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“Social Control, Self-Control, and Gang M ember ship”

by

DavidBrownfidd

Abstract

Among the most influential and widely cited criminological perspectives is control theory.
For decades, social control theory and, in particular, Travis Hirschi’s version of social control
theory was regarded as one of the most empirically supported. Hirschi and Gottfredson emphasized
self-control in their general theory of crime; this theory incorporated and expanded upon the
earlier versions of social control theory. In this paper, an assessment of how well both social
control theory and the general theory — with its emphasis on self-control — is made regarding how
these explanations help to account for gang membership. We compare the effects of control theory
variables with the influence of peer delinquency.

Socia Control, Self-Control, and Gang M embership

Control theory hasbeen oneof themost influentia criminologica theoriesfor many
years. Alongwithanomietheory and subcultura theory, control theory hasbeenoneof the
central perspectivesinthestudy of crimeanddelinquency. Early socia disorganization
theoristssuch asCharlesCool ey devel oped conceptssuch asthe primary group, which
many subsequent control theoristsused asafoundationfor their explanationsof crime.
Whentheprimary group breaksdown or becomeslessfunctiond, thenindividua sarel eft
topursueingtinctua desiressuchasgreedandlust. Control theoristsseemtoagreethat there
isno need to provideamotivation for crime, such asfinancia need or peer influence.
I nstead, humaninstinct i ssufficient motivationor explanationfor crime; if ingtinctsarenot
controlled or channel ed by the primary group (exemplified by thefamily), crimeisan
inevitableresult of ingtincts.

Therehavebeen several versionsof control theory. Reiss(1951) distinguished
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internal and external (or “ personal” and*“socia”) controls. External or social controlsare
exemplifiedby legal sanctionsor thepotentia of punishment by policeand courts. Interna
or personal controls might be described by the individual’ s sense of morality or the
conscience. Toby (1957) emphasized theindividual’ s* stakesinconformity” or what a
personrisked|osing (status, money, relationships, etc) by beinginvolvedincrime. Toby's
versionof control theory focused moreontherational cal cul ationsand controlson human
behavior (rather than emotional restraints). Reckless(1961) devel oped acontainment
theory version of thecontrol perspective; self-concept wascrucia in Reckless stheory, as
individual sfosteredimagesof themsel vesaslaw-abidingor asbeinginclinedtobreak socid
rules. Nye(1958) described threecategoriesof social control that inhibit delinquency; Nye
identifies“direct control,” exerted through punishment and rewards (often by parents);
“indirect control” that refersto children’ sconcern for the di sappoi ntment generated by
ddinquency for parents; and*“internal control” or thechild’ sconscienceor senseof guiltthat
may inhibit delinquent behavior.

TravisHirschi’ s(1969) versionof social control theory becamethemost widely
cited perspective. Causesof Ddinquency isoneof themostinfluential booksincriminology.
Hirschi drawsfrom severd of theearlier versionsof control theory and devel opedamore
completeand thorough expl anation; Hirschi a so provided arigorousempirical test of his
theory, and madesevera important compari sonswith other theories(suchasstraintheory
anddifferential association). Inhislater work with Gottfredsonin A General Theory of
Crime, Hirschi focuseson sdlf-control. Theconcept of self-control drawsextensively upon
earlier socid control theory by including dementssuch asattachment and commitment, as
well asafocusonimpulsivity andinability todefer gratification.

Inthispaper, first thereisdetail ed consideration of Hirschi’ s(1969) socia control
theory. Second, thereisacomparison of thesalf-control theory of GottfredsonandHirschi
(1990) with Hirschi’ ssocia control theory. Pointsof similarity betweenthesetwo control
theorieswill bediscussed, aswell asthe unique aspectsof the concept of self-control.
Finaly, anempirical assessmentisconducted of Hirschi’ ssocial control and Gottfredson
and HIrschi’ sself-control theoriesasexplanationsof gang membership. Thereisabrief
comparison of the effects of peer delinquency with the variables drawn from control
theories.

Giventheassumptionsmadeby social control theoriststhat crimeisanexpresson
of humaningtincts, crimeor devianceisviewed asnaturaly occurring. What requiresan
explanation, therefore, isconformity or obediencetorules. Hirschi (1969) noted that that
questionisnot “Why dothey commitcrimes?’ Instead, weshould ask why dolaw-abiding
peopleor non-criminasobey therules? Hirschi’ sanswer for thequestion of conformity is
the presence (or absence) of four types of social bonds. attachment, commitment,
involvement, and belief.

Durkheim’ swork hasakey influenceon Hirschi’ ssocial control theory. Much of
Durkheim’ ssociologica theory canbeseenasareply tothephil osophy of ThomasHobbes,
who believed that the state of naturewasbrutal and could only berestrained by fear and
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by power exercised by thestate. Durkheim attempted to show that thereareother controls
onthebehavior of peoplebesidesfear.

Durkheim[1961] stressedthat rulesautomatically devel op when peoplecombine
or jointogether in groups. When peoplegather to form societies, most peoplehaveto
accept therulesof their society, and they takepleasurein obeyingtherules, principally by
receiving rewardsfor being obedient. (Higher statusindividual sobtaintheeducationand
occupational trainingwhichwill reward themwith security and recognition.) Society, with
itsrulesand restrictions, arisesautomatically according to Durkheim. Peoplebecome
quickly attached to other peoplebecause of theawarenessthat greater power and strength
comesthrough cooperation. Whilesomecontemporary sociol ogistsdismissDurkheimas
naiveandidedlistic, Durkheimwas, infact, well awareof thedesirefor power. Durkheim
didnot attributesocial solidarity tosomeadtruisticconcernfor others, but rather asthedesire
for strength and security.

However, Durkheimdid suchagood job of accountingfor or replyingtoHobbes' s
philosophy, that he had noway to account for deviant or crimina behaviorinhisearliest
publications. (Durkheim had stated that people naturally cooperate with others.) To
overcomethisproblem, Durkheimargued that devianceisduetoasocietal breakdown, an
unnatural state of “anomie” (or alack of rules). Inthisunnatural state of anomie, the
individual recognizesno other rulesof behavior thanthosebased on self-interest.

Hobbesargued that thedesirefor power must becontrolled by thestate. Smilarly,
Durkheimargued that ambition--- or unlimited desires—arerestrained by society or must
beregulated. But when society bresksdown or becomesdisorganized, individua ambition
may becomeunlimited or unrestrained. Durkheim described or characterized disorgani zed
soci etiesasentitieswherein peopleaspirefor everything and aresatisfied with nothing (an
observation that somewould consider appropriatefor today’ ssociety).

Classical psychol ogistssuch as Freud emphasized theneed to control theid, a
reservoir of instincts, desire, and aggression. Theimpulsesof theid play thesamerolein
Freudian psychol ogy asambition doesin Durkheim’ stheory andthedesirefor power in
Hobbes' sphilosophy. All threeof these perspectivesdescribeasimilar motivation or
drivingforcefor destructiveand criminal behavior thatiscommontoall people, andthis
constant and universal motivationisabasi c assumption of control theory.

Control theoristsdescribethemotivationfor crimeand devianceasintrinsicto
human nature; for control theori sts, themotivationto commit crimeisaconstant acrossal
people. Theimportant differencethat distinguishesindividua behavior isthestrength of the
forcesthat restrainor inhibit deviance. A basicassumptionof control theoristsisthat crime
will occur whenever thebond to society isweakened or broken. Itisthebondsor linksto
society that vary in strength for different people. Themoreloosely or weakly that the
individua istiedtosociety, themorelikely they aretodeviate. Morespecificaly or precisdy
thanmany other control theorists, Hirschi (1969) i dentified thetiesto society intermsof four
typesof restraintsor social bondsto others: attachment, commitment, involvement, and
belief.
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Attachment

Hirschi’ sconception of attachment drawsdirectly on Durkheim’ sobservation (in
Mord Educetion,[1961]) that “wearemora beingsonly totheextent wearesocial beings.”
If dightly rephrased, abetter trand ation might bethat “wearemora beingsonly totheextent
weareattached to something outsidesourselves’ ; weneed to havetiesor bondsto society
or, moresimply, to other people. Theconcept of attachment i sbased on one of themost
common observationsor conclus onsabout deviant behavior, namely that thosecommitting
deviant actsarelikely tobeisolated fromothers. Thosewho engageincrimeandeinquency
aremorelikely tobeemoationally detached or tofed littleaffection or lovefor others.

The concept of attachment is similar to concepts such as the conscience or
superego. Hirschi (1969: 16) definesattachment assengtivity totheopinionof others. The
sgnificanceor strength of thissocid bond of attachment isillustrated by studiesof highlevels
of achievement (asopposed to studiesof deviant behavior). Hirschi notesthat peoplewith
highlevel sof occupational and educational achievement tendto havestrong attachmentsto
others(or astrong“ superego”) withstrong family relationshipsandfriendships. Thestrength
of attachmentisevenillustrated by theguilt and remorseof thosewhoviolatetherules, in
spiteof their tiesand concernsfor other people.

Commitment

A useful way tothink about “ commitment,” the second bondin Hirschi’ ssocial
control theory, isthat peoplehavearationa investmentinconformity. Incontrast, Hirschi
(1969) datesthat theideaunderlying attachment i sthat peopl ehaveemational tiesto other
people. For example, they want to bethought well of by others, or they want otherstohave
agood opinion of them. They do not want to hurt other peopleby embarrassingthem by
deviantacts. Hirschi arguesthat thesocia bond of attachmentisasomewnhat irrational force,
inthesensethat self-interest doesnot act astheguidingfactorindetermininganindividud’s
behavior.

Incontrast, thesocia bondlabeed“ commitment” emphasi zesthedegreetowhich
peoplearetiedto society for selfishandrationa reasons. Few would deny that peopledo
onoccasionobey rulessolely out of fear of the negative consequences(somes ow down
indrivingwhenthey seeapolicecar). Thisrationd caculationinHirschi’ sversonof socia
control theory istermed “ commitment.” Just aspeoplehavemoreor lessattachment to
others, sodothey havevaryinglevel sof commitment or “ stakesinconformity.” Themore
that aperson hasinvestedin someconventiona activity —such asgetting aneducation, or
building up alegitimate business, or acquiring areputationfor integrity —themorethat a
personriskslosngby engagingincrime. Rationd individua ssupposedly weighthepotentid
andrewardsof devianceaswell asconsider thecostsor risksthey runof losnginvestments.
Another useful way tothink about thesocial bond of commitment isthat weacquirethings
and prospectsthat aresociety’ sinsurance policy that peoplewill obey therules.
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Involvement

Thethird socia bond in Hirschi’s (1969) version of control theory istermed
“Involvement,” or timespent inconventional activities. Totheextent thatindividuasare
absorbed or engrossed in conventional activities, they should belesslikely toengagein
crime. Theassumptionunderlyingthissocia bondisbased on common sensereasoning that
apersonmay betoo busy doing conventiond or law abiding activitiestofindtimetoengage
incrimeor deviance. A personwhoisinvolvedinconventiona activitiesistiedtocertain
deadlines, dates, working hours, and plans. Theseconventiona activitiesmay besohighly
structured and demanding that theopportunity for deviant actsisreduced significantly.

Theeffect of involvement on crimeand delinquency hasbeen somewhat limited; in
empirical research, includingHirschi’ s(1969) , oneof thefew measuresof involvement
shownto beadeterrent to delinquency hasbeentime spent on homework (Williamsand
McShane, 2004). Hirschi observesthat whenyou consider many formsof delinquency,
many such actstakeonly amatter of secondsto commit. Somedeviant actscanbecarried
out aspart of conventiond activities, suchasshopliftinginthecourseof otherwiselega and
conventional shopping, or embezzlement committed by abank employeeinthecourseof
anotherwiseroutinework day. Other deviant actsmay take much longer and they may
requirethat conventiond routinesbemodified substantially, suchasby drugaddiction. The
utility of theconcept of invol vement, however, needsto bequestioned when somany deviant
actstakesolittletimeand effort away from conventional activities.

Bdief

Thefourthtypeof socid bondinHirschi’ s(1969) versonof control theory istermed
“belief,” or thedegreetowhich peoplehavefaithincommonvauesandingtitutions, such
asrulesthat stealingiswrong or that thepolicearefair. Control theoristssuchasHirschi
assumethat thereisacommonvauesystem, or that all peoplehavethesamebeliefsabout
what isright and wrong, or what isgood and desirablebehavior and what isnot.

Thequestionthenbecomes, why do peopleviolatetherulesinwhichthey believe?
It isassumed by control theoriststhat people have been socialized (with more or less
success) intoagroup or society withasingle, common set of valuesor rules. Thismay seem
tocreatealogica dilemmafor control theorists: how canapersonbreak therulesevenwhen
heknowsthisiswrongful behavior (or how canapersonsteal whenhebelievesthatitis
wrongtosted)? If wetaketheclass cexampl eof thestarving person stealing al oaf of bread,
thenitiseasy tounderstand that themotivation to steal iscompelling or demanding. The
starving personcangtill believethat itiswrongtosteal inprincipleor generally.

Control theoristsassumethat themotivationtocommit crimeisauniversa andthat
criminasandnon-criminalsbelievethat ruleviolationsarewrong. If theseassumptionsare
correct, how do control theoristsaccount for deviance? Control theoristshavetakentwo
approachestothisproblemor question (Hirschi, 1969). Oneapproach smply statesthat
beliefsaremerely wordsthat havelittle substantivemeaning or influenceonbehavior. A
criminal may know that crimeiswrongand hurtful, andthey will even statethisistrue; and
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yetthey still will committhecrime.

A second, perhaps more sophisticated approach, states that the offender can
rationalizehisbehavior. Thispermitstheoffender to bothviolatetherulesandtomaintain
hisfaithor dlegiancetotherules. Sykesand Matza(1957) detail theprocessof rationalizing
ruleviolationsintheir well knownwork on“techniquesof neutralization.” Onetechnique
of neutraizationistermed* denia of responsbility,” whereintheoffender claimsthat hehas
beenforced or propelledinto crimeby forcesbeyond hiscontrol, outsideof himself. The
offender can claimthat heisnot responsiblefor hisbehavior because hisparentsdo not
provideloveand affection, or that hiscompanionsled himastray. Criminology textbook
authorsstate such thingsabout the causesof crime, soit may beeasy to conceivethat the
offender will adopt thesetextbook justificationsor rationalizationshimself. Offenders
frequently doadopta“billiardbal” conception of thesalf, whereintheindividua isdriven
by forcesbeyond hiscontrol.

Sdf-Control

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) devel oped their general theory of crimeasan
extensionof Hirschi’ s(1969) earlier socia control theory. Itisclear that boththeelements
of attachment and commitment are incorporated into the general theory. One of the
elementsof low self-control isthetendency “ to besdl f-centered, indifferent, or insengtive’
toother peopleandtheir needs(1990:89). Thosewithlow salf-control asolack cognitive
or academicskillsandthey lack investmentinjobs, marriages, family, or friends. Bothlack
of attachment and commitment arekey elementsof self-control.

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) define the elements of self-control in direct
relationshiptothecharacteristicsof crime. Crimeprovidesimmediategratification of
desires, sothosewithlow self-control are oriented toimmediate sati sfaction rather than
deferred gratification. Crimes* provide money without work, sex without courtship,
revengewithout court delays’ (1990:89).

Gottfredsonand Hirschi describecrimind actsasexciting, risky, or thrilling; crimes
may ofteninvolvedanger and theuseof deceptionand power. Thosewholack self-control
tendto berisk takersand physical and adventuresome. Peoplewith highlevelsof self-
control tend to bemorecautiousand cognitive, deliberating the consequencesof different
coursesof action.

Criminal actstypically involvelittleskill or planning, witharmed robberiesoften
entailinglessthanan hour of planning, for example. Thosewithlow levelsof self-control
donot tend to haveor valuecognitiveor academic skills. Thosewith highlevelsof self-
control tendto have aboveaverage academic skillsand gradesin school.

Many crimesmay beameanstoseek relief fromirritationor Stuationa frustrations,
suchasdedingwithacryingchildor taunting by astranger inabar. Peoplewithlowlevels
of self-control havelittletol eranceof frustrationsor irritations, and often lack theverbal
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ability toresolvedisputespeacefully and resort to physical waystoresolveconflicts.

A substantial body of research hasfocused onthegeneral theory and theconcept
of self-control. M eta-analysesof much of thisresearch over thepast two decadesby Pratt
and Cullen (2000) and by Hanson and Morton-Bourgon (2004) have confirmed
hypotheses based on Gottfredson and Hirschi’ stheory and the predictivevalue of self-
control. Recent research by Chapple (2005) and Burt et a (2006) hasfound that self-
control islinked to both delinquent behavior and to rel ationshipswith delinquent peers
Using datacollectedinasurvey of Ukrainian adult respondents, Antonaccioand Tittle
(2008) find considerabl e support for the link between self-control and crime, though
measuresof “mordlity” or beliefsand principlesweread sostrongly correlatedwithcrimina
behavior. TheUkrainianstudy illustratesthecross-cultural validity of thegenera theory of
crime, which hasbeen confirmedinresearchinother countries(seePratt and Cullen, 2000).

L eBlanc (2006) emphasi zesthe compatibility of socia control and self-control
theories, dthough muchwork remainstobedoneinassessingthevariousvers onsof control
perspectivesinadevelopmenta and environmental or community context. Most of the
empirica work on self-control and socia control theorieshasbeen doneseparately, with
littleattempt tointegrateor contrast thetwo versionsof control theory. LeBlanc (2006)
pointsout that Gottfredsonand Hirschi have predi cted that sel f-control isasufficient cause
of crime, andthat all other factorsoperatethroughtheir effect onlevelsof self-control.
Hence, holding congtant level sof self-control should diminatetheeffectsof al other factors,
includingthosed ementsspecifiedinHirschi’ s(1969) earlier versionof socid control theory.

Dataand Measures

Thedatausedinthispaper aretakenfroma2006 survey of high school students
inalargemetropolitan areain Canada. Weobtained signed parental consent frommore
than six hundred (n=618) studentswho completed questionnaires. Therespondentswere
selected for participationinthestudy based onrandom sampling of namesfromclasslists
provided by theschooals.

Therepresentativeness of the samplewas assessed by comparing the age and
gender composition of the sample and the school population. Weobtained dataonthe
school popul ation demographic profilefromloca school boards; intermsof ageand gender
composition, thesampleand theschool populationarevery smilar. For example, dightly
morethanhalf (52.1%) of theschool popul ationwasfema e, and nearly thesamepercentage
(52.8%) of thesamplewerefemal estudents.

A self-reported measure of gang membership was used in the analyses.
Respondentswereasked, “ Do you bel ong to what some peoplemight call ayouth gang?’
Thismeasurereplicatestheitem on gang membership usedinthe Seattle Y outh Study
(Hindelangetal, 1981). Itissimilar or identical to measuresof gang membershipusedin
severd previousstudies(see, eg, Esbensenand Winfree, 1998; Brownfield, 2006). Peer
ddinquency wasmeasured by asking respondents, “ Haveany of your best friendsever been
picked up by thepolice?’
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Several indicesbased on multipleitemswere created to construct measures of
attachment, commitment, involvement, belief, and self-control. Latent classmodels
(McCutcheon, 1987) werefit to the observed measuresto construct thescalesor indices.
For themeasureof attachment, ascal ewascreated based onthefollowingthreeitems: (1)
“Doyoushareyour thoughtsandfedlingswithyour mother?’; (2) “Wouldyouliketobethe
kind of personyour fatheris?’; and (3) “If you got into troublewith thepolice, would your
mother behurt by this?’ A latent classmodel provided agoodfit (L2=9.73,df =11, p
>.10) tothe observed measures, indicating that ascal e of attachment can becreated.

Themeasure of commitment wasbased on aset of four observed measuresthat
focuson stakesin conformity regarding education and occupational aspiration. Thefour
observed measureswere: (1) “How important would you say that getting good gradesare
toyour satisfaction?’; (2) “ Comparedto other students, how doyourateyourself inthe
school work youdo?’; (3) “How important woul d you say that getting good gradesareto
your parents?’;
and (4) “Howimportant wouldyou say your gradesareto getting thekind of jobyouwant?’
A latent classmodel provided anexcellent fit (L2=7.15, df = 15,
p>.10), indicating that thesefour itemscan becombinedinto asingleindex or measure of
commitment.

Asnoted previously, Hirschi (1969) concedesthat thereisrelatively limited
empirical support for theelement or bond of involvement. Oneof thefew measuresof
involvement or timespent in conventiona activitiesthat hasbeenfoundtobesignificantly
correlated with delinquency istime spent onhomework. Only asingleitem (“Onthe
average, how muchtimetoyou spend doing homework (ie, outsideschool)?’) wasused
as ameasure of involvement. The respondents indicated a range of time spent on
homework, from*“none’ to* threeor morehoursdaily.”

Thesocial bond of belief isvery similar to Sutherland’ sconcept of “ definitions
favorabletolaw violation” (Costelloand Vowell, 1999; Liskaand Messner, 1999). Three
observed itemsthat assessinstrumental attitudestoward thelaw wereusedinthelatent class
anaysis: (1) “ Toget what youwantinthisworld, youhaveto do somethingswhichare
againstthelaw”; (2) “ Suckersdeserveto betaken advantageof”; and (3) It' sall righttoget
aroundthelaw if youcanget away withit.” Eachof thesethreeitemswasmeasuredusing
Likert scaleresponses, ranging from “ strongly agree” to “ strongly disagree.” These
observed measuresprovided agoodfit (L2=18.21, df =12, p>.10), indicatingthat asingle
index of belief canbeconstructed.

The measure of self-control is derived from an index of items that describe
impulsivity, diligence, and risk-taking, based on Gottfredson and Hirschi’s (1990)
description of thischaracteristic. A latent classmodel wasfitto createascalebasedon
thefollowingfiveitems: (1)“I finditdifficulttoconcentrateattimes’; (2)“ I liketodothings
that areexcitingand evendangerous’; (3) “I get bored very easily” ; (4) school gradepoint
average; and (5) “1 haveagreat ded of affectionor lovefor my father.”
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Four of thefiveitems (with the exception of school grade point average) were
measuredwith Likert scaleresponsesrangingfrom* strongly agree’ to “ strongly disagree.”
Themeasureof gradepoint averagewashbased onascaerangingfromexcellent (or “A”)
tobelow average(or“D” orlower). Measuresof paternd affectionand school gradeswere
reversecoded to beconsi stent with the other threemeasuresof self-control. A latent class
model providesagood fit (L2 =27.63, df = 22, p > .10) for these observed measures
assessing variousaspectsof salf-control, includingimpulsivity, risk-taking, and diligence.

Andyss

InTablel, thebivariate correl ationsbetween gang membership and theindices
based on self-control and social control theory arepresented. Thetable alsoincludes
bivariatecorrel ationsfor themeasureof peer delinquency. Thestrongest correlateof gang
membership, though only by adight margin, ispeer delinquency (r =.31). Theindicesof
belief (r=-.30) and commitment (r =-.26) are nearly asstrongly correlated with gang
membershipasispeer delinquency. Thesocia control theory measuresof involvement (r
=.13) and attachment
(r=.16) aremoderately but significantly correl ated with gang membership. Theindex of
s f-control isalsomoderately but significantly correl atedwithgang membership (r=-.17).

Tablel. Correlation Matrix of Social Control, Self-Control, Peer Delinquency, and
GangMembership
Self-
Gang Attachment Commitment Involvement Belief Control

Attachment .16 1.00

Commitment .26 .18 1.00

Involvement .13 .003* 22 1.00

Belief -.30 -22 -.25 -13 1.00
Self-Control -.17 -.10 -12 -.05* 24 1.00
Peer 31 15 A7 14 -.33 =17
Delinquency

* Not significant at .05 level

Self-control isalsosignificantly related tothreeof thefour indicesbased onsocia
control theory; only timespent onhomework or “involvement” isnot sgnificantly correl ated
withtheindex of self-control. If self-control isto provideaful | account of theeffect of other
factors(asGottfredson and Hirschi predicted), significant associationsbetween the self-
control measureand these other factorsshould be expected.

InTable2, themultivariateanad ysisof how measuresbased onsocid control theory,
thesalf-control index, and peer delinquency affect gang membershipispresented. Inthe
logisticregression, peer delinquency (B =.85) again appearsto bethestrongest correlate
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of gangmembership. Controllingfor self-control and socia control theory indices, theodds
ongang membershipincreaseby morethantwo-fold (Exp(B) =2.34) if therespondent has
had abest friend who hasbeen picked up by thepolice. Theindex for attachment and the
measureof involvement (or timespent onhomework) arenot significantly relatedtogang
membership, controlling for theother control theory indicesand peer delinquency.

Theindex of salf-control remainsas gnificant predictor of gangmembershipinthe
multivariateanaysis(B =-.64). Theoddsor probability of gangmembershipisreduced
ggnificantly amongthosewithhigher levelsof sdf-control. Smilarly, theindicesof belief and
commitment remainsgnificant predictorsof gangmembershipinthemultivariateanayss
summarizedin Table2. Thosewho expressaninstrumental attitudetowardsthelaw are
morelikely tobemembersof gangs(B =-.51). Thosewith higher levelsof commitment
or stakesinconformity arelesslikely (B =-.34) to begang members.

Table2. Logistic Regressionof Gang Membershipon Socia Control, Self-Control,
and Peer Delinquency

B SE Sg  Exp(B)
Sdf-Control -.64 31 05 .53
Attachment =11 14 43 .89
Commitment 34 15 02 140
Involvement .30 48 53 135
Bdid -51 14 .01 .61
Peer Delinquency .85 21 01l 234
(constant) -1.06 .89 .36

Model chi-square=101.39, 6 df, p<.001

Concluson

Measures based on social control theory, such as the indices of belief and
commitment, aresignificant predictorsof gang membership. Theresultsdo not support
Gottfredsonand Hirschi’ shypothesi sthat theeffectsof other factorswill beeliminated by
controllingfor theeffectsof self-control. Theindex of self-control isasignificant, negative
correlateof gang membership, controllingfor thetraditiona social control theory measures
and peer delinguency; however, self-control does not eliminate the effects of other
variables. Peer delinquency remains the strongest correlate or predictor of gang
membership.

Itislikely that amodel that integratesor combinesvariablesderivedfromvarious
versionsof control theory and differentia associationtheory will beneededtoprovidea
morecompleteexplanation of gang membership. Theseresultsareconsistent withprior
researchthat documentssupport for an eclectictheoretical gpproachincriminology andthe
study of gangs.
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