
Factors related to the desistance
of crime in a longitudinal sample

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Stuewig, Jeffrey

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:33:23

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/284203

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/284203


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI films 

the text directly from the original or copy sutxnitted. Thus, some thesis and 

dissertation copies are in typewriter ftice, while others may be from any type of 

computer printer. 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 

copy submitted. Broken or indistirKt print, cok>red or poor quality illustrations 

and photographs, print t>leedthrough, substandard margins, arxi improper 

alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete manuscript 

and there are missing pages, these will be ruXed. Also, if unauthorized 

copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, begirming at the upper left-hand comer and continuing 

from left to right in equal sections with small overiaps. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 

xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6' x 9' black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations appearing 

in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to order. 

Bell & Howell Information and Learning 
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346 USA 

800-521-0600 





FACTORS RELATED TO THE DESISTANCE OF CRIME IN A 

LONGITUDINAL SAMPLE 

by 

Jeffrey Stuewig 

Copyright © Jeffrey Stuewig 2000 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY 

In Partial flilfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

2000 



UMI Number 9983881 

Copyright 2000 by 

Stuewig, Jeffrey 

All rights reserved. 

® 

UMI 
UMI Microform9983881 

Copyright 2000 by Bell & Howell Information and Leaming Company. 
Ail rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against 

unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code. 

Bell & Howell Information and Leaming Company 
300 North Zeeb Road 

P.O. 60x1346 
Ann Arbor. Ml 48106-1346 



2 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA « 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As meobers of the Final Exaaination Coomittee. we certify that we have 

read the dissertation prepared bv JEFtKEY STUEWIG 

entitled FACTORS RELATED TO THE DESI STANCE OF CRr^fE 

IN A LONGITUDINAL SAMPLE 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

requirement for the Degree of rh-)rTOR of pktt n^nppv 

a... I.. P. / / 3/2-0 c 

7/̂ 3/C»o 

J?. / 

ULJL^ 
Lee Sechrest Date 

.() c. 7 / 7 3 / ^ 0  
David Rowe Date 

00 
ud-f th Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon 
the candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the 
Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

r~&ut IXJ'(1 J 
Dissertation Directa>r Laura McClo/key 

T-/ 3>- CO 
Date 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at the University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Librar\' 
lo be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, 
prov ided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission for 
extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be 
granted b>- the copyright holder. 

SIGNED:. 



4 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

First and foremost I would like to thank my parents for giving me the love and 
support to make it this far. In addition, thanks are due to the women and children who 
agreed to participate in this project. Their willingness to share their life stories with us 
have helped shape the thinking of many of us who have worked on this project. This 
dissertation has also benefited greatly from the comments of others who have worked on 
this project. Jennifer Bailey. Kim Becker. Veronica Herrera. and Erika Lichler should be 
commended for not only reading the manuscript and commenting on it. but also for 
listening to my constant rants about clean data. I also wish to thank Judith Becker. Craig 
LeCroN, Lec Sechrest. and David Rowe for being on my committee. Their advice and 
comments uere invaluable for my education as a scholar as well as for improving this 
paper. Finally, 1 want to thank my advisor and mentor Laura McCloskey. Without her 
support and guidance (not to mention data) none of this would have been possible. 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES 8 

LIST OF FIGURES 9 

ABSTRACT 10 

INTRODUCTION 11 

Overview I 1 

Slabilily of Antisocial Behavior 13 

Stability of Other Individual Characteristics 14 

Personality & Temperament 14 

Self Control 14 

Relationship between Individual Characteristics and Antisocial Behavior 15 

Peers 16 

Family 17 

School and IQ 18 

Adult Ties 19 

Persistence and Desistance 19 

Maturation and Aging 22 

Developmental Models 23 

Life Course Models 24 

Rational Choice Models 25 

Social Learning Models 25 

Change Over Time 26 



6 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

Research Questions 28 

METHODS 30 

Participants 30 

Measures 3 I 

RESULTS 36 

Section 1; Confirmatory Factor Analysis 37 

Section 2: Stability Over Time and Correlations with Delinquency 40 

Section 3: Desisters vs. Persisters 43 

Section 4: Does Change in Context or Temperament Predict Change in Crime? 45 

DISCUSSION 48 

Self-Control 48 

Stability of Antisocial Behavior 49 

Desisters and Persisters 49 

Methodological Issues 53 

Limitations and Future Directions 55 

Implications for Interv'ention 56 

Final Conclusions 58 

.APPENDIX A: MEASURES 59 

APPENDIX B: CORRELATIONS 64 

APPENDIX C: SCATTERPLOTS 65 

APPENDIX D: REGRESSIONS 67 



7 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Coniimied 

REFERENCES 69 



8 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1: Correlations of variables between Time 2 and Time 3; corrected for 

attenuation 40 

Table 2: Correlations between Time 2 variables and delinquency 42 

Table 3: Correlations between Time 3 variables and delinquency 42 

Table 4: Correlations between Time 2 variables and persistence 44 

Table 5: Regression predicting acceleration or deceleration in delinquency 46 



9 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1: Confirmatory' Factor Model for Time 2 38 

Figure 2: Confirmatory Factor Model for Time 3 39 



10 

ABSTRACT 

This stud\' examines characteristics of those who desist from compared to those who 

persist in delinquency over a two year span. Stability of antisocial behavior is a well 

accepted finding in the social sciences. In addition, many other individual characteristics 

associated with crime, such as impulsivity. are considered to be stable. These individual 

characteristics also show a relationship to long term negative outcomes of adult 

criminality and poor work history. Other variables that correlate with adolescent 

delinquency are parental monitoring, peer deviancy. and school attachment. While there 

is stability in antisocial behavior, there is also change; many individuals desist from 

delinquency as they age. Participants in this study were adolescents involved in a 

longitudinal study (N=278). Results show a high degree of stability in delinquency as 

well as in other correlates of delinquency. Parental monitoring, peer deviancy. and 

school attachment are all related to delinquency, yet when the subjects are divided into 

persisters (n = 73 ) versus desisters (n = 35). these same variables are not significantly 

related to dcsistance. This suggests that the variables related to onset may be different 

from those related to desistance from delinquency. Nonetheless, if one takes a more 

dynamic perspective of this relationship, change can be seen. Change in impulsivity, risk 

taking- temper, peer substance use. and school attachment relates to a deceleration in 

delinquent activity. Results are discussed from a developmental perspective. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over\'ie\v 

This siud\' focuses on both stability of delinquency, as well as the predictors of 

desistance or a reduction in delinquency, within a two year time frame during 

adolescence. Stability of delinquency over time is one of the most robust findings in 

social sciences (Farrington. 1991a). In his review of studies on aggression Olweus 

(1979) found high stability over long periods of time. Not surprisingly, one of the best 

predictors of adult criminality and antisocial behavior is aggression and delinquency in 

childhood and adolescence. Individual factors, such as impulsivity and other features of 

temperament, are also considered to be stable across the life span. .A.s a parallel in the 

criminological literature. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have postulated that self-control 

is formed within the first five years of life and stable thereafter. In addition to being 

stable, these individual characteristics have also been shown to relate to a variety of later 

outcomes in life including delinquency and antisociality. 

Besides temperament and personality, researchers have uncovered a variety of risk 

factors for delinquency. These include low levels of parental monitoring, associating 

with de\ iani peers, low IQ. and weak school attachment. 

Although the stability of antisocial behavior has been found to be strong, what is 

often overlooked is that current models explain less than half of the variance in such 

behavior. Other criticisms of this high stability finding focus on the fact that it does not 

take into account absolute prevalence, frequency, or seriousness. To address these 

problems some researchers believe that it would be more useful to investigate the 
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probabilities of persistence and desistance of antisocial behavior (Loeber & Stouthanier-

Loeber. 1998). If unique predictors of desistance can be identified, then interx'ention 

efforts may be able to focus on strengthening these factors. It is also of interest to 

in\ estigaie w hether the predictors of desistance correspond with those listed previoush' 

for onset of delinquency (e.g. parental monitoring, deviant peers. IQ. and school 

attachment). 

Desistance from crime has been understudied historically, but recently has emerged 

as an important topic (Sampson & Laub. 1993). Studies of desistance often do not 

address whether it is related to changes in other personal characteristics. Perhaps for 

some people desistance from delinquency is related to a decrease in their level of 

impulsivity. or conversely, an increase in self-control. Researchers often use measures of 

impulsi\ it>' at one time to predict delinquency at a later time, rarely e.xamining whether 

impulsivity or other individual characteristics change. This oversight may in part be due 

lo the reliance of social science on variable oriented analyses while neglecting more 

de\'elopmcnial person oriented analyses (Cairns. Bergman. Kagan. 1998). 

In addition to change in individual characteristics, change in other domains need to be 

explored. For example, changes in the circumstances that lead to delinquency (e.g.. 

parenting, school attachment, or involvement with delinquent peers) should also result in 

reduced antisocial behavior. This dynamic relationship, however, has not been studied as 

extensively. 
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Stability of Antisocial Behavior 

The stability of antisocial behavior over time is one of the most robust findings in 

social sciences (Loeber. 1982; Olweus. 1979; Sampson & Laub. 1993; White. Moftltt. 

Earls. Robins. & Silva.. 1990). For instance, over a four year inter\'al Patterson (1993) 

found a stability coefficient of .85 for adolescent boys. Fergusson. Horwood. and 

Lynskey (1995) found that 86% of children showed high stability in problem behavior 

over a two year period. Similarly. Olweus (1979) compared the high stability of 

aggression to that of intelligence. In addition, he proposed that the stability is not due to 

the en\ ironment but some relatively stable individual differentiating reaction tendency or 

motive system within individuals. In stating this, he located the problem within the 

person and as such difficult to change. 

In addition, one of the best predictors of adult criminality and antisocial behavior is 

aggression and delinquency in childhood and adolescence (Cairns & Cairns. 1994; 

Farringlon. 1991a; Loeber. 1996; Loeber & Dishion. 1983; Robins. 1966). Criminalit\ is 

not the only poor outcome, however. These aggressive and delinquent individuals are 

more likely to drop out of school, have erratic employment records, abuse substances, 

become earl>- parents, and have a host of other psychosocial and health problems (Cairns 

& Cairns. 1994; Farrington. 1991b; Farrington. 1995). This "high risk" status also may 

be transferred to the next generation leading to what has been called an intergenerational 

cycle of risk (Serbin. Cooperman. Peters. Lehou.\. Stack. & Schwartzman. 1998). 

Extensi\ e research has focused on this issue and has found that antisocial behavior is not 
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only extremely stable over time, but also stable across generations (Farrington. 1991a; 

Huesmann. Eron. Lefkovvitz. & Walder, 1984). 

Stability of Other Individual Characteristics 

Personality & Temperament 

Other individual factors considered to be stable across the life span, and which are 

linked to crime, include impulsivity, risk taking, temper and other features of 

temperament and personality (McGue. Bacon «& Lykken 1993; Moffitt. 1990; Goldsmith 

et al.. 1987; Newman. Caspi. Moffitt. & Silva. 1997). In one recent study Caspi and 

Silva (1995) measured temperament at age three and personality at age eighteen, and 

concluded that there was evidence of continuity over time. Newman, et. al. (1997) state 

" different temperamental styles observed in children at 3 years of age continue to be 

evident in styles of adult interpersonal functioning at age 21" (p. 213). 

Self-selection is frequently offered as an explanation of this stability over time. 

People create the world they live in. Individuals choose their environments (work, peers, 

mates) in accordance with their own dispositions. In addition, these dispositions are 

likely to e\oke certain responses from people they encounter throughout life. These self-

created environments then reinforce the original underlying dispositions (Caspi and 

Herbener. 1990; Scarr& McCartney. 1983). 

Self Control 

As a parallel in the criminological literature. Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) have 

postulated that self-control (commonly measured as a mix of impulsivity. risk taking. 

lack of persistence, high activity levels, and responding to conflict physically) is formed 



15 

within the first five years of life and stable thereafter. One study using data from the 

Cambridge Study in Delinquent Development, concluded that "low self-control is a 

moderately stable personal characteristic overtime" (Polakowski. 1994). Gottfredson 

and Hirschi (1990) also believe that these "low self-control" individuals self select into 

groups reinforcing their propensities. 

Relationship between Individual Characteristics and Antisocial Behavior 

These indi\ idual characteristics of temperament, personality, and self-control are not 

only stable but are also related to a variety of later outcomes in life, including 

delinquency, crime, and antisociality (Caspi. Elder. «& Bern. 1988; Krueger, Schmutte, 

Caspi. Moffitt. Campbell. & Silva. 1994; Newman, Caspi. Moffitt. & Silva. 1997; 

Robins. John. Caspi. Moffitt. & Stouthamer-Loeber. 1996; Polakowski. 1994). In one 

study, a "lack of control" collected in childhood and measured as "an inability to 

modulate impulsive e.xpression. impersistence in problem solving, as well as sensitivity 

to stress and challenge that is expressed in affectively charged negative reactions" (p59). 

vsas related to later externalizing behavior in adolescence (Caspi. Henr>-. McGee. Moffitt. 

& Silva. 1995). This same "lack of control" measured at age three and age five was also 

related to later criminal convictions at age eighteen (Henrv*. Caspi. .VIoffitt. & Silva. 

1996). 

Impulsivity. in particular, is often theorized to play a large role in the initiation and 

persistence of antisocial behavior. In perhaps the most comprehensive study to date. 

White et. al. (1994) investigated the relationship between multiple measures of 

impulsivity and their relationship to delinquency. Behavioral impulsivity. which 
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measured disinhibited. undercontroiled behavior, was found to predict delinquency even 

after controlling for cognitive impulsivity. socioeconomic status, and IQ. 

Such characteristics as "lack of control." impulsivity, risk taking, and temper also fall 

under the umbrella of Self-Control Theory (Gottfredson & Hirschi. 1990). They state 

that it is an individual's level of self control, formed early in life, that leads to subsequent 

delinquency, crime, and other maladaptive behaviors. Any relationship between 

variables such as peers or school attachment, and delinquency is therefore spurious due to 

their relationship with the individual characteristic of self-control (i.e. self-selection). 

This general theory of crime has generated large amounts of research, but findings ha\ e 

been mi.xed. Some research has supported the theory (Evans. Cullen. Burton. Dunawa\. 

& Benson. 1997). while some has not (Simons, et. al.. 1998). .A^ majority of studies. 

howe\er. seem to find at least partial support for Self-Control Theor>' (Grasmick. Tittle. 

Bursik. & .A.rneklev. 1993; Lagrange «&; Silverman. 1999; Wright. Caspi. Moffitt. & Silva. 

1999). These studies suggest that theoretical models that integrate self-control, social 

control (that tests bonds to school and family), and differential association (bonds to 

delinquent peers) would be most appropriate (Wright, et. al.. 1999). 

Peers 

Differcniial .A.ssociation Theory (Sutherland. 1947) in sociology has long claimed that 

delinquent behavior is learned from delinquent peers. This learning is accomplished 

through the processes of Social Learning Theory. Critics of this theory assert that the 

relationship is spurious and can be explained by the fact that aggressive and delinquent 

youth seek each other out (i.e. self-selection) (Gottfredson & Hirschi. 1990). In support 
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of Differential Association Theory, however, Dishion et. al. (1997) found that even after 

partialling out prior delinquent behavior, deviant peer reinforcement was significantly 

related to further delinquent acts. In another study investigating the predictors of change 

in deviancy from adolescence to adulthood, Ullman and Nevvcomb (1999) found that 

negative peer influence at an early time period predicted higher criminal activity in 

middle adolescence and also led to a slower decrease in criminality from adolescent to 

adulthood. Similarly, in a recent meta-analysis, antisocial peers was also found to be one 

of the best predictors of serious delinquency (Lipsey & Derzon. 1998). 

From a more developmental perspective. Patterson and Yoerger (1999) hypothesized 

that de\ iant peers are what transforms childish overt antisocial behaviors into adult co\ ert 

antisocial beha\'iors. In other words, deviant peers are the link between childhood 

disobedience and adolescent delinquency: hence, those who are high in overt behaviors 

but do not socialize with deviant peers are less likely to become delinquent. According to 

other researchers the link does not stop there; the peer group continues to reinforce 

delinquent behavior into adulthood (Warr. 1998). 

Family 

The relationship between parenting variables and delinquency has been e.xtensiveK 

studied. Child-rearing variables predict a variety of negative outcomes such as 

aggression. ju\ enile delinquency, and adult criminality (Cairns. Caims. Xie. Leung. & 

Hearne. 1998: Capaldi & Clark. 1998; Henry, et. al.. 1996; McCord. 1979. 1991: Simons. 

Johnson. Conger. & Elder. 1998; Simons, Wu, Johnson, & Conger. 1995). Important 

factors include coercive or harsh parenting (Patterson & Dishion. 1985; Loeber. & 
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Dishion.1983; Sampson «& Laub, 1993; Simons, et. al., 1998). degree of warmtJ-i 

(McCord. 1997), and family attachment (Hirschi, 1969). Parental supervision or 

monitoring is often considered one of the best predictors of later delinquent behavior 

(Glueck & Glueck. 1974; Hirschi. 1969). Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) staled 

"...superx ision presumably prevents criminal or analogous acts and at the same time 

trains the child to avoid them on his own" (p. 99). 

Various authors have claimed a direct relationship between parenting and antisocial 

behavior. e\ en after controlling for other important variables, such as. parental 

criminalily (e.g. Sampson & Laub. 1993). Others state that it might be mediated by other 

variables, such as. deviant peer group or the youth's temperament. Patterson and Yoerger 

(1999) suggested that poor monitoring leads to adolescents being socialized by deviant 

peers which then leads to delinquency. Feldman and Weinberger (1994) found that 

individual characteristics, in this case self-restraint, of the boys in their sample partially 

mediated the relationship between parenting and adolescent delinquency. In other words, 

self-restraint was a protective factor for those youth who were subjected to poor 

parenting. 

School and IQ 

Social control theor>' (Hirschi. 1969) hypothesizes that poor bonding to school 

predicts delinquency. This is often conceptualized as a mixture of items relating to 

beliefs about school, effort, liking of school and achievement. Research has generally 

shown that poor academic achievement (Maguin & Loeber. 1996) and low attachment 

and commiLment are related to delinquency (Catalano & Hawkins. 1996; Hirschi. 1969: 
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Simons, el. al.. 1998). In addition, attachment and achievement are highly related to each 

other, where attachment to school significantly predicts achievement (Steinberg. Brown. 

& Dombusch. 1996). Steinberg & Avenevoli (1998) not only found that low attachment 

to school predicted drug use and delinquency directly in high school students, but also 

indirectly through greater parental permissiveness and increased employment. 

IQ has also been identified as a predictor of juvenile delinquency. Offenders 

regularly score lower on IQ tests than non-offenders (Glueck & Glueck. 1974: 

Gottfredson & Hirschi. 1990; Moffitt. 1990b). Although not a large predictor of 

delinquency. IQ does show a consistent effect (Wilson & Hermstein, 1985). 

.A.dull Ties 

In a meta-analysis of studies examining predictors of serious delinquency Lipsey and 

Derzon (1998) found that poor social ties in early adolescence was one of the best 

predictors. In her anthropological work. Schlegel (1991) hypothesized that ties to an adult 

establishment reduces delinquency. Similarly. Moffitt (1993) postulated that individuals 

tied to older people in the community might abstain from delinquency. It is believed that 

introducing adolescents to older role models, as well as giving them a stake in the 

community will dissuade them from delinquency. 

Persistence and Desistance 

While most investigators focus on how strong the stability correlations for antisocial 

behavior are. they often lose sight of the fact that there is much left to be e.xplained. The 

majority of people eventually stop these behaviors without any intervention. Moffitt 

(1993) has noted that "...there appear to be noteworthy individual differences in the 
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stability of anti-social behavior" (p. 677). Caims and Caims (1994) stated "...there is 

still plenty of room for error in early assessment, given that the hit rate of adult 

maladjustment (i.e. true positives) on the basis of high aggressive behavior in childhood 

is about 50%" (p. 88). 

Others ha\ e criticized this high stability finding based on the fact that it does not take 

into account absolute prevalence, frequency, or seriousness. Stability correlations refer 

onh- to the rank order of individuals at two time points; they do not take into account 

actual le\ el of behavior. These researchers believe that it would be more useful to 

investigate factors contributing to the probabilities of persistence and desistance (Loeber 

& Stouthamer-Loeber. 1998; Sampson & Laub. 1993). For e.xample. if unique predictors 

of desistance can be identified in this naturally occurring process then intervention efforts 

may be able to focus on strengthening these factors. Each year sizable numbers of 

adolescents "age out" of delinquency and problem behavior as a result of naturally 

occurring social, psychological, biological, and interpersonal changes (Moffitt. 1993). 

.A.llen el. al. {1997) e.xplained "...even slight accelerations in developmental processes 

that occur naturally at the end of adolescence could lead to sizable reductions in the 

incidence of problem behavior within our society" (p. 550). This would give us another 

viable line of defense beyond the idea of primary prevention. 

Most of the knowledge about delinquency (reviewed in earlier sections) comes from 

studies that look at rates of offending or delinquency in general. Researchers create a 

\ ariable b\' adding or averaging the number of delinquent acts each person has 

committed. This is then correlated with different independent variables such as 
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impulsivii\, family, peers, etc. These findings are well documented and fairly consistent 

over time and place. For the most part, the research community has converged on what 

factors relate to delinquency. There is much less concordance, however, on what 

contributes to changes in delinquency. Are the same factors leading to onset also 

associated with subsequent desistance? 

These predictors also may differ by age of the child. Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber 

(1998) explained that "little is known about the stability or the causes of desistance. It 

cannot be assumed that the causes of desistance from aggression in childhood are the 

same as the causes of desistance from aggression or violence in adolescence or 

adulthood" (p. 244). For example. Sampson and Laub (1993) found that a stable work 

history predicted desistance in adults. For adolescents, this might not be true. In fact, 

some research has shown that employment in adolescence actually increases delinquent 

behavior (Hirschi. 1969; Ploeger. 1997; Steinberg. & Dombusch. 1991). It is therefore 

important lo examine these questions in different samples keeping a developmental 

framework in mind. 

Recently there has been a renewed interest in desistance. Sampson and Laub's (1993) 

book was a re-analysis of the Glueck's original data (see Glueck and Glueck, 1968. 

1974). In this book and in subsequent papers they focused extensively on desistance 

(Sampson & Laub, 1996). In addition John Laub gave a speech at the 1999 American 

Society ofCriminoIogy convention about desistance. In it he outlined five different 

categories of theories of desistance: (1.) Maturation and Aging; (2.) Developmental 
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Models; (3.) Life Course Models; (4.) Rational Choice Models; (5.) Social Learning 

Models. 

Maturation and Aging 

Glueck and Glueck (1968; 1974) believed that desistance was due to "belated 

maturation". As the person matured both physically and mentally they were more likely 

to stop committing criminal acts. Maturation was defined as "a comple.x concept and 

process. It embraces the development of a stage of physical, intellectual and affective 

capacity and stability, and a sufficient degree of integration of all major constituents of 

temperament, personality and intelligence to be adequate to the demands and restrictions 

of life in organized society" (Glueck and Glueck. 1974. p. 170). This was a normal 

process that most people would follow, even delinquents, albeit on a delayed schedule. 

They also proposed that one of the main factors that blocked this basic maturity process 

was a lower IQ. E.xtemal environmental factors, on the other hand, seemed to play a 

limited role in this maturation process. Interestingly, in view of the lack of research on 

this topic, the Glueck's end with a call for researchers to focus their attention on this 

maturation phenomenon. The maturation position, however, begs the question of what 

about maturing curbs antisocial behavior. 

Goltfredson and Hirschi (1990) invoke the constancy of the age crime curve in their 

e.xplanation of desistance. The age theorv' of desistance "asserts that crime, independent 

of criminality, declines with age" (p. 137). They slate that this curve is invariant across 

time, space, and historical conte.xt and cannot be explained by any current variables in the 

social sciences. They conclude that "...this decline cannot be explained by change in the 
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person or by his exposure to anti-criminal institutions, we are left with the conclusion that 

it is due to the inexorable aging of the organism" (p. 141). This strikes one as a 

pessimistic view of the process. Just because a phenomenon has not been explained, does 

not mean that it cannot be explained. Other views on desistance are working toward 

explaining this phenomenon. 

Dexelopmental .Vlodels 

Moffiii (1993) and Patterson. Capaldi. and Bank (1991) have set forth similar 

developmcnlal theories in order to explain persistence and desistance. Both prov ide a 

taxonomic \ iew, arguing that there are two distinct groups among adolescents who 

commit crimes. For Moffitt the two groups are life-course persistent and adolescence 

limited, while Patterson et. al. label the two groups as early vs. late starters. For each, the 

two groups are considered to be mutually exclusive, showing different etiologies and 

de\ elopmenial pathways. For purposes of this paper we will adopt .Vloffitt's terms; 

whereas there are some differences between the two theories, they occup\ much common 

ground. Life-course persistent individuals are aggressive and antisocial in childhood. 

start committing criminal acts earlier, and continue antisocial behavior throughout their 

lives. The\' are characterized as often having neuropsychological deficits including low 

verbal functioning and high impulsivity. These deficits interact with aspects in the 

surrounding environment leading to poor life outcomes. 

.A.dolescence limited delinquents are a much larger group of individuals who start to 

commit crimes during their teenage years, when such activities are almost normative, and 

gradual!)' slop as they age out of adolescence. During this lime, however, their 
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delinquency is thought to equal the life-course persistent in severity and frequency. They 

engage in this behavior in order to try and attain adult roles and autonomy from parents 

(see also Allen, et. al., 1997; Jessor and Jessor. 1977). Once they reach adulthood, 

however, there is little motivation to continue their delinquent lifestyle. Furthermore, 

since they have not had the cumulative disadvantages of the life-course individuals (i.e. 

\ erbal deficits leading to poor social skills leading to poor school achievement) they are 

able to break from the delinquent lifestyle with less difficulty. Overall the research has 

supported this division between life-course persistent and adolescent limited, not only in 

the United Slates but also abroad (Fergusson. Horwood. & Nagin. 2000; Moffitt. Caspi. 

Dickson. Silva. & Stanton. 1996; Kxatzer. & Hodgins. 1999). 

Life Course .VIodels 

The Life-Course model proposes that life events influence behavior and modify 

trajectories. Thus, changes in crime are due to changes in informal social control or 

social bonds that are mostly independent of age and the early propensity to commit 

crimes (Laub & Sampson. 1993; Simons, et. al.. 1998). In other words, social control 

changes over time, and previous levels of self-control do not explain this change. For 

e.xample. when people marry they become more committed to conventional society and 

therefore desist from delinquency and crime; this is independent, or at least partially 

independent, of prior level of self-control. This theory is in direct conflict with 

Gottlredson and Hirschi's (1990) Self-control Theory stating that changes in social 

control are not independent of age and criminality. In other words, they believe that self-

selection explains any later changes in social control. 
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In iheir reanalysis of the Glueck data, Sampson and Laub (1993) found that job 

stability and quality of marriage were good predictors of desistance from crime in the 

adult years. This held true even after controlling for early behavior problems. Simons et. 

al. (1998) also e.xamined the idea that social control may change over time and affect 

delinquency. They report a trend, with youth who experience a change in social control 

showing signs of decreases in their problem behavior. 

Rational Choice Models 

Rational Choice models state that the decision to give up crime is based on the same 

principles as onset and persistence of crime. People make rational choices based on costs 

and benefits, once the costs outweigh the benefits, people will choose not to commit 

those acts (Cornish & Clarke. 1986). The tricky part with this theor>' is defining the 

relative weights of the costs and benefits to individuals. While rational choice theories 

have been around for a long time, specific tenets have been difficult to test. Theories and 

methodologies borrowed from cognitive and social psychology may help increase the 

amount of work in this area. While this model was given as a separate categor\- in John 

Laub's address it seems highly consistent with the marriage and job findings of Sampson 

& Laub (1993). 

Social Learning Models 

Social Learning models state that the same variables that e.xplain initiation and 

persistence of criminal activity also explain desistance. Since social learning is part of 

many different theories in crime, the variables that affect delinquency change with the 

theor\-. For example, if one approached desistance from a differential association 
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viewpoint one would say that moving away from non-delinquent peers and associating 

with pro-social peers would explain desistance. If one sided with social control it could 

be an increase in attachment to school that accounts for desistance. The processes through 

which these variables work would be the usual mechanisms proposed by social learning 

theory (i.e. modeling, reinforcement, etc.). 

In one lest. Warr (1998). e.xpanding on the work of Sampson and Laub (1993). found 

that marriage had a significant effect on desistance. However, when he entered change in 

delinquent peers to the modeL marriage became nonsignificant. Therefore, changes in 

peer relations accounted for the effect of marriage on desistance. 

Change Over Time 

While investigating change in delinquency is a good start, there might be change in 

other areas as well. McGue. Bacon, and Lykken (1993) report that most findings 

regarding the stability of personality were from studies on adults. The evidence for late 

adolescencc to early adulthood is lacking and inconsistent. McGue. et. al. (1993) using 

behavioral genetic techniques found significant stability in personality between 

adolescence and adulthood, but also found evidence of change. In their view, this 

personal ii\- change largely reflected the influence of environmental factors. 

In another study. Patterson (1992) found that although antisocial behavior was stable, 

it masked certain dynamic processes. For example, he found that the relationship 

between antisocial behavior and parental monitoring changed over time. In two other 

studies, researchers found that the relationship between associating with delinquent peers 

and delinquency changed over time (Fergusson et. al.. 2000; Jang. 1999). This sort of 
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dev elopmental viewpoint may be able to contribute to this area of research, and as such is 

gaining attention in criminology (Le Blanc & Loeber, 1998). 

What has often been overlooked in the past is whether the instability or desistance of 

delinquency is related to a change in other personal characteristics. Perhaps the reason 

some people desist from delinquency is that their level of impulsivity also decreases 

during that time, or conversely their self-control increases. Common sense leads us to 

believe that people become less impulsive and gain self-control as they get older. Yet. 

much of the research focuses on the fact that these characteristics are stable over time. 

Researchers often use measures at one time point to predict delinquency at a subsequent 

lime point, in the few studies looking at desistance they often take the same strateg}'. 

RareK. hovsever. do they e.xamine whether other characteristics, individual or external, 

change over this same time. 

This focus on stability is true not only for antisocial behavior, but also for other 

indiv idual characteristics, such as impulsivity. and for more external variables, such as 

parental monitoring. The interesting question is whether there is a relation between these 

different areas, and what is that relationship? Do they all change together or does one 

trigger another? Does a change in one's individual characteristics lead to selecting 

oneself out of a delinquent peer group and subsequent delinquency? Or does a change in 

external factors such as peer association lead to lower impulsivity and further decreases 

in delinquency? Or perhaps, maybe they both have an influence? 
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Research Questions 

To address questions regarding stability as well as change in delinquency we 

analyzed a longitudinal sample of approximately 280 adolescents at two time points. 

about two years apart. Participants were part of an ongoing longitudinal study and were 

about 15 \ ears old at the first time point and 17 by the second. Interviews were 

conductcd b\- graduate students and other highly trained interviewers. Participants were 

asked about a number of different areas in their lives, including but not limited to: 

families, school, peers, social support, temperament, and delinquent behavior. 

The first step taken was to measure the relationship between the individual 

characteristics of impulsivity. risk taking, temper, and aggression. Can these variables be 

combined into a higher level factor labeled self-control? 

Ne.xt. the question of whether each of these constructs appears stable during 

adolescencc was addressed. In accordance with previous research we e.xpected that the 

stability of both individual characteristics (delinquency, impulsivity. risk taking, temper) 

as well as other variables, such as peer delinquency, school attachment, and parental 

monitoring, would be high. 

Third, we e.xamined whether individual characteristics (e.g. impulsivity). peer 

delinquency, school attachment, and parental monitoring were related concurrentK' and 

prospecti\'el\' to delinquency. Previous research shows that these are ver\' reliable 

predictors of delinquency and we e.xpected the same results. 

Fourth, we divided the sample into desisters vs. persisters. The general correlates of 

delinquency discussed in the previous question were examined here as to their 
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relationship with a change in delinquency. If none of these correlates were significant the 

results would suggest that once the delinquent pattern is established these variables are 

not a factor in changing it. 

Finalh. we ask: are changes between the two time periods on individual 

characteristics related to desistance? Then we explored further whether changes in other 

\ariables (peer delinquency, school attachment, parental monitoring) e.xplain this 

relationship. 
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METHODS 

Panicipanis 

Participants in this study were from a sample including a disproportionate number of 

high risk families, involved in an ongoing longitudinal study examining the effects of 

domestic \ iolence on children's outcomes. Mothers and one of their children (equal 

number of girls and boys) were sampled from three different populations. The first were 

women in battered women's shelters. The second were from the community and were 

screened to have been in a violent relationship in the past year. The third were also from 

the community but screened so as to not have been in a violent relationship in the past 

year. Mothers and children were interviewed in 1990-1991 (Time 1). again in 1996-

1997 (Time 2). and a third time during 1998-1999 (Time3). 

Mothers and their children were brought into the laborator\' at each time point for 

their interviews which lasted two to three hours. Due to the length and comple.vity of the 

interv ieu . inter\ iewers were extensively trained by the principal investigator. Before the 

inter\ ieu began, informed consent was obtained and participants were informed about 

confidentialily and that participation was voluntar\'. It was also explained that they could 

stop the inter\ iew at any time or refuse to answer any questions they felt uncomfortable 

with. .Vloihers and children were then taken to separate rooms for their inter\ iew. .After 

the inier\ iew participants were compensated and informed that if they had any future 

questions they were free to contact the project. 

The sample selected for these analyses include only youth who were inter\'iewed at 

both Times 2 and 3 (N=278). Mother's data were not used for these analyses. This sub-
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sample was selected because many of the variables proposed for this study were 

measured in exactly the same way at both time points for the youth. When looking at 

intra-indi\'idual change, continuity in measurement is critically important. Another 

reason for selecting these time points is that the participants are in their middle to late 

adolescence (Time 2 SD=1.9; Time 3 M=16.8. SD=2.0) and at the point of 

ma.\imum involvement in a variety of delinquent acts. At the same time, however, they 

are also ai the ages when the consequences of these behaviors may have large social 

repercussions. Finally, this time period of late adolescence has been hypothesized by Le 

Blanc (1993) to be a time when many adolescents desist from delinquency and are in 

need of closer e.xamination. In one study. Kempf (1989) found that desisters during the 

second half of adolescence were less likely to re-offend as adults. Many studies looking 

at desistance have used older populations and crime or younger populations and problem 

beha\ ior but we focused on adolescents and young adults. 

•Although some questions can be addressed using this sample (i.e. stability of 

measures), for other questions we broke the sample down even further in order to 

compare participants who have desisted from delinquency by Time 3 (n=35) with those 

who persisted (n=73). 

Measures (see Appendix A for all items) 

Impiilsiviiy. Risk taking and Temper are taken from a measure created by Grasmik. et. 

al.. (1993). The self-report measure was originally created in order to test all aspects of 

self-control. The criminological literature shows that it seems to have adequate reliability 

and validity, although there is some debate as to whether it should be one scale or 
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multiple scales (LaGrange & Silverman, 1999; Longshore, Stein. & Turner. 1996. 1998; 

Piquero & Rosay. 1998). We selected only the domains of impulsivity. risk taking and 

temper, modifying the questions slightly so as to translate better to this population. 

E.xample of items include "I often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to 

think" (impulsivity); "I will often do things just on a dare" (risk taking); "I lose my 

temper easily" (temper). Responses were coded on a four point scale from "strongly 

disagree" to "strongly agree." The exact same items were asked at both time periods 

(Impulsivity T2 alpha = .64. T3 alpha = .70; Risk taking T2 alpha = .84. T3 alpha = .82: 

Temper T2 alpha = .82. T3 alpha - .79). 

Ag^^rcssion was taken from the physical aggression scale of Buss & Perr\' (1992). 

The three items were "Once in a while I can't control the urge to strike another person. 

Given enough reason. I may hit another person. If somebody hits me. 1 hit back." 

Responses were coded on a five point scale from "Extremely unlike me" to "Extremeh 

like me." (T2 alpha = .75; T3 alpha = .78) 

Parental Monitoring was a compilation of items that others have used in their studies 

(Capaldi &. Patterson. 1989; Patterson 8c Dishion. 1985). An example is "How often do 

your parents know where you are when you are not at home." Responses were coded on 

a fi\ c point scale from "never" to "always." The exact same questions were asked at 

both time periods (T2 alpha = .78; T3 alpha = .78) 

Peer Substance Use was a four item scale that measures the number of friends u ho 

use cigarettes, alcohol, marijuana, and other drugs. Although use of these substances is 

not peer delinquency as is commonly measured, it probably is an adequate proxy in that 
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use of these substances is illegal. Peer delinquency was only measured at Time 3. w hile 

peer substance use was collected at both time periods. The correlation for Time 3 peer 

substance use and peer delinquency was high (r = .76). The Chronbach alpha's were also 

high (T2 alpha = .85 ; T3 alpha = .88) 

School Achievement/Attachment was created so as to measure not only a youth's 

attachment to school but also his or her competence at school (see Simons et. al, 1998 for 

a similar scale). Included were nine items measuring a broad base of beliefs and 

behaviors, for e.xample. likelihood of graduating from high school, enjoyment of school, 

suspensions, expulsions, and attendance (see Appendi.x A for full list). Items were 

recoded so a high score implied greater success at school. Because of a skip pattern in 

the questionnaire, participants who had not attended school the previous year were not 

asked these questions about school. They are thus coded as missing on this variable. .A. 

separate dichotomous variable was created called "In School" to look at those who had 

dropped out of school versus those continuing. Due to the different response scales for 

the \arious items, all were standardized and then averaged. Similar items were asked at 

both time points (T2 alpha = .70; T3 alpha = .76). 

Adult Tics consisted of four items that measured the extent to which the participant 

had ties to other adults. .A.t Time 2 it was created by recoding into dichotomies and 

summing the following items: "is there a teacher or counselor who has shown interest in 

your future and encouraged you to go further in your education" (no/yes), "how often do 

you \'isit or see a grandparent" (once a week or more was coded a yes), "who are your 

favorite adults besides your parents" (zero vs. one or more), "'who do you talk to about 
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things that bother you in life" (yes if they mentioned other adults). The Time 3 measure 

was created the same way. Items were "is there a teacher or counselor who has shown 

interest in \ our future and encouraged you to go further in your education" (no/yes), 

"how often do you visit or see a grandparent" (once a week or more was coded a yes), 

"do you ha\e a role model or mentor who you go to for support and guidance" (no/yes), 

and "how man\ other older people have helped you or guided you. that you have been 

able to rely on" (zero vs. one or more). 

Inielligcnce was measured at Time 3 only, using the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test 

(Kaufman & Kaufman. 1990). This test is composed of two subscales. vocabular\' and 

matrices (i.e. non-verbal). The vocabulary test measures verbal skills, and the matrices 

measure non-verbal intelligence and ability to solve new problems. 

Times urresi(^Ll was measured using self-report data from the participants. Due to the 

fact that a few people reported a high number of arrests, and to limit the skewness this 

\ ariablc was recoded so the value for arrest was truncated at five. The mean number of 

arrests was low for both Time 2 (M = .8. ̂  = 1.5) and Time 3 (M = • -1 • SD = 1.75). but 

thirty percent had been arrested at least once at Time 2 and thirty-nine percent by Time 3. 

Delinquency in the past year was measured using a common form on which 

adolescents reported if they had ever participated in any of the listed activities and. if so. 

how man\ limes they had engaged in each of these activities in the past year (sec 

.A.ppendi.\ A). The data were coded so as to capture the number of delinquent acts 

engaged in during the past year. Due to the high skewness of delinquency each item w as 

truncated at 3 before summed (T2 alpha = .82; T3 alpha = .74). Less than half of the 



ample reported engaging in delinquent acts at each of the two time points (41.2%. 

9.9%). 
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RESULTS 

The results section is divided into four different parts. The first investigates the 

individual \ ariables of impulsivity. risk taking, temper, and aggression. These variables 

were submitted to a confirmatory factor analysis to investigate whether they could be 

combined into one factor measuring self-control. 

The second section deals with the stability of variables over lime and the relationship 

between ihe variables and delinquency measured both concurrently and prospectiveK . 

Part of the reason for this section is not only to replicate what others have done, but also 

to confirm that the patterns in this sample are similar to those in other well established 

samples. 

The third section is more explorator>'. At this point the sample was split into 

persisters and desisters. This reduced our sample size because participants who had 

never ot fended were dropped from further analyses. Because desistance has been 

understudied, few good studies were available to guide what variables should and should 

not be included; therefore a more liberal approach was taken in investigating differences 

between tiiosc \\ ho ha\e limited their offending and those who have continued. This 

approach consists of examining bivariate correlations between desisters and a variety of 

other variables. 

Finally, the last section is more focused and theor>' driven. A few variables directly 

correspond to the literature and theories of desistance. It is proposed that perhaps there is 

change o\ cr lime not only in delinquency but also in these other key areas. This idea will 

be tested using multivariate statistics. 



Section 1: Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Whetiier impuisivity, risk taking, temper, and aggression form one factor measuring 

self control is a debated question (LaGrange & Silverman. 1999; Longshore. Stein. & 

Turner. 1996. 1998; Piquero & Rosay. 1998). To test the single factor hypothesis a 

covariance matrix from the Time 2 data was imported into the EQS program according to 

established guidelines (Bentler. 1989). 

The first step was to test a single factor model. The sixteen items all significantly 

loaded on one factor. However, the chi-square was significant, and the fit indices were 

poor (X" = 480. 104. g < .01. CFI = .81), indicating an ill fitting model. Next we 

attempted to fit a second order confirmatory factor model in which the individual items 

loaded on their respective constructs (impuisivity. risk taking, temper, and aggression), 

and these constructs then loaded on a higher order self-control factor. This model fit the 

data moderately well (X" = 239.8. 100, g < .01. CFI = .93). The last analysis in this 

set tested a four factor model in which the latent variables were allowed to correlate 

freely. This model produced the best fit (X" = 201.6, 98. p < .01. CFI = .95) and was 

accepted. The same patterns were found for the Time 3 data (final model: X" = 251. = 

98. p < .01. CFI = .92). Figures one and two present these final confirmator>- models. 
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Due to the poor fit of a single factor model further analyses used impulsivity. risk 

taking, and temper separately. Aggression, however, was dropped from these analyses 

because it theoretically overlaps with the dependent variable of delinquency. 

Section 2; Stability Over Time and Correlations with Delinquency 

One of the first steps was to examine whether the constructs hypothesized to be stable 

over time were so. The correlations are presented in Table I; all correlations have been 

corrected for attenuation (the uncorrected correlations are in parentheses). As can be 

seen, the correlations over time were quite high, with the lowest being risk taking (r = 

.65) and the highest impulsivity (r = .85). This high level of stability over the two year 

time span is consistent with findings from many other studies. 

Table 1: Correlations of variables between Time 2 and Time 3: corrected for attenuation"* 

Delinquency .68** (•53) 

Impulsivity .85** (.57) 

Risk Taking .65** (.54) 

Temper .73** (.59) 

Peer Substance Use .73** (.63) 

School .Attachment/Achievement .81** (.59) 

Parental Monitoring .70** (.55) 

* < .01. •' uncorrected correlations are given in parentheses 
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The next step was to examine the relationship between some of the more commonly 

found independent variables and overall delinquency (inter-correlations of independent 

variables can be found in Appendix B). The relationship between these variables and 

delinquencN' are presented in Table 2. Once again we used the full sample (N = 278) and 

explored general correlations. As one would expect, most of the variables collected at 

Time 2 arc correlated with delinquency both concurrently and longitudinally. The one 

exception is adult ties; it did not show any relationship. What is interesting, however, is 

the strength of these correlations over time. The prospectively measured correlations are 

similar in strength to the concurrent ones. For example, school attachment correlated 

concurrently with delinquency at -.43 and prospectively at -.35. In order to directly lest 

whether there was a difference between the two correlations, t-tests were computed for 

the correlation of each individual variable with delinquency at the two times. Since the 

data were not from independent samples, a regular Fisher's r to z transformation was not 

appropriate (Cohen & Cohen. 1983). The formula correcting for this dependence problem 

is from Steiger (1980, cited in Cohen & Cohen. 1983). There were significant 

differences for impulsivity t(261) = 2.4. p < .05. risk taking t(261) = 2.9, p < .05. and 

peer substance use 1(261) = 2.5, p < .05. Although, using the Bonferroni correction for 

multiple comparison these tests fail to reach significance. For the other variables there is 

not a significant difference between the concurrent correlation and the prospective 

correlation, indicating a strong and stable relationship. 
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Table 2: Correlations between Time 2 variables and delinquency 

Time 2 Time 3 

Time 2 Delinquency Delinquency 

Impulsi\iiy .40** .25** 

Risk Taking .40** .25** 

Temper .38** .27** 

Peer Substance Use .50** .35** 

School Atiachmeni/Achievement -.43** -.35** 

Parental Monitoring -.31** -.24** 

Adult Tics -.10 -.10 

* *E <  .01 

Time 3 \ ariables are also presented along with their relationship to concurrent 

delinquency as well as backward to Time 2 delinquency (see Table 3). Once again these 

relationships are significant, indicating strong stable relationships between the variables 

over time. 

Table 3: Correlations between Time 3 variables and delinquency 

Time 2 Time 3 

Time 3 Delinquency Delinquency 

Impulsivity .24** .30** 

Risk Taking .26** .33** 

Temper .39** .37** 

Peer Substance Use .41** .44** 
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School Auachment/Achievement 

Parental Monitoring 

Adult Ties 

< .05. **£ < .01 

-.29** -.38** 

-.21** -.25** 

-.10 -.10 

Section 3: Desisters vs. Persisters 

Ne.xt the question of desistance is addressed. We decided to measure desistance in 

two ways. First, using the delinquency variables from each time period the sample was 

divided into persisters (reports of delinquency at both times n_= 73) and desisters 

(delinquent at Time 2 and no reported delinquency at Time 3 n = 35). Persisters were 

coded as a one. while desisters were coded as a zero. The definition of 

persistence/desistance was strict: they either completely stopped or did not. So in 

addition, we regressed Time 3 delinquency from Time 2 delinquency and saved the 

residuals, thus creating a residual change scores for all those who were delinquent at one 

of the two lime points. This variable measures increases and decreases in delinquenc\' 

between ihe two time points, and it also provides a crucial control for prior level of 

delinquency. For this variable, the higher the score the greater the increase in 

delinquencN. Participants who were not delinquent at either time period were deleted 

trom further analyses. They would have had a constant value for the residualized score 

and would dampen any effects we might find. 
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Of males. 27% desisted completely from crime, between the two time points, versus 

39% of females, a nonsignificant difference. In addition, there were no differences 

between the two groups for age or ethnicity. 

Table four shows the correlations between variables measured at Time 2 and the two 

persistence/desistance scores. Once again, a one for the persistence score means they 

commitied delinquent acts at both time periods; an increase in the residual change score 

means the\ increased in delinquency between the two time periods. As can be seen only 

peer substance use and fewer times arrested are significantly correlated with 

persistence/desistance. The lower the peer substance use and the fewer times arrested, 

the more likely they are to desist from delinquency. Even these items, however, become 

non-significant once one controls for prior levels of delinquency by using the residual 

change score. In addition, if one were to lower the p value to .01 to control for the 

multiple tests, neither of those variables would be significant. No variables were 

correlated with the residual change score. 

Table 4: Correlations between Time 2 variables and persistence 

Delinquencv" 

Time 2 Persistence Residual Change 

Impulsivity .18 -.09 

Risk Takinu .18  -.13 

femper .01 -.08 

Peer Substance Use .20* -.03 
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School Aiiachment/Achievement -.18 -.08 

Parental .Monitoring -.10 -.03 

Adult Ties -.01 -.10 

In School -.18 -.13 

Times .A.rrested .19* .05 

*2 < -05 •' persistence was dichotomous (desistance=0 persistence=l); residual change was continuous 

where an increase indicates an increase in delinquency. 

Since this analysis was exploratory, the concurrent correlations between Time 3 

variables and the two desistance/persistence scores were also run. They showed the same 

null pattern as Table 4. when prior delinquency vvas controlled. The two IQ variables 

(verbal and non-verbal intelligence) were added to this analysis due to the fact that it is 

often hypothesized to be an indicator of those who continue to offend (Moffitt. 1993). 

They, however, were also nonsignificant. 

Section 4; Does Change in Conte.xt or Temperament Predict Change in Crime? 

The pre\ ious analysis was a common one in this area of research. What is rarely 

investigated, hovsever. is the relationship between change within the independent 

variables, and change within the dependent variable. Therefore the ne.xt question is 

whether ihe change between Time 2 and Time 3 in impulsivity, risk taking and temper is 

related to desistance. and. if so. are there other variables that can explain this 

relationship? The first step was to create a change score for impulsivity. risk-taking, and 

temper. This was created by subtracting Time 2 from Time 3. So a negative or low score 
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means that youth decreased in impulsivity between the two lime periods. This score was 

positively correlated with the residuaiized score (r = .29, g < .01) indicating that as 

impulsi\ iiN- decreased so did delinquency. Risk taking and temper were similarly related 

to the residuaiized score (r = .28. g < .01; r = .20. g < .01). 

This leads to the question: what does lead to this change in impulsivity and 

subsequent desistance? Differential association and social learning theories propose that 

a person's delinquency is heavily influenced by peers (Warr. 1996). Therefore, a change 

score for peer substance use was created. Social control theor\' states that changes in 

school attachment could lead to this change; change in school attachment was included. 

Finall\-. others state that changes in the family would account for the relationship: thus, a 

change score for parental monitoring was also created. 

Change scores for impulsivity. peer substance use. school attachment, and parental 

monitoring along with age were then entered into a simultaneous regression predicting 

change in delinquency (Table 5). If the predictive value of impulsivity was reduced 

while an> of the other variables increased, it would indicate a possible mediating effect of 

those variables. 

Table 5; Regression predicting acceleration or deceleration in delinquency 

B S.E Beta 

Age .07 .20 .04 

Impulsivity 1.4 .67 .20* 
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Peer Substance Use .83 .37 .22* 

School Attachment/Achievement -1.6 .70 -.23* 

Parental Monitoring -.03 .46 -.01 

adjusted R" = . 16. *2 -05 

.A. decrease in exposure to substance using peers was related to a decrease in 

delinquenc\'. .An increase in school attachment was also related to a decrease in 

delinquency. The more external variable, change in monitoring, was not significant. 

Nonetheless, impulsivity was still related; as impulsivity decreased so did delinquency. 

Conirar\- to the individual theories, each one of the variables contributed independentK' to 

a change in delinquency; a change in one domain did not explain the change in another. 

Scatierplois for each independent variable and its relationship with the residual changc 

score arc gi\ en in Appendix C. It should be noted, however, that the total amount of 

v ariance explained for the model was not ver\' large. Separate regressions were run for 

risk taking and temper due to the fact that when they were entered with impulsi\ ily into 

the previous regression no individual variables were significant. The results for these 

indiv idual regressions were similar to the previous regression except that peer substance 

use was nonsignificant (Tables in Appendix D). 
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discussion 

In this paper, we have investigated a number of different questions. First, we 

examined whether impuisivity. risk taking, temper, and aggression could be combined 

into a single factor labeled self-control. Second, we presented evidence showing the 

stability of delinquency, impuisivity. deviant peers, school attachment, and parental 

monitoring for this sample. Third, we looked at the relationship between these variables 

and delinquency, both concurrently and prospectively. Fourth, we compared desisters to 

persisters on a variety of measures. Finally, we attempted to show that even though 

behavior was \'er>' stable there was also change. While this change was small, it ma\ still 

be important. 

Self-Control 

The first goal of the measurement model was to establish whether multiple measures 

that conceptually converge to tell a story of delinquency could be combined into a 

general factor of self-control. We found no statistical support, however, for a single 

common factor of self-control. Even though we did not find a unidimensional factor, we 

believe that it still needs to be examined in other samples. A few aspects of the study 

may have limited our ability to confirm a global model of self-control. First, we had a 

somewhat incomplete measure of the concept. Originally, individual characteristics such 

as impulsi\ ity. risk taking, and temper were of interest and therefore, measured, as 

opposed to the more global idea of self-control, as indexed by Grasmick's complete 

inventory (see Grasmick et. al.. 1993 for the complete measure). .Although we did index 

aggression using a separate measure, the compilation of various individual characteristics 
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did not pro\ ide a thorough testing of the concept. Second, behavioral measures such as 

crime are key to the measurement of self-control as hypothesized by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990). These measures were omitted from the analyses so as to avoid a 

tautology. While a higher order self-control factor was not found for this sample, we 

encourage others to continue to test for it in their own data. 

Stability of .A.ntisocial Behavior 

In agreement with previous studies we found the stability of measures across time to 

be high. The lowest coefficient was .65 for risk taking, and the highest was .85 for 

impulsivity. .A.n interesting note is that this stability was true not only for individual 

characteristics such as delinquency and impulsivity. but also for other variables such as 

deviant peers, school attachment, and parental monitoring. 

This stability can also be seen in the correlations of the independent variables with 

delinquency, both concurrently and prospectively. Not only did they predict delinquency, 

but man\ of the correlations were at the same level as the concurrent relationship. E\ en 

the backward or impossible correlations (Time 3 independent variables with Time 2 

delinquencN) were significant. This indicates a stability in relationships between 

variables, as well as within individual variables, across time. 

Desisters and Persisters 

The results of the comparisons between desisters and persisters were disappointing. 

The tenuous relation between persistence and peer substance use and number of times 

arrested disappeared after adoption of a stricter alpha level to correct for multiple 

comparisons. In addition, after controlling for prior level of delinquency using the 
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change score, none of the Time 2 variables reached significance. This large influence ot 

prior delinquency, even when all subjects had been delinquent, lends more evidence to 

the stability of problem behavior over time. 

The fact that all the variables were unrelated to desistance. but in the previous 

anah ses most were related to delinquency, suggests that whatever the relationship 

between them and delinquency, once delinquent these static variables are not a factor in 

changing this classification. 

When we took a more dynamic perspective and decided to look at change, the results 

were more encouraging. Looking only at a change in impulsivity between the two time 

points we found a relationship between it and desistance. 

The ne.\l question is why does impulsivity change? First of all. it must be reiterated 

that this analysis dealt with change in all variables between two time points. Thus, no 

causal claims can be made from this data. While we have taken the theoretical view that 

change in delinquency is explained by change in these other variables, the data cannot 

test that. It is possible that a change in delinquency causes a change in ever>lhing else, or 

there could be another variable that is influencing all the measured variables here. In his 

work on desistance. Maruna (2000) found that changes in a person's self-narrati\ e was 

related to desistance from crime. When confronted with the question "which comes 

first?" he suggests that they both do. "The development of a self-stor>' favorable to 

desisting from crime could be seen as "hardening" the individual's resolve to stas- straight. 

This hardening of change, and not the moment of change, is the process that we are tr> ing 

to understand when we study desistance" (p. 36). This same interactional and reciprocal 
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process ma\ account tor the results presented here as well. These questions need to be 

investigated in more detail with other longitudinal data sets that have more data points. 

Nonetheless, if one hypothesizes that delinquency is the result, one wonders if 

perhaps the relationship between a change in impulsivity eind a change in delinquency is 

due to a change in peer networks, school attachment, or parental monitoring. The exact 

opposite can also be argued: whether a change in impulsivity causes a change in peer 

networks or a change in peer networks causes a change in impulsivity is an open 

question. When impulsivity. peer deviance, school attachment, and parental monitoring 

are entered in the equation, however, all but parental monitoring are significant. A 

change in one does not fully explain a change in the other; which leads to the idea that 

there is some other explanatory factor out there, because we do not believe these changes 

arise out of nowhere. Perhaps, some of that work might best be done qualitatively. The 

number of possible pathways are immense, and in actuality the same tactic that might be 

bad for one person might be good for another depending on the mindset or circumstances 

of that person. 

Another interesting question is whether or not the underlying catalysts of these 

changes arc domain specific. Are there factors that only explain the change in peer 

networks? Or can w e find variables that can explain the change in all three of the paths 

found in this study? For example, moving to a new town may help explain a change in 

peer networks but it is hard to see how it would lessen impulsivity or improve grades. 

Medication may help control impulsivity and increase grades but it probably would not 
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affect one's friendship networks. A search for these underlying instigators of change 

needs to be explored in more detail for a variety of different age groups. 

If we are to take a developmental approach to the concept of desistance then we must 

constantly be aware of the age of the participants. Different variables may have different 

effects depending on the age of the sample. For example, many of the variables proposed 

by Sampson and Laub (1993) for adults do not really fit the age group tested in this study. 

They proposed that involvement in the military may have beneficial effects. This is 

probably an example of an historical cohort effect. It is doubtful if today's military-

invoU ement is analogous to that of the Glueck's sample. They also proposed that a 

relationship with a significant other is important; our sample of adolescents would not 

inspire expectations of relationship stability. Rand (1987) found marriage to be related to 

decreases in crime, not just cohabitation with a significant other. Finally. Sampson and 

Laub (1993) proposed work history as an influence. Other research has shown that for 

adolescents, employment may actually be a risk factor, not a protective factor, for 

delinquency (Hirschi. 1969; Steinberg. & Dombusch. 1991). 

The null results for parental monitoring can also be explained developmenially. 

Previous research has shown that family influences decrease as children age and peers 

become more influential (Huba & Bentler. 1980). If we were to examine these questions 

with a \ ounger population or with a study that investigates childhood aggression we 

might get different results; another reason to take a developmental approach. Thomberr\' 

(1996) proposes a developmental perspective in his Interactional theory. Interactional 

theor\' takes a developmental perspective in that "...it views behavior as a result of 
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interacii\ e and reciprocal causal influences that develop over time" (p. 199). He proposes 

that different vanables have different effects depending on the age of the individual. 

Whereas parental monitoring may influence the onset and original development of 

delinquency, once the child reaches a certain age, the influence of parents will diminish. 

Loeber & Stouthamer-Loeber (1998) have made similar points in that we should also 

be investigating in greater detail those children who desisted from aggression and 

violence at an early age (i.e. preschool and elementar>' school) as well as later ages (i.e. 

adolescence and adulthood). Although some researchers are attempting to tackle these 

issues, there remain many unanswered questions. 

-Vlethodological Issues 

One cannot discuss the issue of desistance without touching on some of the 

methodological and terminological issues that surround this area of research. .Although 

the term "desistance" has been used throughout this paper, it is an obvious simplification 

of the process. It has been reported by others that there are often gaps in criminals" li\ es 

during which they commit no crimes. In fact, one does not know how long these gaps 

may endure until a person's complete life history is known. The time period used in this 

study could be one of those gaps. To investigate that possibility we are currently doing 

another wave of data collection and this issue may be examined again at that time. 

Also, the term desistance gives the impression that it is a discrete process, when it 

probabK is not. It is possible, and likely probable, that there is a deceleration before a 

termination of delinquency. Maruna (2000) discusses desistance as a process that 

continues o\ er time, analogous to alcoholism recovery, whereas termination is a discrete 
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event. Deceleration was captured in the residual change score used here, nonetheless, the 

idea of deceleration before termination could not be tested. This change score, however, 

may be a better way to look at the idea ofdesistance in that it controls for prior 

delinquenc\ and does not take an all or nothing approach to change in delinquent 

behavior. The measurement of delinquency alone is full of problems, recoding it in 

different vva\'s to capture desistance is a mine field. For example, should drug use be 

included? .although illegal, a sub-group of drug users are sometimes thought to be 

qualitaii\ el\ different from other offenders. What about seriousness of offenses'? Should 

those who still commit crimes, but have lessened the seriousness of them, also be 

included and labeled de-escalators (Le Blanc & Loeber. 1998). In addition, it would be 

interesting to e.xamine whether there is any sort of identifiable pattern to this process. 

Loeber (1996) has postulated that there are pathways or trajectories to delinquency. It 

could be investigated if people desist according to some sort of pathways model. Perhaps 

the reverse of Loeber's pathways would be found. 

Another unique aspect to this study deals with the way the questions of stability and 

change are analyzed. The analysis presented in Table 4 represents the most common 

approach to this issue. Variables from one point in time are used to predict persistence of 

delinquency. The null results, once prior level of delinquency is controlled for. indicate 

that there is stability over time. The dynamic approach of examining change scores in the 

variables changes the findings (Table 5). This is not to say. however, that there is not 

stabilit\'; almost every analysis run for this paper suggests high stability. These two 

types of analyses can be conceived as complimentary; each adds to the rich stor\' of 
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people's lives. There is stability, nonetheless, there does seem to be change for some 

people, even over this short time period. Capturing this unique population can lead to 

more person oriented analyses focusing on development. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

Although there are limitations to any study we believe that the results presented here 

can lead to other ways of e.xamining desistance. The first limitation to this study is the 

measurement question. The findings may be a result of a self-report bias. A more 

comprehensive way to look at this idea would be to supplement self-reports with 

information from parents and teachers as well. Behavioral measures of impulsivity could 

also complement self-reported behaviors (White et. al.. 1994). Nonetheless, the 

impulsi\ ii\ items used in this study match up with measures of behavioral impulsivity 

that White, et al (1994) found to be highly related to delinquency. 

It is possible, however, that self-report is what is needed in order to understand this 

process. .Vlaruna (2000). has postulated that this changing mindset is e.xactly what is 

needed in order to desist from crime. He found that those who desisted had changed their 

self-narratives and interpretation of themselves. It is this continuous changing and 

modif\ ing of cognitive scripts that then leads to eventual desistance. 

Another limitation is that the small sample size of pure desisters (n=35) possibly 

limited our power. Utilization of residual scores of delinquency alleviated this problem 

to some c.xtent. but any results would be better supported by a replication on a larger 

sample. 
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The small sample size also limited our ability to perform any tests by gender. 

Females in the sample did not desist at a significantly different rate than males, but it is 

possible that certain variables may have differential effects on their desistance. Research 

on female delinquency has generally been understudied. Most studies, especially 

longitudinal studies, have only used males. Female delinquency and desistance needs to 

be investigated in more detail, especially since some researchers have found different 

outcomes for females versus males when investigating outcomes of other personality 

related variables (Caspi. Elder, and Bern. 1988). 

Our null findings for desisters versus persisters may be due to the fact that there is an 

age range in this sample. A stronger test for some of these factors would be to examine 

them as soon as all the youth have aged out of adolescence. For e.xample. if a higher IQ 

is indicative of the subgroup "adolescence limited", which desists after adolescence, then 

the relationship between IQ and desistance should not emerge until after the youths reach 

adulthood (.Vloffitt. 1993). 

Implications for Intervention 

The decrease in impulsivity. risk taking, and temper and their relation to the 

deceleration of delinquency could have important intervention implications. Other 

researchers have found that cognitive, social and emotional skills were related to later 

problem behavior (Catalano. Oxford. Harachi. Abbott. & Haggerty. 1999). These skills 

were measured using items of impulsivity. temper, school achievement, and the ability lo 

make friends. Greenberg and Kusche's (1993) PATHS program (Positive Alternaii\e 

Thinking Strategies), which focused on increasing these social and emotional skills. 
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showed results in young children; other's have found the same sort of results for 

elementar\ age students (Hawkins. Catalan©. Kosterman. Abbott, & Hill. 1999). The 

participants in our study were older, but perhaps interventions focusing on these areas 

ma\ be useful. In support of that idea, a recent meta-analysis on interventions for serious 

juvenile offenders, found programs focusing on improving interpersonal skills had 

consislcnl positive results (Lipsey. Wilson, & Cothem. 2000). 

School atiachment is another area in which interventions may be able to make a 

difference. Steinberg & Avenevoli (1998) found that school engagement (i.e. attachment) 

was a protecti\ e factor against a variety of poor outcomes in adolescence. Those 

engaged in school were less likely to be delinquent and use alcohol and drugs. The 

difficulty wiih school attachment is that those individuals who are most delinquent are 

also most likely to be already highly detached from school. Strengthening that bond and 

involving ihcm in school may be extremely difficult. This might be an area of 

intervention best suited for those who have not completely given up on school. 

Finally, even though we did not find a change in parental monitoring to make a 

difference there might be reasons that may interest those from an intervention 

perspecli\ e. One needs to remember, this study was not an intervention. We did not 

manipulate any variables. It is possible that naturally occurring change in parental 

monitoring is relatively small. Interventions focusing on parents may be able to invoke 

larger changes in their behavior. In fact, although studies such as this one may give 

indications of useful areas of intervention, it is not an e.xperiment. The best way to 
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manipulated by the researcher. 

Final Conclusions 

Although w e did not find any static factors that accounted for desistance. the search 

and cataloguing of them will continue. We did. however, find an interesting relationship 

between change in individual characteristics and desistance. This relationship survived 

even w hile controlling for other variables that we thought might e.xplain it. These other 

\ ariables of deviant peers and school attachment, however, were significantly related in 

their own right. If we can find other developmentally appropriate external variables that 

explain this change and can be manipulated then we have an e.xcellent avenue for 

inter\ enlion. If we cannot find external e.xplanator>' factors then we have a phenomenon 

that needs to be explored in more detail. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEASURES 

CIMPULSA 'IMPULSIVITY' 

cari3 I often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to thinlc 
cari6 I don't think much about the future 
cari9 I often do whatever brings me pleasure now, even if I do get in trouble later 
caril2 I'm more concerned with what happens to me in the short run than in the long 

run 

I=Strongly disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Agree 
4=Strongly agree 

CRISKA 'RISK TAKING' 

cari2 I like to lest myself every now and then by doing something a little risky 
cariS I sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might get in trouble 
cariS Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it 
cari 11 Excitement and adventure are more important to me than securit\- (safety) 
cari 13 I will often do things just on a dare 

l=Slrongly disagree 
2=Disagree 
3= Agree 

4=Sirongly agree 

CTEMPERA TEiMPER 

caril 1 lose my temper easily 

cari4 When I'm angr\- at people I feel more like hurting them than talking to 
them about why I am angry 

cari? When I'm angr>'. other people better stay away from me 
cari 10 When I argue with someone, it is hard for me to stay calm 

1 ^Strongly disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Agree 
4=Sirongly agree 
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CAGGRESA AGGRESSION' 

cagg 1 Once in a while I can't control the urge to strike another person 

cagg2 Given enough reason, I may hit another person 
cagg3 If somebody hits me, I hit back 

1 =Extremely unlike me 
2=Unlike me 
3=\'either 
4=Like me 
5=E.\tremeiy like me 

CSUBFRDA 'FRIENDS SUBSTANCE USE' 

Not counting yourself, how many of your friends: 
calc 17 Smoke cigarettes 
calcIS Drink alcohol 
calcl9 Smoke marijuana 
calc20 Use other drugs 

1 =None 
2=A few 
3= Almost half 
4=Most 
5=A11 

CMONITA 'PARENTAL MONITORING' 

cmonitl How often do you spend time with your parents? 

cmonit2 How often do your parents know where you are when you are not ai 
home? 

cmonii3 How often do your parents know who you are with when you are not at 
home? 

cmonit4 How often do you tell your parents when youTl be home? 
cmonit6 How often do you know when your parents will be home? 

1 = Never 

2= Rarely 

3= Sometimes 

4= Often 

5= Always 



61 

SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT/ATTACHMENT 

How likely is il that you will do each of the following things: 

cmt2 Graduate from high school 
cmtj Graduate from college 

1 = Definitely won't 
2= Probably won't 
3= Probably will 
4= Definitely will 

cmf6 Going to school has been an enjoyable experience for me 

1 = Disagree 

2= Mostly disagree 

3= Neither 

4= Mostly agree 
5= Agree 

How often do/did you: 

cschl Get to school with your homework all finished 
csch2 Miss school because you have/had to work 
csch3 Skip or "cut" classes 

1= Never 

2= Not often 

3= Sometimes 
4= Often 
5= Always 

csch4 What isAvas your average grade in school 

1= E'sand F's 
2= D-r D D-
3=C- C C-
4= B-r B B-

5= A- A A-

csch6 How many times have you been suspended from school 
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csch7 How many times have you been expelled from school 

ADULT TIES -TIME 2 

csch9 Is ihere a teacher (or guidance counselor who has ever shown interest in your 

future, and encouraged you to go further in your education 

0= No 

1= Yes 

csup4 How often do you visit or see a grandparent 

I = Never 

2= Less than 5 times a year 
3= 5-10 times a year 
4= About 1-2 times a month 
5= About once a week 
6= E\ er>- day or almost ever>' day 

csup5 Who are your favorite adults besides your parents 

0= None 
1 = One 
2= Two 

3= Three or more 

csub6f Who do you talk to about things that bother your in life 

1= Other adults/nonfamily 

ADULT TIES -TIME 3 

csch9 In the last year has there been a teacher (or guidance counselor) who has e\cr 
shown interest in your future, and encouraged you to go further in your 
education 

0= No 

I - Yes 

csup4 I low often do you visit or see a grandparent 

I = Never 
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2= Less than 5 times a year 
3= 5-10 limes a year 
4= About I -2 times a month 
5= About once a week 
6= Every day or almost every day 

cnmnam A mentor is not someone around your age or a boyfriend/girlfriend. He or she 
is an adult who is older than you. who has had more experience than you. and 
who has taken a special interest in you. Other than your parents (or whoev er 
raised you), do you have a role model or mentor who you go to for support 
and guidance? 

0= No 

1 = Yes 

cnm9 How many other older people have helped you or guided you. that you 
have been able to rely on 

0= None 
1= One 
2= Two 
3= Three 

4= Four 

5= Five 
6= Six or more 

CDELQCTA OF DIFFERENT DELINQUENT ACTIVITIES PAST YEAR' 
How many times in the past 12 months: 

cdel I Snuck or trespassed into a house or building just to look around 
cdel2 Gone into a house or building in order to steal something 
cdel3 Hurl or destroyed someone else's property (examples: broke windows. 

trashed a car) 
cdel5 Taken something not belonging to you worth less than S50.00 

(example: shoplifting) 
cdel6 Taken something not belonging to you worth more than S50.00 

(other than a car) 
cdel7 Stolen a car 
cdel8 Threatened someone with a weapon 
cdel9 Set fire to someone's property 
cdel 10 Sold drugs to people you don't know 

cdell 1 Sold drugs to friends 
cdel 12 Hurl someone badly enough that they needed bandages or a doctor 
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APPENDIX B 

CORRELATIONS 

Correlaiions between independent variables 

1 0 J 4 5 6 7 

1. Impulsivity .65»* .55** .39** -.42" -.34" -.14* 

2 Risk Taking .73" .58** .44* • -.29** -.33" -.07 

J. Temper .53** .57** .3S** -.41" -.34" -.09 

4. Peer Substance Use .33** .33** .41*-' -.54** -.43" -.11 

5. School Attachment -.36'» -.29** -.34»' -.42** .49" .23" 

6. Parental Monitoring -.32*» 1 o
 

• • -.25** -.33** .27" .19" 

7. Adult Ties -.07 -.06 -.00 -.11 .04 .18" 

Time 2 correlations given in upper diagonal. Time 3 correlations in lower diagonal 

*2 < -05. **2 < -01 
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APPENDIX C 

SCATTERPLOTS 

Change in impulsivity with 

Change in Delinquency 

IMPULSE 

Rsq = 0 0971 
2 0 

Change in Peer Substance Use with 

Change in Delinquency 

Rsq = 0.0702 

SUBFRD 
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Change in School Attachment with 

Change in Delinquency 
20 

o o 

OD 

-10 

-2 0 -1.0 -.5 0.0 .5 1.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 

SCHOOL 

Change in Monitoring with 

Change in Delinquency 

a a 

-2 

Rsq = 0.0164 

MONIT 
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APPENDIX D 

REGRESSIONS 

Regression predicting acceleration or deceleration in delinquency 

B S.E Beta 

.A.ge .10 .20 .05 

Risk Taking 1.2 .53 .23* 

Peer Substance Use .55 .39 .15 

School .Ailachment/Achievement -1.9 .67 -.27* 

Parental Monitoring -.09 .45 -.02 

adjusted R" = .16. *2 
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Regression predicting acceleration or deceleration in delinquency 

B S.E Beta 

.A.ge .06 .21 .03 

Temper I.O .51 .19* 

Peer Substancc Use .67 .38 .18 

School Ailachmenl/Achievement -2.0 .68 -.29* 

Parental .Vlonitoring -.15 .45 -.03 

adjusted R" = .16. *2< .05 
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