaviors, both separately and 

as one measure of intimidation and violence, are significantly predicted by both key 

concepts in self-control theory. Greater self-control decreases all forms of this behavior 

and greater opportunity increases these behaviors. In addition, opportunities are infiuenced 

by self-control as expected from this theory. Therefore, part of the effect of self-control on 

intimidation and violence is indirect through opportunity. 
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CHAPTERS 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This project set out to accomplish two goals; first to gather information regarding a 

wide variety of forms of intimidation and violence and second to test whether self-control 

theory can predict these outcomes. Although a great deal of concern has been expressed 

over issues of juvenile violence, the research that actually examines different forms of 

intimidation and violence is limited both in its scope of behaviors and in its theoretical 

rigor. Intimidation and violence was defined in this study as any behavior that is intended 

to either create fear or cause physical harm to the victim. This broad definition allowed 

examination of acts ranging from teasing to involvement in drive-by shootings. By 

examining all these types of behaviors within a single study, it was possible to determine if 

all such acts had similar predictors. 

The hypothesized causes or predictors of intimidation and violence in this study are 

derived from self-control theory. In essence, self-control theory argues that crimes are acts 

that are engaged in by individuals who ignore the long-term negative consequences of the 

acts. Such consequences can come from the act itself, such as risk to physical health, from 

social connections, such as rejection by friends or family, or from the legal system (Hirschi 

and Gottfredson 1994: 1-2). Individuals who are more likely to engage in these acts are 

less concerned with such consequences and are more focused on the immediate pleasure or 

benefit that can be gained from the behavior. The characteristic or tendency to focus on 

short term pleasure at the risk of long term consequences is considered to be the lack of 

self-control. Those who lack self-control will be more likely to engage in all forms of 

intimidation and violence than those with sufficient self-control. 

Intimidation and Violence 

The analysis of the data collected for this study indicate that intimidation and 

violence in various forms is very common among juveniles in Fayetteville, Arkansas. The 
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most common acts of intimidation and violence engaged in by this sample were bullying 

behaviors such as teasing, excluding others from social groups, and physical bullying such 

as pushing and shoving. The least common form of intimidating or violent behaviors 

related to weapon use. specifically being involved in a drive by shooting. 

Although it was the least common, the number of juveniles who did report being 

involved in drive-by shootings calls into question some of the assumptions and 

expectations surrounding this behavior. Generally, it is expected that such activity takes 

place predominantly in large cities, and gang dominated areas. However, this sample was 

collected from a smaller community with fairly low gang problems. In fact, only about 7% 

or the sample reported ever belonging to a gang. In addition, cross tabulations indicated 

that, although a large percent of those reporting participation in drive by shootings were 

gang members at some point, approximately 52% of those involved in a drive by had never 

been a gang member. 

These results could lead to two different conclusions. Hrst, it is possible that 

juveniles are including in their reports participation in activities that are not typically 

considered drive by shootings. This conununity has a very strong gun culture, with over 

50% of the sample reporting having a gun in their home and 21% of the sample reporting 

having carried a gun at some point in the past month. This general acceptance and 

widespread use of gims may lead juveniles to engage in random shootings, but not 

necessarily at other people. Instead, juveniles may be shooting at mailboxes, abandoned 

buildings, or small animals. Although these activities may also be considered deviant, they 

would not fit the standard image of gang related drive by shootings. 

However, the close association found in this data between drive by shooting reports 

and both gang membership and police involvements could lead to a second conclusion; 

gang activity, including drive by shootings, is a serious problem in small communities. 

This conclusion is in accordance with recent findings in the gang literature that the violence 

linked to gangs has spread from inner cities into suburban areas, smaller cities, and even 

into small towns (Covey et al. 1997: 16-17; Wooden 1995; Muehlbauer and Dodder 1983). 

Therefore, this data would indicate that some of the most serious gang related incidents 
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have become established in smaller towns. 

In addition to the findings of the existence of drive by shootings in this sample, the 

results of this study indicated a much higher participation rate in bullying behaviors than 

most other studies. Part of this finding may be due to the fact that most other studies on 

bullying have examined this problem in other countries, particularly the Netherlands 

(Olweus 1993, 1978; Junger 1990), Great Britain (Boulton 1995; Boulton and Smith 1994; 

Siann at al 1994; Smith and Sharp 1994; Whitney and Smith 1993; Boulton and 

Underwood 1992) and Japan (Crystal 1994). The findings of this study indicate that this 

common form of intimidation and violence is more common in America than the countries 

that have been previously examined. 

A conclusion that can be drawn from the distribution of both bullying and weapons 

violations is that the sample in Arkansas is particularly prone to intimidation and violence. 

However, the reported participation in fighting behaviors in this sample very closely 

resembles findings on the distribution of fighting in the literature. Most studies of fighting 

find that about 30% of the juveniles examined engage in fighting behaviors (Schubiaer at 

al. 1993; Bauermeister 1980). Very similar percents were found in this data. Although 

reports of ever having beaten someone up were slightly higher (42%), reports of fights in 

the past year indicated that between 25-34% of the respondents bad been in a physical 

fight. Therefore, it does not appear that this sample is more involved in fighting behaviors 

than other samples and is further assumed to be a fairly representative sample in the amount 

of bullying and other forms of intimidation and violence. 

Although the distribution of reported participation in the different forms of 

intimidation and violence in this study varied fairly widely, it was hypothesized that all the 

different activities under investigation would tap one unidimensional concept In order to 

test this hypothesis, correlations and factor analyses were both employed. First, a principle 

components factor analysis indicated that one main factor could be derived from these ten 

items (see Table 4.16). Second, each type of behavior under investigation were found to 

be strongly and positively correlated with each other (Table 4.17). Therefore, the first 

hypothesis, that all forms of intimidation and violence would load onto one factor, was 
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supported. These findings indicate that there should ise more attention paid to the whole 

range of juvenile intimidation and violence instead of assuming that each kind of behavior 

has separate or distinct predictors. 

However, I would also argue that special attention should be paid to bullying 

behaviors. Although the consequences of these behaviors may not be as immediately 

serious as assaults or weapon use, the finding that these behaviors load onto a single factor 

along with the more serious acts indicate that juveniles are indeed versatile in their actions. 

The act of bullying is tapping the same tendency as engaging in other forms of intimidation 

and violence. Therefore, those who engage in bullying are also more likely to engage in 

other, more physically harmful forms of behaviors. Since bullying was the most common 

form of intimidation and violence examined in this study, it is arguable that stopping or 

preventing problems of bullying would affect the greatest number of individuals and could 

also prevent participation in more serious forms of intimidation and violence. 

Unfortunately, problems of bullying are largely ignored within our schools. 

Victims don't usually seek help from adults and, even if informed, teachers often do not 

take any steps to stop the bullying (Batsche and Knoff 1994; Junger 1990). However, this 

general tendency to view bullying as part of a normal part of grown up may be changing. 

Recent concern with bullying has led to a growth in school based programs to stop or 

prevent such behaviors. Such programs have recommended role playing, development of 

class rules against bullying, increased numbers of adults supervising children's activities, 

talks with the bully, victim or parents of the involved parties, or intervention in bullying by 

•^neutral" students (Olweus 1993). However, such programs do not generally draw on 

research regarding the causes of bullying. This analysis indicates that most of these 

approaches would be largely unsuccessful because they are not establishing self-control or 

minimiTino opportunities. Programs that would have some possibility of long term impact 

on bullies would focus on parental and teacher training to develop self-control within the 

problem child. In addition, immediate and meaningful punishment of bullying behaviors 

may help to develop an awareness of the consequences of these actions for the bully. 

In sununary, respondents report different levels of participation in bullying. 
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fighting, and weapon related incidents, the findings of this study indicate that different 

forms of intimidation and violence all relate to one factor. This implies that this range of 

behavior can and should in fact be examined jointly instead of forwarding separate 

explanations for these different deviant activities. 

Testing Self-Control Theory 

The remaining hypotheses in this study relate to the relationship of self-control and 

opportunity to acts of intimidation and violence. Before these hypotheses could be tested, 

an important step in this study was the need to operationalize the key concepts in self-

control theory. The main two concepts in this theory are self-control and opportunity. 

Most prior studies designed to test this theory have employed measures of self-

control based on responses to self-reported attitudinal or self-concept types of items. 

Although these tests have generally found a good deal of support for the theory (Gibbs and 

Giever 1995; Ameklev et al 1993; Grasmick et al 1993; Keane et al. 1993; Wood et al. 

1993), relying only on attitudinal measures may be problematic for a variety of reasons 

oudined in chapter three of this dissertation. Hirschi and Gottfredson (1993) argue that 

behavioral measures of self-control are preferable for a couple of reasons. They argue that 

self-control can itself influence the responses given on surveys, due to different 

interpretations of attitudinal or self-concept items. In contrast, behavioral measures, either 

directly observed or self-reported, are less subject to differences in individual 

interpretation. 

However, the criticism that is most commonly leveled against a purely behavioral 

measure of self-control is that this is simply using a segment or subset of behaviors in the 

category of deviance to predict other deviance. In fact, Hirschi and Gottfredson write that 

the best way to measure self-control is to use the behaviors that are being explained: 

"criminal, delinquent and reckless acts" (1993:49). However, such an approach would 

very likely not be well accepted because of the problem of tautology of predicting crime as 

the outcome from crime that is used as the indicator of self-control. In order to minimize 
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the tautology problem, the current study first defined the dependent variable of intimidation 

and violence so as to exclude other types of deviant behaviors that were being used to 

measure self-control. Therefore, even though some items used for the measure of self-

control were acts of deviance or even criminal, they were substantively separate from the 

acts of intimidation and violence this study was trying to predicL In addition, instead of 

following either approach of using just attitudinal items or behavioral reports, both types of 

items were analyzed to develop the measure of self-control for this study. 

The combined attitudinal and behavioral measure of self-control proposed in this 

study was tested to determine if such items were indeed tapping one underlying construct 

or if behaviors intending to measure self-control were substantively distinct from attitudes 

reflecting self-control. This analysis concluded that attitudes and behaviors could indeed be 

combined into one measure of self-control. The 20 item measure of self-control developed 

in this study was indicative of one main underlying factor (see Table 33). In addition, a 

confirmatory factor analysis indicated that each item was significantly linked to self-control 

at the p<.001 level (Rgure 3.2 and Table 3.6). Therefore, combining attitudes and 

behaviors to measure self-control is argued to be preferable to measures that only 

incorporate one or the other of these types of items. 

However, this analysis also indicated that the behavioral measures of self-control 

were more reliable than attitudes. Table 3.6 indicates that the r-squares of the behaviors 

ranged from . 13 for bike accidents to .49 for using other drugs. The average of the 

behavioral r-squares was 355. In contrast, the r-square values for the attitude items 

ranged from a low of .05 for the item "I lose my temper easily" to a high of .24 for the 

respondents assessment of whether or not they try hard in school. The average for these 

items was a fairly low. 138. Therefore, it appears that behavioral items are preferable, or at 

least more statistically reliable, measures of self-control. This finding has direct 

implications for future tests of self-control theory. Self-control should be measured with 

various types of imprudent or reckless behaviors instead of self-reports of attitudes. What 

is necessary in order to employ behaviors as measures of self-control are careful definitions 

of the dependent variables that are substantively different from the measures of self-control. 
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In addition to the measure of self-control, the other key concept within self-control 

theory is opportunity. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) remind the reader that for a crime or 

act of deviance to occur, there must be a motivated offender, a suitable target, and lack of 

guardians. In other words, an opportunity to engage in the activity must be present along 

with an individual who does not possess adequate self-control. However, many tests of 

self-control theory that have been conducted have not incorporated the concept of 

opportunity (Gibbs and Giever 1995; Ameklev et al. 1993; Brownfield and Sorenson 

1993; Keane et al. 1993; Wood et al. 1993). This study breaks with this pattern by 

explicitly considering a measure of general crime opportunity along with the measure of 

self-control. Instead of trying to pinpoint actual specific opportunities to engage in the 

different forms of intimidation and violence, opportunity in this study is conceptualized as a 

combination of parental supervision, peer deviance, and unstructured activities. This 

approach allows one measure to be used as a predictor of all the different types of behavior 

under investigation. 

After self-control and opportunity were operationalized, these measures were used 

to test self-control theory's ability to predict a variety of forms of intimidation and violence. 

In every model examining the different types of behaviors, self-control and opportimity did 

in fact have significant effects on the form of intimidation and violence being predicted. 

Thus, hypotheses two and three of this study, that predict a negative effect of self-control 

and positive effect of opportunity respectively, are both supported in examinations of the 

different types of intimidation and violence. In addition, the results of the model for the 

combined measure indicated that self-control and opportunity had strong effects in the 

predicted directions. Greater self-control decreased intimidation and violence and greater 

opportunity increased participation in these behaviors. Both effects are consistent with the 

theory. Those who are higher in self-control are less likely to engage in acts of violence 

and intimidation and greater opportunity increases such participation. 

Hypothesis four, that predicted opportunity is dependent to some degree on self-

control, was also highly supported by the findings of this study. For each model 
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predicting different types of intimidation and violence, as well as the combined measure, 

self-control had a signiflcant negative effect on opportunity. This indicates that greater self-

control decreases involvement in unstructured or unsupervised behaviors, or minimize peer 

associations that would create criminal or deviant activities. 

Finally, hypothesis five predicted that the effect of self-control on intimidation and 

violence is partially indirect through opportunity. Statistics generated through LISREL 

indicated that for each type of behavior examined, the indirect effects of self-control on the 

dependent variable was in fact signiHcant at the p<.001 level. In fact, for some types of 

behaviors, the indirect effect of self-control was greater than the direct effect Therefore, 

the final hypothesis of this study was also supported. These findings indicate that it is 

important to consider the relationship between self-control and opportimity in tests of self-

control theory. 

The findings of this study provide a great deal of support for self-control theory. 

However, for each type of intimidation and violence, the models presented in this analysis 

provide only fair fits with the underlying variance covariance matrix. Further refinement of 

these models is therefore suggested. 

Additional Findings 

In addition to the significant effects of self-control and opportunity, both the effects 

of family violence and socioeconomic status were also significant predictors of juvenile 

intimidation and violence. These measures were included in the analysis as controls that 

were considered to be indicators of the respondent's subculture. Since both are significant 

in every model, this data also could indicate that there is some support for subcultural 

theories. The argument in support of these theories would be that families where the 

parents have lower levels of education have a different set of values than families with 

parents with higher levels of education. These values would focus less on education and 

mainstream avenues of success, thereby increasing the likelihood of the juvenile acting out 

in school or participating in other forms of deviance. Additionally, if the family members 
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engage in acts of violence toward each other, this is indicative of an acceptance of violence 

as a normal part of life. 

However, some of the information in this data do not support these conclusions. 

To being with, nearly all the respondents in this sample indicated that higher education and 

doing well in school was important to them. Although nearly 30% of the respondents' 

fathers and 33% of the mothers had only a high school education or less, education 

appeared to be very important for the respondents. Specifically, 92% of the sample 

indicated that getting good grades was very or somewhat important to them and nearly 76% 

intended to earn a college degree, with an additional 10% intending to get at least a couple 

years of college. Therefore, it does not appear that there is a substantial subculture within 

the sample that does not value education. 

The effect of socioeconomic status in these models may be indicative of something 

other than a subculture. One possibility is that this measure may be related to the measure 

of opportunity in these models. Although the exogenous variables are correlated in the 

models, there is no correlation assumed between the exogenous and endogenous variables. 

Several of the key measures of oppormnity in this study involve the ability of parents to 

monitor and supervise their child. Families with a higher socioeconomic status would be 

more likely to have stable jobs that allow them to more closely monitor their child's 

activities. The relationship between parental education and opportunity is an area of 

research for future study. 

The second indicator of subcultures in these models is that of family violence. 

Similarly to the above comparison of child's and parent's education aspirations or 

achievements, it was possible to examine the data more closely to determine if those who 

had experienced family violence were the respondents who were predominately involved in 

the various forms of intimidation and violence under investigation. In cross tabulations 

between various forms of fighting and drive by shootings with the four different measures 

of family violence, it was apparent that those who experienced family violence were 

disproportionately involved in violence. However, a substantial percent of those 

experiencing family violence did not participate in these activities. For instance, while 
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between 9 and 13% of those experiencing different form of family violence reported having 

beaten someone up "many times", 33 to 42% reported having never beaten someone up.' 

In comparison, for those who had never experienced family violence, only between 30 and 

38% had ever beaten someone up. Therefore, between 62 and 70% had never been 

involved in that type of violence. Similar patterns hold for a variety of other types of 

intimidation and violence, including gang fights and drive by shootings. These findings do 

indicate that those juveniles who have experienced family violence are in fact more likely 

than other juveniles to participation in various forms of intimidation and violence. 

Although it is possible that patterns of violence are being learned within the 

subculture of the family, it does not appear that all those who experience family violence 

engage in violence themselves and it is definitely the case that more juveniles participate in 

intimidation and violence than just those who have experienced violence within their 

families. Therefore, additional explanations other than subcultural values are needed to 

explain the relationship between family violence and the juveniles participation in other 

forms of intimidation and violence. 

One possibility is that some of the "family violence" that is being reported by the 

juveniles is in fact punishment used by parents to correct their children's behaviors. The 

distribution of the four items measuring family violence is very narrow. Less than 13% of 

the sample had ever seen either parent hit each other and only 22% had ever hit a parent 

The item in this group with the most diverse distribution was the respondent's report of 

being hit by a parent. A total of 43% of the sample reported being hit by a parent at least 

once. This item is the one that reflects traditional punishment patterns, with the parent 

physically punishing the child. Some respondents may be including actions such as 

spankings in their reports for this item. Although current social dogma frowns at physical 

punishment of children, this type of "hit" by a parent to a child may be indicative of parents 

correcting deviant behavior rather than abuse. 

^ The range is due to the fact that all four types of family violence were examined 
separately. For instance, 42% reported having never beat someone up who had been hit by 
a parent and 32% who had seen their mother hit their father reported never beating anybody 
up. 
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According to self-control theory, one of the requirements for the development of 

self-control is correction of deviant behaviors. However, excessive punishments are 

considered to be damaging to the development of the child and likely to increase, rather 

than decrease, deviant behavior (Hawkins et al. 1996; Baumrind 1991; Glueck and Glueck 

1950). In order to determine if family violence was associated with self-control, the 

models in chapter four allowed the exogenous variables to correlate. In all but the model 

for the combined measure of intimidation and violence, self-control and family violence 

were significantly and positively correlated. This indicates that as family violence 

increased, self-control increased. Intuitively, the direction of this correlation is opposite to 

what is expected. However, if the above discussion is correct, and students were including 

various punishments in their reports of family violence, this may in fact be predominately 

reflecting an active role being taken by parents to correct deviance in their children. 

•Stiidv I jTnitatinnR 

Although this data provided a good deal of information on different forms of 

intimidation and violence, and the findings provided support self-control theory, there are 

some methodological limitations and concerns that should be addressed. One of the most 

serious limitations of this data is the inability to determine the causal order or the events 

under investigation. 

This data was collected from the respondents during their middle or high school 

years. Therefore, measures of self-control, opportunity and intimidation and violence were 

all collected at the same point of time. However, the models proposed in this study imply 

that self-control is causally prior to both opportunity and intimidation and violence. This 

causal order is theoretically driven. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) proposed that self-

control is an individual characteristic that is developed early in life. In fact, it is assumed 

that the years prior to age five are key in the development of this characteristic. Since this 

trait then is thought to remain fairly stable across the life course, the individual's self-

control can be measured at any point of their life. Since self-control is developed early and 
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remains stable, theoretically, self-control is a precursor to both opportunity and intimidation 

an violence. 

However, actual casual order cannot be determined by this data. All the key items 

are being measured at one point in time so the nature of the temporal direction is purely 

theoretical. Although the proposed models are logically and theoretically consistent, it is 

possible that some of the relationships can be reciprocal. An individual who engages in 

some forms of intimidation an violence, and experiences no negative consequences, may 

become to believe that there are no negative long term consequences of their acts. 

Therefore, participation in intimidation and violence may influence the individual's self-

control. Similarly, an individual may encounter numerous opportunities to engage in these 

acts that weaken the self-control of the individual. In order to better establish causal order, 

it would be necessary to pinpoint more specifically when the behaviors occurred. 

In addition to the issue of causal order between the key variables, there is also a 

possible problem with the assumptions of stability in the variables of opportunity and 

intimidation and violence. Theoretically opportunities are not stable but in fact change 

according to various circumstances. For this study, several of the items used in the 

opportunity measure do cover a range of time, such as "Have you ever gone looking for 

someone to hand out with at night?", and therefore some degree of long term opportunity is 

implied. However, these items are much more centered on the current life of the 

respondent, asking about current friends, and current assessments of parents level of 

supervision. Therefore, there may have been much different levels of opportimity at 

previous points in the respondents life. 

Both these problems of casual order and changes in opportunity could be addressed 

by turning to longitudinal research. Longitudinal research would allow researchers to 

measure an individuals self-control at one period of time, then monitor opportunities and 

their participation in various forms of deviance at later times. This would drastically 

improve the strength of conclusions about causal order. However, the added expense, 

difficulty and typical reduction in number of subjects associated with longitudinal work 

makes this type of extensive analysis very difficult. Instead, it is possible to develop more 
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focused cross-sectional surveys that attempt to pinpoint when activities under investigation 

took place. If the time frame is narrowed, the items designed to measure opportunities and 

behavioral indicators of self-control could also be limited to the same period of time, or to a 

period directly prior to the dependent variable under consideration. For example, 

respondents could be asked questions about various imprudent or reckless behaviors that 

they engaged in during the last academic year, then report on their deviant behaviors and 

measures of opportunity for the current academic year. Careful construction of surveys 

could improve the ability of researchers to determine causal order without sacrificing large 

sample sizes or incurring additional expenses. 

Future Research 

Although this study does provide support for self-control theory by showing that 

different forms of violence and intimidation are all significantly predicted by self-control 

and opportunity, the range of behaviors that are examined is fairly restricted. The theory 

makes the very broad claim that self-control is the underlying cause of a whole range of 

criminal and imprudent behavior, including sexual promiscuity, petty theft, a tendency to 

be involved in accidents, inability to hold a steady job and acts of violence. Testing such a 

claim requires a more extensive examination of different fonns of behavior than the limits 

of this study allowed. 

Past tests of self-control theory have examined criminal behaviors such as fraud or 

use of force to '^accomplish goals" (Grasmick et al. 1993: 18), theft, vandalism and assault 

that were recorded by police (Brownfield and Sorenson 1993), different forms of 

imprudent behavior such as drinking and driving (Keane et al. 1993), alcohol use and 

cutting class (Gibbs and Giever 1995), gambling, drinking and smoking behaviors 

(Ameklev et al. 1993), or have developed very overarching measures of deviance that 

incorporate a wide range of behaviors (Wood et al. 1993). This study has added to tests of 

this theory by examining a range of acts of intimidation and violence such as bullying 

behaviors, a variety of specific fighting activities, and possession and use of weapons. 
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In addition to expanding the range of behaviors examined with this theory, research 

should continue to focus on measurement of self-control and opportiuiity. The findings in 

this study of the high reliability of the use of behaviors to measure self-control needs to 

guide future work. In addition, opportunities to engage in crime need to be more carefully 

defined. In this case, the reliance on items that amount to parental attachment and 

supervision may not be tapping actual opportunity but simply another dimension or 

segment of self-control. The finding in this study that part of the effect of self-control is 

indirect through the measure of opportunity may, in that case, be interpreted to mean that 

these are simply two artificially separated measures of self-control. Therefore, any 

"indirect" effect should be considered to be additional direct effects of self-control on the 

dependent variable. Although the measures of self-control and opportunity used in this 

study are conceptualized as distinct concepts, the highly significant relationship between 

these two measures indicate a close connection between these concepts. 

Hnally, this study focused almost exclusively on self-control theory and did not 

incorporate many presumed predictors of deviant behaviors suggested by other theories 

into the models. The relationships of family structure, age, sex, peer deviance, and school 

environment to intimidation and violence are all areas that should be explored. In addition, 

the significant effects of class and family violence in this study indicate that issues of 

culture or learning can not be easily dismissed. The link between these items and self-

control was not explicitly examined in this study even though there are very logical 

connections between family violence and development of self-control. However, 

correlations between these items and self-control in the different models in chapter four do 

indicate that these three measures are often significantly correlated. A study designed to 

explore in depth the causes of self-control may significantly improve future tests of this 

important criminological theory. 

Beyond additional work expanding and challenging self-control theory, a further 

area of research related to this study is a more detailed examination of bullying in the 

United States. This data indicated that bullying was more common in this sample than 

many past studies on this subject. This may imply that bullying is different in the United 
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States. This issue can be explored further by exanoining more closely who engages in 

bullying in either the capacity of bully or victim. A great deal of past work on bullying has 

focused on trying to establish dichotomies or typologies of who the perpetrators of bullying 

are and who the victims are. This assumes that these are two identifiably distinct groups of 

juveniles. However, de to the large number of juveniles who reported involvement in these 

activities in this sample, I suspect that those who bully are not entirely distinct from their 

classmates. Therefore, an examination of who bullies and who is the victim of bullying 

may reveal very different findings that previous work. 

In addition to examining the two groups of bullies and victims, it would also be 

beneficial to test a wider range of predictors of bullying. Since this type of behavior 

generally happens earlier in life than more serious acts of deviance, determining the causes 

of this early deviant behavior may indicate possible causes of other more serious acts. 

Such predictors could include the environment of the school, the social status of the 

individual, da variety of economic indicators, and more detailed measures of exposure to 

deviant peers. 

This approach of broadening the examination of predictors of different forms of 

intimidation and violence is suggested in the current study. Although each model does 

support self-control theory, in that both self-control and opportimity are significant 

predictors of intimidation and violence, the statistical fit of models themselves are in need 

of improvement- Tests including more expansive alternatives self-control theory would 

both provide a better understanding of juvenile intimidation and violence and also challenge 

self-control theorists to develop better measures of self-control and opportimity. 
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APPENDIX A: HUMAN SUBJECT APPROVAL 

A^ona. 
iheUMvsBirro' 

Human Subjects Committee 1622 E Mabel St. 
P.O. Box 245137 
Tucson. Arizona 35721-5137 
(520) 626-6721 SCD^ ClSTtX 

18 April 1997 

Travis Hirschi, Ph.D. 
Department of Sociology 
Social Sciences Building, Room 432 
PO Box 210027 

RE: A MEASUREMENT STUDY OF CONTROL THEORY EXPLANATIONS OF 
DELINQUENT AND DEVIAm BEHAVIOR 

Dear Dr. Hirschi: 

We have received docimients concerning your above cited project. Requested final 
phase of project involves replication and e.xtension of questionnaire study originally 

conducted more than 30 years ago (subject recruitment and data collection in 
Fayetteville, Arkansas; data analysis only vdll be performed at this site). Project at this 
site was originally classified as exempt from review on 8.30.93 [45 CFR Part 46.101(b) 
(2)]. Currently requested extension at this site will involved analysis of anonymous data 
only, therefore regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services [45 CFR Part 46.101(b) (4) ] exempt this type of research from review by our 
committee. 

Thank yoiir for keeping us informed of your work. If you have any questions conceming 
the above, please contact this office. 

Sincerely yours, 

William F. Denny. M.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

WTD:js 
cc; Departmental / College Review Committee 
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APPENDIX B: FAYETTEVILLE SURVEY 

FayctteviBe Public sdtoob 

nnr 
C<1.Sa«AT»<« rue WXILS Txk fvitumc 

April 26, 1997 

Doug Adams. Ph.D. 
University of Arkansas 
Department of Sociology 
Fayetteville. AR 72701 

Dear Dr. Adams, 

The Fayetteville Public Schools will be happy to participate in a survey to measure delinquent 
and deviant behavior as part of a study funded by the National Science Foundation. 

You have administrative approval to survey students in grades 9-11. Parental approval is not 
required; however, students may choose not to respond to the survey. Generally students are very 
receptive and enjoy participating in studies of this nature. We only ask that you share the results 
with us in a timely manner. 

Sincerely, 

C. Gary Standridge 
Assistant Superintendent 
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FAYETTEVILLE HIGH SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE 
MAY 1997 

This is part of a study of opinions, attitudes and activities of young people in the 
Fayetteville area. Oar purpose is to better understand why we behave as we do, and to use 
this knowledge to plan useful and effective programs. 

Your answers are anonymous. Do NOT put your name or any other form of identification 
on this form or on the answer sheet We will not attempt to identify you in any way. 

Please answer the questions the way you really feel, even if you think there are people who 
disagree with you. If you do not want to answer a question, you may skip it. But please 
try to answer all you can in the time available. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE HRST OLFESTTONS ONLY: 

Rease locate the column labeled grade or educ. on the front side of your answer sheet. 
From he 16 choices given below, indicate to which religious group you belong (fill in the 
corresponding circle). 

1. African Methodist Episcopal 
2. Assemblies of God 
3. Baptist 
4. Catholic 
5. Church of Christ 
6. Church of God 
7. Congregationalist 
8. Episco{^an 
9. Jewish 
10. Lutheran 
11. Islam 
12. Methodist 
13. Mormon (Latter Day Saints) 
14. Pentecostal 
15. Presbyterian 
16. None of these 

HOW TO MARK YOUR ANSWERS 

DO NOT MARK ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE. Please mark the answer sheet with 
a number 2 pencil. After each question, there are several answers. Fill the small circle on 
the sheet that stands for the answer you have chosen. 

1. Please indicate your sex: 2. Please indicate your race: 
A. Male A. White 
B. Female B. Ffispanic 

C. Black 
D. Asian 
E. Native American 



148 

3. Please indicate your age: 
A. 14 or younger 
B. 15 
C 16 
D. 17 
E. 18 or older 

4. What grade are you in? 
A. 9th 
B. 10th 
C 11th 

5. How many brothers (include half and step-brothers) do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 

6. How many sisters (include half and step-sisters) do you have? 
A. 0 
B. 1 
C. 2 
D. 3 
E. 4 or more 

7. Who currently acts as a father for you? 
A. My real father, who lives at home 
B. My real father, who does not live at home 
C. My step father 
D. Odier relative or adult 
E. No one 

8. Who currently acts as a mother for you? 
A. My real mother, who lives at home 
B. My real mother, who does not live at home 
C. My step mother 
D. Odier relative or adult 
E. No one 

9. How much education does your father have? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Graduated from high school 
C. Trade or Business school 
D. Some college of junior college 
E. Graduated from a 4-year college 
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10. How much education does your mother have? 
A. Some high school or less 
B. Graduated from high school 
C. Trade or Business school 
D. Some college of junior college 
E Graduated from a 4-year college 

11. What is your yearly family income? 
A. $10 thousand or less 
B. $10-25 thousand 
C. $26-39 thousand 
D. $40-65 thousand 
E. $66 thousand or more 

12. How does your family compare to other families in your neighborhood? 
A. Much better off 
B. Better off 
C. About the same 
D. Worse off 
E. Much worse off 

13. Is your mother working? 
A. Working full-time 
B. Working part-time 
C. Looking for work 
D. Keeping house 
E. Other 

14. Is your father working? 
A. Working full-time 
B. Working part-time 
C. Looking for work 
D. Keeping house 
E. Other 

15. Have your parents ever received welfare benefits? 
A. No, never 
B. Not now, but they used to 
C. Yes, now 

16. Compared to most people your age, are you...? 
A. Bigger 
B. Average 
C. Smaller 
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17. How would yoa rate yourself in school ability compared to the other students at your 
school? 
A. Among the bets 
B. Above average 
C. About average 
D. Below Average 
E. Among the worst 

18. On average, how many hours per week do you spend studying or doing homework. 
A. 3 or more hours a day 
B. About 2 h ours a day 
C. About 1 hour a day 
D. about 1/2 hour a day 
E. Less than 1/2 hour a day 

19. In general, do you like or dislike school? 
A. Like it 
B. Like it and dislike it about equally 
C. Dislike it 

20. How important is getting good grades to you? 
A. Very important 
B. Somewhat important 
C. Fairiy unimportant 
D. Completely unimportant 

21. What kinds of grades do you get? 
A. Mostly A's 
B. Mostly B's 
C. Mostly C's 
D. Mostly D's 
E. Mostly F s 

22. Do you care what teachers think of you? 
A. I care a lot 
B. I care some 
C. I don't care much 

23. How much education do you plan to get? 
A. Some high school 
B. High school graduation 
C. Trade or business school 
D. Some college of junior college 
E College graduation (4 years) 

24. Are you one of the leaders in your group of friends? 
A. Yes 
B. No 
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25. Would you say that your group of friends is the "top crowd" at this school? 
A. Yes 
B. Near the top 
C. No 

26. How much do you think most teachers like your group of friends? 
A. Very much 
B. Fairiywell 
C. Not much 
D. Not at all 

27. Have any of your friends been picked up by the police? 
A. No 
B. One friend has 
C. Two friends have 
D. Three friends have 
E. Four or more friends have 

28. On average, how often do you attend religious services? 
A. Once a week or more 
B. Two or three times a month 
C. Once a month 
D. A few times a year 
E. Never or almost never 

A=NEVER 
B=ONCE OR TWICE 
C=SEVERALTIMES 
D=MANY TIMES 

ONCE 
or <;fvprat manty 

HAVE YOU EVER... NEVER TWICE TIMES TIMES 

29. Played on an organized sports team? A B C D 
30. Gone looking for someone to hang around 

with at night? A B C D 
31. Stayed away from school because you had 

better things you wanted to do? A B C D 
32. Cheated on a quiz or exam? A B C D 
33. Been sent out of a classroom by a teacher? A B C D 
34. Been suspended or expelled from school? A B C D 
35. Been picked up by the police? A B C D 
36. Taken little things (worth less than $2) that 

did not belong to you? A B C D 
37. Taken things of medium value (between $2 and 

$50) that did not belong to you? A B C D 
38. Taken things of larger value (worth over $50) 

that did not belong to you? A B C D 
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ONCE 
OR SEVERAL MANY 

HAVE YOU EVER... NEVER TWICE TIMES TTMRS 

39. Taken a car for a ride without the owner's 
permission? A B C D 

40. Banged up something, on purpose, that did not 
belong to you? A B C D 

41. Beaten up on someone (not a brother or sister) 
or hurt anyone on purpose? A B C D 

42. Driven a car when you bad been drinking? A B C D 
43. Used force to get something you wanted 

from another person? A B C D 
44. Been in a car, truck or motorcycle accident? A B C D 
45. Been hurt riding your bike, skateboard or 

rollerblades? A B C D 
46. Been to the emergency room of a hospital 

because of injuries due to an accident? A B C D 
47. Broken one of your bones? A B C D 
48. Seen your father hit your mother? A B C D 
49. Seen your mother hit your father? A B C D 
50. Been hit by either parent? A B C D 
51. Hit one of your parents? A B C D 
52. Been hit by someone you were dating? A B C D 
S3. Hit someone you were dating? A B C D 
54. Had something taken from you by force? A B C D 
55. Been beaten up, or physically hurt, on purpose? A B C D 
56. Had something stolen from you? A B C D 
57. Been teased, called names or picked on by 

someone at school? A B C D 
58. Been intentionally excluded from a group at 

school? A B C D 
59. Been assaulted by someone using a weapon? A B C D 
60. Repeatedly teased, called names or picked on 

another student at school? A B C D 
61. Intentionally excluded another student from a 

group at school? A B C D 
62. Worked for pay during the school year? A B C D 
63. Slapped, shoved or hit another student at school? A B C D 
64. Taken part in gang fights? A B C D 
65. Participated in a drive by shooting? A B C D 
66. Shot dice for money? A B c D 
67. Bet money on sporting events? A B c D 
68. Played canis for money? A B c D 
69. Drank alcohol? A B c D 
70. Smoked cigarettes (or used smokeless tobacco)? A B c D 
71. Smoked marijuana? A B c D 
72. Used other drags (cocaine, ecstasy, heroin, LSD 

steroids)? A B c D 
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ONCE 
OR SEVERAL MANY 

HAVE YOU EVER... NEVER TWICE TIMES TIMES 

73. Gone out on dates? A B C D 
74. Participated in youth clubs outside of school? A B C D 
75. Lied to your parents about your grades? A B C D 

A=STRONGLY AGREE 
B=AGREE 
C=UNDEaDED 
D=DISAGREE 
E=STRONGLY DISAGREE 

Please indicate how strongly vou AGREE or DISAGREE with the following statements... 

76. I try hard in school. 
77. I tell good stories, even if they aren't the whole 

truth. 
78. I am usually pretty cautious. 
79. I don't devote much thought and effort to preparing 

for the future. 
80. I try to save as much money as 1 can. 
81. I lose my temper easily. 
82. Only fools tell the truth all the time. 
83. To get ahead, you have to do some things that 

are not right. 
84. It's okay to get around the law if you can get 

away with it. 
85. Rules were made to be broken. 
86. It's okay to take something from big business 

because they won't miss it anyway. 
87. 1 see no need for hard woric. 
88. I have lots of respect for the police. 
89. When I get caught in a lie, I just tell another one. 
90. Sometimes, I t^e a risk just for the fun of it. 
91. Whatever I do, I try hardL 
92. I try to get things 1 want even when I know it's 

causing problems for other people. 
93. I have had dates with more than one person in the 

same week. 
94. I share my thoughts and feelings with my mother 
95. I believe in going steady with the same person. 
96. Hitchhiking is too dangerous for me. 
97. There is no good reason for one person to hit 

another. 
98. Teachers pick on me. 
99. I would like to be the kind of person my father is. 
100.1 would like to be the kind of person my mother is. 

SA AG UN DA SD 
A B C D E 

A B C D E 
A B C D E 

A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 
A B c D E 

A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 

A B C D E 

A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 

A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
A B C D E 
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SA AG UN DA SD 

101. People who break the law are almost always 
caught and punished. A B C D E 

102. Most things people call delinquent don't really 
hurt anyone. A B C D E 

103. I would like to be the kind of person my best 
friend is. A B C D E 

104. I respect my best friends' opinions about the 
important things in life. A B C D E 

105. I live for today and let tomorrow take care of 
itself. A B C D E 

106. An easy life is a happy life. A B C D E 
107. The devU actually exists. A B C D E 
108. Fools and suckers deserve what they get. A B C D E 
109. I talk over future plans with my parents. A B C D E 
110. I wouldn't date someone that I didn't know well. A B C D E 
111. My mother seems to understand me. A B C D E 
112. My parents know where I am when I am away 

from home. A B C D E 
113. In general, my parents like my friends. A B C D E 
114. My parents always know who I am dating. A B C D E 
115. When I date, I almost always double date. A B C D E 
116. Having a car is very important to me. A B C D E 
117. There is life after death. A B C D E 
118. I usually finish my homework. A B C D E 
119. My friends participate in school activities. A B C D E 

A=NONEATALL 
B=l-2 HOURS 
C=3-4 HOURS 
D=5-6 HOURS 
E=7 OR MORE HOURS 

How many hours per week do vou spend doing these things? 

7 OR 
NONE 1-2 3^ 5-6 MORE 

120. Watching television? A B C D E 
121. Reading newspapers or news magazines? A B C D E 
122. Reading books for pleasure? A B C D E 
123. Going on dates? A B C D E 
124. Sitting around talking to friends? A B C D E 
125. Sitting around talking to parents? A B C D E 
126. Woridng around the house for your parents? A B C D E 
127. Working on hobbies? A B C D E 
128. Riding around in a car with friends? A B C D E 
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A=VERY LIKELY 
B=SOMEWHAT UKELY 
C=UNDEaDED 
D=SOMEWHAT UNUKELY 
E=VERY UNLIKELY 

How likely is it that vou would do the following in a dating relationship? 

VL SL UN SU VU 
129. Hit a partner i f  you caught him or her cheating on 

you? A B C D E 
130. Slap a partner for embarrassing you in front of 

friends? A B c D E 
131. End an argimient with your partner by using 

physical violence? A B c D E 
132. Hit your partner while you were drunk or on drugs? A B c D E 
133. Stay with a partner who hit or slapped you? A B c D E 
134. Call the police if a partner hit you? A B c D E 
135. Tell someone else if a partner hit you? A B c D E 

Please answer Yes or No to the following questions ... Yes No 

136. Is there a gun in your home? A B 
137. Do you drive a car? A B 
138. Have you been asked to join a gang? A B 
139. Have you ever belonged to a gang? A B 
140. Are you currently in a gang? A B 
141. Have you threatened or beaten up someone to get them 

tojoinagang? A B 
142. Have you been threatened or beaten up because you 

wouldn't join a gang? A B 
143. Have you ever been diagnosed by a doctor as having 

Attention Deficit and Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) A B 
144. Have you ever been prescribed medication for ADHD A B 

145. How many members are in your gang? 
A. Not in a gang 
B. 2-3 members 
C. 4-9 members 
D. 10-20 members 
E. 21 or more members 

146. What would be the worst thing about getting caught for stealing? 
A. The police might not treat you right 
B. Your parents would be angry 
C. Your friends would look down on you 
D. Don't know 
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147. Do your parents ever punish you in the following ways? (Mark those that apply) 
A. By slapping or hitting you 
B. By not letting you do the things you want to do 
C. By nagging or scolding you 
D. By calling you bad names 
E. By yelling at you 

148. Would your mother stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? 
A. Certainly 
B. Probably 
C. Maybe 
D. I doubt it 
E. I don't know 

149. Would your father stick by you if you got into really bad trouble? 
A. Certainly 
B. Probably 
C. Maybe 
D. I doubt it 
E. I don't know 

150. Which school do you usually attend? 
A. Fayetteville High School; East Campus 
B. Fayetteville Hi^ School; West Campus 
C. Woodland Junior High School 
D. Ramay Junior High School 
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151. How many years have you attended 
school in the Fayetteville Scli^l CKstrict? 

A. 1-3 years 
B. 3-5 years 
C. 5-7 years 
D. 7-9 years 
E. more than 9 years 

152. During the past 12 months, on bow 
many sports teams did you play (do not 
include PE classes). 

A. 0 teams 
B. 1 team 
C. 2 teams 
D. 3 or more teams 

153. Do you currently have a part-time job? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

154. On how many of the past 7 days did 
you exercise or participate in sports 
activities that made you sweat and breath 
hard such as basketball, jogging, 
swimming, tennis, fast bicycling, or similar 
aerobic activities? 

A. Odays 
B. 1 day 
C. 2 days 
D. 3 days 
E. 4 or more days 

155. On how many of the past 7 days did 
you do stretching exercises such as toe 
touching, knee and / or leg stretching? 

A. 0-1 days 
B. 1-3 days 
C. 3-4 days 
D. more than 4 days 

156. Yesterday did you eat fruit? 
A. No 
B. Yes, only once 
C. Yes, twice or more 

157. For at least 4 days a week, do you eat 
a variety of foods from the different food 
groups? (fruits, vegetables, protein, milk) 

A. Everyday 
B. 2-3 days a week 
C. 4-5 days a week 
D. 1 day or none 

158. Compared to other students in your 
class, what kind of student would you say 
you are? 

A. One of the best 
B. Far above the middle 
C. In the middle 
D. Far below the Middle 
E. Near the bottom 

159. Which of the following are you trying 
to do? 

A. Lose weight 
B. Gain weight 
C. Stay the same 
D. I am not trying to do anything 
about my wei^t 

160. Compared to other students in your 
class, what would be your grade point 
average? 

A. A 
B. B 
C. C 
D. D 

161. During the past 30 days, how many 
times did you ride in a car or other vehicle 
driven by someone who had been drinking 
alcohol? 

A. 0 times 
B. I time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 
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162. During the past 30 days, how many 
times did your drive a vehicle when you 
have been drinking alcoh(rf? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

163. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you carry a weapon such as 
a gun, k^e, or club? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

164. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you carry a weapon such as 
a gun, knife, or club on school property? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

165. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you not go to school because 
you felt you would be unsafe at school or 
on your way to or from school? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

166. During the past 12 months, how many 
times has someone threatened or injured you 
with a weapon such as a knife or gun on 
school property? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

167. During the past 12 months, how many 
times has someone stolen or deliberately 
damaged your property such as your car, 
clothing, or books on school property? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. More than 5 times 

168. During the past 12 months, how many 
times were you in a physical fight? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1-3 times 
C. 4-5 times 
D. 6-7 times 
E. More than 7 times 

169. The last time you were in a physical 
fight, with whom did you fight? 

A. I have never been in a physical 
fight 
B. A total stranger 
C. A friend or someone I know 
D. A boyfriend, girlfriend, or date 
E. A parent, brother, sister, or other 
family member 

170. During the past 12 months, how many 
times were you in a physical fight in which 
you were injured and had to be treated by a 
doctor or nurse? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 time 
C. 2 or 3 times 
D. 4 or 5 times 
E. 6 or more times 

171. During the past 12 months, how many 
times were you in a physical fight on school 
property? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1-3 times 
C. 4-6 times 
D. 7-9 times 
E. more than 9 times 
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172. Have you ever tried smoking, even 
one or two puffs? 

A. Yes 
B. No 

173. How old were you when you smoked 
a whole cigarette for the first time? 

A. I have never smoked a whole 
cigarette 
B. Less than 9 years old 
C. 9-12 years old 
D. 13-15 years old 
E. 16-19 years old 

174. Have you ever smoked cigarettes 
regularly, that is, at least one cigarette every 
30 days? 

A. Yes 
B. No 

175. How old were you when you first 
started smoking cigarettes regularly? (at 
least one cigarette every 30 days) 

A. I have never smok^ cigarettes 
regulariy 
B. Less than 9 years old 
C. 9-12 years old 
D. 13-15 years old 
E. 16-19 years old 

176. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you smoke cigarettes? 

A. Odays 
B. 1-3 days 
C. 3-5 days 
D. 5-10 days 
E. more than 10 days 

177. During the past 30 days, on the days 
your smoked, how many cigarettes did you 
smoke per day? 

A. 1 did not smoke cigarettes during 
the past 30 days 
B. Less than 1 cigarette per day 
C. 1-5 cigarettes per day 
D. 5-10 cigarettes per day 
E. More than 10 cigarettes 

178. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days d^d you smoke cigarettes on 
school property? 

A. Odays 
B. 1-3 ^ys 
C. 4-6 days 
D. 7-10 days 
E. more than 10 days 

179. During the past 6 months, did you try 
to quit smol^g cigarettes? 

A. I did not smoke cigarettes during 
the past 6 months 

B. Yes 
C. No 

180. During the past 30 days, did you use 
chewing tobacco, such as Redman, Levi 
Garrett, or Beechnut, or snuff, such as 
Skoal, Skoal Bandits, or Copenhagen? 

A. No 
B. Yes, chewing tobacco only 
C. Yes, snuff only 
D. Yes, both chewing tobacco and 

snuff 

181. During the past 30 days, did you use 
chewing tobacco, such as Redman, Levi 
Garrett, or Beechnut, or snuff, such as 
Skoal, Skoal Bandits, or Copenhagen on 
school property? 

A. No 
B. Yes, chewing tobacco only 
C. Yes, snuff only 
D. Yes, both chewing tobacco and 

snuff 

182. How old were you when you had 
your first drink of alcohol other than a few 
sips? 

A. I have never had a drink of 
alcohol other rhan a few sips 
B. Less than 9 years old 
C. 9-12 years old 
D. 12-15 years old 
E. More than 15 years old 
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183. During your life, on how many days 
have you had at least one drink of alcohol? 

A. Odays 
B. 1-3 ^ys 
C. 4-9 days 
D. 10-20 days 
E. more than 20 days 

184. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you have at least one drink 
of alcohol? 

A. 0 days 
B. 1-3 days 
C. 4-6 days 
D. 7-10 days 
E. more than 10 days 

185. During the past 30 days, on how 
many days did you have 5 or more drinks of 
alcohol in a row, that is within a couple of 
hours? 

A. Odays 
B. 1-3 ^ys 
C. 4-6 days 
D. 7-10 days 
E. more than 10 days 

186. [>uring the past 30 days, on how 
many days ^d you have at least one drink 
of alcohol on school property? 

A. Odays 
B. 1-3 days 
C. 4-6 days 
D. 7-10 days 
E. more than 10 days 

187. How old were you when you tried 
marijuana for the first time? 

A. I have never tried marijuana 
B. Less than 9 years old 
C. 9 or 10 years old 
D. 11 or 12 years old 
E. 12 or more years 

188. During your life, how many times 
have you used marijuana? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

189. During the past 30 days, how many 
times did you use marijuana? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

190. During the past 30 days, how many 
times did you use marijuana on school 
property? 

A. 0 times 
B- 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

191. How old were you when you tried any 
form of cocaine, including powder, crack, 
or freebase, for the first time? 

A. I have never tried cocaine 
B. less than 9 years 
C. 9 or 10 years old 
D. 11 or 12 years old 
E. 12 or older 

192. During your life, how many times 
have you used any form of cocaine, 
induing powder, crack or freebase? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 
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193. During the past 30 days, how many 
times did you use any form of cocaine, 
including powder, crack, orfreebase? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

194. Diuing your life, how many times 
have you used the crack or freeb^ forms 
of cocaine? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

195. During your life, how many times 
have you used any other type of illegal drug 
such as LSD, PCP, ecstasy, mushrwms, 
speed, ice, heroin, or pills without a 
doctor's prescription? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

196. During your life, how many times 
have you taken steroid pilis or shots without 
a doctor's prescription? 

A. 0 times 
B. 1 or 2 times 
C. 3 to 9 times 
D. 10 to 19 times 
E. more than 19 times 

197. E)uring your life, have you ever 
injected (shot up) any illegal drugs? 

A. Yes 
B- No 

198. During the past 12 months, has 
anyone offered, sold, or given you an illegal 
drug on school property? 

A. Yes 
B. No 

199. Did you answer this survey honestly? 
A. Yes 
B. No 

200. In your opinion, is the Fayetteville 
School District providing proper educational 
instruction to help prevent and reduce 
substance abuse? 

A. Yes 
B. No 
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