ABSTRACT
ANTONACCIO, OLENA PANY CHOK. Theoretical Investigation of the Causes of
Juvenile Delinquency in Ukraine: Toward Integration of Classic Strain and Control
Theories. (Under the direction of William Smith).
This research provides a new assessment of Merton’s classic strain/anomie theory and
addresses some of its empirical and theoretical problems. First of all, it compares
alternative operationalizations of classic strain and reports the results of atest of the
theory’s generality using the survey data from Ukrainian adolescents. Second, the research
evaluates the chances of improving classic strain theory by elaborating and possibly
integrating it with other explanations of crime and delinquency, particularly those
featuring such constraints on behavior as perceptions of punishment, socia bonds, self-
control, and morality. The findings from this study confirm that additional clarifications of
the concept of classic strain may be promising. They also demonstrate the applicability of
Merton’ s account to the Ukrainian context and indicate the importance of socio-cultural
macro-level influences. Furthermore, the results concerning the possibility of theoretical
elaboration of the classic strainfanomie theory provide limited support for mediating or
moderating effects of the constraint variables on the strain-crime relationship. However,
they show that some measures of classic strain aswell as all crime-inhibiting factors exert
significant independent effects on involvement in juvenile delinquency. Therefore,
empirical evidence seemsto suggest that more drastic transformations of Merton’s theory
may be required in order to turn it into a more satisfying account of misbehavior. In
particular, it indicates the necessity of theoretical integration of the classic strainfanomie

explanation of crime with those featuring constraints on behavior.
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CHAPTER 1
I ntroduction

1.1 Resear ch Question

Classic strain/anomie theory of crime and delinquency is considered one of the
dominant paradigms in the studies of crime and delinquency. A micro-level interpretation
of Merton’s (1938, 1968) classic strain/anomie theory contends that crime may result from
the inability of individuals to achieve highly desired goals through legitimate channels.
According to this theory, strain evoked by high success aspirations combined with limited
opportunitiesis likely to lead to crime. Despite numerous tests revealing its empirical
weaknesses, classic strain theory has been recently revitalized. New operationalizations of
strain have been employed and several modifications or extensions of strain theory have
appeared, the most important probably being General Strain Theory (Agnew, 1992; 2006).
The work to be reported here provides a new assessment of classic strain/anomie theory
and presents additional empirical evidence bearing on the general validity of strain ideas.
Specificaly, | compare alternative operationalizations of the concept of classic strain from
Merton’ s theory and report the results of atest of the theory’s generality using data
collected in a 2006 survey of Ukrainian high-school students. In addition, the research to
be presented assesses the chances of improving classic strain theory by elaborating and
possibly integrating it with other explanations of crime and delinquency, particularly those
featuring constraints on behavior. To accomplish these goals, | explore mediating and
conditional effects of constraint variables on measures of classic strain in predicting

juvenile delinquency. The constraint mechanisms investigated in thiswork are



drawn from deterrence, social bond, self-control, and situational action theory focusing
on morality (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969; Zimring and Hawkins, 1973;
Wikstrom, 2006).

On the whole, the study aims to make three contributions to the criminological
literature. First of all, it evaluates major propositions from several prominent theoretical
accounts of juvenile delinquency using data from an especially interesting and unusual
context, post-Soviet Ukraine. Second, it tests several aternative conceptualizations of
classic strain. Finaly, it improves the theoretical structure of classic strain/anomie theory
by assessing the prospects of integrating constraints to crime as independent, mediating,

and moderating variables.

1.2 Outline of Subsequent Chapters

Chapter Two reviews classic strain/anomie theory and empirical research testing
thistheory. It also provides a discussion of the weaknesses of the theory and points out to
severa avenues for improving the original formulation of Merton’s theory.

Chapter Three provides an overview of four theories of constraint (deterrence,
socia bond, self-control, and situational action theories) and describes the extant
empirical evidence concerning these theories. In addition, it demonstrates how these
theoretical accounts may be utilized to elaborate classic strain/anomie theory of crime by
providing intervening links, contingencies, as well as aternative causes of misbehavior.

Chapter Four presents the summary of the research hypotheses drawn from

Merton’s classic/strain theory and its potential elaborations involving four theories of



constraint that have been discussed in the previous chapter.

Chapter Five focuses on the methods employed to conduct the current study,
including the description of the data collection process, study sample, and measurement of
different variables. It also introduces analytic techniques that are used in this research.

Chapter Six empirically assesses severa alternative operationalizations of classic
strain. It also presents an evaluation of the empirical evidence concerning potential
independent and mediating effects of classic strain and four types of constraints -
deterrence variables (perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning), social
bond measures (parental supervision and attachment and school commitment), self-

control, and morality.

Chapter Seven presents an empirical examination of several potential
contingencies for the link between classic strain and misconduct. In particular, it focuses
on four types of constraints (perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, social bond, self-
control, and morality) as potential moderators of the relationship between classic strain
and misbehavior.

Chapter Eight is the concluding chapter that provides a summary of the findings of
thisresearch as well as a discussion of general theoretical implications of these results.
Furthermore, it notes some caveats applying to the current study and describes directions

for the future research.



CHAPTER 2
Merton’s Classic Strain/Anomie Theory

2.1 Theoretical Propositions. The Concept of Anomie

In 1938 in his article “Social Structure and Anomie” Merton employs the concept
of anomie and proposes the original version of what has become later known as anomie
theory. He refuses to accept biological explanations of crime and deviance and instead
attributes nonconformity to specific societal conditions. In fact, in Merton’ s words, the
purported purpose of histheory is “discovering how some social structures exert definite
pressure upon certain persons in the society to engage in nonconformist rather than
conformist conduct” (Merton, 1938: p.672). While the original 1938 statement has been
revised by the author severa times and these revisions and elaborations are discussed in
detail elsewhere (see Tittle, 1995 for a complete discussion), the following description of
Merton’' s theory is based on the latest 1957 revision of the article “ Socia Structure and
Anomie’ aswell as some of the later author’ s statements (Merton, 1968; Merton, 1964;
Merton, 1995).

To identify these specific societal conditions encouraging deviance or so called
anomie, Merton examines two features of societal organization, socia culture and
structure (Merton, 1968). First of al, he argues that two elements of social culture are
especially important—cultural goals and institutional norms. The goals are aspirations that
are culturally defined, endorsed, and ordered hierarchically based on their importance to
the group. On the other hand, the institutional norms are conventional and legitimate

means of achieving culturally defined goals. These means are generaly stipulated and



regulated as well as approved by social groups, or, in other words, they are
“institutionalized.” In well-balanced and stable societies, the same emphasisis placed on
both valued goals and | egitimate means of attaining them. In addition, all individuals
within the social structure are given access to these means. Alternatively, the other types
of societies are less stable and may not maintain the balance between cultural goals and
means.

Merton regarded contemporary American society as one of these unbalanced
societies. Specifically, he has argued that the United States is a society where the success
goals are overemphasized while the legitimate means of achieving them are not stressed
enough. Moreover, Merton also suggests that the dominant goal in the hierarchy of
American cultural aspirations is monetary success. It isalso of critical importance that,
according to Merton’s argument, this economic goal is universal (endorsed by everybody
in the society irrespective of origin or class) and egalitarian (promoted as the American
Dream being potentially achievable by everybody). Y et, as Merton contends, the
promotion of monetary success in the United States is not accompanied by a
corresponding emphasis on the utilization of legitimate means of attaining thisgoal. This
absence of the necessary bal ance between the emphasis on goal's and means produces an
unregulated and unstable society and contributes to the state of anomie.

Second, to compl ete the description of anomie, Merton turns to the examination of
the socia structure of the society. While the culture sets the goals and regul ates the norms,
the social structure is supposed to provide access to institutionalized means and supply

opportunities for achieving goals. However, Merton believes that the socia structurein



the United States is uneven and that opportunities are distributed unequally across
different social classes and groups, thereby, precluding many individuals from achieving
the goal of monetary success. Consequently, Merton argues that this disparity between the
approved success goals (the socia culture) and the available opportunities (the social
structure) produces the state of anomie or “a breakdown in the cultural structure” and
“normlessness’ (Merton, 1968: p.216-217).

Merton also emphasizes that in the case of American contemporary culture the
digunction between the goal of monetary success and limited opportunities resultsin
anomie because of another condition, the above mentioned universality and egalitarianism
of this success goal: all members of the society regardless of their origin or class share the
same symbol of success, money, and all of them are encouraged to achieve the American
Dream even though they might have to resort to illegitimate means. Interestingly, Merton
notes that the absence of this condition and, alternatively, the presence of “differential
class symbols of success’ in some societies in Southeastern Europe might have alleviated
the effects of the disparity between the goals and means and led to weaker associations
between, for example, crime and poverty (Merton, 1968: p.201).

The concept of anomie developed by Merton occupies the central position in his
theory of deviance as he argues that the societal condition of anomie induced strain in
individuals and lead to deviant behavioral adaptations. In his later writings, Merton
considers the concept of individual strain to be the psychological counterpart of the
sociological concept of anomie and adopts the term “anomia’ for describing it (Merton

1964; Merton 1968). While Merton conceives of “anomie’ as the property of a social



system and a macro-level concept, he seems to define “anomia’ as the corresponding
property of an individual state of mind and a micro-level characteristic. Although he
never specifiesin details how exactly these two concepts are linked into a causal chain,
one apparent possibility is that anomic societal conditions induce strain/anomia, which, in

turn, produces crime and deviant behavior.

2.2 Theoretical Propositions: Individual Adaptationsto Classic Strain

Another important part of Merton's theory is his elaboration of five possible
responses to anomic societal conditions. These responses may change over time and can
occur in different sequences for each individual. The types of behaviora responses are
shown in Merton’s typol ogy of individual adaptations where (+) denotes “acceptance” and

(-) denotes “rejection,” and (+/-) denotes “rejection and substitution.” (Merton, 1968):

Table2.1 Individual Adaptationsto Classic Strain

Modes of Adaptation Culture Goals Ingtitutionalized Means
I. Conformity + +
I1. Innovation + _
I11. Ritualism _ +
IV. Retreatism _ _
V. Rebellion +- +-

The first adaptation, conformity, is the only non-deviant type of adaptation
proposed by Merton. Conformists are individuals who accept both cultural goals and

institutionalized means for achieving goals. Indeed, Merton states that conformity is the



most common adaptation that actually ensures the continuity of the society (Merton,
1968). However, Merton’ s focus is on other four adaptations that could be considered
deviant.

According to Merton’s discussion of innovation, the first of these deviant
adaptations, individuals who innovate accept cultural goals of the society, whereas they
reject institutionalized means of achieving them. In this case individuals who have high
aspirations of financial success but who are not regulated anymore by norms of the society
and who do not feel the necessity to utilize legitimate means of attaining their aspirations
may actually take illegitimate avenues to economic achievement by committing crimes.
Whereas Merton never clearly specifies who is more likely to innovate, he notes that
lower class individuals who have limited access to legitimate means of achieving
monetary success live in avery severely anomic environment and endure particularly
intense strain. However, it is often overlooked that Merton also hints at the possibility that
the choice of this type of adaptation might be contingent on imperfect socialization, which
leads to the failure to internalize and abide by societal norms and accept legitimate
institutionalized means (Baumer, 2007; Merton, 1968: p. 149; Tittle, 1983).

The second deviant adaptation, ritualism, involves rejecting cultural aspirations,
while preserving the devotion to institutionalized norms. Because of the absence of the
desire for goal achievement, ritualists are actually “overconformists’ who may be
regarded as deviant in a society where everybody is encouraged to strive for success. The

examples of ritualists are zealous bureaucrats or workers without any career ambitions.



Notably, Merton (1968) suggests that ritualism should prevail among lower-middle class
individuals who are more likely to be socialized by their families to abide by social norms
and regulations.

The next adaptation, retreatism, is considered by Merton to be the least common.
Individuals who choose this adaptation reject both cultural goals and institutionalized
means. However, Merton argues that this abandonment of societal aspirations and norms
occurs only after retreatists, who actually initially internalize both elements of the social
culture and repeatedly try to achieve the goals by using legitimate means, fail to do so
because of the limited opportunities available to them. Facing this anomic situation,
retreatists escape the society and its restraints by rejecting its aspirations and regul ations.
According to Merton (1938), the most common examples of retreatists are vagrants, drug
addicts, alcoholics, and mentally ill people.

Finally, the last deviant adaptation is rebellion. Rebels not only reject cultural
values and institutionalized means but al so substitute them with their own new goals and
norms. Traditionally, revolutionaries are viewed as typical rebels while terrorisms may be
regarded as a modern type of rebellion. As Merton implies, this adaptation could only be
chosen under the specific condition. He points out that only in the case when individuals
are aware that thisisthe social structure that prevents people from achieving cultura
goals or, in other words, they attribute blame to external causes such as the society, they
may select rebellion as an adaptive response. In addition, Merton also notes that this
particular type of non-conformist behavior, even though undoubtedly deviant, may at the

same time be functional and serve specific purposes such as the facilitation of social



change and development.

Overadll, the four latter types of adaptations discussed by Merton encompass awide
range of behaviors that may be criminal or deviant. Whereas originally the critics of
Merton’ s theory have focused on only one type of adaptation, “innovation,” and construed
it asincluding exclusively utilitarian and property crime (Clinard, 1964), it is,
nevertheless, quite obvious that this adaptation as well as the other three non-conformist
responses to strain are capable of subsuming most imaginable kinds of deviant behavior
ranging from theft and violence to suicide and terrorism, and even overconformity. In
addition, Merton himself points out that his theory “does not maintain that the resulting
deviant behavior isrationally calculated and utilitarian” and emphasized that responses to
structural pressures could be both rational and non-rational (Merton,1968: p.232).
Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that while classic anomie theory is not devoid of
many other theoretical caveats, its explanatory breadth undoubtedly should be considered

asone of its strengths (Tittle, 1995).

2.3 Theoretical Weaknesses of Classic Strain/Anomie Theory

2.3.1 Level of Explanation

Perhaps, one single issue concerning Merton’'s theory that causes the greatest
confusion among social scientists is the question of whether anomie should be construed
as a macro- or micro-level explanation of deviance. On one hand, Merton himself has
indicated that he intends to account for variations in aggregate rates of deviant behavior

across different groups and conceived of anomie as a societal condition. Moreover, most

10



recently, Merton reconfirms that his theory “centers on rates of structurally generated and
constrained behavior, not on behavior of this or that individual (Merton, 1995: p.9). Thus
it is not surprising that some theorists choose to consider anomie as a purely macro-
explanation of deviance (Bernard, 1987).

On the other hand, Merton himself complicates the issue by emphasizing that heis
interested in structural pressures on individuals, introducing such micro-level variables as
strain and anomiainto his account of deviance as well as at some point shifting the focus
of the theory from a macro- to micro-level by discussing individual adaptations to societal
conditions (Merton, 1968). Therefore, anomie theory also has been construed as an
individual-level strain explanation of deviance (Agnew, 1997). In addition, most empirical
tests of anomie theory have been conducted with individual-level data.

So far, this theoretical debate has not been decisively resolved. However, at this
point it seems reasonable to assume that to cover the theory most adequately and not to
ignore any arguments, it is possible to admit that both interpretations are feasible. Thisis
the exact position taken by several theorists, who regard anomie theory as applicable to
explanations of individual deviance as well as variations in rates of deviance across social
units (Cohen, 1997; Tittle, 1995; Featherstone and Deflem, 2003). In addition, in one of
the most recent explications of anomie theory, Baumer (2007), rather than consider two
separate macro- and micro-level theories of anomie and strain, chooses to regard Merton’s
account as one multilevel theory explaining how macro-level social and cultural
characteristics increase the probability of individual criminal behavior. This last

interpretation of the theory may also have some important implications for individual-

11



level empirical tests of classic strain theory. In particular, the size of individual-level
effects of classic strain then should vary with contextual features of aggregate units
specified by the theory and stronger effects of strain on individual deviant behavior should
be expected in more “anomic” environments.

2.3.2 Adequacy of Classic Strain/Anomie Theory

Tittle (1995) outlines three features of adequate theories - comprehensiveness,
depth, and precision. Comprehensiveness concerns the degree of completeness of a
theoretical explanation and itsinclusion of all necessary causal elements. Depth refersto
the extent to which a given theory describes the full causal chain leading to an outcome of
interest and does not omit descriptions of how causal elements are linked together in a
unified whole. Finaly, precision indicates how well atheory spells out all contingencies
for its causal processes aswell as whether it discusses the type and form of the causal
relations. Improvement in the elements of adequate theories is necessary for successful
theoretical growth and, as several social theorists note (Elster, 1989; Tittle, 1995; Wagner
and Berger, 1985), isinstrumental to the development of specific mechanisms of theory
construction including theory elaboration and, ultimately, theory integration, the two
processes that will be explored in this work.

Unfortunately, classic strain/anomie theory falls short of being an adequate theory
of crime and deviance on all of the three components. First of all, Merton’s theory isone
of so called “simple”’ theories of crime that commonly emphasize only one type of causal
elements implicated in the production of criminal and deviant behavior and cannot be

described as comprehensive enough (Tittle, 1995). Even though the theory elaborates
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some complex concepts and implies at least some conditions, under which crime may or
may not occur, nonetheless, it still identifies a single explanatory variable that serves as a
source of motivation for misbehavior. In particular, Merton concludes that strain resulting
from the inability of individuals to achieve highly desired goals through legitimate
channelsis the principal motivator of various types of crime. Whereas this explanation of
crimeis quite plausible, it is also obvious that it does not include other causal elements
that may contribute to the production of misbehavior. In particular, strain may not be the
only factor that pressures individual s toward deviance. Indeed, several other
criminological theoriesidentify other potential motivators of crime such as, for example,
association with delinquent peersin socia learning theory (Akers, 1998), financial
rewards of criminal activity in rational choice theory (Clarke and Cornish, 2001), or self-
derogation in self-esteem theory (Kaplan, 1980). In addition, even Merton’s discussion of
the central motivation element, strain, isincomplete. Merton concentrates only on one
type of strain, strain evoked by high success aspirations combined with limited
opportunities, and limits this conception even more by arguing that all Americans strive
for economic success (Agnew, 1992). Y et, he does not identify other possible sources of
strain that may motivate individuals to engage in crime and deviance. Therefore, some
ways to elaborate classic strain theory include the extension of the concept of economic
strain by including other types of stressful circumstances, the path taken by Agnew (1992)
in his genera strain theory, or the exploration of interrelationships between classic strain
and other types of criminal motivators. Notably, Cloward and Ohlin (1960) went down the

latter path by investigating economic strain and the contingencies associated with the
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exposure to differential illegitimate opportunities.

Finally, besides motivation, there are several other types of causal variables that
may play arole in generating crime such as constraint, criminal opportunity, ability, and
alternative motivation, all conspicuously missing from classic strain/anomie theory (Tittle,
1995). Moreover, since classic strain/fanomie theory is a pure theory of motivation, it
especially suffers from the omission of any description of numerous constraints that may
counteract effects of strain and consequently change individual responses to an anomic
environment. Y et, the theories of constraint such as social control and self-control
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990; Hirschi, 1969) contend that deviant or criminal behavior
isinherently gratifying and all people are motivated to engage in it. They argue that,
whereas there is no need to explain criminal motivation, it is necessary to explicate what
forces restrain individuals from committing deviant and criminal acts. These theorists
further suggest that the most important crime-inhibiting forces include social bonds and
self-control. In addition, other factors that may offset the impact of strain and serve as
barriersto crime include fear of formal and informal sanctions and moral beliefs (Zimring
and Hawkins, 1973; Wikstrom, 2006). Therefore, it isimportant to make an effort to
integrate these causal elementsinto aframework of classic strain/anomie theory.

Further, classic strain/fanomie theory provides a somewhat shallow explanation of
crime. Not only hasit failed to include other important causal elementsinto its
framework, but it also has not succeeded in describing the full causal process, through
which the disparity between goals and means might generate misbehavior (Agnew, 1992;

Tittle, 1995). Specifically, Merton does not pay enough attention to the factors that may
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be antecedent to strain and does not clarify what characteristics might make people more
susceptible to the effects of strain produced by the inability to achieve desired goals. Y €t,
it is possible that some personal traits or characteristics developed before most exposure to
such strain occurs come into play when one experiences strain. For example, poor self-
control or negative emotionality may influence the way they respond to strain. Similarly,
some childhood experiences such as religious upbringing or exposure to
communitarian/non-utilitarian values may lead to the creation of alternative, not
necessarily financial, success goals for individuals and thus render economic strain less
salient.

In addition, Merton does not make allowance for potential indirect effects of strain
on crime and fails to identify possible intervening mechanisms through which strain may
influence involvement in criminal behavior. However, it is concelvable that exposure to
strain induced by the inability to achieve success may actually alter many personal states
and characteristics, and, in particular, weaken the social bond that individuals have,
attenuate the strength of moral beliefs, encourage associations with deviant peers as well
as negatively affect personal characteristics such as self-control and self-esteem (Agnew,
1992, 2006).

Lastly, classic strainfanomie theory also lacks precision. Perhaps, the most
problematic part of the theory is Merton’s description of the process of selection of
different individual adaptations and, especially, innovation and hisfailure to identify
contingencies under which specific responses may occur. In regard to innovation, it is

quite evident that not all individuals who desire monetary success and lack legitimate
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means to achieve it are going to commit crime. Y et, the theorist himself has never clearly
specified conditions under which individuals experiencing this disparity would resort to
innovation (or crime), athough some scholars who carefully analyze his work and
cleverly decipher some of his allusions are able to point to few conditioning factors hinted
at in hiswritings (Baumer, 2007; Tittle, 1995).

First of all, Merton appears to contend that, if the set of aternative goals existsin
the anomic society with one dominant goal (e.g., intellectual and artistic achievement vs.
monetary success), then individuals might strive for these goals instead and still conform.
In addition, he seems to imply that imperfect socialization producing low morality may be
described as one those factors magnifying effects of the disparity between goals of
“pecuniary” success and limited opportunities (Merton, 1968: p.203). Whereas individuals
socialized to abide by social norms and regulations are not likely to break laws to achieve
their goals even at the absence of |egitimate resources to do so, in the same circumstances
those with weak moral beliefs may hesitate less before utilizing illegal means.

Interestingly, Merton aso notes that ritualism, the mode of adaptation involving no
usage of illegitimate means, may actually prevail among lower-middle class individuals
who, presumably, are more “perfectly” socialized than their lower class counterparts
(Merton, 1968, p.149). This argument in combination with the above discussed Merton’s
observation of more anomic conditions and higher amounts of strain experienced by lower
classindividuals has inspired the interpretation of classic strain/anomie theory as the
theoretical explanation that proposes a strong negative correl ation between social class

and crime. Yet, as Tittle (1983) correctly points out, since Merton (1968) implies that
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imperfect socialization may condition the relationship between the goals-means disparity
and crime, the validity of this hypothesis has to be based on the assumption about lower
level of morality among lower class, the assumption that might not be necessarily correct
and does not seem to be logically derived from any of Merton’s theoretical arguments. In
fact, Merton himself has characterized this interpretation of his theory as the “misleading
imputation” and reiterated that his theory does not focus on class and crime and does not
[imit the distribution of criminal behavior to lower classes (Cullen and Messner, 2007:
p.30). Inlight of this statement, it seems then that Merton implies that the selection of
innovation as a response to strain may be contingent only on individual moral beliefs and
not necessarily social class.

Unfortunately, the major theoretical weakness of Merton’ stheory is that, aside
from hinting at availability of aternative goals and morality as potential moderators of
strain in his somewhat obscure writings on this topic, Merton has not been very successful
in identifying any other variables that may condition the impact of the goals-means
disparity on involvement in criminal behavior. However, for classic strain/fanomie theory
to become a more precise explanation of crime, various contingencies should be
articulated in more detail. For example, in addition to morality such other crime-inhibiting
factors as perceived risk of punishment, emotional attachment to significant others, or
one's level of self-control may condition the effects of strain on the probability of
misbehavior and serve as contingencies under which the impact of strain is more
pronounced. While thislist of potential moderators of strain definitely is not complete,

(see Agnew, 2006 for other possibilities), al of the above mentioned variables have been
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established as more or less influential causes of crime and, as will be shown later, can be
logically incorporated into the framework of classic strain/fanomie theory. Therefore, their
potential interrelations with classic strain undoubtedly deserve a more thorough

investigation.

2.4 Empirical Evidence

Asit was noted earlier, whereas some theorists choose to consider classic strain
theory as a purely macro-explanation of deviance (Bernard, 1987), most empirical
research on the theory actually focuses on individual-level processes. In particular, it
examines how strain contributes to criminal and delinquent individual behavioral
adaptations (Agnew, 1992; Burton and Cullen, 1992). Most early empirical tests of classic
strain theory commonly examine the goals-means discrepancy operationalizing strain as
the digunction between aspirations and expectations for different goals, either
educational, occupational, or financial (e.g., Farnworth and Leiber, 1989; Hirschi, 1969;
Elliot, Huizinga, and Ageton, 1985; Greenberg, 1999).

Since then, many researchers have employed the same operationalization to test
the propositions of strain theory. Y et, with afew exceptions (Quicker 1974; Greenberg
1999), an overall empirical support for classic strain theory using the measure of
educational strain isvery weak. Most research finds no positive relationship between
educational strain and crime, especially, when other important factors are controlled
(Burton et al., 1994, Farnworth and Leiber, 1989; aso see Burton and Cullen, 1992 and

Elliot et al., 1985 for reviews). Similarly, the results of most studies exploring the
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predictive ability of the discrepancy in occupational aspirations and expectations are even
more unsatisfactory. They indicate that occupational strain is aweaker predictor of crime
than educational strain (Hirschi, 1969; Quicker, 1964). Given these numerous tests
revealing empirical weaknesses of classic strain theory, some researchers have questioned
itsempirical validity and even called for the rejection of strain theory as an explanation of
crime (e.g., Kornhauser, 1978).

In the last 20 years, however, classic strain theory has been revitalized as several
revisions of strain theory appeared (Agnew, Cullen, Burton, Evans, and Dunaway, 1996;
Baron, 2006; Cernkovich, Giordano, and Rudolph, 2000; Farnworth and Leiber, 1989,
Burton, Cullen, Evans, and Dunaway, 1994; Hoffmann and Ireland, 2004; Menard, 1995;
Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b; Paternoster and Mazerolle, 1994; VVowell and May, 2000).
These studies reconsider many concepts from classic strain theory and pursue a number of
different directionsin their research, including various operationalizations of strain,
introduction of not yet examined concepts, and investigation of conditional effects of
strain. In particular, Farnworth and Leiber (1989) argue for a different operationalization
of strain in terms of the goal of achieving financial success and measured strain asa
disjunction between economic goals and expectations for completing college. They find
that this measure of strain is a better predictor of involvement in crime than either
educational strain or commitment to economic goals alone. In addition, consistent with
Merton’s original formulation of strain/anomie theory, Farnworth and Leiber (1989)
demonstrate that financial strain is more effective in predicting serious utilitarian crime.

Finally, the researchers conclude that inadequate operationalizations of classic strain
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might have contributed to its weak empirical support. More recently, Agnew and his
colleagues (1996) pursue the same concept of financial strain further and examine the
relationship between dissatisfaction with monetary status and crime and drug use. They
find a significant and moderate effect of this type of strain on criminal behavior and drug
use, establishing some support for strain theory. Similarly, the results of the study by
Cernkovich et al. (2000) demonstrate more support for this operationalization of

strain for young adults. Y et, another study of the gap between economic aspirations and
expectations fails to reveal any significant association between this measure of classic
strain and adult criminality (Burton et al., 1994).

At the same time another body of strain theory research explores alternative
operational definitions of strain such as perceived blocked opportunities and relative
deprivation. As classic strain theory suggests that social structure produces strain and
frustration by limiting access to opportunities for goal achievements, some researchers
operationalized strain as “perceived blocked opportunities.” These studies consistently
find more support for the idea that blocked occupational, educational, and especially
economic opportunities are associated with more involvement in crime (Baron, 2006;
Burton and Cullen, 1992; Cernkovich and Giordano, 1979; Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b;
Simons, Miller, and Aigner, 1980). Other researchers attempt to extend the propositions of
classic strain theory by arguing that the theory could be interpreted in terms of relative
rather than absolute strain. They contend that it is not necessarily strain stemming from
absolute deprivation caused by limited access to opportunity, but it is strain invoked by

relative deprivation of not being able to obtain what others are able to achieve that might
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significantly contribute to crime (Blau and Blau, 1982). Baron (2006) and Burton and
Dunaway (1994) in their analyses have found that the measure of strain asrelative
deprivation is significantly and positively associated with involvement in delinquency.
Y et, Burton et al. (1994) have shown that none of the operationalizations of strain
employed in their study including blocked opportunities and relative deprivation are
significantly related to crime, once several concepts from rival theories were introduced.
Most research on individual-level classic strain has been conducted in the United
States, probably partially because Merton’s original discussion of anomie focuses heavily
on the American culture and structure as an especialy fruitful ground for breeding crime
induced by anomie and because in some subsequent writings the United States has been
considered exceptional, at least among the Western nations (Cohen, 1965; Messner and
Rosenfeld, 1994; Messner and Rosenfeld, 2006). To my knowledge, only one direct
micro-level empirical study of classic strain theory has been conducted with non-western
samples. This recent gendered test of classic strain theory in anon-Western environment
has used a sample of school students from Ankara, the capital of Turkey and produced
mixed results (Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b). In particular, it finds no consistent relationships
between three different operationalizations of classic strain (as a gap between educational
aspirations and expectations, monetary goals, and perceptions of blocked opportunities)
and different types of delinquency. The exceptions to this pattern are the significant
associations between blocked opportunities and assaults for both males and females and
between blocked opportunities and school delinquency and public disturbance only for

females. Hence, it is obvious that applicability of classic strain theory to other cultural
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contexts should be evaluated further.

Another direction in the research on classic strain theory is the exploration of
conditional effects of strain on involvement in crime and delinquency. Asit has been
noted above and as several researchers point out (Agnew et a., 1996; Paternoster and
Mazzerole, 1994), Merton (1968) does not suggest that involvement in crimeis an
inevitable adaptation to strain. To the contrary, in the discussion of histheory, Merton
(1968) clearly states that, even under anomic conditions, the modal individual response to
strain is conformity. Although he briefly mentions that other factors such as norm
commitment or external attributions of blame may influence the types of behavioral
adaptations to strain that individual s select, Merton does not discuss in depth under what
conditions strained individual s actually opt for deviant adaptations. Consequently, the
research on conditional effects of classic strainis very limited. To my knowledge, only
three empirical studies (Agnew et a., 1996; Baron, 2006; Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b) have
attempted to test any propositions on conditionality of classic strain. These tests
operationalize classic strain in avariety of ways — utilizing a more traditional
operationalization of strain as a disparity between educational expectations and aspirations
(Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b), employing some indicators of monetary goals or
dissatisfaction with monetary status (Agnew et al., 1996; Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b), and
using the measures of blocked opportunities (Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b) and relative
deprivation (Baron, 2006). Two of these studies find that deviant peer association may
magnify the effect of financial strain and relative deprivation on crime and delinquency

among street youth as well as a sample of adolescents drawn from the general population
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(Agnew et a., 1996; Baron, 2006), whereas the test of gender as a moderator reveals no
significant gender differencesin the effects of classic strain on delinquency among
Turkish school students (Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006b). Y et, only two of these studies test any
potential conditioning effects of several constraints to crime that are the focus of this
dissertation. Both Agnew et al. (1996) and Baron (2006) show some support for the
hypothesis that the impact of financial strain and relative deprivation on crime and
delinquency may be amplified by crimina values. However, none of this research has
examined possible interactional relations between classic strain and other constraints to

crime such as the perceived threat of sanctions, social bond, and self-control.
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CHAPTER 3
Review of Complementary Theories

This chapter discusses how several theories of crime and delinquency focusing on
external and internal constraints can be utilized for evaluation of the prospect of
elaboration and integration of classic strain/anomie theory with these explanations of
crime and delinquency. The necessity for the elaboration and integration stems from some
obvious theoretical weaknesses that have been discussed in detail above. It is clear that
one of the strengths of classic strain/anomie theory isits ability to locate causes of the
formation of possible criminal motivation. However, it is unfortunate that at the same time
the theory overlooks and does not take into consideration external and internal constraints
that may be imposed on human behavior simultaneously and that may cause individuals to
refrain from misbehavior even in the presence of strong criminal motivation. These
constraints or controls may have independent effects on crime or serve as intervening
variables and moderators of strain experienced by individuals and, therefore, either
mediate or condition the impact of strain on involvement in crime and delinquency.

Constraint mechanisms considered in this study are derived from a number of
criminological theories — deterrence, social bond, self-control, and situational action
theory focusing on morality. Whereas the fear of formal and informal sanctions (the
concepts from deterrence theory) as well as commitment and attachment to family or
school (the concepts from social bond theory) are regarded as external barriersto crime,

self-control or morality are conceptualized as internal constraints preventing misbehavior
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(Tittle and Paternoster, 2000). In the following sections, | will discuss the propositions
and empirical status of these four theories as well astheir potential theoretical

contributions to the classic strain explanation of crime.

3.1 Deterrence Theory

3.1.1 Theoretical Propositions

The main premise of deterrence theory isthat fear of punishment or other negative
sanctions will keep individuals from misbehaving. This deterrence argument is rooted in
utilitarian philosophy of the eighteenth century. Many philosophers of the period of
Enlightenment believed in the idea of human rationality, individual free will, and power to
make calculated and rational choices. They accepted a hedonistic conception of human
nature. Subsequently, the social thinkers of that time contended that human behavior was
governed by the principle of utility/optimization or maximizing pleasure and minimizing
pain (Bentham, 1998[1780]; Beccaria, 1963[1764]). Bentham and Beccaria were
specifically interested in penal reforms and thus focused on how fear of formal legal
punishments could deter individuals from misbehavior. In addition, they also argued that
severa dimensions of punishment — severity, certainty, and celerity — influenced the
effectiveness of the deterrence process. Thus, individuals would be more likely to be
deterred if the probability of punishment were high, punishment were severe enough to be

painful, and punishment were imposed soon after the act of misbehavior occurred.
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Overall, the founding fathers of the deterrence doctrine as well asits contemporary
proponents tend to emphasize the costs rather than rewards part of the cost-benefit
equation (Andenages, 1974; Gibbs, 1975; Zimring and Hawkins, 1973).

3.1.2 Types of Deterrent Effects

Modern deterrence theorists distinguish different types of deterrence. One
distinction is that between specific and general deterrence (Andenaes, 1974). Specific
deterrence takes place when offenders who are apprehended and punished for a
commission of crime desist from further misbehavior because their perceptions of the
costs of misbehavior have been affected by experienced punishment. In contrast, genera
deterrence occurs when punishment of offenders serves as an example for the general
public instilling fear of sanctions in the members of the general public and deterring them
from crime. Any given sanction may have either a specific deterrent effect if a punished
offender refrains from any further criminal activity or a general deterrent effect if the
general public becomes aware of it and, as a result, some members of the general public
commit no crime. Alternatively, it may also produce both or neither of these effects (Tittle
and Paternoster, 2000).

Furthermore, another reconceptualization of deterrent effects has been offered
(Stafford and Warr, 1993). Stafford and Warr (1993) expand the existing notions of
specific and general deterrence by including the concept of punishment avoidance. They
point out that those who have committed crimes but avoided punishment have a direct
experience with punishment avoidance, whereas at the same time others, who may

observe those individuals offend and go unpunished, acquire an indirect knowledge of
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punishment avoidance. Therefore, Stafford and Warr (1993) refer to general deterrence as
the deterrent effect of indirect experience with punishment and to punishment avoidance
and specific deterrence as the deterrent effect of direct experience with punishment and
punishment avoidance.

3.1.3 Indicators of Negative Sanctions

Researchers of deterrence differentiate between objective and perceived risk of
punishment and negative sanctions and measure different dimensions of negative
sanctions through either objective or subjective indicators (Akers and Sellers, 2004;
Nagin, 1998; Tittle and Paternoster, 2000). Objective indicators such as, for instance,
arrest and incarceration rates for different crimes or targeted criminal justice policies are
supposed to reflect actual or objective risk of apprehension and punishment and are found
in ecological and interrupted time-series studies of deterrence (Blumstein, Cohen, and
Nagin, 1978; Nagin, 1998; Ross, 1982). At the same time many researchers emphasize
that subjective interpretations of sanction threats affect human behavior. Specifically, they
argue that deterrent effects of sanctions are linked to perceptions of risks of negative
consequences rather than their actual probabilities (Meier and Johnson, 1977; Paternoster,
1987; Tittle, 1980). These perceptions may not always reflect objective characteristics of
potential punishment for avariety of reasons ranging from simple lack of information or
its misinterpretation to its incorrect processing and refusal to useit (Tittle and Paternoster,

2000).
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3.1.4 Sources of Negative Sanctions

In addition, proponents of deterrence theory distinguish different sources of
negative consequences. Even though in the original classical formulation of the deterrence
doctrine, Bentham (1970[1785]) discussed physical or natural sanctions (e.g., pain,
disease, loss of life) as one of the sources of punishment, contemporary deterrence

scholars focus on two types of negative consequences produced by human actions, formal
and informal sanctions. Formal sanctions are penalties that are systematically introduced
by organized authorities and are often expressed in laws and criminal justice policies.
Many perceptual studies of deterrence focused on potential crime preventive effects of
fear of formal apprehension or punishment (examples include Bachman, Paternoster, and
Ward, 1992; Grasmick and Bryjak, 1980; Grasmick and Green, 1980; Klepper and Nagin,
1989; Tittle, 1980).

On the other hand, informal sanctions result from informal reactions of family
members, friends, and any other significant individuals or collectivities and usually are
not systematically planned (Tittle and Paternoster, 2000). Some deterrence scholars argue
that sanctions produced by informal sources may be more effective in deterring crime than
formal penalties because they are more likely to be imposed and influence individual self-
esteem, patterns of socia interactions, as well as alter one's life style (Tittle, 1980;
Zimring and Hawkins, 1973). Moreover, many deterrence researchers emphasize the links
between sanctions from formal and informal sources and contend that effects of formal
sanctions may be triggered or enhanced by higher probabilities of informal sanctioning

(Gibbs, 1975; Nagin, 1998; Williams and Hawkins, 1986; Zimring and Hawkins, 1973).
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In particular, Williams and Hawkins (1986) point out that the imposition of legal
sanctions (e.g., arrest) may be associated with several informal consequences, including
negative stigma, hardship in future goal achievement (commitment costs), and loss of
significant others (attachment costs).

3.1.5 Empirical Evidence

The empirical findings on the link between individual-level perceptions of
punishment and different types of crime have been mixed. The perceptual deterrence
literature focuses mostly on potential criminogenic effects of two characteristics of
sanctions, their certainty and severity. The results for the research examining probabilities
of punishment are generally more favorable to deterrence theory. Overall, these studies
show a moderate negative association between the perceived certainty of sanctions and
crime (e.g., Bachman, Paternoster, and Ward, 1993; Horney and Marshall, 1992; Lanza-
Caduce, Bishop, and Winner, 1997; Nagin and Paternoster, 1991; Pogarsky and Piquero,
2003; see Paternoster, 1987 and Pratt et al., 2006 for reviews). Moreover, the strength of
the relationship between sanction certainty and criminal behavior seem to vary by the type
of crime and is the largest when white-collar offenses such as fraud and tax violations are
considered (Horney and Marshall, 1992; Pratt et al., 2006; Simpson and Koper, 1992;
Tittle, 1977). At the same time the research evaluating the deterrent effects of the
perceived severity of punishment overall finds substantially weaker crime-preventive
effects of punishment severity (e.g., Decker, Wright, and Loggie, 1993; Nagin and
Pogarsky, 2003; Weisburd, Waring, and Chayet, 1995; see Paternoster, 1987 and Pratt et

a., 2006 for reviews).
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However, the research on deterrent effects of non-legal sanctions produces more
hopeful results. Commonly, these studies find that the fear of informal sanctions serves as
amore potent deterrent than the threat of formal punishment (e.g., Grasmick and Bursik,
1990; Nagin and Paternoster, 1994; Nagin and Pogarsky, 2001, Tittle, 1980; see
Paternoster, 1987 and Pratt et al., 2006 for reviews) as well as a contingency for the
effects of formal sanctions in some cases (e.g., Grasmick and Green, 1980; Klepper and
Nagin, 1989; Nagin, 1998; Tittle, 1980).

Y et, severa extensive reviews of the empirical literature on deterrence somewhat
temper any definite conclusions on the strength of association between different
characteristics of punishment and misbehavior. They note that the findings of the
deterrence studies seem to be somewhat unstable and vary by different methodological
characteristics of the studies such as methods of investigation, sample frames, and model
specifications (Paternoster, 1987; Pratt et al., 2006). In particular, both reviews observe
that relationships between perceptions of sanction certainty and crime are usually
substantially reduced when other important correlates of crime are controlled. Thus,
overall, according to the most recent meta-analysis of the deterrence literature, the mean
effect sizes of the relationship between these two dimensions of punishment and crime are
guite modest and sometimes (for severity) are even negligible (Pratt et al., 2006: p. 383).

3.1.6 Deterrence Theory and Classic Srain/Anomie Explanation

| argue that the inclusion of perceptions of sanction certainty into the explanatory
frameworks of classic strain/anomie theory may substantially improve this account.

Notably, this possibility has been largely overlooked by the author of classic strain/anomie
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theory. Merton only vaguely has alluded to the possibility that in anomic environments
“calculations of advantage and fear of punishment” may regulate human behavior but has
not elaborated on possible interrel ations between economic strain and threats of sanctions
any further (1968: p.237). His theory may undoubtedly benefit from considering the
mechanism of deterrence in several ways.

First of all, the introduction of the concept of fear of sanctions may help to specify
the conditions under which individuals are more likely to forgo conventional adaptations
to strain and instead select criminal coping strategies and vice versa. Presumably, one of
the factors that may influence this choice is the certainty of negative consequencesin a
form of either formal or informal sanctions. Individuals who experience classic strain but
who perceive risks of the imposition of either formal or informal punishment as more
certain may be deterred from misbehavior. Y et, those with low perceptions of certainty
may choose to respond to this type of strain with crime since they believe they have
nothing to fear and lose. Therefore, perceptions of sanction certainty should amplify the
effects of classic strain on crime. Moreover, since the empirical research on deterrence
implies that threats of informal sanctions imposed by significant others may be more
effective than fear of formal punishment, even stronger enhancing non-additive effects of
strain and perceived certainty of informal sanctioning on misbehavior should be expected.

Second, classic strain may also affect involvement in misbehavior indirectly
through its influence on perceptions of sanction risks. Exposure to classic strain and
ensuing states of negative emotionality may actually affect cognitive mechanisms, which

play arolein their mental evaluations of risk of punishment. Thus those who experience
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this type of strain and negative feelings may actually underestimate their chances of being
formally and informally sanctioned for involvement in misbehavior and, consequently, are
more likely to offend.

Lastly, classic strain and deterrence theories contend that their primary variables
are key causes of crime but neither theory acknowledges the import of the other’s main
variable. However, it is plausible that both strain and fear of sanctions uniquely
contribute to the explanation of criminal involvement independently of each other. They
may provide separate, not indirect or interlinked, factors contributing to criminal behavior,
with strain supplying amotive for alikely criminal act and perceptions of risk of
punishment reflecting external constraints that may prevent people from acting on deviant

motivations.

3.2 Social Bond Theory
3.2.1 Theoretical Propositions

Hirschi (1969) in his book Causes of Delinquency argues that human beings are

naturally endowed with the capability to commit crimes or deviant acts. In histheory he
attempts to answer the question of why most people do not take advantage of this
capability to commit crimes or deviant acts, or, in other words, why they conform. Hirschi
suggests that the cause of this conformity is a strong bond to society. Conversely, if an

individual’ s social bond isweak, thisindividual is more likely to commit deviant acts.

According to Hirschi (1969), there are four elements of the social bond. The first

element is attachment to other people, such as parents, peers, and colleagues through
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affection, respect, and friendship. Individuals are less likely to engage in criminal
behavior if they have close relationships with others, whose love, friendship, respect, and
good opinion they value because they are afraid that those to whom they are attached may
react negatively to their misdeeds. Then, in essence, strongly attached individuals are
likely to fear the potential costs associated with the loss of affection of significant others
asaresult of committing crime and, therefore, refrain from doing it. Notably, this type of
censuring implied by the social bond theory is similar to the process of informal
sanctioning proposed by deterrence theory, thus suggesting an obvious overlap in causa

mechanisms of both theories and, perhaps, alikely path to theoretical integration.

The second element of the social bond is commitment or a*stake in conformity”.
Hirschi (1969) suggests that people are committed to conformity through investing their
time in certain conventional activities such as “ getting an education, building up a
business, acquiring a reputation for virtue” (p.20). The reason why commitment to
conventional goals works as a constraint to crime is that one who engages in criminal
behavior may pay for it with therisk of losing their conventional investments. Therefore,
the more commitments individuals have, the more they may lose if they misbehave, and
thus they should be less likely to do so. The third element is involvement in conventional
activities. Therationale behind it is that people who ssimply keep themselves too busy
doing conventional and routine things (e.g., appointments, deadlines, plans, etc.) do not

have time to participate in deviant activities.

Finally, belief or the extent of internalization of societal rules and normsis the fourth
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element of the social bond. As Hirschi (1969) argues, individuals are more likely to obey
by the societal rules, if they believe that they are legitimate. Furthermore, since thereis
variation in belief in the moral validity of social rules, those with less belief in acommon
value system are more likely to violate these rules and be involved in deviant behavior.
However, conceptually the last element of the social bond is somewhat disconnected from
the first three elements of the social bond since attachment, commitment, and involvement
clearly represent external social constraints that may affect involvement in crime and
delinquency whereas moral belief is obviously atype of internal social restraint. To avoid
any theoretical overlap and conceptual confusion of different types of controls, the role of
morality in crime causation and specific theories devoted to morality as a principal factor
in involvement in criminal behavior, as well as empirical evidence related to it will be

discussed in a separate section of thiswork.

Further, according to Hirschi’ s theory, these four elements of the social bond may
affect crime and delinquency independently. Y et, he also contends that “the more closely
aperson istied to conventional society in any of these ways, the more closely heislikely
to betied in the other ways” (Hirschi 1969: p. 27), thus implying some interdependency
between them. Overall, Hirschi argues that the social bond can serve as a socia control
placed on the behavior of individuals to restrain them from following their natural
inclinations — that iswhy his social bond theory is also commonly called social control
theory. Originally, Hirschi’ s social control theory was proposed as a theory of juvenile
delinquency and therefore has been mostly tested with youth samples (Kempf, 1993).

Since then, it has been aso applied to explain adult criminal behavior and involvement in
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crime over the life course (Sampson and Laub, 1993).
3.2.2 Empirical Evidence

In the years since its inception, socia bond theory has been extensively tested in
numerous empirical studies. Most of these tests have been conducted in English-speaking
western countries and they find evidence supporting the link between at least some
elements of the social bond and different types of juvenile delinquency and adult crime
(Chapple, McQuillan, and Berdahl, 2005; Costello and Vowell, 1999; Doherty, 2006;
Junger-Tas, 1992; Kierkus and Baer, 2002; LeBlanc et al., 1993; Li, 1999; ; Mak, 1990;
Payne and Salotti, 2007; see Kempf, 1993 for areview). However, the results of severa
studies carried out in other cultural contexts aso provide some support for socia control
theory and confirm its applicability to at least most western nations such as Belgium,
France, Holland, Iceland, Italy, Spain, and Sweden as well as some non-Western countries
such as China, India, Israel, Taiwan, Turkey, and Japan (Bernburg and Thorlindsson,
1999; Cohen and Zeira, 1999; Junger-Tas, Marshall, and Ribeaud, 2003; Junger-Tas,
1992; Junger and Marshall, 1997; Hartjen and K ethineni, 1999; Ozbay and Ozcan, 2006a;
Sheu, 1988; Svensson, 2003; Tanioka and Glaser, 1991; Torstensson, 1990; Zhang and
Messner, 1996; Wang et al., 2002).

Most often, attachment and commitment in two domains, family and school, are
shown to have hypothesi zed effects on involvement in misbehavior (e.g., Agnew, 1993;
Cernkovich and Giordano, 1987; 1992; Costello and Vowell, 1999; Hirschi, 1969; Krohn

and Massey, 1980; Junger and Marshall, 1997; Li, 2004; Sampson and Laub, 1993;
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Thaxton and Agnew, 2004; Vazsonyi and Pickering, 2003; Wadsworth, 2000; Wells and
Rankin, 1988; Wiatrowski, Griswold, and Roberts, 1981; see Kempf, 1993 for review). In
particular, many studies demonstrate that two dimensions of parental attachment discussed
by Hirschi (1969), supervision and emotional support are associated with delinquent
behavior (e.g., Cernkovich and Giordano, 1987; Chapple, McQuillan, and Berdahl, 2005;
Demuth and Brown, 2004; Mack et al., 2007; Vander Ven, Cullen, Carrozza, and Wright,
2001; Van Voorhis, Cullen, Mathers, and Garner, 1988, Wadsworth, 2000; Wells and
Rankin, 1988; Wiatrowski, Griswold, and Roberts, 1981). The research also focuses on
how attachment and commitment to school are related to delinquent behavior. In general,
the studies that investigate ties to school suggest that commitment to school measured by
grades as well as educational and occupational aspirations may have a negative impact on
delinquency (Chapple, McQuillan, and Berdahl, 2005; Hirschi, 1969; Kelly and Pink,
1973; Lotz and Lee, 1999). In addition, the higher school attachment is often found to be
associated with the lower likelihood of involvement in misbehavior (Liska and Reed
1985; Lotz and Lee, 1999; Wiatrowski, Griswold, and Roberts, 1981).

The results of the studies exploring the link between another element of the social
bond, involvement, and delinquency are more inconsistent (Kempf, 1993; Costello and
Vowell, 1999). Whereas some research supports a predicted negative association between
involvement in conventional activities and delinquent behavior (e.g., Hirschi, 1969), other
studies observe that the direction of thisrelationship isin fact opposite, positive (e.g.,
Cernkovich and Giordano, 1992) or that the relationship between involvement and

delinquency is contingent on other factors such as race, gender, or school context
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(Hoffmann, 2006). Hence, some researchers contend that involvement either is an
unimportant element of the social bond or that it is subsumed under commitment and
attachment (Conger, 1976, Krohn and Massey, 1980; Minor, 1977).

Overall, although most tests of socia control theory at least partially support its
arguments, methodological and analytical details of these studies such as
operationalizations of main concepts, types of design or model specifications vary so
widely that they preclude the researchers from making any strong conclusions about
overall support for the theory (Kempf, 1993). For instance, some studies find weaker or no
support for social control theory, especialy when longitudinal designs are employed or
other competing explanations, such as, for example, social learning theory, are considered
simultaneously (Agnew, 1985; Agnew, 1991, Cattarello, 2000; Ford, 2005; Jang and

Smith, 1997; Matsueda, 1982; McNulty and Bellair, 2003; Vowell and Chen, 2004).
3.2.3 Social Bond Theory and Classic Strain Explanation

Classic strain/fanomie theory aso can be elaborated and improved by considering
another type of external constraint that may influence the likelihood of involvement in
crime and deviance, socia bonds. Whereas Merton has not considered this possibility in
his writings on classic strain/anomie, other theorists elaborating strain accounts, such as
Agnew (2006) in his general strain theory, recognize at least some ways in which original
strain theory may benefit from the inclusion of the concept of social bonds. These
arguments applicable to strains discussed in general strain theory should also apply

equally well to classic strain, which indeed is only a subtype of general strain.
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In particular, Agnew suggests social bonds or “social control” including emotional
attachment to conventional others, commitment to conventional institutions as we all as
direct control may function as both a moderator and mediator of the impact of strain on
criminal behavior (2006: p. 36, 100). When conditional effects of social bonds are
regarded, according to the arguments from general strain theory, low levels of social
control are expected to increase the likelihood of deviant adaptations to strain for several
reasons. First, since people with low social control have few emotional bonds, they have
little to fear or lose regarding attachment or respect of significant othersif they commit
deviant acts and are detected. When they experience strain, they are more likely to
manage it through criminal coping strategies. Simultaneously, the chance of employing
non-deviant coping strategies is decreased for them because their weak attachment to
conventional others means that they may not be able to receive any socia support or other
help needed for obtaining legal ways for coping with strain. Second, low commitment to
conventional activities like educational and professional career pursuits aso limits the
selection of available non-deviant responses to strain for individuals who are exposed to
it, thus increasing the likelihood of resorting to crime. Finally, for those who experience
strain, the absence of direct control exercised either by parents, school officials, or any
other authority figures may translate into more cost-effective criminal opportunities and

fewer opportunities to use legal strategies of coping with strain.

In addition, general strain theory suggests that reduced social control may serve as an
intervening link between strain and crime. Thus strain may compromise attachment to

others because strained individuals may feel lessinclined to maintain their emotional
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bonds with other people, especially if some of the strains experienced by them result from
negative treatments by these others. Experiencing strain may also lead to reductionsin
investments in conventional activities such as school or work since strained individuals
under stress may either feel less motivated and be less able to perform well in school and
at work, especially if sources of strain actually are at the school or workplace. In all of
these cases direct controls may be decreased concurrently because strained individuals are
less likely to be under supervision or in the company of other people who care about them.
Furthermore, whereas one-time or short-term strain may reduce these types of social
control only temporarily, chronic strain may lead to more permanent reductions in
attachment, commitment, and direct control. Overall, these decreasesin socia control
produced by exposure to strain are more likely to generate more involvement in crime and

delinquency.

Whereas general strain theory recognizes the role of social bonds as important
moderators and mediators of the effects of strain on involvement in crime, it, nevertheless,
still fails to acknowledge that attachment, commitment, and involvement may influence
criminal behavior independently of strain. Y et, theoretical propositions from respective
theories and accumulated empirical evidence on socia bonds, strain, and criminal
behavior indicate that both strain and social control accounts provide complementary

explanations of crime and deviance offering explications of both motivational forces that

pressure people toward crime (strain theory) and forces that impose constraints on human
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behavior (social bond theory). Therefore, interrelated as well as direct independent effects

of both strain and social bonds on involvement in misbehavior are quite conceivable.

3.3 Self-Control Theory
3.3.1 Theoretical Propositions

In their book A Genera Theory of Crime, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) contend that

self-control, a personality-like trait functioning as a source of internal constraint for
individuals, is a prime cause of crime and analogous behavior. They argue that all
individuals are motivated to commit crimes defined as acts of force and fraud because
such acts easily gratify desires even though offering few long-term benefits. Notably,
according to Gottfredson and Hirschi, both criminals and non-criminals act rationally
pursuing their self-interest. However, crimes are committed by individuals with low self-
control since they value immediate gratification and base their decisions on only short-
term views of life and their persona goals. In contrast, people with strong self-control
anticipate long range costs associated with crime and thus are able to withstand criminal
temptations and pursue their long-term goals. Consequently, those with high self-control

should demonstrate low rates of criminality.
3.3.2 SIf-Control and Other Causes of Crime

Moreover, self-control theorists also portray self-control as the principle cause of

crime. Indeed, they argue that most characteristics traditionally regarded as important in
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the production of misbehavior, such as weak socia bonds, deviant peer association,
unstable marriages, irregular employment, and poor Socio-economic status or achievement
are themselves proposed to be consequences of weak self-control (Gottfredson and
Hirschi, 1990: p. 119, 154-168). Hence, taking self-control into account presumably
renders most other potential causes of crimeirrelevant, establishing self-control asthe

prime variable for explaining misbehavior (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990: p. 117).

Self-control theorists also outline the relationship between self-control and another
variable of interest, opportunity. The propositions of their theory imply that
criminal/deviant behavior occurs when a person with low self-control faces an opportunity
to commit the act. Therefore, many researchers have chosen to account for opportunity,
have attempted to measure the concept of opportunity in various ways ranging from
situations where acts could be committed without immediate costs to supervision and time
spent out, and have found some support for the interaction between self-control and
opportunity (e.g., Grasmick et al., 1993). In their more recent work, however, the authors
of self-control theory seem to argue that opportunities for crimes are so widespread that it
may not be necessary to control for them (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 2003; Hirschi and
Gottfredson, 1993). Hence, some latest studies of self-control follow up on this suggestion
and do not attempt to measure opportunity with specific variables (see Tittle and
Botchkovar, 2005a; Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008).

3.3.3 The Elements of Salf-Control

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) describe the nature of self-control and suggest that
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individuals with low self-control may have several distinguishing characteristics. Based
on this discussion, six elements of self-control have been identified — impulsivity,
preference for simple tasks, physical activity, risk seeking, self-centeredness, and short
temper (Burton et al., 1999; Grasmick et al., 1993). Individuals with low self-control tend
to be presently-oriented and are unabl e to deter gratification, or in other words, they are
more likely to be impulsive than those with high self-control. They also try to avoid
complex tasks requiring persistence, favor simple acts that provide easy gratification, and
prefer physical activity to mental. Those with low self-control enjoy excitement and
adventures and thus are inclined to seek out risky activities. Further, they are indifferent to
the problems of other people and primarily centered on their needs. Finally, those with
low self-control have a short temper and lack tolerance for frustration. According to most
interpretations of self-control theory, these six components shall comprise asingle
unidimensional global construct of low self-control (Grasmick et al., 1993; Arneklev et

al., 1999; Vazsonyi et al., 2004, but see Delisi et al., 2003).

3.3.4 Origin of Salf-Control

Finally, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) point out that the origins of low self-control
are socia in nature and seek out the sources of low self-control in the family processes
taking place in early childhood. Specifically, they argue that “the major “cause” of low
self-control thus appears to be ineffective child-rearing” (p.97). Parents do not raise their
children to become criminals but they may fail to provide nurturing family atmosphere,

monitor children closely, recognize socially disvalued behavior, and apply appropriate
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sanctions to correct children’s conduct. Children who are brought up in this way
presumably will have low self-control. In addition, self-control theorists contend that once

one'slevel of self-control is established, it remains stable over the life course.
3.3.5 Empirical Evidence

Self-control theory has inspired enormous amounts of empirical research (see Pratt
and Cullen, 2000 for areview and more recent works such as Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008;
Hay and Forrest, 2006; Tittle and Botchkovar, 2005b). Collectively, these studies provide
substantial support for the proposition of self-control theory stipulating that the
association between low self-control and various types of misbehavior should exist in all
circumstances (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990). Low self-control has been demonstrated
to be at least a moderate predictor of criminal behavior among adults, juvenile
delinquency, drug use, drunken driving, academic dishonesty and other types of deviant
behavior (e.g., Cauffman, Steinberg, and Piquero, 2005; Doherty, 2006; Evans, Cullen,
Burton, Dunaway, and Benson, 1997; Grasmick et al., 1993; LaGrange and Silverman,
1999; Piguero and Tibbets, 1996; Polakowski, 1994; Tittle et al., 2003; Tittle and
Botchkovar, 2005a, 2005b; Vazsonyi and Crosswhite, 2004; Vowell and Chen, 2004; see
Pratt and Cullen, 2000 for areview).

Moreover, the research on subjects from various countries show that self-control is
related to deviant behavior in different contexts (e.g., Junger and Tremblay, 1999; Marcus,
Schuler, Quell, and Humpfiner, 2002; Moffitt, Caspi, Silva, and Stouthamer-L oeber,

1995; Nakhaie, Silverman and LaGrange, 2000; Pulkkinen and Hamalainen, 1995;
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Romero, Gomez-Fraguela, Luengo, and Sobral, 2003; Tremblay, Boulerice, Arseneaullt,
and Junger, 1995; Vazsonyi, Pickering, Junger, and Hessing, 2001; Wright, Caspi,
Moffitt, and Silva, 1999). In addition, several studies of self control conducted in non-
Western-oriented countries such as three Asian (Hwang and Akers, 2003; Vazsonyi,
Wittekind, Belliston, and Van Loh, 2004; Wang, Qiao, Hong, and Zhang, 2002) and
severa Eastern European nations (Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008; Tittle and Botchkovar,
2005g; Tittle and Botchkovar, 2005b; VVazsonyi et a., 2001) aso demonstrate that self-
control isarelevant predictor of crime and deviance in these unusual contexts.

However, other predictions of self-control theory, including the proposition of
self-control theory on hegemony of self-control as an explanatory variable in crime and
deviance, have been only partially supported by the empirical research. In fact, the
accumulated evidence suggests that other causal variables such as socia bonds, deviant
peer associations, morality, and fear of informal sanctions may play apart in the
production of misbehavior independently of self-control (e.g., Antonaccio and Tittle,
2008; Doherty, 2006; Evans et al., 1997; Tittle and Botchkovar, 2005a; Vowell and Chen,
2004; Wright, Caspi, Moffitt, and Silva, 1999; see Pratt and Cullen, 2000 for areview). In
addition, some studies demonstrate that self-control may operate under certain
contingencies which include age, gender, opportunity, morality, and threat of sanctions
(e.g., Burton et al., 1999; Grasmick et al., 1993; LaGrange and Silverman, 1999;
Longshore, Chang, and Messina, 2005; Nagin and Paternoster, 1993; Nakhaie, Silverman,
and LaGrange, 2000; Schoepfer and Piquero, 2006; see Tittle, Ward, and Grasmick, 2004

for areview). Finaly, the extant research does not necessarily corroborate the theory’s



statements about the sources of self-control and its stability (see Burt, Simons, and
Simons, 2006; Hay, 2001; Hay and Forrest, 2006; Pratt, Turner, and Piquero, 2004,
Turner, Piquero, and Pratt, 2005; Wright and Beaver, 2005), its propositions about why
self-control predicts crime or its assumptions about the equality of criminal motivation

(Tittle and Botchkovar, 20053).
3.3.6 S f-Control Theory and Classic Strain/Anomie Explanation

Self-control theory may contribute to the classic strain/anomie explanation of
crime by introducing into its theoretical framework its central variable, self-control, one
type of internal constraint that Merton’s account completely overlooks. It is possible to
utilize several statements from general strain and self-control theoriesto explicate the
relevance of self-control to classic strain theory (Agnew, 2006). Whereas Merton has
never considered either contingencies or indirect relations involving self-control in his
original statement of strain theory, these arguments can be easily applied to the concept of

classic strain.

First of all, self-control may serve as an important moderator of effects of classic
strain on crime. Agnew (1992, 2006; Agnew et a., 2002) has repeatedly stated that
different personality traits may condition the impact of strain on crime, including that of
negative emotionality/low constraint related to self-control. Furthermore, drawing on the
arguments from self-control, it is possible to argue that there are several theoretical
reasons why self-control may condition individual response to classic strain and actually

amplify the impact of classic strain on crime. To begin with, according to self-control
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theory, individuals with lower self-control are more impulsive and risk-seeking and,
consequently, may prefer criminal responses to strain, which often involve immediate
gratification and exposure to danger. In addition, those with lower self-control are said to
have a preference for simpler tasks and, therefore, may select behavioral and emotional
adaptations involving crime, rather than more complex cognitive strategies including
mental work. Finally, since those with low self-control have short tempers and are not
able to tolerate frustrating circumstances, they are obviously more likely to experience

strain and frustration conducive to crime.

Second, Agnew (2006) suggests that some personality traits may also mediate the
impact of strain on involvement in criminal behavior. He specifically refers to two master
traits often discussed in the psychological literature, negative emotionality and low
constraint (Agnew, 2006; Agnew et a., 2002). These traits partially overlap self-control
and, therefore, it is plausible that self-control, similar to negative emotionality/low
constraint may serves as an intervening influence on the relationship between classic
strain and misbehavior. Based on the literature on self-control, there are several reasons
why self-control may mediate the effects of classic strain on juvenile misconduct. First,
using the analogy of self-control operating as a muscle, some researchers suggest
(Muraven and Baumeister, 2000) that individuals who experience strains, especially
repeated or chronic, may face frequent occasions in which self-restraint must be exercised
and, consequently, may deplete their self-control from exhaustion. Furthermore, if sources
of self-control are social and grounded in ineffective child-rearing, as Gottfredson and

Hirschi (1990) contend, experiencing specific types of classic strain, especially those
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potentially stemming from a problematic family environment (e.g., blocked opportunities
or relative deprivation), may aso undermine the effectiveness of parent-child relationships
that are instrumental to a successful formation of strong self-control and decrease an
individual ability to restraint themselves. Thisreduced level of one’'s self-control islikely,
in turn, to generate more involvement in misbehavior. In addition, it should be noted that a

proposed indirect relationship between strain and crime through self-control rests on the

assumption that self-control is not a completely stable personal attribute and its levels may
be changed by exposure to different external factors including strain. Y et, this assumption
is not consistent with self-control theorists' argument that self-control is a stable trait

developed in early childhood.

Finally, whereas the above discussed theoretical arguments suggest that self-
control either mediates or moderates the relationship between strain and crime, another
possibility should be considered. In particular, since both self-control and classic strain
theories insist that the central explanatory elements that they embrace are important in
crime causation, it is also plausible that both motivational factor (classic strain) and
internal constraint (self-control) influence human behavior at the same time and their
effects do not necessarily depend on each other, even though they may be of different
magnitude. Both variables may affect criminal behavior unconditionally, directly, and
independently of each other. Moreover, because self-control theory proposes avery strong
direct relation of self-control to crime and contends that other causes of crime including

classic strain are spurious, the size of independent effects of self-control should be greater
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than that of classic strain when other factors are controlled.

3.4 Situational Action Theory

3.4.1 Theoretical Propositions

Beginning with Durkheim (1933 [1895]; 1961 [1903]), generations of sociologists
(for example, Blake and Davis, 1964, Etzioni, 1988; Parsons, 1937; Scott, 1971) have
emphasized that moral norms and regulations are critical to social organization because
they restrain individuals from committing deviant acts and encourage social solidarity and
cooperation between members of society. Yet, morality seemsto have been relatively
overlooked by students of crime, asleast as amain explanatory variable. Until recently,
there has been no theory featuring morality as the main factor in misbehavior, even though
some traditional theoretical explanations such as social control and socia learning theories
incorporate morality into their frameworks as aspects of more general concepts (Akers,
1985; Hirschi, 1969; Sutherland, 1947). In particular, moral belief is specified asa
component of the social bond in social control theory; and in social learning theory, moral
beliefs are regarded as one form of personal definitions favorable to violations of law.

Only lately has there been an attempt to develop atheory portraying morality per
seasaprime variable in explaining criminal or other misconduct. Situational action
theory (Wikstrém, 2006, Wikstrom and Treiber, 2007) specifically emphasizes (lack of)
morality as the central causal element influencing involvement in criminal behavior.
According to situational action theory, all human action including acts of crime and

devianceis mainly a product of individual perceptions of their alternatives and choices for
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action. The principal characteristic that affects how individuals perceive their action
aternativesis morality. Wikstrom (2006: p. 75) defines moral beliefs as “the rules
prescribing what is right or wrong to do” and emphasizes that, while general morality isa
stable and sometimes even habitual property of individuals, moral rules are specifically
oriented, guiding human behavior in particular circumstances. Ultimately, most
individuals refrain from misconduct because, in accordance with their moral beliefs, they
either do not see crime as a viable alternative or their moral action is habitual. Furthemore,
Wikstrom (2006) argues that his theory is applicable in different contexts and to various
types of criminal behavior.
3.4.2 Morality and Other Predictors of Crime

Not only does situational action theory feature morality asits central variable, but
its authors also address the question of importance of morality relative to another
prominent predictor of crime, self-control. Acknowledging that self-control influences an
individual’ s ability to deliberate in making choices, they neverthel ess contend that self-
control is not generally of much import for misbehavior because it comesinto play only
when individual s experience a conflict between their morality and deviant or criminal
motivation. Only under such circumstances, which are comparatively rare, do individuals
deliberate about their action alternatives, and only then is self-control likely to be relevant.
Overadl, the author of situational action theory contends that “morality isamore basic
factor in the causation of acts of crime” (Wikstrom, 2006: p. 101) than self-control.
However, it is not clear whether the same reasoning should be applied to other well-

established predictors of crime and whether effects of morality should be greater than
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those of other important causal factorsimplicated in the production of criminal behavior.

3.4.3 Empirical Research

Consistent with the traditional sociological approach, substantial empirical
evidence suggests that (lack of) morality is an effective predictor of criminal and deviant
behavior, including violent and property crime, drug use, drunk driving, illegal gambling,
sexual offenses, computer crime, corporate crime, and other kinds of deviant behavior
among both adults and juveniles (examplesinclude: Bachman, Paternoster, and Ward,
1992; Grasmick and Bursik, 1990; Grasmick, Bursik, and Arnekelev, 1993; Grasmick and
Green, 1981; Hannon, DeFronzo, and Prochnow, 2001; Jensen, Erickson, and Gibbs,
1978; Mears, Ploeger, and Warr, 1998; Paternoster and Simpson, 1996; Piquero and
Tibbetts, 1996; Rogers, Smoak, and Liu, 2006; Schoepfer and Piquero, 2006; Silberman,
1976; Thurman, 1984; Tittle, 1977; Tittle, 1980). Operationalizations of morality and
conscience in these studies range from direct measures of morality, sometimes defined as
sentiments supporting the legitimacy of the moral and legal order in general and
sometimes as moral beliefs on the acceptability of committing specific acts, to indirect
measures of conscience through expressions of guilt or shame when contemplating or
committing deviant acts. Y et, the evidence consistently supports the idea that moral
commitments or moral feelings inhibit individual misbehavior.

In addition, some research has investigated the importance of morality relative to
other factors associated with crime. Most of these studies have explored how morality
conditions the deterrent effect of formal and informal sanctions as well as other social

variables (examples: Bachman et al., 1992; Grasmick and Green, 1981; Hannon et dl.,

50



2001; Jensen et a., 1978; Mears et al., 1998; Paternoster and Simpson, 1996; Silberman,
1976; Tittle, 1980). Results here, however, have been more mixed. Some have reported
independent effects for morality relative to other factors (Grasmick and Green, 1981,
Jensen et al., 1978; Tittle, 1980), while other studies have not, with several reporting
some evidence that low morality enhances the impact of formal and informal sanctions
and other social variables on crime (Bachman et a., 1992; Hannon et al., 2001; Mears et
a., 1998; Paternoster and Simpson, 1996; Silberman, 1976) and afew even finding some
support for the opposite conditional effect of morality on the impact of some informal and
formal sanctions on crime (Bachman et al., 1992; Grasmick and Green, 1981).

Far fewer studies have examined the interrel ationships among self-control,
morality, and indicators of crime either directly or indirectly. Overal, they show that the
impact of morality on misbehavior may be independent of self-control (Antonaccio and
Tittle, 2008; Shoepfer and Piquero, 2006), that morality is a better predictor of criminal
behavior than self-control (Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008; Piquero and Tibbetts, 1996), that
morality sometimes mediates the association between self-control and measures of crime
(Longshore, Chang, and Messina, 2005), and, finally, that morality might condition the
effects of self-control for some crimes (Schoepfer and Piquero, 2006).

Lastly, considerable evidence of a morality effect on misbehavior also can be
found in empirical research on social control and social learning theories, since both to
some degree lay claim to the concept of moral beliefs. The research concerning those two
theories have consistently shown an association between conventional morality, aswell as

deviant beliefs, and crime or deviant behavior (examplesinclude: Akersand Cochran,
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1985; Akers and Sellers, 2004; Costello and Vowell, 1999; Evans, Cullen, Burton,
Dunaway, and Benson, 1997; Hirschi, 1969; Kempf, 1993; Krohn and Massey, 1980;
Longshore, Chang, Hsieh, and Messina, 2004; Matsueda, 1982; Menard and Huizinga,
1994; Ross, 1994).

3.4.4 Theory of Morality and Classic Strain/Anomie Explanation

Undoubtedly, theory of morality is one of the most important supporting explanations
that should be taken into consideration in order to complete the account of strain and
crime. Asthe accumulated empirical evidence attests, moral belief is an important
predictor of crime providing asource of internal restraint for individuals. Even Merton in
his original statement on classic strain/anomie theory has acknowledged the importance of
morality and introduced internalization of moral values as one of very few contingencies
for the process of adapting to strain with crime. According to Merton’ s interpretation of
strain theory, conventional moral beliefs may insulate individuals from criminogenic
effects of an anomic environment. Specifically, he implies that, even in such a context,
those who experience economic strain or, in other words, are pressured to strive for
financia success but have very limited access to legitimate means of achieving it are less
likely to engage in crime if they have high morality and do not believe in violating social

and legal rules.

Further, drawing on some of the arguments from general strain theory, the effects of
strain on crime may be mediated through morality (Agnew, 2006). In particular, exposure
to strains, especialy a chronic or repeated one, may lead to temporary neutralizations of

moral principles and even produce more permanent negative changes in morality. One
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reason why such alterations in moral beliefs may occur as aresult of experiencing classic

strain isthat strain may generate the range of negative feelings in individuals experiencing
it including the sense of desperation and frustration. Individuals in such circumstances are
more likely to change their moral beliefs or put them “on hold” to accommodate and
justify possible rule violations. Ultimately, these negative changes in morality are

supposed to produce increased levels of criminal involvement among strained individuals.

In addition, the ideas from another criminological theory, differential coercion
theory (Colvin, 2000), can aso be utilized to explicate intervening effects of morality on
the relationship between strain and crime. According to this theory, negative coercive
experiences are likely to produce “coercive ideation” or the set of beliefs justifying
misbehavior, which, in turn, increases the chances of individual involvement in crime. Itis
not difficult to see that the same argument can be easily applied to the concept of classic
strain. Those experiencing classic strain may gradually transform their “ideations’ to

include more moral beliefs conducive to crime, and, consequently, elevate their criminal
probabilities.

However, it isnot clear whether the interpretation of the role of morality only asa
mediator or moderator of strain is consistent with the claims of situational action theory
focusing on morality. Recall that situational action theory argues that morality isa
principal factor in crime causation overshadowing self-control and possibly other
predictors of crime. According to these theoretical arguments, even when classic strainis

accounted for, morality is likely to exert direct independent effects on individual
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involvement in crimina behavior. Furthermore, when the relative effects of strain and
morality are considered, morality should be expected to have a greater impact on the

probability of crimina behavior than classic strain.
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CHAPTER 4
Resear ch Hypotheses

Drawing on the discussions of the classic strain explanation and four supporting
theories of constraint, in this study, | will test anumber of research hypotheses
summarized below. First, classic strain/anomie theory argues that those experiencing
strain from the digunction between aspirations and actual expectations in the presence of
limited opportunities for financial success are more likely to be involved in crime and
delinquency. However, Merton focuses exclusively on the importance of this kind of
strain as amain source of criminal motivation inducing individuals to commit acts of
misconduct and ignores any constraining forces that may prevent them from criminal
involvement notwithstanding. According to this original formulation of the theory, classic
strain is expected to have positive effects on misbehavior, independent of other factors

such as barriersto crime.

Furthermore, | utilize four prominent theories of constraint (deterrence, socia
bond, self-control, and morality), each of which contends that their respective explanatory
concepts — perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning, attachment and
commitment, self-control, and morality — influence criminal and delinquent behavior
independently of other factorsincluding classic strain. In addition, two of these theories —
self-control and morality — also claim that their central variables overshadow other causes
of crime, presumably including classic strain. The following hypotheses concern
independent and relative effects of classic strain and four types of constraints on crime

and delinquency:
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Hypothesis 1.1: The levels of classic strain experienced by individuals are positively

associated with involvement in crime and delinquency.

Hypothesis 1.2: Perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning will be
negatively associated with involvement in crime and delinguency, independently of

classic strain.

Hypothesis 1.3: Attachment and commitment will be negatively associated with

involvement in crime and delinquency, independently of classic strain.

Hypothesis 1.4: Self-control will have independent negative effects on involvement in

crime and delinquency, with those effects greater than those of classic strain.

Hypothesis 1.5: Morality will have independent negative effects on involvement in crime

and delinquency, with those effects greater than those of classic strain.

Second, because Merton’s original classic strain/anomie theory provides no
description of possible indirect effects of classic strain on criminal and delinquent
behavior, | suggest that the theory may be elaborated by including several potential
intervening links between strain and crime. | argue that classic strain may affect
involvement in misbehavior through its influence on perceptions of certainty of formal
and informal sanctioning, attachment and commitment, self-control, and moral beliefs. In
sum, the following hypotheses concern the hypothesized mediating effects of four types of

constraints on the relationship between classic strain and crime and delinquency:

Hypothesis 2.1: Perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning will mediate

the effects of classic strain on involvement in crime and delinguency.
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Hypothesis 2.2: Attachment and commitment will mediate the effects of classic strain on

involvement in crime and delingquency.

Hypothesis 2.3: Self-control will mediate the effects of classic strain on involvement in

crime and delinquency.

Hypothesis 2.4: Morality will mediate the effects of classic strain on involvement in crime

and delinquency.

Finally, | have aso demonstrated that Merton’s original classic strain/fanomie
theory lacks precision and failed to specify contingencies, under which the effects of
classic strain are likely to be more or less criminogenic. To improve the theory, |
introduce four types of constraints as conditional variables and show how they may
enhance the impact of classic strain on misbehavior. The following hypotheses bear upon
hypothesized conditional effects of different types of constraints on the relationship

between classic strain and involvement in crime and delinquency:

Hypothesis 3.1: Lower perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning will

enhance the effects of classic strain on involvement in crime and delinquency.

Hypothesis 3.2: Weaker attachment and commitment will magnify the effects of classic

strain on involvement in crime and delinguency.

Hypothesis 3.3: Low self-control will magnify the effects of classic strain on involvement

in crime and delinquency.

Hypothesis 3.4: Low morality will enhance the effects of classic strain on involvement in

crime and delinquency.
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CHAPTER 5

Data and M ethods

5.1 Sample

The data for this study came from a self-report survey of arandom sample of high
school students conducted in Lviv, Ukraine, in May 2006. The data were collected
specifically for the purpose of studying juvenile delinquency in Ukraine and the data
collection project was approved by the U.S. university institutional review board. The
services of SOCIS, the Center for Sociological and Political Research in Ukraine, were
used to perform several data collection procedures including sampling and distributing
consent forms and questionnaires provided by the researchers. SOCIS is the leading and
largest professional survey organization in Ukraine with an established international
reputation that has been conducting social research in the country since 1988. SOCISisa
member of Gallup International Association and its clients include the United Nationsin
Ukraine, the World Bank, as well as the Ukrainian government.

In order to develop the survey instrument with the questions optimally designed to
be comprehensible to Ukrainian school students as well as comparable to similar surveys
conducted elsewhere, several procedures were followed. First, the survey items were
written in English and pretested using English-speaking adolescents in the United States.
Next, adjusted survey items were then trandlated into Ukrainian and back-translated into
English by independent bi-lingual speakers of English and Ukrainian to discern any

significant discrepancies in content. After necessary adjustments were made, the survey
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items in Ukrainian were pretested with Ukrainian adolescentsin Kiev, Ukraine. Further, in
response to these pretests, the last set of corrections was made and the survey instrument
in Ukrainian was finalized.

The survey sample consists exclusively of ninth-graders who are approximately
14-15 years old. The selection of exclusively ninth-graders is warranted because in
Ukraine compulsory public education consists of nine years of schooling and those who
are in the ninth grade have to make decisions about their academic futures. Those who are
more academically oriented stay in Ukrainian secondary schools for another two years
(the 10th and 11th grades) and, consequently, attempt to enter various higher education
institutions, whereas those less academically inclined either leave for different vocational
schools or enter the labor market. Sampling adol escents at that point of their educational
careers enables me, first, to obtain amaximally diverse sample of school studentsthat is
much more likely to be representative of the population of all school-attending
adolescents of that agein Lviv, Ukraine, and, second, to assess effects of strain at the time
when students are likely to face different types of stressful decisions and circumstances.

The participating students were randomly chosen using a two-stage sample
selection procedure. At the first stage, arandom sample of schools was selected from the
list of al city schoolsin six city districts. At the second stage, a random sample of ninth-
graders was chosen from each of the selected schools out of the pool of all ninth-graders
attending these schools. As aresult, 600 ninth-graders from 18 secondary schoolsin Lviv,
Ukraine comprise the study sample. Respondents, who were located in their schools, were

asked to fill out the questionnaire that asked about their community, family,
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school, and peer experiences as well astheir attitudes and involvement in socially
disapproved and illegal behavior. Their participation was voluntary and, because 14-15-
year old respondents are considered minor both in Ukraine and the United States, the
informed consent was required and obtained from both students and their parents/legal
guardians. The administration of the instrument was conducted by the SOCIS employers.
The survey response rate varies by school with an average response rate of 85 percent.
The sample consists of predominantly 14-(54%) and 15-(42%) year-old ninth-
graders. The sample representativeness was evaluated by comparing the gender
distribution of the sample with the analogous statistics available from the Census of
Ukraine for the residents of the city of Lviv who are between 10 and 19 (State Statistics
Committee of Ukraine, 2006). This comparison reveals very similar figures for the gender
distribution in the sample and the corresponding population: 52% of the city residents
between 10 and 19 years of age are male while 50.5% of the sample is male and 48% of
the 10-19-year-old city residents are femal es while the sample includes 49.5% of females.
Asto the distribution by race, since the population of the city of Lviv isvirtualy racialy
homogeneous and comprised of mostly white Ukrainians, no measure of race was
included in the survey. Moreover, adequate variation in all variables of interest, including
al survey items concerning crime, delinquency and deviance, enables meto carry out
meaningful statistical analyses (Appendix Tables A1-A6). For example, respondents
admit that at least once in their lifetime they have hurt another person on purpose (36%),
been involved in gang fights or other gang activities (40%), used force or threatened to

beat up someone up if they didn’t give them money or something el se they wanted (16%),
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beaten someone up or hurt somebody on purpose so badly they required medical attention
(12%), stolen something worth $1 or less (17%) or more than $1 (8%), avoided paying
for something (50%), vandalized somebody’ s property (51%), drunk alcohol without
parents permission (77%), used drugs (12%), cheated on school tests (84%), and been
stopped by the police (20%) (see Appendix Table A.1 for additional examples).

Since to my knowledge this survey is the first known self-report survey of
adolescent crime and delinquency conducted in Ukraine, it is desirable to verify its
accuracy. The accurateness of the collected data was assessed by comparing several
patterns of the relationships found in these data to the patterns commonly reported in the
self-report surveys of crime and delinquency conducted in other countries. Overall, the
data seem to be as accurate as those from similar surveys conducted elsewhere. The basic
patterns of relationships usually found in self-report crime surveys are also observed here
(Tittle and Paternoster, 2000). First of al, girls report less past and projected involvement
in different types of criminal and delinquent behavior (Junger-Tas, Marshall, and Ribeaud,
2003; Junger-Tas, Terlouw, and Klein, 1994). Second, the measures of peer delinquency
in this survey are strongly and positively associated with various indicators of deviance, a
well established pattern observed in virtually all self-report surveys of juvenile
delinquency (Akers and Sellers, 2004).

Y et, there seems to be one deviation from the results of self-report surveys of
adolescent crime and delinquency conducted in Western countries. Ukrainian youth admit
somewhat higher levels of involvement in different types of violent offenses than usually

found in Western surveys of adolescents (Junger-Tas, Terlouw, and Klein, 1994). As
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noted above, substantial proportions of the respondents admit to committing various acts
of violence (Appendix, Table A1). However, the results of the only self-report survey of
adults ever conducted in Lviv, Ukraine also reveal elevated levels of violent behavior
admitted by Ukrainian adults (Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008). Thus the finding of higher
rates of violence among Ukrainian adolescents is consistent with these results.
Furthermore, international official statistics show higher rates of violence in Ukraine than
are usually found in Western countries for at least one type of violent crime, homicide
(United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2006), and some self-report victimization
studies demonstrate high levels of violent victimization in Ukraine (Council of Europe,

2003; Kostenko, 1999-2000).

5.2 The Context

The founder of classic strain theory, Robert Merton, envisioned the application of
his strain or anomie theory to different cultural contexts and did not seem to perceive his
explanation of crime asin any way culturally-bound. Specifically, he argued that anomic
macro-structural conditions in any society or country were likely to produce anomic strain
among individuals living in these environments and, therefore, possibly to invoke criminal
and deviant responses. Y et, as mentioned above, major claims and propositions derived
from classic strain/anomie theory have been mostly tested in the context of the United
States. Thus any empirical evidence on the claim of generality of classic strain/anomie
theory is virtually absent from the body of research on classic strain and crime and

delinquency. Therefore, one way in which this work proposes to contribute to the extant
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research is by filling this gap and testing classic strain/anomie theory in a unique context
of contemporary Ukraine.

Moreover, contemporary Ukraine appears to be an especially suitable context for
evaluating the potential impact of different types of strain on crime and delinquency. First
of al, since the break-up of the former Soviet Union, drastic political, economic, and
socio-cultural changes have taken place in Ukraine and other countries that previously
comprised the USSR. The transition from the socialistic mode of production characterized
by the state ownership of the means of production to capitalism marked by the dominance
of private ownership has been accompanied by the erosion of the welfare state that has
been a staple of the socialist state for many years, deterioration in many traditionally
strong institutions such as education and family, dramatic increases in economic
inequality and the gap between the rich and the poor, and ensuing feelings of uncertainty
and apprehension among citizens of the former Soviet Union countries including Ukraine
(Foglesong and Solomon, 2001; Kalman, 2002; Pridemore, 2002; Williams and Picarelli,
2002). While under the communist regime, universal and free access to educational and
professional opportunities for youth and benefits of educational and professional growth
were taken for granted, young people growing up in new free market conditions face a
more uncertain future with more limited opportunities to advance academically and
professionally.

Furthermore, this transition has also included substantial socio-cultural
transformations. Whereas, in a socialist totalitarian Ukraine, idealized communitarian

values and objectives prevailed and the means of achieving them were rigidly prescribed,;
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in acontemporary Ukraine, value orientations and behavioral regulations accompanying
them have undergone significant changes necessary for adapting to a new capitalistic
environment (Foglesong and Solomon, 2001; Kalman, 2002; Williams and Picarelli,
2002). In particular, achievement of individual financial success has increasingly emerged
and is being promoted as a principal goal desirable by the majority. Not surprisingly, in
this situation one can hardly refrain from using Mertonian terminology such as “anomic”
to characterize contemporary conditions in Ukraine. Moreover, if Baumer’s (2007)
interpretation of Merton’s account is correct and more “anomic” macro-level economic,
social, and cultural characteristics interact with micro-level variables to increase the
probability of individual criminal behavior, then socially disorganized environments like
contemporary Ukraine are potentially more criminogenic and enhanced effects of classic
strain on crime and delinquency should be expected in Ukraine. Hence, overall, a post-
Soviet Ukraineis a unique and interesting locale for collecting data on strain and crime

and delinquency and addressing the question of generality of strain theories.

5.3Variables

5.3.1 Dependent Variables

The dependent variables in this study include several measures of respondents’
past involvement in different types of criminal, delinquent, and deviant behavior as well
as some indicators of a projected likelihood of their future participation in these behaviors.

The measures are constructed from 27 survey items asking respondents their past
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(lifetime) and projected future involvement in the number of criminal, delinquent, and
deviant activities (see Appendix Table A.1). Most of these survey items were extracted
from the Normative Deviance Scale designed specifically for the purpose of measuring
reliably awide range of criminal and deviant behaviors in which adolescents are likely to
be involved independently of cultural definitions of crime and deviance (see Vazsonyi et
a., 2001 for adetailed discussion of this scale). Responses to the items on past deviant
involvement were comprised of seven categories and specified how often in their lifetimes
respondents were involved in any of indicated activities (never, once, twice, 3-5 times, 6-
10 times, 11-50 times, more than 50 times). Responses to the items on projected future
deviance had 5 categories denoting the likelihood of future involvement in any of

indicated activities (from very unlikely to very likely).

Because self-reports of both past misbehavior and projections of future deviance
have been used by researchers studying crime and deviance, the validity of both measures
have been supported (Cantor and Lynch 2000; Green, 1989; Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis
1981; Murray and Erickson, 1987; Pogarsky, 2004; Thornberry and Krohn, 2000; Tittle
and Botchkovar, 20054a). Y et, both types of measures have advantages and disadvantages
that are discussed in detail elsewhere (see, for example, Tittle and Botchkovar, 2005a). To
be more confident in my results, | employ the measures of both past and projected future
misbehavior as dependent variablesin the analyses.

As classic strain/anomie theory contends to be general enough to be able explain
both utilitarian and non-utilitarian types of misconduct (Merton, 1968: p.232), the

measures of several types of misbehavior are utilized to examine the applicability of
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classic strainfanomie theory as well as supplementary explanations to different types of
crime, delinquency, and deviance. In particular, additive indices of past violence, theft,
vandalism, as well as genera deviance were created by summing up raw scores on the
number of individual survey items concerning past individual participation in these
behaviors (Appendix Table A.1). In addition, a measure of total past individual
delinquency was constructed by adding the scores on all four types of adolescent crime
and deviant behavior — violence, theft, vandalism, and general deviance. Finaly, a
measure of projected future participation in crime and delinquency was created by
summing the responses to four individual survey items asking respondents about their
chances of committing small and large theft, violence, and vandalism. | also calculated the
matching four-offense additive index of past delinquent behavior, which included the
same four offenses (small and large theft, violence, and vandalism), to be used as a control
in the analyses involving the projected future delinquency as a dependent variable. The
aphas for these measures are .77 (past vandalism), .86 (past theft), .77 (past violence), .81
(past general deviance), .91 (past total delinquency), .61 (past four-offense delinquency),

and .75 (projected four-offense delinquency).

Astypical of al crime surveys, distributions of most survey items indicative of
crime and delinquency are skewed, prior to summing up individual scores. Following a
common practice (Tittle and Botchkovar 2005a, Antonaccio and Tittle 2008), responses to
these items were collapsed into five categories instead of seven, with the last three

categories described above collapsed into one. All additive indices were also log
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transformed to further adjust for the skewed distributions. These steps have helped
considerably to alleviate the problem of uneven distributions with skewness adjusted from
the range of 1.1 to 3.8 for unlogged additive indices to the range of 0.5 to 2.8 for logged

measures.

Initially, all analyses were conducted using all seven measures of crime and
delinquency described above. However, the results did not differ substantially by the
offense type and the patterns of substantive findings were very similar for all dependent
variables. Therefore, | report my results using only the most comprehensive general
measures of past and projected delinquency as dependent variables (past total delinquency

and projected four-offense delinquency).

5.3.2 Classic Srain Measures

Some researchers have noted that the failure of empirical studies to provide any
consistent support for Merton’s classic strain/anomie theory could be attributed to
inadequate operationalizations of the concept of strain discussed in his theory (often called
classic or Mertonian strain), so more inquiry into different ways of conceptualizing such
strain is undoubtedly warranted (Agnew et al., 1996; Burton et a., 1994; Farnworth and
Leiber, 1989; Vowell and May, 2000). Moreover, whereas separate studies employed
various conceptions of classic strain, none of them has actually compared all alternative
ways of operationalizing this strain in one sample. Therefore, in an attempt to do so, |
draw on Merton’ s theoretical statements as well as the existing research and employ

severa aternative operationalizations of classic strain.
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Educational/Occupational Strains. First of all, | utilize traditional operationalizations of
strain as the gap between different types of respondents’ aspirations and expectations
employed in previous studies of classic strain. One of them is the conventional
operationalization of strain as the gap between educational aspirations and expectations
introduced by Hirschi (1969), while the second indicator taps occupational strain through
reflecting the existence of any discrepancy between occupational aspirations and
expectations. However, these traditional operationalizations of educational and
occupational strain do not consider how important it is for individuals to achieve these
goals. Since Merton contended that these were those individuals who emphasized the
achievement of a dominant goal were more likely to deviate under certain circumstances, |
also construct measures of educational and occupational strain that take into account the
importance of corresponding goals, which may enable the underlying concepts of strain to

be better tapped.

Y et, even with those improvements, there are several reasons why these
operationalizations of Mertonian strain may be inadequate for the Ukrainian sample of
adolescents. Recall that Merton emphasized that criminogenic strain is essentialy the
inability of individualsto achieve a highly desired financial success in the absence of
legitimate means to do so. Thus the measurement of classic strain as the digunction in
educational aspirations and expectations is essentially based on the assumption that
advanced professional degrees provide legitimate means to achieving such sought-after

economic goals. This assumption may be justified in awestern context such as the United
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States where educational success may be often correlated with higher income. Yet, itis
not necessarily true in the conditions of contemporary Ukraine where many professional
jobs that require advanced education are paid very poorly by any standard. Furthermore,
measuring occupational strain may not help tap economic frustrations of Ukrainians
because even obtaining a job that one would like does not guarantee attaining financial
success in the context of Ukraine. In fact, many occupations and professions in Ukraine
do not provide incomes high enough to satisfy basic financial needs and most individuals
have to depend on alternative sources of income such as participation in secondary labor
markets, spousal financial support, remittances from relatives abroad, etc. Therefore, it is
quite likely that both of those operationalizations of classic strain are not the most
appropriate for testing Merton’ s theory in Ukraine. However, since most previous studies

of classic strain employ them, these conventional measures of classic strain are utilized.

| constructed two measures of educational strain using three survey items
(Appendix Table A.2). First, atraditional measure of educational strain utilizing the two
survey items that ask respondents about their educational aspirations and expectations was
created by subtracting the respondent’ s educational expectations from the respondent’s
educational aspirations. Second, an alternative measure of strain that takes into
consideration the importance of educational goals was constructed by adding the constant
of 5 to the difference indicative of the gap between educational aspirations and
expectations to eliminate any negative values and by multiplying the sum by individual
scores on the survey item that asks respondents about the intensity of importance of

educational goals, with responsesin five categories from *not important at all” to “very
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important.” Positive and higher values of this measure indicate higher levels of

educational strain experienced by respondents.

However, even though I initially hypothesized that incorporating the importance of
educational goals may improve the predictive power of this strain measure, the bivariate
correl ations between this alternative measure of educational strain (weighted by salience)
and several dependent variables presented in Appendix Table A.7 demonstrate that the
salience-welghted variable’ s performance is inferior to that of the conventional measure of
educational strain that taps the gap between educational aspirations and expectations, as
these associations, athough mostly not significant, are in fact in the direction opposite to
predicted. Furthermore, the findings of the multivariate analyses using this aternative
measure of educational strain do not demonstrate that the inclusion of the salience-
weighted measure of educational strain results in any improvements in the predictive
power of the strain models. Therefore, to increase comparability of my study with prior
research on thisissue, | present the results using only the traditional measure of

educational strain.

In the same manner, two measures of occupational strain were constructed using
two survey items (Appendix Table A.2). First, one survey item was used to indicate
traditional occupational strain, the disparity between occupational aspirations and
expectations. This survey item asks respondents about their chances of getting the job they
want after they finish school. Second, an alternative measure of occupational strain was

created by multiplying the previous survey item indicative of the aspiration-expectation
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gap by another survey item that asks respondents about the intensity of importance of
occupational goals. Positive and higher values of this measure indicate higher levels of

occupational strain experienced by respondents.

Y et, similar to the aternative operationalization of educational strain, the bivariate
correlations presented in Appendix Table A.7 demonstrate that the performance of this
alternative measure of occupational strain that incorporates the importance of
occupational goalsisnot superior to that of the traditional measure of occupational strain
that taps the gap between occupational aspirations and expectations. These associations,
although mostly not significant, are actually in the direction opposite to predicted.
Likewise, the results of the multivariate analyses confirm this conclusion as predictive
powers of strains are not greater in the models incorporating the salience-weighted
measure of strain. Thus, to increase comparability of my study with prior research on this

issue, | present the results using only the conventional measure of occupational strain.

Economic Strain. It is also possible that a more promising way to conceptualize classic
strain in the context of Ukraine may be through directly assessing the disparity between
financial aspirations and expectations. In the terms of this operationalization, those who
aspire to have alot of money but have low expectations of making it, will be strained.
Following Burton et al. (1994), this measure was constructed using two survey items
asking respondents to agree or disagree with the statements that “they would like to make
alot of money” (theindicator of individual economic aspirations) and that “realistically

they do not expect to makeit” (the indicator of individual economic expectations). Both
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items have 5 response categories shown in Appendix Table A.2. A continuous measure of
financia strain was calculated by subtracting individual scores on economic expectation
from the scores on economic aspirations. Higher computed scores indicate higher degrees

of economic strain.

Per ceptions of Blocked Opportunities. As discussed above, classic strain theory suggests
that social structure produces strain by limiting access to legitimate opportunities for
achieving success goals. Whereas some interpret Merton’ s theory as postul ating that
limited opportunities are necessarily synonymous with lower class membership, other
theoreticians emphasize that individual perceptions of their standing on different factors
including access to legitimate opportunities relative to that of other important reference
groups may be amore salient way of tapping individual frustrations (Burton and
Dunaway, 1994; Cohen 1965). Therefore, another way to measure strain evoked by the
inability to achieve success goals is to evaluate to what degree individuals perceive their
access to non-criminal means of achieving success as limited relative to other people. This
measure of strain may be especially salient in the context of Ukraine where, after the years
of the Communist rule proclaiming equality in access to all kinds of opportunities
including educational, professional, and economic opportunity, stratification has increased
dramatically and corruption in different areas of life is flourishing (Transparency
International, 2006). Consequently, access to many things in demand may be conditional
on both financial resources and individual socia networks (so called “connections’ in

Ukraine).
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Therefore, consistent with some previous research (Burton et al., 1994; Vowell
and May, 2000), this concept of classic strain is operationalized using the survey items
asking respondents to agree or disagree with six statements that tap individual perceptions
of limited opportunities for different types of success, mostly relative to other individuals
(Appendix Table A.2). The additive measure of blocked opportunitiesis constructed by
summing z scores computed for each of these items. Higher scores on this measure
indicate that respondents perceive the more opportunities as being closed to them and,
therefore, experience the higher the degree of Mertonian strain. The alpha for this measure

iS.63.

Relative Deprivation Srain. As noted earlier, another interpretation of classic
strain/anomie theory focuses on economic strain evoked by relative deprivation. Strain
stemming from absolute deprivation caused by limited access to legitimate opportunities
may be less criminogenic than strain produced by relative deprivation of not being able to
obtain what others are able to achieve financially. Furthermore, the author of classic
strain/anomie theory acknowledges that this interpretation of classic strain isviable, even
though he has never clearly articulated it before (Cullen and Messner, 2007). Moreover,
some of his statementsin fact implied that comparisons with reference groups may be
important. In particular, in one of his examples Merton describes a well-off individual
from the upper class who nonetheless feels financially strained because most peoplein his

community make much more money than he does (Merton, 1968: p.190).

This operationalization of classic strain may be more appropriate in the Ukrainian
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environment where in the years after the former Soviet Union break-up the economic
inequality and the gap between the rich and the poor has grown drastically and has
become much more visible as Ukrainian nouveau riche do not hesitate to demonstrate
publicly their newly found wealth. It islikely that in such conditions relative economic
deprivation may be felt especially sharply by those who desire to achieve such financial
success but are not able to do it with the legitimate means available at their disposal,
which may thereby generate more involvement in misbehavior among those relatively

deprived individuals.

Thus, drawing on previous research (Burton et al., 1994), a measure of relative
deprivation strain was constructed based on severa survey items asking respondents to
agree or disagree with the following statements: “ It bothers me that most people have
more to live on than our family,” “It’ s frustrating to see people driving nicer cars and
living in nicer homes than our family does,” “I get angry when | see people having a lot
more money than our family does spend their money on foolish things.” (Appendix Table
A.2). | computed the degree of relative deprivation strain by summing z scores, with

higher scores reflecting more relative deprivation strain. The alphafor this measureis.77.

Combined Relative Strain. Finally, it is possible that individual perceptions of both
relative deprivation and blocked opportunities for success may, in fact, reflect two
different dimensions of one underlying construct of relative classic strain. Furthermore, if
these two facets of relative classic strain, perceptions of blocked opportunities and

perceptions of relative deprivation) are reflected in one measure with the same or better
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predictive power, this operationalization may be considered as superior to having two

separate strain measures of blocked opportunities and relative deprivation.

Therefore, the possibility of combining the items comprising the two earlier
described measures of classic strain (blocked and opportunities and relative deprivation
strain), which both concern perceptions of relative disadvantages, into one measure of
relative strain was considered. Exploratory factor analysis of the individual survey items
comprising perceptions of blocked opportunities and relative deprivation confirmed the
two-factor structure. Then the combined index of relative classic strain was constructed by
adding z scores on these individual survey items (Appendix Table 2). Higher scores on
this measure reflect more relative strain experienced by individuals. The aphafor this

measureis .74.

Further, predictive powers of separate and combined measures of relative strain
were assessed. The bivariate correlations between blocked opportunities, relative
deprivation, combined relative strain and the dependent variables, shown in Appendix
Table A.7, confirm somewhat better predictive powers of the combined measure of
relative strain. Moreover, al initial multivariate analyses conducted separately with each
of the three measures of relative strain revea no differencesin the patterns of substantive
findings. Therefore, | present the results using only the more parsimonious measure that
joins perceptions of both blocked opportunities and relative deprivation — combined

relative strain.
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5.3.3 Mediating and Moderating Variables

Perceptions of Sanctions. Drawing on the previous research utilizing different
operationalizations of indicators of deterrence (Jensen et al., 1978; Tittle, 1980), several
survey items were used to construct the measures of fear of formal and informal sanctions
(Appendix Table A.3). A general index of perceived risk of formal sanctioning was
created by adding z-scores on the three items asking about the likelihood of being arrested
and imprisoned for breaking the law as well as going unpunished for atheft. The alphafor
this measure is somewhat low, .58, but low reliability in the case of formal sanctionsis
expected because chances of formal punishment are offense specific, so one would not

expect high correlations among them.

Likewise, ageneral index of perceived fear of informal sanctioning was
constructed by summing z-scores on the five survey items asking respondents to
agree/disagree with the statements that they will 1ose respect of others whose opinion they
value if they engage in several types of misconduct (small and large theft, violence,
alcohol and drug use). The alphafor this measure is .76. Higher scores on both measures

indicate perceptions of higher probabilities of formal and informal sanctioning.

Social Bonds. Three measures of the two most established components of the social bond,
attachment and commitment were created (Kempf, 1993). In particular, summative indices
of two dimensions of parental attachment, first, parental supervision, which aso may be
conceptualized in terms of direct control (Agnew, 2006) and, second, parental support, an

emotional component of the social bond of attachment, were constructed. Both indices are

76



based on the individual survey items similar to those utilized in the 1979 and 1997
National Longitudinal Survey of Y outh (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2004, 2005). The five
survey items on parental supervision ask respondents about different aspects of parental
monitoring are shown in Appendix Table A.4. The index of parental supervision was
computed by adding the z-scores on these items. The aphafor this measureis.75.
Likewise, the measure of parental attachment was constructed. It consists of the average
of the sum of the z-scores on the four survey items on maternal support and the four items
on paternal support or on either maternal or paternal support in cases where only one
parent was available (Appendix Table A.4). The alphafor this measureis .83. In addition,
the measure of school commitment was calculated by summing z-scores on the six survey
items asking respondents about their school experiences (Appendix Table A.4). The alpha
for this measure is .63. Higher scores on all of three describe above measures reflect

higher degrees of attachment and commitment.

Sf-Control. Six selected items from the Grasmick et al. (1993) cognitive-based scale of
self-control, the most commonly used measure of self-control in criminological literature,
were employed to measure self-control (Antonaccio and Tittle, 2008). Unfortunately, the
utilization of the complete Grasmick et a. scale was precluded by the necessity to keep
the length of the survey within areasonable limit. Therefore, the six items from the
original 24-item Grasmick et al. scale, each reflecting one of the six identified components

of self-control, were randomly selected and included in the survey (Appendix Table A.5).

Asitistypical inthe studies of self-control, first of al, these items were factor-
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anayzed employing the principal components technique to evaluate its factor structure,
although, given that the employed measure of cognitive self-control is a considerably
reduced version of the original scale, no results completely consistent with the previous
research on self-control have been expected. This exploratory analysis reveaed a two-
factor structure (eigenvalues of 1.8. and 1.0), with all item factor loadings (shown in Table
A.5) of approximately .5 and higher. Notably, even the factor structure of this reduced
version of the scale has exhibited some consistency with the previous research as the
items showed more than one clustering with an eigenvalue greater than one. Next, the
cognitive self-control scale was computed by summing z-scores on the six self-control
items, with higher scores reflecting higher degrees of self-control. The scale sreliability is
.53. Whereas some questions on the validity of this reduced scale of self-control are
justified asit utilizes only six original cognitive self-control items and has quite poor
psycho-metric characteristics, the construct validity of the employed scale of self-control
has been confirmed by the magnitude of correlations between the measure and dependent

within the typical range of .22 to .39 (Appendix Table A.7).

Morality. Based on the discussion of the concept of morality by Wikstrom (2006) and
following the operationalization of morality suggested by Tittle (1980), morality was
measured by the survey items asking respondents about how wrong they think it isto be
involved in five acts of misbehavior (small and large theft, violence, alcohol and drug use)
shown in Appendix Table A.6. Some may question whether the items asking about
acceptability of such different acts should be combined in one general measure of morality

asit ispossible that some of these acts, such as, for example, alcohol use, are considered
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by adolescents as not deviant at all. However, exploratory factor analysis that was
employed showed that all of theseitemsin fact loaded on one factor and thus are likely to
reflect one underlying concept of morality. Therefore, based on these five items, a general
measure of morality was created by adding z-scores computed for each of them. The alpha

for this measureis .74.
5.3.4 Control Variables

| incorporate into my analyses several control variables because those variables
could be antecedent to several important theoretical concepts considered in this study and

may influence the chances of individual exposure to classic strain aswell as affect fear of

sanctions, socia bonds, self-control, and morality. These are: gender (O-male, 1-female),
family intactness (O-living with both biologica parents, 1-other), and family socio-
economic status (perceptions of respondents’ family income relative to other Ukrainian
families on the 5-point scale from “far below average” to “far above average”). Yet, | will
not control for age since al survey respondents are from the same age group. Descriptive

statistics for all variables are presented in Table 5.1.

The four-offense additive index of past delinquency is utilized as a control in the
analyses where projections of future crime and delinquency are used as a dependent
variable for two reasons. First, in the equations predicting future projected delinquency
theinclusion of past delinquency may help control for relevant unmeasured prior
influences. Second, past delinquent behavior may also be antecedent to classic strain and

result in experiencing greater amounts of such strain. Y et, to gain more confidence in my
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Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics*

Variables Range Mean SD N
Dependent Variables
Past Vandalism 5—25 9.60 472 600
Past Theft 6—30 7.27 3.37 600
Past Violence 4—20 6.22 326 599
Past General Deviance 8—40 14.17 6.29 597
Past Total Delinquency 23—110 37.25 1490 596
Logged Total Delinquency 3.14—4.70 3.55 .34 596
Past 4-offense Delinquency 4—18 6.35 289 599
Logged Past 4-offense Delinquency 1.39—2.89 1.77 .39 599
Projected 4-Offense Delinquency 4—19 6.30 269 599
Logged Projected 4-Offense Delinquency 1.39—2.94 1.76 .38 599
Independent Variables
Educational Strain -4—4 .93 110 600
Educational Strain x Importance 5—45 26.10 6.45 600
Occupational Strain 1-5 257 74 600
Occupationa Strain x Importance 3—25 11.28 345 600
Economic Strain -4—4 145 136 600
Blocked Opportunities Strain -9.39—13.56 .00 356 600
Relative Deprivation Strain -3.06—7.63 .00 248 600
Combined Relative Strain -12.45—21.19 .00 516 600
Mediating & Conditional Variables
Formal Sanctioning -6.99—3.69 .00 220 600
Informal Sanctioning -7.99—7.75 .00 3,57 600
Parental Supervision -9.62—8.44 .00 355 600
Parental Attachment -8.57—5.17 .00 269 600
School Commitment -12.97—9.58 .00 357 600
Self-Control -11.42—10.46 .00 328 600
Morality -11.73—2.10 .00 299 600
Control Variables
Gender 0—1 .50 .50 600
Family Intactness 0—1 19 .39 600
Family Socio-Economic Status (SES) 1—5 3.27 .62 600

* Missing values for independent, mediating/conditional, and control variables were filled using the EM algorithm from the SPSS
missing value analysis module. No more than 0.3% of values were missing for any individual survey item with the exception of two
survey items with no more than 3.8% of values were missing.

results, | also conducted alternative anal yses without controlling for past delinquency.
Overall, | found the similar patterns of substantive findings, even though, asit

should be expected, the coefficients in the models controlling for past delinquency are

attenuated. However, one more substantial disparity should be noted. In contrast to the

models excluding past delinquency, in all models incorporating the control for past
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delinquency, the coefficients for self-control fell below significance. Since self-control is
argued to have been shaped in the childhood and is supposed to remain relatively stable
(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1990), it is presumed to be the cause of both past and future
delinquency. Consequently, consistent with this theoretical reasoning, controlling for past

delinquency should lead to significant reductions in self-control coefficients.

5.4 Analytic Techniques

Two alternative analytic techniques are employed to evaluate the research
hypotheses of this study. First, | use ordinary least squares (OLS) regression with log-
transformed dependent variables. Second, | utilize negative binomial regression and
conduct all analyses with dependent variables in the original metric measure, which are
treated as pseudo-counts of numbers of delinquent acts. | find virtually the same patterns
of substantive results using both techniques, with the only few differences observed in the
significance and directions of interactional effects. Therefore, | report the results from the
OL S regression models, noting any observed divergent findings.

In addition, several diagnostic tests were conducted. First, all models were
checked for multicollinearity using formal regression diagnostic tests. No signs of this
problem were found as computed variance inflation factors in no case exceeded 2.5, the
value far below the accepted threshold of 4.0 (Fisher and Mason, 1981). Second, all
models were tested for undue influential cases using Cook’ s D;. These tests revealed no
problems with influential cases as all values of Cook’ s D; were well under 1 (Bollen and

Jackman, 1990).
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The results of the tests of the research hypotheses are presented in the following
two chapters. Chapter Six reports the results from bivariate analyses as well as additive
OL S regression models that are estimated to test the research hypotheses about
independent and mediating effects of classic strain and four types of constraints on past
and future projected delinquency, controlling for gender, family SES, family intactness,

and the four-offense past delinquency measure where appropriate.

Chapter Seven reports the results from OLS models concerning conditional
relationships between classic strain and several constraining variablesin their effects on
delinquency. Non-additive effects of classic strain and moderating variables on
involvement in delinguency are assessed using multiplicative interactional terms and
controlling for gender, family SES, family intactness, and the four-offense past
delinquency measure where appropriate. All independent and moderating variablesin the
analyses are centered on their meansin order to reduce potential multicollinearity
problems and simplify the interpretation of tested interaction effects (Aiken and West,

1991).
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CHAPTER 6

Tests of Independent and M ediating Effects of Classic Strain and

Internal and External Constraints on Juvenile Delinquency

According to Merton’s classic strain/anomie theory, individuals who experience
classic strain are more prone to involvement in criminal behavior. Consistent with this
original formulation of the theory, classic strain should be positively related to
misbehavior, independently of other constraining factors such as perceptions of certainty
of sanctioning, socia bond, self-control, and morality. However, while emphasizing the
importance of criminal motivation in pushing people towards committing crimes, Merton
overlooks the possibility that other factors may act as barriers to crime and delinquency
and may counteract the impact of such strain. Four prominent theories of constraint
(deterrence, social bond, self-control, and situational action) argue that their respective
explanatory concepts — perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning,
attachment and commitment, self-control, and morality — affect criminal and delinquent
behavior independently of any other factors, including classic strain. They aso contend
that the effects of some variables such as self-control and morality may be larger than
those of other factors.

Further, in my attempt to elaborate classic anomie/strain theory, | argue that
effects of classic strain may be indirect, through several intervening links such as
perceptions of formal and informal sanctioning, parental supervision, attachment, and

school commitment, self-control, and morality. In particular, experiencing classic strain
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may lead to many interim negative outcomes such as lower perceptions of certainty of
sanctioning, decreased levels of attachment and commitment, inferior self-control, as well
as detrimental changesin moral beliefs, which, in turn, elevate the likelihood of

involvement in criminal behavior.

In this chapter, | present the results concerning associations of classic strain and
four types of constraints on crime and delinquency with past and projected delinquency.
To begin with, | explore basic bivariate correlations between different measures of classic
strain, four types of constraining variables, and indicators of past and future projected
misbehavior. Next, | estimate the OLS models with and without control variables
separately for total past and projected delinquency, each measure of classic strain
(educational strain, occupational strain, economic strain, and combined relative strain),
and each group of constraints (perceptions of formal and informal sanctioning, parental

supervision, attachment, and school commitment, self-control, and morality).

Finally, in this chapter, | aso present the results of the tests of the hypotheses
focusing on potential independent and mediating effects of classic strain and four types of
constraints (Hypotheses 1.1-1.5. and 2.1-2.4). To evaluate these hypotheses, the OLS
models with different measures of classic strain and control variables predicting total past
and projected delinquency are compared with those that aso include each of the four
groups of mediators. The mediation hypothesisis considered to be supported if the
regression coefficient for classic strain, previously significant, is reduced below

significance once the relevant mediating variable/s is/are included into the equation and if
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thisreduction is statistically significant using Paternoster et al. (1998) test.

6.1 Results of Bivariate Analyses

Appendix Table A.7 displays the bivariate correlations between all variables used
in the study. First, | explore zero-order associations between different measures of classic
strain and two dependent variables, logged past total delinquency and logged projected
four-offense delinquency. While no measures of educational or occupational strain are
significantly correlated with either dependent variable, the results of bivariate analyses
concerning economic strain are mixed. This operationalization of classic strainis
significantly and positively related to past delinquency (.12), although thereis no
significant association between it and projected involvement in delinquency. Finally,
classic strain operationalized as blocked opportunities and relative deprivation, as well as
the measure that combines both of them (combined relative strain), is significantly
associated with the dependent variablesin the predicted direction, with the magnitude of
correlations ranging from .15 to .19. Therefore, overall, operationalizations of classic
strain as economic, blocked opportunities, or relative deprivation strain seem to be more
promising than more conventional measures of educational and occupational strain. Yet,
the strength of association between those more promising operationalizations of classic

strain and the dependent variables, at least in bivariate analyses, is moderate.

Second, | examine the correlations between four types of constraints considered in

this study and the dependent variables. As expected, in al instances the measures of
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perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, social bond, self-control, and morality are
significantly and negatively related to past and projected delinquency. However, the
magnitude of these bivariate associations varies. The strongest correlations are found for
morality (from -.37 to -.42), whereas somewhat more moderate correlations are observed
for most of these variables such as self-control (from -.22 to -.39), perceptions of certainty
of formal sanctioning (from -.34 to -.35), parental supervision (from -.27 to -.36), school
commitment (from -.32 to -.26) and for perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning
(from -.23 to -.26). The weakest correlation is reported for parental attachment (from -.15

to -.13), with the magnitude comparable to that of classic strain.

6.2 Results of OL S Regression Models

Although the bivariate analyses demonstrate that the basic significant associations
between most variables of interest and past and projected delinquency exist, it isimportant
to assess whether these relationships hold when other dimensions of the same theoretical
concepts are taken into consideration simultaneoudly (e.g., formal and informal
sanctioning; attachment and commitment) and whether they are able to withstand the
inclusion of control variables. Unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients
bearing on the relationships between different measures of classic strain and past and
projected delinquency controlling for gender, family intactness, SES, and prior
delinquency (in models predicting projected delinquency) are reported in Model 2, Tables

6.1 and 6.2 and are compared to those without controls (Model 1, Tables 6.1 and 6.2).
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Table 6.1 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Fear of
Sanctioning on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain .01(.02) .04 .02(.02) .05 .01(.01) .05
Gender -27(.03* -39 -26(03)  -.33 | -.23(03)*  -33
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(.03) .03 | .03(.03) .03
Family SES .01(.02) .03 01(02 .01 | .01(.02) .02
Formal Sanct -04(01)*  -28 | -.04(01)* -23 | -04(01)*  -24
Informal Sanct -02(.00*  -17 | -01(00* -14 | -01(.00)*  -.14
Adj R? .00 15 14 24 24
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain -.01(.02) -.01 .01(.02) .02 .00(.02) .01
Gender -27(.03* -39 -23(03*  -33 | -23(.03*  -.33
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(.03) .03 | .03(.03) .03
Family SES .01(.02) .03 01(02) .01 | .01(.02) .01
Formal Sanct -04(01)*  -28 | -.04(01)* -23 | -04(01)*  -23
Informal Sanct -02(.00*  -17 | -01(.00* -14 | -01(.00)*  -.14
Adj R? -.00 15 14 24 24
c. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .03(.01)* 12 .03(.01)* A1 .03(01)* 13
Gender -26(.03*  -38 -26(03)  -.33 | -.22(03x  -32
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(.03) .03 | .02(.03) .03
Family SES .02(.02) .03 01(02) .01 | .01(.02) .03
Formal Sanct -04(01)*  -28 | -.04(01)* -23 | -04(01)*  -24
Informal Sanct -02(.00*  -17 | -01(00* -14 | -01(.00)*  -.14
Adj R? .01 16 14 24 25
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
CombRelStrain .01(.00)* 19 .01(.00)* 21 .01(.00)* >0
Gender -27(.03* -39 -26(03) -33 | -23(02)  -.33
Family Intact .04(.03) .05 03(.03) .03 | .03(.03) .04
Family SES .04(.02) .08 01(02) .01 | .04(.02 .07
Formal Sanct -04(01)*  -28 | -04(01)* -23 | -03(01)*  -20
Informal Sanct -02(.00*  -17 | -01(00* -14 | -02(.00)*  -.18
Adj R? .03 19 14 24 28

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

These results confirm that the observed bivariate associations are quite robust.

Two conventional measures of classic strain, educational and occupational strain, are not

significantly related to past and projected delinquency in the models either with or without

controls (Models 1a, 1b and 2a, 2b, Tables 6.1 and 6.2). Economic strain (only in the

87




Table 6.2 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Fear of
Sanctioning on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Modd 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain -.00(.01) .00 -.01(.01) -.02 -01(01)  -01
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -05(.03) -.06 | -.05(.03) -.06
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -01(.03)* -01 | -.01(03)  -.01
Family SES -.01(.02) -.01 -01(.02) -02 | -.01(.02) -.02
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .53 45(.02)* .60 45(.03)* 47
Formal Sanct -.05(.01)* -31 | -.03(0n* -19 | -.03(.01)* -19
Informal Sanct -.03(.00)* -13 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? -.00 30 14 35 35
b. Model 1 Mode 2 Model 3 Model 4 Mode 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain .04(.02) .07 .03(.02) .07 .03(.02) .06
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -05(.03) -.06 | -.05(.03) -.06
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -01(.03)* -.01 | -.01(03)*  -.01
Family SES .00(.02) .00 -01(.02) -.02 | -.00(.02) -.01
Prior Delinq 51(.03)* .52 45(.02)* .60 45(.03)* 47
Formal Sanct -.05(.01)* -.31 | -.03(.01)* -19 | -.03(.01)* -.19
Informal Sanct -.03(.00)* -13 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? .00 31 14 35 35
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Modd 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .01(.01) .05 .00(.01) -.00 .00(02)* 13
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -05(.03) -.06 | -.05(.03) -.06
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -01(.03)*  -.01 | -.01(03)*  -.01
Family SES -.01(.02) -01 -01(.02)  -.02 | -.01(.02) -02
Prior Delinq 51(.03)* .53 45(.02)* .60 45(.03)* .60
Formal Sanct -.05(.01)* -.31 | -.03(.01)* -19 | -.03(.01)* -.19
Informal Sanct -.03(.00)* -13 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? .00 30 14 35 35
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
CombRelStrain .01(.00)* 18 .01(.00)* .08 .01(.00)* 09
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -05(.03) -.06 | -.05(.03) -.07
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -01(03)* -01 | -00(03)  -.00
Family SES .01(.02) .01 -.01(.02) -.02 .01(.02) .00
Prior Delinq 49(.04)* 51 45(.02)* .60 A43(.04)* 45
Formal Sanct -.05(.01)* -.31 | -.03(.01)* -19 | -.03(.01)* -.18
Informal Sanct -.03(.00)* -13 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.09
Adj R? .03 31 14 35 35

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

Models 1c and 2c, Table 6.1, predicting past delinquency) and combined relative strain (in

the Models 1d and 2 d, Tables 6.1. and 6.2, predicting both past and projected

delinquency) continue to exert positive significant effects on misbehavior even when all
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controls are incorporated. Moreover, in the model s predicting past delinquency, the
magnitude of the regression coefficients for the measures of classic strain is not attenuated
at all by the inclusion of gender, family intactness, and family SES, whereas the
regression coefficient for combined relative strain in the model predicting projected
delinquency is reduced but remains significant even when prior delinquency is taken into

consideration.

Models3 and 4 in Tables 6.1, 6.3, 6.5, and 6.7 present similar results concerning
the relationships between the four types of constraints and past delinquency. First, these
results show that perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning continue to
have a negative and significant effect on past delinquency, even with all control variables
in the equation (Models 3 and 4, Table 6.1). In fact, the inclusion of controls only slightly
attenuates the magnitude of the regression coefficients for perceptions of certainty of
sanctioning. Moreover, thisfinding is also robust for projected delinquency, and, in the
eguation including all controls and prior delinquency, the regression coefficients for
perceptions of certainty of sanctioning are somewhat reduced but still preserve moderate
strength (Models 3 and 4, Table 6.2). Notably, standardized regression coefficients
indicate that in all models, either without or with controls, the effects of perceptions of
certainty of formal sanctioning on juvenile misbehavior are larger than those of

perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning.

Second, the results presented in Models 3 and 4, Tables 6.3 demonstrate that the

two out of three measures of social bond, parental supervision and school commitment,
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Table 6.3 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Social
Bonds on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain .01(.01) .04 .02(.01) .05 .01(.01) .04
Gender -23(03)r -39 -21(.03)* -30 | -21(.03*  -30
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(03) .00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES .01(.02) .03 03(02) .05 | .03(.02) .05
Parental Super -03(00)*  -29 | -.02(.00* -22 | -.02(.00)* 22
Parental Attach .00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -05 | -01(01)  -.05
School Commit -02(00)*  -22 | -.02(.00* -.16 | -.02(.00)* 16
Adj R? .00 15 17 25 25
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Mode 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain -.01(.02) -.01 .01(.02) .02 -.03(.02) -.07
Gender -27(03)* -39 -21(.03)*  -30 | -.20(.03)* 30
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(03) .00 | -00(03)  -.00
Family SES .01(.02) .03 03(02) .05 | .02(.02) .03
Parental Super -03(00)*  -29 | -.02(.00* -22 | -.02(.00)* 23
Parental Attach .00(.01) 03 | .0101) .05 | -01(01) -05
School Commit -02(00)*  -22 | -.02(.00* -.16 | -.02(.00)* 17
Adj R? -.00 15 a7 25 25
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .03(.01)* 12 .03(.01)* 11 .02(.01)* 10
Gender -.26(.03)* 38 -21(.03)* -30 | -21(.03)*  -30
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(03) .00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES .02(.02) .03 03(02) .05 | .03(.02) .06
Parental Super -03(00)*  -29 | -.02(.00* -22 | -02(00)*  -21
Parental Attach .00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -05 | -01(01) -05
School Commit -02(00)*  -22 | -.02(.00* -.16 | -.02(.00)* 15
Adj R? .01 16 17 25 25
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* .19 .01(.00)* 21 .01(.00)* 15
Gender -27(03)* -39 -21(.03)* -30 | -21(.03)*  -30
Family Intact .04(.03) .05 .00(03) .00 | .01(.03) 01
Family SES .04(.02) .08* 03(.02) .05 | .05(.02)* .08
Parental Super -03(00)*  -29 | -.02(.00* -22 | -02(00*  -21
Parental Attach .00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -05 | -00(01)  -.02
School Commit -02(00)*  -22 | -02(.00* -.16 | -01(00)*  -.15
Adj R? .03 19 17 25 27

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

are negatively and significantly related to past delinguency in the equations without and

with controls and that these relationships are only slightly reduced by the incorporation of

control variables. Whereas the similar significant associations for parental supervision and
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Table 6.4 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Social

Bonds on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain -.00(.01) .00 -.01(.01) -.02 -01(01)  -.02
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -06(.03)*  -07 | -06(.03)*  -.07
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 02(03)  -.02 | -.02(.03) -.02
Family SES -.01(.02) -.01 -00(.02)  -.01 | -.00(.02) -01
Prior Deling 51(.03)* 53 AT(04)* 49 | 47(.04)* 49
Parental Super -.02(.01)* -20 | -.00(.00) -.04 | -.00(.00) -.04
Parental Attach -.00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -03 | -.01(.01) -.04
School Commit -.02(.01)* -.18 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? -.00 30 10 31 31
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain .04(.02) .07 .03(.02) .07 .02(.02) .04
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -06(.03)*  -07 | -06(.03)*  -.08
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 02(03)  -.02 | -.02(.03) -.02
Family SES .00(.02) .00 -00(.02) -01 | .00(.02) .00
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .52 A7(.04)* 49 A7(.04)* 49
Parental Super -.02(.01)* -20 | -.00(.00) -.04 | -.00(.00) -.03
Parental Attach -.00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -03 | -.00(.01) -.03
School Commit -.02(.01)* -.18 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? .00 31 10 31 31
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .01(.01) .05 .00(.01) -.00 -.00(.01) .01
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -.06(.03)* -.07 | -.06(.03)* -.07
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 02(03)  -02 | .02(.03) -02
Family SES -.01(.02) -01 -00(.02) -.01 | -.00(.02) -01
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .53 A7(.04)* 49 A7(.04)* 49
Parental Super -.02(.01)* -20 | -.00(.00) -.04 | -.00(.00) -.04
Parental Attach -.00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -03 | -.01(.01) -.03
School Commit -.02(.01)* -18 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? .00 30 10 31 31
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* .18 .01(.00)* .08 .01(.00) .07
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -.06(.03)* -.07 | -.06(.03)* -.08
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 02(03) -02 | -01(03  -01
Family SES .01(.02) .01 -00(.02) -01 | .01(.02) .01
Prior Delinq 49(.04)* 51 A7(.04)* 49 .46(.04) 48
Parental Super -.02(.01)* -20 | -.00(.00) -.04 | -.00(.00) -.04
Parental Attach -.00(.01) 03 | -01(01) -03 | -.00(.00) -.03
School Commit -.02(.01)* -18 | -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00)* -.08
Adj R? .03 31 10 31 32

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

school commitment and projected delinquency are found in the model without controls

(Models 3, Table 6.4), the incorporation of all controls, including prior delinquency,
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Table 6.5 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Self-
Control on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Modd 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain .01(.01) .04 .02(.01) .05 -00(.01)  -.00
Gender -27(03)* -39 -27(.02* -39 | -27(.02* -39
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(.02) .00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES .01(.02) .03 02(02) .03 | .02(.02) .03
Self-Control -.04(.00)* -39 | -.04(.00)*  -.40 | -.04(.00)* -40
Adj R? .00 15 15 30 30
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain -.01(.02) -.01 .01(.02) .02 -.01(.02) -.02
Gender -27(03)* -39 -27(.02* -39 | -27(.02* -39
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(.02) .00 | .00(.02) .00
Family SES .01(.02) 03 02(02) .03 | .01(.02) .02
Self-Control -.04(.00)* -39 | -.04(.00)*  -.40 | -.04(.00)* -40
Adj R? -.00 15 15 30 30
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Modd 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .03(.01)* 12 .03(.01)* a1 .02(.01) .06
Gender -26(.03)*  -38 -27(02* -39 | -27(.02* -39
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 00(.02) .00 | .00(.02) .00
Family SES .02(.02) .03 02(02) .03 | .02(.02) .03
Self-Control -04(.00* -39 | -04(00)* -40 | -04(.00)* -39
Adj R? .01 16 15 30 31
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* .19 .01(.00)* 21 .01(.00)* 09
Gender -27(.03* -39 -27(02* -39 | -27(.02* -39
Family Intact .04(.03) .05 00(.02) .00 | .01(.03) 01
Family SES .04(.02) .08 02(02) .03 | .03(.02) .05
Self-Control -04(.00* -39 | -04(00* -40 | -04(.00)*  -.37
Adj R? .03 19 15 30 31

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

renders the regression coefficient for parental supervision non-significant in the equation

predicting projected delinquency (Model 4, Table 6.4). Y et, the regression coefficient for

school commitment remains significant, even though its magnitude is somewhat reduced.

In addition, standardized regression coefficients show that the significant effects of

parental supervision on past and projected delinquency are larger than those of another

measure of social bond, school commitment, in the three out of four equations considered.
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Table 6.6 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Self-

Control on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain -.00(.01) .00 -.01(.01) -.02 -01(01)  -.03
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -07(.03)*  -10 | -.07(.03)* -.10
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -01(03) -0l | -01(03)  -01
Family SES -.01(.02) -.01 -01(02) -01 | -.01(.02 -.01
Prior Deling .51(.03)* 53 49(.04) 50 | .49(.02)* 50
Self-Control -.03(.01)* -22 | -01(.000 -.06 | -.01(.00) -.06
Adj R? -.00 30 05 31 31
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain .04(.02) .07 .03(.02) .07 .03(.02) .06
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -07(.03)*  -10 | -.07(.03)* -.10
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -01(03) -0l | -01(03)  -01
Family SES .00(.02) .00 -01(.02) -01 .00(.02) .00
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .52 49(.04)* .50 49(.04)* 51
Self-Control -.03(.01)* -22 | -01(.000 -.06 | -.01(.00) -.05
Adj R? .00 31 .05 31 31
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .01(.01) .05 .00(.01) -.00 -.00(.01) -0l
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -07(.03)*  -10 | -.07(.03)* -.10
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -01(03) -0l | -01(03)  -01
Family SES -.01(.02) -.01 -01(02) -01 | -.01(.02 -.01
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .53 49(.04)* .50 49(.04)* 50
Self-Control -.03(.01)* -22 | -01(.000 -.06 | -.01(.00) -.06
Adj R? .00 30 .05 31 31
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* 18 .01(.00)* .08 .01(.00) .07
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -07(.03)*  -10 | -.07(.03)* -.10
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -01(03) -0l | -00(03)  -01
Family SES .01(.02) .01 -01(.02) -01 .00(.02) .01
Prior Delinq 49(.04)* 51 49(.04)* .50 48(.04)* 50
Self-Control -.03(.01)* -22 | -01(.00)0 -.06 | -.00(.00) -.04
Adj R? .03 31 .05 31 31

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

Third, the regression coefficients from Model 3, Tables 6.5 and 6.6, demonstrate

that self-control has a negative and significant effect on past and projected delinquency

inthe equations without controls, even though the strength of this relationship is more

moderate for projected delinquency. Moreover, the relationship between self-control and

past delinquency is not attenuated at all when all control variables are taken into
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Table 6.7 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Morality
on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain .01(.01) .04 .02(.01) .05 .01(01) .04
Gender -27(03* -39 -22(03  -31 | -22(03)*  -31
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(.03)  -31 | .03(.03) 04
Family SES .01(.02) .03 01(02) .01 | .01(.02) .01
Morality -04(00)*  -37 | -03(00)* -30 | -03(.00)*  -.29
Adj R? .00 15 14 23 23
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain -.01(.02) -.01 .01(.02) .02 .01(.02) .01
Gender -27(03* -39 -22(03*  -31 | -22(03)*  -31
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(.03)  -31 | .03(.03) 04
Family SES .01(.02) .03 01(02) .01 | .01(.02) .01
Morality -04(.00)*  -37 | -03(00)* -30 | -03(.00*  -.29
Adj R? -.00 15 14 23 23
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .03(.01)* 12 .03(.01)* 11 .02(.01)* 10
Gender -26(.03*  -38 -22(03*  -31 | -21(03*  -31
Family Intact .03(.03) .04 03(03) .03 | .03(.03 .03
Family SES .02(.02) .03 01(02) .01 | .01(.02) 02
Morality -04(00)*  -37 | -03(00)* -30 | -03(.00)*  -.29
Adj R? .01 16 14 23 23
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* .19 .01(.00)* 21 .01(.00)* 17
Gender -27(03* -39 -22(03*  -31 | -22(03r  -32
Family Intact .04(.03) .05 03(03) .03 | .04(.03 04
Family SES .04(.02) .08* 01(02) .01 | .03(.02) .05
Morality -04(00)*  -37 | -03(00)* -30 | -03(.00*  -27
Adj R? .03 19 14 23 25

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

consideration (Model 4, Table 6.5). However, the association between self-control and
projected delinquency is less robust and the regression coefficient for self-control is
reduced to the levels below significance once prior delinquency and other controls are

included (Model 4, Table 6.6).

Finally, the results concerning the associations between morality and past and

projected delinquency are displayed in Models 3 and 4, Table 6.7 and 6.8. These findings
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Table 6.8 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain and Morality
on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain -.00(.01) .00 -.01(.01) -.02 -01(01)  -.02
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -04(.03)  -.05 | -.04(.03) -.05
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -00(03) -00 | -.00(03)  -.00
Family SES -.01(.02) -01 -02(.02)  -.03 | -.02(.02) -03
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .53 A43(.04)* 45 A43(.04)* 45
Morality -05(.01)*  -42 | -03(01)* -25 | -.03(.01)* @ -.25
Adj R? -.00 30 18 36 36
b. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Occup Strain .04(.02) .07 .03(.02) .07 .03(.02)* .07
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -04(.03)  -.05 | -.04(.03) -.05
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -00(03) -00 | -.00(03)  -.00
Family SES .00(.02) .00 -02(.02) -.03 | -.01(.02) -01
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .52 43(.04)* 45 A43(.04)* 44
Morality -.05(.01)* -42 -.03(.01)* -.25 | -.03(.00)* -.25
Adj R? .00 31 18 36 36
C. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Econom Strain .01(.01) .05 .00(.01) -.00 -.00(.01) -0l
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -04(.03) -05 | -.04(.03) -.05
Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 -00(03) -00 | -.00(03)  -.00
Family SES -.01(.02) -01 -02(.02)  -.03 | -.02(.02) -03
Prior Delinq .51(.03)* .53 A43(.04)* 45 A43(.04)* 45
Morality -.05(.01)* -42 -.03(.01)* -25 | -.03(.0)* -.25
Adj R? .00 30 18 36 36
d. Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Com Rel Strain .01(.00)* 18 .01(.00)* .08 .00(.00) .05
Gender -.07(.03)* -.09 -04(.03) -.05 | -.04(.03) -.05
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 -00(.03) -00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES .01(.02) .01 -02(.02) -.03 | -.01(.02) -01
Prior Delinq 49(.04)* 51 A3(.04)* 45 42(.04)* 44
Morality -.05(.01)* -42 -.03(.01)* -25 | -.03(.0)* -.24
Adj R? .03 31 18 36 36

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

show that, in all instances, morality is negatively and significantly related to past and

projected delinquency. The inclusion of control variables and even prior delinquency only

somewhat reduces the magnitude of regression coefficients for morality. Yet, al

regression coefficients for morality continue to be significant and relatively strong.

Next, the results concerning independent and mediating effects of different
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measures of classic strain and four types of constraints on past and projected delinquency
are presented in Models 2 and 5 in Tables 6.1-6.8. To evaluate mediation hypotheses, the
regression coefficients for classic strain from Models 2 and 5 are compared. If the effects
of classic strain on adolescent misbehavior are, in fact, indirect, through one of the types
of constraints considered in this study, it should be expected that the regression
coefficients for different measures of classic strain that are significant in Model 2 will be
attenuated to levels below significance in Model 5, once the relevant proposed mediators
of classic strain are incorporated. Moreover, this reduction is expected to be statistically
significant. Because educational and occupational strain in all models as well as economic
strain in the equations predicting projected delinguency, do not affect juvenile
misbehavior significantly, no mediation may occur in these instances. Therefore,
mediation hypotheses are assessed only for economic strain predicting past delinquency

and for combined relative strain predicting both past and projected delinquency.

The regression coefficientsin Models 2 and 5in Tables 6.1.and 6.2 bear evidence
for the hypothesis that the link between either economic or combined relative strain and
adolescent misbehavior is through perceptions of certainty of formal and informal
sanctioning. Y et, these results indicate that in no instance the significant effects of
economic or combined relative strain on juvenile delinquency are mediated by such
perceptions as no regression coefficients for these measures of classic strain are attenuated
by the inclusions of perceptions of certainty of sanctioning. Therefore, the effects of

economic and relative strains on past and projected delinquency seem to be independent
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of any deterrence variables.

Overall, the findings in regard to mediation of economic and relative strain by
social bonding measures presented in Models 2 and 5, Tables 6.3.and 6.4, are very similar.
In two equations predicting past delinquency, slight reductions in the regression
coefficients for economic and relative strain occur, yet, these coefficients remain
significant (Model 2c, 2d and Model 5c¢, 5d, Table 6.3). In the equation predicting
projected delinquency (Model 2d and 5d, Table 6.4), the inclusion of the measures of
socia bond renders the regression coefficient for combined relative strain non-significant.
However, this reduction is very slight and non-significant. Thus, associations between
economic and relative strains and adol escent misbehavior appear to be largely

independent of social bonding measures.

Further, the results of the tests of mediation for classic strain and self-control are
presented in Models 2 and 5 in Tables 6.5 and 6.6. These figures appear to bear potential
evidence of some mediating effects asin two instances where the effects of classic strain
are significant, the regression coefficients fall below significance once self-control is
introduced into the models (Models 2c and 5¢cin Table 6.5 and Models 2d and 5d in Table
6.6) and, in one case, the regression coefficient for relative strain seems to be substantially
reduced, even though not to the levels below significance, once self-control is
incorporated (Models 2c and 2d in Table 6.5). Y et, the reductions in the sizes of the
regression coefficients are quite moderate and non-significant in the two equations where

classic strain becomes non-significant. Notably, however, the computed tests of
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significance indicate that the reduction in the size of the strain coefficient is actually
significant in the equation with combined relative strain predicting past delinquency, in
which the strain coefficient is substantially reduced but still significant. Thisfinding
suggests that in this one instance the effects of combined relative strain on past

delinquency may in fact be partially mediated by self-control.

Next, the findings from Models 2 and 4 in Tables 6.7 and 6.8 speak to the question
of whether morality mediates the impact of economic and relative strain on adolescent
misbehavior. Even though the inclusion of morality slightly attenuates the regression
coefficients for economic strain and relative strain in the equations predicting past
delinquency, those coefficients continue to be significant, therefore, showing that in these
instances the effects of classic strain are not mediated by morality. Only in the equation
predicting projected delinquency, the regression coefficient for relative strain falls below
significance, yet thisreduction is slight and non-significant. Thus, these results also
indicate that the effects of classic strain on juvenile delinquency are mostly independent of

morality.

In addition, the results from Model 5 in Tables 6.1-6.8 also provide empirical
evidence that bears on severa hypotheses concerning independent effects of the four types
of constraints (perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, social bond, self-control and
morality) on adolescent misbehavior as well asrelative sizes of their effects in comparison
to those of classic strain. With very few exceptions, the regression coefficients for the

constraint variables demonstrate that perceptions of certainty of formal and informal
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sanctioning, most social bonding measures, self-control, and morality continue to be
significantly and negatively related to past and projected delinquency, even when different
measures of classic strain are incorporated into the models. The exceptions to this pattern
are parental attachment, one of the measures of socia bond, which does not significantly
impact delinguency once other measures of social bond are considered, and parental
supervision and self-control, which become non-significant influences on juvenile
misconduct once prior delinquency is controlled. Y et, in the case of self-control,
significantly attenuated self-control coefficientsin the models controlling for prior
delinquency are definitely expected, since, according to self-control theory, self-control is
formed early in the childhood and posed as a primary cause of crime, therefore, affecting
prior delinquency as well as future criminal involvement. Thus, overal, in the
overwhelming majority of the instances, all types of constraints are significantly
associated with delinquency and appear to affect involvement in it independently of

classic strain and control variables, including that of prior delinquency.

Using the standardized regression coefficients, it is also possible to address the
guestion of the size of relative effects of the classic strain and constraint variables for each
measure of classic strain. The standardized coefficients from Model 5in Tables 6.1 and
6.2 show that, whereas the effects of the perceptions of certainty of informal and formal
sanctioning are larger than those of educational and occupational strain in the equations
where those measures of strain are non-significant, the size of the significant effects of

economic strain on past and projected delinquency and relative strain on projected
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delinquency is on average comparable to those of the perceptions of certainty of informal
sanctioning and somewhat smaller than those of the perceptions of certainty of formal
sanctioning. Y et, notably, in the equation predicting past delinquency, the effect of
relative strain (.22) is somewhat larger than those of the perceptions of certainty of either

formal or informal sanctioning (-.20 and -.18 respectively).

Further, as the standardized regression coefficients in Model 5, Tables 6.3. and 6.4
demonstrate, in most instances, the effects of several measures of classic strain are smaller
than those of two significant indicators of social bond such as school commitment and
parental supervision. Only in one equation predicting past delinquency, the magnitude of
the standardized regression coefficient for relative strain rivals that of the coefficient for
school commitment (.15 and -.15 respectively). Likewise, with one exception, the
standardized regression coefficients for self-control and morality (shownin Model 5,
Tables 6.5-6.8) consistently exceed those for classic strain, no matter what measure of
strain is employed. The exception is the equation predicting projected delinquency that
includes prior adolescent misbehavior, where the effects of self-control aswell as all

measures of classic strain are non-significant.

6.3 Discussion

In this chapter, | evaluated the empirical evidence concerning two issues. First, |
assessed several alternative operationalizations of classic strain. Second, | tested a number

of hypotheses concerning independent and mediating effects of strain and four types of
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constraints — deterrence variables (perceptions of certainty of formal and informal
sanctioning), social bond measures (parental supervision and attachment and school

commitment), self-control, and morality.

Two traditional and commonly employed measures of classic strain, educational
and occupational strain were examined. In addition, in the attempt to improve those
conventional operationalizations of classic strain, alternative measures of educational and
occupational strain that incorporate the rating of perceived importance of
educational/occupational goals assigned to them by respondents were constructed.
However, the results of my analyses suggest that, consistent with the findings of the prior
research on occupational and educational strain, the two traditional measures of classic
strain are not significant predictors of involvement in juvenile delinquency. Y et, my
expectations about possible superior performances of the alternative measures of
educational and occupational strain have not materialized either, as none of them has
significant criminogenic effects on juvenile delinquency participation. Overall, however,
these findings are not completely unexpected as | originally argued that it is possible that,
in the context of Ukraine, educational and occupational aspirations and expectations may

not tap the domain of achieving financial success very well.

| also investigated several alternative operationalizations of classic strain such as
economic strain, blocked opportunities, relative deprivation, and combined relative strain.
All of them proved to be more promising ways of operationalizing classic strain than

conventional measures of educational and occupational strain. Whereas economic strainis
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moderately related to adolescent misbehavior in most instances, the measures of classic
strain incorporating different aspects of individual relative perceptions of their standing on
different factors such as perceptions of opportunities for success relative to other groups
or relative financial deprivation leading to negative feelings more consistently predict

juvenile misconduct and appear to be the most fruitful operationalizations of classic strain.

With respect to independent and mediated effects of classic strain, the results of
my analyses illuminate both strengths and weaknesses of Merton’s classic strain/anomie
theory. Consistent with Merton’s theory and contrary to the mixed findings of the research
on classic strain conducted mostly in Western countries, the concept of classic strain,
especially when it is operationalized in terms of relative strain, arises as avalid predictor
of involvement in juvenile delinquency in Ukraine. Thisfinding is also relatively robust
as, in most instances, significant positive associations between these measures of classic
strain and adolescent misbehavior persist in the presence of control variablesincluding
that of prior delinquency and even when severa constraint variables, providing alternative
etiological explanations of juvenile delinquency, are introduced. Moreover, additional
analyses (not shown here) indicate that independent effects of relative strain on juvenile
delinquency persist even in the presence of the measure of peer delinquency, awell
established causal variable derived from a competing motivational explanation of criminal

behavior, social learning theory (Akers, 1998).

Furthermore, corroborating Merton’s argument about the applicability of his

theory to both utilitarian and non-utilitarian deviance, enabling effects of those more

102



promising measures of classic strain do not seem to be crime-specific and are very similar
for such different types of delinquency as assault, theft, vandalism, and genera deviance.
Thus, in general, as expected, in the supposedly anomic context of Ukraine, some
measures of classic strain are consistently related to juvenile delinquency. Y et, at the same
timeit is also obvious that the overall explanatory power of classic strain is modest,
suggesting that the theory needs to be refined in order to provide a more satisfactory

account of juvenile delinquency.

Pursuing one avenue to the further improvement of the theory, | argued that classic
strain might affect involvement in juvenile delinquency through several intervening links.
| drew on four theories of constraint to demonstrate how different types of external and
internal constraints such as perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning,
attachment and commitment, self-control, and morality could mediate the relationship
between classic strain and crime. | hypothesized that there were different ways, in which
experiences with classic strain could affect external and internal constraintsimposed on
individuals Thus, those who experience classic strain may in fact underestimate the
likelihood of being formally or informally sanctioned due to changes in their cognitive
perceptions and might have weaker social bond because of compromised links to other
people and less commitment to their conventional obligations. In addition, experiencing
strain may reduce individual levels of self-control as well as lead to deteriorating changes
in moral beliefs. In turn, in the absence of these external and internal barriersto crime,

young people are more likely to turn to delinquent activities.
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Y et, my analyses offer little support for the hypotheses that classic strain may
affect involvement in juvenile delinquency indirectly and operate through these inhibitory
factors. In particular, the results indicate that criminogenic effects of classic strain are
unlikely to be mediated by at |least three out of four types of constraints — perceptions of

certainty of formal and informal sanctioning, attachment and commitment, and morality.

In the case of self-control, the findings show limited evidence confirming that the
enabling effect of relative strain on juvenile delinquency may be partially mediated by
self-control. The evidence of partia, rather than complete, mediation of classic strain by
self-control may be easily reconciled with the theoretical framework of proposed
elaborated classic strain/anomie theory by specifying that classic strain may have both
direct and indirect effects on crime. Y es, thisinterpretation also implies that, contrary to
the assertion of self-control theorists about the stability of self-control (Gottfredson and
Hirschi, 1990), one' s level of self-control is not permanent and may be influenced by, at
least, exposure to classic strain. Therefore, it may challenge some of the premises of self-

control theory and indicate that this theory may be in need of some refinement as well.

It is aso plausible that, more consistent with the arguments of self-control theory,
self-control, as a stable personality trait formed in the childhood, predates exposure to
classic strain and, in fact, determines individual tendency to experience it. Thusimpulsive,
egocentric, and short-tempered individuals with low self-control may be more predisposed
to perceive acutely their relative financial disadvantage, and, in turn, more likely to

misbehave. Unfortunately, the cross-sectional survey data utilized in this study do not
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allow meto establish correct causal sequences of self-control and classic strain that are
necessary to adjudicate completely between these two alternative explanations. However,
in the absence of such evidence, my results seem to suggest that classic strain is not likely
to be related to juvenile delinquency through most of the factors that inhibit criminal

participation and that its effects are mostly independent.

Finally, the results of my analyses also suggest that Merton’s explication of crime
may be too simplistic. Specifically, classic strain/anomie theory fails to incorporate into
its explanatory framework external and internal constraints to crime that have been
featured as central variablesin such established criminological theories as deterrence,
socia bond, self-control, and situational action, apparently regarding them asrelatively
unimportant. However, my findings clearly corroborate the arguments of those theories
and indicate that their principal concepts such as perceptions of certainty of formal and
informal sanctioning, attachment and commitment, self-control, and morality play an
important role of crime inhibitors and affect juvenile delinquency independently of classic

strain.

Furthermore, the results also suggest some intriguing differences in the impact of
various indicators of deterrence and social bonds. Whereas the findings from the research
using Western samples consistently demonstrate larger effects of perceptions of certainty
of informal sanctions on misbehavior, the results from this sample of Ukrainian
adolescents show that perceptions of certainty of formal sanctions have alarger impact on

juvenile delinquency. Similarly, the results also suggest somewhat smaller effects of
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parental attachment than usually found in other Western surveys coupled with relatively
large effects of direct parental control or parental supervision. Consistent with some
contemporary sociological theorizing on potential conditional effects of socio-cultural
contexts (Etzioni, 1988), it is possible that, in more anomic and socially disorganized
environment (such as Ukraine supposedly is), rational choice factors such as calculations
of the risk of punishment or direct control and supervision may influence human behavior
more that those of non-utilitarian or emotionally- and morally-based nature, which may
presumably include informal sanctions such as fear of loss of respect or ssimply emotional

attachment to other people.

In addition, not only do the results show that these inhibitory factors are relevant
independent predictors of juvenile delinquency, but they also confirm that the strength of
at least some of them exceeds that of classic strain. In particular, drawing on the
theoretical arguments of the authors of self-control and morality theories, | hypothesized
that the size of the effects of self-control and morality on juvenile delinquency should be
larger than those of classic strain. My findings provide support for those expectations. In
general, then it appears that both motivation and constraint should be considered in
theories of crime causation Therefore, any comprehensive theory of juvenile delinquency
should include, at minimum, some motivational factors such as classic strain, aswell asa
number of external and internal constraints including perceptions of certainty of
sanctioning, attachment and commitment, self-control, and morality. Furthermore, such
strong inhibitors of crime as self-control and morality may matter more than others and

have more impact on involvement on juvenile delinquency than classic strain.
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CHAPTER 7

Tests of Conditional Effects of Classic Strain and I nternal and External

Constraints on Juvenile Delinquency

One of the major theoretical weaknesses of Merton’s classic strain/anomie theory
isitslack of precision. In particular, Merton’s description of the process of selection of
different individual behavioral adaptations, including that of “criminal” innovation is
especially vague as he failsto identify clearly the contingencies under which individuals
experiencing classic strain would resort to criminal behavioral adaptations. In my attempt
to elaborate classic strain theory further, | draw on the theories of external constraint
(deterrence and social bond) and internal constraint (self-control and morality) to specify
conditions under which enabling effects of classic strain should be more pronounced.
Specifically, | argue that effects of classic strain on juvenile delinquency should be
especialy salient for the individuals with lower perceptions of certainty of sanctioning,
weaker social bonds, low self-control, and inferior morality. Therefore, | expect to find
negative interactions between classic strain and those factors.

In this chapter, | present the results of the empirical tests of the contingencies for
the relationship between classic strain and delinquency (Hypotheses 3.1-3.4). To evaluate
these hypotheses, | estimate a number of additive and non-additive OL S regression
models predicting past and projected delinquency without and with interaction terms
between different measures of classic strain and each of the constraint variables. All

models incorporate controls for gender, family SES, and family intactness as well as prior
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Table 7.1 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Fear of Sanctioning on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain .01(.01) .05 .01(.01) .05 | Occup Strain .00(.02) .01 .00(.02) .01
Gender -23(.03)*  -33 | -22(.03)* -33 | Gender -.23(.03) -33 | -22(03*  -33
Family Intact .03(.03) .03 .03(.03) .03 | Family Intact .03(.03) .03 .03(.03) .03
Family SES .01(.02) .02 .01(.02) 02 | Family SES .01(.02) 01 .01(.02) 01
Formal Sanct -04(.0D)*  -24 | -04.0D)* -24 | Formal Sanct -.04(.01)* -23 | -04(01)+  -23
Informal Sanct -01(.00*  -14 | -.01(.00*  -.14 | Informal Sanct -.01(.00)* -14 | -.01(.00)* -14
Strain x For Sanc -00(.00)  -.03 | Strainx For Sanc .00(.01) .02
Strain x Inf Sanc .00(.00) 01 | Strainx Inf Sanc -.01(.01) -.05
Adj R? 24 24 Adj R? 24 24

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain .03(01)* 13 | .03(0D)* 12 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00)* 22 | .01(.00)* 21
Gender -22(03)*  -32 | -22(.03)* -32 | Gender -.23(.02) -33 | -.23(.03) -33
Family Intact .02(.03) .03 .03(.03) .03 | Family Intact .03(.03) .04 .03(.03) .04
Family SES 01(02) .03 | 01(02) .02 | Family SES .04(.02) 07 | .04(.02) .07
Formal Sanct -04(.00)*  -24 | -04(01)* -24 | Formal Sanct -03(.0)*  -20 | -03(01)*  -.20
Informal Sanct -01(.00*  -14 | -.01(.00*  -.13 | Informal Sanct -.02(.00)* -18 | -.02(.00)* -18
Strain x For Sanc .00(.00) .02 | Strainx For Sanc .00(.00) -.03
Strain x Inf Sanc -01(.00)*  -13 | Strainx Inf Sanc .00(.00) .01
Adj R? 25 26 Adj R? 28 28

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

delinquency in those models predicting projected misbehavior.

7.1 Results

The results from the OL S regression model s testing the impact of several

constraint variables on the relationship between each measure of classic strain and

delinquency are reported in Tables 7.1-7.8. Models 1 and 2 in Tables 7.1 and 7.2 present

the regression coefficients that bear evidence concerning the conditional effects of

perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning on the link between classic

strain and delinquency. The examination of these coefficients reveals that potential
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Table 7.2 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Fear of Sanctioning on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency

Controlling for Logged Prior Four-Offense Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain -01(01) -0l | -00(01) -0l | Occup Strain 103(.02) 06 | .03(.02) 06
Gender -05(.03) -.06 | -05(.03) -06 | Gender -.05(.03) 06 | -05(03  -06
Family Intact -01(03)  -01 | -01(03) -01 | Family Intact -01(.03*  -01 | -01(03*  -.01
Family SES -01(02)  -02 | -02(02) -02 | Family SES -.00(.02) -01 | .00(.02) 01
Prior Deling 45(.03)* AT | .45(.03) A7 | Prior Deling A45(.03) AT | .45(.03) 46
Formal Sanct -03(01)*  -19 | -.03(01)* -19 | Formal Sanct -.03(.01)* -19 | -.03(.01)*  -19
Informal Sanct -01(.00*  -.08 | -01(.00)* -.08 | Informal Sanct -,01(.00)* -08 | -.01(.00)*  -.09
Strain x For Sanc .00(.01) .02 | Strain x For Sanc -.01(.01) -.04
Strain x Inf Sanc .00(.00) .04 | Strainx Inf Sanc -.01(.01) -.06
Adj R? 35 24 Adj R? 35 36

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain .00(01)* 13 .00(01) .01 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00)* .09 | .01(.00) 09
Gender -05(.03) -.06 | -05(.03) -06 | Gender -.05(.03) -07 | -05(03  -.06
Family Intact -01(.03)*  -01 | -.01(03)* -0l | Family Intact -.00(.03) -00 | -.00(.03) -.00
Family SES -01(02) -02 | -01(02) -02 | Family SES .01(.02) .00 .00.02) .01
Prior Deling 45(.03)* .60 | .44(.04) .45 | Prior Deling A43(.04)* 45 | .43(.04)* 45
Formal Sanct -03(0L*  -19 | -.03(01)* -19 | Formal Sanct -.03(.01)* -18 | -.03(01)*  -18
Informal Sanct -01(.00*  -.08 | -01(.00)* -.07 | Informal Sanct -,01(.00)* -09 | -.01(.00)*  -.10
Strain x For Sanc .00(.00) .02 | Strain x For Sanc .00(.00) -01
Strain x Inf Sanc -.00(.00)  -.06 | Strainx Inf Sanc .00(.00) -.04
Adj R? 35 35 Adj R? 35 35

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

conditional effects may be limited to one measure of classic strain and one indicator of

perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, as one significant interaction term between

economic strain and perception of certainty of informal sanctioning isfound in the

eguation predicting past juvenile delinquency. As expected, the interaction between

economic strain and perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning is negative,

indicating that criminogenic effects of classic strain are more pronounced for those with

low perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning. In particular, the figure for estimated

effects of classic strain on delinquency at different levels of conditioning variables
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Table 7.3 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting

with Social Bonds on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain .01(.01) .04 .01(.01) .04 Occup Strain -.03(.02) -.07 -.03(.02) -.07
Gender -21(.03* -30 | -.21(.03* -.30 | Gender -.20(.03)* -30 | -20(.03)*  -.29
Family Intact .00(.03) .00 .00(.03) .00 | Family Intact -.00(.03) -00 | -.00(.03) -.00
Family SES .03(.02) .05 .03(.02) .05 | Family SES .02(.02) .03 .02(.02) .03
Parental Super -02(.00)*  -22 | -02(00)* -21 | Parental Super -.02(.00)* -23 | -.02(.00* @ -22
Parental Attach -01(01) -05 | -01(01) -04 | Parental Attach -.01(.01) -05 | -.01(.01) -.05
School Commit -02(.00*  -.16. | -.02(.00)* -.17 | School Commit -.02(.00)* -17 | -.02(00*  -17
Strain x Par Super .00(.00)  -.01 | Strainx Par Super .00(.01) -.00
Strain x Par Attac .00(.01) .02 | Strain x Par Attac .01(.01) .03
Strain x Sch Com -01(.00)*  -.09 | Strainx Sch Com -.01(.01) -.04
Adj R? 25 25 Adj R? 25 25

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain .03(.0)* 10 | .02(.01)* .10 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00)* 15 | .01(.00)* 15
Gender -.21(.03)* =31 -.21(.03)* -.30 | Gender -.21(.03)* -.30 -.21(.03)* -.30
Family Intact -.00(.03) -.00 .00(.03) .00 Family Intact .01(.03) .01 .01(.03) .01
Family SES .03(.02) .05 .03(.02) .06 Family SES .05(.02)* .08 .05(.02)* .09
Parental Super -.02(.00)* =21 -.02(.00)* -21 | Parenta Super -.02(.00)* =21 -.02(.00)* -.20
Parental Attach -01(01) -05 | -01(01) -05 | Parenta Attach -.00(.01) -.02 | -.00(.01) -.02
School Commit -02(.00*  -15 | -.01(.00)* -.14 | School Commit -.01(.00)* -15 | -01(00*  -15
Strain x Par Super .00(.00) .05 | Strain x Par Super .00(.00) -04
Strain x Par Attac .00(.00)  -.01 | Strainx Par Attac .00(.00) -.02
Strain x Sch Com -01(.00)  -.07 | Strainx Sch Com .00(.00) -.03
Adj R? 25 26 Adj R? 27 27

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

computed using unstandardized regression coefficients (shown in Table 7.9) demonstrate

that economic strain is not predicted to have any enabling effects at al for those with the

highest perceptions of certainty (-.01), whereas the positive effect of economic strain on

past delinquency is the greatest for those with the lowest perceptions of certainty of

informal sanctioning (.07). The standardized coefficientsin Table 7.2 also indicate that the

size of this conditional effect isnot completely trivial and, in fact, it is somewhat larger

than that of the main effect of economic strain on past juvenile delinquency (-.13 vs. 12).

In addition, this interaction effect is also relatively robust and not crime-specific. In fact,
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Table 7.4 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Social Bonds on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency Controlling for
Logged Prior Four-Offense Delinguency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain -.01(.01) -.02 -.01(.01) -02 | Occup Strain .02(.02) .04 .02(.02) .04
Gender -06(03)* -07 | -05(03) -07 | Gender -06(03)*  -08 | -05(.03) -07
Family Intact -.02(.03) -.02 -.02(.03) -02 | Family Intact -.02(.03) -.02 -.01(.03) -.02
Family SES -.00(.02) -.01 -.00(.02) -0l | Family SES .00(.02) .00 .00(.02) .00
Prior Deling A7(.04) 49 | .46(.04) 48 | Prior Deling A7(.04) 49 | .47(.04) 49
Parental Super -.00(.00) -.04 -.00(.00) -04 | Parental Super -.00(.00) -.03 -.00(.00) -.03
Parental Attach -01(.01)  -04 | -00(01) -03 | Parental Attach -.00(.01) -03 | -.00(.01) -03
School Commit -01(.00)*  -08 | -.01(.00)* -.09 | School Commit -.01(.00)* -08 | -.01(.00*  -.09
Strain x Par Super .00(.00) .01 | Strain x Par Super .00(.01) -03
Strain x Par Attac .00(.01) -01 | Strain x Par Attac .01(.01) .05
Strain x Sch Com -01(.00) -.06 | Strainx Sch Com -01(.01)*  -.09
Adj R? 31 31 Adj R? 31 32

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain -00(01)  -01 | -.00(01) -00 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00) .07 .01(.00) .07
Gender -06(.03)* -.07 | -.06(.03)* -08 | Gender -.06(.03)* -08 | -06(.03*  -.08
Family Intact 02(03)  -02 | .02.03)  -02 | Family Intact -.01(.03) -0l | -.02(.03) -05
Family SES -00(.02) -0l | -01(02) -0l | Family SES .01(.02) .01 .01(.02) .02
Prior Deling A47(.04)* .49 | 47(04)* .49 | Prior Deling .46(.04) 48 | .46(.04) 47
Parental Super -.00(.00) -.04 -.00(.00) -04 | Parental Super -.00(.00) -.04 -.01(.00) -.04
Parental Attach -01(.01) -03 | -01(.01) -04 | Parental Attach -.00(.00) -03 | -.00(.01) -.03
School Commit -.01(.00*  -08 | -.0(.00* -.08 | School Commit -.01(.00)* -.08 | -.01(.00) -.07
Strain x Par Super .00(.00)  -.00 | Strainx Par Super .00(.00) .03
Strain x Par Attac .00(.00) .03 | Strain x Par Attac .00(.00) .03
Strain x Sch Com -01(.00) -.04 | Strainx Sch Com -.00(.00*  -.08
Adj R? 31 31 Adj R? 32 32

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

this finding has been replicated in the model s predicting past assault, vandalism, and

general deviance and projected delinquency without a control for prior misbehavior, even

though the interaction terms are not significant in the OLS model including prior

delinquency and negative binomial regression models.

The results displayed in Models 1 and 2, Tables 7.4. and 7.5 show some evidence

of the interaction between different measures of classic strain and one of the

socia bonding measures, school commitment. The interaction term between educational
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Table 7.5 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting

with Self-Control on Logged Past Total Delinquency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain -00(01) -.00 | -00(01) -0l | Occup Strain -.01(.02) -02 | -01(02)  -.02
Gender -21(02* -39 | -27(02* -39 | Gender -.27(.02)* -39 | -27(02* -39
Family Intact .00(.03) .00 | .00(.03) .01 | Family Intact .00(.02) .00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES .02(.02) .03 .02(.02) .03 | Family SES .01(.02) .02 .01(.02) .02
Self-Control -04(.00)*  -.40 | -.04(00)* -40 | Self-Control -,04(.00)* -40 | -.04(.00*  -.40
Strain x SC -00(.00) -.04 | Strainx SC .00(.01) 01
Adj R? 30 30 Adj R?
c. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Economic Strain .02(.01) 06 | .02(.01) .06 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00) .09* | .01(.00)* .09
Gender -27(02* -39 | -27(.02* -39 | Gender -.27(.02)* -39 | -27(02 -39
Family Intact .00(.02) .00 | .00(.02) .00 | Family Intact .01(.03) 01 | .01(.03) .01
Family SES 02(02) .03 | 0202 .04 | Family SES .03(.02) 05 | .03(.02) .05
Self-Control -04(.00* -39 | -.04(00)* -39 | Self-Control -,04(.00)* -37 | -04(00*  -37
Strain x SC -00(.00)  -.02 | Strainx SC .00(.00) -01
Adj R? 31 31 Adj R? 31 31

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

strain and school commitment in the equation predicting past delinquency and the

interaction terms between occupational strain and school commitment and relative strain

and school commitment in the equations predicting projected delinquency are significant,

although the sizes of these effects are relatively small (standardized coefficients from -.08

to-.09). In al instances, as expected, the interactions are negative, indicating that positive

effects of classic strain on delinquency are stronger for adolescents with lower school

commitment. The computed estimated effects of classic strain at different levels of school

commitment (Table 7.9) confirm the direction of these interactions. They show that,

whereas classic strain has positive effects on juvenile delinquency among adolescents with

low levels of school commitment, in fact, it does not have any criminogenic effects for

those with high levels of school commitment. However, these interactions seem to be
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Table 7.6 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Self-Control on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency Controlling for
Logged Prior Four-Offense Delinguency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain -01(01) -03 | -01(01) -.03 | Occup Strain .03(.02) 06 | .03(.02) .06
Gender -07(.03)*  -10 | -.07(.03)* -10 | Gender -.07(.03)* -10 | -.07(.03*  -.10
Family Intact -01(03) -0l | -01(03) -0l | Family Intact -.01(.03) -01 | -01(03)  -01
Family SES -01(02) -0l | -01(02) -0l | Family SES .00(.02) 00 | .00(.02) .00
Prior Deling 49(.02)* .50 | .49(.04) .50 | Prior Deling 49(.04)* 51| .49(.04) 51
Self-Control -01(.00) -06 | -.01(.00) -06 | Self-Control -.01(.00) -05 | -.01(.00) -.06
Strain x SC -00(.00)  -.02 | Strainx SC .01(.01) -.06
Adj R? 31 30 Adj R? 31 31

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain -00(01) -01 | -00(01) -00 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00) .07 .01(.00) 07
Gender -07(.03)*  -10 | -07(.03)* -10 | Gender -.07(.03)* -10 | -07(.03*  -.10
Family Intact -01(03)  -01 | -01(03) -01 | Family Intact -.00(.03) -01 | -00(.03)  -.00
Family SES -01(02) -0l | -01(02) -0l | Family SES .00(.02) 01 | .00(.02) .01
Prior Deling 49(.04)* .50 | .49(.04)* .50 | Prior Deling 48(.04)* 50 | .48(.04)* 49
Self-Control -01(.00) -06 | -01(00) -.06 | Self-Control -,00(.00) -04 | -00(00) -.04
Strain x SC -.00(.00)  -.04 | Strainx SC .00(.00) -03
Adj R? 31 31 Adj R? 31 31

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

sensitive to the model specification and method of analysis. In alternative analyses, | find

no signs of significant interactions between school commitment and different strain

measures in the OLS regression models using other general measures of delinquency or

most specific types of delinquency as dependent variables, as well asin negative binomial

regression models.

Further, Models 1 and 2 in Tables 7.5 and 7.6 report the results concerning

hypothesized conditional relationship between classic strain and self-control in their

effects on juvenile delinquency. None of the regression coefficients for the interaction

terms between different measures of classic strain and self-control is significant in these
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Table 7.7 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Morality on Logged Past Total Delinguency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Educ Strain 01(01) .04 | 0L01) .04 | Occup Strain .01(.02) 01 | .01(.02) 01
Gender -22(03)*  -31 | -22(03)* -31 | Gender -22(03)*  -31 | -21(03*  -31
Family Intact .03(.03) 04 | .03(.03) .03 | Family Intact .03(.03) .04 | .03(.03) .04
Family SES 01(02) 0L | 0102 .01 | Family SES .01(.02) 01 | .01.02) 02
Morality -03(00* -29 | -03(00)* -29 | Morality -03(00)*  -29 | -.03(.00)*  -.30
Strain x Morality -01(.00)*  -.08 | Strain x Mordlity -o1(on*  -.08
Adj R? 23 23 Adj R? 23 23
C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B
Economic Strain .02(01)* .10 | .02(.0n)* .09 | Comb Relat Strain .01(.00)* A7 | .01(.00)* 16
Gender -21(03)*  -31 | -22(03)* -31 | Gender -22(03)F  -32 | -22(03*  -32
Family Intact .03(.03) 03 | .03(.03) .03 | Family Intact .04(.03) 04 | .04(.03) .04
Family SES 01(02) .02 | 0102 .02 | Family SES .03(.02) 05 | .03(.02) .06
Morality -03(00* -29 | -03(00)* -29 | Morality -03(00)*  -27 | -.03(00)*  -26
Strain x Morality -00(.00)  -.05 | Strainx Morality .00(.00) -.02
Adj R? 23 24 Adj R? 25 25

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=596

models. These findings suggest that enabling effects of classic strain on juvenile
delinquency are not contingent on the levels of individual self-control.

Finally, the results bearing evidence on potential conditioning effects of morality
on the link between different measures of classic strain and adolescent misbehavior are
presented in Models 1 and 2, Tables 7.7 and 7.8. Two significant interactions between
educational strain and morality and occupational strain and morality are observed in the
eguations predicting past juvenile delinquency. As hypothesized, the directions of these
interactions are negative, indicating that low morality may enhance criminogenic effects
of classic strain on delinquency. In fact, as the figures on estimated effects of strain at
different levels of conditioning variablesin Table 7.9 demonstrate, these types of classic

strain are conducive to crime only among adol escents with lower morality and have no
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Table 7.8 Regression Coefficients Representing the Effects of Classic Strain Interacting
with Morality on Logged Projected Four-Offense Delinquency Controlling for
Logged Prior Four-Offense Delinguency

a Model 1 Model 2 b. Model 1 Model 2
b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Educ Strain -01(01) -02 | -01(01) -02 | Occup Strain .03(.02)* 07 | .03(.02)* 07
Gender -04(.03) -05 | -04(03) -05 | Gender -.04(.03) -05 | -0403  -.05
Family Intact -00(.03)  -00 | -00(.03) -00 | Family Intact -.00(.03) -00 | -00(03)  -.00
Family SES -02(02) -03 | -02(02) -03 | Family SES -.01(.02) -01 | -01(02) -01
Prior Deling A3(.04)* .45 | 43(.04) .45 | Prior Deling A43(.04)* 44| 43(.04)* 44
Morality -.03(.01)* -25 | -.03(.00)* -25 | Morality -.03(.00)* -25 | -.03(.00)* -25
Strain x Morality .00(.00) .02 | Strain x Morality -.00(.01) -01
Adj R? .36 .36 Adj R? .36 .36

C. Model 1 Model 2 d. Model 1 Model 2

b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B b(SE) B

Economic Strain -00(.01)  -01 | -00(.01) -02 | Comb Relat Strain .00(.00) .05 .00(.00) .05
Gender -04(.03) -05 | -04(03) -05 | Gender -.04(.03) -05 | -04(03  -.05
Family Intact -00(.03)  -00 | -01(03) -01 | Family Intact .00(.03) .00 | .00(.03) .00
Family SES -02(02) -03 | -01(02) -02 | Family SES -.01(.02) -01 | -01(02) -01
Prior Deling A43(.04)+ .45 | 43(.04)* .44 | Prior Deling 42(.04)* 44 | .42(.04)* 44
Morality -03(01*  -25 | -03(01)* -25 | Mordlity -.03(.01)* -24 | -03(01)*  -24
Strain x Morality -.00(.00) -.04 | Strainx Morality -.00(.00) -.00
Adj R? 36 36 Adj R? 36 36

* p<.05, two-tailed test, N=599

enabling effect on involvement in juvenile delinquency among those with stronger moral

beliefs. However, overall, the sizes of these conditional effects are relatively small

(standardized coefficients of -.08). In addition, the interactions are only relatively robust

as they depend on the method of analysis and are not observed in the negative binomial

regression models and they appear to be somewhat sensitive to the measure of the

dependent variable. In particular, in aternative analyses, the significant interactions

between educational strain and morality were found in the equations predicting past

vandalism and general deviance but not assault and theft and the significant interactions

between occupational strain and morality were observed for all crime-specific measures of

the dependent variable except past general deviance.
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Table 7.9 Estimated Effects of Different Types of Classic Strain on Past and Projected
Delinquency at Different Levels of Conditioning Variables

Econ Strainx  Educ Strainx  Occup Strain Comb Strainx ~ Educ Strx  Occup Str X
Infor Sancon  Sch Commit x Sch School Commit Moral on Moral on
Past Deling  on PastDeling Commit on Proj Deling  Past Deling  Past Deling
onProj

Deling
Low (1 SD below) .07 .05 .06 .02 .04 .04
Medium (mean) .03 .01 .02 .01 .01 .01
High (1 SD above) -.01 -.03 -.02 -.01 -.02 -.02

7.2 Discussion

In this chapter, | evaluated a number of hypotheses specifying the contingencies
for the link between classic strain and juvenile delinquency. | focused on four types of
constraints, perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, social bonds, self-control, and
morality, as potential moderators of the relationship between classic strain and juvenile
delinquency. | tested these contingencies for each measure of classic strain, even though
the results from the additive OLS models indicate that two conventional measures of
classic strain, educational and operational strain, are not very promising
operationalizations of this concept. Y et, the possibility remains that even those measures
of classic strain may affect involvement in juvenile delinquency under certain conditions,
whereas criminogenic effects of other measures of classic strain, economic and relative
strain, may be enhanced under the same conditions. According to my hypotheses, these
contingencies include low perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, weak social bonds, low
self-control, and inferior morality.

First, | assessed whether two deterrence variables, perceptions of certainty of
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formal and informal sanctioning condition the association between different measures of
classic strain and juvenile delinquency. The results provide moderate support for the
argument that perceptions of certainty of sanctioning may magnify positive effects of
classic strain for one of its measures, economic strain. As expected, these findings indicate
that enabling effects of economic strain on juvenile delinquency are greater for those with
lower perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning. However, the hypothesis stating
that perceptions of certainty of formal sanctioning may condition the effects of classic
strain on adolescent misbehavior has not been corroborated.

Second, | examined whether the relationship between classic strain and juvenile
delinquency are affected by three social bonding measures, parental supervision, parental
attachment, and school commitment. Only one of those measures, school commitment,
appearsto interact with different measures of classic strain (educational, occupational, and
relative strain) in their effects on juvenile delinquency. In all of these instances, as
hypothesized, lower school commitment exacerbates the positive effects of classic strain
on juvenile delinquency. Therefore, those young people who are not invested enough in
their school and educational activities are also likely to experience greater criminogenic
effects of severa types of classic strain. Notably, these results suggest that, although
educational and occupational strains are not significant predictors of juvenile delinquency
in the additive regression models, in the non-additive models they have significant
enabling effects on involvement in juvenile delinguency among those adol escents who

have the lowest levels of school commitment.
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Likewise, the findings from my analyses offer some modest support for the

hypothesis that the level of individual morality may affect associations between
adolescent misbehavior and two measures of classic strain. Whereas these two
conventional measures of classic strain, educational and occupational strain, do not predict
involvement in juvenile delinquency in the models that do not take into consideration
possible interactions between variables, in the models with interactions, they significantly
affect chances of misbehavior among adolescents with inferior morality. Thus these
results are consistent with Merton’s own argument about the role of strong internalized

moral beliefsin predicting behaviors that do not involve law-breaking.

Finally, | also hypothesized that self-control may condition the relationship
between classic strain and adolescent misbehavior and that criminogenic effects of classic
strain may be especially salient among those with low self-control. However, the results
provide no evidence corroborating this argument as no significant interactions between

different measures of classic strain and self-control are observed.

Hence, overall, the results of my analyses suggest that the support for
hypothesized moderating processes is modest at best, especially for those more promising
measures of classic strain such asrelative strain. In particular, the contingencies for the
link between classic strain and adolescent misbehavior seem to be limited to specific
measures of classic strain and are corroborated for only selected constraint variables. At
the same time, the findings at least offer some hope for salvation of two conventional

measures of classic strain, educational and occupational strain, as the digunction between
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educational/occupational aspirations and expectations apparently predicts juvenile
delinquency under certain condition, such low school commitment and weak moral
beliefs. Y et, these results should be considered with caution as the collective evidence in
support of these conditional effectsis not very consistent, although it may be due to the
small sample size that makes it difficult to detect small interactiona effects. Overall,
however, the evidence presented in this chapter appears to reinforce another conclusion
that | have made earlier. It further corroborates the argument that the effects of classic
strain and several inhibitory factors on involvement in juvenile delinquency appear to be

largely independent of each other.
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CHAPTER 8
Conclusion

8.1 Study Summary

This study has examined classic strain/anomie theory of crime and delinquency,
regarded as one of the dominant paradigms in the studies of crime and delinquency
(Merton, 1968). According to this theory, classic strain, which is strain evoked by high
success aspirations combined with limited opportunities, islikely to lead to involvement
in misbehavior. Whereas accumulated empirical evidence on a micro-level version of
classic strainfanomie theory generally has been unfavorable to it, this failure of the
research to support the theory may have resulted from inadequate formulations and
operationalizations of the concept of classic strain aswell as several other theoretical
weaknesses of the theory including the lack of comprehensiveness, depth and precision.

This study addressed some of these empirical and theoretical problems. To begin,
it assessed severa aternative operationalizations of classic strain and compared their
predictive powers. Next, it attempted to elaborate the original formulation of classic
strain/anomie theory by incorporating the concepts from four established theories of
constraint (deterrence, social bond, self-control, and situational action theory of morality)
into its theoretical framework. These concepts were used to spell out potential indirect
links between classic strain and misbehavior as well as specify conditions under which
enabling effects of classic strain should be more pronounced. In particular, the study

investigated whether classic strain affected involvement in crime and delinquency through
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decreased perceptions of certainty of punishment, weakened social bonds, lower
self-control and morality as well as whether effects of classic strain on misconduct were
especialy salient for the individuals with lower perceptions of certainty of sanctioning,
weaker social bond, low self-control, and inferior morality. Furthermore, it also probed
some possible avenues to further integration of the classic strain/anomie explanation of
crime with the theories of constraint, asit examined independent effects of classic strain
and the concepts from those theories. In addition, the study evaluated the generality of
Merton’s account of crime and potential influences of a cultural context by testing it with

unigue data from a sample of Ukrainian adolescents.

8.2 Summary of Findings

In Chapter Six | investigated several alternative operationalizations of classic
strain as well as tested mediating and independent effects of four constraint variables. The
results of the assessment of predictive powers of various operationalizations of classic
strain suggest that, consistent with the findings of most research conducted with Western
samples, conventional measures of educational and occupational strain do not appear to be
good predictors of adolescent misbehavior. However, the findings also reveal that more
promising ways of conceptualizing classic strain include economic and relative strains as
the effects of those strains are significant and relatively robust even in the presence of a
number of control variables and for different types of juvenile delinquency. These strains
seem to be particularly salient in a supposedly more anomic environment of contemporary

Ukraine.
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Further, the analyses in this chapter probed whether classic strain may affect
involvement in juvenile delinquency through several crime-inhibiting factors such as
perceptions of certainty of formal and informal sanctioning, social bonding measures of
attachment and commitment, self-control, and morality. Overall, the results provided little
support for mediating effects of those variables. No evidence of mediation was found for
the three out of four groups of the intervening variables (perceptions of certainty of formal
and informal sanctioning, social bonding measures of attachment and commitment, and
morality). Y et, the findings showed some support for the mediating effects of self-control
on the relationship between relative strain and adolescent misbehavior, although the cross-
sectional character of the data does not permit one to ascertain the causal order of these
variables and exclude an alternative interpretation of this finding.

In addition, the findings from this chapter also demonstrate that all four types of
constraints examined in the study exert significant effects on adolescent misbehavior,
independent of classic strain. Furthermore, as hypothesized, the sizes of the effects of
some of those crime-inhibiting factors such as self-control and morality are larger than
those of different types of classic strain. Notably, the results also revealed some
interesting differencesin relative sizes of the impact of various indicators of deterrence
and social bonds as the effects of perceptions of certainty of formal sanctioning and
parental supervision were found to be larger than those of the threat of informal
sanctioning and parental emotional attachment.

Next, in Chapter Seven | tested the elaborated version of classic strain/anomie

theory by evaluating a number of conditional relationships between classic strain and
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different indicators of each type of inhibitors of misbehavior. The positive effects of
classic strain on misbehavior were hypothesized to be especially pronounced for those
with lower perceptions of certainty of sanctioning, weaker attachment and commitment,
lower self-control, and inferior morality. The results of these tests depend on the measures
of classic strain employed and on the type and indicator of constraints used.

While no evidence of significant interactions was found in most cases, the most
consistent support for the moderation hypothesis was revealed for the interaction between
economic strain and perceptions of certainty of informal sanctioning indicating that the
criminogenic effects of strain are magnified for those with lower perception of the threat
of informal punishment. Less robust significant interactional effects between educational,
occupational, and relative strains and school commitment and educational and
occupational strain and morality were found, with all of these conditional effectsbeingin
the expected direction. These concepts were used to spell out potential indirect links
between classic strain and misbehavior as well as specify conditions under which enabling
effects of classic strain should be more pronounced.

Overall, the findings from this chapter suggested that the crime-instigating effects
of such more promising measures of classic strain as relative strain were not likely to be
conditioned by deterrence, social bond, self-control, or morality variables. However, these
results al'so provided some weak support for the idea that conventional measures of classic
strain such as educational and occupational strain might predict misbehavior for those
individuals who were characterized by lower school commitment and weaker moral

beliefs.
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8.3 Theoretical Implications of the Study Findings

The results from the analyses of the survey data from Ukrainian adolescents have
severa important implications for further development of classic strain/anomie theory as
well as other accounts of misbehavior as they point to several potential ways of improving
criminological theories. First of all, the findings from this study confirm that clarifications
and elaborations of theoretically vague and imprecise concepts such as classic strain may
prove to be afruitful theoretical exercise. In the case under examination, the concept of
classic/anomic strain is suggested to be reformulated to incorporate the notion of the
reference group. In particular, some promising ways of improving the concept of classic
strain include assessments of individual standing on different factors (such as perceptions
of opportunities for success) in comparison with other individuals or relative financia

deprivation resulting in frustration and negative feelings.

Next, this study has attempted to address several weaknesses of the original
formulation of classic strain/anomie such as lack of depth and precision. It also made an
effort to elaborate the theory by outlining more complex indirect links between classic
strain and misbehavior through different types of crime-inhibiting factors as well as by
specifying a number of contingencies for the relationship between classic strain and
misconduct involving those variables. However, the findings of the study cast doubt on
how successful the process of theoretical elaboration of any ssimple theory like classic
strain/anomie may be, as they expose some limitations of the process of improving

theories only through the incorporation of mediating and moderating effects. The study
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reveal ed some evidence of mediating effects of only one type of constraint, self-control
and found only limited support for most interactional effects between classic strain and
inhibitors of crime. The main implication of these resultsis that more drastic
transformations of existing simple theories may be required in order to turn them into

more satisfying accounts of misbehavior.

At the same time, the results of this research demonstrate that some measures of
classic strain aswell as all types of crime inhibitors have independent influences on
misbehavior. Therefore, empirical evidence seemsto point to the necessity of some kind
of theoretical integration of the classic strain/anomie account of crime with at least the
four theories considered in this study (deterrence, socia bond, self-control, and situational
action). As all of these factors appear to be independent pieces of a puzzle of delinquent
behavior, the ultimate way of improving classic strain/anomie theory may be to construct
a comprehensive theory of “constrained motivation” that includes at minimum classic
strain as a motivational factor and several inhibitory factors as constraint variables and
accounts for al types of effects that those factor may have — independent, mediating, and

moderating.

Much more theoretical work, however, is necessary to describe how all of these
pieces fit together in ameaningful way. The findings of this study may provide only initial
evidence needed to jump-start such ambitious theoretical project. If confirmed by further
research, they imply that this integrated theory will probably include the indirect link

between classic strain and misbehavior through self-control as well as alimited number of
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contingencies involving different constraint variables considered in this study. Other
notable findings of this research conducted in a unique socio-cultural setting of Ukraine
indicate the importance of contextual influences that may make micro-level effects of
relative strain more criminogenic or render individual rational factors more consequential
than non-utilitarian. Thus, it seems that a socio-cultural environment also may serve asa
contingency for the operation of individual-level processes. Therefore, potentia
differential socio-cultural effects should also have their place in any adequate integrated
theory. Whereas these are some initial ideas for a successful integrated theory,
undoubtedly, much more theory testing and devel opment will be required to fit more

pieces of this complicated puzzle and eventually to compl ete the whole picture.

8.5 Study Limitations

The study has a number of limitations that should be noted. First of all, crime
surveys are not very common and, to my knowledge, this project was the first known self-
report survey of juvenile delinquency conducted in Ukraine. Therefore, the quality of the
data should be regarded closely. While the data collection was conducted by an
internationally recognized professional survey organization and survey respondents were
guaranteed anonymity through severa procedures, the possibility of errorsin reports
cannot be completely ruled out. Y et, high rates of admissions of most past delinquent acts
demonstrate that these procedures were most likely successful.

Second, like any data from self-report surveys, these data may be less accurate
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than official crime statistics because of problems of telescoping, memory losses, attempts
at cognitive consistency, etc. However, whereasit is not possible to exclude such bias
completely, | am more confident in the reliability of these results because many patterns
of the findings are similar to those revealed by other studies.

Third, the results might have been different if other measures of main theoretical
concepts were employed. Whereas an attempt was made to utilize previously established
measures for most variables, some measurement choices could potentially influence the
findings. For example, an incomplete scale of cognitive self-control had to be employed
and the data did not include an alternative behavioral measure of self-control.
Furthermore, measurement errors could also contribute to the difficultiesin detecting
significant interaction effects. As measurement errors of interaction terms consist of
measurement errors of both variables used to create product terms, they are compounded
in interaction terms, and larger measurement errors attenuate evaluations of their effects,
especially in small samples (Jaccard, Turrisi and Wan, 1990).

Finally, the cross-sectional character of the data did not always allow for
establishing correct causal ordering of variables and testing all temporal sequences of
interest. For example, longitudinal data may be needed to ascertain with confidence
whether self-control mediates the relationship between strain and crime or whether it is

antecedent to exposure to strain.

8.4 Directions for Further Research

The results of this study point to several avenues for further research on strain and
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control theories. Whereas this study considered the effects of classic strain and each type
of constraints separately, the follow up research should eva uate the effects of classic
strain and all of the crime-inhibiting factors simultaneously in the same models. Thiswill
provide further ground for a successful integration of strain and various control theories of
crime into one combined account of misbehavior.

Further, this study revealed that at |east some conceptualizations of classic strain
are promising in the sample of Ukrainian juveniles. However, the next step isto turn
attention to other types of strain featured in the most recent elaboration of classic
strain/anomie theory, general strain theory, and test their predictive powers with the
sample of Ukrainian adolescents.

Next, whereas this research focused only on potential contributions of theories of
constraint to strain theories, future studies should explore how theories describing
aternative criminal/deviant motives, either external (such asinvolvement with deviant
peers) or internal (such as self-concept) may assist in further attempts at elaborating strain
theories.

Finally, the results of this study should be replicated in other cultural contexts as it
isclear that different social environments may serve as macro-level contingencies for the
operation of many individual-level factors. In addition, given that the study sample
consisted of adolescents, the possibility cannot be ruled out that criminogenic effects of
relative strain are limited or especially salient for juveniles and are less pronounced for
individuals of other ages. Therefore, to assess further the generality of the findings it

would be helpful to conduct similar research with random samples of adults.
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Table A.1 Frequency Distributions of Individual Survey Items Concerning Delinquency
(Percentage  Committing Them at Least Once in the Past or Projecting at Least
Some Likelihood of Committing Them in the Future)

Survey Items Concer ning Delinquency % N

Past Vandalism
1. Intentionally damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you (e.g., property belonging to your parents, other 51.2 600
family members, school, or any other property - signs, windows, mailboxes etc.)

2. Slashed or in any way damaged seats on a bus, in amovie theater, or something at another public place 19.5 600
3. Written graffiti on a bus, on school walls, on restroom walls, or on anything elsein a public place 35.7 600
4., Smashed bottles on the street, school grounds, or other areas 57 600
5. Committed acts of vandalism when coming or going to afootball game or other sports event 36.7 600
Past Theft

1. Stolen, taken, or tried to take something worth $1 or less (e.g., newspaper, pack of gum, mail, money, etc.) 16.8 600

2. Stolen, taken, or tried to take something worth between $1 and $100 (e.g., shirt, watch, cologne, video game cartridge, 8.3 600
shoes, money, etc.)

3. Stolen, taken, or tried to take something worth more than $100 (e.g., leather jacket, car stereo, bike, money, etc.) 5.3 600
4. Bought, sold, or held stolen goods or tried to do any of these things 15.8 600
5. Stolen, taken, or tried to take something that belonged to “the public” (e.g., street signs, construction signs, etc.) 9.2 600
6. Stolen or tried to steal amotor vehicle (e.g., car or motorcycle) 37 600
Past Violence

1. Physically hurt another person on purpose (e.g., your parents, other students/peers, or anybody else) 36.2 600
2. Been involved in gang fights or other gang activities 40.5 600
3. Used force or threatened to beat someone up if they didn’t give you money or something else you wanted 15.8 600
4. Beaten someone up or hurt someone on purpose so badly they required medical attention 12.3 600
Past General Deviance

1. Been on someone else’s property when you knew you were not supposed to be there 36.5 599
2. Failed to return extra change that you knew a cashier gave you by mistake or tried to deceive a cashier to your 45.7 600
advantage (e.g., flash alarger bill and give asmaller one)?

3. Let the air out of thetires of acar or bike 16.2 600
4. Lied about your age to get into a nightclub/bar 16.8 600
5. Made nuisance/obscene tel ephone calls 62.7 599
6. Avoided paying for something (e.g., movies, bus or subway rides, food, etc.) 50.1 599
7. Shaken/hit a parked car just to turn on the car’ salarm 26 600
8. Stayed out all night without informing your parents about your whereabouts? 11.7 600
Projected Vandalism

1. Intentionally damage or destroy property that does not belong to you 46.8 600
Projected Theft

1. Stedl, take, or try to take something worth $1 or less 31 600
2. Stedl, take, or try to take something worth more than $100 17 600
Projected Violence

3. Physically hurt another person on purpose 47.4 599
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Table A.2 Individual Survey Items Concerning Classic Strain

Survey Items Concerning Classic Strain Range of 5 Responses M ean SD N

Educational Strain

1. What is the highest level of education you would like to have? secondary incomplete- 3.94 72 600
graduate school

2. Asthings now stand, what is the highest level of education you will actually secondary incomplete- 3.01 116 600

have? graduate school

3. How important is it to you to achieve your educational goals? not important at all-very  4.41 172 600
important

Occupational Strain

1. What do you think your chances are of getting the job you want after you excellent-very poor 257 .74 599

have finished school ?

2. How important is it to you to have the job you want after you have finished not important at al-very  4.42 .70 600

school ? important

Economic Strain

1. I'd like to make alot of money in my life. strongly disagree- 4.36 a7 600
strongly agree

2. Redligtically, | don't think I'll make as much money as I'd like. strongly agree- 291 106 600
strongly disagree

Blocked Opportunities Strain

1. In this country people like me cannot succeed because laws are not executed strongly disagree- 3.00 12 600

in a proper manner. strongly agree

2. | believe people like me may be treated unfairly when it comes to getting a strongly disagree- 3.23 1.03 600

good job. strongly agree

3. Our society does not reward hard work in schoal. strongly disagree- 3.52 1.05 600
strongly agree

4. No matter how hard | work, | will never be given the same opportunities as strongly disagree- 2.30 1.07 600

other kids. strongly agree

5. 1 will never succeed in life because my family does not have connections. strongly disagree- 181 .88 600
strongly agree

6. Good education does not help you to succeed in life. strongly disagree- 212 111 598
strongly agree

Relative Deprivation Strain

1. It bothers me that most people have more to live on than our family. strongly disagree- 211 1.08 600
strongly agree

2. It sfrustrating to see people driving nicer cars and living in nicer homesthan  strongly disagree- 214 114 600

our family does. strongly agree

3.1 get angry when | see people having alot more money than our family does strongly disagree- 2.2 116 600

spend their money on foolish things. strongly agree

Combined Relative Strain

1. In this country people like me cannot succeed because laws are not executed strongly disagree- 3.00 12 600

in aproper manner. strongly agree

2. | believe people like me may be treated unfairly when it comes to getting a strongly disagree- 3.23 1.03 600

good job. strongly agree

3. Our society does not reward hard work in school. strongly disagree- 3.52 105 600
strongly agree

4. No matter how hard | work, | will never be given the same opportunities as strongly disagree- 2.30 1.07 600

other kids. strongly agree

5. I will never succeed in life because my family does not have connections. strongly disagree- 181 .88 600
strongly agree

6. Good education does not help you to succeed in life. strongly disagree- 212 111 598
strongly agree

7. In this country people like me cannot succeed because laws are not executed strongly disagree- 3.00 12 600

in aproper manner. strongly agree

8. | believe people like me may be treated unfairly when it comes to getting a strongly disagree- 3.23 1.03 600

good job. strongly agree

9. Our society does not reward hard work in school. strongly disagree- 3.52 105 600
strongly agree

10. No matter how hard | work, | will never be given the same opportunities as strongly disagree- 2.30 1.07 600

other kids. strongly agree

11. I will never succeed in life because my family does not have connections. strongly disagree- 181 .88 600
strongly agree

12. Good education does not help you to succeed in life. strongly disagree- 212 111 598
strongly agree
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Table A.3 Individua Survey Items Concerning Fear of Sanctioning

Survey Items Concerning Fear of Sanctioning Range of 5 Response Mean SD N
Categories

Fear of Formal Sanctioning

1. If you break the law, you will wind up being charged by police. strongly disagree- 3.78 113 600
strongly agree

2. If you break the law, you will wind up being sent to a correctional institution. strongly disagree- 3.58 114 598
strongly agree

3.1 think | could steal from a store and not get caught. strongly agree- 3.50 1.10 600
strongly disagree

Fear of Informal Sanctioning

1. Most of the people whose opinions | value would lose respect for meif | stole,  strongly disagree- 2.79 135 600

taken, or tried to take something worth $1 or less. strongly agree

2. Most of the people whose opinions | value would lose respect for meif | drank  strongly disagree- 2.28 117 600

alcohol without my parents’ permission. strongly agree

3. Most of the people whose opinions | value would lose respect for meif | strongly disagree- 2.83 120 600

physically hurt another person on purpose. strongly agree

4. Most of the people whose opinions | value would lose respect for me if | used strongly disagree- 3.78 130 600

anillegal drug. strongly agree

5. Most of the people whose opinions | value would lose respect for meif | stole,  strongly disagree- 3.59 136 600

taken, or tried to take something worth more than $100. strongly agree
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Table A.4 Individual Survey Items Concerning Social Bonds

Individual Survey Items Concerning Social Bonds Range & # of Response Mean SD N
Categories

Parental Supervision

14. How much do your parents know about your close friends, that is, who knows nothing — knows 34 .85 600

they are? everything (5)

15. How much do your parents know about your close friends parents, that ~ knows nothing — knows 2.79 95 600

is, who they are? everything (5)

16. How much do your parents know about who you are with when youare  knows nothing — knows 311 113 600

not at home? everything (5)

17. How much do your parents know about who your teachers are? knows nothing — knows 3.76 1.07 600
everything (5)

18. How much do your parents know about what you are doing in school ? knows nothing — knows 3.56 1.03 600
everything (5)

Parental Attachment

1. | think highly of my mother strongly disagree-strongly 4.48 .74 577
agree (5)

2. My mother is aperson | want to be like strongly disagree-strongly 3.77 1.04 579
agree (5)

3. How often does your mother praise you for doing well? never-all the time (5) 3.61 .86 585

4. How often does your mother help you do things that are important to never-al the time (5) 3.56 1.00 585

you?

5. I think highly of my father strongly disagree-strongly 4.19 99 549
agree (5)

6. My father isa person | want to be like strongly disagree-strongly 3.54 124 552
agree (5)

7. How often does your father praise you for doing well? never-all the time (5) 3.34 1.07 556

8. How often does your father help you do things that are important toyou?  never-al the time (5) 311 117 556

School Commitment

1. Overall, what grades do you receive in school ? mostly 1s and 2s-mostly 11s 4.24 .89 600
and 12s(6)

2. How important is it to you to achieve your educational goals? not important at all-very 4.41 .72 600
important (5)

3. How important would you say your grades are to your own satisfaction? not important at all-very 3.53 93 600
important (5)

4. | take pride in my school. strongly disagree-strongly 2.98 116 600
agree (5)

5. My schoolwork requires me to think to the best of my ability. strongly disagree-strongly 349 95 600
agree (5)

6. | am proud of my schoolwork. strongly disagree-strongly 3.09 102 599
agree (5)
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Table A.5 Individua Survey Items Concerning Self-Control

Survey Items Concer ning Self-Control Range of 5 Response Factor Mean SD N
Categories L oadings

1. | often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to think. strongly disagree- .58 311 1.04 600
strongly agree

2. | like to test myself every now and then by doing something a strongly disagree- .58 3.26 1.07 599

little risky. strongly agree

3. | frequently try to avoid projects that | know will be difficult. strongly disagree- A7 2.99 99 599
strongly agree

4. 1f | had a choice, | would almost always rather do something strongly disagree- 44 2.55 1.06 599

physical than something mental. strongly agree

5. | will try to get things | want even when | know it's causing strongly disagree- .61 275 1.05 599

problems for other people. strongly agree

6. When | have a serious disagreement with someone, it's usually strongly disagree- .58 3.33 1.10 600

hard for me to talk calmly about it without getting upset. strongly agree
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Table A.6 Individua Survey Items Concerning Morality

Survey Items Concerning Mor ality Range of 5 Response Mean SD N
Categories

1. How wrong do you think it isto steal, take, or try to take something worth $1 or  not wrong at all-very 4.56 .83 600

less? wrong

2. How wrong do you think it isto steal, take, or try to take something worth more  not wrong at all-very 4,77 .69 600

than $100? wrong

3. How wrong do you think it is to drink alcohol without your parents’ not wrong at all-very 3.75 1.17 600

permission? wrong

4. How wrong do you think it is to physically hurt another person on purpose? not wrong at all-very 4.21 1.04 600
wrong

5. How wrong do you think it isto use anillegal drug? not wrong at all-very 4,85 .55 600
wrong
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Table A.7 Correlations between Variables*

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
1 PastTotDelin
2 Past Total .98
Deling(In)
3 Past 4-Off .86 .84
Delinquency
4 Past 4-Off .83 .84 .98
Delinq(In)
5 Project 4-Off .60 .60 56 .55
Delinquency
6.Project 4-Off .58 .60 .55 .55 .98
Delinq(In)
7 Educetional .04 .04 .02 03 -00 -.00
Strain
8 Educational -06 -07 -09 -09 -08 -08 .73
StrainxImport
9 Occupation -03 -0 -01 .01 .08 .07 19 .02
Strain
10 Occupation  -07 -06 -01 -04 .02 .01 .16 16 .84
StrainxImport
11 Economic 12 12 .09 .09 .07 .05 10 .09 15 16
Strain
12 Blocked 17 .16 .16 15 a7 15 .09 .03 .23 .20 22
Opport Strain
13 Relative .15 15 A7 .18 .16 15 12 .06 .20 .23 16 44
Depriv Strain
14 Combined .19 .19 .19 19 19 a7 12 .05 .25 .25 .23 90 .78
Strain
15 Formal -3 -3¢ -28 -27 -3 -35 .04 13 -02 .05 04 -0 -08 -10
Sanctioning
16 Informal -5 -26 -19 -19 -23 -23 -08 .02 .02 10 .02 14 .10 .15 .33
Sanctioning
17 Parental -3 -3 -3 -3 -26 -27 -03 13 -19 -100 -06 -11 -17 -16 .27 22
Supervision
18 ParAttach -3 -13 -17 -17 -15 -15 -05 12 -21 -12 0 -20 -18 -22 .18 .10 34
19 schCommit -31 -32 -29 -29 -26 -2 -02 36 -16 04 -08 -13 -12 -15 .29 .27 .38 31
20 Self-Contr -3 -39 -3 -33 -2 -2 -3 -06 -10 -09 -15 -24 -31 -31 .13 .08 26 .18 17
21 Mordlity -38 -37 -37 -36 -4 -42 -02 10 .01 06 -07 -10 -17 -15 26 19 25 14 25 .15
22 Gender -3y -39 -27 -27 -22 -283 .02 .08 .05 11 -03 -01 .06 .02 .18 A2 25 -10 22 -01 25
23 Fam Intact .03 .03 .04 .04 .02 .01 01 -04 -01 .00 03 -4 04 -00 o000 -05 -07 -17 -08 -09 .01 .02
24 Family SES .05 0 -01 -01 -02 -01 -06 -05 -24 -22 -10 -20 -25 -26 -02 -07 .07 12 .01 03 -06 -06 -.09

* bold font = p < .05, two-tailed
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